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The role of development agents in territorial obseratories : lessons to be learned from the
“SIG Pyrénées” experienceé.

The “SIG Pyrénées” is a socio-economic observabdrihe Pyrenees Mountains. It has been
gradually established over the last ten years byPyrenees Association for Mountain Economics
(Assemblée Pyrénéenne d'Economie Montagnarde orMAPEN association created by the
different consular structure®f the Pyrenees Mountains. We will analyse itt& dapacity as a
territorial observatory, that is, an instrumentdibg territorial development stakeholders to praduc
and share information (socio-economic data) for plepose of improving the effectiveness of
public action (in other words, the quest for a dretttilisation of public action and the construction
of an action tool). After providing a description thie evolution of French territorial development
policies and, more patrticularly, Pyrenees Mountatcy, we will analyse the role of development
agents considered here as decision support profedsj in the establishment and coordination of
territorial observatories.

1. Transformation of public policies and the role efritorial public action instruments
a. Evolution of territorial development policies indfice

From the historical point of view, the governmdras been the key actor in land-use
planning in France. After having planned and orgatlithe reconstruction of the country after the
end of World War I, it created many institutionscluding the emblematic agency for regional
policy, DATAR®, in 1963. In the 1960s, it applied the principtéssolidarity and equality between
regions through the active involvement of its logavernment agencies. In the 1970s, after actions
motivated by economic growth, the government no éorftad the same capacity to intervene in
regional policy as a result of the economic crigigtle by little, its role changed. It became a
regional partner while remaining the agent of depeiental action. In the 1980s, the first local
development initiatives emerged. Decentralisatemasl were characteristic of the reorganisation of
the rural development infrastructure in France.dgkding to these laws, the government delegated
responsibilities to regional government agenciesmmunes, general and regional councils. At the
same time that decentralisation was taking pldee gbvernment was establishing zoning policies.
These policies were designed to provide supportdgions with structural difficulties, linked in
part to geographical criteria. The French Mountaaw that went into effect in 1985 well illustrates
this policy that led to the establishment of a #pemstitutional and technical infrastructure at

This paper falls within the framework of a gemphy thesis that received a CIFRE grant withAREM.
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of the French mountain regions, including the Pyesnén the 1990s, the grouping of communes
around a common project led to the emergence of pablic, intercommunal cooperation
establishments. The logic of the territorial projeaad contractualisation was officialised by the
LOADT* of 1995 that introduced the concept of “pays” ffowject territories). The area concerned
by the project was left to the initiative of thalstholders and was not a mandatory grouping. The
Pyrenees Mountains are entirely covered by thesgesntrepresenting 14 territories, inclusive, for
over half of the mountain zone.

Les pays du massif - 2009
Source: SIG Pyrénées
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The past decade reinforced decentralisation and teewemergence of new injunctions : the
requirements of sustainable development and cotivegtess. As underscored by Debarbieux and
Vanier (2002), the French paradigm is no longeeative at the regional level today. The increase
in the number of territories and of territorial éépment stakeholders since the decentralisation
laws were passed in France, as well as the prafiger of tools to promote the implementation of
regional policies, require the interconnection #mel systematisation of the large quantity of data
produced at the level of these new regions. In, filaet production of knowledge shared by these
territories today represents a strategic challeiogemaking decisions that are negotiated, well-
thought-out, transparent and effective.

New development challenges and the necessity du&uag projects and coordinating actions

between actors within the project territories alhtibute to the increasing concerns linked to
territorial observation. The creation and manageménerritorial observatories require the use of
data processing technologies to assist regionatypatakeholders and professionals in their
constant quest for information. The main purposehelse observatories is to provide decision
support — to obtain territory-related knowledgetthdl lead to better-informed decisions. They

collect and diffuse information, knowledge and krloew. They increase exchanges between
professionals and support the accumulation of legglertise, mainly through the mobilisation of

research. The use of information derived from thesghnologies requires new practices for
development agents who gradually integrate themm timéir professional practices. Some authors
refer to a territorial information system (Bertacthi2006), defining it as a socio-technical

information and communication instrument, multi-lexaand multi-stakeholder, in support of a

territorial intelligence process.

The transformation of public policies also raides question of the role of instruments in terrabri
governance. The main hypothesis of the sociologyublic action (Lascoumes and Le Galés, 2007)

*  Loi d'Orientation pour I'Aménagement et le Dépglement du Territoire (Directive law concerningiterial

planning and development).



postulates thatthe creation of a public policy instrument may setveaeveal a more profound
change in public policy—in its meaning, in its cdgre and normative framework, and in its
results. We would like to add that the creation of instrents also reveals transformations in the
roles of professionals involved in local public iant development. Using the definition of
Lascoumes and Le Galés (2004), we propose the fiolipdefinition of a territorial public action
instrument : it is both a technical and social ttiwht organises the roles of the stakeholders
involved (regional government agencies, associatipngate stakeholders) within the framework
of territorial development.

b. The case of mountain policy

The law of 9 January 1985, known as the “Mountaw”, related to the development and
protection of the mountain, came late to France.aHong time, no distinction between spaces was
made within the framework of French regional depelent. Legislation was unitary on principle.
This law therefore represented a major policy ckamgcompanied by an important institutional
framework. In order to define and establish theskcies, different tools and stakeholder groups
were gradually defined : the Pyrenees Mountain grment Office, the Pyrenees Mountain
Development Committee, the Pyrenees Net®ankl interregional agreements and land-use plans.

The government is represented in the Pyrenees rdmyjioine Pyrenees Mountain Development
Office, created in 1975. The main job of generatistl servants who work there is to coordinate
mountain policy. They are also responsible fordberdination and the secretariat of the different
administrative bodies of the Pyrenees MountainoregCreated by the Mountain Law, the Pyrenees
Mountain Development Committee is a cooperativeybththt brings together representatives of
regional government agencies (regional councileegd councils, local government agencies) and
of the association sector, as well as socioprafesss. It is co-chaired by the coordinating prefect
of the Pyrenees region and the president of thad8tg Committee of the Pyrenees Mountain
Development Committee. The Standing Committeeliedy devoted to reflection and coordination
within the Pyrenees Mountain Development Commitéeéechnical body also exists to implement
mountain policy : the Interregional Planning Conget This committee is responsible for
processing and presenting documents requestingnaatand/or European financing. To meet the
challenges involved in the development of the Pyesridountains, some of these structures have
been in existence for almost 30 years. Since tl89d4,9these structures, with their interregional
scope at the level of the Pyrenees Mountains, evapgd together under the term, “Pyrenees
Network”. This network consists of eight structyresluding the APEM, with different statuses,
missions and work forces. The Pyrenees Networkuded professionals from the tourism,
agriculture, agri-food, business and trade sectwsyell as stakeholders involved in training and
development and the information and communicagchnologies (equipment and uses).

Land-use plans are prospective policy documenttherfuture of the Pyrenees Mountains. These
include the Pyrenees Development and Policy Plai7l9ollowed by the Pyrenees Interregional
Land-use and Development Plan (2006). Interregicagleements concerning the Pyrenees
Mountains, signed between the government and thee thegional councils (Aquitaine, Midi-
Pyrénées and the Languedoc Roussillon), for 200&/20id then 2007/2013, offer a multi-sectorial
approach to development in the Pyrenees. Theseragrds are the financial tools that make it
possible to clearly identify the policies definedthe Pyrenees land-use plans. As a result of its
zoning policy component that recognises the sprgifof a mountain region, this policy in favour
of mountain development created an institutionaimework specific to each French mountain
range. This framework took shape as a result ofetinergence of new groups of stakeholders

Network of organisms and know-how devoted to tteelopment of mountain regions in the Pyrenees :
http://www.reseaupyrenees.net/.

3



responsible for establishing policies and as alresuhe production of ad hoc policies adapted to
each specific system. Concerning the Pyrenees Mot the arrival of this institutional
framework within a pre-existing stakeholder systemdergoing major changes revealed the
necessity of an interrelationship between geograuales (transborder, mountain, regional,
departmental, etc.) and of development stakehaldérs is what the APEM proposes through the
implementation of the SIG Pyrénées.

We will see that the mountain observatory was distadal little by little, one building block at a
time, leading to a certain convergence in the egbens of the different stakeholders in relation t
this instrument. According to Lascoumes and Le &6804), different types of instruments exist :
legislative and regulatory, economic and fiscalreagient-based and incentive-based, and
information-based and communication-based. The B}f&nées is in the category of information-
based and communication-based instruments. It il bdobearer of values (information sharing,
effectiveness of public action, etc.), and a taolrhaintaining a constant exchange of information
and communication between stakeholders. The SIGnégs made it possible to structure
relationships between the different stakeholderstld Pyrenees institutional system. The
observatory brings together stakeholders from wdiffe scales in order to provide them with the
possibility of exchanging ideas about and objentdytheir goals. However, the instrument may
produce a specific representation of the issue it is haigdl{Lascoumes and Le Galés, 2004). In
fact, technical tools are not neutral. As a modeh akality, they tend to be oversimplified. They
thus have a built-in description grid of the soaahtext, contribute to the categorisation of the
situation addressed, and provide a framework ferctoice of public policies to be implemented.
The communities of experts, builders and promatétbe instrument, and the APEM in particular,
are at the origin of this description of the sociahtext (particularly through the themes of th& Sl
Pyrénées).

2. Establishment of an observatory and creation afrapetence centre : the experience of the
APEM

This association has been supported for the paged® by the consular structures of the Pyrenees
Mountains. The aim of the APEM is to contributethie economic development of the regions lying
within the Pyrenees Mountains. “The APEM constiugelink between techniques and territories,
by relying on the know-how of its partners in thedhees Networl: To fulfil this aim, the APEM
created an observatory encompassing the entire: aréaol known as the SIG Pyrénées. From the
beginning, this tool has been dedicated to issapserning economic mountain development.
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The observatory developed by the APEM (referrethterchangeably as the SIG Pyrénées
or the Pyrenees Mountain Observatory) is brokenrdiodo several themes corresponding in part to
the issues facing the current mountain interredioagreement. These themes include
agropastoralism, the climate, the regions coverethb Pyrenees Mountains, business-trade, the
forest and training-developménfhe collaborative work tool, still called Extraneas built with
personalised interfaces and the management ofrafiffeuser profiles to ensure data privacy
(administrator, contributor, simple user). It prop®sa collaborative work space (“file cabinet”,
forums, directory). The observatory operates onpitieciple of Web 2.0: users are contributors.
The objective for APEM through this observatoryasievelop a knowledge base shared among the
stakeholders, at the service of mountain development

Its construction took place in several stages. Ppheliminary study of the socio-economic
observatory of the Pyrenees was carried out in 189%he APEM at the request of DATAR. In
1999, the association adopted a pastoral survélyeoPyrenees to build the first component of the
observatory. Until 2002, the APEM developed, with agricultural partner of the Pyrenees
Network, the agropastoral theme of the SIG Pyrénédbgs was considered to be the emergence
phase. Between 2003 and 2005, the APEM providedl glaicessing services to different partners,
so that it gradually became known by the partnérh@® Pyrenees Network and by its board of
directors as an authority on issues concerningiieeof new technologies in the Pyrenees. In 2006
and 2007, a strategic plan was drawn up in suppiothe APEM project for the new mountain
policy planning period, 2007-2013. The period whetivities and financing were assessed was one
of re-evaluation, particularly of the associatit&ss. The French government, Europe and the three
regions then financed the SIG Pyrénées, thus résiagrthe legitimacy of the APEM in its role as

a producer of socio-economic data. In 2008, the MREtended its scope to include the research
community through a CIFRE contract. The subjedhefthesi8is indicative of a new direction in
APEM activities towards territorial issues. SinceD20the APEM has therefore launched a new
development phase through the gradual implementaifoa strategic plan and the extension of
internal know-how to the structure.

The APEM team has therefore undergone a consigemmblution since the beginnings of the
association when only the current director was afarg. With an experienced geographer
specialised both in mountain development (DESS$anstorder mountain development) and in the
geographic information sciences applied to regiatalelopment (Master’s degree in localised
information systems for territorial development LA) at the reins, APEM’s role was defined.
People are hired on the basis of two criteria :dbgire to form a pluridisciplinary team that uses
different know-how, and to participate in the coustion of territorial observations. The need to
develop services at a given moment in the life g taissociation led to the search for data
processing know-how. In 2006, the association aittiree full-time job equivalents : a computer
specialist (DESS in georeferencing information isceés for a Master’s degree in the environment
and territorial development — SIGMA), a speciaiistenvironment/agriculture and a geographer.
Little by little, the association grew by succes$phiring a data administrator, a Web geomatician-
developer, an agronomist working on a geographsigshand an ergonomist (DESS in the cognitive
sciences and the man-machine interface). In Oct20@9, the team changed as the result of the
departure of the geomatician and the data admabistirA new management assistant was hired
following the association’s relocation (professioriegree, “Development, Coordination and
Mediation of Rural Areas”). Finally, a project leadwas hired, a graduate of the Institute of
Political Studies of Toulouse (with a DESS in deypehent project management). His mission is to
insure the follow-up of APEM projects as well ag ttoordination of thematic groups of the SIG
Pyrénées.

To access thematic observatories: http://sig-pyremet/
Territorial observatories and the reorganisatibtearitorial engineering : analysis of transforioat in the know-
how of development agents in the Pyrenees Mountains
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Since the main characteristic of territorial obsgovies is the spatialisation of data and terwatori
issues, it could seem obvious that the experts amulle the geographic information technologies
are particularly apt to adopt these tools. Howeasrsoon as the observatory is perceived as a
public action instrument that favours stakeholddwneking, other know-how must be taken into
consideration. In fact, since an observatory invelv&ny roles (project manager, coordinator, data
administrator, etc.), it would be difficult for angle agent to fill all these roles. That is why it
appears necessary to share know-how between devahb@gents of the same territory or of the
same structure. The presence of an active, spefion system facilitates the establishment and
the use of a regional observatory. The questiondlsa arises is that of how to make the transition
from shared know-how to the construction of a ailee know-how.

The APEM was built on a proposal of information réiig at the level of the Pyrenees Mountains,

requiring a pluridisciplinary team. We showed thare was an increase in the number of levels
and territorial development stakeholders, encowrdyethe specificity of the institutional Pyrenees

infrastructure. This revealed the increasing needrterrelationships and, therefore, a place for a
stakeholder like the APEM. In short, the assocragtaked its future on the hope that information
sharing would be an added value for territorialedlegment.

b. The observatory, a tool for redistributing know-How

Potential beneficiaries of the APEM are extremalied : consular chambers, associations,
the Pyrenees Netwartke DATAR Pyrenees, local government agenciest joions, etc.

An initial analysis of connections to the SIG Pyés Fuoltoncomectons SG Prenes sans APEN nt e 2004 12008
Extranet and their evolution gives us an idea of w _
uses the mountain observatory. Users of the ¢ e

Pyrénées are very diverse, but the most repregsent: ., | B
in terms of the number of connections are the camns|

—&— Associations

chambers (technicians). Associations and lo| s/ T Umersté ecterche
government agencies such as the former DIl “] Copctues et EFC oo,
constitute the second group of users of the S T oo o
Pyrénées. Between 2004 and 2008, a big increas ,,| * , e

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

the number of connections from regional governm¢ o
agencies was observed.

We can distinguish two types of Extranet usesa asllaborative work tool that is used from time
to time for a specific project, or as a collaborativork support tool for an ongoing theme. The
Extranet is therefore used on a regular basis @@twi50 and 220 individual visitors per year)
while projects are being carried out. In 2009, omgople involved in ongoing themes

(agropastoralism and trades) used its services @lution can be explained in part by the fact
that since 2009, the APEM has changed its stralbgggetting up Internet sites devoted to each
theme of the SIG Pyrénées. Approximately 80% ofitii@ermation is now available through these
sites whereas, in the past, it was necessary toecdmo the SIG Pyrénées server.

A questionnaire was sent out and posted on the ABiEVin 2009 to learn more about its users. It
revealed that it is mainly used by professionalgh warticular emphasis on cartography. The
Extranet is especially used for its “file cabin&tature that allows shared archiving and the storag
of heavy documents. Although this function is freglye used, it is considered not to be very
ergonomic. The use of other functions such as ohnenf or the directory is marginal, when it is

known at all. Work is presently in progress to aegl the Extranet with a collaborative tool with
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similar functions in a more ergonomic environmeltie questionnaire also revealed that the tool
does not live up to all of its expectations : dapalating, adapting data for professional use, data
processing specific to the mountain context, vaédiron of projects carried out in the Pyrenees, etc

We can therefore see how a competence centre gexkloithin the APEM, to be eventually used

by Pyrenees development stakeholders : technicfesr® consular chambers, followed by

administrative and regional development agents.eldeer, the association’s scope is not limited to
data collection for a geographic information syst@rhe competence centre formed within the
APEM team is, in fact, involved in other tasks thay include activities such as the organisation
of a seminar between members of the Pyrenees Netavat the territories involved in a project,

training/information days on free software, the ati@n of Internet sites or dedicated data
processing tools for the partners Pyrenees Netvedck,The APEM provides support for its partners
for the adoption and use of new technologies, thopsning a perspective of interrelationships
between the geographic scales of the Pyrenees.

The association has gradually immerged as an irapbgctor to encourage and organise
data sharing in the Pyrenees, especially by therrmediary of new technologies. After an initial
“tool development” stage, the APEM concentratedeitforts on promoting the approach to its
partners. The Pyrenees Mountain Observatory casebe as a new instrument of regional public
action at the service of mountain policy. By analgsthe creation of the APEM and the SIG
Pyrénées, we have seen the necessity of develapintiective know-how to be able to maintain an
observatory within a structure, and to have theactyp to federate stakeholders and different
institutions outside of the structure. The increasethe number of territorial development
stakeholders, the situation of shared decision-ngaka the production of public policies, and the
need for reactivity of stakeholders faced with maachanisms for managing public action (calls for
proposals) force development agents to develop stieitegies in terms of a specific region. These
strategies can benefit today from data collectedheyregional observatories, observatories that
require the establishment of a pluridisciplinarpest system.
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