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Abstract

Since 2001, the EU Commission has followed principles of good governance (EC, 2001). One of the five principles of good governance is participation in the formulation of policies and their implementation. The aim of this paper is to provide a first evaluation of the EU Organic Action Plan (OAP) and the Organic action plan evaluation toolbox (ORGAPET) combining the knowledge of researchers from different countries (AND, CH, CZ, DE, DK, IT, NL, SI, UK) with external expertise (Advisory Committee, EU Commission). 
Introduction

In June 2004 the EU Commission delineated the European Action Plan for Organic Food and Farming (EC, 2004). The resulting European Action Plan for Organic Food and Farming did not originally accompany any specific policy measures, or a budget for specific policy goals. It resulted however, in the much-discussed revision of EC Regulation 2092/91. The revision process itself has been criticised with regard to insufficient stakeholder involvement (Eichert et al., 2006).

The aim of this paper is to provide a first evaluation of the EU Organic Action Plan (OAP) and the Organic action plan evaluation toolbox (ORGAPET)
. This has be done in two steps: the first step will provide a policy analysis of the EU OAP in order to identify the potential risks and problems associated to its implementation and assess the quality of the main indicators from the ORGAP evaluation toolbox (ORGAPET). The second step will develop strategies aimed at resolving the potential conflicts and exploiting the synergies in order to facilitate implementation of the EU OAP at national level. 
Materials and methods
Concerning the first step, in order to provide an early assessment of potential risks and problems associated with specific policy-relevant areas, we used an adapted version of (process) Failure Mode & Effect Analysis (FMEA) (McAndrew & Sullivan, 1993) combining the knowledge of researchers from different countries (AND, CH, CZ, DE, DK, IT, NL, SI, UK) (Core Team) with external expertise (Advisory Committee, EU Commission) named Support Team. 

The first task in FMEA is to identify and rank the most relevant problem areas of the EU OAP implementation. The core team used a special laddering questionnaire to elicit what can go wrong (list of problems) and to define the logical cause-effect structure of the problem, by identifying all possible causes of each problem. This has be done using the Means-End Chain model (Reynolds and Gutman, 1988). A cognitive map has been created, in order to visually identify links between causes and effects. Based on the results of the laddering exercises, in the second task a specific questionnaire has been submitted to the core and the support team: using 10-points Likert-type scales, for each failure mode (composed by a cause and an effect), the team has estimated the severity/seriousness (cost/impact) of the "failure", how likely is that each potential "failure" will happen (occurrence) and the likelihood of detecting the "failure" using ORGAPET indicators
. Once all experts have filled in the questionnaire, a Risk Priority Number (RPN) is calculated based on the product of: Detection X Severity X Probability of Occurrence. RPN will enable ranking of the most important problem areas for which the indicators provided in the toolbox may perform insufficiently. The minimum expected RPN is 1 and maximum 1000.
Concerning the second step, a policy and coherence analysis of synergies and conflicts between various actions of the EU Organic Action Plan has been performed by means of a matrix of cross impacts as specified in the MEANS framework (EC, 1999). The effects of synergies or conflicts have been rated with the help of the core team with 2 electronic consultation rounds
. After validation of these ratings, the calculation of the “synthetic” coefficient of synergies
 has been performed, in order to evaluate the overall level of synergy/conflict between the EU OAP. 
Results and discussion 
Once the failure-modes have been defined, the core and support team have evaluated, for each cause and effect, the list of main indicators from the ORGAP evaluation toolbox (ORGAPET). The scope of this task was to verify if the main indicators of the ORGAP toolbox were able to cope with the logical cause-effect structure of the problems concerning the implementation of organic agriculture policy.
The approach to the classification of indicators used in this work is an adaptation of that used in the MEANS framework. Table 1 reports the failure modes and the relative mean RPNs. A quick inspection reveals that no single failure mode is particularly risky, since the maximum mean value is 210 while theoretical maximum is 1000. 
Table 1: The failure modes and RPNs
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MEAN
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Lack of stakeholder involvement

Lack of capacity building

210,0

137,5

Inadequate information and promotion 

campaigns

Lack of knowledge/awareness on 

OF

162,8

84,1

Lack of information

Lack of political interest to support 

OF

159,4

86,9

Weak lobbying for OF

No mandatory implementation of 

AP

146,6

84,6

Research not enough developed

Lack of importance given to OF 

133,1

90,1

Conventional interests against organic lobby

Lack of financial resources

132,2

81,5

Different priorities among MS

General implementation problems

130,8

84,4

Different interests between EU and MS

Inadequate rules/procedures

130,1

82,6


RPNs include information about the probability of detection of the failure modes by the proposed indicators. The detection mean values (non shown for conciseness) range from 3,5 (High  probability of detection to moderately high chance of detection) to 4,8 (moderately high chance of detection to moderate chance of detection) which indicate that in general – for the selected failure-modes – the ORGAPET indicators may perform sufficiently. 
Figure 1 illustrates the result of the policy and coherence analysis of the EU OAP. Synergies between measures largely prevail while the opinions on conflicting actions are not shared by members of the team, as is shown by the higher standard error bars. 
Figure 1: Synergy/conflict between EU OAP measures

[image: image2.emf]-0,60 -0,40 -0,20 0,00 0,20 0,40 0,60 0,80 1,00

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Cs-

Cs+

PROMOTION

STANDARDS DATABASE

MARKET DATA

FRUIT & VEGETABLE SUPPORT

WEBSITE FOR SUPPORT

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

RESEARCH

DEFINE PRINCIPLES

ENSURE INTEGRITY

HARMONISE STANDARDS

EXPERT PANEL

GMOs

RISK-BASED INSPECTIONS

ANALYTICAL METHODS

PARCEL IDENTIFICATION

BETTER CO-ORDINATION

ACCREDITATION SYSTEM

SUPERVISION REPORTS

THIRD COUNTRY EQUIVALENCY

GLOBAL HARMONISATION AND TRADE

RECOGNITION OF EU STANDARDS

 
The analysis suggests that Actions 9 and 10 are essential for the success of the EU OAP, given their synergetic effects. They in addition enter into synergy with many other actions. Interesting is also Action 13 with an high coefficient of synergy and number of measures with which has interactions. 
By contrast, Action 4 appears  a stand-alone measure, since it enters into synergy with an average of 3 actions only. Action 16 is somewhat peculiar, since it has a fairly weak coefficient of synergy (0.59) but which enters into synergy with many other actions (68). In this case Action 16 has a weak potential for synergy although having numerous interactions, since these are individually weak. In addition Action 16 combines positive and negative effects of synergy, even if the conflict seems to be very weak.
Conclusions 
ORGAPET and its indicators appear as a good base for the detection of many problems regarding implementation of organic agriculture policy. The probability of detecting failure mode by ORGAPET toolbox is moderately high which means that the list of main indicators are able to face with the logical cause-effect structure of the problems. Clearly, indicators should probably be improved in order to explain in a more precise way what are the information included. This because in some cases the indicators seem to be unrealistic or just not available. 

Concerning synergies and conflicts among actions, there is a substantially agreement on synergies among experts concerning each specific action. On the other hand, it is clear that there is no agreement on conflicts among experts on each specific actions.
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� The ORGAP evaluation toolbox (ORGAPET) is a collection of different evaluation tools, including participative techniques, quantitative assessments and methods to identify relevant indicators, which could be used selectively to meet the needs of a particular assessment of national or EU action plans (Lampkin et al., 2006).


� The scale range from 1 to 10, whereas 1 refers to No effect (severity), Nearly impossible (probability of occurrence), Almost Certain Detection (detection probability) and 10, respectively refers to Extremely Severe, Extremely High, Absolute Uncertainty.


� The evaluation team compared pairs of actions to identify any synergy which may exist. When some kind of synergy seemed possible, a value on the following scale was chosen corresponding to the size of the effect. 2 : for a particularly strong effect of synergy; 1: for a weaker effect of synergy; -1: the same scale applied to negative synergy (conflict); -2 : the same scale applied to negative synergy (conflict)


� Cs+ and Cs- calculate the synthetic coefficients of positive and negative synergy for each EU OAP action. Total average Coef Cs+ and Cs- have been calculated as the average synthetic coefficients for each EU OAP measure considering all experts: ( 


� EMBED Equation.3  ���


� EMBED Equation.3  ���
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