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Territorial impacts of agriculture and transport po licies: Final Report of the
ESPON TIPTAP project.

‘TIPTAP’ is the acronym for ‘Territorial Impact Pkage for Transport and Agriculture
Policies’. The report will be of interest to threenstituencies: those working on
territorial impact assessment (TIA) or multi-criteevaluation; people concerned about
safety, emissions and congestion in relation tasgpart; and those concerned with the
regional impacts of the Common Agricultural Polanyd in particular Pillar 2. This
summary follows that sequence.

Territorial Impact Assessment

Following calls for TIA in the ESDP, ESPON 2006nated a series of Policy Impact
Studies subjecting various EU policies to formd . Each project used its own
methodology. Then in the Spatial Scenarios prq@& in the 2006 programme), the idea
of a standard approach that could be applied extanEU policies was developed. This
was the TEQUILA model. TIPTAP has further developieel TEQUILA model as
‘TEQUILA 2. Thus TIPTAP is important because ipresents a consolidation and
further development of efforts by ESPON to creaté/amethodology that can be used
to anticipate how European policies or Directivel immpact spatially across Europe and
its regions.

! ##
$ % &' ( ! "B
) (( *$ & ( ' # #
Lo #
% Lo ##
! ## ##
) (( / ' #H#
( ! Hi

TEQUILA is a multi-criteria evaluation model: itkes a policy such as the planned
TENS transport infrastructure network and seeksr¢alict what impact it will have on
several different criteria, then aggregates thesictg Thecriteria that TEQUILA uses
are grouped under three categories. These argdoralriEfficiency, Territorial Quality
and Territorial Identity. TIPTAP argues that togetthese define Territorial Cohesion.

‘Territorial efficiency refers to resource-efficienwith respect to energy, land and
natural resources; competitiveness and attractsgmeternal and external accessibility
of each territory. Territorial quality refers toetiquality of the living and working
environment; comparable living standards acrosgdaes; similar access to services of
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general interest and to knowledge. Territorial titgmefers to enhancing “social capital”;
developing a shared vision of the future; safegagrdpecificities, strengthening
productive “vocations” and competitive advantageach territory.” Full listings of
actual indicators used are given in the reporty thifer between the two analyses done
(agriculture and transport).

Weights have to be given to the criteria — e.g. we cantlsatefficiency, quality and
identity are equally important and weight each.@B0Varying the weights makes a
difference to the final results. One of the innawag in TEQUILA 2 is the use of expert
polling to set weightings.

Some impacts are positive (e.g. more jobs), budrstare negative (e.g. more
congestion). One problem in multi-criteria evalaatcan be that the positives can cancel
significant negatives — in our simple example, raitar how bad the congestion gets it is
treated as a price worth paying for the extra esited. The most important innovation
in TEQUILA 2 is that limits are set for such tradiés. A ‘FLAG model’ is introduced

for the regions in which the impact on an importaatable crosses a threshold beyond
which it is deemed to be unacceptable. Compensatidrweighted summation with

other impacts is not allowed in such circumstantas. map produced then shows a
‘flag’. However, this device is not satisfactorytarms of cartography, as it is hard to
pinpoint to the region in question on the maps.
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Impacts of transport policy: congestion and emissits or pricing?

Three transport scenarios are tested. All showrgéreonomic benefits from the
investment in transport infrastructure.
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TheBaseline scenaridor 2030 includes all TENs-T road and rail investits already
implemented or already planned for constructiore ifhpact assessment sees widespread
emission problems, with the concentration partidylaigh in the European core,

including England and parts of Wales, Northernainel and Scotland (the visual

problems of the cartography are evident once yptotsee just which regions are
affected).

TheEnhanced Infrastructure scenarioanticipates higher economic growth than the
Baseline scenario and therefore encompasses addidod more comprehensive

infrastructure links. Under this scenario, the peats in the UK are much less, though
unacceptable emissions thresholds are still excealdeg a London-Liverpool corridor.

In thethird scenario, new regulatory toolssuch as rules on safety and road pricing
come into play, with rather dramatic impacts. Thagceed in containing emissions
across much of Europe to at or below current leweith only one flag shown in the UK,
though surprisingly this is in the Lleyn Peninsula.

The picture on congestion is similar to emissidnghe baseline scenario, increased
congestion is pervasive, particularly in large mptiitan areas. In fact England is the
country experiencing the most negative impactsiwilurope. In other words, the
current planned infrastructure programme looksffigant to accommodate the levels of
mobility that are forecast. In addition upgradirfglee A75 to Stranraer also has impacts
on landscape fragmentation. Safety is also higteglas an issue for the UK, with the
M6 and M1 corridors and southern Scotland (Edinbungd Glasgow) standing out at a
European level.

A mix of policy measures is suggested: strong stdpotechnological change and
innovation in energy efficiency of engines and amais control; initiatives favouring rail,
mass transit in cities and environment-friendly e®df transport, through regulations,
taxations, road pricing and cultural campaigns; e infrastructure investments in
order to increase accessibility and energy savingimote and least accessible areas and
to tackle the most acute congestion problems.

What happens if CAP is shifted from farms to ruraldevelopment?

The CAP is structured in two Pillars: Pillar 1 sopjng farm incomes through direct
payments to farmers and market support measureBilad2 supporting agri-
environment and rural development objectives. Uiiiiar 2, payments are available to
farmers (and some other rural actors) in suppertdoservation, amenity, recreation and
environmental goods and for rural development.

Aggregate expenditure under Pillar 1 far exceedsuhder Pillar 2. However, within
EU-15 countries, a small but increasing percentdgiee Pillar 1 budget is compulsorily
transferred to Pillar 2, through a process calleddulation.” Modulation will not apply
to the EU-12 until 2012.
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The policy scenario chosen by TIPTAP is an incrgashe level of modulation of funds
from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 of the CAP. In particulahe elements included are:

1. Compared with the baseline year of 2006, thelidoera 20% reduction in the
payments received by farms in the EU-15;

2. At the same time, an increase in funding faaPR of one fourth this amount will
occur, thus reducing the overall CAP budget. fiastulated that this transfer will occur
in EU-15.

3. As far as EU-12 New Member States are conce&I,AP assumes only a 10%
reduction in farm payments and a parallel incréadending for Pillar 2 of half this
amount.

The results of the modelling suggest that the g@rterritorial impact of such changes
will not be negative. In terms of impact on temidb efficiency, British and Irish regions
benefit from positive impacts, because of the bpostided to tourism and other non-
farm activities.

Lead partnerPolitecnico di Milano

Other team memberginiversity of Newcastle-upon-Tyne; Free University
Amsterdam; and MCRIT (Spain) as a subcontractor.

Contact persorikoberto.camagni@polimi.it
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