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Chapter 6 

6.1  Sector overview 

The geographical situation of Lebanon and its 
topography offers the possibility of diversifying 
agriculture production. Five agro-climatic zones 
characterize the country: On the coastal strip, 
tropical crops, citrus and horticulture crops are 
grown. On the lower altitudes, olive, grape and 
other Mediterranean crops are predominating. 
Temperate fruit orchards cover the middle altitudes, 
while field crops, grapes and fruit orchards are 
biggest in central and western Bekaa. Northern 
Bekaa with large marginal lands has few irrigated 
crops and rainfed cereals or fruit trees. The total 
cultivated area is 277,169ha out of which 58,600 
ha of olive trees, 77,100ha of other fruit trees, 
69,600ha of cereals and 41,700ha of vegetable 
crops (MoA, 2007). Half of the agriculture surface 
is irrigated and only 2% of it is protected under 
greenhouses and tunnels.  Irrigated crops are 
mainly vegetables and fruit trees, whereas rainfed 
cropping characterizes mostly olive tree, tobacco, 
cereals and legumes. The major agriculture areas 
of the country are located in the Bekaa (38% of the 
arable land) and North Lebanon (28%). Lebanese 
exports accounted to some USD 140 million in 
2007 and mostly comprise fruit and vegetable 
crops. However, Lebanon relies on food imports 
to satisfy the local demand. Imported fresh food 
products reached USD 583 million for the same 
year (MoA, 2007).    Therefore, the food security 
balance is chronically negative in the country, and 
the agriculture sector only contributes 5.5% of the 
GDP (Presidency of the Council of Ministers, 2006). 

The Second National Communication report to 
the UNFCCC (MoE/UNDP/GEF, 2011) for Lebanon 
highlighted the crops that are of a national 
economical and social importance and vulnerable 
to climate change.  These include potato, tomato, 
apple, cherry, grapevine, banana and wheat. The 
impact of climate change on agriculture production 
and quality has been extensively studied under 
diverse scenarios for the mentioned crops. The 
report shows that negative impact is likely to occur 
in the near future leading to an accelerated trend 
of food insecurity. The vulnerability of these crops 
was evaluated and it was found very fluctuating 
under the different scenarios and between the 
different regions. Some of the crops will not meet 
their chilling requirement which will negatively affect 
their yields (potato, fruit trees), while others will be 
affected by increasing heat and drought waves 
(cherry, tomato, wheat, grape). The decrease in 
precipitations and the available water for irrigation 

will have a direct impact on irrigated agriculture 
areas and crops (banana, apple, potato, tomato). 
Moreover, increased temperature and humidity 
will augment pest outbreaks in some crops (olive, 
potato, tomato and apple). National adaptation 
measures have been proposed either to directly 
face up to climate change impacts or to increase 
the resilience of the farmers and the crops to such 
variability. Agriculture is confronted to produce 
more marketable products under unpredictable 
climate conditions. Adaptation to climate change 
is crucial not only to support the livelihood of 
rural populations and to sustain the viability of the 
agriculture sector, but also to maintain a tolerable 
level of food security. 

The Agriculture Strategy the Ministry of Agriculture 
for the period 2010-2014 stressed out the problem 
of “desertification and land degradation, due to 
climate change”. The strategy cites the “limited of 
national legislative framework for the agriculture 
sector in Lebanon”, and puts among its priority axis 
the elaboration of necessary laws, decrees and 
decisions. The Agriculture Strategy has a target of 
promoting sustainable agriculture under its different 
agriculture systems.

6.1.1 Scope of work

The objective of this project is to propose 
technologies for adaptation to climate change for 
vulnerable crops (potato, tomato, apple, cherry, 
banana, olive, grape and wheat) and production 
systems (i.e. open field or protected crops, irrigated 
or rainfed crops). These crops are major exportable 
products, with a high national production value, and 
are considered as essential components of food 
security. The deployment of these technologies will 
bring a positive impact on agriculture in general, 
and enhance the sustainability of the system by 
improving agriculture practices, reducing chemical 
inputs, sustaining natural resources, reducing cost 
of production and preserving or increasing farmers’ 
income. In other words, the suggested technologies 
should enable to: i) increase yields and preserve 
food security, ii) sustain production under different 
climatic scenarios, iii) make the production systems 
more efficient, and iv)  reduce GHG emissions from 
agriculture production system (ICTSD, 2010).
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6.2 Possible adaptation technology 
options in the Agriculture sector and 
their adaptation benefits 

Among the list of globally available technologies 
related to the adaptation of the agriculture sector 
to climate change, a number of technologies have 
been selected to cover all the agriculture sub-
sectors, except animal husbandry. Since small 
ruminants vulnerability to climate change relies on 
natural rangelands ecosystems, an ecosystem-
based management approach would be  preferred  
over other adaptation technology.

The proposed technologies in most cases 
are a combination of hard technologies (i.e. 
equipments, seedlings) and soft technologies 
(i.e. software, communication, management), as 
presented below.

6.2.1 Conservation Agriculture (CA)

Conservation agriculture is one of the most sited 
technologies that harness adaptation to mitigation 
measures (FAO, 2007; CGIAR, 2010). Its principle is 
minimal tillage with conservation of crop residues to 
conserve both water and organic matter. Avoiding 
plowing not only saves energy, but mostly reduces 
carbon dioxide emissions from the soil. Studies 
have shown that conservation agriculture involves 
minimal machinery for land preparation and is 
suitable from most crops. It doesn’t necessarily 
improve yield under all agro-climatic zones, 
however, its benefits are mostly significant in arid 
and semi-arid zones (i.e. northern Bekaa), which 
are in fact the most vulnerable. Crops grown under 
conservation agriculture have shown to be more 
resilient to drought conditions, leading to minimal 
inter-annual yield variation. The direct benefit for 
farmers includes the increase in income due to 
savings in the cost of production, which varies 
between  USD 350/ha to USD 650/ha according 
to the crop type, when compared to conventional 
agriculture (ACSAD/GIZ,  2010).

6.2.2 Risk Coping Production Systems 
(RCPS)

The Risk Coping Production Systems technology is 
a set of different field practices involving landscape 
management and diversification of production: 
terracing, windbreak plantation, intercropping, 
agro-forestry, crop rotation and crop and livestock 
association production system (FAO, 2007). Many 
of these features rely traditional knowledge, and 

increase crop and farmer’s resilience through 
minimizing climate adverse impacts on the crops. 
Terraces enhance water and soil conservation on 
mountain slopes while windbreaks protect the 
crops from dry winds in the coastal and inland 
plains (WOCAT, 2007). Some of these features are 
adapted or better fit to field crops (i.e. crop rotation, 
crop and livestock association) and require large 
exploitation areas in order to be cost-effective.   The 
diversification of the production system minimizes 
possible damages related to pest outbreaks, market 
congestion and climate adverse. Yield and income 
are not directly affected, but their stability is better 
guaranteed. The adaptation benefit will be indirectly 
related to the reduction of inputs (fertilizers, water, 
pesticides and herbicides) and to the reduction 
of damages related to climate extremes (heavy 
rain, drought). Crop rotation of wheat/vetch over 
a period of 2 years for cereals  for example, has 
shown an increase of income reaching USD 200/ha 
if compared to conventional monoculture of wheat 
(ACSAD/GIZ, 2010).  

6.2.3 Selection of Adapted Varieties and 
Rootstocks (SAVR)

Plant breeding and biotechnology are the two pillars 
for producing plant varieties that help the sector 
cope with climate change (CGIAR, 2010; FAO, 2007). 
Adapted varieties could be tolerant or resistant 
to different climate/soil aspects such as drought, 
salinity, low chilling requirement, snow, frost, cold, 
heat and short or long vegetative season.  Even 
if Genetically Modified Organisms and Property 
Rights are major barriers towards the development 
and deployment of these technologies, Lebanon 
relies on the import of conventionally selected 
varieties and rootstocks. Several non-patented 
varieties are also multiplied locally and disseminated 
to farmers. However, the selection of the varieties 
for plantation is mostly market oriented, rather than 
based on adaptation to climate. The plantation of 
suitable selected varieties and rootstocks could 
have a positive result on yields (20% at least) with 
early bearing of fruits in fruit trees (2-4 years gain) 
and consequently a better income for farmers, 
when compared to conventional fruit orchards with 
old varieties grafted on non-selected rootstocks. 

6.2.4 Integrated Pest Management (IPM)

Integrated Pest Management or Ecological Pest 
Management (MoE/UNDP/GEF, 2011; FAO, 
2007) is a concept that relies mainly on timely 
field observations rather than timely based 
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spraying. Consequently, farmers tend to adapt 
their operations according to the occurrence of 
pest outbreaks. Since outbreaks are uncertain 
and related to climate variability, then resilience 
of farmers to climate change is increased. IPM 
helps reducing pesticide use, and consequently 
greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, the cost of 
production is diminished and the impact on human 
health and the environment is reduced. If yield 
improvement is not always obtained, improved 
quality of production is more certain. An increase of 
income is expected due to a decrease of the cost 
of production (15-30% according to the crop and 
area) and a higher added value of the final product.

6.2.5 Integrated Production and Protection 
for greenhouses (IPP)

An Integrated Production and Protection system for 
greenhouses is also a technology that has started 
to be promoted to modernize the greenhouses 
(FAO, 2004). Even if this technology targets a 
minor agriculture sub-sector, it is important to 
keep production under greenhouses sustainable. 
Off season production is not only of a higher 
added value, but contributes also to food security, 
especially that greenhouses are considered the 
most cost-effective agriculture systems around 
urban areas. IPP combines hard technologies like 
adapted greenhouse structure, insect proof net, 
thermal plastic film and fertilization system, with 
soft  technologies or practice, like integrated pest 
management, and the selection of adapted varieties 
and rootstocks. Most studies report an improvement 
in both yield and production quality under IPP 
when compared to conventional production under 
traditional greenhouses (Hanafi, 2008).

6.2.6 Early Warning System - Information 
and Communication Technologies (EWS-
ICT)

Amongst the most recognized technologies for 
adaptation to climate change is Early Warning 
System, which relies mostly on weather stations, 
satellite and aerial images for weather forecast (MoE/
UNDP/GEF, 2011; UNFCCC, 2006). This hardware is 
topped up with a set of software technologies which 
are essential to implement risk analysis of different 
features related to climate (i.e. frost, snowfall, flood, 
moisture, cold and heat waves, wind, drought and 
pest outbreaks). The effectiveness of the system 
is centered on the dissemination of the warning to 
vulnerable target groups. EWS cannot be effective 

without embedding developed Information and 
Communication Technologies. These technologies 
work mainly on increasing the readiness of different 
beneficiary groups to different uncertainties and 
can also be used as tools for other technologies like 
IPM and Index Insurance, or technologies related 
to water monitoring (Ospina and Heeks, 2011). 

6.2.7 Index Insurance (II)

Index insurance is a new soft technology that is 
gaining popularity worlwide under the adaptation 
measures worldwide. However, the technology 
can only be use once weather stations equipped 
with the necessary ICT are established and the 
institutional and organizational requirements 
are arranged.   Index insurance is based on one 
climatic index that has the highest negative impact 
on agriculture revenues in a defined area, or for a 
defined crop. These could be frost, drought, hot 
wind, hail, flood, snow, and heat or cold waves. 
Index insurance relies on weather station data, and 
avoids field assessment. However, no indexing has 
been set yet. Financial mechanisms for funding 
and administrative issues related to indemnity 
distribution to affected farmers are to be determined 
to ensure effectiveness and viability of the system. 
When properly deployed, Index Insurance would be 
an opportunity for investment, and also a tool to 
increase the resilience of farmers to climate change 
(MoE/UNDP/GEF, 2011). The SNC mentions that 
climate variability will lead to an increase by 20% 
in fruit set failure in cherry for example leading to a 
reduction of farmers’ income compared to current 
climate. Index insurance is meant to cover the 
damages for farmers and enable them to sustain 
their livelihood.

6.2.8 Criteria and process of technology 
prioritization

Process of technology prioritization

The technology prioritization process was elaborated 
following the UNDP handbook guidelines (2010) 
and based on the Multi-Criteria Analysis approach. 
Technologies were identified and analyzed based 
on literature review, field experience and results 
of individual meetings conducted with different 
experts working in the field and knowledgeable of 
specific technologies. Accordingly, factsheets were 
elaborated and disseminated to a wider spectrum 
of researchers and technicians from national and 
international institutions for review and commenting. 
These factsheets contained detailed information 
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on technology characteristics, institutional and 
organization requirements, adequacy of use, 
capital and operational cost, advantages as well as 
barriers and challenges. 

Based on this extensive dissemination process, 
expert consultation meetings were held where 
a pool of experts validated the MCA criteria and 
relative weights. Accordingly a scoring exercise 
was conducted resulting in technologies ranking 
based on the following equation:

 

Tech.score-min.score  Weight of criterion

Max.score-min.score  Total weights
x

 

Selection Criteria

An identified set of criteria allowed the comparison 
between these technologies based on the three 
pillars of sustainable development: economical 
viability, environmental reliability and social 
acceptability or readiness.  Technologies should 
be cost-effective, environmentally sustainable and 
socially acceptable (UNFCCC, 2006).

The selection criteria were identified as follows: 
capital and operational cost, importance of 
economical impact, improvement of resilience to 
climate, technology capability and suitability for 
the country, human and information requirement 
and social suitability for Lebanon. Each criterion 
answers more than one question.  For example, 
the importance of economical impact embeds not 
only the generated income at farm level, but also 
the contribution to the GDP at national level. The 
later is related to the number of beneficiaries or 
targeted area as well as the degree of impact of 
the technology on the different crops. These criteria 
include as well the increase in yields, efficiency 
of the production system, preservation of food 
security (economical impact), the capability of the 

technology to sustain production under different 
climatic scenarios and its capacity to reduce GHG 
emissions from agriculture production systems  
(criteria related to environmental reliability).

For the prioritization exercise, absolute scale with 
misleading figures and numbers were avoided and 
ranking on relative basis over a top score of 5 has 
been used based on the MCA approach. 

Weights have been attributed to each criterion, as 
they do not have the same importance or impact, 
and since choices are not influenced in an equal 
way by each criterion. For example, the capital 
and operational cost define the easy access to 
the technology and its economical viability, which 
are crucial requirements for the decision making 
process and which are more significant than 
human or information requirement. The criteria 
related to financial issues are the driving force 
in the selection, and consequently are double 
weighted. Oppositely, criteria related to human and 
social aspects are relatively less important in the 
selection, since these factors are subject to change 
and improvement when the financial resources 
are found, and consequently these criteria were 
not weighted. Consequently, economical viability 
criteria were higher weighed, followed by those 
related to environmental reliability and finally the 
criteria associated to social readiness. The criteria 
description, their scale and weight are described 
 below in  Table 60.

Table 59 - Suggested criteria of selection for the agriculture sector

Economic Viability Capital and Operational cost.

Importance of economical impact.

Environmental reliability Improvement of resilience to climate.

Technology capability and suitability.

Social Readiness Human and information requirement.

Social suitability for Lebanon.



134

Chapter 6 

  Table 60 - Brief description of the criteria of selection with the respective scales and weights.

Criterion Description Scale Weight

Capital and 
operational cost

The initial cost to establish the technology as well as the 
annual maintenance and operational costs. Some figures per 
surface or volume units are provided for some technologies. 
It highlights the easiness of access of farmers to the 
technology.

Very low (5)
Low (4)
Medium (3)
High (2)
Very High (1)

Highest (2)

Importance of 
economical impact

It integrates the following indicators:
• Increase of income/profit at farm level.
• Number of beneficiaries/covered area.
• Economical importance of targeted crops.
• It highlights the equity among regions and importance to 

food security and national policy.

Very low (1)
Low (2)
Medium (3)
High (4)
Very High (5)

Highest (2)

Improvement of 
resilience to climate

The technology’s ability on improving crop resilience under 
current and future climate scenarios. If several types of 
impact due to different climate adverse (drought, frost, 
chilling requirement, insect outbreak, etc.) are minimized, the 
degree of improvement is higher.

Very low (1)
Low (2)
Medium (3)
High (4)
Very High (5)

High (1.5)

Technology 
capability and 
suitability

It assesses how much the technology is widely applicable 
within the different bioclimatic zones. If it is applicable 
for different crops, or cropping systems, and suitable 
for different geographical contexts, it is higher scored. It 
highlights the degree of viability of the technology.

Very low (1)
Low (2)
Medium (3)
High (4)
Very High (5)

High (1.5)

Social suitability for 
Lebanon
(readiness)

Social acceptance at all levels: farmers and social suitability, 
organizational requirements and institutional arrangements at 
decision-makers level. 

Very low (1)
Low (2)
Medium (3)
High (4)
Very High (5)

Standard (1)

Human and 
information 
requirement
(readiness)

Human requirements and their qualification, coupled with 
the capacity building and technology/information transfer 
needed to deploy the technology. It highlights the time 
requirement to establish and disseminate the technology.

Very low (5)
Low (4)
Medium (3)
High (2)
Very High (1)

Standard (1)

Results of the technology prioritization

 Table 61 presents the final scores that were 
attributed to the proposed technologies of the 
agriculture sector. The main points raised during 
the discussion were related to the complementarily 
of the technologies, the extent of geographical 
coverage, the applicability and use by farmers and 
the importance of capital and operational costs in 
the decision making process.

As a result, the MCA exercise enabled the 
selection of priority technologies for Lebanon in an 
objective way and based on consensus.  The top-

ranked technologies as shown in Table 62 were: 
1) Selection of Adapted Varieties and Rootstocks, 
2) Conservation Agriculture and 3) Risk Coping 
Production Systems over more costly and less 
applicable technologies. Although most of the 
participants showed interest in the EWS-ICT and II, 
it was unanimously agreed that under the current 
circumstances, there cannot be considered priority 
technologies. The urgent need to establish a 
solidarity fund or another mechanism to increase 
the human resources, training and capacity 
building for EWS_ICT and IPP was highlighted by 
all experts.   
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Table 62: Multi-Criteria Analysis results for the technologies of the agriculture sector.

Rank Technology MCA score

1 Selection of Adapted Varieties and Rootstocks. 0.847

2 Conservation Agriculture. 0.824

3 Risk Coping Production Systems. 0.708

4 Integrated Pest Management. 0.699

5 Early Warning Systems/Information and Communication Technologies. 0.694

6 Index Insurance. 0.468

7 Integrated Production and Protection (greenhouses). 0.426

6.3 Barrier Analysis and Enabling 
Framework 

6.3.1 Preliminary targets for technology 
transfer and diffusion for agriculture

The three prioritized technologies for the agriculture 
sector as identified by stakeholders are: i) Selection 
of Adapted Varieties and Rootstocks (SAVR), ii) 
Conservation Agriculture (CA) and iii) Risk-Coping 
Production Systems (RCPS). 

SAVR

-Adapted varieties of
plant seeds

-Adapted varieties
and rootstocks of
plant seedlings

GAP

IPM

-Crop rotation
-Intercropping
-Water Monitoring

-Adapted
plantation system
-Adapted training
  and pruning

-Soil fertility
conservation

CA
  -Terracing

-Windbreak use
-Mixed farming
-Agro-forestry

RCPS
  

-No till practice
-Crop residues
-Green cover

RCPS includes several features as presented in  Fig. 
49. However, in this report, only adapting plantation 
systems (density of plantation, orientation, distances 
between rows and plants, etc.) and adapted training 
systems and pruning in fruit orchards and vineyards 

 Fig. 49 - Prioritized technologies inter-linkage

Source: Author’s own design
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will be tackled since crop rotation, intercropping 
and green cover maintenance are already covered 
under CA. 

Adapting plantation systems and adapted training 
systems and pruning in addition to many other 
practices applied at farm level, could be included 
in what is known as “Good Agriculture Practices” 
(GAP), currently promoted through MoA’s policy. 
Good Agricultural Practices are “practices that 
address environmental, economic and social 
sustainability for on-farm processes, and result 
in safe and quality food and non-food agricultural 
products” (FAO COAG, 2003).  Fig. 49 indicates 
the common areas where each of the technologies 
cross over with GAP cross. However, Integrated 
Pest Management (IPM), which is generally 
recognized as one of the main adaptation tools 
to climate change and which was ranked 4th in 
technology prioritization, is a core component of 
GAP. Therefore, the barrier analysis for the RCPS 
will include analysis for IPM and will be classified as 
Good Agricultural Practices, embedding adapted 
plantation system, adapted training and pruning 
and IPM as shown in the red circle in Fig. 49. This 
allows avoiding duplication with the two other 
technologies.

6.3.2 Classification of technologies

Technologies are divided into: i) consumer goods,  
ii) capital goods, and iii) non-market goods, as 
shown i n Fig. 50.

The Selection of Adapted Varieties and Rootstocks 
is a typical consumer good, with a wide market and 
a large number of stakeholders. On the other hand, 
Conservation Agriculture is a non-market good, 
with an objective oriented mostly to change farmer’s 
behavior and practices within the exploitation. As 
for Risk-Coping Production Systems, depending 
on the nature of the measures, it can be a consumer 
good where minimal material is required from the 
market (i.e. selective pesticides, insect-proof nets, 
mulch, etc.), a capital good when investments 
are required in goods enabling the production of 
the end-market product (i.e. terraces, trellis), or 
non-market goods such as in Good Agriculture 
Practices, where field operations are adapted to 
cope with climate change.

CONSUMER GOODS CAPITAL GOODS OTHER NON-MARKET GOODS

• Selection of Adapted Varieties 
and Rootstocks.

• Risk-Coping Production 
Systems.

• Risk-Coping Production Systems. • Conservation Agriculture.
• Risk-Coping Production.

 Fig. 50 -Technology classification according to type of goods for agriculture sector

Source: The author’s own design
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6.3.3 Methodology of identification of 
barriers and action plans 

The barrier analysis for the agriculture sector 
mainly relied on literature review and individual 
consultations with experts in the field, followed by 
a consultation meeting with representatives from 
public institutions, experts and technicians from 
research institutes, NGOs, service providers and 
farmers. 

Following a Logical Problem Analysis (LPA), problem 
trees were drawn for each technology, showing inter-
linkages between causes (key barriers) and effects 
and validated by the stakeholders. Accordingly, a 
list of specific measures were collectively proposed 
to overcome the selected barriers. 

Identified measures have been developed in 
action plans and a Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) 
was conducted for each technology. Assumptions 
and figures were validated by the concerned 
stakeholders and experts in the field. The Net 
Present Value (NPV) was estimated as follow: 

(Benefits – Costs)

(1+% of annual interest)n
NPV=

A fixed discount rate (loan interest rate) of 6% was 
used based on the average of the lending rate of 
Kafalat program.

Barrier listing through literature review

National workshop (April 11th): Validation of LPAs by stakeholders

Initial framework for a Technology Action Plan validation by
stakeholders in bilateral meetings and workshop

A more in-depth CBA will be required at later 
stages to better estimate the real cost and benefits 
of adaptation of the agriculture sector.  

Finally, action plans specific to each technology 
were proposed to reach the targets of increasing 
resilience of the agriculture sector to climate 
change. These Technology Action Plans (TAP) are 
designed in a matrix that answers basic questions 
on the measures or activities to be conducted, their 
priority, their importance and responsible entities. 
The matrix includes as well the time frame of these 
activities, the indicators for their monitoring and 
evaluation, estimated budget to conduct them and 
finally the potential donors.

Note that many aspects are common to all 
technology action plans. In many cases, the same 
activities are to be conducted by the same actors 
for different beneficiaries under different technology 
action plans. Result-based indicators for monitoring 
and evaluation are proposed in most cases. Donors 
are common to all action plans as well. For this 
purpose, mainstreaming of efforts and coordination 
are highly required to achieve a maximum efficiency 
and effectiveness of the proposed action plans.  

The process of barrier analysis and overcoming 
them is resumed  in Fig. 51. 

 Fig. 51 - Process of Barrier Analysis and Technology Transfer and Diffusion

Source: The author’s own design
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6.4 Analysis of Technology: Conservation 
Agriculture (CA)

6.4.1 General description of Conservation 
Agriculture

Conservation agriculture is a “technology” based 
on changing agriculture practices within the 
exploitation by conserving soil and water through 
no-till and the use of agriculture residues in addition 
to  rotating crop and green cover plantation to 
preserve soil fertility and break down weeds and 
pests lifecycle. It is a non-market good, as it doesn’t 
involve investments in capital or market goods. 
Existing seeder equipments for annual and grain 
crops can be adapted for seeding. 

Conservation agriculture is slowly moving from a trial 
stage towards a diffusion stage since no regulations 
exist to enhance the deployment of this technology 
in Lebanon. The government, through the Bureau 
of Cereals has been historically subsidizing wheat 
production, to sustain the cultivation of this 
“strategic” crop. A similar approach has been 
adopted for tobacco plantations (through annual 
governmental decisions) and sugar beet. However, 
this has proven not to be sustainable and cost-
effective and the subsidies for the sugar beet were 
cut off. A more “practice-oriented” approach is 
required to promote the diffusion of CA, especially 
amongst cereals and legume growers, although 
no decisions are taken towards this issue at 
governmental level. An initiative from GIZ Lebanon 
and the MoA aimed at elaborating an initial frame 
for the transfer and diffusion of CA in Lebanon. 
In addition ACSAD/GIZ have been promoting this 
type of agriculture for the last four years and efforts 
with research institutes including AUB and LARI 
have aimed at promoting CA in northern Bekaa and 
Akkar. 

6.4.2 Identification of Barriers for 
Conservation Agriculture

Conservation Agriculture covers around 1500ha 
all over the country. However, several key barriers 
hinder the proper diffusion of CA including:

• Limited information and the inherited 
behavior affecting farmer’s perception of no-
till. Farmers have been tilling their lands for 
centuries, and it would be difficult to change 
this attitude, especially that their information 
about benefits of CA is still precarious. 

• Few skilled extension technicians: Technicians 
are not necessarily aware of the concept of 
CA and the agricultural extension services 
established by MoA are not providing farmers 
with the adequate amount and quality of 
relevant information. 

• Limited demonstration plots:  Farmers are 
difficult to convince unless they visualize the 
advantages of CA, and rare demonstration 
plots have been established as case studies 
to generate concrete results.

• Re-use of agriculture residues: Cereal growers 
rent their land for grazing after harvesting 
their crops to maximize their profit, which 
leaves the soil without crop residues to be 
used under CA. 

• Inappropriate Land Tenure system: since 
CA embeds crop rotations and requires few 
years to show significant results, a yearly-
basis rental period is not appropriate. 

• Insufficient revenues: This is very typical 
for rainfed agriculture, especially for cereal 
growers who tend to rent their land post 
harvest for grazing, which makes CA 
perceived as a risky practice.

• Low yields in rainfed agriculture (especially 
cereal and legume growers): subsidies are 
only paid for wheat production, and are not 
based on the type of agriculture production 
system.

• Limited research and development 
programmes: There is limited R&D initiatives 
namely in areas where CA could be deployed 
(olive groves, cereal and legume plantation in 
semi-arid zones, fruit orchards). 

• Budget constraints: no budget is allocated 
for research and development or to subsidize 
CA.

• Deficiency in institutional and financial 
arrangements:  No decrees and laws for 
resource mobilization for subsidies or R&D 
are existent or to change subsidy policy from 
crop-oriented to practice oriented .  

Fig. 52 illustrates the problem tree with causes 
and effects of the rejection of CA.
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6.4.3 Identification of measures for Conservation Agriculture

The causes of non-adoption of Conservation Agriculture and their respective measures are presented in 
Table 63.  

  Table 63 - List of barriers for CA and respective measures to overcome them

Category Barriers Measures Stakeholders

Human skills Lack of skilled extension 
service.

Training of trainers for extension 
service and NGO technicians. 

MoA, NGOs

Institutional and 
organizational 
capacity

Lack of research and 
development programmes.

Increasing research and 
development programmes on CA 
into different research stations 
of the country (LARI) and on 
farm level, on different crops 
under diverse climatic and soil 
conditions.

LARI, AUB

Policy, legal 
and regulatory

- Inappropriate Land tenure 
system: need long term 
renting (killing barrier).
- Deficiency in institutional 
arrangements for subsidies.

Changing  crop-oriented 
subsidies (i.e. to wheat and 
tobacco) to practice-oriented 
subsidies.

MoEc, MoF, Parliament

Information and 
awareness

- Limited information at 
farmers and decision maker’s 
level.
- Limited number of 
demonstration plots.

Organizing awareness campaign 
and  field visits to demonstration 
plots.

MoA, LARI, NGOs, farmers

Economic and 
financial

- Budget restrictions for 
R&D.
- Absence of appropriate 
subsidies.
- Cereal growers’ low 
income.
- Export of agricultural 
residues.
 

Allocating the necessary budget 
for research and development 
and for subsidies.

MoF, MoA, LARI, AUB

Social, cultural 
and behavioral

Inherited behavior affecting 
farmer’s  perception of no-till 
and the export of agriculture 
residues.

- Arranging field visits to 
demonstration plots 
-Conducting seminars for 
farmers to show the comparative 
advantage of no-till.

MoA, LARI, NGOs, farmers
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6.4.4 Cost benefit analysis for CA 

Conservation Agriculture requires mostly research 
and development programmes all over the 
bioclimatic zones of the country, in order to transfer 
and diffuse scientific proven practices for farmers 
growing different crops under diverse conditions. 
Institutional and financial arrangements are required 
as well to allocate subsidies whenever needed.

Costs related to CA are estimated as follow, and 
validated by stakeholders and literature on potato 
and olive productions for integrated production 
protocols (MoA, CNRS, CIHEAM, IC, 2008): 

Assumptions for CA 

 The added value of agriculture residues in conventional agriculture (cereals) is:

 - Counterbalanced by the saved water and fertilizers used wherever deficit irrigation is applied 
(5,000ha).

 - Covered by subsidies in rainfed areas (10,000ha)

 Total area under CA (scope):

 - Baseline 1,500ha of cereals (wheat, barley, corn) and legumes (vetch, alfalfa, lentils, chickpea) with 
30% annual increment, due to the presence of incentives.

 - Baseline 500ha of olive trees and other rain feed fruit trees (almond, cherry) with annual increment of 
25%.

 - Baseline 100ha of irrigated fruit trees (apple, apricot, cherry, peach, plum, etc.) with annual increment 
of 20%.

 Yield in CA is stable if not increased in a 10 year period, for all crops in general. Oppositely in conventional 
agriculture annual variability is high. In this report we assume that:

 - Yields are similar for both conventional agriculture and CA for irrigated fruit trees.

 - Yield annually decreases by 1% for cereals under conventional agriculture.

 - Yield is constant for olive starting the 3th year after conversion to CA, while under conventional 
growth, biennial fluctuation in yields reaches 50%.

 - The price of the seeder (grain crops) is counterbalanced by the price of machinery normally used in 
conventional agriculture.

 - In CA the use of herbicides for weed control is high in the first 3 years, with an additional cost to 
maintain a green cover. The cost of these operations is about USD 100/ha the first year, USD 40/ha 
the second and the third year. Oppositely, no-till enables savings of USD 350/ha (machinery, energy 
and labor cost for plowing) for cereals, legumes and irrigated fruit trees, and USD 650/ha for olive 
tree (2 plowings/year).

 - Additional costs on the farmers are directly deducted from the savings in cost of production.

• Research and development: USD 240,000
(4 years).

• Institutional/financial arrangements:
USD 10,000.

• Training of trainers: USD 5,000.

• Training for farmers: USD 15,000.

• Subsidies: USD 50/ha for cereals and 
legumes.

The projected annual budget for subsidies is 
shown  Fig. 53. The total cost for the deployment 
of all measures, including subsidies will be hence 
USD 3.47 million.  If the actual subsidizes for 
wheat production are reallocated for cereals 
under conservation agriculture, no additional 
budget requirements are needed.
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 Fig. 53 - The projected expansion of areas under CA for a 10-year period

Source: Author’s own design

16,000

12,000

8,000

4,000

21 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

21 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 Fig. 54 -The estimated annual subsidies in USD for cereals and legumes according to their annual surface increase 

Source: Author’s own design
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The expected benefits at farm level after a 10-year 
period will be mainly from reduced cost caused by 
minimizing land preparation cost (energy, labor) 
and consequently increased farmers’ revenues by: 

- USD 760/ha/year for cereals/legumes.

- USD 490/ha/first year, then USD 620/ha starting 
2nd year for rainfed trees.

- USD 250/ha/first year then USD 310/ha starting 
2nd year as reduced cost from no-till for irrigated 
fruit trees.

Figure 55 illustrates different NPV according to 
crop type in Conservation agriculture. Benefits at 
farmer’s level with or without the deployment of CA 
are shown for olive tree in  Table 64. Olive tree was 
taken as an example for analysis since its values as 
considered in the mid-range as shown i n Fig. 56.

In conclusion, adopting and diffusing conservation 
agriculture  for cereals, olive and fruit trees on up to 
16,000ha in 10 years will enable: i) achieving a total 
Net Present Value over a 10 year period estimated 
at USD 36.9 million (Annex VI), ii) improving soil 
and water conservation through minimal soil 
disturbance and maintaining a green cover or 
agriculture residues on the soil surface, iii) reducing 

CO2 emissions through minimal soil disturbance 
and iv) preserving food security, since yields are 
stable (availability of food), with lower inter-annual 
variation.

The mobilized resources to realize these benefits are 
less than USD 3.5 million. Therefore, and since the 
benefits exceed by far the cost of the technology, 
the transfer and diffusion of CA is a favorable and 
encouraged practice in Lebanon.

 Table 64 – Cost Benefit Analysis (in USD): an example for olive production  at farmer’s scale (1ha). 

Revenues under 
conventional agricultural 

practices 

Revenues 
under  CA

Additional 
revenue 

under CA

Additional  
costs from 

applying CA 

Net benefits 
from applying 

CA

Discounted 
net adaptation 
benefits (6%)

A B C=B-A D E=C-D F=E/(1+0.06)yr

Year USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha

1 380 1,000 620 0 620 585

2 340 800 460 0 460 409

3 380 1,000 620 0 620 521

4 340 1,000 660 0 660 523

5 380 1,000 620 0 620 463

6 340 1,000 660 0 660 465

7 380 1,000 620 0 620 412

8 340 1,000 660 0 660 414

9 380 1,000 620 0 620 367

10 340 1,000 660 0 660 369

NPV 4,528
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 Fig. 56 -  Costs and benefits of Conservation Agriculture over a 10-year period

Source: Author’s own design

Fig. 55 -  Comparison of annual NPV per ha over a 10-year period for 3 types of crops under CA at farmer’s level

Source: Author’s own design

6.4.5 Technology Action Plan for 
Conservation Agriculture

Target for technology transfer and diffusion

The target for the action plan proposed is a large 
scale and long term project between 2015 and 
2025 aiming at shifting more than 4,000ha of fruit 

trees and 15,000ha of cereals and legumes to 
Conservation Agriculture. The required budget is 
3.47 million USD. 

The Technology Action plan for the deployment and 
diffusion of conservation agriculture is presented in 
Table 65.
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6.5 Analysis of Technology: Selection 
of Adapted Varieties and Rootstocks 
(SAVR)

6.5.1 General description of SAVR

This technology embeds the replacement of actual 
seeds and seedlings produced locally or imported, 
by appropriate adapted varieties and rootstocks to 
future climate. 

SAVR is a consumer good involving public and 
private sectors as well as different actors within the 
market chain, mainly seed and seedling importers, 
which are usually agriculture companies. Most of the 
import is demand driven, where farmers make their 
requests. Imported plant material is in many cases 
patented, and royalties legitimate to plant breeders 
as Intellectual Property Right (IPR), are added to 
the price which makes the SAVR of a higher cost. 
In the case of many horticultural crops, seeds are 
germinated and grafted locally then sold to farmers 
such as fruit tree and grapevine seedlings, however 
in most cases, the plant material origin, property 
right and quality are not guaranteed since plants 
are not inspected or certified by a third party. 

Regulations for seed and seedlings import are 
minimal. A prior permit of import is currently being 
required, however registration of varieties is not 
yet done. Certificates of origin and phytosanitary 
certificate are required by both MoA and Custom 
Service, yet plant material authenticity, traceability 
and property right are not guaranteed. Lebanon 
which is not a member of the International Union 
for the Protection of New Varieties of Plants 
(UPOV) is trying to overcome this obstacle through 
bilateral agreements with foreign nurseries in order 
to import and pay the necessary royalties, hence 
enable SAVR multiplication locally. Standards and 
norms of multiplied plant material are limited to 
the seedlings delivered by “Machatel Loubnan” 
nurseries association which authenticity and 
sanitary inspection are guaranteed through a 
certification programme conducted by LARI-MoA. 
Yet a limited number of seedlings of varieties of 
pome stone and citrus fruits are produced.

The Ministry of Agriculture is trying to develop a 
seed/seedling policy to monitor and control this 
market. In collaboration with LARI, it has initiated 
the multiplication and certification of some non-
patented varieties in accredited nurseries. However 
sanitation, conservation and multiplication of local 
SAVR are still far from being reached in the short 

term. Further diffusion of plants by local nurseries 
without paying the mentioned royalties will not be 
a solution on the long run; exports of products 
resulting from patented varieties to countries 
under UPOV is restricted. Making the necessary 
institutional arrangements for IPR will not only 
stimulate foreign trade, but also create the necessary 
enabling environment for the development of 
biotechnologies and SAVR in Lebanon. 

Table 66 presents the legislation related to seed 
and seedlings varieties. 
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 Table 66 - List of laws, decrees and decisions related to seed and seedlings

Type Number Title Date issue Remarks

Control in Import 

Law 778 Plant Quarantine 28/11/2006

Decision 781/1 Conditions to import seeds other 
than potato seed

26/8/2011 Import permit/Quality control

Decision 783/1 Conditions to import propagating 
plants for fruit trees

26/8/2011 Import permit/Quality control

Decision 782/1 Conditions to import banana plants 26/8/2011 Import permit/Quality control

Decision 780/1 Conditions to import strawberry 
plants

26/8/2011 Import permit/Quality control

Decision 1/1038 Amendment of the decision 781 23/11/2011 Some exceptions 

Decision 877/1 Conditions to import potato seeds 
for the season 2011-2012 

26/9/2011 Quality control, yearly issued

Decision 900/1 Conditions to import potato seeds 
for trial

11/10/2011

Decision 1/496 Sampling for inspection 21/9/2010 Including Seeds and seedlings

Organizing the Seedlings sector

Decision 41/1 Establishment of a committee 
at MoA to organize the private 
nurseries

27/1/2010 Participants from public and private 
sector

Decision 526/1 Registration and control of private 
nurseries

4/6/2011 Compulsory Registration and control 
of private nurseries

Certification Programme for Seedlings

Decision 493/1 Establishment of a scientific 
certification committee at MoA 

20/9/2010 Its mission: To promote and supervise 
the certification program

Decision 528/1 Voluntary Certification of seedlings 
of Fruit trees produced  in private 
nurseries  

4/6/2011 Implementation of the seedlings 
certification 

Decision 457/1 Establishment of the Certification 
Committee for seedlings of Fruit 
trees produced  in private nurseries    

19/5/2012 Its mission to implement the decisions 
526 and 528

Decision 876/1 Amendment of  the first article of 
the decision 751

26/9/2011 Add a member to the certification 
committee
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Type Number Title Date issue Remarks

Production of Seeds and Seedlings 

Law 240 Patent 7/8/2000 Including PVP 

Decision 346/1 Production of Potato seeds 23/10/1973 Not actually implemented

Ratification of related agreements 

Law 360 Ratification of CBD 1/8/1999 MoE focal point

Law 31 Ratification of Cartagena Protocol 16/10/2008 Only draft law prepared at MoE

Law Ratification of the ITPGRFA 4/6/2004 LARI focal point
Draft law prepared

Source: Siblini, 2012

6.5.2 Identification of Barriers for SAVR

The use of adapted varieties and rootstocks requires 
not only investments, equipments but also changes 
in behavior and practices of the different market 
components, from the producer to the consumer 
level. Key barriers for the transfer and diffusion of 
SAVR are listed below:

• Difficulties in changing food and agriculture 
habits to the new adapted varieties: the 
society in Lebanon and the export market 
is used to some old varieties of fruits and 
vegetables (i.e. Spunta potato, Red Delicious 
Apple, Pink Tomato, etc.) and changing their 
consumption habits is a main challenge for 
the market expansion.

• Market failure: growers are reluctant to use 
SAVR as they have difficulties in marketing 
new products. 

• Limited know-how and information about SAVR:  
farmers and nurserymen are not aware of the 
yield and quality benefits of SAVR, and lack 
experience in field operations of new varieties.

• High cost of imported patented plant material: 
additional royalties and shipment fees are 
added to cost.

• Limited availability of healthy/certified plant 
material (for non-patented varieties and 
rootstocks): the existing plant material is 
often carrying viruses or diseases since it is 
not multiplied from healthy mother plants.

• Limited qualified nurseries: few nurseries 

are collaborating with MoA and LARI for 
the  certification programme due to lack of 
infrastructure.  

• Import restrictions on some patented 
varieties: some providers do not allow the 
import of specific varieties to Lebanon, since 
the country is not a member of UPOV.

• Export difficulties: since products do not meet 
international standards and pirated patented 
varieties cannot be exported to countries 
under UPOV, Lebanese growers are facing 
difficulties in exporting products.

• Lack of financial facilities (subsidies, access 
to long term credits) for SAVR: fruit trees 
need a long period to start producing, and 
agriculture credits adapted to such conditions 
are lacking.

• Limited research and development 
programmes: the implementation of SAVR 
requires a long research program, where 
SAVR can be tested and conserved before 
dissemination.

• Scarcity in human skills in research and 
academic institutes: the number of technicians 
specialized in the field is very limited.

• Deficit in necessary infrastructure:  to multiply 
and sanitize SAVR, and study the performance 
of SAVR under different site conditions, and 
use them as demonstration plots for farmers. 
Local varieties need to be conserved in 
special sites, sanitized and further multiplied 
by nurseries and monitored for certification. 
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• Shortage in financial resources: essentially in 
R&D, capacity building, awareness campaign 
and for allocating subsidies.

• Deficiency in institutional arrangements: for 
crediting system, subsidies and Intellectual 
Property Right in Lebanon.

• High cost of production: this is due to low 
yields and excessive use of inputs leading to 
a diminished competitiveness of Lebanese 
products especially for the export markets 
(not directly linked to SAVR).

The root problem of the selection and use of 
adapted varieties and rootstocks is the absence of 
institutional arrangements for protecting Intellectual 
Property Right since Lebanon is not a member 
country of the International Union for the Protection 
of New Varieties of Plants. This has a direct effect 
on the limited research and development and the 
deficiency of biotechnologies in the country, as the 
royalties for breeders are not guaranteed. The most 
affected varieties and rootstocks are fruit trees and 
grapevine which require a larger time span for plant 
breeding with higher investments. 

Other main causes hindering the use of adapted 
varieties and rootstocks are the difficulties in 
changing food habits in Lebanon and exporting 
destination countries and the high cost of 
production. All are barriers directly causing market 
failure of SAVR and consequently the abstinence 
from using them. This is the case of many crops, 
including potato, apple, and some horticulture 
crops like watermelon. As for cereals and legumes, 
LARI has already created multiplication plots to 
supply farmers with new adapted varieties selected 
by ICARDA of wheat, barley, chick-pea, lentils and 
fava bean. 

Figure 57 illustrates the key barriers, and their 
complex inter-linkage due to the wide market chain 
of SAVR.  Nevertheless, the effects of non-adoption 
of SAVR are similar to any other technology in 
the agricultural sector, with direct impact on food 
security and farmer’s revenue, as yields are reduced. 

6.5.3 Identification of Measures for SAVR

The barriers of adoption of SAVR are, with the 
respective measures to overcome them are 
presented in Table 67.
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 Table 67 - List of barriers for SAVR and respective measures to overcome them

Category Barriers Measures Stakeholders

Human skills - Scarcity of human skills 
in research and academic 
institutes.
 - Limited trained extension 
service.

Training of trainers for extension service, 
LARI staff, private sector and NGO 
technicians. 

MoA, LARI, 
service providers, 
NGOs

Information and 
awareness

Lack of know-how and 
information about SAVR.

- Capacity building of Extension service 
through training and demonstration 
plots at farmers, nurserymen and seed 
importers level.
- Awareness campaign about the 
importance of SAVR. 

MoA, 
nurserymen, 
NGOs, seed 
importers, 
farmers

Social, cultural 
and behavioral

Difficulties in changing food 
and agriculture habits.

Marketing campaign, tasting, awareness 
about SAVR products. 

Media, public

Market failure - Market failure for SAVR 
products, difficulty to export 
SAVR.
-  Import restrictions.
-  Limited availability of 
healthy/certified plant 
material (for non-patented 
varieties and rootstocks).

- Marketing campaign.
- Adhesion to UPOV.
- Respect of Intellectual Property Right.
- Product traceability establishment.
- Promotion of the multiplication of local 
certified plant material. 

Media, MoA, 
MoET

Institutional and 
organizational 
capacity

Limited research and 
development programmes.

Increasing R&D programmes on SAVR 
into different research stations (LARI) and 
on farm level, on different varieties and 
rootstocks under diverse climatic and soil 
conditions, accounting market potential. 

MoA, LARI, AUB, 
key farmers

Technical - Limited qualified nurseries;
- Limited availability of 
healthy/certified plant 
material (for non-patented 
varieties and rootstocks).
-  Deficit in necessary 
infrastructure 
for plant conservation, 
sanitization and 
demonstration plots. 

- Establishing the necessary 
infrastructure within research institutes 
to enable conservation, sanitization and 
multiplication of certified plant material. 
- Creating demonstration plots for 
extension purpose. 

MoA, LARI, AUB

Policy, legal and 
regulatory

Deficiency in  institutional 
arrangements for crediting 
system, subsidies and 
Intellectual Property Right in 
Lebanon.

- Undertaking the necessary decisions 
and laws allowing subsidies for SAVR. 
- Conducting a participatory process to 
reach the respect of Intellectual Property 
Right. 
- Ratifying international agreements to 
resolve import restrictions on patented 
plant material. 

MoEc, MoF, MoA, 
parliament

Economic and 
financial

- High cost of imported 
patented plant material;
- Absence of crediting 
system, subsidies for farmers 
and funds for R&D.

Allocating the necessary budget for 
research and development as well as for 
the necessary funds for demonstration 
plots and extension and infrastructure 
for plant material multiplication and 
certification. 

MoA, MoF, LARI, 
AUB, donors
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6.5.4 Cost benefit analysis for SAVR 

The Cost Benefit Analysis focuses on:  i) crops 
vulnerable to climate change, ii) crops where 
SAVR is recommended as a measure to increase 
resilience, iii) crops of a high importance in terms of 
economy and food security. These include tomato 
(in greenhouses and open field), potato and fruit 
trees.

After bilateral meetings with representatives 
from major stakeholders (MoA department of 
Horticulture, service providers, and the nurseries 
association: Machatel Loubnan) , costs related to 
public investments are estimated as follow:

• Infrastructure for multiplication, conservation, 
demonstration: USD 2,000,000.

• R&D (including sanitization and certification): 
USD 2,000,000.

• Training of trainers: USD 100,000.

• Marketing studies, campaigns to promote 
SAVR, tasting, etc.: USD 100,000.

• Awareness campaign on intellectual property 
right: USD 20,000.

• Product traceability system establishment: 
USD 50,000.

• Respect of IPR - adherence to UPOV  process: 
USD 20,000.

Assumptions about market demand for SAVR

 Fruit trees seedlings demand from SAVR is accounted as follow:

 - Locally produced: 250,000 seedling/baseline year, with an increment rate of 50,000 seedlings/year

 - Imported: 250,000 seedling/baseline year, with a decreasing rate of  25,000 seedlings/year to reach a 
constant value of 150,000 seedlings/year

 Adapted potato seeds demand is accounted as follow:

 - Imported: 100t/baseline year, with annual increment of 100t to reach a constant rate of 600t/year.

 Tomato seedlings demand for greenhouses is accounted as follow: 

 - A baseline production of 600,000 seedlings/year with an annual increase of 20% the first year, then 
25% the 3 following years, as Methyl-Bromide will be totally banned from the market. Further, the 
increment rate will decrease to 20%, then 10% to reach a constant production.

 Tomato seeds demand for field cultivation will be assumed to remain start at 1 million seeds, with an annual 
increase of 1 million seeds/ year to reach a threshold of 9 million seeds/ year. 

• Institutional and financial arrangements to 
subsidize SAVR- financial mechanism to 
sustain R&D: USD 25,000.

• Subsidies covering price difference between 
conventional plant material and SAVR: around 
USD 23 million in 10 years, for fruit trees, 
potato and tomato. This figure could reach 
more than USD 25 million if all horticulture 
crops are accounted. Free distribution of 
seedlings as currently applied by MOA, 
will be hence replaced by a more efficient 
mechanism, that guarantees plant material 
quality, its traceability and its diffusion to the 
concerned beneficiaries.

Hence, the total cost for deploying SAVR will not 
exceed USD 30 million. It should be noted that 
costs of SAVR at farmer’s level are minimal and 
do not exceed 4% of the total cost of production 
of horticulture crops in general. The main expense 
will have to be borne by the government to create 
the enabling environment for the diffusion of this 
practice.
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Assumptions for yields and sale prices for SAVR

 Yields without SAVR are expected to decrease by 1% as an annual trend for all crops as a result of impact 
of climate change. As for fruit trees, the trend is 5% as tree productivity decreases due to ageing.

 Tomato conventional production yields 30 tonnes in open field and 100 tonnes in greenhouses, while the 
use of SAVR enables producing 40 tonnes in open field and 150 tonnes in greenhouses. Sale prices for 
SAVR are the same open field, and USD 70/tonnes higher for greenhouse production.

 Potato adapted varieties have the same yield of the current ones. Sale prices for adapted varieties are USD 
50/ tonnes higher (USD 450/tonnes instead of USD 400/tonnes) 

 Fruit trees production is averaging 20 tonnes/ha, however the use of SAVR will gradually increase from null 
to reach 30 tonnes/ha, the 9th year after plantation. Sale prices for fruits resulting fro SAVR are USD 300/
tonnes higher (USD 1,000/tonnes instead of USD 700/tonnes).

In this scenario, after 10 years, 1,485ha of tomato 
under greenhouses will be produced with SAVR, 
and 3,600ha in field, 1,500ha of potato will be 
converted to adapted varieties in vulnerable areas, 
and 7,525ha of fruit trees will be using SAVR, as 
illustrated in  Fig. 58

Consequently, with this rate of annual increment of 
SAVR, the cost of subsidies covering the difference 
between the cost of conventional varieties and 
rootstocks and SAVR will be as follow: 

Locally produced 
fruit tree seedlings

Imported patented 
fruit tree seedlings 

Locally produced horticulture 
crops seedlings

Imported horticulture 
crops seeds (i.e. tomato)

Potato 
seeds

USD 1.5/seedling USD 6/seedling USD 0.25/seedling USD 5/100 seeds bag USD 50/
tonnes of 
seeds

 Fig. 58 - Evolution of cultivated areas with SAVR over 10 years

Source: Author’s own design

• The budget mobilized for subsidies during 
a period of 10 years, according to the rates 
mentioned above will be around USD 23 million 
according to figure 59.

• The NPV per ha over a period of 10 years 
according to the mentioned assumptions for 
fruit trees, potato, tomato in greenhouses and 
in open field are mentioned in figure  60.
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Fig. 60 -  NPV over a 10 years period for 1ha of fruit trees, potato, tomato in greenhouses or open field.

21 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 Fig. 59 -  The evolution of the estimated annual budget allocated for subsidies for the diffusion of SAVR

Source: Author’s own design
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Benefits at farmer’s level have been studied for fruit 
trees, which has the longest period for investment 
return using imported SAVR as shown in the Table 
68.

Following the rate of expansion of the use of SAVR 
mentioned in  Fig. 59, with the assumed subsidy 
rates per type of crop, and benefits estimates per 
type of crop over a 10 years period, the total NPV 
would reach more than USD 892 million with a total 
cost for diffusion not exceeding USD 30 million. 
Yield will be sustained, while about 10% losses 

will be expected under conventional agriculture. 
Food security will be preserved. Products will be 
more marketable, and more likely to be exported. 
Nurseries and seed importers will benefit from 
the technology deployment. Pesticide, chemical 
and water use will be reduced when compared 
to conventional varieties and rootstocks, with a 
positive impact on the environment, and on the 
quality of the product. Therefore and since the 
benefits of using SAVR exceeds the cost of adopting 
the technology, it is cost-efficient to  transfer and 
diffuse the SAVR technology in Lebanon. 

 Table 68 – Cost Benefit Analysis (in USD) of SAVR per 1ha of fruit orchard for the first 10 years after plantation

Revenues under 
conventional 
agricultural practices .

Revenues 
under  SAVR.

Additional 
revenue under 
SAVR.

Additional 
costs from 
using SAVR.

Net benefits 
from using 
SAVR.

Discounted 
net adaptation 
benefits (6%).

A B C=B-A D E=C-D F=E/(1+0.06)yr

Year USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha

1 0 0 0 5,000 -5,000 -4,717

2 140 500 360 0 360                            
320 

3 700 5,000 4,300 0 4,300                         
3,610 

4 2,100 7,000 4,900 0 4,900                         
3,881 

5 3,500 10,000 6,500 0 6,500                         
4,857 

6 7,000 15,000 8,000 0 8,000                         
5,640 

7 10,500 20,000 9,500 0 9,500                         
6,318 

8 14,000 25,000 11,000 0 11,000                         
6,902 

9 14,000 30,000 16,000 0 16,000                         
9,470 

10 14,000 30,000 16,000 0 16,000                         
8,934 

NPV 45,216 
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Fig. 61 -  Cost and benefits of SAVR diffusion and transfer

Source: Author’s own design

6.5.5 Technology Action Plan for 
Selection of Adapted Varieties and 
Rootstocks

Target for technology transfer and diffusion

The transfer and diffusion of this technology is a 
very long term project and of a large scale.  The 
target of this action plan is to achieve the adoption 
of SAVR on 15,000ha of various horticulture crops, 
in a period of 10 years, at a cost of around USD 4.3 
million. Including subsidies in the cost calculation 
could increase the budget to USD 23 million. In 
order to achieve this target in the near future, a 
technology action plan is hereby proposed.  

In the light of the seed policy and certification of 
plant material efforts that are implemented by 
MoA, the project suggests measures leading 
to overcome barriers related to the respect of 
Intellectual Property Right, the import and export 
of patented plant material and their products. 
The installation of the necessary infrastructure 
enabling all the activities enhancing the transfer 
and diffusion of SAVR is coupled with research and 
development programmes, marketing campaign to 
promote SAVR products, extension and capacity 
building. Social acceptance and changing farmer’s 

behavior could be corrected through incentives or 
subsidies covering the difference in price between 
common plant material and seeds and SAVR. 
Hence stakeholders  list is very wide ranging 
from decision makers, to researchers, extension 
technicians, nurserymen, seed and plant material 
importers, exporters, farmers and consumers. The 
action plan for SAVR is presented in Table 69.
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6.6 Analysis of Technology: Risk-Coping 
Production system - Good Agriculture 
Practices (GAP)

6.6.1 General description of GAP

Good Agriculture Practices (GAP) is a risk–coping 
production system which includes field operations 
related to plantation scheme management, 
fertilization management, pest management and 
harvesting. 

In this section, GAP for grapevine is taken as an 
example for the Cost Benefit Analysis as it embeds 
several  additional adaptation practices requiring 
investments in plantation scheme (adapting trellis 
and pergola systems) and in field operations 
(pruning vines, leaves and grapes, etc.). 

Regulations for Good Agriculture Practices 
(GAP) are inexistent, with a first shy initiative of 
implementing a farmers “Terms of Reference” on 
grapevine to ensure better control on the quality of 
the product, and reduce pesticide residues. LIBNOR 
has implemented a series of non-mandatory norms 
and standards for the end product of several 
crops. MoA has set regulations for the import, 
packaging, and trade of pesticides (Decree 13528, 
1998; Decision 392/1, 2003) and material related 
to plant protection (Decision 29/1, 1962 and its 
amendments starting 2003) and fertilizers (Decree 
15659, 1970). These include a list of prohibited 
molecules, and regulations for import, bottling and 
labeling. Instructions on the safe use of pesticides 
are shown on the product label.

6.6.2 Identification of Barriers for GAP 

The list of barriers for GAP transfer and diffusion for 
the different agriculture market chains is as follow:

• Difficulty to change farmer’s behavior: This 
is most valid  for pruning methods and pest 
management.

• Limited information: farmers are not aware of 
the concept and benefits of GAP.

• Inappropriate land tenure system: By law, the 
use of agricultural lands is limited to a short 
renting period, namely for annual crops which 
hinder the adoption of GAP as farmers tend 
to intensify the use of land with the minimal 
investment possible.

• Deficiency in necessary equipments: some 
traps, pheromones, pesticide molecules, 

equipments, etc. are not abundantly found on 
the local market.

• Scarcity in budget: farmers do not have 
enough budgets to invest in new plantation 
schemes in vineyards and orchards.

• Absence of quality control: inspection on 
farms to control the use of chemical inputs 
is absent.

• Limited extension service: the human 
resources to diffuse GAP concept are lacking.

• Inefficient dissemination: although the 
information is available, the tools for 
communicating GAP to farmers are not 
always adapted to the local context (many are 
unable to read booklets, or unable to attend 
the demonstration plots or training sessions).

• Limited R&D programmes: GAP tools and 
recommendations are not studied for most 
crops yet.

• Import difficulties: import of traps, 
pheromones, natural predators and other non-
chemical products are facing administrative 
constraints and service providers are not 
encouraged to import these items which 
reduce their sales of pesticides.

• Inappropriate crediting system: access to 
agriculture credits in Lebanon is very limited.

• Weak institutional/financial arrangements: to 
facilitate import of non-chemical products, 
enhance agriculture crediting systems and 
to mobilize resources for technology transfer 
and diffusion.

The complex inter-linkage between these barriers 
is mentioned in  Fig. 62

6.6.3 Identification of Measures for GAP

Good Agriculture Practices have numerous barriers 
to overcome, including limited human resources, 
financial resources and institutional and financial 
arrangements. The identified measures to overcome 
the barriers are listed in Table 70.
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6.6.4 Cost benefit analysis for GAP

The estimated public expenditure to overcome 
barriers related to GAP makes a total of USD 
325,000, detailed as follow (Agrical, 2012; MoA, 
FAO, IC, 2011):

• Research and development: USD 250,000.

• Training of trainers: USD 20,000.

• Information dissemination strategy:
USD 5,000.

• Awareness campaign (media, field visits, 
etc.): USD 50,000.

If the recruitment of additional technicians in public 
institutions is not foreseen on the short term, the 
mainstreaming of NGOs efforts for training their 
existing technicians onto GAP could be a solution for 
information diffusion. These efforts should be backed 
up by audio-visual packages to be diffused by media.

Since Good Agriculture Practices are diverse and 
different from one crop to another, in this particular 
exercise table grapevine is selected for the cost-
benefit analysis exercise. This crop is not only 
vulnerable to climate change, but is also of national 
importance. The additional cost and benefits for 
shifting to GAP at table grapevine grower’s level is 
estimated as follow: 

   Table 70 - List of barriers for GAP and respective measures to overcome them

Category Barriers Measures  Stakeholders

Human skills Limited human resources 
for implementing extension 
and research.

Recruitment of competent technicians, 
researchers.

MoA, LARI, Civil 
Servant Council

Institutional and 
organizational 
capacity

- Limited extension service 
capacity 
- Inefficient dissemination
Limited R&D programmes 
on GAP for most crops.

- Increasing field research and 
development programmes on GAP on 
main crops in different agro-climatic 
zones; 
- Planning and implementing an 
information dissemination strategy to 
farmers and relevant stakeholders.
- Training of trainers.

MoA, LARI, NGOs

Policy, legal and 
regulatory

- Inadequate land tenure 
system. 
- Import difficulties for 
equipments.
-  absence of quality 
control and institutional 
and financial arrangements 
to guarantee the quality of 
GAP products.       
- Inappropriate crediting 
system from banks.

- Providing incentives for the import  of 
equipments and material, 
- Elaborating norms of production 
(specifications).
- Providing legislative arrangements for 
the recruitment of skilled technicians, 
- Establishing of quality control 
system and facilitating the  agriculture 
crediting system.

MoA, Custom Service, 
MoF, Banking sector

Information and 
awareness

Narrow information on GAP  
at farmers level.

Organizing awareness campaigns 
and  field visits to demonstration plots, 
seminars, and trainings .

MoA, NGOs

Economic and 
financial

Scarcity of funds for R&D 
and for recruitment.

Allocating the necessary governmental 
budget for R&D and information 
dissemination.

MoF, MoA, LARI

Social, cultural 
and behavioral

Inherited behavior affecting 
farmer’s  agriculture 
practices and acceptance 
for GAP.

Organizing field visits to demonstration 
plots and conducting seminars for 
farmers to learn and train them about 
the advantages GAP. 

MoA

Technical Deficiency in suitable 
equipments.

Facilitating equipment import by 
service providers.

Service Providers, 
Custom Service, MoA
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Assumptions for table grapevine under GAP

 Baseline area under GAP: 200ha

 Annual increment rate:  200ha 

 The expenses of farmers will not be subject to subsidies. 

 Yield in GAP is higher than in conventional agriculture: 30t/ha instead of 20t/ha

 Yield is subject to an annual decrease of 1% in for grapevine under conventional agriculture, while it 
remains stable under GAP.

 Since Baseline year, Table grapes under conventional have 10% less marketable production. 

 Grapes under GAP have a better quality; we consider that there 50% higher price for products under GAP: 
USD 0.75/kg for grapevine under GAP instead of USD 0.5/kg for conventional production.

• Adapting plantation scheme infrastructure 
(first year):  USD 3,000/ha. 

• Adapting training and pruning  methods (first 
3 years): USD 50/ha.

• Soil fertility management: USD 400/ha saved 
annually.

• Integrated Pest management: USD 250/ha 
(starting the 4th year) saved

• Insect-proof nets(4th year): USD 5,000/ha.

• Additional labor (grape pruning, hormone 
application and so, starting the 4th year): 
USD 200/ha.

In the case of table grapevine growers, after a 
10-year period, 2,000ha will have adopted GAP. 
The total cost spent by the grapevine growers 
is expected to reach USD 8.66 million for the 
mentioned area and period. Costs and benefits at 
farmer’s level are illustrated in Table 71.

Costs and benefits of the transfer and diffusion of 
GAP, with an emphasis on Table grape production 
are illustrated in  Fig. 63. 

 Table 71 –Cost Benefit Analysis (in USD) of 1ha of vineyard under GAP for a 10-year period 

Revenue under 
conventional agriculture 

without adaptation

Total 
revenues 

under  GAP

Additional 
revenue 

under GAP

Additional 
costs from 

applying GAP 

Net benefits 
from applying 

GAP

Discounted 
net adaptation 
benefits (6%)

A B C=B-A D E=C-D F=E/(1+0.06)yr

Year USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha USD/ha

1 9,000 22,500 10,850 2,650 8,200 7,885

2 8,910 22,500 13,940 -350 14,290 13,740

3 8,821 22,500 14,029 -350 14,379 13,826

4 8,733 22,500 9,217 4,550 4,667 4488

5 8,645 22,500 14,305 -450 14,755 14,187

6 8,559 22,500 14,391 -450 14,841 14,270

7 8,473 22,500 14,477 -450 14,927 14,353

8 8,389 22,500 14,561 -450 15,011 14,434

9 8,305 22,500 14,645 -450 15,095 14,515

10 8,222 22,500 14,728 -450 15,178 14,595

NPV 126,292
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 Fig. 63  - CBA for the transfer and diffusion of GAP for table grapevine.

Source: The author’s own design

Benefits related to the transfer and diffusion of GAP 
include: i) less inputs in terms of chemicals, with a 
positive impact on the environment (water and soil) 
and food quality, ii) food security preserved due to 
food availability (yield stability), increase in revenues 
(access to food) and preserved food quality and, 
iii) benefits exceeding USD 238 million in 10 years 
following the assumptions related to yield, surface 
applying GAP and NPV per 1ha in a 10-year period, 
as mentioned in Figure 63. 

Costs from public expenditure are USD 325,000 
while the expenses paid by table grapevine growers 
are USD 8.66 million, making a total of USD 9 million 
approximately. Based on a revenue of USD 238.8 
million for 10 years,  and compared  to the costs 
incurred for the deployment of the GAP, results show 

that the adoption of good agricultural practices are 
cost-efficient and feasible in Lebanon. 

6.6.5 Technology Action Plan for a 
Risk Coping Production System: Good 
Agriculture Practices

Target for technology transfer and diffusion

If GAP is to be applied at a national scale, and 
for different crops, a nationwide awareness and 
training campaign is to be initiated, especially that 
Good Agricultural Practices can be easily coupled 
to other technologies or practices for optimal 
efficiency and adaptation at farmer’s level. The 
appropriate technology action plan is presented 
Table 72.
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Chapter 6 

6.7 Linkages of identified barriers

The three selected technologies are characterized 
by common barriers that are interlinked. These 
focus mainly on the absence or deficiency of 
specific institutional or financial arrangements and 
to awareness and information dissemination as 
well as research and development. For instance, 
financial resources are needed not only to conduct 
research programmes on topics related to the 
three technologies, but also for ensuring subsidies, 
which require governmental decisions to shift 
subsidizing mechanism from crop oriented (for 
wheat and tobacco) to practice oriented (for the use 
of SAVR or adopting CA, etc.). Meanwhile indirect 
subsidies or services provided by some institutions 
(i.e. distribution of seedlings to farmers; extension 
activities) should be embedded in the process of 
transfer and diffusion of SAVR, CA and GAP. 

Although these might be of different nature, the 
major actors involved are public institutions, 
namely:  i) the Ministry of Agriculture, ii) the Ministry 
of Finance and iii) the Ministry of Economy and 
Trade. Other public institutions, such as i) the 
Ministry of Environment, ii) the Green Plan, iii) the 
Lebanese Agriculture Research Institute,  iv) the 
General Directorate of Customs, v) the General 
Directorate of Urban Planning, and vi) The Council 
for Development and Reconstruction could also be 
involved. A holistic approach for overcoming these 
barriers could be overseen with the mentioned 
stakeholders. Other important actors are private or 
international research institutions active in Lebanon 
(AUB, USJ, LU, USEK, CNRS, ICARDA, and ACSAD) 
or active NGOs in the diffusion of technologies 
(Arc-en-Ciel, Frem Foundation, Hariri Foundation, 
Moawad Foundation, Safadi Foundation, YMCA, 
etc.).

Mainstreaming of measures for overcoming these 
common barriers is hence required. Such effort 
would optimize the efficiency of transfer and 
diffusion of the technologies.

6.8 Enabling Framework for overcoming 
the barriers in agriculture

The use of a Selection Adapted Varieties and 
Rootstocks, Conservation Agriculture and Good 
Agriculture Practices concern mostly farmers’ 
behavior and their readiness to change their 
agriculture production system and field operations. 
Therefore, the enabling framework is limited to 
the capacity of public institutions to transfer 
these technologies on the grass root level. Few 

arrangements to facilitate the requirement of 
necessary equipments are to be done (like seed 
drillers for some crops under CA or plant material 
under SAVR).  Nevertheless, most of the work 
concern extension service capacity to diffuse the 
technologies, and research programmes prior to 
this diffusion. 

A major concern is the capacity of absorption of 
additional projects or programmes within the public 
institutions which chronically suffer from the limited 
human resources and infrastructure enabling 
the proper implementation of such programmes. 
Therefore, the proposed technology action 
plans require international assistance with the 
participation of local NGOs, research institutions 
and international organizations that have a 
long expertise in transfer and diffusion of these 
technologies. The ownership of these technologies 
by the MoA is crucial for further development of 
projects aiming at overcoming barriers related to 
the transfer and diffusion of these technologies. 
So far, all the selected technologies fall under 
the framework of the Agriculture Strategy 2010-
2014.  The Ministry of Agriculture is being active in 
encouraging conservation agriculture, elaborating 
communication tools for GAP and developing a 
seed policy, which would be a perfect ground for 
enhancing SAVR and resolving constraints related 
to Intellectual Property Rights.


