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Executive Summary

A.
Background

Aid for investment in farm waste management facilities has been available in Ireland since the 1970s.   In the period to 2001, i.e. prior to the introduction of the current Scheme, grant assistance jointly funded by the National Exchequer and the EU amounted to over €0.5 billion.

The current Scheme of Investment Aid for Farm Waste Management is designed to facilitate the management of farm waste by providing grant-aid for investment in waste storage facilities, animal housing and mobile equipment for farm waste application. The Scheme is operated by the Department of Agriculture and Food (DAF) and was originally introduced in 2001 by virtue of European Council Regulation (EC) No. 1257/99 on support for rural development.   The Scheme was subsequently revised in January 2004 in order to implement the commitments contained in the Sustaining Progress Agreement 2003 and further details of these changes are set out in paragraph 2.4 of the Review.   Further proposed changes to the Scheme, to take account of the additional requirements placed on farmers by the Nitrates Directive, were announced by the Minister for Agriculture and Food by a Press Release of 29 July 2005.   The Scheme is a sub-measure under the Regional Operational Programmes for the Border, Midlands and Western (BMW) Region and the Southern and Eastern (S&E) Region and is co-funded by the Irish Government under the National Development Plan 2000-2006 (NDP) and by the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) of the European Union.   Under the NDP, an allocation of €230m is projected for the Scheme covering the period 2000-2006; however, up to the end of 2004, only €46.8m of this amount has actually been paid out.   A complex set of circumstances has resulted in this under-spend and these are set out in further detail below.

B.
Objectives

The current objectives of the Scheme as laid down in the Programme Complements of the BMW and S&E Regional Operational Programmes are:

“… to assist farm families with the capital cost of providing animal housing and storage facilities for silage and agricultural waste in order to:-

· reduce the nutrient enrichment of water bodies by minimising nutrient losses from these holdings and, therefore, improve the water quality and natural aquatic environment;

· help provide a healthy environment for food production, fish, wildlife and other amenity purposes;

· make better use of the nutrients in farm wastes and reduce the use of chemical fertilizers and hence production costs.”
The forthcoming introduction of the Nitrates Action Programme will drastically alter the environmental requirements placed on farmers, in particular, in regard to the provision of on-farm slurry storage.   The exact level of the slurry storage deficit will be determined in the Teagasc Farm Facilities Survey which is due to be published in the near future.   Further details regarding the Nitrates Action Programme are set out in Chapter 4 of the Review.   As significant investment will be required by farmers to bring farm facilities into line with the Nitrates Action Programme requirements, the objectives of the Scheme will have to be altered to bring this change in the regulatory framework into proper focus.   However, it is clear that, within this changing context, the Scheme retains a vital environmental role and should be maintained until the end of the period provided for it in the NDP. 

The objectives of the Scheme are also considered to be entirely compatible with wider EU and national policy on the environment, water quality and waste management.

C.
Scheme Data, Effectiveness and Efficiency
Expenditure in each of the first five years of the NDP period fell well short of original projections.   The reasons for the apparent underperformance of the measure and the low uptake of the Scheme can be attributed to a number of factors, including:

· unrealistic financial projections at the outset;

· the Foot and Mouth Disease restrictions during 2001;
· uncertainty about the future direction of agriculture in the context of the Mid-Term Review of the CAP;

· the expectation that the terms and conditions of the Scheme would be improved as part of the negotiations of the Sustaining Progress Agreement in 2003 and as a result of the publication of the Brosnan Report in 2004;
· the perception that to avail of the Scheme involves complex and bureaucratic procedures.
Most output indicators show an underperformance against mid-term targets for the same reasons as the expenditure underperformance. 

D.
Scope for Alternative Policy and Approaches

The recommendations made during the course of the Review are summarised at the end of this Executive Summary.

E.
Performance Indicators
All of the output and outcome indicators laid down for the Scheme remain valid and relevant. The number of fish kills attributed to agriculture reported to the Central Fisheries Board and the level of consumption of chemical fertilisers per annum (the latter being particularly relevant in the light of the introduction of the forthcoming Nitrates Action Programme) could also be introduced as outcome/context indicators.

F.
Summary of Recommendations

Recommendation 1

To increase awareness of the Scheme, explain its terms and conditions and promote participation, the Department should organise as soon as possible a series of regional information events. The farm bodies should be consulted in advance on the format, size and number of events. The farm bodies and agricultural consultants should be involved in the presentation of the events.   The events should, if possible, be combined with other similar events organised from time to time by the Department and would have particular merits if held around the time of the introduction of the changes being proposed to the Scheme in the light of the implementation of the Nitrates Action Programme (paragraph 5.10).

Recommendation 2

As a matter of priority, the shortcomings of the design and data population of the Scheme database should be addressed. Ideally, the system should have the capacity to present a range of different views of the data. It should be possible to easily report on Scheme data according to different criteria; for example, by type of facility grant- aided, by age profile of beneficiaries, by disadvantaged area and non-disadvantaged area, by county or region, and so on (paragraph 5.17).
Recommendation 3

The possibility of (i) removing the lower eligibility limit for Income Units should again be raised with the European Commission, and (ii) consideration should be given to inclusion of the pig and poultry sectors, as is the case in many other Member States (paragraph 7.8).

Recommendation 4
Subject to the approval of the European Commission, the amount of expenditure eligible for grant-aid should be assessed on the basis of Standard Costs for all applications, without the need to submit proof of payment (paragraph 7.15).

Recommendation 5
Consideration should be given to including calf housing in the list of items eligible for grant-aid (paragraphs 7.17-7.19).

Recommendation 6
Alternative approaches to managing farm wastes, such as earth-lined stores, should be made eligible for grant-aid when detailed specifications for such facilities have been approved by the relevant authorities for such storage/disposal systems (paragraph 7.20). 
Recommendation 7
Consideration should be given to introducing the Pilot Waste Processing Facilities Scheme, provided for in the National Development Plan, following a review of the financial and other conditions placed on such a Scheme by the Plan (paragraph 7.21).

Recommendation 8

Consideration could be given to extending the Scheme to a further list of eligible items which would enable improved slurry spreading techniques to be used on Irish farms (paragraph 7.24).

Recommendation 9

In addition to the performance indicators already used, the following additional 

outcome/context indicators should also be included in regard to the Scheme:-

(a)
number of fish kills attributed to agriculture reported to the Central Fisheries Board;

(b)
level of consumption of chemical fertilisers per annum;

(c)
reduction in the national slurry storage deficit as between existing facilities and the requirements of the Nitrates Action Programme (paragraph 8.9).

1.
Introduction

1.1
The Scheme of Investment Aid for Farm Waste Management (referred to hereafter in this Review as the “Farm Waste Management Scheme”, “FWM Scheme” or “the Scheme”) is designed to facilitate the management of farm waste by providing grant-aid for investments by farmers in waste storage facilities, animal housing and equipment for farm waste application. The Scheme is operated by the Department of Agriculture and Food (“Department” or “DAF”) and was introduced in early 2001 in implementation of Council Regulation (EC) No. 1257/99 on support for rural development from the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF).   In January 2004, the Scheme was revised in order to take account of the commitments contained in the Sustaining Progress Agreement, 2003 and further details of these changes are set out in paragraph 2.4 below.   (A copy of the 2004 Scheme is at Appendix A.)  The Scheme is a sub-Measure under the Regional Operational Programmes for the Border, Midlands and Western (BMW) Region and the Southern and Eastern (S&E) Region and is co-funded by the Irish Government under the National Development Plan (“NDP”) 2000-2006 and by the EAGGF.   Total grant-aid expenditure of €230m was projected in the NDP for the Scheme in respect of applications received up to end-2006.

Background to the Expenditure Review Initiative

1.2
Boyle (2003) outlines a number of developments in public service management over the last decade which set the background to the Expenditure Review Initiative (ERI) and to the development of an evaluation culture. In 1993 the Comptroller and Auditor General (Amendment) Act was passed, empowering the Comptroller and Auditor General (C&AG) to carry out value-for-money audits and to examine the adequacy of Departments’ mechanisms for evaluating the effectiveness of their operations.  In 1994 the Strategic Management Initiative (SMI) was introduced to enhance the strategic capabilities of managers in the civil service.  Arising from the SMI, the Government introduced a programme of management change for the civil service entitled Delivering Better Government in 1996. It identified the -

“… need for a systematic analysis of what is actually being achieved by the … Government resources being spent annually” 

and recommended that -

“… agreements between the Department of Finance and individual Departments on delegated authority for programme expenditures should provide a schedule of reviews of expenditure to be carried out during the currency of the agreements, with the aim of ensuring that each programme of expenditure is subject to a thorough review at least once every three years”.

1.3
In 1997 the Public Service Management Act introduced the most significant reforms of central government since the Ministers and Secretaries Act of 1924. In particular, it provided for the preparation by each Department of Statements of Strategy on a regular basis and assigned specific responsibilities to both Ministers and Secretaries General. It also provided for the delegation by Secretaries General of specific functions to officers not below Principal Officer level. 

1.4
The ERI was introduced by the Government in 1997 and has as its two main aims:

· to provide systematic analysis of what is actually being achieved by expenditure in each programme; and

· to provide a basis on which more informed decisions can be made on priorities within and between expenditure programmes (Department of Finance, 1997).

1.5
In its Strategy Report 2002, the National Economic and Social Council emphasised the importance of achieving better value for public expenditure through better planning, more accountability, basing decisions on priorities and developing an evaluation culture.
1.6
Most recently, the Sustaining Progress Agreement, 2003 stated that:

 “Over the course of this Agreement there will be a renewed effort to ensure that maximum value is achieved from all public expenditure in terms of defined outputs and outcomes. In particular, this will include … better expenditure evaluation systems [and] stronger links between evaluation and resource allocation at all levels.”

Structure of the Review Programme

1.7
The Expenditure Review Central Steering Committee (ERCSC) manages the overall ERI process and is chaired by the Secretary General of the Department of Finance. It also includes among its members Secretaries General of other Departments and a senior academic economist. In each Department the Management Advisory Committee (MAC) or a Departmental Steering Committee oversees the process. A working group or an individual conducts each review under the stewardship of a Steering Group with members usually drawn from both the spending Department and the Department of Finance.

1.8
Before submission to the ERCSC review reports must be subjected to a quality assessment exercise performed by an independent external evaluation expert. This is intended to improve the standard of reports and ensure that the evaluative process and methodologies employed are robust.

1.9
The FWM Scheme was selected for evaluation in early 2003.   This Review has accordingly been conducted, in particular, in the light of the mid-term evaluation of the CAP Rural Development Plan (CAP RDP) 2000-2006 carried out by AFCON Consultants on behalf of the Department of Agriculture and Food in mid-2003.
FWM Expenditure Review Steering Group

1.10
The preparation and completion of this Review were overseen by a Steering Group (SG) with the following membership:

Department of Agriculture and Food:

Mick Prendergast, Principal Officer, On-Farm Investment Schemes Division, (who replaced Ronán O’Flaherty, Principal Officer, with effect from 9 August 2004)

Dan Gahan, Senior Inspector, Agricultural and Environmental Services Division

Mark Winkelmann, Assistant Principal, Economics and Planning Division

Department of Finance:

Terry Jennings/Brendan Ellison, Assistant Principal, Public Expenditure Division.

In all, five meetings of the Steering Group were held.   

Terms of Reference

1.11
The Terms of Reference for this Review were based on a standard template for all reviews carried out under the ERI with appropriate modifications specific to the FWM Scheme and were approved by the ERCSC as follows:

“The review will examine and report on the FWM Scheme with a view to:-

1. Examining its objectives both at a national and EU level;

2. Examining the current validity of those objectives and their compatibility with both the overall strategy of the Department of Agriculture and Food and the National Development Plan 2000-2006;

3. Defining the outputs associated with the Scheme and identifying the level and trend of those outputs;

4. Examining the extent to which the Scheme objectives are being or have been achieved, the effectiveness of the Scheme in this regard, and the necessity for the Scheme to continue until the end of the period of application of the National Development Plan; 

5. Identifying the level and trend of costs and staffing resources associated with the Scheme and thus commenting on the efficiency with which it has achieved its objectives;

6. Evaluating the degree to which the objectives of the Scheme warrant the allocation of public funding on a current and ongoing basis, having due regard to the availability of budgetary resources;

7. Examining the scope for alternative policy or organisational approaches to achieving these objectives on a more efficient and/or effective basis (including examination of the specific terms and implementation procedures of the Scheme, comparison with similar schemes in other Member States, and by reference to prior reviews and evaluations conducted on the current and previous FWM Schemes);

8. Specifying potential future performance indicators that might be used to better monitor the performance of the Scheme.”

1.12
The following table cross-references the Terms of Reference with the relevant sections of the Review:-

	Number
	
	Relevant parts of the Report

	1
	Examining its objectives both at a national and EU level
	Chapter 4

	2
	Examining the current validity of those objectives and their compatibility with both the overall strategy of the Department of Agriculture and Food and the National Development Plan 2000-2006
	Chapters 3 and 4

	3
	Defining the outputs associated with the Scheme and identifying the level and trend of those outputs
	Chapter 5

	4
	Examining the extent to which the Scheme objectives are being or have been achieved, the effectiveness of the Scheme in this regard, and the necessity for the Scheme to continue until the end of the period of application of the National Development Plan
	Chapter 5

	5
	Identifying the level and trend of costs and staffing resources associated with the Scheme and thus commenting on the efficiency with which it has achieved its objectives
	Chapter 5

	6
	Evaluating the degree to which the objectives of the Scheme warrant the allocation of public funding on a current and ongoing basis, having due regard to the availability of budgetary resources
	Chapter 5

	7
	Examining the scope for alternative policy or organisational approaches to achieving these objectives on a more efficient and/or effective basis (including examination of the specific terms and implementation procedures of the scheme, comparison with similar schemes in other Member States, and by reference to prior reviews and evaluations conducted on the current and previous FWM Schemes)
	Chapter 2, 6 and 7 



	8
	Specifying potential future performance indicators that might be used to better monitor the performance of the Scheme
	Chapter 8


Methodology and Consultation Process

1.13
A comprehensive review of relevant literature was undertaken as part of the Review. References to the literature are made throughout the Review and a full listing is given in the Bibliography set out at the end of the Review. Key documentation included:

· National Development Plan 2000-2006;

· Border, Midlands and Western (BMW) Regional Operational Programme 2000-2006;

· Programme Complement to the Border, Midlands and Western (BMW) Regional Operational Programme 2000-2006;

· Southern and Eastern (S&E) Regional Operational Programme 2000-2006;

· Programme Complement to the Southern and Eastern (S&E) Regional Operational Programme 2000-2006;

· Sustaining Progress Social Partnership Agreement 2003-2005;

· Mid-Term Evaluation of the National Development Plan 2000-2006 (ESRI);

· Mid-Term Evaluation of the BMW Regional Operational Programme 2000-2006 (Fitzpatrick Associates);

· Mid-Term Evaluation of the S&E Regional Operational Programme 2000-2006 (FGS Consulting);

· Mid-term Evaluation of the CAP Rural Development Plan (CAP RDP) 2000-2006 (AFCON Management Consultants);

· FWM Scheme Document;

· EPA reports and publications.

1.14
All major stakeholders were consulted including the main farm representative bodies (IFA, ICMSA and Macra na Feirme), EPA, Teagasc and DAF administrative and technical staff.   A summary of the views expressed is set out in Appendix B.

1.15
Particular attention is given in the Review to the validity of the operation of the Scheme in Ireland having regard to the existence of the “polluter pays” 

principle.  The matter is discussed, in particular, in Chapter 3 of the Review.

1.16
As required by point 7 of the Terms of Reference for this Review, a comparison with the schemes operated, in particular, in other EU Member States operating equivalent farming practices to those in place in Ireland is included in Chapter 6 of this Review.

Format of Report
1.17
Chapter 2 looks at the background to the Scheme, its history and development, administrative structure, funding, and briefly examines previous evaluations.

Chapter 3 considers the operation of the Scheme in the light of the “polluter pays” principle.  Chapter 4 analyses the objectives of the Scheme, the extent to which they remain valid and their compatibility with wider public policy objectives.   Chapter 5 examines in detail the Scheme data and assesses the effectiveness and efficiency with which the Scheme is achieving its outcomes.   Chapter 6 examines the operation of equivalent schemes to the Farm Waste Management Schemes in a selected number of other EU Member States. Chapter 7 looks in detail at the design of the Scheme and makes certain recommendations for changes and the possible adoption of alternative approaches.  Chapter 8 looks at performance indicators and considers how they might be improved.  Finally, an executive summary is also included.

2.
Background

Introduction

2.1 This Chapter looks at the history and development of the Scheme, outlines the current Scheme terms and conditions, responsibilities and funding.  It also addresses part of point 7 of the Terms of Reference by examining prior reviews and evaluations conducted on the current and previous FWM Schemes.

History and Development of Support for Farm Waste Facilities

2.2
Aid for investment in farm waste management facilities has been available in Ireland since the introduction, following accession to the EU, of schemes such as the Farm Modernisation Scheme (1973) and Farm Improvement Programme (1986) (FIP), which provided for the grant-aid of a broad range of farm modernisation investments, including waste facilities. The Operational Programme for the Control of Farmyard Pollution (OPCFP), operated under the EU Community Support Framework (CSF) 1989-1993, specifically provided grant-aid for investment in farm waste storage facilities, animal housing and fodder storage. The Control of Farm Pollution (CFP) Scheme operated under the Operational Programme for Agriculture, Rural Development and Forestry (OPARDF) 1994 – 1999 continued the grant-aid support for such facilities. Demand for the 1994 – 1999 CFP Scheme was such that, by the middle of 1999, all funding had been committed.   During the second half of 1999, a nationally funded scheme was introduced. Table 2.1 summarises the number of beneficiaries, expenditure and outputs of pollution control measures implemented under previous schemes.

Table 2.1:  Support for pollution control facilities under previous schemes

	Measure
	Period
	Number of Beneficiaries
	Total Investment

(€m)


	Grant Aid

(€m)
	Slurry Storage Capacity

(million m3)

	Control of Farm Pollution 
	1989 – 1994
	14,000
	251
	119
	2.5

	Control of Farm Pollution
	1994 – 1999
	14,100
	312
	173
	2.6

	Dairy Hygiene Scheme
	1994 – 1999
	2,950
	33
	17
	* 0.3

	Farm Improvement Programme 
	1989 – 1999
	23,400
	538
	210
	* 4.6

	Total
	
	54,450
	1,134
	519
	10


* Estimates as this indicator was not recorded for these schemes.

Source:
Department of Agriculture and Food

Current Scheme
2.3
Investment in farm waste facilities is currently supported by the FWM Scheme, originally introduced in 2001 and subsequently revised in 2004, as part of an approved programme under Council Regulation (EC) No. 1257/1999 on support for rural development from the EAGGF.    This Review accordingly focuses, in particular, on the operation of the Scheme as revised with effect from 1 January 2004.   

Scheme Terms and Conditions
2.4
As indicated above, two versions of the Scheme have been in place since 2001.

(a)
2001 Scheme

(i)
Access to the 2001 Scheme was restricted to farmers with at least 30 Income Units, of which 20 Income Units had to come from farming.   The maximum income which an applicant could hold was 200 Income Units. (Further details regarding the calculation of Income Units are set out in the Scheme itself, copy at Appendix A.)

(ii)
Differentiated grant-rates were also applicable.   A grant of 40% was applicable to farmers with up to 150 Income Units, whilst farmers with between 150 and 200 Income Units received a grant-rate of 20%.   Young trained farmers under 35 years of age who had first commenced farming within five years of applying under the Scheme qualified for an additional “top-up” grant of 15% in Less-Favoured Areas and of 5% in other areas.

(iii)
In the case of the purchase of mobile equipment, however, the Scheme fixed a single grant rate of 20%, with no further top-up grants available for young farmers.

(iv)
The maximum eligible investment subject to grant-aid under the Scheme was €50,790.   However, where the purchase of mobile equipment was involved, the maximum eligible investment was €7,618, this being deducted from the overall maximum eligible investment of €50,790 where an application involved both the completion of capital works and the purchase of mobile equipment.
(v)
Applicants were required to possess adequate occupational skills and competence and undertake to farm in accordance with the Good Farming Practice guidelines as published by the Department in relation to the environment, animal welfare and hygiene.

(vi)
Grant-aid was limited to the list of eligible items set out in the Scheme. In addition, grant-aid was not payable for investments which would increase the level of production on a holding, this being a requirement of the Council Regulation referred to in paragraph 2.3 above.   (It should be noted, however, that this requirement is now deleted from the EU Rural Development Regulation which will be applicable from 2007 onwards.)

(b)
2004 Scheme

As previously stated, the Sustaining Progress Agreement 2003 contained a number of commitments in regard to the FWM Scheme.   The Agreement stated that the Scheme played “a significant role in environmental protection” and recognised that changes were required to the Scheme having regard to the Nitrates Directive and “its impact on certain farmers.”    Subject to obtaining the approval of the EU Commission, the Agreement accordingly proposed a number of changes to the Scheme which, following the receipt of the said approval, were introduced in a revised Scheme which came into effect in January 2004.   The principal amendments were –

(i)
the maximum income ceiling for farmers was increased from 200 Income Units to 450 Income Units;

(ii)
the overall maximum eligible investment was raised from €50,790 to €75,000.   In the case of the purchase of mobile equipment, the maximum eligible investment was also increased in a pro rata manner from €7,618 to €11,000;

(iii)
except for the purchase of mobile equipment where the grant rate remained at 20%, a standard grant rate of 40% was  introduced with the previous “top-up” grants continuing in place for young farmers;

(iv)
A number of amendments were also made to the list of eligible items set out in the Scheme including, in particular, the provision of grant-aid for safety elements on existing farm structures.

In general, the remaining provisions of the 2001 Scheme continued in force under the 2004 Scheme.   The 2003 Agreement also contained a commitment to pursue once again with the EU Commission the possibility of adjusting or removing the minimum income limit which applied under the 2001 version of the Scheme.   However, as no such approval was obtained, the relevant provisions continued in force in the 2004 Scheme.   Except where otherwise indicated, the remainder of this Review accordingly refers to the terms of the Scheme as revised in 2004.

Responsibility for the Scheme and Funding
2.5
In the context of the Agenda 2000 Agreement, Ireland negotiated the establishment of two NUTS II regions, namely the Border, Midlands and Western Region (BMW) and Southern and Eastern (S&E) Region. Under this Agreement, the BMW Region retained Objective 1 status up to 2006 for Structural Funds while the S&E Region qualified for Objective 1 in Transition status.

2.6
The National Development Plan (NDP) is the Government’s strategic investment plan for the period 2000 to 2006 covering all major investment by the State. The NDP is structured in terms of Operational Programmes (OPs). Each OP contains a series of “priority” areas for investment and within each “priority” a series of “measures” is prescribed.

2.7
While the CAP Rural Development Programme 2000-2006 provides the largest amount of funding for rural development in the NDP, a number of other programmes include measures intended to complement the main programme. The Community Support Framework (CSF) is a subset of measures within the NDP, these measures being also co-funded by the EU Structural Funds. The CSF covers all the EU Structural Fund payments to Ireland but excludes projects funded as part of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).

2.8
Balanced regional development was identified as one of the key objectives of the NDP. It therefore contains two regional operational programmes (OPs), one each for the BMW and S&E Regions, aimed at achieving more balanced regional development.   The Regional Assemblies were created to manage these OPs.

2.9
Both the BMW and S&E Regional OPs contain a similarly structured Agriculture and Rural Development Priority. This priority is broken down into four measures: General Structural Improvement, Alternative Enterprises, General Rural Development and Services for Agriculture and Rural Development.

2.10
The General Structural Improvement Measure includes a number of sub-measures: Installation Aid for Young Farmers, Farm Waste Management, Improvement of Dairy Hygiene Standards, Improvement of Animal Welfare Standards, Animal Carcase Disposal and Development of Grain Storage Facilities. 

2.11
Of all the sub-measures in the General Structural Improvement Measure, and indeed of all sub-measures in the Agriculture and Rural Development Priority, the FWM Scheme accounts for the highest funding, in each region and nationally. Table 2.2 summarises the public funding provision for the FWM Scheme over the 2000-2006 period prescribed by the NDP. 

Table 2.2:
Public Funding for FWM Scheme 2000 – 2006

	Region

(€m)
	Government

(€m)
	CSF

(€m)
	Total 

(€m)
	% of Priority in  Region
	% of Priority Nationally

	Southern and Eastern
	48.422
	44.427
	92.849
	43
	16

	Border, Midlands and Western
	85.620
	51.250
	136.870
	34
	23

	Total
	134.042
	95.677
	229.719
	-
	39


Source:
S&E and BMW Regional Operational Programmes

2.12
The Scheme is part co-funded by the EAGGF, at a rate of 50% in the S&E Region (by virtue of its Objective 1 in Transition status) and at 75% in the BMW Region (by virtue of its Objective 1 status).

Scheme Management and Implementation Structure

2.13
At national level four NDP/CSF Co-ordinating Committees, one for each of the horizontal principles, co-ordinate the NDP and receive regular progress reports from the Regional Assemblies.   At regional level, the BMW and S&E Regional Assemblies are the Managing Authorities for their respective OPs, under the control of an OP Monitoring Committee.   The Managing Authorities’ financial management and control functions in relation to the FWM Scheme are delegated to the Central Section of the On-Farm Investment Schemes Division of DAF.  The Implementing Body for the Scheme comprises the Farm Waste Management Section of the On-Farm Investment Schemes Division and the Agricultural Environment and Structures Division of DAF.   These bodies make all the necessary arrangements for drawing up the terms and conditions, publicity, funding, and delivering the Scheme to final beneficiaries. The Paying Authority for the scheme is the Structural Funds Division of DAF.   It prepares, certifies and submits claims to the European Commission for reimbursement of expenditure from EAGGF funds. Attached at Appendix C is a flowchart summary of the financial management and control arrangements for the Scheme.
Previous Evaluations of the FWM Scheme

2.14
The current Scheme and its predecessors have been evaluated at various times as part of the ex-ante, mid-term and ex-post evaluations that are now a standard requirement of EU and national funding programmes. The following paragraphs set out some of the more notable findings and recommendations of prior evaluations. Reference will also be made to prior evaluations throughout the Review as appropriate.

2.15
The Evaluation of the Operational Programme for the Control of Farmyard Pollution 1989 – 1993 (Fitzpatrick Associates, 1992) listed the two main objectives of the programme as:

(i) preventing farm pollution through provision of farm waste storage facilities, and

(ii) helping farmers, and particularly smaller ones, to modernise through provision of winter housing for cattle and sheep and storage for fodder.

2.16
To be eligible for the CFP Scheme, the farm on which the development was located must have been owned by the applicant (where part of a farm was held on lease this could be taken into account when establishing the amount of investment to be aided). The gross farm income of the applicant could not exceed 80% of total income and the applicant could not have a development plan under the Farm Improvement Programme (except in cases where the pollution provisions of the FIP plan were not sufficient to meet environmental protection requirements).   The rate of aid was 45% for waste storage facilities and 35% for housing and fodder storage. Higher grant rates of 55% and 45% were available to farmers in Less-Favoured Areas. The maximum investment eligible for aid was IR£20,000 (€25,395) and the minimum was IR£500 (€635). The aid granted could be increased by 25% for young farmers under 35 years of age meeting certain criteria.

2.17 Under the OPCFP a total of 14,000 beneficiaries received grant-aid totalling       

            €119m and slurry storage capacity of 2.5 million cubic meters was built.

2.18
The report’s main conclusions were:

· that control of farmyard pollution is an appropriate, effective and economically justifiable usage of Structural Funds and provides a particularly appropriate and productive mechanism for channelling such funds to the farming community;

· that the programme had the effect of reducing the waste storage deficit on participating farms from 57% at the outset to 12% on completion;

· that the gross increase in animal housing places was 57% and the net increase, taking into account that half of the new places substituted for previously existing housing, was 28%;

· that silage storage capacity was increased by 26% on participating farms; and

· that the programme had a greater relative impact on smaller participating farms, particularly those under 20 hectares.

2.19
Overall the types of investment accounting for the greatest share of scheme expenditure were animal housing and waste storage with 44% each and fodder storage with 12% (as of mid-1992).

2.20
Despite the success of the programme, there was a substantial remaining need for investment.   Even on participant farms, the estimated waste storage deficit at the end of the programme was still 12%.   Also, with only an estimated 25% of all farms (25,000 out of a total of 100,000) investing in anti-pollution measures as of end-1991, much work remained to be done on many potentially problem farms.

2.21
The question whether farmers would undertake the investments without the aid of the programme was considered and Fitzpatrick Associates concluded that there was relatively little “dead-weight” due to the low rates of return on such investments and the low investment capacity of many farmers.

2.22
With regard to the context in which the programme operated, Fitzpatrick Associates recommended:

· that, in addition to measures designed to prevent water pollution, future investment should be broadened to encompass other forms of agricultural 
pollution and should be directed towards environmentally friendly farming, and
· that funding for the control of agricultural pollution should be integrated into a single Operational Programme, and that such support should be integrated and co-ordinated with other national and structural funds and environmental protection mechanisms.
2.23
Though outside the scope of this Review, it can be concluded that the foregoing recommendations have been substantially implemented in the interim. The Rural Environment Protection Scheme (REPS) promotes ways of using agricultural land that are compatible with the protection and improvement of the environment, the landscape and its features, natural resources, wildlife habitats, the soil and genetic diversity. All schemes involving direct payments or grant-aid to farmers now include, as a condition of eligibility, compliance with the Department’s Code of Good Farming Practice which sets down guidelines for farming in an environmentally friendly manner. Failure to comply with the requirements may result in penalties or exclusion from schemes. 

2.24
In relation to the terms and conditions under which the programme operated the main recommendations of Fitzpatrick Associates were:

· that grant rates should be re-examined and should possibly be increased selectively to attract non-participant farmers into the scheme, for example, on the basis of environmental sensitivity, farm size or type of investment, and

· that a time-limit should possibly be placed on the validity of approvals to encourage applicants to complete works within a reasonable period of time and to avoid budgeting difficulties.

2.25
The Control of Farm Pollution (CFP) Scheme was the successor to the OPCFP and was introduced in 1994 as part of the Community Support Framework (CSF) 1994 – 1999 under the Operational Programme for Agriculture, Rural Development and Forestry (OPARDF).  

2.26
The objectives of the CFP Scheme were:-

· to reduce sources of ground and surface water pollution arising from agricultural wastes and thus improve the water quality and the natural aquatic environment; 

· to enhance Ireland’s green/quality image as a food producer to ensure we remained competitive in an increasingly market-oriented sector;

· to provide better working conditions on farms (McHenry, 1999).

2.27
The CFP Scheme took on board the recommendations referred to above by implementing variable grant rates depending on farm size and type of investment.   Smaller enterprises were eligible for a grant rate of 60% for waste storage facilities, housing and fodder storage up to an investment ceiling of IR£22,500 (€28,569) while large enterprises were eligible for a grant rate of 30% with an investment ceiling of IR£45,000 (€57,138). Other investments received lower grant rates. Grants were only made available to those whose off-farm income was not greater than the reference income which was set at IR£15,000 (€19,050) at the beginning of the OPARDF.

2.28
Under the CFP, farmers had to undertake to empty their slurry storage tanks not later than 31 October each year and not to spread slurry between 1 November and 31 January, though it was noted that there was no procedure in place for ensuring that this condition was met.

2.29
There was an option for up to six pilot projects to be funded under this scheme to assess the benefit of processing facilities for farm wastes.  A grant rate of 50% was available for these projects up to a maximum of IR£75,000 (€95,230).  One pilot project was set up.  Funding was provided for a digester, which can be used to extract methane from animal waste for use as a fuel, which in turn can be used to provide heat and electricity.  The project received the maximum grant and the plant served as a pilot example of a digester at work.

2.30
Under the CFP, a total of 14,100 beneficiaries received grant-aid totalling €173m and slurry storage capacity of 2.6 million cubic meters was built.
2.31
The analysis of the CFP Scheme in the CSF Mid-Term Evaluation (ESRI, 1997) noted that the facilities grant-aided were “a positive feature” but questioned whether there might have been dead-weight in the scheme. The ESRI nevertheless accepted that the benefits of the scheme warranted an increase in its funding allocation, which had at that stage been fully committed.

2.32
The OPARDF Analysis and Evaluation Unit reported on the Environmental Effects of the Operational Programme for Agriculture, Rural Development and Forestry (McHenry, 1999). 

2.33
Animal housing and handling facilities accounted for 51% of the overall grant expenditure, waste storage facilities for 43% and fodder storage facilities for 6% (as of September 1998). By far the most popular individual types of investment were slatted houses (41% of total grant expenditure) and slurry tanks under slatted houses (37% of total grant expenditure).   This is attributed to the scale of investment involved in these facilities; farmers making smaller investments did not think it worthwhile to go through the grant application procedure for the amounts involved.

2.34
The following table lists the report’s recommendations with regard to the terms and conditions of any future CFP Scheme and comments on their feasibility or whether they have been implemented:
	Recommendation
	Comments

	That in schemes for aiding the construction of pollution control facilities housing should be grant aided at a lower rate than the facilities directly associated with pollution control.
	It is not clear how this recommendation could be implemented in practice. The most popular investments grant aided under this scheme were slatted houses and slurry tanks under slatted houses (presumably upgrades of existing tanks); combined they accounted for 78% of total grant expenditure. Slatted houses are by far the most popular form of animal housing nationwide and the slurry tank beneath is an integral part of a slatted house; one is not functional without the other in the Irish context. For example, a slurry tank over which only an unroofed cattle enclosure was constructed would quickly fill up with rainwater in the winter housing period. This in turn would present difficulties for the farmer in complying with obligations under Nutrient Management Plans, Local Authority bye-laws or Good Farming Practice, all of which preclude land-spreading of slurry during the winter months. It of course could also present an increased pollution risk if the farmer was left with no other option but to empty the tank earlier than permitted. 

The case for this recommendation is therefore weak and it has not been implemented in the current scheme.

	That serious consideration is given to the priority objectives under a scheme for controlling pollution; for example, the idea of giving priority to farmers affected by Local Authority bye-laws and Nutrient Management Plans
	Every effort should be made to target scheme expenditure at areas most in need of anti-pollution measures. However, it is vital that the criteria applied to such targeting would ensure equal treatment for all farmers in such areas. Not all Local Authorities have implemented bye-laws relating to nutrient

 management and at the moment it is primarily farmers who have elected to participate in REPS who are subject to NMPs. Using either of these two conditions as criteria would not necessarily target the scheme evenly at all areas of vulnerability to pollution and could in fact be a powerful disincentive to investment in areas where such measures are not in place.



	That consideration be given to the introduction of a small simplified scheme of payments to farmers who can show that they have installed appropriate, simple pollution control facilities and practices
	This recommendation has been implemented in the current scheme. The minimum amount of investment that is eligible for grant aid is €635.

	Consideration should be given to providing higher rates of grant on equipment for slurry spreading which provides greatest environmental benefit
	This recommendation has not been implemented in the current scheme and this equipment is still grant aided at the lower 20% rate. DAF was of the view that grant aiding this equipment at a higher rate would introduce too much “deadweight” in this area.



	That training on waste management and pollution control is an integrated element of any future farm pollution control scheme and that other ways of improving the management of waste and pollution control facilities on farms (training, advice, reminder campaigns etc.) be used in combination with any new pollution control scheme in order to improve its overall effect on water quality
	In the current scheme applicants must comply with minimum required levels of experience and training in farming generally. The Code of Good Farming Practice published by the Department sets out the requirements for farming in a manner that cares for the environment and meets minimum hygiene and animal welfare standards. Compliance with the code is a condition of eligibility of the FWM Scheme, and all aid schemes, and detection of non-compliance attracts penalties. Teagasc provides a broad range of training and advisory services.


Evaluations of the Current Scheme

2.35
The current FWM Scheme has been subjected to multiple layers of evaluation as part of the mid-term evaluation of the National Development Plan (NDP). Separate evaluations were carried out on each of the Operational Programmes (OPs) in the NDP, including the BMW and S&E Regional OPs, both of which include the Scheme as a sub-measure. The Scheme was also included in the evaluation of the CAP Rural Development Plan.   Finally, the overall mid-term evaluation of the NDP attempted to draw together the findings of the various OP evaluations into a high-level review of the overall Plan.

2.36
The Mid-Term Evaluation of the CAP Rural Development Plan 2000-2006 (AFCON Management Consultants, 2003) concluded that:-

· uptake under the FWM Scheme was disappointingly low reflecting mainly the difficulties and uncertainty in agriculture but also reflecting the relatively short period that the measure had been in existence and delays in start-up;

· reasons advanced for the low uptake included the delayed launch of the Scheme, low farm incomes in 2001/2002 contributing to a poor investment climate, uncertainty over the future direction of Irish agriculture, the impact of the Foot and Mouth Disease outbreak in 2001, increasing delays in the planning process, and the expectation of achieving improved terms and conditions for the Scheme under the Sustaining Progress negotiations;

· the design of the measure was consistent with its objectives and would ensure that farming practices were more environmentally friendly;

· while it was difficult to draw definite conclusions on the degree to which the sub-measure was meeting objectives from the available indicator data and the relatively small uptake to that point, there were some positive signs that the sub-measure would meet its objectives primarily because the design of the measure was consistent with the objectives;

· plans to seek European Commission approval for increases in the income unit ceiling, investment ceiling and grant rates, if approved, could be expected to provide a positive impact in terms of uptake.
2.37
The Mid-Term Evaluation of the Border, Midlands and Western Regional Operational Programme 2000 – 2006 (Fitzpatrick Associates, 2003) arrived at broadly similar conclusions to the foregoing, noting that the Scheme’s relevance had increased and was likely to increase further.  It also commented that the expenditure targets set at the outset of the programme for the years 2000 – 2002 were unrealistically high in view of the delay between lodgement of applications and eventual payment of grants and, in support of this view, found that there was an appreciable increase in the rate of drawdown during the first half of 2003.
2.38
With regard to the exclusion from on-farm investment schemes of farmers below the minimum threshold of 20 Income Units, Fitzpatrick Associates were of the opinion that this condition could be regarded as being contrary to the poverty/social inclusion horizontal principle of the OP. 
2.39
The Mid-Term Evaluation of the Southern and Eastern Regional Operational Programme 2000 – 2006 (FGS Consulting, 2003) also arrived at similar conclusions, adding that the imperative to comply with the Nitrates Directive might also help to improve uptake. FGS also expressed the opinion that the exclusion of farmers below the 20 Income Unit threshold was impeding implementation. They advised that the absorption capacity of the Scheme in the period 2004 – 2006 should be closely monitored and funding reallocated if necessary.

2.40
The Mid-Term Evaluation of the National Development Plan and Community Support Framework for Ireland, 2000-2006 (ESRI, 2003) independently evaluated the NDP, drawing on the aforementioned evaluations of the Regional OPs.   In conclusions that were not reflected in either of the Regional OP evaluations,  the ESRI report stated (p. 110) that:-

“The facilities grant-aided under the Farm Waste scheme have very substantial private returns, furthermore they are likely to lead to more intensive farming, at a time when the CAP reform appears to be placing more emphasis on extensification. Furthermore, the unit cost of this measure is quite substantial. In any case environmental concerns with regard to farm waste can be dealt with through regulation and enforcement.”

2.41
There is undoubtedly an element of private return to farmers in the facilities grant-aided.   It should be remembered, however, that, depending on eligibility criteria, the proportion of total investment funded privately by the applicant under the 2001 Scheme ranged from 45% to 80%.

2.42
It is also worth noting that Ireland is not alone in operating this type of scheme whereby an assistance “carrot” is held out to farmers. In a paper published in November 2003 (Agri-Environmental Policy Measures: Overview of Developments) by its Joint Working Party on Agriculture and the Environment, the OECD found that “one further trend has been the introduction of structural cost-share programmes specifically to assist farmers in meeting the costs of environmental regulatory requirements” (OECD, 2003).    Further details regarding the operation of agri-environment investment schemes in certain other Member States are set out in Chapter 6 below.
2.43
In common with the regional OP evaluations, the ESRI report commented on the difficulty in assessing the NDP’s compliance with the environmental horizontal principle.   The small number of indicators that are available were regarded as being of variable quality and usefulness. The ESRI acknowledged that this did not imply that environmental improvements are absent, but that it was hard to judge their extent and what was value for money spent.    Further comments regarding the performance indicators set out for the Scheme are set out in Chapter 8 below.
3.
The Application of the “polluter-Pays” Principle (“PPP”)

Introduction

3.1
The current FWM Scheme appears to run counter to the pre-eminent socio-legal principle relating to the operation of national environmental policies, namely, that of the polluter-pays principle (hereinafter termed “the PPP”.)   For example, when discussing the equivalent measures to the FWM Scheme in operation in France, Druais (2004, at p. 453) comments that they appear to constitute “a negation” of the PPP.   It is therefore proposed to pay close attention to the origins of the PPP in order to determine the extent to which the PPP may be regarded as binding on national authorities in this context and the grounds on which any exceptions to the PPP can be applied.

The Origin of the PPP

3.2
The various EU Treaties which have established and developed the European supra-national concept had to await until the adoption of the Single European Act in 1987 before a specific chapter on environmental protection was devised (see Articles 130r, 130s and 130t of that Act).   However, as has been previously recognised (see, for example, Vandekerckhove (1993)), working definitions of the PPP had appeared at an international level as far back as 1972 by virtue of the OECD Recommendation on the Guiding Principles concerning International Economic Aspects of Environmental Policies.   By virtue of that recommendation –

“The principle to be used for allocating costs of pollution prevention and control measures to encourage rational use of scarce environmental resources and to avoid distortions in international trade and investment is the PPP.   The principle means that the polluter should bear expenses for carrying out the above mentioned measures decided by public authorities to ensure that the environment is in an acceptable state.   In other words, the cost of these measures should be reflected in the cost of goods and services, which cause pollution in production and/or consumption.   Such measures should not be accompanied by subsidies that would create significant distortions in international trade and investment.” 

3.3
The OECD did, however, recognise exceptions in regard to the application of the PPP, and these exceptions were drawn up in a specific format by means of a further recommendation adopted by the OECD Council in November 1974.   By virtue of that recommendation, governments were permitted to grant environmental subsidies in certain cases (see, further, Stevens (1993)):-

(a)
 to ease transition periods when especially stringent pollution control regimens are being implemented;

(b)
to stimulate the development of new pollution control technologies;

(c)
in the context of measures to achieve specific socio-economic objectives, such as the reduction of serious interregional imbalances.

However, it was also considered that any assistance granted under the OECD

exceptions should be provided for a fixed amount of time in a clearly defined

programme and should not create significant distortions in international trade 

and investment. 

Development of the PPP at EU Level

3.4
The recognition at OECD level that exceptions could be provided to the PPP, as far as the payment of grants towards environmental investments are concerned, also found a resonance at EU level.   In particular, EU policy development in the environmental area tended to concentrate on the enforcement element of the PPP, namely, that polluters should be forced to meet the costs involved in the clean-up of that pollution and the restoration of the damage.   For example, the Commission’s White Paper on Environmental Liability (COM (2000) 66, final, Brussels, 9 February 2000), provided that the basis for any future Directive on civil liability for environmental damage should be based on the PPP –

“Environmental liability is a way of implementing the main principles of environmental policy enshrined in the EC Treaty, … above all the polluter pays principle.   If this principle is not applied to covering the costs of restoration of environmental damage, either the environment remains un-restored or the State, and ultimately the taxpayer, has to pay for it.   Therefore, a first objective is making the polluter liable for the damage he has caused.   If polluters need to pay for damage caused, they will cut back pollution up to the point where the marginal cost of abatement exceeds the compensation avoided.”

3.5
The legislative framework proposed in the White Paper eventually came to fruition in 2004 following the adoption of the Environmental Liability Directive (Directive 2004/35/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on environmental liability with regard to the prevention and remedying of environmental damage (OJ (2004) L 143/56).   The preamble to the Directive determined its fundamental principle, in accordance with the PPP, as being that an operator whose activity has caused the environmental damage or the imminent threat of such damage should be held “financially liable, in order to induce operators to adopt measures and develop practices to minimise the risks of environmental damage so that their exposure to financial liabilities is limited.”

3.6
In contrast to the strict legal principles being applied at EU level where environmental damage has been caused, the EU authorities were contemporaneously adopting a more flexible attitude when regulating state aids for environmental purposes.   This can be demonstrated, in particular, by examining the EU Guidelines on State aid for Environmental Protection published by the European Commission in 2001 (OJ (2001) C 37/3).   The Commission firstly noted that taking environmental requirements solely into account did not mean that all state aids of this type needed to be authorised but that consideration had to be given to the effects that the aid might have in terms of sustainable development and full application of the PPP.   Whilst aid was not generally justifiable in the case of investments designed simply to bring companies into line with EU technical standards, special circumstances applied in the case of small and medium-sized enterprises.   In the case of such intended recipients, the Commission considered that it should be possible to grant aid to such enterprises for a period of three years following the adoption of new EU standards.   Other types of grant-aid, e.g. aids for investments in energy savings or aid for the rehabilitation of polluted industrial sites, were also specifically recognised by the Guidelines as worthy of additional aid measures.   The Guidelines, therefore, offer tangible recognition that there may be a justified need, for various reasons, for state aids to encourage or assist measures which enhance or protect the environment.   In order to demonstrate the widespread scope of such aids, a listing of the environmental aids handled by the European Commission over recent years is set out at Appendix D to this Review and includes, in particular, many examples where such aid has been granted to industrial companies.   It can be seen, therefore, that a broad spectrum of environmental aids have been approved at EU level covering all economic sectors and that significant counter-balances to the strict application of the PPP can be said to exist in this context.

  Summary – A Flexible Approach to the Granting of Aid

3.7
In contrast to the strict principles being applied at EU level where liability for damage to the environment is concerned, the EU authorities have adopted a much more sophisticated approach in the case of the second part of the PPP, namely, the regulation of aid for nationally-funded measures which support investments of an environmental nature.   The environmental benefits which can be recognised to accrue from this type of aid undoubtedly play a part in this paradigm shift in approach.   The particular benefits of “voluntary” schemes such as the FWM Scheme have been previously recognised in this context.   For example, Gunningham, Grabosky and Sinclair (1998) describe grants which provide partial financial support for environmental projects as being particularly attractive and that “well targeted, such grants can have high multiplier effects”.


In summary, therefore, it can be stated that the PPP does not automatically rule out voluntary environmental schemes such as the FWM Scheme and that, in the evaluation of such Schemes, the recognition of other competing principles can be justified in certain circumstances.   
4.
The Objectives of the Scheme, including the implications of the Nitrates Directive

Introduction

4.1
This Chapter briefly examines the objectives of earlier farm waste management schemes and how they evolved from one version of the scheme to the next. The current objectives are examined in greater detail with regard to their continued validity and relevance (particularly in the light of the Nitrates Directive), and their compatibility with wider EU and national policy. The Chapter accordingly addresses points 1 and 2 of the Terms of Reference.

Objectives of Previous Schemes

4.2
Before examining the objectives of the current Scheme, it is useful to briefly re-consider the objectives of earlier schemes and how they have evolved.

4.3
The Operational Programme for the Control of Farmyard Pollution Scheme 1989-1993 had as its two main objectives:

-
preventing farm pollution through provision of farm waste storage facilities, and

-
helping farmers, and particularly smaller ones, to modernise through provision of winter housing for cattle and sheep and storage for fodder.

The objectives of this Programme were therefore not entirely environmental with equivalent status also being given to farm modernisation.

4.4
The Control of Farm Pollution (CFP) Scheme 1994-1999 had as its   objectives:

(a)
to reduce sources of ground and surface water pollution arising from agricultural wastes and thus improve the water quality and the natural aquatic environment; 

(b)
to enhance Ireland’s green/quality image as a food producer to ensure we remained competitive in an increasingly market oriented sector;

(c)
to provide better working conditions on farms.

A clear evolution in the objectives had therefore occurred, vis-à-vis the preceding Scheme, to encompass the aquatic environment, wider national economic benefits and better on-farm working conditions.

Objectives of the Current Scheme

4.5
The objectives of the current Scheme as laid down in the Programme Complements of the BMW and S&E Regional Operational Programmes are:

“… to assist farm families with the capital cost of providing animal housing and storage facilities for silage and agricultural waste in order to:-

· reduce the nutrient enrichment of water bodies by minimising nutrient losses from these holdings and, therefore, improve the water quality and natural aquatic environment;

· help provide a healthy environment for food production, fish, wildlife and other amenity purposes;

· make better use of the nutrients in farm wastes and reduce the use of chemical fertilizers and hence production costs.”

Again, compared to the preceding Schemes, it can be seen that the stated objectives have been re-adjusted, and now encompass the environmental benefits to be achieved by providing support for capital investments in animal housing, waste storage and fodder storage facilities.   The extent to which the FWM Scheme has achieved these objectives is considered in the next Chapter. 

Environmental Context of these Objectives

4.6
According to the EPA’s National Waste Database 2001 Report, of the 74 million tonnes of waste generated in Ireland in 2001, it is estimated that agriculture was the source of nearly 57 million tonnes, or 76.5% of the total. By comparison, manufacturing accounted for 6.9%, construction and demolition for 4.9%, mining and quarrying for 4.5% and household/commercial for 3.7%.   The quantity of agricultural waste generated 

had decreased by 12% since 1998, the decrease being primarily attributable to reductions in cattle, sheep and pig numbers. Table 4.1 shows the breakdown of animal slurries and effluents for the various agricultural sectors. The cattle sector accounts for 53 million tonnes or 94% of the total, in the form of manure and slurry, soiled water and silage effluent.

4.7
These figures refer to the quantity of organic manures and slurries which are collected, stored and subsequently applied to land on an annual basis, i.e. managed wastes. The EPA estimates that a further 55 million tonnes of animal waste are deposited directly on the land by grazing animals (cattle and sheep) in the form of faeces and urine (EPA, 2003).

Table 4.1: 
Estimated Agricultural Organic Waste Generation in 2001

	Waste Category
	Quantity Generated

(Tonnes Wet Weight)
	%

	Cattle Manure and Slurry
	34,753,820
	61.30

	Soiled Water (dairy only)
	17,266,500
	30.46

	Pig Slurry
	2,412,883
	4.26

	Silage Effluent
	1,177,745
	2.08

	Poultry Litter
	448,310
	0.79

	Sheep Manure
	333,440
	0.59

	Spent Mushroom Compost
	294,742
	0.52

	Total
	56,687,440
	100.00


Source:
EPA National Waste Database 2001 Report

4.8
The EPA reported in 2002 that:

“In Ireland, one of the most serious environmental pollution problems is the over-enrichment of surface waters by the nutrients phosphorus and, to a lesser extent, nitrates. This pollution poses a threat to Ireland’s game fish population and has resulted from excessive inputs of these nutrients from a number of sources. However, estimates indicate that agriculture is responsible for the largest inputs of phosphorus and nitrates to waters. While the most recent assessment of river water quality in Ireland shows an improvement in water quality for the first time since surveys began, over 30 per cent of river channel is still considered to be polluted to some extent. It is notable that the observed improvements have mainly occurred in catchments that have had intensive management programmes implemented in the past three to five years. To minimise water pollution from agricultural sources there is a need to promote better farmyard management, to reduce the over-application of fertilizers and to implement nutrient

management planning on a broad scale.” (Lehane et al., 2002).
4.9
Another EPA report, Water Quality in Ireland 1998-2000, attributes the decrease in the length of polluted river channel to local bye-laws, phosphorus removal in sewage treatment plants, nutrient management plans, REPS and “… improved slurry storage resulting from the Control of Farmyard Pollution Scheme.”   While the improvement is welcomed, it warns that much progress is needed if we are to eliminate pollution completely and reach the EU Water Framework Directive target of “good water status” by 2015. It emphasises phosphorus as being the main cause of water pollution in Ireland. The principal sources of phosphorus pollution identified include poorly operated wastewater treatment plants, rural septic tanks and “… diffuse phosphorus losses from agriculture including both farmyard losses, slurry runoff from fields and phosphorus lost to water from over-fertilised agricultural soils.”   The report estimates that over the previous 10 years up to 500,000 tonnes of phosphorus in excess of requirements may have been applied to Irish farmland, since on average a surplus of 10 to 15kg per hectare per year is being applied on land that is farmed (McGarrigle et al., 2002).

4.10
The reports indicate that the trend of increasing river pollution over the last 30 years may have stabilised or started to reverse. The length of polluted river channel was down from 33% to 30% in the 1998-2000 period, the first reduction since national monitoring commenced. The overall standard of drinking water has steadily improved in recent years, with the exception of private group water schemes where contamination by coliforms is a problem and has been linked with poor management of animal and human waste. A number of other areas still give cause for concern and major improvements are required if Ireland is to avoid running foul of EU directives. A small number of rivers are still seriously polluted.  Overall 85% of lakes are in a satisfactory condition but longterm serious eutrophication problems are reported in many

of the larger lakes such as Lough Sheelin, which continues to be polluted by animal manures. Groundwaters have an unacceptably high level of contamination (e.g. 38 per cent of groundwater samples showed faecal coliform contamination).   High nitrate levels are also reported in approximately 20 per cent of well sampling stations apparently as a result of gross organic contamination, due mainly to poor control of animal wastes and poor siting and construction of septic tanks.   Phosphorus is highlighted as the single main cause of water pollution, the principal sources of which are poorly operated wastewater treatment plants, septic tanks and diffuse losses from agriculture (McGarrigle et al., 2002).
4.11
The improvements are attributed to the wider range of catchment management techniques that have been implemented in the recent past, particularly in the large catchment management programmes funded by the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government. Improved slurry storage resulting from the FWM Scheme was one of the specific measures identified as contributing to the success of these programmes.   Others included:
· the making of bye-laws under the Water Pollution Act;
· greater use of phosphorus removal in sewage treatment works;

· measures taken by local authorities under the Phosphorus Regulations;

· improved enforcement of water pollution legislation;

· farm nutrient management plans;

· fencing cattle out of waterways under the Rural Environment Protection Scheme, and

· Integrated Pollution Control (IPC) licences issued by the EPA.
4.12
It is clear therefore that, while there has been some improvement in the general state of our aquatic environment in recent years, further work needs to be carried out in relation to the agricultural sector, particularly in the context of the Nitrates Directive which is discussed in the following paragraphs. The FWM Scheme and its predecessors are acknowledged to be one of the ameliorating measures in this context. Thus it can be concluded that the environmental objectives of the Scheme remain valid and highly relevant, particularly in the context of the implementation of the Nitrates Directive.

Implications of the Nitrates Directive

4.13
Although certain objectives have been laid down for the FWM Scheme by the existing framework documents referred to above, the objectives of the Scheme will undoubtedly need to undergo substantial re-adjustment due to the impending full implementation of the Nitrates Directive in Ireland.   The 1991 Nitrates Directive (Council Directive 91/676/EEC) has two main objectives, namely, to reduce water pollution “caused or induced by nitrates from agricultural sources” and to prevent further nitrate pollution (see further Rosso Grossman (2001)).   However, even before enactment of the Directive in 1991, some Member States had already adopted national measures to control nitrogen from agriculture by regulating the application of chemical fertilizers and slurry spreading.   

4.14
The Directive firstly required national authorities to identify those drinking waters exceeding or likely to exceed 50mg/l nitrate to be determined as “polluted waters”.   The catchment areas of such waters were then to be identified as “Nitrate Vulnerable Zones” (NVZs).   Such designations were to be made within two years of the adoption of the Directive with a review taking place at least every four years.   In addition, Member States were also required to draw up a code of good agricultural practice, an Annex to the Directive setting out the provisions which had to be included in the said codes. 

Adoption of Nitrates Action Programme 
4.15
Having determined the NVZs referred to above, the Directive then offered Member States two options in regard to the adoption of the Nitrates Action Programme within their territories:-

(a)
to apply an action programme throughout the whole of the national territory; or

(b)
to apply an action programme within the determined NVZs.

Annex III to the Directive then set out the measures to be included in national action programmes:-

“The measures shall include rules relating to:

1.
periods when the land application of certain types of fertilizer is prohibited;

2.
the capacity of storage vessels for livestock manure; this capacity must exceed that required for storage throughout the longest period during which land application in the vulnerable zone is prohibited, except where it can be demonstrated to the competent authority that any quantity of manure in excess of the actual storage capacity will be disposed of in a manner which will not cause harm to the environment;

3.
limitation of the land application of fertilizers, consistent with good agricultural practice and taking into account the characteristics of the vulnerable zone concerned, in particular:


(a)
soil conditions, soil type and slope;


(b)
climatic conditions, rainfall and irrigation;

(c)
land use and agricultural practices, including crop rotation systems;

and to be based on a balance between:

(i)
the foreseeable nitrogen requirements of the drops, and

(ii)
the nitrogen supply to the crops from the soil and from fertilization corresponding to:

-
the amount of nitrogen present in the soil at the moment when the crop starts to use it to a significant degree (outstanding amounts at the end of winter),

-
additions of nitrogen compounds from livestock manure,

-
additions of nitrogen compounds from chemical and other fertilizers.”

It can be seen, therefore, that an essential feature in any national action programme had to be enforceable minimum storage periods in regard to livestock manure.   The same Annex then went on to determine the rules governing the maximum amount of livestock manure which could be spread on land and the grounds on which exceptions could be made to the general limit of 170 kg N per hectare.

4.16
The failure of Ireland to, inter alia, establish action programme(s) as required by the Nitrates Directive was the subject of successful infringement proceedings taken by the European Commission against Ireland on 11 March 2004 (Case C-396/01, Commission v Ireland, 11 March 2004).   In particular, the European Court of Justice held that the various measures in place in Ireland regarding the control of nitrates did not constitute a binding action programme.   The Court described the series of measures as varying in scale and applicability from region to region  and “not constituting an organized and coherent system intended to meet a specific objective” such as that required by a nitrates action programme (paragraph 60 of judgment).

4.17
A draft Nitrates Action Programme was issued for consultation in Ireland in December 2003 (see Brosnan, Draft National Programme under the Nitrates Directive, 8th October 2004, hereinafter called the “Brosnan Report”), with a revised version issued in July 2004 following examination of the responses to the consultation exercise.   In October 2004, following consideration of the Brosnan Report, formal submission to the European Commission of a Nitratres Action Programme took place.   However, the European Commission considered that this Programme fell short of the requirements of the Nitrates Directive and informed the Irish Government of this view in December 2004 (see Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government press release, Roche responds to European Commission on Nitrates, 21 April 2005).


Following further discussions, a revised Nitrates Action Programme was subsequently forwarded to the European Commission in July 2005 (See Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government press release, Ireland’s Nitrates Action Programme sent to EU Commission, 29 July 2005).

4.18
In the case of manure storage requirements, the Nitrates Action Programme, as revised in July 2005, proposed to establish three zones with separate minimum storage requirements as set out in the following table.   All new farm waste storage facilities would be required to meet these storage specifications once the national implementing Regulations are in place:-

Table 4.2:
Nitrates Action Programme Proposed Slurry Storage Requirements by County

	Zone A

16 Weeks


	Zone B

18 Weeks
	Zone C

20/22 Weeks

	Carlow
	Clare
	20 Weeks

	Cork
	Galway
	Donegal

	Dublin
	Kerry
	Leitrim

	Kildare
	Limerick
	

	Kilkenny
	Longford
	

	Laois
	Louth 
	   22 Weeks

	Offaly
	Mayo
	   Cavan

	Tipperary
	Meath
	   Monaghan

	Waterford
	Roscommon
	

	Wexford 
	Sligo
	

	Wicklow
	Westmeath
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Source: Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government, Nitrates Action Programme: 

           28 July 2005 

4.19
In addition to the above “general” storage rules, the Nitrates Action Programme also proposed that a minimum period of 26 weeks storage capacity would have to be generally met by producers in the intensive (i.e. pig and poultry) sector.   However, in the case of smaller pig units, it was stated that Ireland intended to apply the lower livestock storage requirements, particularly where such units had adequate spreadlands, wholly under the control of the holding, to utilize all of the livestock manure produced on the holding without exceeding the nitrogen and phosphorus limits in place.   In the case of sheep, goats and deer, storage capacity of 6 weeks would be required.   The Action Programme then went on to set out further details regarding closed periods for the application of chemical and organic fertilizers, and the spreading of farmyard manures. 

4.20
Although the Teagasc Farm Facilities Survey has yet to determine the exact level of slurry storage deficit, there is general acceptance that significant investment by Irish farmers is required to meet these new storage requirements.   For example, the Brosnan Report (see p. 17) states that “it should be recognized that in many farms the new investment required will need to allow for a realistic timescale” and that many people feel “the period of time allowed for the necessary capital investment in storage facilities was very limited”.   The Brosnan Report (see p. 11) accordingly concluded that –

“Higher rates of assistance of up to 60% (and above 60% for those in Zone C) should be provided for under the Farm Waste Management Scheme for investment in new storage requirements – there seems to be general acceptance that public investment in pollution prevention rather than (more expensive) pollution clean up would represent a more sustainable approach, as well as better value for money for the taxpayer.”

4.21
Given that very significant investment is required to bring farm facilities in line with the Nitrates Action Programme requirements, it can be concluded that greater strategic focus will have to be placed, for the remaining duration of the period of operation of the Scheme, on those elements of the Scheme which directly contribute to achievement of the demands of the Nitrates Directive.   It is outside of the scope of this current Review to consider the extent of any changes (if any) which need to be made to the Scheme in the light of the impending implementation of the Nitrates Directive.   (A press release on this matter was released by the Minister for Agriculture and Food on 29 July 2005: see Department of Agriculture and Food press release, Coughlan Announces Plans for Major Improvement in the Farm Waste Management Scheme, 29 July 2005.)    However, it is a truism that the objectives of the Scheme will have to be radically re-examined in the light of these impending changes, even for the remainder of the period provided for the FWM Scheme in the National Development Plan.
State support for Farm Waste Management

4.22
An examination of trends in capital investments may provide some indication of the capacity of the Scheme’s principal target group, i.e. the cattle sector, to invest in the type of farm facilities supported by the Scheme.   Appendix E provides information on Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF) in Agriculture from 1975 to 2003.   The following Figure represents the data on investment in farm buildings in graphical form.
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4.23
The largest peaks of investment occurred in the 1989-1993 and 1994-1999 periods.   A number of factors are likely to have encouraged the high levels of investment at this time. It is no coincidence that these were the periods of operation of the earlier Control of Farm Pollution schemes.  It was also during this period that the large-scale shift towards silage as the fodder of choice began to occur, creating the need for slatted houses as the optimal arrangement for animal housing, feeding and waste storage requirements. Resulting from the improved employment prospects in the 1990s, the incidence of farmers availing of off-farm employment has steadily increased. According to the 2003 Teagasc National Farm Survey either the farmer, the spouse or both had off-farm income on 50% of farms. This also created a need for more modern farm facilities. Improved animal housing and waste storage facilities reduced the labour input required, thereby facilitating the combination of farming and off-farm work. Furthermore, the availability of supplementary off-farm income often enabled investment in capital facilities which otherwise would not be possible if the farmer was relying on farm income alone, even with grant assistance. The availability of cheaper money by virtue of decreasing interest rates may also have been a contributing factor.

4.24
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the decrease in investment since 1996 has been dramatic, in current terms dropping by 61.4% from €269.7 million in 1996 to €104 million in 2002.   However, as shown in Table 4.3, and represented below in Figure 4.2, when inflation is taken into account the drop in real terms is 66%, the only exception to the downward trend occurring in 2000, when there was a 10% increase over 1999.   The continuing downward trend in 2001 and 2002, despite the availability of grant-aid, is at odds with the trends observed during the periods of operation of previous schemes.

Table 4.3:
Investment in Farm Buildings 1990 – 2002

(Base Year 1990 = 100)

	
	Investment at Current Prices (€m)
	Current Investment Index 

(A)
	Consumer Price Index (B)
	Real Investment Index 

(A/B x 100)

	1990
	241.9
	100
	100
	100

	1991
	206.0
	85
	103
	83

	1992
	164.8
	68
	106
	64

	1993
	128.4
	53
	108
	49

	1994
	135.1
	56
	110
	51

	1995
	170.0
	70
	113
	62

	1996
	269.7
	112
	115
	97

	1997
	219.1
	91
	117
	77

	1998
	197.0
	81
	120
	68

	1999
	134.3
	56
	122
	46

	2000
	172.6
	71
	128
	56

	2001
	119.8
	50
	135
	37

	2002
	104.0
	43
	141
	31


Source:
CSO
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4.25
Other factors negatively influencing recent investment levels may include issues such as:

-
uncertainty with regard to the future level of farm incomes;

-
the outbreak of Foot and Mouth Disease in 2001;

-
uncertainty about the future direction of farming, particularly in the context of decoupling; and

-
the expectation of improvements to the FWM Scheme created by both the Sustaining Progress negotiations and, latterly, by the Brosnan Report.

4.26
To build a better picture of how these trends have impacted on the cattle sector, the Scheme’s major target group, we need to look beyond the overall average and aggregate data and examine different farming systems and farm size.
Table 4.4:
Number of Farms by Farm Size (ha), 2002
	Farm Size (ha)
	Number ('000s)
	%

	<5
	10.4
	7.6

	5-10
	15.8
	11.6

	10-20
	32.8
	24.0

	20-30
	24.4
	17.9

	30-50
	29.1
	21.3

	50-100
	19.3
	14.1

	>= 100
	4.6
	3.4

	Total
	136.4
	100.0


Source:
CSO

Note:
Only farms over 1 hectare are recorded by the CSO.

Table 4.5:
Number of Farms by Farm System ('000), 2000

	Farming System
	Number of Farms
	%

	Specialist tillage
	4.7
	3

	Specialist dairying
	26.3
	19

	Specialist beef production
	72.1
	51

	Specialist sheep
	12.2
	9

	Mixed grazing livestock
	20.7
	15

	Mixed crops and livestock
	3.6
	3

	Others
	1.8
	1

	Total
	141.4
	100


Source:
CSO Census of Agriculture 2000

Note:
Only farms over 1 hectare are recorded by the CSO.
Table 4.4, summarising the number of farms by size category in 2002, shows that 61% of all farms are under 30 hectares in size and that 82% are under 50 hectares in size. According to the CSO, the average farm size in 2002 was 32 hectares. Table 4.5 shows that in 2000, the most recent year for which this information is available, at least 70% of farms were classified in the cattle sector (“Specialist dairying” and “Specialist beef production”). The figure is probably higher if a proportion of the “Mixed Grazing Livestock” and “Mixed Crops and Livestock” categories were also included but there is no breakdown available within categories.

Table 4.6:
Average Annual New Investment by Farm System, 2003 (€/farm)

	
	Dairying
	Dairying/

Other
	Cattle Rearing
	Cattle Other
	Mainly Sheep
	Mainly Tillage
	All

	Gross New Investment 
	9,988
	8,858
	2,046
	3,404
	3,826
	12,126
	5,241

	Net New Investment 
	8,841
	5,747
	1,380
	2,030
	3,188
	10,119
	4,001

	Depreciation 
	6,652
	7,036
	1,902
	2,970
	2,403
	7,219
	3,738

	% of farms on which investment was made 
	85%
	78%
	44%
	45%
	59%
	59%
	64%


Source:
Teagasc National Farm Survey 2003

Note: 
Net new investment is equal to gross new investment in machinery, buildings, quotas and land improvements (including Forestry) minus sales and capital grants received during the year.

4.27
Set out in Table 4.6 are the findings of the survey on new investments made in 2003, broken down by farm system. Again, the cattle sector accounts for the lowest average investment and the lowest percentage of farms on which investment was made. Teagasc notes that “the drystock systems while comprising 68% of the farming population contributed only 35% of total net new investment.”
4.28
It is clear that investment in farm buildings, in particular, has dropped sharply over the period covered by these Tables.   It is also clear that there is a complex set of circumstances at work which have militated against investment in the past and that, therefore, the role of the State is even more important in acting as a catalyst and support for new investment by grant-aiding the development of agri-environmental infrastructure, in relation to which the individual farmer sees little or no personal return.

4.29
Continued State support for investment in the sector is necessary, therefore, in order to act counter-cyclically and thus counteract the apparent reluctance to invest in infrastructure.   The necessity for such support will be even more pressing in the light of the forthcoming implementation of the Nitrates Directive.

Compatibility of Objectives with wider Public Policy

4.30
The principles of environmental protection and sustainable development have become increasingly embedded in EU and national policy in recent years. To comprehensively consider the compatibility of the Scheme’s objectives with wider public policy one needs to examine the context in which the Scheme operates from a number of perspectives: the policy framework, the legislative/regulatory context and the environmental context.

Policy Framework
4.31
In the EU context, the European model of agriculture (adopted at the Luxembourg Council in 1997) requires agriculture as an economic sector to be “versatile, sustainable, competitive and spread throughout Europe;” but it must also be “capable of maintaining the countryside, conserving nature and making a key contribution to the vitality of rural life, and must be able to respond to consumer concerns and demands regarding food quality and safety, environmental protection and the safeguarding of animal welfare.” The 1998 Amsterdam Treaty made sustainable development an objective of the Union. The Agenda 2000 reforms set out to integrate environmental protection requirements further into the Common Agricultural Policy through cross-compliance, good farming practice and other measures. The Gothenburg Council in June 2001 developed a comprehensive strategy for the integration of agricultural and environmental policy.   This commitment is reinforced in the Luxembourg Agreement by linking the Single Farm Payment to compliance with 18 statutory EU environmental requirements in addition to an overarching requirement to keep all farmland in good agricultural and environmental condition. EU agricultural policy is in turn subject to international obligations, notably the (Kyoto) Climate Change Protocol, the UN Convention on Biological Diversity and the Commission on Sustainable Development.

4.32
At a national level, “… one of the overall objectives for agriculture and related rural development under the National Development Plan 2000-2006 [is] to foster environmentally sustainable systems of production.”   The NDP goes on to say that the implications of Council Regulation (EC) No. 1257/1999 were taken into account in drawing up the strategies to address this broad objective. In the Agriculture and Rural Development Priority of the BMW and S&E Regional OPs the specific strategy to achieve this objective is “… to provide incentives for the protection of the environment and prevent pollution from farm waste.” In both Regional OPs the FWM Scheme is the sub-measure designed to implement this strategy.

4.33
In recent years, other key national policy documents have also committed Ireland to the principle of sustainable development:

· Sustainable Development: A Strategy for Ireland (Department of the Environment, 1997) provided a plan for the integration of sustainable principles into all areas of economic activity, including agriculture;

· Making Ireland’s Development Sustainable (Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, 2002) reviewed progress on this agenda and planned for future action;

· The Sustaining Progress - Social Partnership Agreement 2003-2005 is guided by both foregoing policy documents and seeks “to ensure the necessary balance between environmental, economic and social aspects of development and to maintain a high quality environment as a source of competitive advantage by supporting our food and tourism industries, by developing a leading position in environmental technologies and by making Ireland an attractive location for people to work and live.”         The agriculture chapter makes a commitment to enhancing the rural environment and acknowledges that the FWM Scheme “plays a significant role in environment protection.”   In the context of the action programme for implementation of the Nitrates Directive a commitment is made to optimise the use of available EU and national budgetary resources by re-examining the terms and conditions of a number of agri-environmental measures, including those of the FWM Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2003).

· The white paper on rural development published in 1999, Ensuring the Future - A Strategy for Rural Development in Ireland, committed the Government to “the implementation of rural development policies which are formulated within a sustainable development framework and to ensuring that rural development policy is implemented on the basis of sustainability, that the environment is protected and that natural resources

are exploited in a sustainable manner” (Government of Ireland, 1999).

4.34
As would be expected, the concepts of sustainable development and protection of the environment feature prominently in the overall strategies of both the Department and, indeed, of the Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government. 

4.35
Under its Statement of Strategy 2005-2007, the Department’s vision for the agri-food sector includes working “… in harmony with a biologically diverse environment and countryside.” The Department’s mission is “… to lead the sustainable development of a competitive, consumer focused agri-food sector and to contribute to a vibrant rural economy and society.” The Department’s mandate includes, in its core work, the development of an agri-food sector and rural economy which will value and respect the rural environment.  One of the Department’s goals specifically designed to address these commitments is to “promote the development of the rural economy and of environmentally friendly and sustainable systems of agriculture, forestry and food production and assist structural change.”   In introducing the strategies designed to achieve this goal the Statement of Strategy goes on to say that:-

“Maintenance of the maximum number of farm households, the protection of the environment and supporting sustainable agricultural systems are vital parts of our work. The rural economy and environment is significantly shaped by agricultural and forestry systems, and we have a responsibility to ensure that the agriculture and forestry provide a solid basis for economic and social progress and that these systems are developed in an environmentally sustainable manner.”

The FWM Scheme is one of the strategies identified to implement measures specifically supporting environmentally friendly farming, conservation and bio-diversity.   Finally, in reviewing its progress in regard to the commitments set out in the Programme for Government 2002-2007, the Department notes that it is obliged to “promote the preservation of the environment through good farming practice supported by grants and special tax incentives to assist on-farm investment and careful waste management.”   The improved grant 

rates made available under the FWM Scheme in 2004 are then identified as a concrete example of progress in that context   (Department of Agriculture and Food, 2005).

Legislative/Regulatory Context
4.36
Farming is generally not subject to direct regulation or licensing in the same way as other waste-producing activities, the exception to this being the local authorities that have exercised their right under water pollution legislation to implement bye-laws applicable to agricultural pollution in their areas and those farmers who are subject to nutrient management plans under REPS. However, the areas of water quality, waste management and pollution are governed by a broad range of national and EU legislation.   Farming has a key role to play in ensuring that Ireland meets the standards and obligations laid down in the legislation. Appendix F lists the EU directives, national primary legislation and national secondary regulations dealing with water quality and waste management. The following sections look in some more detail at the legislation of most relevance in the context of waste produced by farming activities.

4.37
EU directives are directly binding and must be implemented in all Member States by being given formal legal expression in domestic law by primary legislation or secondary regulations. The most significant directives that impinge on Ireland in relation to the management of agricultural waste are the Framework Waste Directive (75/442/EEC), the Nitrates Directive (91/676/EEC) and the Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EEC).

4.38
The Framework Waste Directive generally requires that a person carrying on an activity involving the recovery or disposal of waste must be licensed for that purpose and that the activity must be carried on in accordance with the conditions specified in the licence.   As an alternative to licensing, in the case of certain activities, waste recovery or disposal can be carried on in accordance with “general rules” by persons who are registered for the purpose. This Directive accordingly establishes the general framework in regard to waste disposal and must be read in conjunction with the provisions of the Waste Management Act 1996.

4.39
As previously indicated, the Nitrates Directive has the objectives of reducing water pollution induced by nitrates from agricultural sources and preventing further such pollution, with the primary emphasis being on the management of manures and other fertilisers.   The Nitrates Directive requires Member States to carry out monitoring of nitrate levels in waters, to establish a code of practice for farmers, and to develop and implement action programmes to reduce and prevent pollution of waters by nitrates. Such action programmes must include the imposition of a limit on the quantities of organic nitrogen (i.e. livestock manures) that may be applied per hectare. The action programme may be implemented in relation to the whole territory of the Member State or by designating areas that are vulnerable to pollution by nitrates.

4.40
To date, water quality in Ireland has generally been protected in this context in terms of monitoring of waters, the establishment of codes of good agricultural practice and the implementation of a range of measures to protect water from pollution by agriculture.   These consist of voluntary, obligatory and advisory measures. Voluntary measures include REPS and the FWM Scheme. Obligatory, statutory measures include local authority bye-laws and IPC licensing of intensive pig-rearing and poultry-rearing units. The Code of Good Agricultural Practice to Protect Waters from Pollution by Nitrates was published jointly by DELG and DAFRD in 1996.  The Code of Good Farming Practice, published by DAFRD in 2001, is binding on farmers who are claiming aid under the direct payment schemes.   Advisory measures include farm advisory services and nutrient management advice provided by Teagasc. As previously seen, the Nitrates Action Programme is currently in the process of final approval by the EU Commission. The FWM Scheme is identified in the Programme as an important support in assisting farmers to meet the manure storage obligations set out therein.

4.41
The Water Framework Directive establishes a new framework for Community action in the field of water policy and addresses inland surface waters, estuarine and coastal waters and groundwater. It rationalises and updates existing water legislation and provides for  water management on the basis of River Basin Districts (RBDs).   The overall objective of river basin projects is to establish an integrated monitoring and management system for all waters within an RBD, to develop a dynamic programme of management measures and to produce a River Basin Management Plan (RBMP), which will be continually updated.   RBMPs will be led by Local Authorities.   The fundamental objective of the Water Framework Directive aims at maintaining the “high status” of waters where it exists, preventing any deterioration in the existing status of waters and achieving at least “good status” in relation to all waters by 2015.
4.42
The specific objectives of the FWM Scheme are derived from Council Regulation (EC) No. 1257/1999 on support for rural development. The preamble to the regulation states that “… a prominent role should be given to agri-environmental instruments to support the sustainable development of rural areas and to respond to society’s increasing demand for environmental services.”   Article 4 of the Regulation states that “support for investment in agricultural holdings shall contribute to the improvement of agricultural incomes and of living, working and production conditions”. One of the objectives to be pursued by such investment is “to preserve and improve the natural environment, hygiene conditions and animal welfare standards.” (European Commission, 1999).
Summary and Conclusions

4.43
It is clear from the above that the environmental, farm facilities and investment assistance objectives of the FWM Scheme remain valid and relevant and that it is acknowledged to be an important response to the threat of water pollution from agricultural sources.   It is equally clear that the objectives of the Scheme are entirely compatible with wider EU and national policy on the environment, water quality and waste management, and that further re-adjustment of these objectives will have to take place within the context of implementation of the Nitrates Directive.   The extent to which the Scheme meets its current objectives, the scope for alternative approaches and recommendations for change are addressed in the remainder of this Review.
5.
Scheme Data, Effectiveness and Efficiency

Introduction

5.1
This Chapter examines Scheme data from the perspective of inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes.   Based on this data, it analyses the effectiveness and efficiency with which Scheme objectives and, ultimately, outcomes have been achieved.   The Chapter attempts to address points 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the Terms of Reference.

Figure 5.1:
Logic Model for Analysis of FWM Scheme




5.2
Figure 5.1 illustrates the logic model used in analysing the Scheme data and which underpins the approach adopted in this Chapter.   Inputs are the resources devoted to and consumed by the Scheme.   Activities are the actions taken using the inputs to produce outputs.   Outputs are the physical end-products produced by the Scheme activities.   Finally, and most importantly, the outcomes are the impacts which derive from the outputs produced. 
Data Sources

5.3
The primary data sources for this Chapter are Scheme records maintained by the On-Farm Investment Schemes Division of DAF and the Programme Complements of the BMW and S&E Regional Operational Programmes.
Inputs and Activities
5.4
The principal input to the Scheme is the public funding devoted to the Scheme in the form of grant expenditure, sourced from both the EU and National Exchequer.   The EU contribution is at the rate of 75% of the grant-aid in the BMW Region and 50% in the S&E Region.   Table 5.1 compares the public expenditure projected at the start of the NDP with the actual public expenditure on the Scheme in the years 2000 – 2004.

Table 5.1:
Public Expenditure (EU and National) on the FWM Scheme 2000–2004,  €m

	
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	Total 

2000-2004
	2005
	2006
	Total 

2000 - 2006

	Border, Midlands & Western Region

	Projected Expenditure
	18.410
	18.780
	19.160
	19.530
	19.930
	95.810
	20.330
	20.730
	136.870

	Actual Expenditure
	0.000
	0.100
	4.669
	10.228
	8.188
	23.185
	
	
	

	Actual as % of Projected
	0%
	0.5%
	24.4%
	52.4%
	41.1%
	24.2%
	
	
	

	Southern & Eastern Region

	Projected Expenditure
	21.519
	19.456
	15.396
	13.254
	11.688
	81.313
	7.201
	4.335
	92.849

	Actual Expenditure
	0.000
	0.053
	4.710
	10.392
	8.467
	23.612
	
	
	

	Actual as % of Projected
	0%
	0.3%
	30.6%
	78.4%
	72.4%
	29.0%
	
	
	

	National (BMW + S&E)

	Projected Expenditure
	39.929
	38.236
	34.556
	32.784
	31.618
	177.123
	27.531
	25.065
	229.719

	Actual Expenditure
	0.000
	0.153
	9.379
	20.620
	16.655
	46.807
	
	
	

	Actual as % of Projected
	0%
	0.4%
	27.1%
	62.9%
	52.7%
	26.4%
	
	
	


Source:
DAF; Programme Complements to the BMW and S&E Regional OPs

5.5
As can be seen from the foregoing, and as represented in Figures 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 following, expenditure in the first five years of the NDP period falls well short of original projections, in each year and overall. The reasons for the apparent underperformance of the measure and low uptake on the Scheme can be attributed to a number of factors.

5.6
Firstly, it must be recognised that the profile of the expenditure forecasting for the Scheme set out in the NDP is somewhat unrealistic.   An examination of previous schemes reveals a bell-shaped pattern of public expenditure, starting low and increasing towards a peak in the middle of the programming period and then falling off towards the end of the programme.   Even if the Scheme had been operational in 2000, which it wasn’t, it was not likely that this first year would account for the highest annual expenditure; in fact the Scheme only commenced in February 2001.   Furthermore, the time lag between making an application and final approval for payment is on average 13 months, which explains the very low expenditure in 2001 also.   Other factors which may have had an adverse impact on Scheme demand in 2001 and 2002, as mentioned in the various mid-term reviews and highlighted by the farm bodies during stakeholder consultation (see Appendix B) include:

· Foot and Mouth Disease restrictions during 2001;
· uncertainty about the future direction of agriculture in the context of the Mid-Term Review of the CAP;

· the well-founded expectation that Scheme terms and conditions would be improved as part of the negotiations of the Sustaining Progress Partnership Agreement in 2003;
· the perception that to avail of the Scheme involves complex and bureaucratic procedures.
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5.7
Despite the slow start to the Scheme, the pattern of expenditure in both 2002 and 2003 was encouraging.  However, expenditure in 2004 dipped again due to the expectation amongst farmers that an improved Scheme would be introduced in 2004 as a result of Sustaining Progress. Expenditure during 2003 in both regions and overall nationally was 220% of that in 2002.   The expectation amongst farmers that a further Scheme will be introduced as a result of the recommendations in the Brosnan Report and, secondly, the delay in finalising the Nitrates Action Programme, are also likely to have an effect on the out-turn in 2005.  In this context, it must be noted that the changes to the Scheme which took effect from 1 January 2004 (which are set out in Paragraph 2.4 above) resulted in a very significant increase in the level of applications in 2004 as compared to the calendar year 2003, though it should be noted that, due to dropouts, not all approved applications are translated into completed projects and grant payments.

5.8
The possible Scheme uptake for the remainder of the programming period is difficult to predict, particularly in the context of the forthcoming Nitrates Action Programme, but the effect of the revised Scheme announced by the Minister on 29 July 2005, coupled with enforcement of the Nitrates Action Programme, is likely to be dramatic.   The forthcoming Teagasc Farm Facilities Survey, when published, should provide further details on the likely cost of the slurry storage deficit in Ireland.

5.9
It is also worth noting here that Commission Regulation (EC) No. 817/2004, laying down detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/1999 on support for rural development from the EAGGF, stipulates that the period of grace allowed to comply with newly-introduced standards may not exceed thirty-six months from the date on which the standard becomes mandatory for the farmer.   This will clearly have implications for the pattern of uptake and profile of expenditure under the Scheme over its remaining period of operation, since farmers will only be allowed three years from the date of implementation of the Nitrates Action Programme to comply with its requirements.
5.10
During consultations with stakeholders it was suggested by the farming bodies that consideration should be given to organising some form of regional information campaign to promote and explain the Scheme to farmers, possibly 

involving seminar-type events where presentations would be jointly made by representatives from the Department, the farming bodies and agricultural consultants, followed by question and answer sessions. 


5.11
Staff costs are the other major input to the Scheme. The two main staffing resources devoted to the Scheme are the administrative staff based in the Department’s On-Farm Investment Schemes (OFI) Division at Johnstown Castle, Co. Wexford and the Agricultural Environment and Structures (AES) Division staff, most of whom are based in AES Offices in each of the 26 counties: 


Table 5.2:
Costings for OFI Division Staff working on FWM Scheme in 2003, €

	Grade
	Average Salary Cost (A) 1
	Number in Grade (B)
	Basic Salary Cost 

(C = A x B)
	Total Salary Cost 

(D = C + 16.5% for Pension)
	Total Staff Cost 

(E = D + 47% for Overheads)

	Principal Officer (PO)
	71,097
	0.10
	7,110
	8,283
	12,176

	Assistant Principal (AP)
	54,112
	0.25
	13,528
	15,760
	23,167

	Higher Executive Officer (HEO)
	39,381
	0.75
	29,536
	34,409
	50,581

	Executive Officer (EO)
	28,802
	1.50
	43,203
	50,331
	73,987

	Clerical Officer (CO)
	22,892
	2.00
	45,784
	53,338
	78,407

	
	
	4.60
	139,161
	162,121
	238,318


1 Department of Finance Circular 12/2003 : Revision of pay of Civil Servants
Source:
DAF

5.12
Table 5.2 shows the number and costing of staff from On-Farm Investment Schemes (OFI) Division working on the FWM Scheme in 2003.   Inflators for pension contributions and overheads are used in accordance with Department of Finance guidelines for the calculation of Civil Service staffing costs. The functions of the administrative staff include:

· development of Scheme policy, including ongoing review in the light of mid-term and expenditure reviews;

· contributing to the drafting of the Scheme document and procedures manuals;

· Scheme financial management and reporting;

· authorisation of all payments following approval by local office staff;

· maintenance of Scheme records, including the maintenance and development of the Scheme database;

· accounting for expenditure to Structural Funds Division;

· carrying out audits of local AES Offices;

· managing external audits and following up on audit recommendations.

Table 5.3: 
Costings for AES Division Staff working on FWM Scheme in 2003, €

	Grade
	Average Salary Cost (A)
	Number in Grade (B)
	Basic Salary Cost 

(C = A x B)
	Total Salary Cost 

(D = C + 16.5% for Pension)
	Total Staff Cost 

(E = D + 47% for Overheads)

	Senior Inspector (SI)
	70,642
	0.33
	23,312
	27,158
	39,922

	Agricultural Inspector (AI)
	56,056
	2.67
	149,109
	173,712
	255,357

	Area Superintendent (AS)
	46,762
	1.25
	58,453
	68,097
	100,103

	District Superintendent (DS)
	36,786
	7.00
	257,499
	299,986
	440,979

	Supervisory Agricultural Officer (SAO)
	33,401
	9.25
	233,804
	272,381
	400,400

	Technical Agricultural Officer (TAO)
	26,680
	49.25
	722,175
	841,334
	1,236,761

	Clerical Officer (CO)
	22,892
	19.75
	1,421,039
	1,655,510
	2,433,600

	
	
	89.50
	2,865,391
	3,338,178
	4,907,122


Source:
DAF

5.13
Table 5.3 shows the number and costing of staff from Agricultural Environment and Structures (AES) Division working on the FWM Scheme in 2003.   Inflators for pension contributions and overheads are used in accordance with Department of Finance guidelines for the calculation of Civil Service staffing costs.   The functions of the AES staff include:

· contributing to development of Scheme policy;

· drafting of the Scheme document and procedures manuals in consultation with OFI Division;

· implementation of the Scheme at a local level including:

· registration and checking of applications;

· pre-approval on-farm inspections;

· approval of applications;

· inspection of works during and after construction;

· approval of grants for payment;

· supervisory inspections by relevant staff.

Outputs
5.14
The following output performance indicators are identified in the Regional Operating Programmes and Programme Complements:
· Applications received;

· Applications approved;

· Grants paid; 

· Waste storage capacity grant-aided; 

· Area of livestock housing grant-aided; 

· Fodder storage capacity grant-aided; 

· Number of animals housed in grant-aided facilities.
Table 5.4 sets out the data for each of these indicators, where available, and compares performance, to date, against the targets laid down in the Regional Operating Programmes and Programme Complements for the period 2000 – 2006.

Table 5.4:
FWM Scheme Outputs Indicator Data 2000 – 2004

	Indicator
	Baseline (1994 - 1999)
	Mid-Term Target 

2000 – 2003 (where specified)
	Actual 

2000 - 2004
	Target 

2000 - 2006
	Actual as % of 2000 - 2006 Target

	BMW Region

	Applications received
	     9,200 
	
	        4,858
	      12,000
	40%

	Applications approved
	     8,100 
	
	 4,052
	      12,000 
	34%

	Grants paid
	     7,050 
	
	 2,635
	      12,000 
	22%

	Waste storage capacity 

(million m3)
	1.320
	1.330
	0.291
	       1.897 
	15%

	Area of livestock housing (million m2)
	0.540 
	        0.540
	      0.222
	      0.771 
	29%

	Fodder storage capacity (m3)
	355,500
	
	 N/A
	    511,900 
	-

	Number of animals housed
	250,000
	252,000
	 56,322
	   360,000 
	 16% 

	S&E Region

	Applications received
	9,200
	
	5,182
	        8,000 
	65%

	Applications approved
	8,100 
	
	4,190
	        8,000 
	52%

	Grants paid
	7,050 
	
	2,399
	        8,000 
	30%

	Waste storage capacity 

(million m3)
	1.320 
	0.890
	0.303
	        1.265
	24%

	Area of livestock housing (million m2)
	0.540 
	0.360
	0.213
	        0.514
	41%

	Fodder storage capacity (m3)
	355,500 
	
	 N/A
	    341,300
	-

	Number of animals housed
	250,000 
	168,000 
	 58,083
	    240,000
	 24% 

	National (BMW + S&E)

	Applications received
	18,400
	
	10,040
	      20,000
	50%

	Applications approved
	16,200
	
	8,242 
	      20,000
	41%

	Grants paid
	14,100
	
	5,034 
	      20,000
	25%

	Waste storage capacity 

(million m3)
	2.640
	2.220
	0.594
	        3.162
	       19%

	Area of livestock housing (million m2)
	1.080
	0.900
	0.435
	        1.285
	34%

	Fodder storage capacity (m3)
	711,000
	
	 N/A
	    853,200
	-

	Number of animals housed
	500,000
	420,000
	 114,405
	    600,000
	19%


N/A:
Data not available.

Source:
BMW and S&E Regional Operating Programmes; Programme Complements; DAF

5.15
As would be expected in view of the programme expenditure data presented earlier, most output indicators at end-2004 show an underperformance against even the 2003 mid-term targets. The reasons adduced for the expenditure underperformance at paragraph 4.25 above may also be applied in relation to the output indicators. The total number of applications received by end-2004 at 40% of the 2006 target, coupled with the significant increase in applications which is likely to be generated by the forthcoming revision of the Scheme, suggests that applications by the end of 2006 should be at or near the final projected level.   Because of the delay between the date of application and completion of final work, both the level of waste storage capacity and the area of livestock housing grant-aided are significantly below the levels projected by the 2003 mid-term targets.   However, this again reflects the failure of these targets to properly reflect the time periods involved between the times of application and completion of the work.   The shortfall should be made good over the remaining period of operation of the Scheme.   For example, the average time-lag from the date of application of approval to and the grant payment is of the order of 13 months.   It may be until end-2008 before final data in relation to the Scheme outputs can be satisfactorily determined. 

5.16
It is also noticeable that there has been a better performance in regard to the area of animal housing rather than waste storage capacity.   This may reflect a “wait and see” approach being adopted by farmers in relation to the Nitrates Directive and the Single Farm Payment.   Performance in regard to this indicator should improve during the remaining period of operation of the Scheme if, as expected, the Nitrates Directive requirements act as a ‘push’ factor. 

5.17
Due to shortcomings in the design of the database system used for recording scheme data, indicator data for fodder storage capacity are not available. For the same reason, a breakdown of Scheme data categorised by facility grant-aided could not be reliably provided. These data deficiencies compromise the Department’s ability to fulfil its reporting obligations and limit the type of in-depth analysis needed for an Expenditure Review of this nature.


5.18
The principal performance indicators of the efficiency with which the scheme’s Departmental functions are being implemented is laid down in the Protocol on Direct Payments to Farmers (Department of Agriculture and Food, 2000) and in the Customer Service Action Plan, 2005-2007 (Department of Agriculture and Food, 2005). These documents specify the following targets: 

· 3 months for the issue of approval following the receipt in a local office of a valid application;

· 3 months for the approval of grant payment following the receipt of a notice of completion of works and valid supporting documentation;

· 6 weeks for issue of grant payment following receipt of approval for payment from local offices.

5.19
A compliance rate of 91% was achieved in the case of applications received in the first two months of 2003. The performance rate then steadily improved over the remainder of that year, with compliance rates of 98% at the end of June, and 99% by the end of 2003.   Similar compliance rates were achieved during the course of 2004, with temporary staffing problems at individual local offices being the general cause of non-compliance.   Thus, it can be said that the Department has an extremely good record in complying with its performance obligations. 

5.20
It must also be noted that responsibility for the effectiveness and efficiency with which the Scheme’s physical outputs are achieved must be attributed jointly to both DAF and to the beneficiaries under the Scheme.   In the first instance, the drawing-up of detailed specifications for buildings and facilities, and the adequacy of those specifications for meeting the Scheme objectives, are solely the responsibility of DAF. The speed of construction and compliance with all specifications are the responsibility of the beneficiaries.
Outcomes – Effectiveness and Efficiency
5.21
The following indicators are identified as Context Indicators in the Regional Operating Programmes and Programme Complements; for the purpose of this Review they are regarded as outcome indicators:
· Water Course Unpolluted;

· Water Course Slightly Polluted;

· Water Course Moderately Polluted; 

· Water Course Seriously Polluted;

· Average Family Farm Income.
As the list of items eligible for grant-aiding under the Scheme was drawn up having regard to their contribution to the environment, rather than their possible effect on farm income, the inclusion of this latter outcome indicator appears suspect and it is considered that it should be regarded instead as a “context” indicator.  Furthermore, there is an obvious cross-over effect with other equivalent measures such as REPS and the Dairy Hygiene Scheme which means that any progressive improvement in the outcome indicators cannot be attributed solely to the FWM Scheme.   Lastly, the pollution of water-courses can result from both agricultural and non-agricultural sources so great care must be taken in interpreting the outcome data set out below.
Table 5.5:
FWM Scheme Outcomes Indicator Data

	Indicator
	Baseline 

Period
	Baseline
	Actual

(1998 – 2000)
	Target 

(2000 – 2006)

	Water Course Unpolluted (%)
	1995 – 1997
	67
	70
	80

	Water Course Slightly Polluted (%)
	1995 – 1997
	18
	17
	20

	Water Course Moderately Polluted (%)
	1995 – 1997
	14
	12
	0

	Water Course Seriously Polluted (%)
	1995 – 1997
	1
	1
	0

	
	Baseline 

Period
	Baseline
	Actual

(2002)
	Target 

(2000 – 2006)

	Average Family Farm Income (€/year)
	1998
	14,020 *
	14,925
	None specified


Source:
BMW and S&E Regional Operating Programmes; Programme Complements; EPA; Teagasc

*
According to the Teagasc National Farm Survey 2002 the Average FFI in 1998 was €13,442.

5.22
Table 5.5 presents the Scheme outcome indicator data. The targets laid down for pollution levels were that all inland water courses would fall into either the unpolluted (80%) or slightly polluted (20%) categories by the end of the programme, with no moderate or serious pollution occurring.   The EPA sets out relevant data on the quality status of Irish inland waters for the period 1998 – 2000 (McGarrigle et al., 2002).   More recent data, dealing with the incidence of serious river pollution and with groundwaters in 2001 and 2002, is presented in Ireland’s Environment 2004 (EPA, 2004). 
5.23
The report by McGarrigle et al is based on a survey of 1,080 rivers and streams that were regularly monitored for biological conditions at some 3,200 locations over a three-year period. The total channel length involved was 13,200 kilometres and is considered to be representative of river quality conditions nationally and to be capable of reflecting real changes within a reasonable timeframe. The results demonstrate an improving trend in the quality of inland waters as compared with previous survey periods.   Compared to the 1995 – 1997 baseline period, serious pollution remained static at 1% of channel length (though Ireland’s Environment 2004 reports that limited analysis of more recent data shows a reduction to 0.5%).   The length of channel moderately and slightly polluted reduced by 2% and 1% respectively and there was a corresponding increase by 3% in the unpolluted length of channel.   If these trends were to continue, it is conceivable that the 2006 targets could be achieved.
5.24
Among various other pollution reduction measures, McGarrigle et al report that “… the Control of Farm Pollution Scheme has helped in improving the storage of manure slurries and reducing the risk of water pollution.”     They go on to warn, however, that “…unless this improvement is complemented by proper management of final disposal, in terms of the timing and method of spreading back onto the land, the pollution risk may actually be increased rather than decreased.” They emphasise that “[t]ypically the highest phosphorus concentrations occur in rivers during wet weather and it is suspected that much of this is due to autumn and winter spreading of slurry. The use of umbilical systems too has drawn sharp criticism from fisheries boards because, as there is no need for tractors to travel onto the land, ongoing disposal of slurry is possible throughout the winter months when no fertiliser benefit accrues and nutrient losses to water are most likely.”
5.25
 The inclusion of Average Family Farm Income as an indicator refers only to Scheme participants and was intended for use in gathering information on the breakdown of participants between the different income unit categories. Participation in the Scheme would, of course, not be expected to directly impact on national average FFI levels.

5.26
In addition to assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of the Scheme by reference to the specific outcome indicators which are laid down, it is also useful at this stage to revisit and refocus on the objectives of the Scheme, the relevance of which were examined in detail in Chapter 4: 

“… to assist farm families with the capital cost of providing animal housing and storage facilities for silage and agricultural waste in order to:-

· reduce the nutrient enrichment of water bodies by minimising nutrient losses from these holdings and, therefore, improve the water quality and natural aquatic environment;

· help provide a healthy environment for food production, fish, wildlife and other amenity purposes;


· make better use of the nutrients in farm wastes and reduce the use of chemical fertilizers and hence production costs.”
5.27
It can be concluded that Part 1 has been achieved to the extent that beneficiaries who have opted to participate in the Scheme have been so assisted. 

5.28
As demonstrated above, water quality was found by the EPA to be improving during the 1998 – 2000 survey period and this was in part attributed to the positive effect of the predecessor to the current Scheme, which was similarly designed.   It can be concluded, therefore, that Part 2 is being achieved. 

Table 5.6:
Number of Fish Kills classified by Cause as Reported to the Central Fisheries Board 1986 - 2004

	
	Agriculture
	Industry
	Local Authority
	Eutrophication
	Unknown/

Other
	Total

	1986
	35
	20
	3
	2
	6
	66

	1987
	85
	13
	7
	1
	16
	122

	1988
	25
	7
	5
	4
	7
	48

	1989
	26
	14
	24
	37
	10
	111

	1990
	23
	14
	4
	6
	5
	52

	1991
	22
	11
	4
	13
	10
	60

	1992
	31
	5
	5
	6
	4
	51

	1993
	3
	4
	6
	19
	1
	33

	1994
	11
	6
	6
	6
	3
	32

	1995
	19
	8
	15
	38
	4
	84

	1996
	20
	9
	5
	0
	18
	52

	1997
	16
	4
	4
	9
	9
	42

	1998
	15
	9
	0
	9
	10
	43

	1999
	9
	5
	6
	12
	7
	39

	2000
	20
	8
	9
	13
	14
	64

	2001
	11
	4
	1
	5
	5
	26

	2002
	10
	2
	5
	24
	15
	56

	2003
	9
	6
	5
	11
	41
	72

	2004
	8
	2
	5
	13
	15
	43


Source:
Sandra Doyle, Research Administrator; Central Fisheries Board (pers. comm..)
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5.29
With regard to Part 3, though not identified as an indicator in the BMW and S&E Regional Operational Programmes or Programme Complements, the best available indicator is data on the number of fish kills reported to the Central 

Fisheries Board and Marine Institute (S. Doyle, Central Fisheries Board, pers. comm.), also mentioned in Ireland’s Environment 2004 (EPA, 2004). The data presented in Table 5.6, and represented in Figures 5.5 and 5.6, shows the trend over the 1986 – 2004 period.   Over this period, the highest number of fish kills occurred in the late 1980s and it was also at this time that the highest percentage of the kills were attributed to agriculture – 70% of the total in 1987.   Since then the overall number of fish kills has steadily declined, apart from a noticeable peak in 1995, attributed to the drought conditions during that summer.   Both in number and as a percentage, fish kills attributed to agriculture have declined substantially since the late 1980s.   The EPA attributes the improvement to the “… very considerable efforts by central and local Government, and particularly by the Central and Regional Fisheries Boards, in tackling the problem, especially pollution by the agricultural sector.”   The Control of Farm Pollution Scheme introduced in the late 1980s and its successors are an essential element of the acknowledged efforts made by central Government.   While, of course, the FWM Scheme is only one of the many current policy responses to water pollution, it can be reasonably concluded that Part 3 is being achieved.
5.30 
With regard to Part 4 above, Table 5.7 and Figure 5.7 show the volume index of intermediate consumption of fertilisers in the period 1990 – 2002. Consumption peaked in 1995 and dropped in 1996/97.   It increased again to the most recent peak in 1999 after which it has continued to fall, in 2002, to its lowest point since 1990.   Better management of organic manures in facilities grant-aided under the FWM Scheme is one of the factors to which this drop may be attributed.   Other factors such as nutrient management plans, which are a condition for participation in REPS, conditions imposed in bye-laws by some local authorities, and better education and training for farmers have also contributed to the reduction in the application of non-organic fertilisers.   It can therefore be concluded that Part 4 of the objectives is being achieved, although it may not be entirely attributable to the FWM Scheme.
Table 5.7:
Volume Index of Intermediate Consumption in Fertilisers, 1990-2003

	Year
	Index

	1990
	92.4

	1991
	87.3

	1992
	84.3

	1993
	89.8

	1994
	92.7

	1995
	100.0

	1996
	98.1

	1997
	87.7

	1998
	92.5

	1999
	94.6

	2000
	89.1

	2001
	79.7

	2002
	78.6

	2003
	84.2


(Base 1995 = 100)
Source:
DAF Compendium of Agricultural Statistics 2004
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Summary and Conclusions

5.31
Examination of input and output indicators reveals that, while the Scheme is under-performing against some targets, the trends encountered in both 2003 and 2004 are, in general, more encouraging.   A significant further increase in Scheme performance is expected when the proposed further changes to the Scheme announced in July 2005 come into effect.  Furthermore, as demonstrated earlier, factors related to the policy, environmental, regulatory and economic context in which the Scheme operates have had a major influence on the level and pattern of Scheme demand.  While environmental impact data is not yet available for a period recent enough to gauge the impact of the current Scheme, the previous Control of Farm Pollution Scheme is acknowledged by the EPA to have contributed to the improving trends observed in the 1998 – 2000 monitoring period.   Also, the general trend in the incidence of fish kills and use of fertilizers in farming is downward.   It can be concluded therefore that:
· the Scheme is generally achieving its objectives and intended outcomes;
· the Scheme warrants the provision of continued public funding and  should remain in place for at least the remainder of the National Development Plan period, particularly in view of its importance in assisting farmers to meet the obligations which will be imposed on them in the near future by way of the Nitrates Action Programme.
It is proposed in the forthcoming Chapters to (i) look at the operation of similar schemes in certain other EU Member States, and (ii) examine the design of the FWM Scheme in more detail and the scope for alterations and alternative policy approaches. 
6.
The Position in other EU Member States 

Introduction

6.1
In point 7 of the Terms of Reference for this Review, reference is made to the requirement to carry out, as part of the review process, an evaluation of the effectiveness of the measures implemented in Ireland by way, in particular, of international comparison.   For the purpose of this Chapter, therefore, it has been decided to carry out this task by examining, in particular, the position in those EU Member States which are closest, in terms of farming practice, to the position in Ireland.   In considering the various national situations set out below, however, it must be borne in mind that the situation varies in each Member State in regard to the national approach taken to implement the Nitrates Directive and that account is not taken of the extent to which Member States were already in compliance with those obligations prior to the enforcement of that Directive. 

Belgium

6.2
For the purposes of this Expenditure Review, the region of Wallonia in Belgium was chosen.   A Nitrates Action Programme was introduced in Wallonia on 29 November 2002 and included provisions in relation to the minimum storage requirements for manure.   Grant-aid is available to farmers in the region at a rate of 40% for work required to meet the requirements of its Nitrates Action Programme.   Aid for work which would permit an increase in production on the farm is ineligible.   A certain element of retroactivity was permitted at the commencement of the Walloon scheme in that aid was made available for work completed after 9 December 2002 if the invoices were dated prior to 9 September 2002.   No maximum eligible investment is fixed in the Scheme.   It is believed that the Scheme is co-funded by the EU. 

Denmark
6.3
A nine-month storage capacity period for manure on farms  is currently applied in Denmark by virtue of the Nitrates Directive.   Grants were available in Denmark during the general 1980-1990 period for the construction of slurry tanks, etc. but no equivalent grant scheme is currently in operation.   The grant rate was fixed at 25% and certain eligibility conditions were also applicable to farmer applicants.   The grant scheme was co-funded by the EU during that time.   

A general environmental scheme (equivalent to REPS) is, however, administered by the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Fisheries in Denmark at present.    
France
6.4
Following the adoption of the Nitrates Directive in 1991, a financial programme (Programme de Maitrise des Pollutions d’Origine Agricole or ‘PMPOA’) was agreed in October 1993 (see Druais (2004)) between the various national authorities to assist French farmers to meet the standards laid down in that Directive.   An enhanced programme, PMPOA 2, was subsequently introduced by the French authorities by national decree of 10 January 2001.   The programme is administered by the individual regions concerned in France.   For example, in the Moselle region of France, aid is available, in the case of renovation of existing buildings, at rates of 65% in less-favoured areas and 60% in other areas.   Where the construction of new buildings is involved, grant rates of 50% and 40% are applicable in less-favoured and other areas respectively.   These latter rates are increased to 55% and 45% respectively where grant applications are received from young farmers.   Grants are also available for the preparation of studies to determine the level of work required in relation to each individual farm.   The PMPOA 2 programme is stated to be financed entirely from national funds. 
Germany
6.5
For the purposes of this Review, the Land of Baden-Wurttemberg in Germany was chosen.   Grant-aid is available for animal housing and slurry storage (including the pig and poultry sectors) within the context of a general farm modernisation scheme.    Grants are limited to those farmers, together with their partners, whose positive earnings have not exceeded an average of €90,000 per year in the previous three tax years.   In the case of small investments, the applicant must provide evidence of the abilities needed to run the enterprise in the manner required and the viability of the measures to be carried out.   In all cases, an investment/business plan must also be lodged with the application.   Grant-aid, as a percentage of eligible investment, is fixed at 40% or, in the case of young farmers, at 50%.   An interest subsidy is also eligible for grant-aid under the scheme.   The programme is co-funded by the EU and is governed by the provisions of Council Regulation 1257/1999 on support for rural development from the EAGGF. 
The Netherlands
6.6
A novel approach has been taken by the Netherlands in regard to the control of 

slurry storage and its treatment.   Aid has not been granted in recent years for the provision of on-farm slurry storage.   However, financial aid has been provided to farmers to close down their holdings in order to reduce the production of livestock manure.   In 2000, a Livestock Industry Farm Closure Scheme was introduced, which had as its aim the “balanced use of fertilisers”, i.e. that no more manure could be spread on the land than the crops can take up.   The scheme was open to cattle, pig and poultry producers.   In addition, the Netherlands has also been involved from time to time in the granting of aid to manure processing/transport companies (see Invitation to submit comments – State aid in favour of Dutch manure transport companies, OJ (2000) C/175/6 and European Commission Press Release, Commission decides that State aid in favour of Dutch manure processing companies is not compatible with the EC Treaty, 13 December 2000).    
Sweden 
6.7
Grant aid is available in Sweden for farmers in respect of investments carried out in relation to slurry storage and treatment.   The grants are available to farmers in all agricultural sectors and were at the rate of 20% during the period 1997-1999 but were increased to 30% for the subsequent EU Rural Development round of 2000-2006.   The maximum eligible investment applicable during the period 2000-2006 is 1.6 million sek for each individual farmer over a three-year period.   All expenses are eligible for grant-aid except for work carried out by a farmer or by a member of his/her family.   The grants are co-financed by the EU at a rate of 25% with the remaining 75% being financed from national funds.
United Kingdom
6.8
(a)
England
A Farm Waste Grant (Nitrate Vulnerable Zones) Scheme was introduced in England by the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) in October 2003.   Grant-aid is limited to investments, whether within or outside the Zones, which would assist in complying with the measures applying in Nitrate Vulnerable Zones.   Grant aid is available at a rate of 40% up to an eligible investment ceiling of UK£85,000.   As in the case of Northern Ireland below, assessment of economic viability is carried out by way of analysis of business returns.   Applications are acceptable from both the pig and poultry sectors.

(b)
Northern Ireland
A Farm Nutrient Management Scheme was introduced in Northern Ireland in 2005.   Grant aid was originally proposed at a rate of 40%, but on 11 July 2005, it was announced by the relevant Northern Ireland Minister that, subject to approval, this rate would be increased to 60%.   The maximum eligible investment is UK£85,000, and individual items must exceed UK£1,000 of eligible expenditure.   The list of eligible items is reasonably close to that applicable in Ireland, with the exclusion, however, of the purchase of mobile equipment.   Applications are also accepted from both pig and poultry enterprises.   The economic viability of the applicant is assessed by way of examination of (a) the income declaration, and (b) three years’ annual audited accounts supplemented by a complete list of economic activities pertaining to the farm/business.  The scheme is entirely nationally funded and a sum of UK£45 million has been earmarked for the scheme.

Summary
6.9
The brief outline of the various national measures set out above demonstrates that EU Member States have adopted differing approaches towards the grant-aiding of the principal on-farm investment measures required, in particular, by the Nitrates Directive.   Compared to the equivalent FWM Scheme in Ireland, it is also noticeable that a more flexible approach has been taken in many Member States as regards the eligibility of small farmers and that applications from the pig and poultry sectors are also accepted.   These matters are considered further in Chapter 7 below.   As far as the determination of grant rates is concerned, the grant-rates currently available under the FWM Scheme are roughly comparable to those applicable in other Member States.   However, some Member States/regions have taken advantage of the additional flexibility permitted by the EU state aid provisions to offer higher grant rates where nationally funded schemes are involved (e.g. France and Northern Ireland).   Some Member States have also taken advantage of the absence of any individual grant ceiling in Council Regulation 1257/1999 on support for rural development from the EAGGF in order to enable farmers obtain a grant on an unlimited amount of expenditure provided, of course, that the other conditions, e.g. list of eligible items and the prohibition on increasing production, are complied with.  Finally, the survey also confirms that most other Member States appear to be more advanced than Ireland as far as implementation of the Nitrates Directive is concerned.     

7.
Scope for Alternative Policy and Approaches

Introduction

 7.1
This Chapter examines in detail the current Scheme design and, having regard to the survey of current schemes in selected other Member States in the previous Chapter, makes certain proposals for reform.   It attempts to address point 7 of the Terms of Reference for this Review.

Scheme Design

7.2
The FWM Scheme is a non-mandatory measure in which beneficiaries may decide to participate voluntarily, provided they meet certain eligibility criteria.        As such, the suitability of the Scheme’s design is a major determinant of its overall effectiveness and efficiency, and ultimately the impact it generates. The following questions will therefore form the backdrop to the examination of the Scheme design:

· With a view to achieving maximum coverage, is the Scheme accessible to as many farmers as possible?

· Are the terms and conditions of the Scheme conducive to promoting participation?

· With a view to achieving best value for money, is the Scheme targeted at farmers or areas most in need of assistance to improve waste management?

As the Scheme is operated under Council Regulation (EC) No. 1257/1999 on support for rural development from the EAGGF, the Scheme must therefore be compliant with the provisions of that Regulation.   Any alterations to the Scheme that may be contemplated must obtain the approval of the European Commission prior to implementation.

7.3
Table 7.1 summarises the Scheme’s terms and conditions which have been in operation with effect from 1 January 2004.   Each aspect of these terms       and conditions will now be examined for its appropriateness and recommendations for change made where considered necessary. 

Table 7.1:
Summary of FWM Scheme Terms and Conditions which came into effect on 1 January 2004

	GRANT AID PAYABLE

	Type of Investment
	Standard Grant Aid Payable
	Grant Aid Payable to Young Farmers

	Waste storage facilities; Cattle housing; Sheep housing; Silage storage facilities; Associated farmyard facilities; Safety Elements on existing Farm Structures; Additional Waste Storage capacity for the installation of Waste Processing Facilities
	40%
	55% in Less-Favoured (Disadvantaged) Areas;

45% in Other Areas



	Mobile equipment for application/agitation of farm wastes (equipment originally designed to be mobile whether fixed or not).
	                20%

Subject to a maximum investment of €11,000 for the duration of the Scheme (i.e. since 1 February 2001)
	              No

	Eligibility Criteria

	
	Lower Limit
	Upper Limit

	Income Units
	30  

(of which at least 20 must be from farming)
	450

	Amount of Investment Eligible
	€635
	€75,000


Source:
DAF

Grant Aid Payable/Income Units

7.4
A standard grant rate of 40% took effect from 1 January 2004 for all farmers in the 20 – 450 Income Unit (IU) range.   Previously differential rates applied with 40% payable for those in the 30 – 150 IU range and 20% payable in the 150 – 200 IU range.   The availability of the higher grant rate made participation in the Scheme more attractive to those in the higher income range and the increased upper IU limit now renders the majority of farmers eligible for aid.   During consultation with stakeholders, the farm bodies proposed further increases in the grant rate, either by a flat-rate increase or by introducing a two-tier system whereby the first portion of investment would attract a higher rate of aid and the remainder at a lower rate.    This matter is outside the scope of the Terms of Reference for this Review but is covered by the Minister for Agriculture and Food’s Press Release of 29 July 2005 regarding further proposed changes to the Scheme in the light of implementation of the Nitrates Directive. 

Additional Investment Aid for Young Farmers

7.5
As currently designed, the Scheme provides additional investment aid to young farmers who have commenced farming in the five years prior to the date of their application under the Scheme.   Where the application involves items other than the purchase of mobile equipment, the grant for such items is increased for young farmers by 15% in less-favoured areas and by 5% in other areas.  

7.6
The farming bodies were strongly of the view that this additional investment aid should not be conditional on young farmers having commenced farming in the five years prior to the date of application.   They considered that this regulatory requirement should be removed, thereby making all farmers under 35 years of age eligible for the increased rate, provided they comply with the experience and training requirements.
7.7
The increased rate of aid for farmers under 35 who have set up in farming in the previous five years is primarily intended as an additional aid to new young farmers who require further support because they are just setting up in business.   As it is a requirement of the EU provisions governing the Scheme that this condition be applied, the removal of this condition would require prior amendment of the EU provisions concerned.   The matter could profitably be taken up by relevant parties within the context of the EU negotiations on the Rural Development package to be applied post-2007.
Income Unit Range

7.8
The range now applying is from 30 to 450 Income Units.   The upper limit was increased substantially from 200 to 450 Units with effect from 1 January 2004. It is estimated that this has rendered all but the largest scale operators eligible 

for aid and a further move in this respect is proposed in the Minister’s Press Release of 29 July 2005, including the removal of any limit in the case of investments in the pig and poultry sectors.   At the lower end, 20 of the 30 Income Units must be derived from farming.   However, this restriction does not seem to be compatible with the environmental objectives of the Scheme. Due to the area of slurry spreadlands needed for larger scale operations it is reasonable to conclude that there is a direct relationship between scale of operation and the potential for pollution from diffuse non-point sources. However, there is not necessarily the same relationship between scale of operation and the potential for pollution from point sources i.e. farmyards.     In essence, there may be as much potential for pollution from a small-scale farmyard if facilities are not appropriate, and indeed it may be more likely that facilities will be inadequate in such smaller scale operations due to lack of investment capability.   The Minister’s Press Release of 29 July 2005        again proposes the removal of the lower income unit threshold and extending any future Scheme to the pig and poultry sectors.


Investment Range

7.9
The maximum amount of investment eligible for aid was increased from €50,790 to €75,000 with effect from 1 January 2004. The minimum amount remained at €635.   Given that some farmers who have already reached the expenditure ceiling under the current Scheme may have to commence further investment works in order to bring their facilities up to the standard required by the Nitrates Action Programme, there may be need in that context to provide for a further increase in the maximum eligible investment ceiling in order to cater for that group.   Indeed, such a proposal is also included in the Minister’s Press Release of 29 July 2005. 

Simplified Scheme for Low Cost Investments
7.10
The farm bodies proposed that for investments under a certain threshold (€10,000 was suggested) simplified procedures should be introduced. It was suggested that the requirement for prior approval could be removed entirely for such works and that payment should be made on submission of receipts. 
7.11
All applications under the Scheme must be subjected to a level of approval and scrutiny by the Department to comply with strict regulatory and audit requirements. In this context it is a key Departmental responsibility to establish, immediately following the lodging of an application, if the investment is eligible for grant aid. It is unclear how removing the pre-approval process would meet with these requirements. It would also leave open the possibility that a farmer could mistakenly engage in investments that might not be eligible for aid. The pre-approval process avoids this risk. Furthermore, low cost investments are likely to involve less complex facilities that in any event should take less time to implement.   The application, approval and payment process should therefore be simpler.   Taking all these factors into account, it is not considered that this suggestion is feasible or warranted.
Milk Production Partnerships

7.12
For applications from milk production partnerships the income from all partners must be assessed jointly. Previously, the 450 Income Unit ceiling applied which meant that most partnerships would exceed the income ceiling. With effect from May 2004, the Department accepted that, in such cases, the Income Unit ceiling should be multiplied by the number of farmers involved in each such application, thereby rendering them eligible.   This is a pragmatic solution to this problem, which was highlighted by the farm bodies during stakeholder consultation.

The Prohibition on increasing production
7.13
In accordance with the provisions of Council Regulation (EC) No. 1257/1999, the Scheme does not currently provide grant-aid for investments which will increase the level of production on a holding.   As highlighted by the farm bodies, this restriction is not consistent with the ‘freedom to farm’ ethos of the new decoupled Single Farmer Payment (SFP) arrangements.   The SFP is designed to allow farmers the option to intensify production provided they comply with a range of environmental, food safety and animal welfare conditions.   It is noted, however, that this requirement has been removed from the text of the, as yet unpublished, Council Regulation drawing up the Rural Development provisions to be applied post-2007.   It is accordingly considered that no further action is required in relation to this matter. 

Standard Costs / Receipts
7.14
The requirement to submit receipts with claims for payment was singled out by the farm bodies as an area which increases the complexity and perceived bureaucracy involved in Scheme participation.   For example, some applications may involve large numbers of receipts, sometimes in the order of 50 – 60.   Maintaining and checking such numbers of invoices also contributes to the administrative burden for Department staff.   It was also suggested by the farm bodies that in the period between application, approval and completion of works, cost increases may occur which have not been factored into the most recent Standard Costing exercise by the Department, with the result that the Standard Costs may not be a true reflection of the actual costs at any given time. 

7.15
As currently designed, and in accordance with the requirements laid down by the European Commission, the procedure for vouching expenditure involves both a Standard Costs regime and the submission of proof of payment for all expenditure items.   Standard Costs are developed by the Department in order to determine the average costs applying to all cost elements of the types of facilities eligible for grant aid under the Scheme.   Clearly, the intention of establishing Standard Costs is to provide benchmarking of realistic costs involved in constructing such facilities.   The amount of investment eligible for grant aid is either the Standard Costs amount or the aggregate value of the receipts, whichever is the lesser.   Generally speaking, the aggregate value of receipts submitted is seldom less than the Standard Costs.   Since the basis for assessing expenditure eligible for grant aid is in the majority of cases the Standard Costs amount, the onus on applicants to obtain and submit large numbers of receipts and the administrative burden on the Department of managing this aspect of the Scheme therefore seem superfluous. 

scheme therefore seem superfluous.


Facilities for which Grant Aid is Available

7.16
The list of facilities for which grant aid is available was broadened substantially with effect from 1 January 2004. The farm bodies proposed that the following facilities should be added to the list of items eligible for grant aid:

· cow mats;

· farmyard roadways;

· water trough improvements;

· sites surrounding water troughs, fencing and associated features; and

· calf housing.

They also proposed that second-hand equipment and the costs of meeting planning requirements should be eligible for grant aid. 
7.17
With the possible exception of calf housing, none of the foregoing items can be regarded as integral elements of facilities designed to meet the principal environmental objective of the Scheme. The case for their inclusion is therefore considered to be weak. 
7.18
High standards are applied by DAF to the quality and certification of materials used and to the standards of construction, to ensure compliance with the overarching requirements of the Building Regulations, and in the interest of achieving best value for grant-aid expenditure. The use of second-hand materials would not be consistent with these objectives and could lead to a lowering of the standard of materials used.   It is not therefore recommended that this proposal be taken on board.

7.19
With regard to the costs of meeting planning requirements, it should be noted that planning permission, if necessary, is a separate requirement under planning legislation. Planning permission is not a derivative of applying for grant aid; i.e. unless it is exempted development, permission is necessary for a development regardless of whether it is the subject of an application for grant aid or not. Therefore, it is not reasonable that the cost of meeting planning requirements should be eligible for grant aid. 

Scope for Alternative Approaches

7.20
The desire on the part of farmers to avail of alternative approaches to managing farm wastes was expressed strongly by the farm bodies. They proposed that certain facilities, particularly earth-lined stores, should be made eligible for grant aid.   It is considered that, once technical specifications become available for such options, they should be favourably considered for inclusion in the Scheme, particularly as they may provide some farmers with low-cost options of meeting the requirements of the Nitrates Action Programme. 

7.21
Secondly, the National Development Plan also provides that a Pilot Waste Processing Facilities Scheme may be established, within the context of the Farm Waste Management Scheme, up to a limit of five projects in each region, i.e. BMW and SE.   Grant-aid was fixed at a level of 40% subject to a maximum investment of €126,970.   It is considered that, having regard to the new and emerging technologies (e.g. anaerobic/aerobic digestion, fluidised bed combustion) which are now available in this context, that consideration could be given to introducing such a Scheme.   However, certain revisions might be needed of the financial limits laid down in the National Development Plan for the Scheme in view of the length of time which has passed since those limits were drawn up.   Secondly, the exclusion of the pig and poultry sectors might also have to be re-considered as it is probable that they would be the sectors most likely to draw benefit from the type of facilities which would be grant-aided by such a Scheme.  


Targeting Particular Environmental Investments

7.22
With a view to achieving best value for money spent on the Scheme, it was suggested during stakeholder consultation that, if possible, expenditure should be targeted at farmers or areas most in need of assistance to improve waste management. This raises the question of the basis that might be used to determine which farmers or areas are most in need of assistance.

7.23
As Ireland has adopted a ‘whole territory’ approach to the implementation of the Nitrates Directive, consideration may have to be given to targeting the Scheme in future towards those measures required to meet the national requirements of the Nitrates Directive and, in particular, resolution of the storage deficit.   Further consideration of this matter could take place when the results of the Teagasc Farm Facilities Survey become available. 

7.24
Mobile equipment for the application of farm wastes is grant-aided under the FWM scheme.   However, the more specialised type of slurry equipment, which enables improved spreading techniques to be used, are not referred to in the Scheme.   Consideration could, therefore, be given to providing grant-aid for a further range of eligible items in this context, e.g. positive displacement pumps, trailing shoes and soil injection equipment.  

Summary and Conclusions

7.25
In summary, and to answer the questions posed at the start of this Chapter, it can be concluded that the Scheme as amended with effect from 1st January 2004 is accessible to many more farmers than hitherto, but consideration should also be given to (i) making farmers below the lower limit of the Income Unit range eligible, and (ii) extending the Scheme to the pig and poultry sectors, as is the case in many other Member States. The Scheme’s terms and conditions have also been made more attractive but some recommendations have been made which should be conducive to increasing participation further. Some alternative low-cost approaches to the management of farm wastes could also be made eligible for grant-aid as soon as the relevant technical specifications have been drawn up.   Finally, consideration could be given to the introduction of a Pilot Waste Processing Facilities Scheme as provided for in the National Development Plan, following an examination of the conditions set out in the Plan for that Pilot Scheme.

8.
Performance Indicators

Introduction

8.1
This Chapter examines the current performance indicators and makes recommendations in regard to other indicators which could be used to better monitor the performance of the Scheme.   It addresses point 8 of the Terms of Reference.

8.2
We need to recall again the aspirations expressed in the Scheme’s objectives:

“… to assist farm families with the capital cost of providing animal housing and storage facilities for silage and agricultural waste in order to:-

· reduce the nutrient enrichment of water bodies by minimising nutrient losses from these holdings and, therefore, improve the water quality and natural aquatic environment;

· help provide a healthy environment for food production, fish, wildlife and other amenity purposes;


· make better use of the nutrients in farm wastes and reduce the use of chemical fertilizers and hence production costs.”

8.3
The indicators used to monitor the Scheme’s performance are laid down in the BMW and S&E Regional Operational Programmes and Programme Complements.   The indicators are identical in both regions and can be classified into two categories; those relating to Scheme outputs and those relating to outcomes.

Output Indicators

8.3
The output indicators laid down are:

· Applications received;

· Applications approved;

· Grants paid; 

· Waste storage capacity grant aided; 

· Area of livestock housing grant aided; 

· Fodder storage capacity grant aided; 

· Number of animals housed in grant-aided facilities.
8.4
All of these indicators are clearly valid and relevant to capturing the Scheme outputs, and provide measurement of progress towards achieving the targets laid down for Objective 1 above.

8.5
As reported in Chapter 5 when Scheme data, effectiveness and efficiency were examined, some of the data is not easily or reliably available from the Scheme database, rendering impossible a thorough analysis of all indicators. As recommended, this needs to be addressed for Scheme reporting requirements to be fulfilled and to allow thorough analysis of the Scheme’s performance.

Outcome Indicators
8.6
The output indicators laid down are:

· Percentage of Water Course Unpolluted;

· Percentage of Water Course Slightly Polluted;

· Percentage of Water Course Moderately Polluted;

· Percentage of Water Course Seriously Polluted.
8.7
Again, these are valid and relevant indicators of the effectiveness and efficiency with which the Scheme is achieving its outcomes and address Objective 2 above.
8.8
However, none of the indicators currently used directly address Objectives 3 and 4 above. As mentioned when examining the Scheme’s effectiveness and efficiency in Chapter 5, data and trends on fish kills provide some indication of progress with regard to Objective 3. Similarly, an examination of the consumption of fertilisers helps to analyse progress in regard to Objective 4.

8.9
As mentioned earlier, one of the principal requirements of the revised Scheme which will be put in place in the context of introduction of the Nitrates Action Programme will be removal of the national slurry storage deficit. Ongoing monitoring in this area will be required under the Nitrates Action Programme and the reduction in the slurry storage deficit would be a very useful outcome indicator for the FWM Scheme.




Summary and Conclusions

8.10
The existing indicators are valid and relevant measures of the Scheme’s performance.   However, they need to be augmented by certain other indicators which would better measure performance on all Scheme objectives.

APPENDIX A

Copy of Farm Waste Management Scheme as revised on 1 January 2004
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS

SCHEME OF INVESTMENT AID FOR FARM

WASTE MANAGEMENT

(FWM)

Introduced by

The

Minister for Agriculture and Food

IN IMPLEMENTATION OF

Council Regulation (EC) No. 1257/1999

This Scheme is a sub-Measure under the Regional Operational Programmes for the Border, Midland & Western

Region and the Southern and Eastern Region and is co-funded by the Irish Government under the National Development Plan 2000-2006 and the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund of the European Union
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This Revised Scheme comes into effect from 1st January 2004 and all applications  from this date should be made on the forms accompanying this Scheme. 

All Department Structural specifications and also notices relevant to OFI Schemes can be accessed on the Department of Agriculture  and Food website at www.agriculture.gov.ie under the heading “Farm Buildings”



 SCHEME OF INVESTMENT AID FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT

1.
General



(i)
This Scheme is being implemented pursuant to an approved programme under Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/1999 of 17 May 1999 on support for rural development from the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF). 

(ii)
The objective of the Scheme is to facilitate the management of farmyard effluent and nutrients by providing grant aid to farmers for investments in storage facilities for silage and agricultural wastes, animal housing and new equipment for the application of farm waste.

(iii)
The Scheme will operate in all areas of the State.

(iv)
The Scheme will be operated by the Department of Agriculture and Food.

(v) 
The Scheme will come into operation as and from 1st January 2004.

(vi)
Aid will not be given for works commenced or equipment purchased before written approval has been conveyed to a farmer. 

(vii)
Where an application requires the grant of planning permission, the Department will not treat an application as valid until documentary evidence of the grant of full planning permission is received by the Department. Notification of the decision to grant planning permission will not be sufficient for this purpose.

(viii)
Grant aid will not be approved for investments which will increase the level of production on a holding.


(ix)
All structures including conversions and extensions of existing structures under the Scheme shall be constructed in full compliance with the relevant Minimum Specification(s) issued at the date of approval by the Department.

(x)
Grant aid will not be paid in respect of new equipment unless ownership thereof has been transferred to the applicant prior to payment of the grant.

(xi)
Grant aid will not be paid for replacement of buildings damaged by fire, flooding or other accidental damage.

(xii)
Grant aid will not be paid for second-hand materials or equipment.

2.
Definitions
For the purpose of this Scheme: -

“agricultural advisor/agricultural consultant” means a person holding a primary degree or higher qualification in agricultural science.  Where an agricultural advisor/agricultural consultant intends to avail of the Scheme, the application shall be prepared by an independent agricultural advisor/agricultural consultant and not by the applicant;

“agricultural engineer” means a person with a primary degree or higher qualification in agricultural engineering;

“approved” means approved by a designated officer of the Department;

“architect/engineer” means a person with a primary degree or higher qualification in architecture or structural/civil engineering;

“body corporate” means a separate legal entity with a Certificate of Incorporation and a Memorandum and Articles of Association; a farm owned by a corporate body must be operated by a qualified manager/operator;

“The Department”  means the Department of Agriculture and Food;

“farm partnership”  means a formal written agreement between two or more persons to farm together and to share the profit or loss generated each year;

“family member”  means spouse, parent, brother, sister, son, daughter, grandchild or favourite nephew/niece;

“farmer”  means a person, a group of persons, a partnership or a body corporate who is engaged in farming and who is a registered herd owner under the Bovine Tuberculosis Eradication Scheme or is a holder of another Department identifier and who has a Personal Public Service Number(s) or Company Incorporation Number;

“farming” includes dairy farming, livestock production, the training of horses and the rearing of bloodstock, the cultivation of grass and tillage crops, including horticultural crops whether under protected cropping conditions or in the open; 

“holding” means the total area of land whether in one or more parcels including buildings thereon, occupied by a farmer, whether owned, taken on lease, rented or otherwise held for the purpose of farming;

“income units” means an income standard for establishing the extent of the farming and non-farm activity during the year.  For non-farm activity one unit is equivalent to €254 gross income;

“lease” means a term of years absolute in possession for at least 5 years.  The lease must have the Department’s Land Division consent pursuant to Section 12 of the Land Act 1965 and have 5 years to run from the date of receipt of a valid application and must be stamped by the Revenue Commissioners except in the case of a lease to a spouse;


“milk quota” means the quantity of milk or milk products which may be delivered to a purchaser, or sold or transferred free for direct consumption by a producer from a holding during a milk quota year without the dairy farmer being liable to pay levy.  This shall exclude milk quota purchased under a quota-restructuring scheme during the milk quota year in which application under the Scheme is made or during the previous three quota years and milk quota leased in the current milk quota year;

“the Minister” means the Minister for Agriculture and Food;

“non-farming income” includes gross income from employments (whether self-employed or as an employee or income from a FAS Scheme), investment income, income from the leasing/setting of lands, lease income from quotas and the following payments from the Department of Social and Family Affairs (farm assist, unemployment assistance, unemployment benefit, disability benefit);

“owned lands,” means lands held in one of the following categories: 

-
Registered as sole owner, tenant-in-common or joint owner on the Land Registry folio or on the Deed of Conveyance/Indenture memorialised in the Registry of Deeds,

-
A Deed of Transfer/Deed of Assent awaiting registration in Land Registry with accompanying Dealing Number issued by Land Registry,

-
A beneficial occupier who is a family member in possession and undisputed occupation of a holding and in receipt of rents and profits for at least 5 years;

“valid application” means a fully completed application, including all required documentation.

3.
Eligible Persons

The Scheme is open to farmers:

(i)
Who have a minimum of 30 Income Units of which at least 20 of the Income Units must come from farming and not more than 450 Income Units in total.  However, a farmer who has less than 30 Income Units may be considered provided he/she has at least 20 Income Units from farming and has sufficient other income or savings, including household income e.g. pensions, personal savings, child benefit to maintain a viable holding and finance the proposed investments;

(ii)
Who own or have leasehold title to the site on which it is proposed to carry out the development;

(iii)
Who fulfil the requirements regarding agricultural experience and training set out in paragraph 4;

(iv)
Whose lands have been declared under the Area Aid/Integrated Administration and Control System (IACS).

4.
Agricultural Experience and Training
An eligible person shall be deemed to have adequate agricultural experience and training if he/she has completed one of the following courses of recognised training in agriculture or horticulture –

(i)
ACOT/Teagasc Certificate in Farming or NCVA Certificate in Rural Enterprise

(ii)
Teagasc Certificate in Horse Breeding and Training (Part 2)

(iii)
FETAC Level 3 Vocational Certificate in Agriculture

(iv)
FETAC Level 3 Vocational Certificate in Horse Breeding and Training

(v)
FETAC Level 3 Vocational Certificate in Forestry

(vi)
FETAC Level 3 Vocational Certificate in Horticulture

(vii)
Teagasc/FETAC Diploma/Advanced Certificate in Agriculture-Dairy Herd Management

(viii)
Teagasc/FETAC Diploma/Advanced Certificate in Agriculture – Farm Machinery

(ix)
Teagasc/FETAC Advanced Certificate in Agriculture- Machinery and Arable Crops

(x)
FETAC Advanced Certificate in Agriculture-Farm Management

(xi)
FETAC Certificate in Pig Unit Management

(xii)
Farm Apprenticeship Board (FAB) Certificates 

(xiii)
FETAC Certificates in Farm Husbandry and Farm Management (FAB)

(xiv)
FETAC Level 3 Awards (or equivalent*) not mentioned at (i) to (xiii) above plus a FETAC Award for an 180 hours Teagasc approved training programme**. 

(xv)
HETAC National Certificate in Agriculture

(xvi)
HETAC National Diploma in Agriculture

(xvii)
HETAC National Diploma in Horticulture

(xviii)
ACOT/Teagasc Diploma in Horticulture

(xix)
ACOT/Teagasc Diploma in Pig Production

(xx)
ACOT/Teagasc Diploma in Poultry Production

(xxi)
HETAC National Certificate in Business Studies in Equine Studies

(xxii)
HETAC National Certificate in Technology in Agricultural Mechanisation

(xxiii)
HETAC/NCEA National Certificate in Science in Agricultural Science 

(xxiv)
HETAC/NCEA National Diploma in Science in Agricultural Science

(xxv)
HETAC/NCEA National Certificate in Business Studies in Agribusiness 

(xxvi)
HETAC National Certificate or National Diploma Awards not mentioned at (xiv) to (xxv) plus a FETAC Award for a 180 hours Teagasc approved training programme**. 

(xxvii)
Degree in Agriculture/Horticulture/Forestry

(xxviii)
Degree in Veterinary Science

(xxix)
Batchelor of Science in Equine Science Degree (U.L.) plus a FETAC Award for an 80 hour Teagasc approved farm management programme

(xxx)
Degree/Diploma in Dairy Science plus a FETAC Award for an 80 hour Teagasc approved farm management programme  

(xxxi)
Degree/Diploma in Rural Science plus a FETAC Award for an 80 hour Teagasc approved farm management programme 

(xxxii)
Degree in Science (Education) in Biological Science plus a FETAC Award for an 80 hour Teagasc approved farm management programme 

(xxxiii)
Achievement of the required standards for the second (2nd) year (eligible to proceed to year three as testified by the Third Level Institution) of a fulltime ab initio Third Level course of three years duration (or more) in any discipline. The claimant must also be the holder of a FETAC Award for an 180 hours Teagasc approved training programme**. 

*  E.g.  - apprenticeships, nurses, gardai.  Consult local Teagasc education officer if in doubt.

** The Teagasc approved Training Programme will comprise a minimum 100 hours course in technical    Agriculture/Horticulture and a minimum 80 hours course in Farm Management. In addition, applicants must achieve the minimum stipulated standards for assessments in both courses. 





Or

Has completed courses of recognised training in agriculture or horticulture of at least 180 hours and has a minimum of three years farming experience. 

However, an eligible person born before 1 January 1975 shall also be deemed to have adequate agricultural experience and training if he/she has been engaged in farming for at least five years, or otherwise in the opinion of the Minister is deemed to have acceptable farming experience or ability.

Qualifications which are claimed to be equivalent will be considered. All such cases must be submitted to the On- Farm Investments Schemes Division of the Department at Johnstown Castle Estate, Wexford, for decision prior to lodging an application under the Scheme.

In the case of an application made by joint herd owners, joint holders of another Department identifier, or partnerships, the agricultural experience and training criteria need only be met by one of the herd owners/joint holders/partners.

In the case of a body corporate, the manager/operator of the company must have obtained the Teagasc Certificate in Farming or an equivalent qualification or have completed courses of recognised training in agriculture or horticulture of at least 180 hours and have a minimum of three years’ farming experience.

5.
Good Farming Practice
Applicants must comply at all stages with Good Farming Practice.  The conditions relating to Good Farming Practice and penalties for non-compliance are published separately by the Department.

6.
Financial Aids Payable under the Scheme

The maximum amount of investment eligible for grant aid under the Scheme is €75,000 per holding. However, investment grant-aided or outstanding approvals under the Farm Waste Management Scheme which commenced on 1st February 2001 will be taken into account.  

The maximum grant available is calculated in accordance with the Department’s Standard Costs applicable at the date of approval.  If invoices, net of VAT, together with costs of own contributions in terms of labour and machinery, are less than the Standard Costs, then grant will be paid on this lesser amount.  As there are no standard costs applicable to fixed slurry pumps, agitators, automatic slurry scrapers and proprietary slurry stores and to mobile equipment, grants in respect of such equipment will be calculated on the basis of receipts/invoices marked “paid” only.

The Standard Costs will be increased by 25% in respect of investments carried out on the off shore islands. 

The rates of grant aid payable under the Scheme as a percentage of approved Standard Costs/receipts, are as follows -

	Type of Investment
	Applicants with not more than 450 IUs
	Eligible for additional aid

	Waste storage facilities 

Cattle housing

Sheep housing

Silage storage facilities

Associated farmyard facilities

Safety Elements on existing Farm Structures

Additional Waste Storage capacity for the installation of Waste Processing Facilities

 (Based on approved Standard Costs or receipts, whichever is the lesser)


	                     40%
	15% in less favoured areas

5% in other areas

	Mobile equipment for application/agitation of farm wastes (equipment originally designed to be mobile whether fixed or not)

(Based solely on receipts)
	                     20%

Subject to a maximum investment of €11,000 for the duration of the Scheme (i.e. since 1st February 2001)


	                   No


Investments in mobile equipment will not be approved for grant aid unless the equipment is suitable for the waste storage facilities in place or are being approved under this Scheme.  Grant aid will not be paid for mobile equipment until such waste storage facilities are in place.  

The minimum amount of investment, which is eligible for aid under this Scheme, is €635 per farm.  The fixed investment must be carried out on land either owned or leased by the applicant. Where it is proposed to carry out the investments on leased lands, forms FWM 6 and FWM 7 must be completed.

7.
Requirement for Receipts in respect of Work Carried Out by persons other than the Applicant

Receipts for approved works and purchases must be provided before the final inspection by the Department’s Officer and must be accompanied by completed Form FWM 20.  Items invoiced or delivered, purchased or payments made before the date of approval are not eligible for grant aid. If it is indicated that work commenced prior to the grant of written approval, grant aid will not be paid as per paragraph 1 (vi) above.

Receipts must be original, must be on headed paper and must at least include the name, address and VAT number of the supplier/contractor (if registered).   In addition, the receipt must indicate- 

(a)
The name and address of the applicant,

(b)
The invoice number and date, where applicable,

(c)
The details of purchase in an itemised form specifically referencing serial number, where applicable,

(d)
Actual cost of each item excluding VAT,

(e)
The total VAT paid,

(f)
The amount of discount, if any.

Alternatively, an original invoice which is (i) marked paid and signed and dated by an employee/agent of the supplier/contractor, and (ii) contains the details set out at (a)-(f) above, is also acceptable. Receipts/invoices will only be returned by the Department to an applicant after payment has issued to him/her in respect of the work concerned. 

In the case of mobile equipment, receipts must show the serial number(s) of the equipment concerned.

8.
Work carried out or machinery supplied by applicant or family member

Where some or all of the works are carried out by the applicant or a family member, payment shall only be made by the Department where the hours worked and the date(s) on which they were worked are set out on completed Form FWM 20 at the rate provided and are deemed appropriate by the Department.  Where own machinery is used, the hours worked and the date(s) on which they were worked must be similarly shown on Form FWM 20 together with the hourly rate charged.  Such claims however shall only be acceptable to the Department where such amounts paid and hours claimed are deemed appropriate.

9.
Additional Investment Aid for Young Farmers meeting the conditions below

The grant rate will be increased in respect of all investments, except for mobile equipment, by 15% in less favoured areas and by 5% in other areas for young trained farmers under 35 years of age on the date of receipt of a valid application who: -

(a)
In the case of applicants born before 1 January 1975 –

-
Have commenced farming in the previous five years i.e. be first registered as herd owners or joint herdowner under the Bovine Tuberculosis Scheme or issued with another Department identifier within five years prior to the date of receipt of a valid application by the Department under this Scheme, and

-
Have three years experience of farming and have completed a 180 hours course in agriculture/ horticulture prior to the date of receipt of a valid application by the Department.  

(b)
In the case of applicants born on or after 1 January 1975 –

-
Have commenced farming in the previous five years i.e. be first registered as herd owners or joint herdowner under the Bovine Tuberculosis Scheme or issued with another Department identifier within five years prior to the date of receipt of a valid application by the Department under this Scheme, and

-
Have completed one of the courses listed in (i) to (xxxiii) of Paragraph 4 above.

Other qualifications that are claimed to be equivalent will be considered.  All such cases should be submitted to the On-Farm Investment Schemes Division of the Department, Johnstown Castle Estate, Wexford for decision, prior to lodging an application under the Scheme.

In the case of an application made by joint herd owners or joint holders of another Department identifier, or partnerships, additional investment aid will be payable where the agricultural training and experience above is met by one of the herd owners/joint holders/partners.   In such cases, all parties must be registered as herd owners or joint holders for the first time within five years prior to making a valid application under the Scheme. 

A body corporate does not qualify for additional investment aid.

To qualify for the Less Favoured Areas grant rate, the site of the proposed investment works must be within a Less Favoured Area.

10.
Investments eligible for grant aid

Grant aid will not be approved for investments that will increase the level of production on a holding.

All structures including conversions and extensions of existing structures under the Scheme shall be constructed in full compliance with the relevant Minimum Specification(s) issued at the date of approval by the Department.

(i)
New Structures/Investments

	Waste Storage Facilities
	Effluent tank

	
	Effluent tank cover

	
	Slurry tank under slatted/cubicle house

	
	Slurry storage tank with protective fencing

	
	Dungstead 

	
	Manure pit

	
	Geo-membrane lined slurry/effluent stores with protective fencing

	
	

	Cattle Housing
	Loose house

	
	Cubicle house

	
	Slatted house

	
	Unroofed slatted feed areas as an extension of an animal house

	
	Roofing of livestock feed yards

	
	Isolation box/Calving box



	
	

	Sheep Housing
	Sheep accommodation unroofed

	
	Sheep housing

	
	

	Silage Storage Facilities
	Walled concrete silo (unroofed), or resurfacing of same

	
	Silo walls to existing silo base

	
	Concrete storage base for silage, or resurfacing of same

	
	

	Associated Farmyard Facilities
	Fixed slurry pumps/agitators/simple aeration systems

	
	Yard drains

	
	Automatic slurry scrapers

	
	Fixed cattle crushes/races

	
	Enclosures/collecting yards

	
	Concrete yards/silo apron

	
	Concrete yards/silo apron for existing functional structures (subject to maximum limits – see section (iv))

	
	Sheep dipping tank/sheep handling facilities

	
	

	
	

	Safety Elements on existing Farm Structures
	Safety fencing around external slurry and effluent stores

Safety covers on external agitation points or manholes

Safety rails on silo walls

Replacement of single slats by gang slats

Removal of existing internal agitation point and its replacement by a gang slat

Replacement of a hinged door/sheeted gate with a sliding door on animal housing



	Additional Storage capacity for the installation of Waste Processing Facilities
	Holding tanks to contain feedstocks, digested material or other products prior to separation into solid and liquid fractions

Tanks to retain the treated (separated) liquid

Building to store separated solids and permit composting to take place




	Mobile Equipment for the Application/agitation  of Farm Wastes
	Mobile slurry agitators

Mobile slurry tank/umbilical system with low trajectory splash plate, band spreader, slurry injection systems.

Rotary spreader. Moving floor dual spreader.

Soiled Water Pumps; Sprinklers.


(ii)
Slurry Storage Capacity

Where the new structure includes slurry storage, the minimum capacity required must be at least 16 weeks; however, where the Local Authority has specified a higher winter storage period, this must be complied with.

(iii)
Roofing of Feed Area(s) and /or Animal Yard(s)

(a)
A roof may be constructed over any slatted feed area, whether built as an extension to existing buildings or separately as part of farm development.  External agitation points shall be provided in accordance with S.123.  All such areas shall be included in Class 6 on the Farm Structures List.

(b)
A roof may be constructed over an existing solid feeding yard, either as an extension of an existing animal house or as a stand-alone structure.  Such structures shall be included as Class 6 on the Farm Structures List.

(c)
A roof may be constructed over a new or existing collecting yard for dairy cows.  If the collecting yard is associated with an animal house it shall be included as Class 6.  If it is separate from animal housing, then it shall be included as Class 8. 

(d)
A covered tank may be constructed under either a new or existing collecting yard.  If the yard is to become part of an animal house, then agitation points shall be provided in accordance with S.123.  If the tank is constructed to collect only soiled water, agitation points are not needed, but a safety manhole shall be installed.

(iv)
Additional Aid for Certain Building Elements

(a) 
Each sliding door on cattle and sheep housing is designated as an additional extra cost. (Per sq. metre)

(b)
All ventilated metal cladding (Spec. S. 102), either on the sides or on the gables of buildings, is costed at a higher rate than standard cladding.

The area in square metres of both of the above items should be noted in the application. 

(v)
Maximum Aided Investment for Concrete

Areas of new grant-aidable concrete surfaces associated with adjoining new grant-aided Structures                    

All Bovine Housing
Concrete equivalent to 8m wide aprons, including any external feed passage along working side(s)* only of unit/house.

Sheep Housing
Concrete equivalent to 8m wide apron, including any external feed passage, along working side(s)** only of unit/house.

Silos/Silage bases
Concrete area(s) extra to the standard apron, to facilitate working/filling equivalent to a 10m strip at the working face. Silage base costings shall 

apply to all concrete drained by silage effluent channels.

Cattle handling Facility 
Allow concrete for pen(s) appropriate to herd size (2 m2 per animal) for cattle handling facilities in every yard complex.

               
Waste Storage Facility 
8m wide apron, along the working side only.

*  For single sided houses the working side is determined to be the long end of the house.

             

**For double-sided houses the working side is determined to be a gable end.

(vi)
Conversions of existing structures
Conversion of existing structures may be eligible for grant aid provided the estimated costs of conversion to the relevant Specification do not exceed 70% of the cost of an equivalent new structure. Where conversion is the only feasible solution because of (e.g.) space constraints, a conversion cost must not exceed the cost of a new structure.  

(vii) 
Certification of Materials used in the construction of developments

Materials used in the construction of developments must, where specified, be accompanied by relevant Certificates, e.g. concrete quality certificate and a structural steel protective coating certificate.

All electrical work must comply with National Rules on Electrical Installation, an E.T.C.I. Certificate and a Supplementary Agricultural Certificate will be required.

Every sheet of cladding material used must have an identifiable stamp approved by the Department. (Specification S. 102)

11.
Calculation of Income Units (IUs)

The table below sets out how income units on the farm are calculated:

	Income Units

	Cattle   6-12 months 

           12-18 months                                                    

          18-24 months                                                  
	0.3 unit 

0.3 unit 

0.3 unit
	Pig Production

Sow  Breeding only
	0.8 unit

	Cattle over 24 months (excluding

Dairy Cows required for permanent Milk Quota)
	1.0 unit
	Sow  Breeding and 

Finishing

Pigs  Finishing only
	1.1 units

6.0 units/100 pig places

	Milk Quota
	1.0 unit per 1818 Litres (400 gls)
	Ewe
	0.15 unit

	
	
	Hoggets
	0.1 unit

	Cereals/peas/ beans/set-a-side
	1.0 unit per hectare
	
	

	Potatoes
	2.0 units per hectare
	Horse
	1.0 unit

	Sugar beet
	2.0 units per hectare
	Deer (red)
	0.30 unit

	Strawberries
	2.0 units per hectare
	Deer (fallow and sika)
	0.15 unit

	Raspberries
	2.0 units per hectare
	
	

	Apples
	2.0 units per hectare
	Broilers
	3.0 units/1000 bird places

	Other Intensive Crops
	2.0 units per hectare
	Broiler Breeders
	8.0 units/1000 birds

	Mushrooms
	20 units per tunnel
	Layers
	3.0 units/1000 birds

	Glasshouse crops
	125 units per hectare
	Turkeys (fattening)
	3.0 units/1000 birds

	Nursery stock:

 Liner production

Shrub production (containers)

Ornamental trees/Christmas trees, field grown 

Forest trees and hedging
	75 units per hectare

50 units per hectare

25 units per hectare

15 units per hectare
	Free Range Egg Production 

Rabbits 

Goats (milking) 
	1.5 units/100 birds

1.0 unit/100does

0.25 unit/goat

	Hay/ silage for sale
	1.0 unit per hectare
	€254 gross off-farm income
	1.0 unit

	
	
	
	


Calculation of the IUs will take account of the farmer’s farming enterprises according to the table above and of –

-
non-farming income at the rate of €254 gross per unit except in the case of savings where 1 income unit equals  €1,000;

-
Income from other enterprises, e.g. agricultural contracting, agri-tourism crafts, etc. at the rate of €254 gross taxable income per unit.  The gross taxable income will be calculated on the basis of output less production costs and less capital allowances.

IUs from forestry will not qualify for inclusion in the calculation of the 20 IUs minimum threshold from farming, but must be included in the calculation of the total income units as appropriate at the rate of one IU per hectare.

In the case of applications from groups of persons or partnerships, the income of all parties must be taken into account in the calculation of the IUs.

Applicants who have had to compulsorily destock under a Commonage Framework Plan are permitted to submit this “frozen quota” for assessment as income units.

12.
Planning Permission

(a)
It is the responsibility of the farmer, in consultation with his agricultural advisor/ agricultural consultant to ascertain whether planning permission is necessary.  This will be ascertained by completing Form FWM 3.

Exemptions from planning permission, however, may not apply in many circumstances.  Planning permission is always necessary for proposed structures in:-

· Urban areas or towns

· Areas to which a Special Amenity Order applies

· Areas where a structure may interfere with the character of a landscape or a view of specific  amenity value where these are listed in a County Development Plan or in a draft County Development Plan

· Areas covered by a preservation order in a County Development Plan or in a draft County Development Plan

· Natural Heritage Areas; Special Areas of Conservation; and Special Protection Areas

· A site that obstructs any public right-of-way.

No exemption applies to the conversion/extension of an existing structure built without Permission where such Permission was required.

(b)       Where changes to approved investments are required -

(i)
In the case of approved investments, where planning is not required, and it is subsequently proposed to alter the siting of an agreed structure, or to alter materially the dimensions or design of a structure, revised drawings and structures list must be submitted to the Department’s Local Office and approval given by the Department before proceeding with the alterations.  It is the applicant’s responsibility, in consultation with his agricultural advisor/agricultural consultant, to ascertain that any such alterations do not require planning permission. 

(ii)
Where such alterations are carried out without the Department’s knowledge or approval, a revised drawings and structures list must be submitted to the Department’s Local Office before the work can be considered for grant aid.  Where the investment(s) is/are subsequently approved for payment, a 10% penalty will apply for non-compliance with the original approval.

(c)
The Department’s original approval to grant aid will be withdrawn, pending the receipt of a grant of retention in respect of the approved structures, in the following circumstances:

(i)
Where investments are approved under the Scheme on the basis that planning permission was not necessary, but on completion of the works, it is found that planning permission was required,

(ii)
Where planning permission was obtained for an approved investment and subsequently the  development is not carried out in accordance with the permission as granted or the detailed drawings submitted to the Department.

Where the investment(s) is/are subsequently approved for payment, a 10% penalty will apply for non-compliance with the original approval.

(d)
In accordance with paragraph 1 (viii), grant aid will not be paid in the circumstances set out in (b) and (c) above where the completed works could lead to an increase in the level of production on the farm.  All of the investments must be completed within the period specified in the original AES approval.  The grant payable will not exceed that calculated in respect of the works originally approved.

13.
Submission of Drawings with Application 

(a)
Where Planning Permission has been obtained, a full set of those drawings on which permission was obtained shall be given with the application for grant aid, and signed by the Agricultural Advisor/Agricultural Consultant to be as such. Alternatively, a full set of such drawings stamped “as approved” by the Local Authority will be accepted.

Note:  the drawings submitted for Planning Permission must show the outline of all underground tanks, and also the position of each external agitation point required in Specification S.123. (See b (i) below).

(b)
Where Planning Permission is not required, the following drawings shall be given with application for grant aid:

(i) 
An accurate floor plan of each proposed structure, drawn to a specified scale, 1:100 or 1:200.  This floor plan shall show all significant dimensions:  the internal width; internal length; width of each animal area; and width of feed passage.

(ii)
Underground tanks associated with any building shall be clearly shown, and dimensioned, [Internal width, length and depth]. The exact position of each external agitation point shall be shown.

Note:  Clause 4.3 of Specification S.123 must be followed exactly.  In particular, no grant aid will be paid on any house with an internal agitation point.

(iii)
A simple drawing of the section through each house shall be submitted, drawn to the same scale as the plan.  The height at the eaves and apex shall be given; other dimensions are optional on the section drawing. 

(c)
A farmyard layout plan to a scale of 1:500 showing the position of the proposed investments shall be provided.

(d)
No drawings are required for applications for mobile equipment or in the case of safety elements on existing farm structures.


14.
Justification for Granting Aid
Aid for investment will at all times be subject to the condition that, in the opinion of the Minister, the investment is justified.  Approval for investment under the Scheme will be restricted to facilities required to cater for the animal numbers declared on form FWM4 having regard to the existing facilities and animal housing on the farm.

15.
Usage of Buildings/Facilities
The applicant shall be required to use the buildings/facilities/equipment for the purpose for which grant aided for a minimum of 5 years after the date of application.  In the case of equipment, this applies to its replacement.  Failure to do so will result in all of the grant aid being recouped.

16.
Appeals to the Agriculture Appeals Office

Where a decision rejecting or otherwise affecting an applicant’s entitlement under the Scheme is taken, the applicant has, by virtue of the Agriculture Appeals Act, 2001, the right to appeal that decision to the Agriculture Appeals Office.  The appeal must be made, in writing, within three months of the date of the decision.  The appeal must include the facts and contentions upon which the applicant intends to rely together with such documentary evidence that the applicant wishes to submit in support of his/her appeal.

17.
Commencement of Work
Applicants must inform the Department immediately prior to commencement of work, by returning a completed Card A, which will be issued with approval documentation.  Penalties will apply for non-compliance  - see paragraph 20. (The return of Card A is not required where the approval concerns the purchase of mobile equipment for the application/agitation of farm waste only).

18.
Compliance Inspection
The Department reserves the right to carry out inspections at any time on approved works.  Where it is found that works are not being carried out in accordance with the Department’s specifications, disallowance of grant aid of up to 100% will apply  - see paragraph 20. 

If during excavation work, rock or other unforeseen site problems are encountered then the Department must be contacted in advance so that an inspection can be arranged to determine the amount of  extra work and  grant-aid.

19.
Maximum tolerances in the dimensions of completed structures

Buildings and structures must be constructed according to the dimensions given in the application, and be sited as shown on the plans presented with the application.  However, the following tolerances may be allowed:-

(a)
If for reasons of safety, or for difficulties of construction, it is necessary to re-site the building structure, this may be done without further consultation if the completed structure is offset in any direction by not more than one metre. If the new site is offset by more than one metre, this must be cleared in writing with the Local Office of the Department before construction commences.

(b)
The final dimensions (length or width) of each structure must be within 500mm of the dimensions given in the application, or of modified dimensions that have been agreed in writing with the Local Office of the Department before construction commences.

(c)
The final length of a slurry/effluent tank must not be below 500mm of the agreed dimensions.  However, if it is necessary to increase dimensions to allow for the installation of an external access point, or to accommodate a specific length of slat, then such an increase is allowed.

(d)
The depth or width of any slurry store shall not be below 100mm of the approved dimension, or 500mm above it.

(e) 
The height of a building at eaves shall not be below 100mm of the approved dimension.

Note:  
Nothing in this Paragraph shall:

(i)
absolve the applicant/agricultural advisor/agricultural consultant/architect/ engineer from the responsibility to obtain revised Planning Permission where this is relevant.

(ii)
permit the maximum level of investment eligible for grant-aid set out in the letter of approval for the structures and buildings concerned to be exceeded.

20.
Penalties
The following penalties will apply for non-compliance with the terms and conditions of the Scheme.

	Offence
	Penalty



	False or misleading information in application form and/or accompanying documentation


	No aid payable.                                    



	The use of building/facilities for purposes other than those intended for a period of 5 years after date of application


	Recoupment of grant aid paid.



	Failure to inform Department within two weeks of commencement of works (Card A which is issued with approval documents)


	5% reduction in grant aid.

	Alterations to approved structures without the Department’s prior approval


	10% reduction in grant aid if the tolerances given in Paragraph 19 are exceeded.

	Structures not in accordance with Department’s Specifications, (where the deficiency cannot be remedied)


	Reduction of up to 100% of grant aid to be determined in consultation with the Specialist Farm Services Unit of the Department. [Deficiencies which endanger structural integrity will attract maximum penalties]. 

	Structures not in accordance with Department’s Specifications, (where deficiency is not remedied by second inspection but has been subsequently remedied)


	10% reduction in grant aid.

	Breaches of Good Farming Practice
	Penalty as set out in the Protocol on Good Farming Practice


Where monetary penalties are not paid within the period specified, the Department will take whatever action is necessary for their recovery.

In cases where penalties are applied, participants will have 21 working days from the date of formal notification of the penalty by the Agricultural Environment and Structures (AES) Division to request a review of that decision, setting out in writing the grounds on which they are requesting a review.  The applicant will be notified of the outcome of the review in writing.

Force Majeure
Where an applicant is unable to meet certain Scheme conditions for reasons beyond his/her control a case of force majeure may be made in writing to the Department whereupon, after due consideration, the relevant Scheme conditions may be waived or modified with the Department’s prior approval.  Applicants already in the Scheme, or their representatives, shall inform the Department, in writing and without undue delay, of any likely request under force majeure.   The circumstances under which force majeure may be considered include (without prejudice to the generality of the foregoing):

· death of applicant

· serious illness/incapacity of the applicant (supported by medical evidence)

· compulsory acquisition of all or part of the agricultural holding which was not anticipated on joining the scheme

· a natural disaster

· the accidental destruction of livestock and/or farm buildings on the farm

· an outbreak of disease affecting birds or animals on the farm

· an order of Court for separation or divorce resulting in the land subject to the Scheme having to be divided or sold where as a result the conditions of the Scheme cannot be met

· other Court order

A case of force majeure may be made to the Department’s On-Farm Investments Schemes Division, Johnstown   Castle Estate, Wexford.

21.
Withdrawal of Approval
The approval of aid may be withdrawn if the applicant fails to abide by the terms of the Scheme or in the event of any material change in the circumstances of the applicant or of the farm business or in any other respect which would be in conflict with the terms or the condition of the Scheme.  In such event all or such portion of aid given or to be given, as the Minister may determine, shall be re-imbursed or withheld.

If work is not commenced within the approved timescale the approval will be automatically withdrawn.

22.
Existing applications for Scheme of Investment Aid for Farm Waste Management
Farmers who have been approved to carry out works under the Scheme which entered into force on 1st February 2001 and have not commenced such works may cancel their applications.  A new application for the same investment(s) may be made under this revised Scheme. Farmers may also apply to the Department for the cancellation of approvals under the existing Scheme in regard to distinct and separate units of work which have not yet commenced, and which form part of an approval comprising two or more units of work, and submit new applications in respect of such items. However, cancellations shall not be permitted in respect of any units of work which have already commenced.

23.
Procedures
The Minister shall lay down the procedures to be followed in the operation of this Scheme and reserves the right to alter these procedures from time to time.

24.
Environmental Impact of Proposed Works
Where the carrying out of works is liable to cause any pollution of water sources or to damage the environment in any way, the applicant must take all reasonable steps to prevent this happening.  Grant aid will not be paid where proposed works cause damage to a structure or area of historical or archaeological importance.

25.
Particular Responsibilities of Applicant

(i)
Soundness of Structure

The approval or payment of aid under the Scheme does not imply the acceptance by the Department of any responsibility as regards the soundness of construction or adequacy for its purposes of any investment, which is the subject of such approval or payment.  Neither does approval or payment of aid under the Scheme represent a guarantee by the Department of the quality or suitability for its purposes of any product used in the investment.

(ii)
Legal Provisions, Consents, etc.

All works shall be carried out in accordance with the provisions of all relevant statutes, regulations and Bye-laws, and the onus of obtaining all consents, permissions, etc. including consent to entry on or interference with land, other property or right of any other person or persons rests with the applicant.
(iii) Safety during Building or Conversion

Certain construction dangers may be encountered in the course of building or conversion work.  Neither the Minister nor any official of the Department will be in any way liable for any damage, loss or injury to persons, animals or property in the event of any occurrence relating to the development and the applicant shall fully indemnify the Minister or any official of the Department in relation to any such damage, loss or injury howsoever occurring during the development works. If any or all of the work is undertaken by a farmer himself he/she should seek competent advice and undertake all temporary work required to ensure the stability of excavations, superstructure, stanchion foundations and wall foundations, also to divert any drains, springs or surface water away from the works and to guard against possible wind damage.

If the work is being undertaken by a contractor the farmer should ensure that any contractor or sub-contractor understands the risks involved in the development and is prepared to guard against them and further that the contractor or sub-contractor has adequate employers and public liability insurance cover in place in the event of any injury, loss, damage or other mishap occurring. A farmer should obtain a suitable written indemnity from any contractor or sub-contractor in relation to any damage or injury or other loss that might occur during the development works and in this regard seek professional insurance advice from an insurance broker or insurance company.

In addition farm buildings should not be erected nor a silo constructed underneath or near an overhead power supply.

Children should not be allowed to play or spend time in the vicinity of any building work.

26.
Contractor’s Tax Clearance Requirement
In conformity with the general practice of the Government, the payment of financial aid as provided for in this Scheme is subject to the condition that, where an applicant employs a contractor to carry out some or all of the investment included in this Scheme, such contractor must have a current C2 certificate or a tax clearance certificate from the Office of the Revenue Commissioners.
Evidence of tax compliance must be submitted with the receipts/invoices marked paid from each contractor at the time of submission of the completed Form FWM 20.   In order for such receipts/invoices to be valid for payment, evidence must be provided of tax compliance on the date of issue of the invoice/receipt concerned.  

27.
Payment of Tax by Applicant
Evidence that an applicant’s tax affairs are in order before payment of an approved grant will be required.  In the case of grant payments of less than €6,500, applicants will be required to indicate the tax district dealing with their tax affairs and also to declare that to the best of their knowledge that their tax affairs are in order.  For grant payments of €6,500 or more, applicants will be required to furnish a valid Tax Clearance Certificate from the Revenue Commissioners before payment of grant aid is made.

28.
Evidence of non-farm income

Documentation providing verification of non-farm income for the tax year prior to application may be required by the Department following receipt of an application. This may include the original or a copy of one of the following documents, which must be certified by the agricultural advisor/agricultural consultant concerned -

· P60/P45

· Notice of Assessment, showing all sources of income, from the Revenue Commissioners 

· Certified Accounts by an Accountant or equivalent Tax Advisor

· Statement by Accountant/Tax Advisor confirming non-farm income (including no income)

· Tax return (Form 11E) for the previous tax year, stamped as having been received by the Revenue Commissioners

· Documentary evidence of receipt of Farm Assist or other Social Welfare assistance from Department of Social and Family Affairs

Where such documentation is requested, approval shall not issue until such documentation is received.

29.
Recovery of Interest in Respect of Undue Payments

Where the Minister is required to recover a payment under the Scheme which has been unduly made, interest shall be due on such recoveries in accordance with the provisions of the European Communities (Recovery of Undue Amounts) Regulations 2003 (S.I. No. 463 of 2003).

30.
Right of Entry
The Department reserves the right to arrange for the inspection at all reasonable times of any land, premises, plant, equipment, livestock and records of participants or applicants for participation in this Scheme.  Refusal to allow right of entry will result in withholding or recovery of grant aid.

31.
Documents to be furnished with application under the Scheme

1.
Application form FWM 1

2.
Certificate of Milk Quota  (Form FWM 2)

3.
In respect of proposed new or converted structures only -



(a) 
Where Local Authority planning permission has been obtained -


(i)
Grant of full and final permission including conditions

(ii)
Location Map 6” – or discovery series

(iii)
Farmyard Layout Plan  (1: 500 Scale) 

(iv)
Completed farm structures list.  (Form FWM 3)

(v)
Copies of the drawings on which planning permission was obtained - See paragraph 13(a).

(b)
Where Local Authority planning permission is not required -


(i)
Location Map (6” Scale) discovery series

(ii)
Farmyard Layout Plan 1:500 scale  

(iii)
Completed farm structures list  (Form FWM 3)

(iv)
Detailed and accurate drawing of proposed developments - see paragraph 13(b).

For applications for mobile equipment only, provide a Location Map and a signed form FWM 3, with section D completed
4.
Form FWM 4  - Calculation of income units

5.
Form FWM 5  - Certificate of Qualification(s) Farming Experience and a letter of approval from the Department in the case of equivalent training courses

6.
Certificate from the Department stating the date the Herd Number under the Bovine Tuberculosis Scheme or other Department identifier was first registered solely or jointly in the applicant’s name (applicable in the case of qualified young farmers additional aid only).
7.
Where development is taking place on leased land, forms FWM 6 and FWM 7.

Applicants should note that an original Birth Certificate will be required, where the applicant’s date of birth is not verified on the Department’s database.  

32.
Procedure for Application for Aid

Application for aid should be made to the local Agricultural Environment & Structures Office of the Department in the county where the site of the proposed works is located accompanied by the Check List and the documentation set out at paragraph 31 above.  Applications not fully completed and accompanied by all documentation will be returned to applicants.  The applicants will be requested to rectify the deficiencies outlined and if this is done satisfactorily within 21 working days of that request, the application will be reinstated and processing will recommence.


Applications which are deemed ineligible will be rejected and returned to applicants.

Note:

The application form must be signed by all parties in the following cases:

-
where the herd number/other Department identifier is registered in joint names

-
in the case of partnerships

In the case of a body corporate, the company secretary should sign the application form.

33.
Responsibility of Agricultural Advisor/Agricultural Consultant
The applicant and his/her agricultural advisor/agricultural consultant must complete the checklist certifying that all the required documentation has been included and conforms with the requirements of the Scheme.  It is the responsibility of the agricultural advisor/agricultural consultant to ensure the accuracy of the documentation validated by him/her in relation to the application.  The Department shall not accept any responsibility for errors or omissions contained therein.  Accordingly, intending participants should only engage the services of appropriately indemnified/insured individuals or companies.
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Outcome of Stakeholder Consultation

Outcome of Stakeholder Consultation Process

Date:

Friday 7th May, 2004 
Venue:
Department of Agriculture and Food, Johnstown Castle, Co. Wexford

Attendance:


Department of Agriculture and Food

Ronan O’Flaherty, Principal Officer, On-Farm Investment Division

Padraic Dempsey, Assistant Principal

Dan Gahan, Senior Inspector, Agricultural Environment and Structures Division

EPA

Jane Brogan, Office of Environmental Enforcement

Brian Meaney, National Waste Prevention Programme
IFA

Padraic Divilly, Chairman, Rural Development Committee

Jim Devlin, Executive Secretary, National Industrial and Environmental Committee
ICMSA

Paul Brandon, Policy Executive

Macra na Feirme

Damien MacDonald, Chief Executive

Apologies:

Department of Agriculture and Food

Christopher Robson, Senior Architect, Specialist Farm Services, Environment and Evaluation Division

Teagasc

Sean Regan, Chief Environment Adviser


Views Expressed by Stakeholders

General

1.
All organisations present were in agreement with regard to the importance of the scheme in terms of assisting in the better storage of farm wastes, preventing pollution of the aquatic environment and assisting farm families with the capital costs of the investments involved. The farm bodies in particular stressed that the scheme was central to the negotiation of the Farming Pillar of the Sustaining Progress - Social Partnership Agreement 2003-2005. 
 Scheme Objectives/Impact

2.
Scheme Uptake:
The reasons for the low level of applications in the period 2001 – 2003 would include:

· Foot and Mouth Disease restrictions during 2001;
· uncertainty about the future direction of agriculture in the context of the Mid-Term Review;

· the expectation that scheme terms and conditions would be improved as part of the Sustaining Progress negotiations in 2003;
· the perception that to avail of the scheme involves complex and bureaucratic procedures;

· the original projections, which appear ambitious in terms of anticipated take-up in the first few years.

It was acknowledged that the revisions which took effect from 1st January, 2004 were a significant improvement in the terms and conditions of the scheme. The increased income unit ceiling renders almost all farmers eligible for the scheme and the improved grant rate and investment ceiling should make it more attractive. The Department confirmed that the level of applications to date in 2004 was significantly higher than for the corresponding period in 2003.

The farm bodies suggested that consideration should be given to organising some form of regional information campaign to promote and explain the scheme to farmers, possibly involving seminar-type events where presentations would be jointly made by representatives from the Department, the farm bodies and agricultural consultants, followed by question and answer sessions. The Department agreed that this would be a very useful exercise and that the farm bodies would be consulted in advance on the format, size and number of events.

3.
Completion of works outside Scheme: It was acknowledged that there is a significant level of cases whereby investment in farm buildings is occurring without grant-aid from the Scheme. The reasons for this may include:

· the perceived complexity of the Scheme;

· anecdotal indications that some contractors are not prepared to take on projects which are the subject of FWM applications, for reasons which are not clear but may include the perception that involvement in the Scheme slows the pace of the project;

· works being carried out informally on a cash payment basis;

· works being carried out to specifications lower than those required under the Scheme;

· reluctance of some farmers to have planners visiting farmyards.

4.
Effectiveness/Efficiency:
It was agreed that the objective of the scheme was primarily environmental. The difficulty in assessing the effectiveness and efficiency with which the environmental objective of the scheme was being achieved was acknowledged – farm waste is only one of many factors which contribute to pollution of the aquatic environment and the FWM Scheme is one of many measures aimed at addressing the problem. Indeed, it is acknowledged in EPA reports to be one of the more important responses to the problem. 

5.
Indicators:
The definition and collection of indicator data needs to be improved to better measure the state of the aquatic environment with a view to the establishment of baselines and ongoing monitoring. This would best be achieved by establishing river catchment monitoring programmes. It was accepted by all, however, that there were real difficulties in designing an indicator which securely linked improvements in water quality with investment in farm waste management and in establishing the extent of that link. 
6.
Targeting:
It was agreed that if possible the Scheme should be targeted at farmers or areas most in need of assistance to improve waste management, to achieve best value for money. EPA considered that time should be spent trying to target precisely where the problem is, e.g. does environmental pollution result from poor farmyard management or facilities, or from field run-offs? This needs to be established in order to design the most effective solutions and those which offer best value for money. 

7.
Waste Reduction:
Greater emphasis should be placed on simple measures which could lead to waste reduction e.g. by separating clean and dirty water in farmyards. 

Terms and Conditions

8.
Investment Ceiling:
A doubling of the permitted investment ceiling to €150,000 was proposed in the context of the investments likely to be needed to comply with the Nitrates Action Plan.

9.
Grant Rate:
The regulatory option to run the scheme at a maximum grant rate of 50%, rather than the current 40%, should be exercised. There should be corresponding increases in the grant rate of 15% for farmers under 35 years of age in Less Favoured Areas and of 5% for farmers under 35 years of age in other areas. 

One farm body proposed one grant rate of 60% for all farmers and a rate of 75% for young farmers under 35 years of age. 

The possibility of tiered grant rates should also be explored e.g. a 60% grant rate for the first portion of investment and a 40% rate for the remainder.

10.
Items Eligible for Grant Aid:
It was proposed that the following facilities should be added to the list of items eligible for grant aid:

· cow mats;

· farmyard roadways;

· water trough improvements;

· sites surrounding water troughs, fencing and associated features; and

· calf housing.

Consideration should also be given to making secondhand equipment and the costs of meeting planning requirements eligible for grant aid.

11.
Young Farmers under 35 Years of Age:
The regulatory condition that, to qualify for the additional grant aid, young farmers must have commenced farming in the five years prior to the date of application should be removed, thereby making all farmers under 35 years of age eligible for the increased rate, provided they comply with the experience and training requirements. This was identified as a major issue by the farm bodies. 

12.
Partnership Rule:
The current manner in which the eligibility of partnerships is assessed acts as a disincentive to scheme uptake in that the income units of both parties are added together. Many partnerships, which are most common in the dairy sector, therefore exceed the eligible ceiling of 450 income units. This should be re-examined with a view to facilitating the eligibility of such partnerships.

13.
Level of Production Restriction:
The condition that grant aid will not be approved for investments which will increase the level of production on a holding should be removed. It is not consistent with the objectives of the new Single Farmer Payment regime which under the “freedom to farm” objective is intended to give farmers the option to increase the scale and intensity of production. 

14.
Standard Costs / Receipts:
The requirement to submit “paid” stamped receipts in addition to being subject to a Standard Costs regime is unnecessarily onerous on applicants and adds to the scheme’s complexity. Furthermore, in the period between application approval and completion of works, cost increases may occur which have not been factored into the most recent Standard Costing exercise by the Department, with the result that Standard Costs may not be a true reflection of the actual costs at any given time. The farm bodies proposed that:

· Standard Costs should be updated frequently enough to capture real cost increases as early as possible, possibly by incorporating a facility for tracking inflation; 

· if the farmer is prepared to accept payment based on Standard Costs then no receipts should be required; and

· if the actual cost of works is greater than Standard Costs then the higher amount should be payable on submission of “Paid” stamped receipts.

15.
Simplified Scheme for Low Cost Investments:
Simplified procedures should be introduced for investments under €10,000. It was suggested that the requirement for prior approval could be removed entirely for such works and that payment should be made on submission of receipts.
16.
Farmers Under 20 Income Units:
It was suggested that farmers with less than 20 Income Units should not be excluded from the scheme. Their operations have the potential to cause pollution problems and their exclusion is inconsistent with the environmental objective of the scheme.

Likely Impact of Major Policy Developments

17.
Nitrates Action Plan:
Though not yet finalised, it is likely that the requirements of the Nitrates Action Plan will substantially increase uptake on the scheme.  The view of the farm bodies was that most farmers would opt to invest in additional storage facilities, if required, rather than reduce stocking levels.  This could give rise to a logjam of applications and contractor-shortage, should all decide to invest at the one time. For this reason, implementation of the Plan on a phased basis would be desirable.

18.
Single Farmer Payment:
The overall effect of this development in terms of scheme demand is likely to be neutral – smaller operators may opt to reduce stocking density while larger operators may increase scale. There was a general feeling expressed by the farm bodies, however, that farmers would continue to farm and that few would opt out entirely.

Alternative Approaches to Farm Waste Management

19.
In addition to the existing range of conventional methods alternative solutions to farm waste management should be allowed for grant aid, including earthen bank tanks, lagoons, reed beds, anaerobic digesters and the use of slurry as bio-fuel.  The scheme should provide for the broadest range of solutions, but it was also stressed that the Department must continue to provide detailed specifications for all options.  The EPA were of the opinion that too much emphasis is placed on what it would term “end-of-pipe” solutions and that more resources should be applied to researching “preventative” action. EPA commented that a National Waste Prevention Programme would be initiated shortly, which would be looking at ways of reducing the volume of waste produced by all sectors, including agriculture.

Other Issues

20.
Tax Relief:
The scheme of capital allowances for pollution control measures allows for write-off of capital expenditure up to a maximum of €63,500. It should be aligned with the FWM Scheme so that relief would be available up to a maximum investment allowed under the scheme i.e. €75,000. Also, it should allow for free depreciation whereby the amount could be written off evenly over the seven-year period allowed, as opposed to the requirement to write off 50% in year 1 as currently applies.

21.
Representation on Steering Group: 
It was suggested that representation of stakeholders on the Steering Groups of relevant Expenditure Reviews, such as this, would be of value.
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APPENDIX D

List of EU Commission State Aid Decisions on Environmental Aid 1999 – 2005

List of EU Commission State Aid Decisions on Environmental Aid 1999 – 2005

Number

Title
NN 24/2005

Environmental Investment Deduction

NN 5/2004 

Tax relief for municipal waste companies

NN 161/2003 

Prolongation and modification of act on waste tax

NN 66/2003
Prolongation and modification of two environmental aid schemes

NN 61/2003 

German ecotax from 01/01/03 – Spitznausgleich

NN 30a/2001 

Waste Water Tax – Celloluse production

NN 87/2000 

Waste disposal system for paper and cardboard

NN 78/2000 
Environmental aids to several ECSC undertakings granted by the Basque government

NN 72a/2000
Prolongation of CO2 – tax scheme

NN 71/2000
Prolongation of CO2 tax scheme

NN 30b/2000
Zero tariff for green electricity

NN 27/2000
Law on promotion of electricity generation from renewable energies

NN 100/1999
Programme du Land de Mecklenburg-Verpommern pour la protection du climat

N 76/2005
Support of generators of green electricity from solid biomass – Tyrol

N 75/2005
Environmental aid to Volvo Truck Corporation

N 11/2005 
Photovoltaic demonstration programme 

N 574/2004
Exemption from the waste tax for dredging sludge

N 524/2004
Investment aid for energy efficiency and conversion to renewable source in public premises

N 462/2004
Subsidised loans for land reparcelling (Marche)

N 459/2004 
Aid to waste minimisation in Cataluna – Prolongation of N 154/1999

N 356/2004
Tessenderlo Italia – Environmental Aid

N 345/2004 
Environmental aid to Solvay – Modification of N 323/2003 

N 339/2004
Compensation in Natura 2000 forest areas

N 336/2004
Ayuda a favor de la energia solar fotovoltaica

N 317a/2004
Energy tax relief for certain production of amino acids

N 312/2004
Support for establishment of waste sorting facilities

N 260b/2004
Insulating material from renewable raw materials – modification of scheme

N 241/2004
Aid to renewable energy installations

N 206/2004
Tax exemption for biofuels

N 205c/2004
Regime d’aide pour la protection de l’environnement

N 187/2004
Aid in favour of pilot projects

N 185/2004
Modification of the temporary tax exemption for certain combine cycle gas turbine power plants in Germany

N 165/2004
Biomass and energy – prolongation of N 680/2000

N 90/2004
Particulate filters for lorries

Number

Title
N 72/2004
Environmental aid Caffaro

N 32/2004
Aid for the use of renewable energies

N 2/2004
Aggregates levy – Northern Ireland

N 618/2003
Prolongation of N 1037/1995 for certain CMPS

N 569/2003
Environmental aid to paper producer Cartiera Alce SpA

N 492/2003
Programme for the use of renewable energy (Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania) – Prolongation of state aid N 800/2000

N 448/2003
Modification of market-orientation of decentralised CMPs

N 447/2003
Tax relief for corporate equity investment in renewable energy projects

N 407/2003
Excise duty for bioethanol used as road fuel

N 323/2003
Environmental aid in favour of Solvay Rosignano (Livorno)

N 316/2003
REN-Richtlinie

N 304/2003
Aid in favour of AKZO in order to stop chlorine transport

N 294/2003
Modification of green electricity certificate – aid scheme

N 266/2003
Q7 offshore windpark

N 223/2003
CO2 quota 2004

N 208/2003
Elimia-Romagna – Incitations ecologiques pour enterprises

N 207/2003
Toscane – rehabilitation of polluted industrial sites

N 187/2003
Rehabilitation of polluted gas works sites (all Dutch provinces)

N 132/2003
Aid scheme to promote energy saving measures, energy efficiency and renewable energies – Navarra

N 73/2003
Aide a la protection de l’environnement, a l’utilisation rationnelle de l’energie et la production d’energies a partir de sources renouvelables

N 63/2003
Aide a la valorisation energetique des farines animals et des dechets crus en faveur de la societe Caillaud

N 59/2003
Aides aux PME pour la realisation de petites centrales hydroelectriques

N 57/2003
Aide a la valorisation energetique des farines animals en faveur de la societe SVPE

N 56/2003
Environment aid for Villeroy & Boch

N 52/2003
Aide a la valorisation energetique en faveur de la societe Inova France-Novacarb

N 789/2002
Green certificates

N 762/2002
Mesures en faveur de le reduction des emissions polluantes, de la consommation energetique, et a la production d’energies renouvelables

N 717/2002
Excise tax reduction for biofuels

N 708/2002
MEP – Stimulating CHP

N 707/2002
MEP – Stimulating renewable energy

N 694/2002
Scheme to promote the use of insulation materials from renewable raw materials

N 685/2002
Tax exemption for biofuels

N 652/2002
Fiscal reforms – energy tax 2003 

N 638/2002
Temporary collection system for CFCs and halons

N 614/2002
Aides en faveur de la reduction des emissions polluantes – Piemont

N 559/2002
Economy and environment programme (Lower Saxony)

Number

Title
N 540/2002
Energy tax scheme – modifications to the process list

N 512/2002
Aid in favour of pilot project for bio-propellant

N 497/2002
Aides a la lutte contre la pollution de l’eau

N 496/2002
Aides a l’elimination des dechets dangereux pour l’eau

N 494b/2002
Aides a la resorption des sites pollues – responsible non identifie ou ne peut etre appele a la cause

N 493/2002
Aides a la gestion de l’eau

N 480/2002
Biofuels

N 469/2002
Aid for chipping of energy wood

N 466/2002
Modifications to the electricity production grant

N 414/2002
Rehabilitation of polluted old gas works sites

N 404/2002
Temporary tax exemption for certain combined cycle gas turbine power plants in Germany

N 385/2002
Support for land remediation

N 345/2002
First solar power station in Saarbrucken/Saarland

N 299b/2002
Green fuel challenge pilot project – Biogas

N 299c/2002
Green fuel challenge pilot project – Hydrogen

N 219/2002
Ayudas para acciones de ahorro, eficiencia energetica, cogeneracion y energies renovables – Espana – Castilla Leon

N 218/2002
Ayudas al fomento de la energia solar termica, fotovoltaica y eolico-fotovoltaica no conectada a RED – Espana – Castilla Leon

N 158/2002
First phase of major photovoltaic demonstration programme

N 157/2002
Exemption water levy

N 106/2002
Catalogne – Prorogation du regime N 670/98 (subventions pour l’elimination des dechets des eaux residuelles)

N 104a/2002
Emissions trading scheme – amendment

N 102/2002
Piemonte: DOCUP Obj. 2 – Mesures 2.6a, 2.6b, 3.3

N 75/2002
Modification of aid scheme for the energy sector

N 74b/2002
Aid to power plants

N 37/2002
Modification de regime d’aides de l’ADEME

N 14/2002
Regime federal belge de soutien aux energies enouvelables

N 9/2002
Austrian guidelines 2002 for the rehabilitation of inherited waste

N 863/2001
Aggregates levy (Northern Ireland)

N 850/2001
Guidelines for environmental protection in Upper Austria

N 804/2001
Reduced rates of excise duty on biodiesel

N 770/2001
Aid in favour of a composting plant in Aland Islands

N 722/2001
Regime d’aides en faveur des activites minieres non energetiques

N 655a/2001
Climate protection – Saxony

N 651/2001
Promotion sustainable heat

N 553/2001
AER programme

N 535/2001
Investissements en faveur de l’environnement

N 530/2001
Austrian guidelines for environmental aid 2001

N 520/2001
Soil protection agreement

N 493/2001
Modification du regime d’utilisation rationnelle de l’energie de l’ADEME

Number

Title
N 460/2001
Energie solaire photovoltaique

N 459/2001
Aide en faveur de l’energie solaire thermique

N 449/2001
Ecological tax reform

N 416/2001
Emissions trading scheme

N 415a/2001
Projet d’arrete relatif a la promotion de l’electricite verte – mecanisme des certificates verts

N 415b/2001
Projet d’arrete relatif a la promotion de l’electricite verte – aide a la production

N 354/2001
FIDEME

N 323/2001
Aid for investment in sustainable energy

N 278/2001
Electricity reform – new RE-based power plants 

N 258/2001
Environmental aid to Voest-Alpine Stahl Linz Gmbh

N 257/2001
Environmental aid to Bohler Edelstahl Gmbh & Co KG – ECSC Steel

N 239/2001
Exemption regulation energy taxes for waste-processing units

N 168a/2001
Modifications energy tax 2001

N 149/2001
Differentiated excise duties on petrol

N 117a/2001
Modification des regimes de l’ADEME – gestion des energies renouvelables

N 117b/2001
Modification des regimes de l’ADEME – gestion des dechets municipaux et des dechets d’entreprise

N 115/2001
Air – sources fixes

N 100/2001
Grant to truck users

N 79/2001
Amendment to environmental investment deduction

N 5/2001
Nature protection programme “Lebensraum Acker” (Wien)

N 842/2000
Prime d’encouragement ecologique pour l’electricite produite a partir de l’energie eolienne, hydraulique, solaire et de la biomasse

N 840a/2000
Measures in favour of large energy consumers

N 800/2000
Programme of the Land of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern for renewable energies

N 797/2000
Enhanced capital allowances for energy efficient investments

N 732/2000
Prolongation of environmental schemes

N 720/2000
Liguria – amendments to LR 18/1999 – aid in favour of alternative energy sources and energy saving

N 698/2000
Energy saving scheme for low income housekeepings

N 688c/2000
Modification des lignes directrices WiBAG concernant l’octroi des primes non remboursables – environnement et ecologie

N 680/2000
Grants for biomass projects in rural areas (Schleswig-Holstein)

N 669/2000
Environment aid scheme

N 660a/2000
CCL exemption for gas in Northern Ireland (industry and services)

N 589/2000
Environmental aid for repair of past damage in favour of Vereinigte Chemische Fabriken (VCF)

N 583/2000
Reduction du CO2

N 538/2000
Regime d’aides regionales en faveur de la protection de l’environnement (Andalousie)

Number

Title
N 521/2000
Wind energy – Bremen

N 504/2000
Renewables obligation and capital grants for renewable technologies

N 484/2000
Prolongation of the scheme N 382/1997 concerning the collection and processing of PVC

N 325/2000
La Reunion 2000-2006 – Gestion des dechets respecteuese de l’environnement

N 324/2000
La Reunion 2000-2006 – Matrise de l’energie et du developpement des energies renouvelables

N 306/2000
Initiative ecological water engineering (North Rhine- Westphalia)

N 304/2000
CO2 – reduction plan

N 293/2000
Prorogation du regime d’aides regionales en faveur de la protection de l’environnement (Pays Basque)

N 222/2000
Environmental aid in favour of Lagerplatz Kapler

N 221/2000
Environmental aid in favour of Glanzstoff-Deponie Nord

N 116/2000
Aides a la gestion des dechets municipaux et des dechets d’entreprises

N 101/2000
Berendsen Textiel Service BV et Cofiton BV

N 77/2000
Environmental aid to Voest Alpine Stahl Donawitz Gmbh

N 14/2000
Environmental aid to Donau Chemie AG

N 4/2000
Small-scale electricity production

N 812/1999
Management agreement scheme

N 805/1999
Environmental relief programme

N 762/1999
Aid to wastewater treatment measures (Lower Saxony)

N 759/1999
Renewable energies aid programme, Rheinland-Pfalz

N 658/1999
Protection de l’environnement, Generalitat Valenciana

N 653/1999
CO2 quotas

N 648/1999
Environmental investment deduction

N 635/1999
Aide au secteur de l’energie (Valencia)

N 626/1999
Programme du Land de Brandenburg pour la reduction des emissions et la protection de l’environnement (prolongation)

N 625/1999
Continuation of ecological tax reform – ECSC steel industry

N 575a/1999
Continuation of ecological tax reform

N 548/1999
Aid to wastewater treatment measures

N 533/1999
Guidelines on promotion of innovative pilot projects for use of solar energy

N 444/1999
Wood technology scheme

N 144/1999
Environmental aid to Servola Spa

C 47/2004
The reduction of burdening of the environment with emissions of carbon dioxide

C 4/2004
Environment aid for Wagner

C 73/2003
Investment aid under the environmental guidelines in favour of Stora Enso Langerbrugge NV

C 69/2003
Investment aid for a propylene pipeline – Flanders

C 68/2003
Investment aid for a propylene pipeline

C 67/2003
Propylene pipeline – Nordrhein – Westfalen

Number

Title
C 43/2003
Aid in favour of AVR for treatment of “C2” hazardous waste

C 12/2003
CCL exemption for coal mine methane

C 61/2002
Aid to newsprint reprocessing capacity support under the WRAP programme

C 60/2002
Reduction des emissions de gaz a effet de serre (Toscana)

C 43/2002
Fonds de compensation dans le cadre de l’organisation du marche de l’electricite

C 27/2002
Aide a l’environnement en faveur de Sollac, acier CECA

C 12/2002
Acciaierie de Valbruna – Environment – ECSC steel

C 10/2002
ILVA – Environment – ECSC steel

C 9/2002
Duferdofin – Environment – ECSC steel

C 8/2002
Acciaierie di Sicilia – Environment – ECSC steel

C 37/2001
Environmental aid to Sidmar, ECSC steel

C 19/2001
Climate change levy – ECSC steel

C 18/2001
Climate change levy

C 11/2001
Prolongation of waste disposal system for car wrecks

C 45/2000
Environmental aid to Ferriere Nord Spa – ECSC steel

C 34/2000
Environmental aid to Stahlwerke Bremen

C 30/2000
Bova – Netherlands – Peru

C 25/2000
Environmental aid to Lucchini Spa and Siderpotenza, ECSC steel

C 24/2000
A-Voest Alpine Stahl Linz Gmbh – Investment aid for water purification facilities

C 4/2000
CR 4/2000 – Aid in favour of 10 manure processing companies/BPM aid scheme

C 2/2000
Measures to improve the indoor environment

C 57/1999
Environmental aid to Sidmar

C 35/1999
Environmental aid to Ferriere Nord Spa – ECSCsteel

Appendix E

Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF) in Agriculture, 1975-2002

Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF) in Agriculture, 1975-2002

(€m, excl. VAT, at current market prices)

	Year
	Farm Buildings
	Land Improvements
	Transport Equipment
	Ag. Machinery + Equipment
	Other Equipment
	Total (Excl. breeding Stock)
	Breeding Stock
	Total (Incl. breeding Stock)

	1975
	32.6
	10.4
	14.9
	44.4
	14.7
	117.1
	-29.8
	87.2

	1976
	61.1
	16.9
	22.4
	71.5
	26.3
	198.1
	8.5
	206.6

	1977
	74.8
	19.9
	30.7
	120.0
	31.4
	276.8
	-2.2
	274.6

	1978
	80.4
	24.8
	43.2
	146.4
	21.1
	315.8
	8.3
	324.0

	1979
	140.8
	30.1
	46.2
	150.8
	30.2
	398.2
	-20.3
	377.9

	1980
	134.1
	47.2
	44.7
	90.7
	47.4
	364.0
	-52.3
	311.7

	1981
	147.2
	54.0
	57.4
	108.7
	50.2
	417.4
	22.5
	439.8

	1982
	121.4
	62.7
	49.5
	100.6
	50.2
	384.4
	20.8
	405.2

	1983
	77.3
	57.4
	45.8
	101.1
	57.4
	339.0
	5.8
	344.9

	1984
	45.5
	72.8
	55.2
	109.6
	59.7
	342.7
	13.6
	356.3

	1985
	44.4
	43.4
	63.0
	125.5
	59.7
	336.0
	12.1
	348.0

	1986
	31.2
	39.2
	78.5
	109.8
	53.5
	312.2
	-30.6
	281.6

	1987
	87.1
	16.0
	73.0
	97.9
	53.8
	327.9
	20.8
	348.7

	1988
	80.4
	18.7
	88.3
	123.6
	47.6
	358.5
	130.5
	489.0

	1989
	115.5
	9.4
	143.6
	150.1
	79.6
	498.2
	109.6
	607.8

	1990
	241.9
	18.4
	158.8
	116.2
	48.8
	584.1
	72.0
	656.1

	1991
	206.0
	15.4
	118.6
	108.4
	49.1
	497.5
	24.0
	521.5

	1992
	164.8
	12.3
	112.8
	122.2
	47.6
	459.7
	127.5
	587.1

	1993
	128.4
	9.7
	111.6
	129.1
	48.9
	427.7
	16.5
	444.2

	1994
	135.1
	10.2
	156.8
	186.7
	43.2
	531.9
	15.5
	547.4

	1995
	170.0
	12.7
	133.3
	231.3
	62.1
	609.4
	58.1
	667.5

	1996
	269.7
	20.2
	140.5
	233.3
	34.7
	698.3
	82.7
	781.0

	1997
	219.1
	16.4
	132.3
	220.7
	40.8
	629.2
	69.9
	699.1

	1998
	197.0
	14.7
	121.2
	250.6
	55.3
	638.9
	-5.0
	633.9

	1999
	134.3
	10.0
	119.4
	229.6
	72.1
	565.5
	-58.6
	506.8

	2000
	172.6
	12.9
	115.0
	231.6
	74.0
	606.2
	-23.7
	582.5

	2001
	119.8
	9.0
	113.5
	243.9
	51.0
	537.2
	-0.6
	536.6

	2002
	104.0
	7.8
	110.9
	254.2
	46.6
	523.5
	-19.2
	504.3


Source: DAF Compendium of Irish Agricultural Statistics

Appendix F

National/EU Legislation on Water Quality and Waste Management

H1:
EU Directives applying to Water Quality and Waste Management

	Directive Number
	Description
	Requirements

	75/440/EEC
	Surface Water Directive
	Defines the quality required of surface water intended for the abstraction of drinking water.

	75/442/EEC
	Framework Waste Directive
	All activities involving the recovery or disposal of waste must be registered and subject to “generally binding rules” (unless specifically authorised by licence or permit).

	76/160/EEC
	Bathing Waters Directive
	Defines the quality required of bathing waters.

	76/464/EC
	Dangerous Substances Directive
	Implementation of programmes to prevent and reduce pollution of the aquatic environment by dangerous substances.

	 78/659/EEC
	Freshwater Fish Directive
	Defines the quality with which freshwater must comply to support fish life.

	79/923/EEC
	Shellfish Directive
	Defines the quality with which shellfish waters must comply.

	80/68/EEC
	Groundwater Directive
	Implementation of programmes to protect groundwaters from pollution by certain dangerous substances.

	86/278/EEC
	Sewage Sludge Directive
	Regulation of the spreading or injection of

sewage sludge on pasture or tillage lands.

	91/271/EEC
	Urban Wastewater Directive
	Specifies maximum total phosphorus concentrations in treated domestic wastewaters discharged to receiving

waterbodies that are considered to be at risk from eutrophication.

	91/676/EEC
	Nitrates Directive
	Prevention of water pollution by nitrates from agricultural sources; annual limit on the application of organic nitrogen per hectare; minimum requirements for slurry storage capacity; limits on periods when landspreading of slurry is allowed.

	98/83/EEC
	Drinking Water Directive
	Defines the quality with which water intended for human consumption must comply.

	2000/60/EC
	Water Framework Directive
	At least “good status” must be achieved in relation to all waters by 2015 and that a programme of measures be established to achieve this objective.


(derived from Colleran et al., 2002 and McGarrigle et al., 2002)
H2:
Irish Primary Legislation on Water Quality and Waste Management

· Local Government (Water Pollution) Acts 1977 to 1990

· Environmental Protection Agency Act 1992

· Waste Management Act 1996
H3:
Irish Secondary Water Quality Legislation Applicable to Point-  

            source Pollution

· Local Government (Water Pollution) Regulations 1978 (S.I. No. 108)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) Regulations 1992 (S.I. No. 271)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) (Amendment) Regulations 1996 (S.I. No. 184)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) (Nutrient Management Planning Consultation) Regulations 1998 (S.I. No. 257)

· Protection of Groundwater Regulations 1999 (S.I. No. 41)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) (Amendment) Regulations 1999 (S.I. No. 42)

· Local Government Act, 1994 (Bye Laws) Regulations 1999 (S.I. No. 78)

H4:
Irish Secondary Water Quality Legislation Applicable to Diffuse 

            Pollution

· Quality of Bathing Waters Regulations 1992 (S.I. No. 155)

· Quality of Shellfish Waters Regulations 1994 (S.I. No. 200)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) Act 1977 (Water Quality Standards for Phosphorus) Regulations 1998 (S.I. No. 258)

· European Communities (Quality of Salmonid Waters) Regulations 1988 (S.I. No. 293)

H5:
Irish Secondary Water Quality Legislation Applicable to 

            Dangerous Substances

· Local Government (Water Pollution) (Control of Cadmium Discharges) Regulations 1985 (S.I. No. 294)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) (Control of Hexachlorocyclohexane and Mercury Discharges) Regulations 1986 (S.I. No. 55)

· European Communities (Control of Water Pollution by Asbestos) Regulations 1990 (S.I. No. 31)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) Acts 1977 and 1990 (Control of Aldrin, Dieldrin, Endrin, Isodrin, HCB, HCBD, and CHCl 3 Discharges) Regulations, 1994 (S.I. No. 43)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) Act 1977 and 1990 (Control of EDC, TRI, PER, and TCB Discharges) Regulations 1994 (S.I. No. 245)

· Local Government (Water Pollution) Act 1977  (Water Quality Standards for Phosphorus) Regulations, 1998
· Water Quality (Dangerous Substances) Regulations 2001 (S.I. No. 12)

H6:
Irish Secondary Legislation Applicable to Water Supply

· Waste Management (Use of Sewage Sludge in Agriculture) Regulations 1988 (S.I. No. 148)

· European Communities (Quality of Surface Water Intended for the Abstraction of Drinking Water) Regulations 1989 (S.I. No. 294)

· European Communities (Drinking Water) Regulations, 2000
· Environmental Protection Agency Act 1992 (Urban and Waste Water Treatment) Regulations 2001 (S.I. No. 254)

H7:
Local Authority Bye-Laws made under the Local Government (Water Pollution) Acts to address Diffuse Pollution from Agricultural Sources * 

· Cavan County Council (Water Pollution) (Agriculture) Bye-Laws 2000

· Cork County Council (Regulation of Agricultural Practice in the Catchments of the River Lee, the River Gradogue and the River Funshion) Bye-Laws 2000

· Tipperary (North Riding) County Council (Water Pollution) (Agriculture) Bye-Laws 2000

· Westmeath County Council (Water Pollution) (Agriculture) Bye-Laws 2000
*
those extant at 31/12/2000
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				FOREWORD








This Expenditure Review was conducted in parallel to the development  of a revised Farm Waste Management Scheme which was introduced in March 2006 in order to assist farmers meet the additional requirements of the Nitrates Directive.   This latter Scheme required the formulation of a substantially revised aid measure, including the availability of higher grant rates, increased investment ceilings, and the extension of grant-aid to a further list of eligible items as well as to additional sectors such as pigs, poultry, horses, goats, deer and mushroom compost. 








The Expenditure Review contributed significantly to the drafting of the revised Farm Waste Management Scheme and the relevant Review’s recommendations have already been fully implemented in that new Scheme.   





A related Scheme, the Pilot Waste Processing Facilities Scheme, was subsequently introduced in June 2006 following a review of the conditions set out in the National Development Plan 2000-2006 for such a Scheme, as also recommended by this Review (see Recommendation 7 of the Executive Summary below).











June 2007   





Outcomes





Outputs





Physical products of Scheme activities





Indicators





Scheme administration;


Building of on-farm facilities;


Inspections





Indicators





% of Water Course Unpolluted;


% of Water Course Slightly Polluted;


% of Water Course Moderately Polluted;


% of Water Course Seriously Polluted





Indicators





Grant expenditure; Staff costs





Indicators





Applications received; Applications approved;


Grants paid; Waste storage capacity grant aided; 


Fodder storage capacity grant aided; 


Area of livestock housing grant aided; 


Number of animals housed in grant aided facilities





Impacts that derive from Scheme outputs





What is done with the inputs to produce outputs





Activities





Inputs





Resources devoted to or consumed by the Scheme





Recommendation 1


The Department should organise as soon as possible a series of regional information events.   The farm bodies should be consulted in advance on the format, size and number of events. The farm bodies and agricultural consultants should be involved in the presentation of the events. The events should, if possible, be combined with other similar events organised from time to time by the Department.





Basis:


Such events would increase awareness of the Scheme, explain its terms and conditions and promote participation.   Such events would have particular merits if held around the time of the introduction of the changes being proposed to the Scheme in the light of the implementation of the Nitrates Action Programme.





Recommendation 2


As a matter of priority, the shortcomings of the design and data population of the Scheme database should be addressed. Ideally, the system should have the capacity to present a range of different views of the data.   It should be possible to easily report on Scheme data according to different criteria; for example, by type of facility grant aided, by age profile of beneficiaries, by disadvantaged area and non-disadvantaged area, by county or region, and so on.





Basis:	


This would allow all key indicator data to be easily and reliably extracted in the interest of fulfilling reporting requirements. It would also provide for better management information for the type of in-depth analysis required for an Expenditure Review of this nature.
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Recommendation 3


The possibility of (i)  removing the lower eligibility limit for Income Units should again be raised with the European Commission, and (ii) consideration should be given to inclusion of the pig and poultry sectors, as is the case in many other Member States.





Basis:


The extension of such eligibility would be more compatible with the environmental, farm facilities and investment capability objectives of the Scheme. It would also be compatible with the rural development and alleviation of rural poverty objectives of the National Development Plan.





Recommendation 4


Subject to the approval of the European Commission, the amount of expenditure


eligible for grant aid should be assessed on the basis of Standard Costs for all 


applications, without the need to submit proof of payment.





Basis:


This was highlighted by the farm bodies as an issue contributing to Scheme complexity for applicants. The proposed changes would simplify procedures while retaining defensibility in the face of audit scrutiny.














Recommendation 5


Consideration should be given to including calf housing in the list of items eligible for grant aid.





Basis:


Calf housing may be regarded as a facility that would increase the Scheme’s effectiveness in meeting its environmental objective.











Recommendation 6





Alternative approaches to managing farm wastes, such as earth-lined stores,


should be made eligible for grant-aid when detailed specifications for 


such facilities have been approved by the relevant authorities for 


such  storage/disposal systems.





Basis:





Such options, when completed according to the approved specifications, may offer farmers low-cost alternatives for meeting the new standards required by the Nitrates Directive.





Recommendation 7





Consideration should be given to introducing the Pilot Waste Processing Facilities 


Scheme, provided for in the National Development Plan, following a review of the 


financial and other conditions placed on such a Scheme by the Plan.





Basis:





The introduction of such a Scheme would enable an analysis to be carried out of the benefits of the relevant new and emerging environmental technologies in Irish conditions.





Recommendation 8





Consideration could be given to extending the Scheme to a further list of eligible 


items which would enable improved slurry spreading techniques to be used on 


Irish farms.








Basis:





The inclusion of this type of equipment would reduce emissions and increase 


nutrient up-take. 
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Recommendation 9


In addition to the performance indicators already used, the following additional indicators should be laid down to measure the Scheme’s performance towards its formal objectives:





Number of fish kills attributed to agriculture reported to the Central Fisheries Board;


Consumption of chemical fertilisers;


Reduction in the national slurry storage deficit as between existing facilities and the requirements of the Nitrates Action Programme.





















































EU Commission





Pay funds to the Paying Authority for the purpose of reimbursing expenditure actually incurred.








Paying Authority (DAF)





Structural Funds Division  (which is functionally independent of any services that approve claims) verifies certified expenditure against Accounts Division records of expenditure for the particular subhead of the Vote Account and carries out sample checks to give reasonable assurance that the amounts returned are correct and that supporting documentation is available. Structural Funds Division prepares and certifies the overall reimbursement claim and forwards it to the European Commission.











Managing Authority (Regional Assemblies)





Receives financial reports from Implementing Department as part of information for progress on expenditure and drawdown of EAGGF Guidance.





Internal Audit Unit/Control Unit (DAF)





The Head of Internal Audit Unit will issue declaration on winding up of assistance. To this end, the Article 10 checks and systems audits carried out by the Structural Funds Control Unit will be relied on. 


  








Delegated Managing Authority Functions (DAF)





Sample checks on documentation at implementing body level are carried out by the Central Section of On Farm Investment Division to ensure that the operational process is in order, information and publicity requirements are met and that  ineligible costs, such as VAT, used items, consultancies fees, purchase of land were excluded. The Central Section of On Farm Investment Division, as delegated managing authority, is responsible for, inter alia, ensuring compliance with Articles 7.3, 8 and 9.3 of Commission Regulation 438/2001 and with Regulation 2355/2002. When Paying Authority requests details of eligible expenditure for reimbursement claim purposes, the Head of the Division certifies the actual eligible expenditure and verifies that control checks have been carried out and any necessary action taken. Forwards certification to Paying Authority.








Structural Funds Control Unit (DAF)





This independent Unit carries out systems audits. In accordance with Article 10 of Commission Regulation 438/2001, this unit will organise 5% control checks. This unit will submit the annual reports on checks in accordance with Article 13. 








Accounts Division, Cavan


(DAF)


Generate and issue payments and keep computerised records under separate subheads. Send copy of schedule of payments to Implementing Body.








Final Beneficiary: Implementing Body (DAF)

















On Farm Investment Schemes Division





Agricultural Environment and Structures Division





Implementing Side 


Authenticity of payment claims verified with Local Agricultural Environment and Structures Offices. Administrative control checks carried out before certifying for payment and forwarding approval to Accounts Division for payment.  





Administrative staff register applications, carry out a documentation check, enter details onto database and forward the file to the Supervisory Agricultural Officer (SAO) for an eligibility check.  The Inspectorate also assesses the income level of a 5% sample. 





Local officers then carry out pre-approval on-site inspections on all applications to ensure the works proposed are eligible and have not commenced.  Planned expenditure is re-checked by another officer before approval is issued by District Superintendent (DS).  





On completion, all work is inspected to ensure that it has been carried out as approved and is in accordance with the specifications.  In addition, a 10% sample is subjected to a detailed file and field check by SAO/DS before being recommended for payment. 





Area Superintendent (AS) carries out control checks on 5% of recommendations.  Regional Inspectors carry out control checks on a 10% sample of those completed by Area Superintendent.














Agricultural Environment and Structures Division Internal Control Unit


(DAF)





Continuous re-appraisal of the inspection and reporting systems is carried out to ensure consistency in the interpretation of the procedures manuals and the application of penalties.





Final Recipient: Applicant under Scheme


Submits an application which must have the support of an agricultural adviser/consultant. Carries out work when given approval to proceed. Notifies when work is completed according to the specification and submits the necessary receipts.











DAF = Department of Agriculture and Food 
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Figure 5.3:  BMW Region Projected and Actual Expenditure 2000 - 2006
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2000-2006

				2000		2001		2002		2003		Total       2000 - 2003		2004		2005		2006		Total       2000 - 2006

		Southern and Eastern Region

		Projected Expenditure		21.519		19.456		15.396		13.254		69.625		11.688		7.201		4.335		92.849

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.053		4.710		10.392		15.155

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.3%		30.6%		78.4%		21.8%

		Border Midland and Western Region

		Projected Expenditure		18.410		18.780		19.160		19.530		75.880		19.930		20.330		20.730		136.870

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.100		4.669		10.228		14.997

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.5%		24.4%		52.4%		19.8%

		National

		Projected Expenditure		39.929		38.236		34.556		32.784		145.505		31.618		27.531		25.065		229.719

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.153		9.379		20.620		30.152

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.4%		27.1%		62.9%		20.7%
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Figure 5.5:  Fish Kills Reported to the Central Fisheries Board 
1986 - 2004, % by Category
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				1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Agriculture		35		85		25		26		23		22		31		3		11		19		20		16		15		9		20		11		10		9		8

		Industry		20		13		7		14		14		11		5		4		6		8		9		4		9		5		8		4		2		6		2

		Local Authority		3		7		5		24		4		4		5		6		6		15		5		4		0		6		9		1		5		5		5

		Eutrophication		2		1		4		37		6		13		6		19		6		38		0		9		9		12		13		5		24		11		13

		Unknown/Other		6		16		7		10		5		10		4		1		3		4		18		9		10		7		14		5		15		41		15		*  Majority due to acide mine leachate on Avoca R

		Total		66		122		48		111		52		60		51		33		32		84		52		42		43		39		64		26		56		72		43
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Figure 4.1:  Fish Kills Reported to the Central Fisheries Board 1986 - 2004
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				Agriculture				Industry		Local Authority		Eutrophication				Unknown/Other		Total

		1986		35		53%		20		3		2		3%		6		66

		1987		85		70%		13		7		1		1%		16		122

		1988		25		52%		7		5		4		8%		7		48

		1989		26		23%		14		24		37		33%		10		111

		1990		23		44%		14		4		6		12%		5		52

		1991		22		37%		11		4		13		22%		10		60

		1992		31		61%		5		5		6		12%		4		51

		1993		3		9%		4		6		19		58%		1		33

		1994		11		34%		6		6		6		19%		3		32

		1995		19		23%		8		15		38		45%		4		84

		1996		20		38%		9		5		0		0%		18		52

		1997		16		38%		4		4		9		21%		9		42

		1998		15		35%		9		0		9		21%		10		43

		1999		9		23%		5		6		12		31%		7		39

		2000		20		31%		8		9		13		20%		14		64

		2001		11		42%		4		1		5		19%		5		26

		2002		10		18%		2		5		24		43%		15		56

		2003		9		13%		6		5		11		15%		41		72
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Figure 4.2: Investment in Farm Buildings 1990 - 2002
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L5

		Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF)  in Agriculture, 1975-2002

		(€m at current market prices)

		Year		Farm Buildings		Land Improvements		Transport Equipment		Ag. Machinery + Equipment		Other Equipment		Total (Excl. breeding Stock)		Breeding Stock		Total (Incl. breeding Stock)

		1975		32.6		10.4		14.9		44.4		14.7		117.1		-29.8		87.2

		1976		61.1		16.9		22.4		71.5		26.3		198.1		8.5		206.6

		1977		74.8		19.9		30.7		120.0		31.4		276.8		-2.2		274.6

		1978		80.4		24.8		43.2		146.4		21.1		315.8		8.3		324.0

		1979		140.8		30.1		46.2		150.8		30.2		398.2		-20.3		377.9

		1980		134.1		47.2		44.7		90.7		47.4		364.0		-52.3		311.7

		1981		147.2		54.0		57.4		108.7		50.2		417.4		22.5		439.8

		1982		121.4		62.7		49.5		100.6		50.2		384.4		20.8		405.2

		1983		77.3		57.4		45.8		101.1		57.4		339.0		5.8		344.9

		1984		45.5		72.8		55.2		109.6		59.7		342.7		13.6		356.3

		1985		44.4		43.4		63.0		125.5		59.7		336.0		12.1		348.0

		1986		31.2		39.2		78.5		109.8		53.5		312.2		-30.6		281.6

		1987		87.1		16.0		73.0		97.9		53.8		327.9		20.8		348.7

		1988		80.4		18.7		88.3		123.6		47.6		358.5		130.5		489.0

		1989		115.5		9.4		143.6		150.1		79.6		498.2		109.6		607.8

		1990		241.9		18.4		158.8		116.2		48.8		584.1		72.0		656.1

		1991		206.0		15.4		118.6		108.4		49.1		497.5		24.0		521.5

		1992		164.8		12.3		112.8		122.2		47.6		459.7		127.5		587.1

		1993		128.4		9.7		111.6		129.1		48.9		427.7		16.5		444.2

		1994		135.1		10.2		156.8		186.7		43.2		531.9		15.5		547.4

		1995		170.0		12.7		133.3		231.3		62.1		609.4		58.1		667.5

		1996		269.7		20.2		140.5		233.3		34.7		698.3		82.7		781.0

		1997		219.1		16.4		132.3		220.7		40.8		629.2		69.9		699.1

		1998		197.0		14.7		121.2		250.6		55.3		638.9		-5.0		633.9

		1999		134.3		10.0		119.4		229.6		72.1		565.5		-58.6		506.8

		2000		172.6		12.9		115.0		231.6		74.0		606.2		-23.7		582.5

		2001		119.8		9.0		113.5		243.9		51.0		537.2		-0.6		536.6

		2002		104.0		7.8		110.9		254.2		46.6		523.5		-19.2		504.3

		GFCF: exclusive of VAT, at current prices

		Source : Central Statistics Office
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		Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF)  in Agriculture, 1975-2002

		(€m at current market prices)

		Year		Farm Buildings		Land Improvements		Transport Equipment		Ag. Machinery + Equipment		Other Equipment		Total (Excl. breeding Stock)		Breeding Stock		Total (Incl. breeding Stock)

		1975		32.6		10.4		14.9		44.4		14.7		117.1		-29.8		87.2

		1976		61.1		16.9		22.4		71.5		26.3		198.1		8.5		206.6

		1977		74.8		19.9		30.7		120.0		31.4		276.8		-2.2		274.6

		1978		80.4		24.8		43.2		146.4		21.1		315.8		8.3		324.0

		1979		140.8		30.1		46.2		150.8		30.2		398.2		-20.3		377.9

		1980		134.1		47.2		44.7		90.7		47.4		364.0		-52.3		311.7

		1981		147.2		54.0		57.4		108.7		50.2		417.4		22.5		439.8

		1982		121.4		62.7		49.5		100.6		50.2		384.4		20.8		405.2

		1983		77.3		57.4		45.8		101.1		57.4		339.0		5.8		344.9

		1984		45.5		72.8		55.2		109.6		59.7		342.7		13.6		356.3

		1985		44.4		43.4		63.0		125.5		59.7		336.0		12.1		348.0

		1986		31.2		39.2		78.5		109.8		53.5		312.2		-30.6		281.6

		1987		87.1		16.0		73.0		97.9		53.8		327.9		20.8		348.7

		1988		80.4		18.7		88.3		123.6		47.6		358.5		130.5		489.0

		1989		115.5		9.4		143.6		150.1		79.6		498.2		109.6		607.8

		1990		241.9		18.4		158.8		116.2		48.8		584.1		72.0		656.1

		1991		206.0		15.4		118.6		108.4		49.1		497.5		24.0		521.5

		1992		164.8		12.3		112.8		122.2		47.6		459.7		127.5		587.1

		1993		128.4		9.7		111.6		129.1		48.9		427.7		16.5		444.2

		1994		135.1		10.2		156.8		186.7		43.2		531.9		15.5		547.4

		1995		170.0		12.7		133.3		231.3		62.1		609.4		58.1		667.5

		1996		269.7		20.2		140.5		233.3		34.7		698.3		82.7		781.0

		1997		219.1		16.4		132.3		220.7		40.8		629.2		69.9		699.1

		1998		197.0		14.7		121.2		250.6		55.3		638.9		-5.0		633.9

		1999		134.3		10.0		119.4		229.6		72.1		565.5		-58.6		506.8

		2000		172.6		12.9		115.0		231.6		74.0		606.2		-23.7		582.5

		2001		119.8		9.0		113.5		243.9		51.0		537.2		-0.6		536.6

		2002		104.0		7.8		110.9		254.2		46.6		523.5		-19.2		504.3

		GFCF: exclusive of VAT, at current prices

		Source : Central Statistics Office
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Sheet2

				Investment at Current Prices (€m)		Current Investment Index (A)		Consumer Price Index (B)		Real Investment Index (A/B x 100)

		1990		241.9		100		100		100

		1991		206.0		85		103		83

		1992		164.8		68		106		64

		1993		128.4		53		108		49

		1994		135.1		56		110		51

		1995		170.0		70		113		62

		1996		269.7		112		115		97

		1997		219.1		91		117		77

		1998		197.0		81		120		68

		1999		134.3		56		122		46

		2000		172.6		71		128		56

		2001		119.8		50		135		37

		2002		104.0		43		141		31
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Figure 3.2: Investment in Farm Buildings 1990 - 2002
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Figure 5.7: Volume Index of Intermediate Consumption in Fertilisers, 1990-2003
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Expenditure 2000-2006

				2000		2001		2002		2003		Total       2000 - 2003		2004		2005		2006		Total       2000 - 2006

		Southern and Eastern Region

		Projected Expenditure		21.519		19.456		15.396		13.254		69.625		11.688		7.201		4.335		92.849

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.053		4.710		10.392		15.155

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.3%		30.6%		78.4%		21.8%

		Border Midland and Western Region

		Projected Expenditure		18.410		18.780		19.160		19.530		75.880		19.930		20.330		20.730		136.870

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.100		4.669		10.228		14.997

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.5%		24.4%		52.4%		19.8%

		National

		Projected Expenditure		39.929		38.236		34.556		32.784		145.505		31.618		27.531		25.065		229.719

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.153		9.379		20.620		30.152

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.4%		27.1%		62.9%		20.7%





Exp 2000-2006 Graphs

		Southern and Eastern Region

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		Total       2000 - 2006

		Projected Expenditure		21.519		19.456		15.396		13.254		11.688		7.201		4.335		92.849

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.053		4.710		10.392

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.3%		30.6%		78.4%

		Border Midland and Western Region

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		Total       2000 - 2006

		Projected Expenditure		18.410		18.780		19.160		19.530		19.930		20.330		20.730		136.870

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.100		4.669		10.228

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.5%		24.4%		52.4%

		National

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		Total       2000 - 2006

		Projected Expenditure		39.929		38.236		34.556		32.784		31.618		27.531		25.065		229.719

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.153		9.379		20.620

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.4%		27.1%		62.9%
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Figure 4.4:  National Projected and Actual Expenditure 2000 - 2006
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				Baseline (1994 - 1999)		Mid-Term Target 2000 - 2003		Actual 2000 - 2003		Actual as % of Mid-Term Target		Target 2000 - 2006		Actual as % of 2000 - 2006 Target

		BMW Region

		Applications received		9,200		N/A		3,969		N/A		12,000		33%		1.30

		Applications approved		8,100		N/A		3,028		N/A		12,000		25%		1.48

		Grants paid		7,050		N/A		1,756		N/A		12,000		15%		1.70

		Waste storage capacity (million m3)		1.320		1.330		0.143		11%		1.897		8%		1.44

		Area of livestock housing (million m2)		0.540		0.540		0.580		107%		0.771		75%		1.43

		Fodder storage capacity (m3)		355,500		N/A		-		-		511,900		-		1.44

		Number of animals housed		250,000		252,000		-		-		360,000		-		1.44

		S&E Region

		Applications received		9,200		N/A		3,431		N/A		8,000		43%		0.87

		Applications approved		8,100		N/A		2,922		N/A		8,000		37%		0.99

		Grants paid		7,050		N/A		1,589		N/A		8,000		20%		1.13

		Waste storage capacity (million m3)		1.320		0.890		0.153		17%		1.265		12%		0.96

		Area of livestock housing (million m2)		0.540		0.360		0.150		42%		0.514		29%		0.95

		Fodder storage capacity (m3)		355,500		N/A		-		-		341,300		-		0.96

		Number of animals housed		250,000		168,000		-		-		240,000		-		0.96

		National (BMW + S&E)

		Applications received		18,400		N/A		7,400		N/A		20,000		37%

		Applications approved		16,200		N/A		5,950		N/A		20,000		30%

		Grants paid		14,100		N/A		3,345		N/A		20,000		17%

		Waste storage capacity (million m3)		2.640		2.220		0.296		13%		3.162		9%

		Area of livestock housing (million m2)		1.080		0.900		0.730		81%		1.285		57%

		Fodder storage capacity (m3)		711,000		N/A		-		-		853,200		-

		Number of animals housed		500,000		420,000		-		-		600,000		-
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Figure 5.6:  Number of Fish Kills Reported to the Central Fisheries Board 1986 - 2004
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Figure 4.1:  Fish Kills Reported to the Central Fisheries Board 1986 - 2003
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Figure 5.2:  S&E Region Projected and Actual Expenditure 2000 - 2006
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				2000		2001		2002		2003		Total       2000 - 2003		2004		2005		2006		Total       2000 - 2006

		Southern and Eastern Region

		Projected Expenditure		21.519		19.456		15.396		13.254		69.625		11.688		7.201		4.335		92.849

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.053		4.710		10.392		15.155

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.3%		30.6%		78.4%		21.8%

		Border Midland and Western Region

		Projected Expenditure		18.410		18.780		19.160		19.530		75.880		19.930		20.330		20.730		136.870

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.100		4.669		10.228		14.997

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.5%		24.4%		52.4%		19.8%

		National

		Projected Expenditure		39.929		38.236		34.556		32.784		145.505		31.618		27.531		25.065		229.719

		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.153		9.379		20.620		30.152

		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.4%		27.1%		62.9%		20.7%
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		Actual as % of Projected		0.0%		0.5%		24.4%		52.4%		41.1%

		National
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		Actual Expenditure		0.000		0.153		9.379		20.620		16.655
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Figure 5.4:  National Projected and Actual Expenditure 2000 - 2006
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		National
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		Projected Expenditure		39.929		38.236		34.556		32.784		31.618		27.531		25.065		229.719
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Figure 4.4:  National Projected and Actual Expenditure 2000 - 2006
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Figure 4.1: Investment in Farm Buildings 1975 - 2002
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L5

		Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF)  in Agriculture, 1975-2002

		(€m at current market prices)

		Year		Farm Buildings		Land Improvements		Transport Equipment		Ag. Machinery + Equipment		Other Equipment		Total (Excl. breeding Stock)		Breeding Stock		Total (Incl. breeding Stock)

		1975		32.6		10.4		14.9		44.4		14.7		117.1		-29.8		87.2

		1976		61.1		16.9		22.4		71.5		26.3		198.1		8.5		206.6

		1977		74.8		19.9		30.7		120.0		31.4		276.8		-2.2		274.6

		1978		80.4		24.8		43.2		146.4		21.1		315.8		8.3		324.0

		1979		140.8		30.1		46.2		150.8		30.2		398.2		-20.3		377.9

		1980		134.1		47.2		44.7		90.7		47.4		364.0		-52.3		311.7

		1981		147.2		54.0		57.4		108.7		50.2		417.4		22.5		439.8

		1982		121.4		62.7		49.5		100.6		50.2		384.4		20.8		405.2

		1983		77.3		57.4		45.8		101.1		57.4		339.0		5.8		344.9

		1984		45.5		72.8		55.2		109.6		59.7		342.7		13.6		356.3

		1985		44.4		43.4		63.0		125.5		59.7		336.0		12.1		348.0

		1986		31.2		39.2		78.5		109.8		53.5		312.2		-30.6		281.6

		1987		87.1		16.0		73.0		97.9		53.8		327.9		20.8		348.7

		1988		80.4		18.7		88.3		123.6		47.6		358.5		130.5		489.0

		1989		115.5		9.4		143.6		150.1		79.6		498.2		109.6		607.8

		1990		241.9		18.4		158.8		116.2		48.8		584.1		72.0		656.1

		1991		206.0		15.4		118.6		108.4		49.1		497.5		24.0		521.5

		1992		164.8		12.3		112.8		122.2		47.6		459.7		127.5		587.1

		1993		128.4		9.7		111.6		129.1		48.9		427.7		16.5		444.2

		1994		135.1		10.2		156.8		186.7		43.2		531.9		15.5		547.4

		1995		170.0		12.7		133.3		231.3		62.1		609.4		58.1		667.5

		1996		269.7		20.2		140.5		233.3		34.7		698.3		82.7		781.0

		1997		219.1		16.4		132.3		220.7		40.8		629.2		69.9		699.1

		1998		197.0		14.7		121.2		250.6		55.3		638.9		-5.0		633.9

		1999		134.3		10.0		119.4		229.6		72.1		565.5		-58.6		506.8

		2000		172.6		12.9		115.0		231.6		74.0		606.2		-23.7		582.5

		2001		119.8		9.0		113.5		243.9		51.0		537.2		-0.6		536.6

		2002		104.0		7.8		110.9		254.2		46.6		523.5		-19.2		504.3

		GFCF: exclusive of VAT, at current prices

		Source : Central Statistics Office
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		1999		134.3		10.0		119.4		229.6		72.1		565.5		-58.6		506.8

		2000		172.6		12.9		115.0		231.6		74.0		606.2		-23.7		582.5

		2001		119.8		9.0		113.5		243.9		51.0		537.2		-0.6		536.6

		2002		104.0		7.8		110.9		254.2		46.6		523.5		-19.2		504.3

		GFCF: exclusive of VAT, at current prices

		Source : Central Statistics Office
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Sheet2

				Investment at Current Prices (€m)		Current Investment Index         (A)		Consumer Price Index (B)		Real Investment Index (A/B x 100)

		1990		241.9		100		100		100

		1991		206.0		85		103		83

		1992		164.8		68		106		64

		1993		128.4		53		108		49

		1994		135.1		56		110		51

		1995		170.0		70		113		62

		1996		269.7		112		115		97

		1997		219.1		91		117		77

		1998		197.0		81		120		68

		1999		134.3		56		122		46

		2000		172.6		71		128		56

		2001		119.8		50		135		37

		2002		104.0		43		141		31
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Figure 3.2: Agricultural Investment Trends 1990 - 2002
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