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Introduction: what this booklet attempts to do

Policy surrounds us all and is an important aspéttuman decision-making processes in democratic
societies. It is, therefore, crucial to understahd importance of policy and the role it plays in
desertification processes. The aim of this booldeb focus specifically on the role of policy &t
local scale of decision-making (see other booklets for a gdnediacussion of the EU policy
environment and desertification).

Several local policy themes will be explored insttiooklet, all building on each other to build a
storyline that informs the reader about problemssués and opportunities associated with policy-
making and desertification. The booklet will firstok at thepolicy procesgi.e. how does policy
work?) and will shed some light on the complex éssassociated with formulating, enacting and
implementing a policy. The booklet will then spézfly discuss issues and concerns relategbty
implementation in the Northern Mediterranearby emphasising that European Mediterranean
countries often have a policy style of their ownighhcan differ substantially from that of its Nogtin
and Western European counterparts.

The booklet then turns to the important issue poficy as both a driver and a solutiono
Mediterranean desertification. In order to subssdatthis debate, the booklet will draw on various
examples of policy effects (both positive and negdtat the local scale from various Northern
Mediterranean locations, in particular by invediigg agricultural policy as a key driver for
desertification in the Guadalentin valley (Spathg Alentejo (Portugal), the Agri Basin (Italy) atide
island of Lesvos (Greece). The booklet will empbsasthat no discussion of policy effects and
effectiveness at the local scale can be understatitbut a grasp of the link betwegolicies and
politics. The booklet will conclude with a discussion leésons that have been learsb far with
regard to policy implementation and effectivenastha local scale in the Northern Mediterraneanl an
what the future perspectivesare for the policy/desertification interface. Thigll culminate in
recommendations for a holistic and integrated desfgration policy packagefor the Northern
Mediterranean that will, hopefully, help to betteldress current desertification problems.



Policy as a process: how does it work?

The policy process includes the stages of fornaragnactment, transposition and implementation

Policy is generally formulated by actors associatéth nation state institutions

The local level (or grassroots level) is the magportant policy level where policy finds direct eegsion ‘on the ground’
Policy enactment does not guarantee successfuéimaitation on the ground (implementation gap)

Policies can have direct and indirect effects omsettfication processes (those with indirect efeoften exacerbate
desertification, e.g. agricultural policies)

. Policy-making is an inherently political processigfh means that understanding the goals, aspiratiand needs of
stakeholder groups is crucial

In democratic societies policies form the basieneavork forregulating human action The policy
process includes théormulation stage (where ideas for policies are formulated on theisoasd
incremental discussions of various stakeholderslied), theenactment stagéwhere a formal policy
document is produced and becomes ‘law’), tilamsposition stagdimportant in the European Union
where EU-based policies are transposed into merstade legal frameworks and laws), and the
implementation staggwhere policy is transferred to the ‘grassrootslewith the aim of changing
human action on the ground). Policies are usuallgntilated by policy-makers associated wittion
stateinstitutions (e.g. environment or agricultural nsinies), although increasingly non-state actors
are playing an important part in influencing poligsocesses from formulation to implementation. The
grassroots levefi.e. the level where individuals or communities amost affected by policy decisions)
is the most important policy level as it is at tloeal scale that EU and national policies are
implemented.

The enactment of a policy does not guarantee thatiay ‘trickles down’ to the grassroots level.t&i

a policy exists but is not implemented for variaceasons (see remainder of this booklet). This is
referred to as th@mplementation gap This gap highlights that researchers have tositigate the
impact and effectiveness of policy on the groundider to gauge the ‘success’ of a policy. It is,
therefore, not sufficient to analyse the macroedtmal level of policy formulation and enactment
alone, as this booklet will amply illustrate.

It is important to recognise two key issues assediavith the impact of policies on desertification
processes at the local level. First, policies cavehadirect or indirect effecton the ground. Alirect
impact can, for example, be seen when policiedasetly addressing human action associated with
desertification processes (e.g. environmental padlf@mt attempts to protect an area from intensive
human use by encouraging soil and vegetation pgiotgc However, most policies that we will discuss
in this booklet have amdirect impact on desertification processes by inducinghgea in land use
decisions that indirectly affect desertificationopesses. Most agricultural policies fall into this
category of indirect policies: they are not explicitargeting desertification-related processes, bu
through their encouragement of change in humanwietna(e.g. by providing subsidies encouraging
farmers to intensify agricultural production), thego often contribute to a worsening of desestfan
processes (see case studies below). Second, madiking is an inherentlpolitical processin which

the understanding of who holds the power in actetworks is crucial. Dominant actors (e.g.
community leaders) may hold the key for succegsflicy implementation through their specific roles
in the community and may influence the policy reatd of other actors.



Policy implementation in the Northern Mediterranean
Issues and concerns

Picture

. The ‘Mediterranean Syndrome’ often characterisedicpanaking and implementation in Mediterranean mies
(clientelist administrative traditions; structurdeficiencies; corruption; poor cooperation betwegiministrative sectors)

. The decentralisation of administrative powers indifierranean countries has resulted in uncoordingteticy action

. Weak civil society structures impede implementatidnsustainable environmental management and, aesalt,
desertification alleviation

. The top-down nature and under-representation oioreg) perspectives characteristic of EU policy-mmakfurther hamper|
effective desertification control

. Mediterranean countries often perceive EU policy ‘Werthern-centric’ and not well adapted to the Ntedranean
situation; due to the threat of land abandonmennhynilediterranean regions would prefer policies thatp them further|
intensify, rather than extensify, agricultural prarion

In the Northern Mediterranean, structural deficieacat national level and the hierarchical nature o
EU policy design and implementation, with associatmplementation deficiencies between EU
institutions and member state level, are partityllaroblematic barriers for desertification mitigat.
These problems are referred to asMediterranean SyndromeTypical symptoms of this syndrome
are clientilistic administrative traditions and ig@ly autonomous conduct. The Mediterranean
syndrome is also characterised by structural defeies common to most Mediterranean countries
such as corruption, the lack of comprehensive piaimsogrammes to combat environmental problems,
and poor cooperation between the various admitiigtraectors that hold competence in issues such as
desertificationDecentralisationof administrative power and responsibility in tH&70s and 1980s has
further led to uncoordinated policy action and detation of accountability at national and EU lksve
Weak civil societymakes the promotion of other than economic interegre or at least difficult at
local level. This weakens public opinion exerciigugh NGOs and voting behaviour which can be a
decisive force in the adoption of sustainable pedic Although progress in adopting environmental
targets is made at national level, problems suchaagnentation of responsibilities, limited powdr o
environmental institutions, and lack of policy @structure, facilities and expert knowledge, are
frequent. Consequently, Mediterranean EU membeéesstaiten lack initiative in environmental policy
issues, only acting in response to demands frorsdgts, if at all.

While some claim that the Mediterranean Syndromebéginning to give way, and that both
environmental NGOs and civil society are beginntoggain power to interfere in policy issues,
structural deficiencies still continue to imposeiemnmentally harmful interpretations of policy dea
and practices. Yet, the incompatibility of EU p@die with the natural environment (making sustaieabl
use of natural resources difficult) also needsegambknowledged, as does the top-down nature of EU
policy making. The under-representation of regiopalspectives is implicit to EU decision-making
processes, which may lead to an under-represemtatiSouthern European interests. So, not only do
the structural and actor-level characteristics eiased with the Mediterranean syndrome act as dyive
of unsustainable land management and consequertey® of desertification, but also conflicting
signals from Europe.

Mediterranean countries often perceive policy press from Brussels as a framework imposed by
Northern Europe. Many Mediterranean stakeholdéesefore, argue that EU policies (and resultant
national legislation) often do not ‘fit' interestd Northern Mediterranean countries. Mediterranean
policy makers would often prefer to implement pielic that enable furthemtensification of
agricultural practices and land use, while EU petieencouragextensification Yet, the latter is often
not associated with environmental conservation (aedertification mitigation) but withHand
abandonmentfurther exacerbating desertification at the loeakel (e.g. through lack of maintenance
of terraces; withdrawal of environmentally sustaieaagriculture). Any discussion of policy effeetis
the local scale, thus, needs to take account tkeifgp policy and environmental situation in the
Northern Mediterranean region.



Policy as both a driver and solution for Mediterranean
desertification

Picture

. In the Northern Mediterranean, agricultural polisidinked to the EU CAP often exacerbate desertiicaprocesses
while environmental policies have to some extelptdokealleviate desertification

. Policies linked to the organisation of the Commoarkét linked to arable crops, olive oil, fruit amggetable, sheep an
goat meat and beef and veal have the most signtfipatential to accelerate desertification processe

. Subsidies linked to the CAP have encouraged fartoeirstensify production and expand their arablearthereby often
enhancing desertification processes in environmntalnerable areas

. Limits for livestock densities have often provea high for most environmentally fragile grazing ase resulting in
increases in stocking densities with potentiallgrdatic impacts on desertification processes

. Agri-environmental and agro-forestry schemes offkkare often criticised for compromising environa targets and
functioning just as an alternative source of income

. Research has shown that the success of agri-emagntal schemes in mitigating desertification is edixwith some
schemes being relatively successful, while othax® lgenerally not led to substantial environmeirgbrovements and
alleviation of desertification processes

. Environmental policies have been more successfithading desertification problems, with the mosterant policies|
being the Habitats Directive, the Directives on Eonmental Impact Assessment and Strategic Envieortah Assessment,
and the Water Framework Directive

o

An important and often neglected aspect of politgats at the local scale is that policies canbath
asdrivers (causes) of desertification and sslutions For the Northern Mediterranean, agricultural
policies linked to the EU Common Agricultural PgliCAP) often exacerbate desertification
processes, while environmental policies have toesertent helped alleviate desertification.

Examples of policies that both exacerbate and alleate desertification in the
Northern Mediterranean

(?) = policy impact uncertain

Policies that have tended to exacerbate desertifittan processes

Agricultural policy:

136/66/EEC; 1638/98/EEC; 2366/98/EEC: Organisationlive oil sector

120/67/EEC; 1910/92/EEC; 2309/97/EEC: Organisatiodurum wheat cultivation

2727/75/EEC; 1765/92/EEC; 1251/99/EEC; 1253/99/EBf@anisation of cereal, oilseeds and protein semtors
1837/80/EEC; 2467/98/EEC; 2529/01/EEC: Organisatfosheep and goat sector

797/85/EEC; 2329/91/EEC; 950/97/EEC: Improvingaifincy of agricultural structures
3013/89/EEC; 2069/92/EEC: Organisation of the ske®bgoat sector

2019/93/EEC: Improving economic situation of snelinds in Aegean

2201/96/EEC: Organisation of fruit and vegetableas (incl. almonds)

951/97/EEC: Investment in agriculture; improvinggessing and marketing of agricultural products
1254/99/EEC: Organisation of beef and veal sector

Forest policy

4256/88/EEC: Development and exploitation of fa€8)
867/90/EEC: Transformation and commercialisatiofoodst products (?)

Policies that have tended to alleviate desertificain processes

Water policy:

2000/60/EEC: Framework for community action in watelicy
80/68/EEC: Protection of groundwater against pialtut
1975/82/EEC: Irrigation works in mountainous araad LFAs

Environmental and nature conservation policies:

409/79/EEC: Conservation of wild birds

337/85/EEC: Environmental Impact Assessment

479/86/EEC: Protection of the environment in thedkranean basin

43/92/EEC: Conservation of natural habitats and ¥élina and flora (Habitats Directive)
42/2001/EEC: Environmental Impact Assessment

Forest policy:
3229/86/EEC; 2158/92/EEC; 308/97/EEC: Protectiomfforest fires
2080/92/EEC: Forestry measures in agriculture (?)




797/85/EEC: Afforestation and set-aside

Agricultural policy:

1094/88/EEC: Set-aside

2378/91/EEC: Extensification of production in sérsiareas
3072/95/EEC: Compensation payments to cereal ammgupers
2078/92/EEC: Agri-environmental regulation (?)
1257/99/EEC: Rural development regulation (?)

Agricultural policies as a key driver for desed#ftion processes at the local scale

Agricultural policies under the CAP providebsidiedfor agricultural products. They are implemented
and monitored by national agencies, often involviagal-level policy officials whose actions the
European Commission can not always control. Theusmof subsidies a farm receives, and more
importantly the area of eligible land or the numbéreligible cattle, is ultimately controlled byeth
discretion of administrative officialsbelow ministerial level. Policies folCommon Market
Organisations(CMOs) linked to arable crops, olive oil, fruit amdgetable, sheep and goat meat and
beef and veal have the most significant potentahdcelerate desertification processes (see table).
Since the 1992 CAP reform, all subsidies paid thhothe arable regimes have been based on land
area, which has implications for encouraging fasm&r expand their arable area, thereby often
enhancing desertification processes.

Livestock CMOs contain requirements for stockingngity, and the Beef Regime has an
extensification premium for which the maximum stogkdensity has varied from 1 to 1.6 livestock
units/ha. These limits have proven too high for mesvironmentally fragile grazing areas, often
resulting inincreases in stocking densiti€¢sather than decreases) with potentially dramatigacts on
desertification processes (see example of Greetmwpeln the Northern Mediterranean stocking
densities have tended to increase, either dueangihg farming practices (lack of pasture rotation)
because of subsidies received through the CAP.stdek quotas have been particularly expanded
within so-called ‘Less Favoured Areas’ of the Elgr{eulturally marginal areas often in hilly or
mountainous areas).

Agri-environmental, agro-forestry and environmemialicies as a possible solution for desertifica®io
The agri-environmental and agro-forestry schemes of the EU, both of which have direct
desertification mitigating aims (as discussed apotave shown mixed results for desertification
mitigation. These policies are often criticised émmpromising environmental targets and functioning
just as an alternative source of income. Partibullie EU agri-environmental regulation is notosou
for remaining open to interpretation in the implenagion phase. Administrative agents responsihie fo
implementing these regulations at regional andll@maels are in a critical position to determine th
interpretation of the goalof these policies into practice. Some schemes @dfgrestation schemes)
have been relatively successful at preventing tiisation, while others (especially those relying
farmers’ voluntary participation) have generallyt hed to substantial alleviation of desertification
processes. Another cause for concern is lto& of financial weight attached to these policies,
particularly in comparison to CAP production sulssd Often, possible beneficial effects derivedrfro
agri-environmental and agro-forestry schemes imseof counteracting desertification are offset by
other policieencouragingntensification and unsuitable management practices

Picture

Environmental policieshave had a more direct impact on desertificatimtesses at the local level,
although the extent to which desertification isktad by environmental policies in general has been
subject to criticism. EU environmental policy hasluced a considerable increase in national level
legislation in member states, although a compledéfgrent matter is how, or rather whether, reaglt
legislation is implemented into practice. Enviromts policies most relevant to desertification five t
Northern Mediterranean are tihtabitats Directive which designates areas as protected with limited
options for management; the Directives @&@mvironmental Impact Assessmenand Strategic
Environmental Assessmentvhich define procedures for assessing the enviemtah impact of
potential projects, plans and programmes; andWaer Framework Directivewhich ensures the
protection of water from pollutants and sets reguients for river-basin based management systems.



Policies and desertification: the case of the Guatmtin
valley (Spain)

Picture

. The Guadalentin valley is one of the areas mogrevaffected by desertification in Europe

. The main drivers of desertification are associatéth groundwater over-exploitation and salinisatiand with erosive|
dynamics in hilly dryland areas based on expansiointensive crops

. Both policies and institutional frameworks have fedin unquestioned expansion of environmentatiyrdetive irrigation
farming

. CAP subsidies have encouraged expansion of intersdps in the drylands exacerbating erosive preess

. Some positive results of CAP policies can be olsethrough implementation of desertification alégivig agri-
environmental schemes and, more importantly, thnotige maintenance of remnant traditional farmingagiices
predicated on farmers’ economic survival based drsglies

The Guadalentin valleyin the region of Murcia represents one of thst severe cases of
desertificationin Southern Europe. Surface and groundwater ovglegation, soil salinisation and
natural habitat destruction, together with a largeease ofrrigated agriculture in the lowlands, have
enhanced desertification problems. Expansion @fated agriculture is a main driver for semi-nakura
habitat destruction and aquifer depletion in a saria climate, leading to desiccation of borehaled
aquifer salinisation. The area also suffers fiatense erosive dynamida hilly dryland areas, rooted
in historical landuses and present management ekaagfing on a sensitive combination of semi-arid
climate and vulnerable soils. As a result, the Glextin has been one of the target areas for lermg-t
research on physical and social processes of desgion (e.g. EU Project MEDALUS,
MEDACTION).
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In less than two generations, farmers have retufroed forced emigration to live in a region wibime

of the highest growth rates of agricultural produoh in Spain. The spread of irrigated land has been
part of a regional trend, now covering one thirdhaf agricultural area in the region, more thanfoleb

the national level. The development of horticultupgoduction and related activities has led to
remarkable economic developmeint the area. The key issue regarding irrigation desertification
issues (i.e.salinisation and water mismanagemethighlights that the economic significance of
irrigation farming has given this type of farmingamimous support from the entire institutional and
political spectrum.



The Tajo-Segura water transfer channel was the meielopment underlying irrigation expansion
after 1980, the time period when most permits éaming water were allocated. Although the Spanish
1985 Water Act legalised most groundwater pumpsiamdemented a system of extraction permits,
this legislation could not prevent the spreadllegal groundwater extractioractivities. As irrigation
grew during the late 1980s, an unregulated watekeh@merged with permit owners illegally selling
water they were allocated but did not use. Thegation issue was exacerbated in the 1980s by
structural aid for farm modernisatiorafter Spain’s entry into the EEC. Although thisgesl increase
farm productivity, it also indirectly promoted igation expansion with consequent increased pressure
on water resources. The new 1999 Water Act praddbthe building of new wells but could not
reverse the trend. Rural policy design and impleatem continued to be dominated by an ethos in
which agriculture and water policies combined todemmise and improve the competitiveness of
irrigation. As a resultpverexploitation of groundwater resourcéstensified, impacting on soils due to
salinisation, and on remnant wildlife habitats édkto the drying up of natural wells and wetlandd a
through habitat destructiorAgri-environmental schemedargeting irrigation land have had little
impact on desertification beyond compulsory redarctn chemical input under integrated pest control
measures.

In dryland farming areasin the Guadalentin, meanwhilpplicy instruments(mainly CAP-related)
have targeted dryland crops, such as cereals, dsnand olives. But the mostly hilly areas of the
drylands have also seen tlidirect influence of policiesbehind irrigation, both in terms of
uncontrolled invasion of former dryland areas biigated citrus fruit plantations and through thekla
of social recognition given to the drylands as goweent attention is focused more on irrigation
farming. The beginning of contemporary changefiéndrylands can be dated to the early 1980s when
prospects about forthcoming CAP direct payment®eragedexpansion of cereal crops and almond
plantationsin previously abandoned areas at the expense ofeeag scrublands that had helped
alleviate desertification processes. Creation ofv felds in former scrubland areas, as well as
abandonment of soil protection techniques traditionally farmed land due to intensificatioere
key drivers for erosion. New almond plantations evparticularly harmful, as they were often planted
after substantial surface levelling with heavy niaety that destroyed less erosion-prone traditional
terracing systems.

Since EU accession in 1986, changes in crop patteawe been exacerbated in the drylands, with
economically marginal cereals further declininghat benefit ofpermanent cropsncluding almonds,
olives and vineyards. However, some CAP policiaerai988 (e.g. set-aside) were beneficial for
desertification mitigation, aset-aside allowed the natural recovery of proteetivegetationthereby
reducing erosion. Yet, the 1992 CAP reform measlamggely failed to help combating desertification
because of the specific design of these measukglam tolong delays in implementationCereal
extensificationhas been the most successful, wipleughing along contour lineshas had the most
tangible effects for erosion prevention. Nonethgldbe subsidy culture continues to be a threat for
desertification.Policies have played a contradictory roie the drylands, simultaneously promoting
agricultural set-aside and landuse intensificatignile erosion mitigation has never been an objecti
of policies associated with agricultural subsidid¢onetheless, CAP subsidies, including agri-
environmental schemes, have contributed tonttaéntenance of marginal farmingactivities in the
drylands severely threatened by land abandonmearatuise of traditionally low farm income. In this
respect, direct payments for cereals and olivesyalsas subsidies for the enhancement of almond
plantations, have played a crucial role togethéh tvie more recent agri-environmental paymentss Thi
has led to the, at least partiabaintenance of desertification-mitigating farmingrpcticessuch as
terracing or ploughing along contours — crucial agament techniques in terms of erosion prevention.



Policies and desertification: the case of the Aleajo
(Portugal)

Picture

. In the Alentejo, human landuse has often resuttetbgradation of soil and water resources

. Traditionally, sustainable agri-sylvi-pastoral sgets such as the montados have played a crucial irolitigating
desertification processes

. Policy impacts have been varied, with agricultypalicies since Portugal’'s EEC accession in 1986egally contributing
to landuse change with negative effects for ddemtion, while some environmental policies (atiomal and EU levels)
have helped mitigate desertification

. The effects of agri-environmental policies on difsemtion mitigation have been disappointing so, fargely due to poor
implementation and low farmer uptake

In the Alentejo, environmental change induced bsan action has created a cause-effect relationship
that has frequently resulted degradationof soil and water resources. This has ultimatet) tie a
reduction of farming and livestock activities wighlowering of productivityand resilience of local
ecosystems. Poorer soils usually support pastorestados(sustainable pastoral/arable systems with a
protective holm and cork oak tree cover), areasifestock grazing, forestry, and scrublands, ameg a
arguably, the most vulnerable with regard to laedcisange and desertification processes. As a result
the Alentejo has formed an ideal case study for ahalysis of policy effects on desertification
processes in Portugal through the EU-funded MEDAQN project.
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Policy impactshave been varied and complex, with some policiesnigahad clearly measurable and
tangible effects, while other impacts have beenensubtle and difficult to specify. Whilentry of
Portugal to the EEC in 1986 and the consequent implementation of CAP policiegially



encouraged agriculturahtensification, the CAP reform in 1992 encouragegtensification These
sudden changes in policy direction caught Alentejmers unaware, as they were still in the middle o
the process of farm modernisation. After 1995, fttilire of the Portuguese administration to provide
adequate payments for the Accompanying MeasuréheofCAP Reform (EU Regulations 2078/92,
2079/92 and 2080/92) led to a reduction in incooreAentejo farmers, with furthemegative effects
on traditional farm management practiceand maintenance of protective vegetation covers Thi
situation has been exacerbated by present policidsr Agenda 2000. Many farms in the Alentejo
have disappeared and there has been concentnatiofewer farms, resulting in larger average siee,
well as abandoned areas — all with important ramssions for desertification.



Portugal’s accession to the EEC in 1986 was thermoause forecent landuse changesrhe CAP
initially created a climate for agricultural invesnt and stability, and focused on production otaks

in the Alentejo, encouraging increased use of ligetis, agri-chemicals and irrigation. OIld olive
groves, orchards and many montados vekrstroyedo increase areas for irrigated cereals and other
highly subsidised annual crops such as sunflow&ssa result, this period wasegative from an
erosion and desertification point-of-viewThe CAP reforms of 1992 focusing on extensifmati
(implemented in 1994) also led to landuse changgsgecially as cereal production lost its political
position as a priority crop. Yet, possible new otiions of landuse, such as environmentally-frignd
farming throughagri-environmental measuresr afforestation of farmland, have been hampered by
both the reluctance of farmers to change traditiommagement systems and by the complexity of the
proposed agri-environmental policy package. Then®@ has particularly witnessed dramatic changes
in crop management away from softdorum wheat— a process almost entirely driven by high area
subsidy payments. Over the past two decadesintheence of subsidieshas often been a stronger
driver for landuse change than the value of thenfaroduce itself, resulting in an unsustainable
farming climate in which farmers have been foraeddopt management decisions that were often not
the best for the environment.

Nonetheless, recent changes to the policy-oriemtatf the CAP have producesbme positive
environmental impactssuch as increase in biodiversity, reduction of iersand water and soil
pollution, as well as extensification of livestogkoduction. These policies have also reduced
incentives for farmers to further destroy oak treesthe montados. However, the socio-economic
situation of Alentejo farmers and local communitiemegatively affected by the reduction of support
subsidies. This means that, in the medium and ferrg, the economic situation will produnegative
environmental impactbecause a certain level of human management isattaanaintain and restore
landscape systems and to prevent further encroathmam desertification. There are currently
insufficient management solutions to allow satigfag implementation of the new decoupled CAP
instruments in helping to control desertification.

These trends have been, to some extent at leastiezbalanced bget-aside policyas well asagri-
environmental measurefor minimal tillage, direct drilling and extensiveereal cultivation, that all
have positive effects fadesertification mitigation However, agri-environmental measures have only
recently been implemented (2004). They are compligk regard to requirements for farmers and
implementation and monitoring and, as a resultakgthy farmers has been relatively low. The main
two deterrents for successful implementation of-agvironmental policies have been tipgtyments
have been too lownd the ofternigh cost of investmentequired to achieve the aims of specific agri-
environmental measures.

EU initiatives such as theeaderandLife programmes, EU directives drodiversity, birds, nitrates
and water as well as the influence dfational Protected Areasnd areas included in tiéATURA
2000network have had more immediate effects. Althougplémentation of most of these policies is
recent, the area protected (18% of the Alentejg)gnificant. In particular, NATURA 2000 legislatio
has helpedcontrol the destructionof a number of important Mediterranean habitétational and
regional environmental programmealso include measures that may be useful for riesfmegetation
around dams and river beds, and for the introdoadbmanagement systems for subterranean water
systems. Other policies currently being implementgtich may also help to control desertification
include hydrological river basin plansand theEcological and Agricultural National Reseryea
general planning classification of landuse whichsiat helping to prevent dramatic changes of
management in these areas.



Policies and desertification: the case of the AgBasin (Italy)

Picture

. The Agri Basin is one of the areas worst affecteddsertification in Italy

. The area has long suffered from outmigration wtiels exacerbated desertification problems due t& omaintenance
of traditional environmentally sustainable farmisgstems

. CAP subsidies linked to durum wheat productionpanticular, have led to substantial expansion antemsification of
arable farming with concurrent land degradation pltems

. National and regional policies for natural resouscmanagement have not yet substantially allevidesertification in the|
Agri as they operate under an unclear frameworéegfision-making and implementation

The Agri basin located in the Basilicata region of southern Itedyone of theworst affectedby
desertification in Italy and has, as a result, fednthe focus of international desertification reska
since the early 1990s. Particularly in the middigridasin,water erosionleading to gully formation
and the development of ‘badlands’ is pronouncedotighout the Agri,outmigration has been a
problem with continuous population loss — a seri@mssie not only in socio-economic and cultural
terms, but also with regard to maintenance of ti@uhl land management practices that have helped
mitigate desertification processes. There is arclazk between demographic dynamicsand
desertification processes in the Agri. Depopulatmpaused by lack of proper social and development
policy and is a key additional explanation for d&feation processes in Italy, together with thaek of

a coherent landuse policy framework.

‘ MEZZOGIORNO

From the beginning of the 1980s, policy changebath EU and national levels have enabled the
regional government of Basilicata to implement rlicies for the agricultural sector. In particylar
the regional government has encouraged young farteeincrease cooperation among landholders
through the establishment of fruit orchards, proowotof traditional arable crops, expansion of
irrigation and mechanisation, and husbandry of gteeel goats aimed at dairy products typical for the
region. As a resulsubstantial landuse changédsave occurred in the Agri basin over the last decad
Although beneficial in terms of short-term sociaeomic development, some of the resulting changes
have directly and indirectlgxacerbated land degradatiorin addition, subsidy-based agricultural
policies linked to the CAP have discouraged farnfiemn sustainably managing natural resources. An
irreversible process has started that preventseiearfnom adopting ‘good farming practice’ that wabul
be beneficial for sustainable soil management.

One of the key policy drivers for landuse changesanthern Italy has been the implementation of
policies supportinglurum wheat This has led to an uncontrolled increase in duwlmat cultivation,
with concurrent detrimental effects on natural gstesms. The reason for large-scatgl degradation
and ecological damage created by this ‘distortesplementation of EU regulations is particularly
linked to erosion-prone soil types prevalent in ynaneas of southern Italy that react poorly to more
intensive cultivation. The situation was made wdreeause the submission of applications for durum
wheat subsidies was organised almost exclusivelfabyiers’ unions, and as these unions are paid by
farmers for their services, this has tended tch&rrincrease the number of applicants receivingimur
wheat subsidies. Cultivation of durum wheat largakes place in order torop the subsidy, even in
areas where it is virtually impossible to succdbsfeultivate durum wheat. This has been a
particularly unfortunate trend with regard to défieation mitigation, as in recent times many famns
worried about continuing yield decreases had bagging moreenvironmentally friendly farming
techniques such as more shallow ploughing, sod seeding, orinmim tillage practices (often
encouraged by agri-environmental schemes).
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CAP policies have been one of tkey policy driverdehind desertification processes in the Agri basin,
especially as the subsidy regime linked to the G¥B often led t@nvironmentally unsustainable
intensification of agriculturein vulnerable farming areas. National and regigualicies for natural
resources management have not yet substantiallyiatiéd desertification in the Agri, especially as

they operate under a relatively unclear framewdtath decision-making and implementation powers
with a multiplicity of uncoordinated authorities.



Policies and desertification: the case of Lesvos (€ece)

Picture

. The north-west of Lesvos (Greece) is highly ddestitand has provided the case study of a recemsiigation into the|
effects of EU policies at the local level

. CAP-related policies emerge as key drivers for stenable increases in sheep numbers

. CAP subsidies, farm modernisation aid and speaiities for the development of remote Greek Islarehs have led tg
an intensification of agriculture in Lesvos, withncurrent exacerbation of desertification processes

. The lack of environmental compatibility of the C@dticy regime has only recently been recognised

Theisland of Lesvoss the northernmost of the large islands in theg®agSea. In the north-east there
are bare uncultivated expanses of land, most oflwhie used as pastures. In the south-east, emtendi
towards the centre and the north-east, the islamtnsely planted with olive groves. The north-west
characterised by extensive pastures for sheep rfgrmvas the focus of a recent investigation into
interlinkages between policies and desertificatibthe local level (EU MEDACTION Project). Due to
the natural vulnerability of the north-west to eoms landuse is a critical factor in exacerbating
desertification processe@nd sheep pastures are currently the most defjghécultural area of the
entire island. The danger of desertification hasnbexacerbated by thecrease in sheep numbers
development attributed to EU CAP policies which leasto overgrazing, disappearance of vegetation
and subsequent erosion.

.
Greek: ® LESBOS

case studye o

¢ area

Four CAP-related policies stand out with regardhir specific influence on landuse change in rorth
west Lesvos. These includiheep and goat meat subsidiestructural policy measures likeFA
payments specialpolicies for aiding small islands in the Aegearand policy measures for the
modernisation of holdingsFrom 1980 onwards$;AP subsidiesvere introduced for sheep and goat
meat. Subsidies have taken the form of an anneaahipm, with the amount of payments based on the
number of sheep and goats owned by an applicataliynthere were no limitations on the number of
animals for which subsidies could be received,dftgr 1989 the maximum number of animals eligible
for subsidy was capped at 1,000 head/farm. In dkee 1990s, further reform of the CAP introduced
basic measures of environmental protection withuiregnents for a minimum grazing area of 1
livestock unit/ha in Greek island areas. HoweMee, riesultant grazing load, although within the fémi
prescribed by the Greek ‘code of good farming pecatt has substantiallgxceeded the carrying
capacityof the meagre pastures and has led to visible asmbunablexacerbation of desertification
processesln addition, the ‘forced’ specialisation in shefepming, based on generous CAP subsidies,
has led to abandonment of traditional cultivatiparticularly resulting in a diminution of proteativ
terraces.

LFA policies are the key component of CAP structural measurgadeimented in the area. Member
states are asked to provide special subsidiesrinefa so thafarming activities in disadvantaged
areas are stimulatedand living standards of rural communities imprbv&l rural communities in
north-west Lesvos have been classified as ‘lessuf@d’. Compensatory allowanceare particularly
important, aiming at providing financial help tarfas losing income because of additional production
costs linked to both farm location in disadvantageshs and reduced production due to severe natural
disadvantages. The amount of subsidy is determimeglation to thenumber of eligible animals. That
livestock numbers define farmer income in LFAs basn an unfortunate policy prescription, as it has
often encouraged farmers txceed the carrying capacitgf their pastures, therebgxacerbating
desertification processes



Recognising the special accessibility problems exhate insular areas of its member states, the
Community providespecial aid to small islands in the Aegeasssistance takes the form o$absidy

for the transportof agricultural products and results in lower pa®d prices for animal fodder. This
has provided further inducement for farmersirtorease sheep numbersvith concurrent negative
effects on environmental sustainability. In additidEU policies for themodernisation of farm
holdings also influence the development of sheep farmingesvos, aimed specifically at improving
the income of farmers through modernisation of pmbidn units — furthedrivers for intensification

of farming in an environmentally highly vulnerataleea.

The prospects with regard to future desertificaibeviation through changed land management
practices and a changing policy regime loelatively bleakfor the most desertified areas of Lesvos.
Even though environmental protection was one ofiihes of the EU structural regulations, and
althoughenvironmentally-friendly investmentaere encouraged by many EU policies, it is only
recently that specific reference has been madeetertvironmental compatibility of implemented
policies.



Recommendations for a holistic and integrated
desertification policy package

Picture

Policies have largely failed to address desertiiima in Southern Europe

Local stakeholders are not sufficiently includegbalicy formulation and implementation

Agricultural actors have tended to focus on receipsubsidies and less on sustainable environmemaiagement
Agri-environmental policy has particularly failed address desertification processes, although thegesome promising
policy developments at EU level

. The policy frameworks needs to be substantialigrett; negative outcomes result from the lack ohifiad and coherent
EU desertification policy (piecemeal policy apprbeas); there is urgent need for a unified and hinligEU-based
desertification policy framework

This booklet has provided some insight into whyglicies have failedto adequately address
desertification issues at the local level in déieation-affected areas of the Northern Meditegan,
and, particularly, why in some cases policies rewenexacerbatedlesertification problems. The rigid
top-down policy model of the Eldnd the lack of both accountability and consultat regional and
local levels play a key role in creating environmadly unsustainable policy outcomes. The
effectiveness of existing policies has been furthampered by differenpolicy agendasand
interpretations of desertification held by varioastors in Southern Europe. Any drafting of new
policies affecting localities in Southern Europeaictterised by desertification-related problemsisee
to include local stakeholdersn all stages of the policy continuum from poliayrulation, design,
implementation and monitoring of policy succes$adure.

The consequences of desertification are not alvemasily seen in many agricultural areas of the
Northern Mediterranean, and it is often difficultr ffarmers to associate specific changelntuse
with the possibility of increasindesertification risks This situation has been exacerbated by the fact
that the notion of ‘desertification’ is interpretdferently by both the various policy-makers ihvex

in implementing policies aimed at alleviating déifieation risk and by the farmers themselves. This
has resulted in serioukfficulties in successful implementationf actions and policies to combat and
mitigate desertification across the Mediterranean.

There are five reasons why detrimental and indffecpolicy outcomes have predominated in the

Northern Mediterranean:

e Agricultural actorstend to dominate decision-making about using (amdsimg) policies at farm
level (especially subsidies), and both environmeeigertise and interests are largely missing
from key local actors. As a result, natural researtike soil and water are often perceived as
production factorsand sources of farm-level and local economic bgnefther than as natural
resources that should be managed sustainablyetdalh desertification.

« Attempts to maximise income accrued fr&td subsidiesn the local area, the use of both EU and
nationalinvestment aid¢o promote intensive and technologically-advancestipction, and the
dominance ofagricultural interestsin policy networks increase the degradation of ksmh and
water resources.

» Erosion damage could have been prevented, hadlthadg existingconservation areas and
measuresbeen enforced more rigidly. This means that withard to monitoring conservation
efforts, particular attention has to be paid togbals and interests enforced by actors involved in
policy implementation.

» Pockets exist where changesvards environmentally sustainable application sfibsidiesand
investment aids are emerging, but these changea egsponse to an already severely degraded
environment rather than engendered by endemicgdroen within the localities.

» The way desertification is often understood andreskkd ipolitically chargedand linked to the
prevailing consensus over the ‘best’ and ‘mostiffest use of local natural resources. These are
often manifested in the allocation of funding todafarge-scale infrastructural developments, for
example transfers of water forigation from adjacent catchments.

Several recommendations emerge from this:
1. This booklet has emphasised tt@mplexityof the current EU and national policy environment
influencing landuse change in Southern Europe, wtghmany direct and indirect effects on



desertification processes. Policy implementatioadseto be more sensitive to theltural and
environmentalcontext of land management. In particular, chanfeglgublic participation need to
be established according to the requirements sifational Action Plans (see Booklet X) and in
line with the principles of better policy and issmenership.

Land managersneed to be better informed about the extent smdptoms of desertificatiom
their local area.

There are some promising policy developments. kample, theEU Strategy on Soil Protection
contains comprehensive requirements for addreskmgoil-related dimensions of desertification,
although implementation of these requirements at Itical level needs to be improved and
tightened. Further, thEBuropean Spatial Development Perspectizeuld act as an incentive to
develop a more transparent and comprehensive pdaahing process for land management. In
addition, the inclusion of compulsory compliancethmjood agricultural and environmental
conditions(GAEC) under the mid-term review of the CAP opeaw mpportunities for combating
desertification problems.

The policy environment — as the key driver for lasel change in Southern Europe — needs to be
substantially altered The negative policy outcomes emanating from daeapolicies largely
result from thdack of a unified and coherent EU desertificatioroficy, as well as from lack of
authority of environmental experts and administatdrhis has resulted ipiecemeal policy
approachesn which policy attempts to mitigate desertificatibpave been spread over a wide array
of often uncoordinated EU and national policy damaiA unified and holistic EU-based
desertification policy frameworkshould be put in place that directly addresses rtfsation
problems and that brings together the various et rather disparate and disconnected, policies
that affect desertification processes in often tiegavays.



Further reading and resources

Arianoutsou-Faraggitaki, M. 1985: Desertificatioy bvergrazing in Greece: the case of Lesvos isladirnal of Arid
Environment®: 237-242.

Balabanis, P., Peter, D., Ghazi, A. and M. Tsogais)( 1999:Mediterranean desertification: research results apalicy
implications(Vol 1). Luxembourg: Office for Official Publicatis of the European Communities.

Beopoulos N., 1997: L'intensification de I'agricué grecque et les problemes de I'environnen@piions Méditerranéennes B
12: 217-224.

Beopoulos, N. and G. Vlahos 2005: Desertificatiod policies in Greece: implementing policy in aviesnmentally sensitive
livestock area. In: Wilson, G.A. and M. Juntti (ed9nravelling desertification: policies and actor metrks in
Southern EuropeWageningen (NL): Wageningen Academic Publishgps,157-178.

Brandt, C.J. and J.B. Thornes 198&diterranean desertification and land uszhichester: Wiley.

Briassoulis H., in collaboration with M. Juntti a®l Wilson 2003Mediterranean desertification: framing the policgntext.
Brussels: European Commission (Report EUR 20731).

Briassoulis, H. (in press): The institutional coeyity of environmental policy and planning problentee example of
Mediterranean desertificatiodournal of Environmental Planning and Management

Buller, H., Wilson, G.A. and A. Holl (eds) 2008gri-environmental policy in the European Unidxdershot: Ashgate.

Burke, S. and J.B Thornes (eds) 1988tions taken by national governmental and non-govental organisations to combat
desertification in the MediterraneaBrussels: European Commission (Report EUR 18490 E

CEC [Commission of the European Communities] 198&rnational Conference on Mediterranean Deserdifion: research
results and policy implicationduxembourg: European Commission (Report EUR 17182

Cerda, A. 1997: Soil erosion after land abandonnreat semiarid environment of southeastern Spaiidl Soil Research and
Rehabilitation11: 163-176.

Cornet, A. 2002: Desertification and its relatiopsto the environment and development: a probleat #ifects us all. In:
Barbault, R., Cornet, A., Jouzel, J., Mégie, G.ctBa I. and J. Weber (edsJohannesburg World Summit on
Sustainable Development 2002: what is at stake?cbiméribution of scientists to the debataris: Ministere des
Affaires étrangéres, pp. 91-125.

Dono, G. 1996: Una politica ambientale per I'adtiga collinare dell'ltalia Centraléa Questione Agrari®4: 57-81.

EEA [European Environment Agency] 200Down to Earth: soil degradation and sustainable elepment in Europe
Copenhagen: EEA.

Enne, G., D’ Angelo, M. and C. Zanolla (eds) 1998ticators for assessing desertification in the Medanean Proceedings of
the International Seminar held in Porto TorreslyJtd8-20 September 1998. Rome: Osservatorio Naosulla
Desertificazione.

European Commission 200Addressing desertification and land degradatiore #ttivities of the European Community in the
context of the United Nations Convention to Coniligtertification Brussels: European Commission.

Fantechi, R., Peter, D., Balabanis, P. and J.L.iRR(#ds) 1995Desertification in a European context: physical asmtio-
economic aspectdroceedings of the European School of Climatolagg Natural Hazards Course in Alicante,
Spain, 6-13 October 1993. Luxembourg: Office fa @fficial Publications of the European Communities

Garcia Ruiz, J.M. and P. Lopez Garcia (eds) 19@¢ion humana y desertificacion en ambientes mediteos Zaragoza
(Spain): Instituto Pirenaico de Ecologia CSIC.

Geeson, N.A., Brandt, C.J. and J.B. Thornes (e@i8pMediterranean desertification: a mosaic of procesaad responses
Chichester: Wiley.

Juntti, M. and G.A. Wilson 2005: Conceptualisingegification in Southern Europe: stakeholder jrtetations and multiple
policy agendasturopean Environmerit5: 228-249.

La Spina, A. and G. Sciortino 1993: Common ageisdathern rules: European integration and environah@hange in the
Mediterranean states. In: Liefferink, J.D., Lowe.ahd A.P. Mol (eds)European integration and environmental
policy. London: Belhaven, pp. 217-236.

Mairota, P., Thornes, J.B. and N. Geeson 19g&s of Mediterranean environments in Europe: thesertification context
Chichester: Wiley.

Marathianou, M., Kosmas, C., Gerontidis, S. andDétsis 2000: Land-use evolution and degradatioheisvos (Greece): a
historical approact.and Degradation and Developméirit: 63-73.

Onfate J.J. and B. Peco 2005: Policy impact on titisation: stakeholders’ perceptions in southestin.Land Use Policy22
(2): 103-114.

Onfate, J.J. and B. Peco 2005: Desertification asiities in Spain: from land abandonment to inteasivigated areas. In:
Wilson, G.A. and M. Juntti (eds)Jnravelling desertification: policies and actor meirks in Southern Europe
Wageningen (NL): Wageningen Academic Publishers7@pL00.

Peixoto, T.M. 1998Anélise do impacto da Agenda 2000 na agriculturdRégido do Alentejd.isbon: Universidade Técnica de
Lisboa [ISA].

Povellato, A. and D. Ferraretto 2005: Desertificatpolicies in Italy: new pressures on land andeédgfication’ as rural-urban
migration. In: Wilson, G.A. and M. Juntti (ed§)nravelling desertification: policies and actor me&irks in Southern
Europe Wageningen (NL): Wageningen Academic Publishgps,101-130.

Pridham, G. 2002: National environmental policy-imakin the European framework: Spain, Greece aaig ih comparison. In:
Jordan, A. (ed)Environmental policy in the European Union: actadrsstitutions and processeksondon: Earthscan,
pp. 81-99.

Pridham, G. and D. Konstadakopoulos 1997: Sustkbrdgyelopment in Mediterranean Europe: interastioetween European,
national and sub-national levels. In Baker, S., {®uM., Richardson, P. and S. Young (ed®)e politics of
sustainable development: theory, policy and practiithin the EULondon: Routledge, pp. 127-151.

Primdahl, J., Peco, B., Schramek, J. Andersenné&.Jal. Ofate 2003: Environmental effects and sffeeasurement of agri-
environmental policieslournal of Environmental Managemesit: 129-138.

Rossi, L. and M. lannetta 2002: Desertificazionefenomeno in espansionfgriculturel: 4-8.

Roxo, M.J. and J.M. Mourdo 199fand degradation in the south interior Alentejo-Mda region: historical overview of
agricultural impacts on the environmemisbon: Universidade Nova de Lisboa.

Sauri, D. and L. Del Moral 2001: Recent developméntSpanish water policy: alternatives and cottfliat the end of the
hydraulic ageGeoforum32: 351-362.

Thornes, J.B. 1998: Mediterranean desertificatiwh RiCastri's %' dimensionMediterraneol2/13: 149-166.



Van der Leeuw, S.E. (ed) 1998he Archaeomedes Project: understanding the nataral anthropogenic causes of land
degradation and desertification in the Mediterranebasin — research resultduxembourg: Office for Official
Publications of the European Communities (ReporREI8181).

Vieira, M. and P. Eden 2005: Desertification andigies in Portugal: landuse changes and pressurdsoal biodiversity. In:
Wilson, G.A. and M. Juntti (eds)Jnravelling desertification: policies and actor meirks in Southern Europe
Wageningen (NL): Wageningen Academic Publishers 1pf-156.

Wilson, G.A. and K. Hart 2000: Financial imperatiwe conservation concern? EU farmers’ motivationis farticipation in
voluntary agri-environmental schemé&svironment and Planning 32 (12): 2161-2185.

Wilson, G.A. and M. Juntti (eds) 2005: Unravellidesertification: policies and actor networks in theun Europe. Wageningen
(NL): Wageningen Academic Publishers.



Contact details

Expert author: Professor Geoff Wilson
Governance and Policy in Europe Research Group
School of Geography

University of Plymouth

Drake Circus

Plymouth

PL4 8AA

UK

e-mail: geoff.wilson@plymouth.ac.uk
Phone: +44 1752 233 781

ASIDA,
Q(@L Ds,b

mw,,,
r ¢
B\
“kopsnao

Universidade Nova de Lisboa
Faculdade de Ciéncias Sociais e Humanas

LUCINDA co-ordinator: Dr Maria José Roxo
Dep. Geografia e Planeamento Regional
Faculdade de Ciéncias Sociais e Humanas
Universidade Nova de Lisboa

Address: Av. de Berna, 26 C

1069-061 LISBOA — PORTUGAL

Email: mj.roxo@iol.pt

Phone: +351 21 795 73 05

Website: www.fcsh.unl.pt/lucinda/

—
-
= F
=

LUCINDA - Land care in desertification affected asefrom science towards application
An EU Project funded under SIXTH FRAMEWORK PROGRAMM PRIORITY 1.1.6.3 -
GLOBAL CHANGE AND ECOSYSTEMS

European Commission DG Research

Specific Support Action

Contract number: 018347



