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The Scottish Executive has proposed an interim Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS)
until 2009 while in 2008 the Commission is expected to bring forward proposals on re-designa-
tion and payment of LFA support for implementation in 2010. The main objective of the study
was to assess the potential implications of future options for LFASS for rural Scotland post 2010.
The study evaluated the impact of four counterfactual LFASS scenarios on the rural economy,
the social fabric of rural areas and the environment due to expected land management changes.
Two principal directions for future LFA support can be derived from the findings of this re-
search which combine different elements from the analysed LFASS scenarios. The first option is
to retain a LFASS scheme but to review eligibility criteria and the distribution of funds between
different regions and farm types giving greater weight to delivering socio-economic objectives.
Secondly, LFASS funds could be included in Land Management Contracts, ring-fenced to LFA
areas, and split between agri-environment measures and broader rural development measures.
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INTRODUCTION

The Less Favoured Areas Support Scheme (LFASS) is the domi-
nant scheme within the Scottish Rural Development Plan. A
total of £61 million is distributed to around 13,000 beneficiar-
ies, giving LFASS more recipients than any other rural support
scheme in Scotland, after Single Farm Payments. For the period
2007-2013, Council Regulation 1698/2005 proposes to continue
the support for Less Favoured Areas but under Axis 2: Improving
the environment and the countryside. The Scottish Executive
has proposed an interim scheme until 2009 using 2006 as a re-
ference year for the payments in the period 2007-2009. In 2008
the Commission is expected to bring forward proposals (for im-
plementation in 2010) on re-designation and payment of LFA
support, and there is no guarantee that the current agreed word-
ing on LFA in Regulation 1698/2005 will remain unchanged.
The mid-term evaluation of the Scottish Rural Development
Plan (DTZ,2003) has previously indicated the important role that
LFASS played in supporting farm business viability and that in
its absence only 4% of sheep farms, between 23-36% of mixed
cattle and sheep farms and between 32-47% of specialist cattle
farms would have incomes which were comparable (but low) to
lowground cattle and sheep farms. However, problems concerning
the way funds are distributed within the LFA farming sector have

been identified and positive effects of LFA payments in the UK for
rural communities have been questioned (Midmore et al., 2001,
Ward and Thompson, 2002). LFA payments represent a mixture of
socio-economic and environmental objectives, and, as AgraCEAS
Consulting (2003) conclude, a more targeted approach than a sin-
gle area payment to each of these objectives is required.

Against this background, the main objective of the study,
commissioned by the Scottish Executive, was to assess the po-
tential economic, social and environmental implications of fu-
ture options for LFASS for rural Scotland post 2010. Based on an
examination of the rationale for, and design of LFASS, the study
defined four counterfactual scenarios which were analysed
against the baseline scenario of the existing LFASS as operated
in 2005. The four scenarios included; a modified version of the
proposed interim LFASS, a redirection of LFASS funds to agri-
environmental support, a redirection of LFASS funds to socio-
economic support and a removal of LFASS funds completely.
The study evaluated the impact of the different scenarios on the
rural economy, the social fabric of rural areas and the environ-
ment due to expected land management changes. Finally, the
study derived principal directions for future LFA support based
on its findings. This paper outlines the integrated methodologi-
cal framework used in the LFASS evaluation and presents a syn-
thesis of the findings of the project (Schwarz et al., 2006).
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METHODOLOGY

The complexity of this study combining economic, social and
environmental assessments of LFASS implied that an integrated
methodological framework had to be developed combining a
range of different methods for the different parts of the LFASS
evaluation. The methodological framework combines literature
review, development of counterfactual LFASS scenarios, social
surveys of LFASS recipients and upstream and downstream bu-
sinesses, system-wide economic modelling and multiplier ana-
lysis as well as environmental assessments and ecological mo-
delling. Moreover, a workshop was held with key stakeholders
where emergent findings were presented and discussed and key
points incorporated into the report. The framework is here only
briefly outlined. A detailed description can be found at Schwarz
et al. (2006).

Methodology used for the review of the rationale for LFA
policy

The rationale for the LFASS was explored by conducting a lit-
erature review, including academic publications, EC publica-
tions and other relevant information. This not only covered the
Scottish situation, but also included consideration of LFA policy
in other Member States. This review was also informed by work
commissioned by the EU on the evaluation of LFA support at
the EU level and which was led by IEEP (Cooper et al., 2006).
Consideration was given to the definition of ‘disadvantage’ and
options for the designation of LFA in the Scottish context, within
the framework of Council Regulation 1698/2005, including con-
sideration of the use of land classification systems.

Scenario development

Scenario analysis is a common analytical tool used to explore
the way in which a system may respond to external changes
(e. g., Uebayashi, 2005). The purpose of creating scenarios in the
current context was to examine the social, economic and envi-
ronmental implications of changes in the support strategies of
farmers in the Less Favoured Areas of Scotland. By choosing
situations that may be viewed as radically different from the cur-
rent one it is possible to gain some insight, by inference and in-
terpolation, of the order of changes which are likely to take place
for some of the intermediate positions. Therefore, it is important
to bear in mind that the scenarios were proposed not as specific
alternatives to the current scheme, but rather to provide insight
with which to better formulate a future support strategy.

Economic modelling and analysis

In addition to the economic farm level analysis which quantified
the disadvantages in performances of LFA farms in compari-
son to English lowground farms, a methodological framework
for the multi-sectoral and economy-wide analysis of LFASS was
developed. The methodology has been set up in two main steps.
Firstly, based on Gelan and Schwarz (2006), a disaggregated
Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) provided a detailed picture of
the Scottish economy and its sectors in 2001 and, secondly, based
on this dataset, a multiplier analysis of LFA agriculture and
LFASS was conducted. The basis of such multi-sectoral analysis is
a consistent and complete dataset on all transactions among sec-
tors and institutions requiring, for every income, a correspond-
ing expenditure (Johnson, 1994). It is an efficient framework to
organise economic data, and it has been used widely to analyse
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multiplier effects resulting from external policy changes. A SAM
can serve as both a data system and a conceptual framework in
policy analysis (Sadoulet, de Janvry, 1995).

In the second step, production multipliers have been gener-
ated following the principles of so-called “non-classic” Input-
Output (I-O) models. The results of such models measure
through the production multipliers and linkages which, unlike
the classic I-O model, provide separately both industry (activity)
and commodity cumulative multipliers with their correspond-
ing linkages (Thorbecke, 2000). Multiplier models provide infor-
mation on the impact of changes in final demand in one sec-
tor on the income of other sectors and the whole economy. This
study concentrated on the backward linkages of LFA farm types
and commodities using the inverse matrix of the Leontief input
coeflicients and the forward linkages of LFA agriculture follow-
ing Jones modification of the Rasmussen method (Jones, 1976).

Social surveys of LFASS recipients and up- and downstream
businesses

A selection of LFASS payment recipients was surveyed by tele-
phone in the summer of 2006. A total of 240 LFASS recipients
were selected for the interviews equally distributed across six
NUTS 3 regions (Scottish Borders; Dumfries and Galloway;
Lochaber,Skye & Lochalsh,Arran & Cumbraeand Argyll & Bute;
Aberdeenshire and North East Moray; Caithness & Sutherland
and Ross & Cromarty; and the Western Isles). This represented
1.89% of the total Scottish LFASS beneficiaries (12,724) in 2005.
The regional approach of interviewing 40 recipients in each of
the six specific NUTS 3 areas across Scotland gave a geographi-
cal spread (and hence represented the variety of farming systems
and structures present as a whole) and thereby allowed com-
parisons and contrasts to be analysed subsequently. The chosen
six regions included the five regions with the highest number of
recipients, the five highest regional total payments and the five
regions with the highest cattle and sheep populations.

As part of the farm survey, farmers were asked to list the
businesses they obtained their goods and services from and,
in order to examine impacts on the social fabric, whether they
would be likely to reduce their business with the company if
LFASS payments were removed. Based on the farmers’ respons-
es, a follow-up survey of up- and downstream businesses named
by farmers was conducted to investigate how the reduction in
income would affect these businesses and have flow-on effects
on the local community. Businesses were selected to represent
the regions as best as possible, and a total of 40 businesses were
interviewed.

Methodology used for the environmental impact analysis

The environmental analysis reviewed the environmental im-
pacts of the LFASS scenarios. The environmental assessment
explored the contribution of the current LFASS to the environ-
ment, providing quantitative data wherever possible but also
relying substantially on a qualitative assessment of the contribu-
tion made by LFASS. The first step was to understand, in general
terms, the relationship between farming practice in LFAs and
the environment in order to establish that farming has impacts
on the environment. The next step was to review environmen-
tal trends in the LFA using the most recently available data and

then to review agricultural trends in the LFA (making compari-
sons, where feasible, in both cases to non-LFA areas). The final
step reviewed evidence for the impact of LFASS on agriculture
and the environment, compared to other policy measures and
drawing on the way in which the policy was applied (eligibility
criteria, payment rates, conditions attached, etc). In this way, it
was possible to draw conclusions as to the contribution of the
current LFASS to the environment.

In addition, an ecological model, HillPlan, was used to pro-
vide information on the potential implications of livestock re-
ductions on vegetation composition and height for different case
studies. Briefly, HillPlan predicts the effect on a range of upland
vegetation communities of grazing by different species of grazer,
depending on the stocking density, seasonal pattern of grazing,
etc. A detailed description of the HillPlan model is provided by
Morris et al. (2005).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Review of the rationale for LFASS

At the EU level, the emphasis in LFA policy has changed over
the last decades towards environmental concerns. While com-
pensation for production disadvantages, maintenance of agri-
cultural land and issues of rural depopulation are still evident in
Member State LFA objectives, the concept of the European mod-
el of multifunctional agriculture is becoming more reflected in
policy debates. In Scotland, the main objective of LFASS refers to
the key role of agricultural activities in sustaining rural econo-
mies and also maintaining valuable biodiversity and landscapes.
Furthermore, the multifunctional role of LFA agriculture is also
reflected in the new Rural Development Regulation which in-
cludes the provision of support for Less Favoured Areas under
Axis 2: Improving the environment and the countryside.

This multifunctional role of LFA farming has become the
main rationale for continuing support. The often cited example
of public goods provision from LFAs agriculture is an interesting
example of government intervention to correct market failure
and inequalities. The basic argument is that LFA farming, rela-
tive to non-LFA farms, is more vulnerable to trade liberalization
and suffers from, amongst other factors, lower productivity and
fewer opportunities for diversification. Supporting farmers in
these areas would therefore provide public goods, such as bio-
diversity and landscape appearance, which might not otherwise
be available. However, such policy mechanisms designed to cor-
rect inequality are found to have distinct regional impacts in
Scotland.

Counterfactual LFASS scenarios
The scenarios used in the analysis were:

o The baseline scenario (Scenario 1): the continuation of
the LFASS as operated in 2005 with those eligibility con-
ditions and payment rates.

 Scenario 2 was reflective of the new interim proposals for
LFASS expected to become operational in 2007', but with
a minimum eligibility area of 10 hectares, minimum pay-

! For more details on the LFASS interim scheme, see http://www.
scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2006/04/03100240/0.
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ments of £750 and a maximum payment per recipient of
£30,000.

o Under Scenario 3, the strategic aims for upland support
were focused primarily on achieving environmental goals
in LFAs. It was assumed that all LFASS funds are trans-
ferred for use in achieving environmental goals via Tier 2
and Tier 3 of Land Management Contracts (LMCs) with
an emphasis on the agri-environment measures (includ-
ing access measures) within these tiers.

o In Scenario 4, LFA support was defined as a broader “so-
cio-economic scheme” supporting the rural economy in
LFAs. Scenario 4 assumed the shift of LFA support from
axis 2 to axes 1 and 3, and that financial support will
mainly be provided for projects in relation to diversifica-
tion, marketing and processing.

o Scenario 5 assumed the removal of all LFASS funds with-
out reallocation in any aspect of rural development.

The current intervention logic is one of making payments per
hectare to farmers and crofters in LFAs in recognition of the ag-
ricultural and structural disadvantages existing in those areas. It
is assumed that supporting agriculture in this way leads to de-
sirable economic, social and environmental benefits that would
otherwise not occur, or occur to a lesser degree. Scenarios 3 and 4
apply an alternative intervention logic. They assume that support-
ing agricultural production per se in the LFA will not necessarily
deliver the economic, social and environmental outcomes desired
by society. Rather, these scenarios assume that, in order to deliver
such outcomes, support needs to be specifically designed and tar-
geted at achieving such outcomes. For the purposes of this study,
Scenario 3 focused on delivering environmental outcomes in the
LFA, while Scenario 4 focused on delivering socio-economic out-
comes. Scenarios 3 and 4 assumed that LFASS ends and the cur-
rent £61 million budget would be added to the existing Tier 2 and
Tier 3 LMC? budget, but ring-fenced to upland areas only.

LFASS scenario analysis
The review of the relative disadvantage of Scottish LFA farmers
under the baseline scenario examined to what extent the exist-
ing LFASS compensates for the disadvantages experienced by
LFA farms. Scottish LFA sheep farms had poorer outputs and,
despite lower variable costs, were disadvantaged by around £10-
11k. LFASS payments almost compensate for this. Beef farms,
by contrast, had better gross outputs than might be expected
and, although marginally more expensive in variable costs, they
would appear to have better overall livestock gross margins than
their English lowground comparators. As a result, LFASS pay-
ments tended to further improve the gross output of this farm
type. LFA cattle and sheep farms would appear to be less con-
stant in performance over the two years examined and have
lower gross outputs and higher variable costs.

Despite the LFASS payments, livestock numbers in Scottish
LFAs decreased over the period 1998-2005. Cattle numbers fell
by nearly 5% and sheep numbers by 15%. In the same period,

> The Scottish Executive has implemented LMCs as the main
delivery vehicle for agricultural and rural development support.
For more information see http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/
Agriculture/Agricultural-Policy/17475/8769.

the number of agricultural employees declined in the LFA by
6% within which the greatest declines were seen in relation to
full time employees. On all LFA farm types the net farm income
fell to extremly low levels in the first few years of this decade.
Income levels have increased again on all farm types over the
past 3—4 years to levels just above that in 1998.

The wider economic importance of LFA agriculture was par-
ticularly manifested in the share of Scottish livestock output and
in the close linkages with upstream and downstream industries.
58% of total beef output and 76% of total sheep output was pro-
vided by LFA farms showing the dependence of the Scottish li-
vestock sector on cattle and sheep systems in LFAs. Moreover,
strong economic linkages were identified with the animal feeds,
manufacturing and other services sectors (backward linkages)
and the meat processing sector (forward linkages). This pictu-
re is similar to findings in other country case studies, such as
Hajnovi¢ovd and Lapi$akova (2002) who also identified close lin-
kages of farming with manufacturing and service sectors. These
linkages are reflected in the different multipliers. Comparing the
LFA farm type multipliers with other sectors, the study showed
that, for example, the output multipliers are around 1.7 and in the
middle range ranking from 9" to 11" of the 24 sectors. Upstream
and downstream industries such as dairy products, meat proces-
sing and animal feeds have higher output multipliers. However,
the inherent instability of the agricultural sectors and the diffi-
culties involved in collecting reliable input-output data mean
that the magnitude of these national multiplier effects may vary
widely from year to year (Slee et al.,2001).

It can be concluded from the baseline analysis that the cur-
rent LFASS payment provides socio-economic benefits to the
farming community and indirectly to the wider economy, and
has to some extent contributed to maintaining livestock num-
bers and stabilising farm income. On the other hand, however,
the analysis shows that agricultural activities continue to decline
in LFAs. Moreover, from an environmental point of view, water
pollution, the loss and degradation of habitats, species declines
and loss of landscape features are still important environmental
issues in LFAs. The baseline assessment has also shown signifi-
cant regional differences in agricultural structures and environ-
mental trends in LFAs. Moreover, due to other socio-economic
and policy developments, land use extensification continues in
many LFAs and is expected to further accelerate. This suggests
that the continuation of LFASS without any changes does not
provide an optimal policy support to achieve the objectives of
LFA policy, i. e. maintaining viable rural communities and bu-
sinesses, while at the same time providing public goods, in the
different Scottish regions.

Table 1 summarises the results of the economic, social and
environmental analysis of the counterfactual LFASS scenarios.

The opposite extreme in terms of the range of scenarios is
Scenario 5 simulating the removal of LFASS without any alter-
native support. Similarly to Scenario 1, although for different
reasons, Scenario 5 does not provide a suitable policy approach
for Scottish LFAs. Agricultural output in LFAs would experi-
ence a large decline (in particular the sheep sector) leading to
reductions in output in a range of upstream and downstream
industries due to the inter-sectoral linkages of LFA agriculture.
Both the multiplier model and the business survey indicate that



106

Gerald Schwarz, Rob Burton, Iain Wright, Alana Gilbert, Jim McLeod, Margaret McKeen, Ron Wilson, Vicki Swales

Table. Summary of the results of the counterfactual LFASS scenarios

Scenario |

Economic impacts

Social impacts

Environmental impacts

Scenario
2

Important regional redistribution effects
Higher economic incentives to maintain
livestock in very extensive systems
Negative spill-over effects to upstream
and downstream businesses in more ag-
ricultural areas

Incentive for diversification of farms in
regions with lower LFASS payments

Areas with strong agricultural communi-
ties are likely to experience a reduction in
the strength of the farming communities
driven by reductions in labour force

In regions where farmers rely on non-ag-
ricultural income the impact on commu-
nity life would be light

Minor, localised positive and negative
impacts from increasing minimum eli-
gible area

Some negative impacts in two regions
from ceiling on payments if labour redu-
ced but positive impacts from reduced
grazing pressure and input use

Scenario
3

Loss of LFASS leads to lower gross output
and farm income with negative spill-over
effects for the local economy

Impact of increased agri-environment
support on farms depends on the design
of the measures and payments

Positive employment effects from agri-
environment measures with positive
spill-over effects for the local economy
and provision of public goods

Regional differences in the environment
and the nature of the schemes are likely
to strongly influence farmers’ response
The maintaining of a strong culture based
around commercial farming in main agri-
cultural regions suggests that agri-envi-
ronment measures could meet with more
cultural resistance in these regions

The need to make farming interesting and
profitable should be considered in AEM

Positive impacts from increased uptake
of environmental options in LMCs

In cases where farmers do not enter agree-
ments, impacts depend on how farmers
adjust businesses, e. g. lowering costs by
reducing labour could mean less capacity
to manage landscape features.

Negative impacts for biodiversity and
landscapes from further extensification,
in already extensively farmed areas

Scenario
4

Negative impact of LFASS removal on ag-
ricultural output and farm income
Positive impact from socio-economic
measures to enhance competitiveness
and income diversification
Socio-economic measures create employ-
ment, provide information on new mar-
kets and increase primary production
Regional targeting and integration with
other support improves efficiency

Farmers’ responses suggest widespread
extensification of land use in areas with
relatively high livestock densities

Strong regional differences in up-take of
diversification options

While some areas have scope for further
diversification outside agriculture, there
is little scope for further diversification in
areas where farmers already draw 84% of
their income from non-farming

Both positive and negative impacts ari-
sing where farmers take up rural deve-
lopment funding and diversify.

Similar impacts to Scenario 5 where far-
mers lose LFASS funds and do not access
rural development funds

Weakening of link between support pa-
yments and land management

Scenario
5

Significant reductions of gross output of
LFA farm types, especially sheep farms
Reductions in output in a range of other
economic sectors

Substitution effects could lead to positive
spill-over effects for the wider economy
Large regional variations of the implica-
tions of LFASS removal, but further regio-
nal economic analysis required to derive
detailed conclusions

There would be some losses in all re-
gions.

Business survey suggests uneven distri-
bution of impact of LFASS removal, e.g.
negative employment effects depend on
opportunities for businesses to use op-
tions in non-farming sectors

Business survey indicates that animal
feeds, machinery and veterinary services
are amongst the most affected sectors

Negative impacts where farmers retire,
land amalgamated and managed more
intensively

Positive impacts from woodland expan-
sion, lower grazing pressure and use of
inputs in intensively farmed areas
Negative impacts from loss of labour in
both intensively and extensively farmed
areas and problems of scrub encroach-
ment in extensive areas

animal feeds, fertilisers and veterinary services are amongst the
most affected sectors. Negative environmental impacts could
result from reductions in labour and less capacity for land
management and from undergrazing and encroachment of un-
wanted vegetation in already extensively farmed areas. Potential
environmental benefits in some intensively used areas would
not outweigh the described economic and environmental cost
of such a scenario. Overall, the removal of LFASS without any
alternative support for land management in LFAs would con-
flict with the objectives and priorities under Axis 2 of the Rural
Development Regulation (e.g., to maintain the countryside
through continued use agricultural land and the preservation of
high nature value farming).

Instead, the findings of the study advocate that future LFA
support should combine different elements from Scenarios 2, 3
and 4 to maximise the overall benefit from public support for
land management and rural communities. Scenario 2 could
lead to a number of different, both positive and negative, socio-
economic and environmental implications. Most importantly,
however, the research showed that introduction of a minimum
eligibility area of 10 hectares, increased minimum payments

of £750 and a maximum payment of £30,000 result in positive
redistribution effects for remote areas with extensive land use
systems of high environmental value. For example, total pay-
ment receipts in the Western Isles would increase by nearly 24%.
Hence, such revisions to LFASS should be such that they provide
increased incentives to maintain livestock numbers in remote
areas and address potential problems in relation to under-graz-
ing and habitat deterioration through continued and accelerated
land use extensification. Such a LFASS change would follow the
emphasis of support under axis 2 of the new RDR on natural
handicaps and high nature value farming. It would also be in line
with the main aim of the existing LFASS to ensure that agricul-
tural activities continue in naturally disadvantaged areas, more
remote and peripheral regions, where agriculture has a key role
to play in sustaining fragile rural economies and maintaining
valuable biodiversity and landscapes — yet where agriculture
would not prove feasible in the absence of such support. On the
other hand, the redistribution of funds potentially also leads to a
range of different implications in regions with lower LFASS pay-
ments which could be addressed through different agri-environ-
ment and socio-economic policy measures.
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A stronger focus on agri-environment support (Scenario 3)
follows the increased policy emphasis on public good provision.
The shift of former LFASS funds to targeted agri-environment
support in LFAs increases the scope for financial incentives to
persuade farmers to take up such measures, in particular if other
main support payments such as the SFP further decrease over
time. An increased uptake of environmental options in both Tier
2 and Tier 3 LMC agreements would provide environmental
benefits across a range of attributes. Principally, such support
could target, on the one hand, extensification in intensively used
agricultural areas and, on the other hand, maintaining land man-
agement levels in extensive systems to avoid under-grazing and
land abandonment. While there is some evidence that agri-envi-
ronment support also leads to socio-economic benefits such as
positive employment effects, a focus solely on agri-environment
measures would largely ignore the importance of social and cul-
tural capital in farming communities and the crucial role of eco-
nomically viable land-based businesses (Burton et al., 2005).

Targeted socio-economic support for LFA farms, in addition
to income support payments for livestock farmers, can be provid-
ed through diversification, marketing and processing measures
aiming to improve the business environment of land-based en-
terprises in LFAs (Scenario 4). The described rural development
measures could help to restructure farms in LFAs, improving the
competitiveness and income diversification of farm households.
However, it is crucial that funding for marketing and processing
is provided for on-farm activities and thus remains directly avail-
able for land-based businesses. If support is partly shifted to the
processing industry, other than through collaborative projects
with farmers, policy support moves away from the land use sec-
tors, which would be detrimental for land management in LFAs
and would also conflict with European and national policy objec-
tives. While from an environmental perspective, such RD meas-
ures might imply a weakening of the direct link between support
payments and land management, they provide important socio-
economic elements in an integrated support framework through
LMCs which links elements from Scenarios 2,3 and 4.

CONCLUSION

Overall, one of the key findings of the study is that economic,
social and environmental implications cannot be considered in
isolation and the future LFA policy needs to combine targeted
environmental and socio-economic measures. This confirms
findings of an earlier evaluation of the Hill Farm Allowance in
England (AgraCEAS Consulting, 2003) that a more targeted ap-
proach to both socio-economic and environmental objectives is
required. The socio-economic implications of LFA support are
strongly linked with the expected environmental benefits from
land management and, vice versa, environmental benefits from
land management are strongly dependent on profitable busi-
nesses of viable household incomes of land managers. While it
seems obvious that environmental benefits of land management
will be much more difficult to achieve without the existence of
local communities and farmers, the challenge is to design LFA
support which increases the environmental benefits, but at the
same time supports the livelihood of the people who are sup-
posed to carry out the land management tasks both now and

into the future when there are likely to be increasingly competi-
tive pressures on tradable LFA products.

The different scenarios show different targeted mechanisms
to improve the economic, social and environmental benefits from
LFA support. However, the study also provides evidence for large
regional variations in the implications of LFASS changes, which
originate from different natural and climatic conditions in LFAs
as well as from economic and social differences across Scottish
LFAs. Hence, the findings of this study suggest that one (“nation-
al”) scheme with the same mechanisms across the whole Scottish
LFAs is unable to provide targeted support taking into account
specific local / regional circumstances and issues. This is in line
with the recommendation of the recent EU-wide evaluation of the
LFA measures pointing out the need to recognise more precisely
regional differences in land management requirements (Cooper
et al., 2006). On the other hand, regionalisation (not necessarily
geographical) would increase the administrative burden. However,
the introduction of LMCs provides an opportunity for a more in-
tegrated approach to land management and could potentially
provide also an appropriate framework for localised management
contracts at landscape level. While there is some evidence from
other countries that a higher initial investment in developing
more localised policies and administrative structures can provide
higher benefits in the longer term, these aspects require further
consideration before more detailed conclusions can be derived.

The findings of the study suggest two principal directions for
future LFA support, which combine different elements from the
analysed LFASS scenarios. The first option is to retain a LFASS
scheme but to review eligibility criteria and the distribution of
funds between different regions and farm types, giving greater
weight to delivering socio-economic objectives. Secondly, in-
stead of retaining a separate scheme, LFASS funds could be in-
cluded in LMCs and split between agri-environment measures
and broader rural development measures. The funding could be
ring-fenced to LFA areas to ensure that the former LFASS funds
remain available for these areas.
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PARAMA UKIAMS MAZIAU PALANKIOSE
UKININKAUTI SKOTIJOS VIETOVESE: PASIRINKIMO
GALIMYBES IR PROGNOZUOJAMA ITAKA PO 2010 M.

Santrauka
Skotijos vyriausybé pasiilé laiking maziau palankiy tkininkauti vieto-
viy (MPUV) rémimo schemg iki 2009 m., nes laukiama, kad 2008 m.
Komisija pateiks sitilyma dél MPUV paramos perskirstymo ir i§moky
mokéjimo 2010 m. Pagrindinis tyrimo tikslas - jvertinti MPUV rémi-
mo schemos pasirinkimo Skotijos kaime po 2010 m. reik$me. Tyrimo
metu buvo jvertintas 4 skirtingy MPUV rémimo schemos scenarijy po-
veikis (atsirandantis dél Zemés valdymo pokyc¢iy) kaimo ekonomikai,
kaimo vietoviy socialinei struktarai ir aplinkai. Gauti rezultatai parode,
kad ateityje galimos dvi pagrindinés MPUV rémimo kryptys, kurios
suderina analizuojamy MPUV rémimo schemy scenarijy skirtingus
elementus. Pagal pirmaja krypt] bity taikoma MPUV rémimo schema,
atnaujinant tinkamumo kriterijus ir 16§y paskirstyma tarp skirtingy
regiony ir ukiy tipy, teikiant didesn¢ reik§me socialiniy ekonominiy
tiksly jgyvendinimui. Pagal antraja krypti MPUV rémimo schemos lé-
$os galéty bati jtrauktos j Zemés valdymo sutartis, nusprendziant 1ésy
paskirtj MPUV, bei padalytos tarp agroaplinkosauginiy priemoniy ir
bendry kaimo plétros priemoniy.

Raktazodziai: bendroji Zemés ukio politika, kaimo plétros priemo-
nés, maziau palankios tkininkauti vietovés, scenarijy analize, Skotija,
tarpdalykinis mokslinis tyrimas, kininkavimas kalnuotose vietovése

Tepansp IlIBapi, Po6 beprow, VoH Paiit, Anana Tun6epr,
IIxum Maxkneon, Mapraper Makkus, Pon Buncon, Buxku Cseitnc

IOMOIIb XO35AVICTBAM B MEHEE BJTATOITPYSITHBIX
MECTHOCTAX IMOTITAHONUN: BO3MOXHOCTU
BbIBOPA 11 ITPOTHO3MPYEMOE B/IIMAHME ITOCJIE
2010r.

Peszome

Ipasurensctso lotnanpun npemIoxuwio BpeMeHHyo (5o 2009 T.)
CXeMy CTUMY/IMpPOBAHNA MeHee O/IaropyUATHBIX [JL X03AICTBOBAHNA
mecrHocTeit (MBMX), mockonbky oxmpaercs, 4to B 2008 r. Komuccneit
OYZyT HOATOTOB/IEHO HPEIOKEHME TI0 Tlepepacpee/IeHINI0 TOMOIIN
MBMX n Boiienennio BbimmaT B 2010 r. OcHOBHasA 1ieTb MCCIENOBa-
HIA — OLIGHUTb 3Ha4YeHMe BbIOOpa cXeMbl CTuMYymMpoBanyus MBMX
B cénmax Mormanauu nmocne 2010 1. PaccMoTpeHbI YeTblpe pasnnyHbIX
clieHapysaA cxeMmbl cTuMynuposanyua MBMX u oljennBaeTcsa ux mpej-
TH071araeMoe BIIMAHME Ha 9KOHOMUKY Cella, COLMANIbHYI0 CTPYKTYPY
CeNIbCKUX MECTHOCTEI M OKPY)KAIOLIYI0 CPely B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT pas-
JIMYHBIX BUJIOB YNIpaBjeHMA 3emieil. VIToru mccnenoBanms mokasa-
M, 4TO B OGYAyleM BO3MOXKHBI IBa OCHOBHBIX HAIIPaB/IEHUA CTUMY-
mupoBanna MBMX, B KOTOPBIX COYETAIOTCA pasiuyuHble I7eMEHTHI
aHa/M3MpPYeMBbIX ClieHapueB cxeM crumynuposanusas MBMX. Ilepsoe
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HaIpaB/IeHNe TpefonaraeT 0GHOB/ICHIE KPUTEPIEB IPUTOFHOCTI 1
pacrpesieNieHNnsA CPeficTB MeXY PasTMIHbIMY PETMOHAMY VI THUITAMM
X03AMCTB /IS peany3alii CoIManbHO-9KOHOMIIeCKIX ierneit. Bropoe
HaIpaBJIeHNe IIPefyCMaTPUBALT, YTO [PV COCTABICHN JOTOBOPOB 00
YIpaBIIeHNI 3eMiell CPefiCTBa, IpeHa3HauYeHHbIe /A CTUMYIMpPOBa-
HusA MBMX, pacnipefienioTcs MeX iy arpoMeponpuATIAMMU 110 OXpaHe
OKPY>KAIOIIelt Cpefibl 1 0OLIMMIM MEPOTIPUATUAMI 110 PA3BUTHIO CeTIa.

KrnroueBble coBa: aHami3 ClieHapyeB, MOXINCIUIUIHAPHOE Ha-
y4HOE MCCTIefloBaHNe, MeHee OMarolpuATHBIE IS XO3SA/CTBOBAHIA
MECTHOCTH, MepOIpPIUSTHSA [0 PasBUTHIO Cela, 00Iasi CembCKOX0-
3JICTBEHHAs IONIUTHUKA, XO3AMCTBOBAaHME B TOPVCTBIX MECTHOCTSX,
Motnangus





