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1. Introduction

Populations of large predatory species such as the
wolf (Canis lupus), brown bear (Ursus arctos) and lynx
(Lynx lynx) are recovering in Europe (Chapron et al.,
2014). Increases in numbers and densities are associ-
ated with expansions of their ranges. Their presence
has recently been reported in areas where they had
been absent for decades (Boitani, 2018), often result-
ing in predation on livestock if this is not adequately
protected (Naughton-Treves et al., 2003). Wolves, in
particular, have shown a significant increase in their
range in many European countries. In areas of recent
wolf recolonisation, where prevention measures are
not used, livestock quickly becomes vulnerable prey.

Compensation programmes for economic losses
due to depredation are in place in most European
countries (Fourli, 1999; Gervasi et al., submitted), but
are commonly perceived as insufficient for mitigating
the impact of large carnivores on livestock produc-
tion (Bautista et al., 2019). Compensation schemes
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are often linked to the use of prevention measures
(Fourli, 1999), even though the eftectiveness of such
tools has not been adequately assessed (Eklund et al.,
2017). Moreover, an important social component ap-
pears to be systematically underestimated: the will-
ingness of farmers to adopt prevention measures and
their associated costs (Widman et al., 2019). In areas
where large carnivores have always been present, the
use of damage prevention measures to protect live-
stock 1is considered part of the farm productivity sys-
tem. However, in areas of recent recolonisation, farm-
ers may not be prepared to protect their animals and
the inclusion of damage prevention measures in the
husbandry system may imply modifications that sig-
nificantly impact productivity (Widman et al., 2019).

In order to provide assistance to farmers and thus
increase their tolerance of protected large carnivores
in areas of recent recolonisation, the European Com-
mission has funded a number of projects to support
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A focus group with livestock breeders in Grosseto Province.

the improvement of management practices (Salvatori
and Mertens, 2012). Although a range of preventive
measures have been used to decrease the impact of
depredation, no single method fits all situations and
approaches usually have to be adapted to local condi-
tions (Shivik, 2006; Eklund et al., 2017).

In central Italy, wolves have increased in density
and expanded their range to the lowlands, being in-
creasingly reported in coastal areas (Galaverni et al.,
2016; Lucchesi et al., 2019). The impacts of wolf pre-
dation on small-scale, semi-extensive farming systems
have been increasing in the last decade and compen-
sation programmes have proven unsatisfactory (Mari-
no et al., 2016).

The coexistence of wolves and agricultural activ-
ities is a complex and challenging issue, made even
more difficult to address as the extensive grazing
sheep milk sector already faces serious market diffi-
culties in many European countries. Sheep and goat
production plays a marginal role in the agricultural
economy of Italy, representing just over 1% of the to-
tal value of national agricultural production (ISMEA,
2018). The survival of livestock is, however, crucial
for its social and environmental functions in specif-
ic areas where other productive activities would not
be possible. The sheep milk supply chain at national
and local levels is currently facing a market crisis, ac-
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centuated over the years by contingent health issues,
economic-monetary factors, the decrease in domestic
consumption and the collapse in exports for some va-
rieties of cheese (ISMEA, 2020).

Among small-scale producers, the breeding phase
1s structurally the weakest step in this supply chain,
in terms of both contractual relationships with the
processing phase and exposure to market fluctuations,
as it requires a considerable investment of energy and
resources and is vulnerable to environmental and
ecological factors, such as the presence of predators
and availability of fodder. In Tuscany, there are sev-
eral complex problems associated with the eftects of’
climate change on the costs and availability of pas-
ture and preserved fodder as well as on production
performance, and with the overall market difficulties
of products derived from sheep’s milk (pecorino), cul-
minating in the termination of numerous milk supply
contracts by some important processing companies
operating in the Region (ISMEA, 2019). It 1s against
this backdrop that in recent decades Tuscan breeders
have had to deal with the presence of the wolf and the
impact it has on production. Tackling these issues ef-
tectively calls for a multi-actor, multi-sector approach
developed in a multi-step mode, with each step envis-
aging consultation and information phases.
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With the aim of decreasing the negative impacts of
wolves on livestock farming, as part of the LIFE!
Med-Wolf project (IEA, 2018) we implemented dam-
age prevention measures in an area of central Italy
where wolf density had recently increased and as-
sessed: (1) the effectiveness of the implemented meas-
ures; and (2) the costs of their implementation at a
model small-scale, extensive sheep farm.We anticipat-
ed that shared responsibility through participatory
processes and active involvement of the affected party
would increase the quality of implementation and the
information needed to obtain results that could be
used for guiding future management policies. We
therefore organised a series of events targeting differ-
ent audiences but made sure that results and planning
were always shared with the farmers involved in the
project.

2. Background: LIFE MedWolf project

The LIFE MedWolf! project, which ran from
2012 to 2017, aimed at mitigating the impact of the
wolf on livestock production through the implemen-
tation of preventive measures as a tool to increase the
tolerance of farmers for this species in two areas with
a Mediterranean environment. The wolf is protected
in both Italy and Portugal and its populations in these
countries are expanding into areas where they have
been absent for decades. The two project sites, the
province of Grosseto in central Italy and the districts
of Guarda and Castelo Branco in north-east Portugal,
are dominated by semi-agricultural landscapes, where
productive activities represent a significant share of
the local economies. The presence of a top predator
such as the wolf in these areas is associated with sig-

Application of Multi Criteria Decision Making approach with different stakeholders in Grosseto province.

! http://www.medwolf.eu/
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nificant impacts on farmers because common hus-
bandry practices, such as extensive and semi-extensive
grazing in small pastures, leave livestock vulnerable to
predation.

The project aimed to share experience and knowl-
edge of damage prevention measures from all over
Europe and beyond; establish partnerships with the
rural sector; empower selected holdings in manage-
ment of entrepreneurial activities linked to damage
prevention and livestock management; and optimise
management efforts through identification of poten-
tial areas for expansion.To reach these objectives, sev-
eral actions were implemented in order to: (1) train
the local actors involved; (2) implement damage pre-
vention measures following evidence-based criteria;
and (3) assess the effectiveness of the implemented
actions.

Each step was developed with an effort to adopt a
participatory approach that empowered the different
stakeholders, making them aware of their responsibil-
ities. One of the major characteristics of the project in
Grosseto was its shared responsibility approach,
whereby project partners from environmental associ-
ations, agricultural unions and local authorities all re-
ceived funds for the implementation of some actions
and decisions were taken collectively. This was a novel
approach, with intra-sectoral collaboration leading to
agreement on what activities to implement or how to
modify planned interventions.

Social aspects that contribute to conflict ought not
to be underestimated and we therefore held many
meetings and participatory events that were well-
regarded by participants. In this article, we describe
the stepwise process used in Grosseto and estimate
the costs of adopting damage prevention measures in
the province.

The province of Grosseto (mainland 4,479 km?) is
located in the southernmost part of Tuscany, central
[taly (Fig. 1). The landscape consists largely of rolling
hills at an average altitude of 235m (+225) above sea
level. Around 54% of the province is used for agri-
culture, with mainly broad-leaved forests covering
an additional 43%. The average human density is
about 50 inhabitants/km? (ISTAT, 2013). Livestock
production is an important economic activity: in
2013 there were an estimated 3,300 active livestock
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Fig. 1 The province of Grosseto, Italy.

owners (BDN, 2013). Sheep are by far the most nu-
merous species of livestock in the province, with
48.1 head/km?, followed by cattle (5.9 head/km?),
equines (1.2 head/km?) and goats (0.54 head/km?)
(BDN, 2013). Reflecting the general trend of decline
of the sheep breeding sector, the number of sheep
owners has decreased by 3.6% (£1.1) and the num-
ber of sheep produced by 2.0% (£2.3) per annum
since 2006 (BDN 2013).

Wolves began re-colonising Grosseto in the ear-
ly 1980s (Boitani and Ciucci, 1993), having been
nearly eradicated by the late 1960s (Cagnolaro et al.,
1974, A survey in 2013—-2014 estimated there to be
a minimum of 13 packs in the area, while in 2017
the estimate rose to 22—24 packs (Ricci et al., 2018;
Salvatori et al., 2019). They feed on locally abundant
roe deer (Capreolus capreolus) and wild boar (Sus scrofa)
as well as livestock, mostly sheep, which represent a
secondary item in their diet (Bargagli, 2006).

The LIFE MedWolf project foresaw the imple-
mentation of damage prevention measures in Gros-
seto that had already been adopted in other parts of
Italy and elsewhere in Europe (Salvatori and Mertens,
2012). The main tool were mobile electric fences at
least 1.2m in height, which have proven eftective in
significantly reducing damage in different contexts of
pasture grazing (Wam et al., 2004).The approach con-
sisted of a series of steps to allow the implementation
and evaluation of measures. In order to increase up-
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take and empower interested stakeholders, we made
the process flexible and included the possibility of
modifying technical details (Fig. 2). The methodology
for each step 1s described in detail below.

Step 1 Preliminary assessment

In order to define criteria for selecting beneficiar-
ies of damage prevention measures, we analysed the
context with regard to the dynamics (level and loca-
tion) of wolf attacks on livestock. Data covering the
period 2007—2013 were collected from administra-

Step 1

Preliminary assessment

Assessment of most suitable measure

Step 3

Step 4

Implementation of measures

Step 5 Evaluation of eftectiveness

Step 6 Evaluation of costs

A

ey:

With stakeholder consultation/participation

tive offices involved in damage compensation and
assessment, such as the National Health Service Veter-
inaries, the provincial office for rural development,
mayors and a local Consortium (step 1a).

To collect information on the perceptions and in-
terests of farmers, we then organised a series of focus
groups (step 1b). We also conducted a total of 150
face-to-face interviews (step 1c¢) with a random sam-
ple of 134 sheep owners with >50 head of sheep se-
lected from a total of 1,094 sheep farms in the prov-
ince, in proportion to their distribution at the

a Official damage data collection

a Call for expressions of interest

b Criteria for selection, ranking
¢ Visit to selected beneficiaries

a Technical assessment

a Purchase of material

¢ Support for correct use and implementation

(including additional input for problem solving)
d Monitoring implementation

a Before/after comparison

b Treatment /control comparison

a Desk analysis

Mainly authorities’ contribution

Mainly project partners’ contribution

Fig. 2 Shared responsibility and contributions of different actors in each step of the LIFE MedWolf project implementation process

in the province of Grosseto.
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municipal scale, and 16 sheep owners who had de-
clared recurrent damages (>6) during the period
2007-2012 (Ricci, 2013).

Step 2 Selection of beneficiaries

To have a longlist of potential beneficiaries to se-
lect from, and to make sure we were not imposing
any interventions, we opened a call for expressions of
interest in receiving damage prevention measures
(step 2a). Criteria for selection were based on: loca-
tion with respect to areas where damage in the previ-
ous five years was relatively frequent; number of head,
and previous attacks suffered. A total of 201 expres-
sions of interest were received and ranked according
to the set criteria (step 2b). Starting with the highest
ranking, farmers were visited individually by techni-
cians with long-term experience of setting up dam-
age prevention measures in order to assess their will-
ingness to take part in the project and to decide
together what could be the best solution for their
husbandry system (step 2c).

Step 3 Assessment of most suitable

measures:

As their successful implementation would be high-
ly dependent on the capacity of farmers to include
new measures in their current livestock management
system, we opted for an approach that would allow
them to be tailored to farmers’ needs. To this aim,
technicians evaluated the feasibility of implementing
different measures (step 3a) — mobile electric fences,
fixed fences and livestock guarding dogs (LGDs) —
and interviewed potential beneficiaries, who were in-
formed of the pros and cons of each measure, as well
as providing their input for selecting the most suitable
measures for each specific situation (step 3b). In order
to include as many farmers as possible, support was
limited to €2,500 per farm.

Step 4 Implementation of measures

Once the best suited measures were identified,
project partners (farmers’ unions) purchased the ma-
terial needed (step 4a). All selected farmers agreed to
contribute to the installation of the selected measures,
with economic resources and/or with their own la-
bour, and signed an agreement that implied a com-
mitment to use and maintain in good condition the
material received for at least five years after the pro-
ject’s end (step 4b).
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Monitoring livestock guarding dog behaviour. (Photo: L. Vilemi)

Implementation of LGDs was supported through
technical assistance (behavioural, health and sanitary as-
pects) until dogs reached 18—20 months of age and
could be considered self-sufficient and worked inde-
pendently. Technical assistance was also provided for
fence construction and, if necessary, additional interven-
tions were made to rectify unforeseen problems (step
4¢). After implementation, farms were visited every six
months to monitor correct use of the measures using a
structured questionnaire for evaluating elements essen-
tial to their proper functionality (step 4d).

Step 5 Evaluation of effectiveness

The effectiveness of damage prevention measures
was assessed by project staff using two complementa-
ry approaches: a before-after comparison and a treat-
ment-control comparison (see Rigg et al., 2019 in
CDPrnews issue 18). For the former, data were collect-
ed through interviews and official statistics of damage
suffered at farms that received prevention measures
from the project only (step 5a), while the latter was
performed through an experimental approach requir-
ing the inclusion of a control sample of farms that did
not receive prevention measures, located within 5 km
of farms with project measures (step 5b). This buffer
was considered to be within the size range of an aver-
age wolf pack’s territory (Ricci et al., 2018).

A comparison of attacks suffered at 103 control and
50 treatment farms was made for the period from July
2016 to July 2017. Both treatment and control farms
were visited after an attack in order to collect data that
would allow the characterisation of circumstances in
which it occurred. A structured questionnaire was used,
with questions aimed at collecting information on the
circumstances of attacks and any other attacks that had
not been officially reported. We also interviewed farm-
ers in order to assess the degree of satisfaction of those
who had received damage prevention measures within
the project (n = 62) and who had implemented them
through other means (n = 101).
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Checking use and status of installed fences.

Step 6 Evaluation of costs
Through a shared approach among the various pro-
ject partners, we identified the main eftects of wolf
presence? on farms (step 6a). In order to obtain infor-
mation related to the main additional costs and/or
losses, a questionnaire was prepared and tested at two
farms before administering it to a sample of 20 farm-
ers. This sample was selected taking into considera-
tion a set of variables (location, flock size, member-
ship of union organisation) as well as the willingness
of farmers to participate in the survey (step 6b). Final-
ly, a focus group of ten farmers was convened to eval-
uate the costs associated with the adoption of damage
prevention measures at a typical farm in Grosseto
(step 6¢). Amortisation was calculated using reference
values from the National Farming Data Network
(FADN) managed by CREA.

Throughout its implementation, a series of meet-
ings was organised to provide farmers with updates

(Photo: LIFE Medblf)

on how the project was progressing. In November
2017, a final symposium and a thematic meeting were
organised to present the results to those farmers who
took part in the project and to the general public in
Grosseto and beyond. In April 2019, a thematic work-
shop on rural development programmes (RDPs) was
also held as part of a training action where results of
the project were presented.

5. Results

Step 1 Preliminary assessment

Data collected showed that most livestock hold-
ings were managed in an extensive manner, often on
rough terrain. Interviews revealed that most livestock
owners were engaged in many other activities, as pro-
moted by RDPs. Information gathered showed that
dairy production is the main productive line in Gros-
seto, sheep flocks are split into different productive

2 The need to identify a shared analysis path stems from the fact that it was decided not to use the data collection methodology of Farm Accountancy
Data Network (FADN) because it would have been necessary to have an ex-ante situation (before the introduction of prevention measures) with
which to compare the ex-post situation (following the introduction of prevention measures) and we had no funds available for technicians to collect

such data at the selected farms.
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Fig. 3 Spatial distribution of farms that claimed compensation for damage by wolves (red dots) and farms with at least 50 sheep

(blue dots) in the province of Grosseto. Grey shading shows the density of damage claims using Kernel Density Estimation.

groups and usually milked at the holding premises
twice a day (76 % of interviewees).

The landscape and terrain in Grosseto usually al-
lowed grazing areas to be close enough to holdings
for flocks to be returned to farms at night. However,
most farms did not have appropriate night shelters for
their sheep (97% of interviewees reported having
1 m high fences), thus farmers reported high levels of
stress and difficulty to rest at night due to the per-
ceived risk of attack (74 % reported having suftered
attacks at night, often not far from their holdings).
Most interviewees (68 %) expressed a willingness to
receive damage prevention measures.

According to ofticial damage statistics, attacks were
mainly concentrated in the east and southeast of the
province (Fig. 3). The damage compensation system
at the time of our survey (in 2012—2013) was insur-
ance-based, but our results showed that less than 4%
of farmers in the province had insurance. This implies
that damage often went unreported (Marino et al.,
2016).
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Step 2 Selection of beneficiaries

A total of 201 expressions of interest were received
and a final ranked list was produced according to the
set criteria.Visits were made to the 70 highest ranked
farms, of whom only six declined the ofter to be in-
cluded in the project after having been fully informed
of the conditions and responsibilities.

Step 3 Assessment of most suitable

measure

During the preliminary assessment, most farmers
had deemed mobile electric fences as unsuitable for
their management systems. After consultation with
interested farmers, we therefore opted for tools that
were easiest to implement and did not require high
levels of maintenance, such as fixed metal fences and
fixed electric or mixed fences to be used as night shel-
ters. The project also included the implementation of
at least 20 LGDs in the area. We thus engaged in a
consultation phase with the European Commission
and asked permission to modify the planned activities
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in their technical implementation and allow for con-
struction of fixed night enclosures, which were more
suitable for the project area, rather than mobile elec-
tric fences as originally planned.

Step 4 Implementation of measures

The resources available after obtaining permission
from the European Commission allowed the project
to provide 86 farms with fences, LGDs or both. A
total of 79 fences and 54 LGDs were implemented
(Table 1).

Table 1 Damage prevention measures implemented
at 86 farms in the province of Grosseto through the
LIFE MedWolf project.

No. of interventions

Fences
59 69
LGDs
19 39
Fences and LGDs
8 10 fences, 15 LGDs
Total
86 133 (79 fences + 54 LGDs)

Step 5 Evaluation of effectiveness

The before-after-control-impact (BACI) analysis
found a significant decrease in damage suffered by
farms (—47 % attacks and —50% animals killed) after
the adoption of prevention measures. We recorded a
total of 139 depredation events between July 2016
and July 2017, 67 % of them at control farms versus
33% at treatment farms. The difference between the
two groups was greater if the temporal eftect is con-
sidered: of 32 attacks that occurred at night, 81 % oc-
curred at control farms and only 19% at treatment
farms (Fig. 4). Moreover, the number of animals killed
per attack at night was significantly lower at treatment
farms than at control ones (W = 2427, p-value =
0.0398).

Interviews to assess level of satisfaction revealed
that fences were judged a valid tool to reduce depre-
dation risk by 81% of respondents (n = 162), while
LGDs were evaluated positively by 74 % of interview-
ees. Notwithstanding this high rate of satisfaction,
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over 60% of interviewees reported that having dam-
age prevention measures was assoclated with addi-
tional work for livestock management.

80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Day Night

B Control Farms Treatment Farms

Fig. 4 Number of reported attacks on livestock by wolves at
control and treatment farms during the survey period (n=139).

Step 6. Evaluation of costs

Interviews revealed great diversity not only among
farms in terms of productive structure and husbandry,
but also among farmers regarding their perceptions of
wolf presence, of problems related to this, of the diffi-
culties to be faced and of the adoption of difterent
actions and solutions (the typology and use of damage
prevention methods), with a variety of changes in
management approaches and cost implications.

According to the findings of the focus group, a
typical sheep farm in Grosseto was described as hav-
ing the following general characteristics: family-run,
with an average of one or at most two full time equiv-
alent working units; relying primarily on owned land
and secondarily rented, but also on other areas for
grazing flocks; specialised in sheep breeding (especial-
ly dairy), with 300—400 head and selling milk to a
processing cooperative; using part of the production
for re-use and/or self-consumption; in addition to
pastures and fodder, to a lesser extent there are also
other productive activities (e.g. cereals, wine, olives),
but rarely extra-agricultural activities; it uses the aid
of the 1% pillar of the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) but scarcely activates the investments measures
offered by RDPs; for protection from wolves the use
of three fences (with a total of 600 linear metres) and
7—8 LGDs (costs for maintenance and recovery) was
considered adequate.
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Interviews with farmers to assess perception and satisfaction.

For a typical farm as described above, the estimate
of costs for the adoption and maintenance of damage
prevention measures such as fixed metal fences and
LGDs ranged from 43 to 54 euros per head per year.
[t is important to note that 52 % of the costs were due
to the additional workload, represented mainly by
family labour (Fig. 5).

Meetings and workshops were well-attended. Of
the 86 farmers who received our damage prevention
measures, at least 35 always attended the project meet-
ings. The final international symposium had over 250
registered attendants. More than 25 farmers attended
the thematic workshop on RDPs.

6. Discussion

The LIFE MedWolf project represented the first
integrated attempt to respond to real problems that
sheep farmers have to face as a consequence of wolf
presence in a rural area of Tuscany. In order to max-
imise its effectiveness, we adopted the best available
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technical tools in conjunction with continuous con-
sultation and participatory approaches. In particular,
we focused on:

1. Identifying tailored solutions adapted to the di-
versity of characteristics and management systems
of individual farms, stressing the ad-hoc approach
and impossibility to adopt a one-size-fits-all solu-
tion imposed top-down;

Fences depreciation
Feed, hay, supplements
Veterinary costs for sheep
Dogs depreciation

B Feeding for dogs

W Veterinary costs for dogs

I Additional work for fences
and LGDs management

Fig. 5 Cost estimation for adoption and maintenance of
damage prevention measures (three fences and 7-8 livestock
guarding dogs) at a typical farm in Grosseto.
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1. 2. 3.
WHAT TO IMPLEMENT ——*> WHERE TO FOCUS - HOW TO ADAPT
THE EFFORT
6. 5. 4.
ASSESS EFFICACY/COST < MONITOR <——  WHOMTO ADDRESS
EFFECTIVENESS IMPLEMENTATION

Fig. 6 Workflow adopted in the implementation of the LIFE MedWolf project in Grosseto, Italy.

2. Using a cost analysis methodology to estimate the
economic impact of adopting measures to reduce
livestock losses to wolf depredation.

For the damage prevention implementation phase,
we deemed it fundamental to involve the interested
parties at different levels (beneficiaries of damage pre-
vention measures, farmers’ unions and public author-
ities involved in carnivore damage management) from
the early stages of project development, and to care-
fully plan each step of selection, implementation and
evaluation as the local social context needed to be
taken into account using robust evaluation of results.

Each step allowed identification of the most suita-
ble solutions taking into account both environmental
variability and productive characteristics of the farms
involved (Fig. 6). This approach allowed a set of tai-
lored solutions to be designed together with each in-
dividual farmer in order to meet their specific needs,
thus optimising the damage prevention tools used.
This process required a high level of flexibility, with
the re-design of planned intervention approved by
the European Commission and the request of over 50
modifications to the approved budget.

We also needed to hire specialist professionals who
could satisty individual requests in a relatively short
time. For the cost estimate process, we started with a
brainstorming session and progressed with a series of
steps that involved sharing results and collaborative
planning. Each step led to the development of refer-
ence conditions that were used to identify the most
suitable working paths. We adapted the methodology
to the situation at hand and modified what was orig-
inally planned. In fact, the interviews allowed us to
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record perceptions, opinions and attitudes that in part
could have been predicted but which could have been
underestimated or ignored, and revealed strong varia-
tion among farms (in structure and breeding typolo-
gy), farmers (perceptions of the problem, actions tak-
en and solutions adopted) and areas. Therefore, after
the interview phase and the analysis of the informa-
tion collected, we had sufficient information at hand
to allow the design of adequate estimation methodol-
ogy.

The importance of farmers’ perceptions of the
costs of damage prevention was ignored by many au-
thors for decades but has recently been given more
consideration. In southeast Brazil, for example, pro-
ducers perceived the “unproductive” cost of sheep-
dogs similarly to the way they viewed taxes and fol-
lowed a cyclical decision strategy, which basically
depended on the purchase price of the sheepdog
(Moral et al., 2016). Such an analysis was not original-
ly planned within our project but was done at the
direct request of farmers and their representative asso-
ciations.

The cost composition results from Grosseto should
stimulate an assessment of the long-term sustainabili-
ty of the current productive system. Farms rely on an
apparently unlimited workforce, but if the labour of
family members were to be paid at market rates this
would lead to a collapse of the production system.
Furthermore, the damage prevention measures im-
plemented were of a high standard and developed
with the technical assistance of project staft, who also
provided assistance for solving problems once they
arose. Is such an approach sustainable for public ad-
ministrations which should ensure long-term, large-
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scale implementation? What resources can be made
available for improvement and modification of hus-
bandry systems necessary to allow the coexistence of
protected predators and small-scale livestock breed-
ing?

There are other questions relating to policy: what
role do breeders play in providing support, i.e. could
a system of amplification of positive experiences be
included in the technical assistance that farmers might
provide to each other? Is it possible to attach an eco-

nomic value to a family workforce? Which standards
must be used to design the extent of the support to be
provided? What resources may be needed from ad-
ministrations to ensure high quality standards? Would
the introduction of standards in RDP funding condi-
tions be feasible? All these questions remain open and
should stimulate policy development with a special
focus on the assessment of effectiveness with the

long-term goal of improving living conditions for
all.

Delivery of a new Maremma sheepdog pup by a Difesattiva technician.

(Photo: N. D’Apolito)
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