Rural Economy and Land Use Programme (Relu)
Submission to the EFRA Committee inquiry into Farming Regulation

1.
This paper focuses on the first two questions posed by the Committee. The Annexes set out specific regulatory issues identified by Relu projects, and list relevant Relu publications.
Should Defra change its culture of regulation?
Redefining the overall relationship between the state and land managers

2.
The Farming Regulation Task Force has comprehensively reviewed one critical element in the relationship between the state and farmers. Evidence from the Relu programme supports the call for ‘an entirely new approach to and culture of regulation’. It shows that regulation is necessary, but that other mechanisms, and new ways of working, are also important.

3.
Relu experience also suggests an even more fundamental redefinition of the relationship between the state and land managers in general. This could be achieved through a written ‘Charter for Integrated Natural Resource Management’, which would:
· Establish a new set of aspirations for, and expectations of, the public sector, private sector land managers, and civil society, in relation to our natural environment. 

· Set out how a combination of mechanisms, including the market, voluntary agreements, standards, incentives and state regulation, will be used to help land managers deliver the wider expectations of society for land management.

· Encourage and enable groups of land managers to take collaborative action, in the context of the wider landscape, to deliver public policy outcomes for the natural environment. 

· Promote the ‘ecosystem services approach’ as an integrated framework for land and water management, aiming to optimise the delivery of multiple ecosystem services from any one location, rather than simply promoting specific services to the exclusion of others.

Revisiting the regulation culture
4.
Relu projects have reviewed many policy mechanisms and offered suggestions to improve them, taking account of diverse experience in the UK and abroad. Particularly valuable insights have been provided into the use of voluntary agri-environment schemes. These could play a much stronger role in the future mix of policy mechanisms, as an alternative to regulation. 
5.
For example, one model would see communities of farmers being rewarded for delivering specified environmental outcomes at a parish, landscape or catchment scale. The farmers would agree, publish and implement coordinated plans to deliver as wide a range of ecosystem services as possible from their farms. Once the schemes had been approved, the farmers would monitor and report annually on their performance in providing these services.
6.
This approach would deliver localised land management for public objectives, tapping into Government aspirations to encourage more people to take control over what happens locally. Regulators would make savings by dealing with groups of farmers, rather than, as now, with every single farmer separately. Local transparency about the actions being taken, and external auditing, by the regulators, would guarantee implementation. Experience from the UK, and elsewhere, suggests that new models of this sort could, in time, be very effective.

7.
Areas where agri-environment schemes could be strengthened include encouraging carbon storage, promoting ‘biocontrol’ of pests, and supporting fencing to prevent livestock fouling watercourses. Doing so could reduce the need for regulation to prevent loss of soil carbon, reduce the use of pesticides, and control the spreading of livestock waste, respectively.

Developing a new approach to inspection
8.
The Task Force calls for a risk-based approach to regulation, to help ensure that action is taken only when and where it is likely to be most effective. This is not easy. It requires: reliable information on the risks, and on the social and economic context in which they arise; a shared understanding of risk, between regulators, land managers, and others; and decision-support tools to help practitioners decide where best to apply their efforts to tackle risks. 
9.
One Relu project has developed a tool to help farmers and regulators manage risks to water quality and public health from pathogens in livestock waste. It integrates data on pathogen loads, farm topography, farm infrastructure, and obstacles limiting the farmer’s ability to manage risk. Other projects have created tools which bring together diverse data sets in geographical information systems (e.g. to manage wild deer, or tick-borne diseases). Tools of this sort could be invaluable to regulators in managing a wide range of risks.
Embracing tools to influence farmer behaviour 
10.
Regulators need to understand farmers better. Relu projects show that land management decisions are influenced by a mix of economic, social and environmental factors. While most farmers primarily want a satisfactory income, lesser objectives include maximising free time, minimising risk, managing only a simple range of enterprises, and, for some, providing good habitats for game.
11.
Relu projects show that greater dialogue between regulators and land managers about the design and delivery of agri-environment schemes at a local scale would be beneficial. In particular, the effectiveness of the schemes in securing environmental outcomes will be greatly improved by encouraging collaborative, coordinated action between farmers at a landscape (to benefit farmland birds); or catchment scale (to protect water quality). 
12.
Relu projects also show that farmers need to understand fully why they are being asked to adopt certain land management actions and how best to carry these out (e.g. the techniques needed to establish a flower-rich field margin differ from those used to establish a cereal crop). Providing formal training, as an integral part of agri-environment schemes, targeted on novel or technically-difficult options, could greatly improve their overall environmental effectiveness. 
How could this cultural shift be implemented, particularly through partnership?
13.
A strengthened partnership between Government and industry will require effective mutual engagement and sharing of information. Relu projects have developed a range of approaches and tools to help regulators and land managers work together. Critical requirements include:

· Engaging relevant people from the outset, when challenges are first being aired, not after research, analysis and action plans have already been finalised.

· Building trust, particularly over contentious issues, by using independent skilled mediators, who have no vested interest in regulation, or land management, to lead engagement.

· Respecting and pooling different types of knowledge – whether ‘local’, ‘professional’, or ‘scientific’ – to help everyone involved to understand a problem and decide how to tackle it.

· Finding simple ways to share information and monitor progress. For example, the ‘Ecosystem Health Report Card’ presents complex data on water quality in a way which enables meaningful discussion with land managers about causes, impacts and actions. 
· Using targeted surveys to raise awareness of problems, gather local data to inform and tailor standardised models to the local situation, and create local support for action.

· Taking advantage of systems for managing geographical information, to: create spatial models, simulations and scenarios; integrate data sets; and enable informed discussion.

14.
Significant cultural shifts will be needed if these requirements are to become part of day-to-day working. Relu projects have shown how to  develop collaborative management  particularly for water catchments. Partnerships will be critical here, given the many interests involved in managing water. The Government should draw on the experience of Relu projects in taking action to secure the demanding objectives set by the Water Framework Directive.  
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Annex A: Regulatory issues identified by Relu projects
A1.
This Annex summarises findings relevant to many different forms of regulation from a dozen diverse Relu projects. Further details can be obtained from the relevant Policy and Practice Note (PPN) mentioned in each case. These are also listed in Annex B.

The role of regulation in developing biological alternatives to pesticides (PPN 1)
A2.
This project developed principles for regulating ‘biopesticides’ and made suggestions to improve existing arrangements. Biopesticides are pest control products which contain biological control agents (e.g. microbes, pheromones, or plant extracts). They are regulated under the ‘Biopesticides Scheme’ run by the Health and Safety Executive. 
A3.
The researchers highlighted several key elements for inclusion in the Scheme:
· Appointing a ‘Champion’ to help firms through the approval process.
· Providing specific guidance to applicants (via free pre-submission meetings).

· Providing accessible information on the regulatory process via the HSE website.

· Reducing the costs of evaluations for these products.

Warm water fish production as a diversification strategy for arable farmers (PPN 2)

A4.
This project explored the technical and marketing considerations surrounding the development of small-scale, warm-water production systems for growing the tropical fish Tilapia, as a diversification strategy for UK livestock and arable farmers. Importantly, these would be self-contained land-based systems, not involving rivers or marine waters.  

A5.
The project found that existing regulatory frameworks, focused on freshwater fisheries, were inappropriate. It recommended that agricultural and fisheries policies should be integrated to encourage land-based aquaculture. Also, no single agency was responsible for providing comprehensive, validated and joined-up information on land-based fish production, which tended to discourage new entrants.  The project recommended that there should be better and more joined-up provision of information, with a single agency taking the lead.
Eating biodiversity (PPN 3)

A6.
This project investigated the links between quality food production and biodiversity protection by asking the question: can farmers who use and maintain biodiverse, natural grasslands by grazing animals on them, translate that into extra profits from their products? The project recommended that more coherent and dynamic ‘product/place/process’ local food-labelling schemes should be stimulated in the UK, similar to those in France and Italy. 
Overcoming market and technical obstacles to alternative pest management (PPN 10)
A7.
This project examined how barriers to the adoption of alternatives to pesticides could be removed. Overuse of pesticides leads to pesticide resistance, and affects biodiversity and water quality. EU legislation aims to reduce the use of pesticides and to withdraw many pesticides from the market. Alternative forms of ‘biocontrol’ (providing habitats for beneficial predators on crop pests, and/or using biopesticides) could help to reduce the use of valuable pesticides, so prolonging their useful lives, and also limiting environmental harm.

A8.
The project found that only nine out of 17 different biocontrol options were adopted on more than 50% of the farms it surveyed in 2007. It suggested that uptake should be improved by promoting biocontrol as an explicit objective in agri-environment schemes. Encouraging farmers to adopt strategies for integrated pest management could be a practical and effective way to bring about reductions in pesticide use while also safeguarding farm productivity. 
Comparative merits of consuming vegetables produced locally and overseas (PPN 11)
A9.
This project reviewed the methods used to establish the ‘carbon footprint’ of food products produced at home and abroad. It showed that at least 16 different methods of life-cycle analysis have been developed since 2007, and that there is no international agreement on which is best. The project suggested that regulators need to think very carefully about the wider implications of carbon-labelling before requiring labels to be applied to food. In particular, without careful and rounded assessment, such labels could have serious, and often unfair, implications for developing countries which export food crops.
Sustainable uplands: reshaping land use policy for our hills (PPN 14)
A10.
This project considered how future policies for the uplands should be developed, taking account of the full range of ecosystem services which they can provide (e.g. livestock, game, water-gathering, carbon storage, habitats for wildlife and landscapes for recreation). The study found that farm support within the designated ‘Less Favoured Areas’ focuses more on compensation for physical disadvantage, than on rewarding the provision of public goods, and that the rewards offered for the provision of different ecosystem services vary widely.

A11.
The project also found that protective designations, such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest and Special Areas for Conservation, tend to focus on one ecosystem service at a time. The project recommended a more holistic and integrated approach to future regulation in designated areas, and the provision of incentives. Future policy frameworks should recognise and support the provision of the full range of ecosystem services. 

Policy-making for animal and plant disease: a changing landscape? (PPN 16)

A12.
This project examined strategies for managing diseases which threaten food security, the sustainability of the farm sectors which they affect, and food consumers. The project challenged the historical separation of animal and plant diseases in public policy, arguing that co-ordinated policy-making, and a redistribution of resources to reflect disease risk, is hindered by the separation of departments and officials. It concluded that those managing animal and plant disease risks have much to learn from each other. The fundamental public good arguments for controlling all types of plant and animal diseases should be reconsidered, and changes to the governance of disease made accordingly.
Bovine tuberculosis: a problem for farmers, conservationists and policymakers (PPN 19)
A13.
This project took a broad view of the controversy surrounding bovine TB. It highlighted the need to learn lessons from scientific research, to improve communication with all interests, to develop flexible policies and to tackle the issues surrounding costs and ‘who pays’. The project noted that there is no simple solution to the problem; any approach is likely to be controversial. It suggested that the role of cattle-to-cattle transmission and the persistence of bovine TB in herds, has been underplayed in recent years, and that regulatory measures, such as movement controls, could play an important part in tackling the disease. 

The changing role of local government in managing water resources (PPN 20)
A14.
This review of several Relu projects highlighted the very wide distribution of statutory responsibilities for water and land use across Government Departments and agencies. If local authorities are to play a stronger role in managing water resources, including taking a leading role in managing local flood risk, administrative structures, boundaries, relationships and experience that have evolved over many years may need to change. There will, in particular, need to be much more joined-up working with the Environment Agency and other key partners, such as Internal Drainage Boards and water companies. 
Angling in the rural environment (PPN 21)
A15.
This project explored trends in the development of angling on rivers and still waters, and their implications. It found that there are risks to freshwater catchments from stocking practices in still waters, and that sensitive still waters may also be damaged by stocking with non-native species. There is evidence of a lack of due regard for regulation on the movement of fish, leading to risks from disease and colonisation by non-native species. Loss of stocked fish during flood events may also be a bigger problem than has been realised. 
A16.
The project highlighted the need for anglers and fishery owners to receive better information and training on the impacts of non-native species, the dangers of disease being spread, and the biosecurity measures that businesses and individuals should take.
Memory and prediction in tree disease control (PPN 25)
A17.
This project investigated how current responses to epidemics of tree disease could be informed by experience of past epidemics. It found that the cardinal lesson to be drawn from past outbreaks is that it is far better to prevent the entry of a disease into the UK than to attempt to contain it once it is established. Regulation has an important role to play here.

A18.
The project suggested that public awareness of tree disease threats needs to be raised, to encourage a greater sense of personal responsibility for prevention and to elicit more support for regulatory measures, and for contributing to their costs. Conflicts between the advocates of further liberalisation within the Single Market and those seeking further restrictions on trade, in the interests of biosecurity, also need to be resolved.
Farm diversification into energy production by anaerobic digestion (PPN 26)
A19.
This project investigated the potential for the development of anaerobic digestion on farms, and the implications for rural development and the environment. These plants treat farm and/or food waste. They produce methane, which is used to generate heat and/or power, and a solid digestate, which can be used as a fertiliser and soil conditioner.
A20.
The project found that some aspects of regulation in this area are still unclear (e.g. over planning matters, the use of the digestate, and taxation). It suggested that the Government could usefully provide local authorities with better guidance and information to inform planning decisions; and design systems and procedures to promote anaerobic digestion at a farm scale (integrating the technology into the larger framework of waste management, and promoting it with the Environment Agency and local waste disposal authorities).

Annex B:  Information on the Rural Economy and Land Use Programme
B1.
The Rural Economy and Land Use Research Programme (Relu) comprises 74 projects, involving 500 researchers, from over 40 disciplines. It is supported by UK Research Councils (Economic and Social, Biotechnology and Biological Sciences, and Natural Environment), Defra and the Scottish Government, and has a budget of £25 million over the period 2004-11.
B2.
Relu projects differ from many others because they: involve multiple disciplines, often drawing on expertise from several academic institutions; provide integrated social, economic and environmental perspectives on current issues; and obtain inputs from people and communities affected by the issues they are studying. Relu research is firmly located in the real world, where experts disagree, difficult decisions have to be made between competing priorities, people need practical solutions, and issues can be a source of political controversy. 

B3. 
Relu scientists challenge and learn from the assumptions and perspectives of different disciplines and institutions. They ‘cover all the angles’, not just adopting one narrow perspective in framing the issues. Their integrated approach to research helps to create rounded solutions. The projects involve people and communities with a direct stake in the issues. This helps the research to focus on questions which matter in the real world, and to provide practical solutions which can readily be adapted to local conditions
B4.
Most Relu projects have been completed and their findings are now being published in the scientific literature. To give policy-makers and regulators ready access to those research findings which have significant implications for public policy, Relu itself has so far published:

· 29 concise ‘Policy and Practice Notes’, which summarise for individual projects the findings of most relevance to policy development and delivery. This series includes three Notes specifically targeted on local authorities (PPN 20, 24 and 29).
· 13 ‘Briefing Papers’ which provide in-depth treatment of specific issues: these include the implementation of the Water Framework Directive (BP11), the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (BP12), and the proposed Natural Environment White Paper (BP13). 

· Two ‘Consultants’ reports’ which provide comprehensive overviews of Relu research in relation to land-use policy for the UK and for Scotland respectively.

B5.
These publications, primarily aimed at the policy community within the Government, public bodies, local authorities and civil society organisations, bring together the latest evidence from Relu projects. This response draws on the publications below (see www.relu.ac.uk/news/), and on contributions from specific Relu projects (see www.relu.ac.uk/research/).

Briefing papers (available from www.relu.ac.uk/news/briefings.htm):
1 Setting the research agenda

2 Rural economy and land use futures

3 The unfolding research agenda

4 The UK rural economy and land use debates

5 Power and responsibility - Who decides? You decide!

6 Common knowledge? An exploration of knowledge transfer

7 What is Relu? 

8 Land to mouth: exploring the links between sustainable land use and the food we eat

9 Landmarks for policy

10 Telling stories: Accounting for knowledge exchange

11 Water Framework: Implementing the Water Framework Directive

12 Informing the reform and implementation of the Common Agricultural Policy

13 Shaping the Nature of England: policy pointers from the Relu programme
Policy and Practice Notes (available from www.relu.ac.uk/news/policyandpracticenotes.htm):
1 The role of regulation in developing biological alternatives to pesticides

2 Warm water fish production as a diversification strategy for arable farmers

3 Eating biodiversity: an investigation of the links between quality food production and biodiversity protection

4 Safe recycling of livestock manures

5 Stakeholder participation in the management and communication of food chain risks

6 Implications of a nutrition driven food policy for the countryside

7 Catchment management for the protection of water resources: The ecosystem health report card

8 Regional rural land use: a time for fresh thinking

9 Assessing the social, environmental and economic impacts of increasing rural land use under energy crops

10 Overcoming market and technical obstacles to alternative pest management in arable systems

11 Comparative merits of consuming vegetables produced locally and overseas: Fair and evidence-based carbon labelling

12 Social and environmental inequalities in rural areas

13 The sustainability of hill farming

14 Sustainable uplands: reshaping land use policy for our hills

15 Integrated management of floodplains

16 Policy-making for animal and plant disease: a changing landscape?

17 Sustainable uplands: learning to manage future change 

18 Collaborative frameworks in land management: a case study on integrated deer management

19 Bovine tuberculosis: a problem for farmers, conservationists and policymakers

20 The changing role of local government in managing water resources

21 Angling in the rural environment

22 Models, decision-making and flood risk: doing simulation modelling differently
23 Is wildlife conservation compatible with arable farming? Evaluating the options for sustainable agriculture
24 The Big Society: helping communities take action 

25 Memory and Prediction in tree disease control 

26 Farm diversification into energy production by anaerobic digestion
27 Protecting countryside users against zoonotic disease by influencing their behaviour
28 Modelling the impacts of the European Water Framework Directive: implementing the ecosystem services approach
29 The role of local government in managing disease risks in rural areas
Consultants’ Reports (available from www.relu.ac.uk/news/ConsultantsReports.htm):
1 Woods, A. (2009). Securing integrated land management for the UK.
2 Swales, V. (2009). The lie of the land: Future challenges for rural land use policy in Scotland.
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