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Résumé

L’agriculture péri-urbaine d’Ile-de-France est une agriculture performante qui, sous la pression de l’urbanisation tend à disparaître. Des acteurs publics (région et Etat) ont adopté une démarche d’audit patrimonial afin de les aider à orienter leur politique d’investissements agricoles. Cette analyse système-acteurs a mis en lumière les enjeux et les stratégies de l’agriculture péri-urbaine francilienne. La nécessité de négocier un contrat de qualité d’agriculture péri-urbaine à l’échelle régionale est apparue. Des expériences locales de gestion patrimoniale et des négociations à l’échelle régionale sont actuellement en cours en vue de poser les premières pierres de ce contrat.

Abstract
Paris’ near urban agriculture is, though its high productivity, currently declining under urban pressure. Some public authority decided to test a patrimonial audit process in order to help them for their investment policy. This analysis showed stakeholders strategies and the games played between them. It was brought out that a global quality of near urban agriculture contract has to be negociated. Based on growth of local projets, the whole necessary stakeholders will have to qualify and negociate tomorrow agriculture, before it is too late. Discussion are currently going on for building local experiments of patrimonial management and on a regional scale in order to initiate the contract.

The following lines expose the problem of Paris’ near urban agriculture and a new solving process : the patrimonial audit. After a theorical presentation, the results are detailed and then discussed.
Paris’ near urban agriculture : mainframe

A performing agriculture

Paris’ near urban agriculture produces vegetables, flowers and fruits in order to feed the inhabitants of Paris agglomeration. Traditionnaly issued of the « sub-urban green belt » around the town, its first role was to breed the parisian people. Thus, it developped a real know how in managing those productions and quality products. Some of them were famous, like « Plum Reine Claude of Chambourcy », or the « Fig of Argenteuil ».

Today, this agriculture is a highly productive one, using low surface and  much people using. It is still located near the town and use direct commercial circuits. This contrast with the second agricultural regional system (intensive farming system) producting corn, sugar beet on far from town and wide spaces. Table 1, shows the differences between the two systems.




Table 1 : balance sheet, (1996 figures [1]).

With only 10% of the Isle of France agricultural usefull surface, near urban agriculture insures about 35 % of the regional crop deliveries in value. This type of system represents only 14 % of the exploitations in number. Those figures show how near urban agriculture has a discreet but important place in the regional agricultural landscape. Moreover, the constraints of urbanity on the exploitation are important financiely speaking and socialy speaking.

Numerous problems

First of all is stealing and looting: equipment the amount was figured about 10 to 20 % of crops every year. Some farmers have also been endangered when they wanted to acces to some parcells.

Second is uncertainty on land. Farmers exploit a soil owned oftenly by numerous owners. For example, on Montesson (west of Paris), the 300 ha are owned by more than a thousand of peoplebecause of sucessive inheritages division. The price of those lands are high (10 to 25 F per square meter) and subject to speculation : the nearer the town is, the higher is the price. Owners wait for town coming next to their land to sell it at the best price. They can do this only if the land is destinated for buiding. Urbanism documents constaint this destination but the mayor of the community has the right to decide its change. So, farmers are submitted to a major uncertainty on land using today and tomorrow.

Third is traffic problems. Indeed, parcells are far from the main center of exploitation and generate long and difficult trips to reach them. In an urban context, agricultural equipment can’t circulate on the highways or high speed motorways. So farmers have to search for a low traffic route. This has a cost in time and use of equipment.

Four is the feelings and acts of urban people towards farmers. Agriculture means noise, smell, and ugliness of landscape. Everything urban people despise in their everyday life. Reproaches are often made and sometimes, complaints are deposited.

In order to reduce and attenuate those problems numerous policies have been built.

Agricultural policies in Isle of France

Firstevall, is the european policy, the common agricultural policy (CAP). The fruits and vegetables sector is one of the less protected one in the CAP. Its common market organisation provides a low subsidies rate and only to organised producers. The Isle of France doesn’t struck this structure because of social and cultural brakes. Indeed, the producers sell directly their products on markets or directly to customers and any organisation is for them a loss of margin because the quality of their product isn’t sufficiently recognised and paid on organised market even on the national market of Rungis. So, the Isle of France near urban farmers have a low rate of subsidies but keep their margins by short commercial circuits. So the european and the state policy, wich is made to help a hole sector (vegetables, fruits, flowers...), brings less in Isle of France than it does in other areas. Moreover, it is known that this sector is a particularly competitive one especcialy with south european countries for vegetables and fruits and Holland for flowers.

Then, to take into account those specific features, other policies have been developped to attenuate every external causes of unbalance in the sheet-balance of exploitations. A sectorial investment policy has been built to help producers to invest in fridges, tractors, shed... An other policy tries to reduce the expenses due robberies, weather...

Other policies are based on soil and zonation. Some areas are descripted like sensitive ones and must be protected by a way or another. We can quote the urbanism documents at different scales (regional, department, community). They are all prescriptive and produces right that can be opposed to anyone. They propose to share the land according their destination : building now or in the future, agricultural activity, industrial activity, urban parks...

Moreover, some specific areas have been identified regarding a special criterion. Numerous policies and tools have been developped on this concept. For example, the sensitive natural spaces aims to preserve and open to the public some representative and particularly sensitive spaces. It is a land tool to help public stakeholders to preserve some strategic spaces in urban tissue. Other policies leaded by the French state or some communities have developpment aims and freeze the destination of some spaces, including the agricultural activity. Those policies don’t take in account agriculture as being able to help to maintain a high level of quality of environnement.

Near urban agriculture becoming in question

The agricultural or urban policies are now trying to stop the fall of near urban agriculture. But the figures show that the crisis is still going on : 32 exploitations leave this kind of agriculture for only 1 arrival and land surface is becoming smaller and smaller as shows the table 2 below.



Table 2 : variation in % since 1988 to 1997 [2], [3]

So what is to do to help to maintain such an agriculture in our region ? The seeking of the answer was the meeting point between two public stakeholders : the french state through its regional service of agriculture and forest and the Isle of France regional council, the elected people council. It was decided to answer the question to study the terms of management of the near urban agriculture in the Isle of France region. The goals assigned to the process was first to describe the financial, human and technical target in term of quality of near urban agriculture the system is running now through the stakeholders strategies and behaviour. The way they could be commited in a solving process was the second aim of the audit. The third was to propose and design financial, technical and relationship tools to reach short, mid and long terms near urban agriculture quality aims. And lastly, the results of the approach should be known by the widest public that can be reached. A background target was to have quick results because numerous changes are to forecasted in French agricultural orientation law and in economic environnement with the european « 2000 Diary ».

A patrimonial audit was chosen as the best process fullfilling all the fore described targets. This approach by proposing a global and local point of view seems to us a usefull tool to solve the complex and numerous stakeholders problem we were facing. Moreover, this approach combining technical, economical and social levels in an readable way answered both requirants needs.

A theoritical introduction is now necessary before detailling the results of the patrimonial audit.

An interactive complex problem solving process : the audit patrimonial.

Main frame and concepts

The patrimonial audit is a complex problem solving process built in the 70’s by rural and forest engineers. It was first developped for natural ressources management implying numerous stakeholders. The forth coming description is based on Ollagnon works and papers [4]. A more detailled description is given in his paper included in this collection.

The differents concepts on wich the patrimonial audit is based on are at the first rank the quality concept. It must be understood more like a social built or an emerging property from suppliers and demanders from their environnement. It is resulting from a complex and implicit negociation from numerous stakeholders acting in a quality system. Quality builds itself as a whole by acts of stakeholders whose impact is simultaneously on a micro scale and a global scale wich is used to be called macro scale of the natural sphere and the relationships between the stakeholders. So quality is not given once for all but changes, evolute under pressure of natural system and acting system of stakeholders.This system is the eco-socio-system from where quality is rising. In it several acting system, in the acceptance given by Crozier and Friedman [5], can be recognised from its organisation, its constitution formal or not and its way of acting toward quality.

The quality management can be qualified and classified regarding three criteria : the ability to chose and maintain a state of quality, the ability to estimate the consequences of every simple act to its global results in a quality point of view through management rules. Lastly, the ability to renew the rules and the targets of quality by negociation.

At this point the heritage concept must be defined. It is the cluster of material and non material elements wich contribute to maintain and develop identity and autonomy of its holder in time and space by adaptation in an evolutive environnement [5]. It is a systemic notion driven by particular relationships, heritage relationships. Some of them are result targeted based on a aims, means, expected result scheme. The logical background of this heritage relationship is to maximise the investment / result efficiency. Another is meta functionnal relationships wich try to maximise the result by associating functions of the environnement (ecological, economical..). Lastly the identity relationship sets the natural environnement as a potential source of relationship system belonging. The target is to preserve the of the holder’s identity.

Several types or holders have been identified : it can be a single person who manage his inheritage in an appropriative frame. It can be a community of person (physical body or moral) considered as a sole acting unit in the public or private appropriative frame. The last type of holder is a society considered as a plurality of acting units. Action is thus one and plural because every unit acts in a negociated and global frame. It includes and goes over the public or private appropriative frame. Then, that way of acting is able to povide a heritage management fitted to trans-appropriative problems.

By today, four quality management modes have been checked. Two couples of criteria are used here to discrimine them : the ability of stakeholders to act in or out their acting system settles an open mode and an autarcic one. Then, the ability of stakeholder to treat the whole or only a part of the quality problem settles an unitary or a sectorised management mode. By crossing those two kind of criteria, four quality problem management modes are given :

- an unitary autarcic mode based on localy acting system with a large identity compound in the society management

- an open sectorised mode solves the quality problem only when it is big enough. The problems tend to become nationwide and their solutions are nation wide, sectorised and onlyin the public and private appropriation frame.

- an autarcic sectorised mode gives a local and sectorised solution in the strict appropriative frame.

- an unitary open mode provides solutions including local society and nationwide stakeholders acting together in a common and negociated high quality improvement. The appropriative limits are taken in account and exceeded to provide a entire response.

The patrimonial audit : steps of the process

The patrimonial audit is based on interviewes of stakeholders. An IDPA grid is used to analyse every interview. It draws the commun view of the problems and their solutions. I is for identification of the problem. It displays the problems and their acting situations. D is for the diagnosis given by the stakeholders on the way people act to solve the global problem and appreciate its efficiency regarding the quality problem. P is for prospective to show the way things can go on in the future. Several scenarii are proposed to underlined the stakeholders behavior and their consequences on the problem solving process. A is for acting. Acting solutions are given by the patrimonial auditor. They are proposed as a sufficient solution to solve the problem, by knowing they are not « ready to use » solutions for all them. Indeed, short, mid or long term, micro or macro scale, relationships, negociating or technical actions all taken to the bearings in terms of quality contribute to the global problem solution.

The grid is used to translate the interviews leaded by the patrimonial auditor. Two kind of stakeholders are interviewed regarding the scale they act. On the global scale of action (region or nation wide), the patrimonial approach call it macro scale. It is caracterised by a global approach of action and not directly acting on the quality generation process. This scale is usually related to administrations or regional representatives. The other scale of analysis is called micro because it is focused on the local quality generation process. The concerned stakeholders are proximity acting people, with local problems and way of acting.

Ethic statements

The patrimonial audit is a global change and solving process. It is backgrounded by ethic statements wich give a formal and explicit action frame for every stakeholders. Three points are systematically checked during an audit :

- the contract with the customer give the frame and the field of the audit. It signed by the customer, the patrimonial auditor and certification personn who would certify at last the conformity of the used process.

- the met stakeholders are informed of the conditions they are interviewed : name of the customer, aims and field of the process, confidentiality of the speakings and data.

- the process is certified after the audit in three ways : the customer satisfaction, the respect of the ethic statements and the quality of the process. The auditor is also certified by his peers. Only a certified auditor can lead a patrimonial audit.

All those statements have been set to negociate a good contract with the customer and all the stakeholders They are completed by three principles wich favoured the constitution of a community of thinking and solving process. First is to reenforce everyone identity to pass good contracts with all, second is to foresee an organisation and relationships vulnerable to non-commitment, to raise up commitment, and third is to bet on positive motivations in order to raise up desire more than constraints especially by accepting the diversity of langages.

The patrimonial audit of conditions and means for Paris’ near urban agriculture management

Means and aims

This patrimonial audit was leaded by a third year National Agronomic Institute of Paris Grignon student specially trained to this methodology. The aim was to give to the customers (State of France and Isle of France regional council) a strategic and mid term point of view about the peri-urban agriculture problem. The openly told background was to know how policies (public and private) could be revised in order to maintain an agricultural activity around the town of Paris. To answer this question, it is relevant to qualify the expected near urban agriculture and the way everyone can go through.

The audit was completed in 6 months, from April to September 1998. 77 stakeholders were interviewed during this period : 43 in the macro step and 34 in the micro steps. Only two micro agricultural regions were chosen after the macro step in order to ligthen the macro analysis. For budget and short-time reasons, we can’t have a third one. They were due to be representative of different situations of agricultural activity under high urban contraint. The map beyond locates Vernouillet and Montesson the two chosen regions in the west of Paris. Montesson is one of the highly productive and threatened region of salad. On Vernouillet, a resident association is leading an experiment in order to maintain an agricultural activity.

The budget of this audit was 30 000 F for the 6 months period.

Results

The main results are reported under the IDPA grid and from the micro-macro synthesis.

For the problem identification, every cluster of stakeholder has is own view of the problem. The farmers is at grips with problems he can’t solve by himself : crops looting, garbages, soil uncertainty... He is the onlyone to undergo those constraints in a more and more competitive environnement. The mayor is the local power but the problems are above his action abilities. The inhabitants are taken in a paradoxal feeling : they want open spaces but contribute to reduce them by building new houses. The land owners see the quotation of their possession escaping from their decision because of planification. Uncertainty on land is high and its value as a consequence falls. Then, public stakeholders (State of France and councils) are aware of the problem but can do anything because of its acting partition and commitment in local decision. Lastly, the fitting stakeholders and land operators act in an urbanistic way of thinking : their policies, proceedings and goals are purely for urban developpement. Near urban agricultural spaces are considered as to be built or to be fit in leisure spaces. 

By reviewing the stakeholders approaches, the problem of near urban agriculture seems to translate the unability of both society and urban  to take in account and manage near urban areas quality. The partitionned action also contributes to build different realities with no bridges between except lack of understanding and mistrust. 

Four ideas to qualify near urban agriculture have been pointed out :

- it is an economic activity

- it is also a land reserve for urban building. This space is shrinking from year to year (see table 2).




- it is a territory fitting tool for regional and national stakeholders known as the green belt of the town

- it is a physically and socialy empty space that is conquested and stettled under non common rules : looting of crops, illegal settlements...

Diagnosis

The main fact is that the global and local levels of management are completly separated. This situation generates a high level of incoherence and contradiction for everybody. Sometimes, local actions tries to moderate those decision but the result is often low and unknown. It was notice that the politician were not commited in the problem solving. No negociated documents or contracts between local and global

stakeholder exists.

The urbanism documents are aimed for planification not for management and often produces margin illomened effects on the territory. Moreover, they generate non commitment from the local stakeholders. This reinforce the local and global separation fore mentionned (see fig 1 above).

Lastly, it was noticed that there was no place or events for the stakeholders meeting to discuss and negociate a project for near urban agricultural spaces. They are only an object of study not an acting and commitment space.

Prospective

Three scenarii have been built on contrasted stakeholders strategies.

The first is the negative one : planification policies will hold on. There will be less and less agriculture in our region. Every space will be owned by the public authorities untill its own financial capacities would be reached. Then the problem should be solved because illomed effects would threaten near urban agriculture .

The trendeous one says that the land shrinking will go on although the awareness of the problem will be effective. The different functions of agriculture will be included in the Isle of France  near urban agriculture. But the policies won’t be able to into account the wholeness of the problem and treat it as a hole and plural.

Lastly, the positive scenario sets that near urban agriculture creates a local anchorage point for the society. By its integration in every urban fields, it will be the support for re-cration of relationships between men and urban territories. Local and global stakeholders would also have to build new relationships together in a negociated management frame. Reciprocal opportunities will be discovered by Paris agglomeration and its near urban agriculture. Then, the city won’t be the same by integrating agriculture and vice versa.

Propositions

The audit brought up several tracks to be worked out. The first one to be in condition to solve Paris’ near urban agriculture problem as a whole and through separate policies. The goal is to improve the global quality through a common quality management. It means to find out relationships and technical solutions.

The global frame proposed by the audit was to negociate a patrimonial contract of quality of Paris’ near urban agriculture. This contract between all the quality suppliers and demanders would not be a planification document for some areas. It should help to build a common view of the problem. More than one contract, there could be a global one taking giving coherence to global suppliers and demanders of quality. Then a negociated way of acting, specifying the common action, the own action and the non action fields for every stakeholders could take place.




Local stakeholders could build projects which have to be supported. Proceedings and policies would have to be improved to help them at the best collective price.

The audit has also detailled the necessity of having a structure to complete this process safely. A politic institution has been asked by every stakeholders. A mixing of the three elected councils (region, department, community) has been proposed. This decisional college would be completed by a consultative one where the living forces of near urban agriculture could be represented (associations, scientists...). Lastly, a helping team would insure the whole process management. Fig 2 shows the aimed system.

To help reaching the aimed system, the audit proposed technical and relationship solutions.

The first is to organise local and global stakeholders meeting. Currently, both are in a mistrust and avoiding mood. A trusting and solving oriented attitude should be reach between the local and global stakeholders. A common langage and rules would be build through everyday problems solving process. From this dialogue between the two levels can sort out global solution for crucial problems like land owning and the uncertainty holding over, security problems for crops and persons, nomadism...

But, it was also pointed out that the politicians commitment was a key factor for solving near urban agriculture problem. They are strategic stakeholders in quality management because they have the decisionnal power. A new role of politics can consist in building and bringing territory projects. The conditions for the raising of such a role are not today joined together. Actions should be done to reach this situation.

Some technical proposition have been made :

- for security and crops looting, some conservative actions must be taken with a commitment of the police services on a regional and local area. A mutualisation of risk could be also built in order to prevent critical losses by the farmers. Different destination of pracells could be tested : the most exposed are non productive and easy to reach but the productive ones are difficult to reach and more protected. This system could be accompagnied by a financial circuit.

- for land owning and uncertainty weighing on it. Different solutions have been proposed. First, for parcells wich need to be protected because of a too high urban pressure, a direct and public buying can be the solution. Those solutions should be improved with a fitted financial circuit. An other solution could be zones free of taxes to promote agriculture [7]. Some ideas should be found to allow the speculations functions in an improving quality way, no more based on a potential destination, but on the global quality of the soil. A new patrimonial land market could raise up in order to help to maintain open spaces, near urban agriculture could settle and produce.

- for environnement and the nature urban demand. Urban people don’t want to forget their rural roots and need nature. This luxus of northen country has to see with living being and deep representation. To maintain the organic bind between man and its environnement, training, formation and experience are one way to improve. Urban life implies a change in our representations of nature and rural life.This change is a major one because its commitment is for a long time, on the generation scale. The main stake of Paris’ near urban agriculture is there. For instance, pedagogic farms must be developped, fruit and vegetable picking could be generalised and in he same way, the family garden (see also, the social improvement, beyond).

- for the social improvement. An other way mutual benefits can be found is in the social help field. Near urban agriculture could be a new social solidarity field of experiment. Family garden are an historical one. They were given to workers to improve their everyday meals in the 30’s. But new scheme could be build to help to solve social problems. All these actions would need specific people half farmer and half animator and could create new jobs.

Discussion on the results

The results given by the audit are very positive. Indeed, the goals assigned were fullfilled. Paris’ near urban agriculture problem is now in a solving phase. The strategic and prospective approach is shared by the macro and micro stakeholders. A recent conference in Vernouillet, showed the impact of such a process. The mayor wants to recruit in 1999 someone to be the local help for near urban agricultural problems on his community. Some of the macro stakeholders agreed this proceeding and would help the mayor to build an experiment for three years. Then, it will stop and the results would be discussed. This operation is the first step for the patrimonial contract and its negociation.

The audit was also presented to the macro stakeholder. An advice from the regional social and economic council should take into account a great part of the audit’s conclusion. The regional agricultural professional association is also ready to experiment new way of farming in near urban spaces. The region council and the State of France are now in discussion for the 2000 - 2006 planning contract. Near urban agriculture would be mentionned.

The audit shows how the stakeholders system was functionning by now. The background rules brought out by the common agricultural policy (CAP) and the new agricultural orientation law are changing. But after the audit, the stakeholders have now hope and projects. Things can be done with the cooperation of all. It was sorted out that the solutions of an agricultural problem were no more in the agricultural word but out. The awareness of this shall take some time in everybody’s mind but it is going on.

But one can be dissapointed because the audit has not given the solution of Paris’ near urban agriculture. Such a process does not give « ready to use » solutions. For such complex problem like the one we are working on, the solutions are not directly deductable from the diagnosis. A carefull analysis of the stakeholders, their strategies and the global approach are necessary to find out steps of change. The audit was not assigned to solve the problem but put it in a common understandable and solvable way. Now, we have to build the whole negociation and then translate ideas in acts.

So the major stake for the next century is to find out how, we, men and women, today and tomorrow can take into account the quality of environnement. To raise this challenge the patrimonial concept seems to be a first step in this new field of research.

Conclusion

The patrimonial audit is very efficient and performing process to analyse and solve complex problems like Paris’ near urban agriculture. The main results of the audit were that the planification mode can not take into account the quality of near urban territories and its agriculture. The solutions are searched however today in that way although alternative experiments of territory management are going on. The lack of dialogue between the global and the local stakeholders was pointed out as a main problem.

The key factor to improve Paris’ near urban agriculture’s quality is to negociate a patrimonial contract about its quality management. In order to start the process, a new structure composed of a decisionnal, a consultative colleges and a helping team have to be brought out. A new Paris’near urban agriculture is born, no so different from the past one, but significantly different. Perhaps a planet gardened one ?

Sustainable developpment give us the long term goal and the patrimonial audit give us the keys to live by taking into account throught our patrimoniality the quality of life we want to have for us and our children. This approach feeds back the sustainable concept and give us to think about it especially by confronting it to action. Planet gardening invite us to pace the road between ideas and action in the constant dialogue through negociation.
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Fig 1 : today’s acting system for Paris’ near urban agriculture
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Fig 2 : tomorrow’s aimed acting system for Paris’ near urban agriculture
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