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Measure XXX  

Article 36 of Council Regulation […] 

Article XX of Commission Regulation […] 

This draft guidance document is based on the partial political agreement reached in June 

2013 between the European Parliament and the Council with regard to the Commission's 

proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on support for 

rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)" 

(COM(2011) 627/3). 

Where relevant, it is also based on the Commission proposal laying down common 

provisions on the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social 

Fund (ESF), the Cohesion Fund (CF), the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 

Development (EAFRD) and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) covered 

by the Common Strategic Framework (COM(2011) 615 final). 

Since both proposals mentioned above are still formally under discussion with the 

European Parliament and the European Council, this document provides preliminary 

guidance, which will only be finalised - including definitive references to relevant 

articles of legislation - after the formal approval of the legal framework. 
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0. INTRODUCTION 

The Co-operation measure of the post-2013 rural development policy – set out in 

article 36 of the new Rural Development Regulation (RDR) – incorporates 

provisions from the 2007-2013 programming period but goes far beyond them. 

Existing provision in favour of the development of new products, processes and 

technologies in the agri-food and forest sectors is extended. In addition, there are 

new provisions to support other types of joint activity – economic, environmental 

and social in nature. The broadened measure serves in particular the objectives of 

the European Innovation Partnership for Agricultural Productivity and Sustainability 

(henceforward referred to simply as "the EIP"1). 

For these reasons and others, a number of potential questions emerge about how to 

implement the Co-operation measure. This document therefore offers guidance on 

the spirit of the measure and on certain aspects of its detail. At times it refers in 

detail to particular phrases from art. 36, where this is considered necessary; 

however, some sections are more general in their approach. 

The document is not exhaustive and will be complemented by subsequent additional 

explanation as necessary, and possibly updated. 

1. RATIONALE OF THE MEASURE 

Many of the rural areas of the EU suffer from disadvantages of fragmentation. 

Operators are often smaller on average than in urban areas; communication is often 

more difficult (especially between rural areas); and economies of scale are harder to 

achieve in activities aiming to deliver not only economic but also environmental and 

social benefits. 

Public support can help to overcome these disadvantages by assisting operators in 

working together. 

In the period 2007-2013, rural development policy already offers support for various 

kinds of joint activity, for example: 

 co-operation in the development of new products, processes and 

technologies in the agri-food and forestry sectors (set out in art. 29 of 

Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005); 

 farmers' participation in food quality schemes (art. 32 of the above-

mentioned regulation); 

 the setting-up and operation of producer groups (art. 35); and  

 the LEADER approach (arts. 61-65). 

                                                 
1 In fact EIPs have been launched in various fields of policy, but only the EIP mentioned above need 

concern the reader in this document. 
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However, experience strongly suggests that there are "gaps" in the current provision. 

Measure 124 has attracted limited interest, and the requirement always to involve a 

primary producer or processor has been problematic; food quality schemes and 

producer groups are useful but relatively specific forms of co-operation; and 

although the LEADER approach has been a strong performer, it has sometimes 

seemed that alternative tools might be more suitable for less comprehensive 

strategies / projects. 

Therefore, the Co-operation measure will: 

 offer new opportunities to bring a broad range of people / other entities 

together, thereby overcoming the disadvantages of fragmentation; 

 provide additional "soft" support (covering organisational costs); 

 support more specific, less comprehensive co-operation than LEADER… 

 …but broader co-operation than through certain other measures; and 

 widen the provisions on scope and identity of participants in pilot / 

development projects. 

2. FORMS OF CO-OPERATION 

2.1. The basic rule: two entities or more 

Art. 36 (1): 

Support under this measure shall be granted in order to promote forms of co-

operation involving at least two entities….. 

This is the fundamental rule of the Co-operation measure: that at least two entities 

must be involved in a supported project. 

It is also a reminder that the measure is not simply an "innovation measure" or a 

"short supply chains measure" or a "complementary environmental measure". It will 

make a valuable contribution in these areas and others; however, the essence of the 

measure is that it is about supporting entities to work together2.  

The phrase "promote forms of co-operation" is also important. The Co-operation 

measure should be used to "make new things happen". It must not be used to 

support joint activities which are already taking place: this would be a poor use of 

public funds. 

On the other hand, the measure could be used to support an existing group of co-

operating entities in undertaking a new joint project. 

                                                 
2 There is one exception to this rule, discussed in section 4.3. 
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2.2. Broad general eligibility for support 

Art. 36 (1) (a): 

…co-operation approaches among different actors in the Union agriculture sector, 

food chain and forestry sector and other actors that contribute to achieving the 

objectives and priorities of rural development policy, including producer groups, 

co-operatives and inter-branch organisations… 

This provision sets out the essence of when the Co-operation measure is relevant, 

even though certain forms of co-operation are mentioned specifically (see 2.3 and 

2.4 below). 

A very wide range of operators working together are potentially eligible for support 

– provided that their activity will contribute to the priorities of rural development 

policy. 

2.3. Clusters and networks 

Art. 36 (1) (b): 

…the creation of clusters and networks… 

The article explicitly mentions clusters and networks as possible forms of co-

operation because of their importance. 

The new RDR contains a definition of the term "cluster" which is essentially based 

on current state aid rules: 

"cluster" means a grouping of independent undertakings – start-ups, small, medium 

and large undertakings as well as advisory bodies and / or research organisations – 

designed to stimulate economic activity by promoting intensive interactions, sharing 

of facilities and exchange of knowledge and expertise and by contributing effectively 

to knowledge transfer, networking and information dissemination among the 

undertakings in the cluster…. (Art. 2 [xa] RDR) 

The term "network" is less precisely defined and much broader in scope. See section 

4.2 for particular rules regarding support for clusters and networks. 

2.4. EIP operational groups 

Art. 36 (1) (c): 

…the establishment and operation of operational groups of the EIP for agricultural 

productivity and sustainability…. 

Paragraph 1 (c) emphasises that art. 36 of the new RDR will be a very important 

tool for making the EIP work.  

Indeed, it is envisaged that potential beneficiaries of rural development policy 

(especially of art. 36) with an interest in innovation will naturally gravitate towards 

the EIP as a highly advantageous framework within which to pursue their work. 
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The RDR does not set out many prescriptions about the form of EIP operational 

groups, because what these groups "do" is much more important than what they 

"are". Indeed, the main point about the form of EIP operational groups is that, in the 

words of art. 62 (1): 

"They shall be set up by interested actors such as farmers, researchers, advisors 

and businesses involved in the agriculture and food sector, who are relevant for 

achieving the objectives of the EIP." 

For reference, it can be recalled here that other requirements listed in arts. 62 and 63 

with regard to operational groups include the following: 

 they must establish internal procedures to ensure transparency in their 

operation and decision-making, and avoid conflicts of interest; 

 they must draw up a plan containing: 

o a description of their innovative project; 

o a description of the expected results; 

 they must disseminate the results of their project, especially through the 

EIP. 

Additional information on EIP operational groups may be found in the guidance 

document of June 20133. 

3. TYPES OF CO-OPERATIVE ACTIVITY 

3.1. Introduction: a closed or open list of types of eligible activity? 

Art. 36 (2) 

Co-operation under paragraph 1 shall relate, in particular, to the following… 

Whereas paragraph 1 of art. 36 addresses types of group to be supported, paragraph 

2 sets out types of activity4 suitable for support. 

The words "in particular" must be understood correctly. 

On the one hand, they indicate that the list of types of activity in paragraph 2 is 

not closed. Member States (MS) / regions5 may programme support under art. 36 

for other types of activity which contribute to the achievement of the priorities of 

rural development policy. 

                                                 
3 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/eip/pdf/draft-eip-guidelines_en.pdf 

4 Also referred to later in this document as "themes", for the sake of brevity. 

5 From here on, whenever this document refers to "MS" with regard to matters of drawing up and 

managing rural development programmes, this reference may be taken as an abbreviated form of "MS 

/ regions". 
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On the other hand, the words "in particular" mean that emphasis will be given to the 

types of activity described in under art. 36 (2). If an RDP proposes support falling 

within the categories of this paragraph, all that must be assessed is the "detail". By 

contrast, if an RDP proposes support falling outside these categories, a very sound 

justification must be provided. 

Very importantly: it will not be acceptable to propose a "new" category which is 

similar to one of the categories of paragraph 2 as a means of avoiding specific 

conditions which apply to support granted under that category. 

For example, under points 2 (d) and (e), support is available for the development 

(and related promotion) of supply chains which are short and markets which are 

local – two characteristics whose practical content will be spelt out in a delegated 

act (see section 3.4). These limitations are there for a reason. The development of 

short supply chains and local markets is seen as being particularly likely to deliver 

significant benefits if supported. By contrast, the development of "normal" supply 

chains and markets would in principle not merit specific support through art. 366. It 

would not be acceptable to try to circumvent the limits imposed on support through 

points 2 (d) and (e) and related delegated acts by adding a "new" point to paragraph 

2 in the programme addressing "normal" supply chains and markets which had no 

special characteristics. 

The remainder of section 3 offers comments on the individual categories of activity 

mentioned in art. 36 (2). 

3.2. Pilot projects and other experimental development 

Art. 36 (2) (a) and (b): 

(a) …pilot projects; 

(b) …the development of new products, practices, processes and technologies in the 

agriculture, food and forestry sectors… 

3.2.1. The essence of what these provisions cover 

Points (a) and (b) of art. 36 (2) are presented together here because they 

overlap significantly. Given this overlap, they are governed by the same 

particular conditions of art. 36 (3) and (4) and there is no particular need to 

distinguish between them for purposes of programming unless a MS wishes to 

do so (see section 6 on the Co-operation measure and what appears in a 

RDP). 

The wording of point (b) draws on that of art. 29 of Council Regulation (EC) 

No 1698/2005: 

Cooperation for development of new products, processes and technologies in 

the agriculture and food sector and in the forestry sector 

                                                 
6 An exception would be the provision of biomass for various industries – see art. 36 (2) (h). 
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In art. 36 the word "practices" may refer, inter alia, to farming practices, e.g. 

crop rotation, soil management or hedge maintenance. Its presence makes 

clear that this article can support the development of techniques / methods 

which are essentially adaptations of existing technologies etc. to situations 

where they are not currently used. In other words, the intended meaning of the 

word "development" is broad. This is particularly important for the EIP. 

The term used in point (a) – "pilot projects" – is widely understood as 

referring to a "test project". A pilot project can of course form part of a larger 

process of "development".  

Note that the wording of point (a) is not limited to any particular sector; 

therefore "experimental" projects operating outside the agri-food and forestry 

sectors but matching the priorities of rural development policy could be 

considered for support – though in this case particular attention might have to 

be paid to the issue of state aid clearance (see section 7). N.B. Projects under 

the EIP must correspond to the more specific aims spelt out in art. 62. 

3.2.2. "Development" versus "research" 

Art. 36 should not be used to support stand-alone research. On the other hand, 

it could be used to fund research activities linked to and accompanying 

practical projects, in particular those carried out by EIP operational groups 

(e.g. analysing the success and failure of projects, adapting solutions to 

specific climatic and structural contexts etc.). Researchers could indeed play a 

valuable role within operational groups, co-operating with other members and 

helping actively to achieve the aims of the groups' projects. 

In addition, development activities supported by art. 36 may well be 

connected to research which is itself being supported via other instruments 

such as Horizon 2020 or other research funding sources. 

Once again, in the case of projects which fall outside Annex I to the EU 

Treaty, in drawing up RDPs a certain understanding of the categories of 

research and development activity set out in state aid rules might be 

necessary, depending on the content finally agreed for state aid rules for the 

period 2014-20207 (see section 7). 

3.2.3. Demonstration projects 

Art. 36 may potentially support the "demonstration" of new technologies etc. 

where the demonstration activity is the final part of the process of testing / 

validating a technology, process etc. The exact character of the co-operation 

project would of course have to be taken into account. 

                                                 
7 In the current period, in order for state aid to be granted for "R & D projects" through the Community 

framework for state aid for research and development (2006/C 323/01), each task of the project must 

be allocated to one of the categories "fundamental research", "industrial research" and "experimental 

development". Different maximum aid intensities etc. apply to each category. 
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By contrast, the measure Knowledge transfer and information actions (art. 15) 

should be used to support "demonstration activities" which simply raise 

awareness of technologies, techniques which are already operational and 

available - not demonstration activities forming the end phase of a project 

which tests / validates. 

3.3. Miscellaneous co-operation between small operators; tourism 

Art. 36 (2) (c): 

co-operation among small operators in organising joint work processes and sharing 

facilities and resources….  

The first part of this particularly broad point in art. 36 (2) essentially covers forms 

of commercial co-operation which take place between small operators and do not fit 

comfortably into other points of paragraph 2. 

The intention is to help "small" operators in rural areas to find economies of scale 

together which they lack when acting alone. The focus on small operators is 

especially important given that the scope of this theme of paragraph 2 is very broad. 

Without a size-related limitation, funding would be used less efficiently8. 

The term "small" will be given operational content through a delegated act. The 

content to be set out is under consideration; the view is currently taken that limiting 

support to micro-enterprises9 would focus funding appropriately. 

….and for the development and/or marketing of tourism services related to rural 

tourism… 

This part of art. 36 (2) (c) makes it explicit that support can be granted to certain 

types of project related to rural tourism. The limitation of support to "small" 

operators still applies. 

3.4. Short supply chains and local markets 

Art.36 (2) (d) and (e): 

…horizontal and vertical co-operation among supply chain actors for the 

establishment and development of short supply chains and local markets… 

…promotion activities in a local context relating to the development of short supply 

chains and local markets… 

                                                 
8 No size-related limitations are considered necessary with regard to the other themes of art. 36 (2) as these 

are more specific and / or more obviously targeted at public benefit (e.g. in the case of joint activity 

related to the environment / climate change). 

9 According to Commission Recommendation 2003/361/EC of 6 May 2003, a micro-enterprise is an 

enterprise which employs fewer than 10 persons and whose annual turnover or balance sheet is lower 

than € 10 million. 
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These two points belong closely together, as promotion will often be an essential 

component of the "development" of a short supply chain or local market. 

Support must be limited to supply chains which are "short" and markets which are 

"local": art. 36 is not intended to support the development of quite "standard" supply 

chains and markets. Short supply chains and local markets can offer particular 

benefits but are currently not reaching their potential in many areas; this is what 

justifies support in their case. 

3.4.1. What is a "short" supply chain? 

In line with art. 36 (10), a delegated act will specify certain characteristics of 

short supply chains which will make them eligible for support. 

The intended content of the delegated act is that – in all RDPs – support can 

be offered only in the case of supply chains involving no more than one 

intermediary between farmer and consumer. 

An "intermediary" in this context is an entity which buys the product from the 

farmer for the purpose of selling it on. 

A retailer would therefore be an intermediary. A processor would also be an 

intermediary if it bought the product from the farmer and thereby took control 

of it – but not if the farmer retained control of the product during processing 

and decided the sale price afterwards (in this case the processor would simply 

be the provider of a service to the farmer). 

Needless to say, MS may set additional conditions in their RDPs to focus 

support for short supply chains more precisely. 

3.4.2. What is a "local" market? 

A delegated act will also specify characteristics of local markets which will 

make them eligible for support. 

In many cases, local markets will be based solely on short supply chains. In 

this case, the decision to grant support need refer only to the fact that the 

conditions related to short supply chains are met (see above). There would be 

no need to meet additional conditions related specifically to "local markets". 

However, in cases where a local market might not be based solely on short 

supply chains, in order to qualify for support, either: 

(a) the activities of processing and sales to the final consumer 

would have to take place within a radius of [x] km from the 

farm on which the product originates (the value x would be set 

and approved in the RDP); or 

(b) the RDP would have to present a convincing alternative 

approach to defining what is considered a "local" market. 
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Note that the alternative approach could not be based on administrative 

boundaries, as this would not be in line with the rules of the single market. 

It could, for example, be based on limitations of physical geography. 

3.4.3. Under what circumstances may promotion be supported? 

Essentially, art. 36 may support the promotion of a supply chain or market if 

that supply chain / market fulfils the conditions set out in the previous sub-

section. 

The promotion in question would relate to the short supply chain or local 

market in question in its "entirety", not a restricted number of individual 

products issuing from it. In other words, any supported promotional material 

or activity would make potential customers aware that the short supply chain 

or local market in question existed and would communicate the benefits of 

purchasing via this route. 

Furthermore, the promotion would be part of a project clearly "developing" 

the supply chain or market. 

3.5. Climate change and the environment 

Art. 36 (2) (f) and (g): 

…joint action undertaken with a view to mitigating or adapting to climate change… 

…joint approaches to environmental projects and ongoing environmental practices, 

including efficient water management, the use of renewable energy and the 

preservation of agricultural landscapes… 

Once again, points (f) and (g) belong together: in practice they cannot easily be 

separated and there is no need to do so. 

These provisions offer support for joint projects in favour of the environment / 

climate particularly where those projects are relatively complex (especially 

involving multiple activities and participants, and perhaps investments). 

By contrast, in cases where beneficiaries of funding under the measures Agri-

environment-climate (art. 29), Organic farming (art. 30) or Forest-environmental 

and climate services and forest conservation (art. 35) simply wish to organise their 

joint use of the measure in question and doing so is a relatively simple task, it is 

recommended that the costs of this organisation be covered by the provisions for 

reimbursing "transaction costs" under these measures10. 

On the other hand, joint projects which involved activities funded by these measures 

as well as other activities might well benefit from use of art. 36 to cover the costs of 

organisation / co-ordination, but in this case the area-related payments must be 

                                                 
10 See arts. 29 (6), 30 (4) and 35 (3). 
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made through art. 29, 30 or 35 – not directly through art. 3611 – as they are subject 

to particular rules12 which do not cover art. 36. 

3.6. Provision of biomass 

Art. 36 (2) (h): 

…horizontal and vertical co-operation among supply chain actors in the sustainable 

provision of biomass for use in food and energy production and industrial 

processes… 

The key word in this point is "provision" (as opposed to "production"). The 

intention behind point 2 (h) of art. 36 is not to influence farmers' production 

decisions, but rather to help them to work together to organise the supply of biomass 

resulting from the production decisions which they take anyway.  

Biomass used in "food production" would not include biomass which becomes part 

of the food itself, but rather any other biomass used to aid the production process in 

some way. 

3.7. Public-private partnerships / non-LEADER local development strategies 

Art. 36 (2) (i): 

…implementation, in particular by groups of public and private partners other than 

those defined in Article 28 (1) (b) of Regulation (EU) No [CSF/2012], of local 

development strategies other than those defined in Article 2 (16) of Regulation (EU) 

No [CPR] addressing one or more of the Union priorities for rural development… 

This point covers the implementation of strategies which address some of the needs 

of a particular area but may be less comprehensive than the strategies of the 

LEADER approach. 

The point is intended to address especially the need to support public-private 

partnerships, whether these are acting to address only one need of the area in 

question, or several. 

An example of a project which could be supported under these provisions would be 

the development and implementation of a renewable energy strategy for a village, 

which includes the use of agricultural biomass. 

3.8. Forest management plans 

Art. 36 (2) (j): 

…drawing-up of forest management plans or equivalent instruments… 

                                                 
11 This is an exception to the flexibility set out in art. 36 (6). 

12 E.g. related to the Integrated Administration and Control System (IACS). 
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This point offers support for beneficiaries to work together to draw up forest 

management plans etc. – which are a valuable tool for developing sustainable forest 

production. 

This support should be particularly useful to managers of small forest holdings who 

have no interest in drawing up a management plan for their holding alone. 

(N.B. Under other provisions of the RDR, support is also available to individual 

beneficiaries to draw up forest management plans (see art. 46 (2) [(cb)] ). 

3.9. Diversification of farming activities into social functions 

Art. 36 (2) [(ja)]: 

…diversification of farming activities into activities concerning health care, social 

integration, community-supported agriculture and education about the environment 

and food… 

This point offers support for a range of activities which sometimes come under the 

approximate heading of "social agriculture". 

The focus is on using farming to deliver various benefits to society through joint 

action, and thus also to offer new income opportunities to farm households. In this 

respect, art. 36 (2) (k) is more specific than the related provisions of art. 21 (Basic 

services and village renewal in rural areas). 

In many or even most cases, however, the joint activity will also involve 

participants who are not farmers. 

4. SOME PARTICULAR RULES ON ELIGIBLE BENEFICIARIES 

4.1. A broad overall approach 

As section 2 highlights, the rules on the potential beneficiaries of art. 36 are 

extremely broad. This is necessary in view of the wide range of types of project that 

can be supported. The key issue is what potential beneficiaries of support undertake 

to do and how this will contribute to the priorities of rural development policy. 

However, art. 36 (3) explicitly mentions rules regarding the eligibility of 

beneficiaries in two particular cases, as set out below. 

4.2. Particular rule: types of cluster and network eligible for support 

Art. 36 (3): 

Support under point (b) of paragraph 1 shall be granted only to newly formed 

clusters and networks and those commencing an activity that is new to them. 

As art. 36 (1) (b) makes a particular mention of clusters and networks, art. 36 (3) 

emphasises specifically that funding cannot be offered to support already-
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established activities carried out by clusters and networks. (In fact this point applies 

to all activities supported by the Co-operation measure, as stated in section 2.1.) 

Note that, according to art. 36 (1) (b), it would be possible to fund only the creation 

of a cluster or network (i.e. choose not to fund its subsequent activity through rural 

development policy) if a MS chose to offer support on this basis. However, in this 

case the judgment about whether support is merited would still have to be based on 

what the cluster or network would do. Support would be appropriate only if the 

cluster or network would demonstrably be carrying out one or more projects 

which would address the priorities of rural development policy – in particular 

(though not exclusively), projects falling within the categories set out in art. 36 (2).  

For example, support should not be granted to set up or operate networks / groups 

which "discuss" particular issues with no specific outcome in mind. Discussion can 

of course lead to benefits, but the link is not sufficiently strong in itself to merit 

support; in order to receive support, discussion must be accompanied by specific 

planned action with specific planned outcomes. 

Note that the above-mentioned phrase could include work by an EIP operational 

group in, say, collecting and analysing various findings with a view to arriving at 

clear conclusions which will be of direct use to farmers etc. The work could in this 

sense be "abstract" as long as it and the objectives are specific. 

4.3. Particular rule: individual actors for pilot / development projects 

Art. 36 (3): 

Support for operations under points (a) and (b) of paragraph 2 may be granted also 

to individual actors where this possibility is provided for in the rural development 

programme. 

Art. 36 (4): 

The results of pilot projects under point (a) of paragraph 2 and operations under 

point (b) of paragraph 2 carried out by individual actors as provided for in 

paragraph 3 shall be disseminated. 

By allowing support for pilot / development projects carried out by individual 

actors, art. 36 (3) makes the only exception to a fundamental principle of art. 36 as a 

whole – namely, that the Co-operation measure always supports joint activity. 

This exception takes into account the importance of supporting innovation / 

experimentation – which can sometimes be carried out effectively through co-

operative efforts, but not always. 

However, lone beneficiaries must disseminate the results of their project. 

This provision should ensure that the knowledge obtained through pilot projects / 

development projects under paragraph 2 (a) / (b) is always spread as widely as 
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possible – in line with the spirit of the Co-operation measure – even when the 

beneficiary is a single entity.13 

Note that, according to art. 63 (3), the results of all projects carried out within the 

framework of the EIP must be disseminated as the spread of knowledge lies at the 

heart of the EIP.  

5. TYPES OF ELIGIBLE COST 

5.1. Overall approach 

The Co-operation measure can cover five types of cost as set out in art. 36 

(5), which for the sake of understanding the nature of art. 36 could be 

informally grouped into two categories, as shown below (the distinction is not 

water-tight but is nonetheless helpful): 

Costs arising from co-ordination / 
organisation 

Costs arising from project activities 
themselves 

Studies / plans 

Animation 

Running costs of the co-operation 

Direct costs of specific projects linked to 
detailed plan etc. 

Promotion activities (category of direct 
costs) 

 

There are various ways of using the Co-operation measure in respect of the 

various costs which arise from co-operative action. 

 One option is to use the Co-operation measure to cover only the co-

ordination / organisation costs of the project (set out in the left-hand 

column of the table above), while using other rural development measures 

and / or other sources of funding to cover the costs which arise more 

directly from the activities of the project. 

 But for the sake of convenience, another option under certain 

circumstances would be to cover all costs through the Co-operation 

measure, including those which "fit" under other measures – see art. 36 

(6). This can be done in the case of "specific projects" drawn up in a 

relatively detailed plan. The aim of this provision is to reduce the possible 

administrative burden of using several measures together14. 

o However, in this case, the maximum aid intensities / amounts 

of other measures would still have to be respected with 

                                                 
13 Of course, if they wish, as in the case of all rural development measures MS could set conditions more 

demanding than those in the RDR – including an obligation to disseminate results in all cases, with a 

view to obtaining the best possible value from public funding. 

14 In some cases, of course, MS might actually find it more convenient to split the costs between the 

relevant measures. 
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regard to the "direct costs" arising from the project 

activities. 

 Finally, again in the case of specific projects drawn up with a detailed plan, 

art. 36 could be used to cover directly types of cost which could not in any 

case be covered by any other measure.  

o This might be particularly relevant to certain types of cost that in 

the period 2007-2013 would be covered by art. 29 of Regulation 

1698/2005, which has now been absorbed into the body of art. 36 

of the new RDR.  

There follow below brief individual explanations of each type of cost. 

5.2. Studies 

Art. 36 (5) (a): 

Studies of the area concerned, feasibility studies and the drawing-up of a business 

plan or forest management plan or equivalent or a local development strategy other 

than the one referred to in Article 29 of Regulation (EU) No [CSF/2012]… 

Because of the particular challenges involved in organising joint projects, this 

provision should be interpreted fairly broadly. 

The maximum aid intensity with regard to this cost category is 100 %. 

5.3. "Animation" 

Art. 36 (5) (b): 

…animation of the area concerned in order to make feasible a collective territorial 

project or a project to be carried out by an operational Group of the EIP for 

Agricultural Productivity and Sustainability as referred to in Article 62. In the case 

of clusters, animation may also concern the organisation of training, networking 

between members and the recruitment of new members…. 

In this context, the term "collective territorial project" refers to a project which 

should deliver benefits for a specific area with a reasonably clear identity. 

The term "animation" essentially covers recruitment of participants in a project and 

networking between them required to define  project adequately and get it off the 

ground. 

In the case of an EIP project, it might often be appropriate to use an "innovation 

broker" to take on such tasks; the related costs could be covered cover under the 

heading of animation. 

(N.B. Clusters are highlighted in this provision but it is not intended that they be 

treated in a fundamentally different way than other forms of co-operation.)  

The maximum aid intensity with regard to this cost category is 100 %. 
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5.4. Running costs of the co-operation 

Art. 36 (c): 

…running costs of the co-operation…. 

The running costs in question are not all running costs of the project, but rather the 

running costs arising from the "act" of co-operation. 

A good example would be the salary of a "co-ordinator". 

The maximum aid intensity with regard to this cost category is 100 %. 

5.5. Direct costs of specific planned projects 

Art. 36 (5) (d): 

…direct costs of specific projects linked to the implementation of a business plan, an 

environmental plan, a forest management plan or equivalent, a local development 

strategy other than the one referred to in article 29 of Regulation (EU) No 

[CSF/2012] or other actions targeted towards innovation, including testing… 

"Direct costs" in this context are costs which arise directly from the activities of the 

project rather than from preparatory studies, animation or ongoing co-ordination. 

This provision covers investment costs but is not limited to them. 

With regard to the phrase "action targeted towards innovation": any project carried 

out within the framework of the EIP would be classed as such, as would any project 

explicitly linked to art. 36 (2) (a) / (b) in the programme. 

The maximum aid intensity would be: 

 in the case of a direct cost which could be covered by another rural 

development measure, the same as the maximum for that measure; 

 100 % in other cases. 

5.6. Promotion 

Art. 36 (5) (e): 

…promotion activities. 

This provision overlaps with the category "direct costs" outlined above. It refers to 

direct costs arising from promotion activities related to short supply chains and local 

markets, as referred to in art. 36 (2) (e). 

The maximum aid intensity would be 100 %. 
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6. PROGRAMMING AND MONITORING: THE USE OF FOCUS AREAS AND THE THEMES  / 

TYPES OF ACTIVITY LISTED IN ART. 36 (2) 

6.1. Introduction 

As stated in section 3.1, the themes / types of activity which can be funded by the 

Co-operation measure and are set out in art. 36 (2) do not form a closed list. 

Furthermore, whereas some items in the list have a relatively "independent" 

existence, others are obviously closely related to each other, e.g.: 

 2 (a) and (b): pilot projects / technological development; 

 2 (d) and (e): development of short supply chains & local markets / 

promotion thereof; 

 2 (f) and (g): joint action over the environment / climate change. 

These observations raise potential questions about how support through art. 36 

should be presented in RDPs – especially in the indicator plan - and how it should 

be monitored. What role should the themes of art. 36 (2) play in programming and 

monitoring if they cannot be considered as distinct and exclusive "sub-measures"15? 

(It should be clearly understood that the comments which follow to not relate to  

financial management in the strict sense – for which the information required is 

simply how much money is being spent on art. 36 as a whole through a given RDP, 

since there is only one budget line for this measure, as for any other.) 

6.2. Programming – required information 

6.2.1. The indicator plan 

The working document of July 2013 on "Rural development programming 

and target setting (2014-2020)" sets out information which must be provided 

in the indicator plan of a given RDP regarding the Co-operation measure and 

the priorities / focus areas of rural development policy (see Annex I, attached, 

for a useful extract which provides a diagrammatic representation): 

 Against any focus area: where the Co-operation measure is programmed 

against a given focus area, the "total public expenditure" planned through 

art. 36 as a whole against this focus area must be stated. 

 Against focus area 3A (on food chain organisation): in addition to the 

above information, the indicator plan must show: 

o the planned number of agricultural holdings which will receive 

support in connection with the establishment, development and 

promotion of short supply chains and local markets. 

 In the "total" column only: the indicator plan must show: 

                                                 
15 The term "sub-measure" has no official existence but is sometimes a useful informal shorthand term. 
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o how many EIP operational groups will be supported (in their 

establishment or operation) – no matter what the nature of their 

project; 

o how many non-EIP projects will be supported through art. 36 – 

again, no matter what their nature.  

Therefore, there is in most cases no requirement to show in the indicator 

plan to which theme of art. 36 (2) planned support relates. The main points of 

reference are focus areas; beyond the amount of public funding programmed 

against a given focus area, the information required is limited. 

6.2.2. Measure description 

As with regard to any other measure, the programme must provide a 

description of the types of activity for which support will be offered through 

art. 36. 

Clearly, more detail will be required in this description than a simple 

reproduction of text from art. 36 itself in the basic act. However, descriptions 

of related support will in practice often be less detailed than for certain other 

measures (e.g. Agri-environment-climate) as it would be difficult to predict in 

detail and with certainty what types of potentially deserving projects might be 

proposed for support through art. 36. 

In any case, though, for each "batch" of support, the measure description 

should: 

 explain which focus area it relates to, with a convincing justification; 

o (however, in cases where calls will be made for potentially 

innovative projects, it will often be possible and appropriate to 

transfer planned spending from one focus area to another later on, 

when projects emerge and it becomes clearer to which focus 

areas they relate); 

 make clear whether the support relates to a theme of art. 36 (2) to which 

particular conditions apply according to the RDR and related delegated 

acts – i.e. art. 36 (2) (a) / (b), (c)  and (d) / (e); 

 provide sufficient detail to make state aid clearance possible (where 

necessary). 

6.3. Monitoring – required information 

The working document of June 2013 on "Rural development monitoring (2014-

2020) – implementation report tables" sets out what information must be provided 

at the stage of monitoring (see the key table attached in Annex II). This information 

is more detailed than what is required for the indicator table at the programming 

stage. 
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Here, a fundamental division is made between EIP and non-EIP operations, because 

different sorts of information are considered as more important between the two 

cases. 

In the case of non-EIP operations, the information required is not only that required 

at the programming stage but also the number of operations supported, reported in 

relation not only to focus areas but also to themes listed in art. 36 (2), as this is 

considered useful information. 

As can be seen in annex II, some of the themes of art. 36 (2) have been grouped for 

this purpose because they are thematically so similar. Furthermore, there is an 

"others" category to cover support which does not fit under any of the themes of art. 

36 (2). 

For EIP operations, no such breakdown of number of operations by theme of 

art. 36 (2) is required – only the total number of supported EIP operations against 

each focus area, as well as the total number of EIP groups supported. 

6.4. Practical conclusions 

When the above considerations are taken into account, along with the fact that the 

approach of some MS to programming may be influenced by what will be required 

at the monitoring stage, the following practical advice presents itself with regard to 

the themes of art. 36 (2). 

 Measure descriptions must make clear when support will relate to a theme 

of art. 36 (2) to which particular conditions apply according to the 

legislation. 

 Otherwise, a certain flexibility can be permitted regarding references to the 

themes of art. 36 (2) in the measure description. MS will probably find it 

appropriate to make reference to these themes – especially in view of 

requirements for subsequent monitoring – but except where particular 

conditions apply to a given theme, the themes are of limited importance. 

 In particular, potentially innovative projects (including EIP projects) do not 

"belong" exclusively to art. 36 (2) (a) and (b), because many projects 

related to the themes of art. 36 (c) to (ja) could have an experimental 

element whether or not the emphasis is on experimentation. 

o For example, if a MS wishes to offer support for joint action 

regarding the environment and climate, and expects that a 

number of somewhat experimental projects will be proposed, 

usually there will be no need to "decide" between labelling the 

support as relevant to art. 36 (2) (a) / (b) on the one hand or art. 

36 (2) (f) / (g) on the other hand. 

o However, any support for an operation carried out by a single actor 

must be clearly identified as relevant to art. 36 (a) / (b) as this is 

the only group of themes for which single actors are eligible for 

support. The operation must be credible as a pilot project or 
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project for the development of new products etc. (and the results 

must be disseminated, in line with art. 36 (4) ). 

 At the monitoring stage, additional information must be provided. If MS 

voluntarily decide at the programming stage to use a schema similar to that 

of the monitoring table, and at the monitoring stage they find that some 

projects fit better into a certain group of themes than the one to which they 

were allocated at the programming stage, these may be "transferred" from 

one category to another provided that all the relevant theme-specific 

eligibility conditions have been respected.  

6.5. Addendum: "success" of projects targeted at innovation 

Finally, it is worth recalling in this section that supported projects targeted to 

some extent at development / testing may not turn out as expected. As 

meeting the unexpected is part of the process of development / testing, such 

outcomes need not be seen as "failures" deserving a financial penalty, 

provided that the eligibility conditions of funding have been met. 

MS should bear this in mind when setting eligibility conditions in a given 

RDP. 

For more detailed discussion of this point, see section 5 of the aforementioned 

guidance document on innovation and the EIP. 

7. THE CO-OPERATION MEASURE AND STATE AID RULES 

In many cases, the Co-operation measure will be used to support operations which 

are not covered by Annex I to the EU Treaty. This may be because they are clearly 

not "agricultural" in nature; it could also be because they are in some sense related 

to agriculture but their outputs do not fall within the aforementioned Annex (e.g. in 

the case of support for the development of a new system for using agricultural 

biomass in the manufacture of adhesives). 

In such cases, support may be paid through rural development policy only if state 

aid clearance is obtained. 

It is particularly important to recognise this with regard to the Co-operation measure 

as its scope is so broad. 

At the time of writing, it is not yet possible to provide substantial information on 

how the various regulations / guidelines in respect of state aid will relate to the Co-

operation measure, as discussions on their content are not sufficiently advanced. 

The Commission is attempting to limit the likely difficulties of obtaining state aid 

clearance for support under the Co-operation measure, as for other rural 

development measures. These attempts include input into the discussion of the 

future "General Block Exemption" regulation on state aid, which will set out 

categories of aid for which full state aid clearance will not be required. 
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Furthermore, amounts of support small enough to fall under the "De Minimis" 

regulation will not be considered as state aid and will therefore not require 

clearance. 

However, at this stage it cannot be ruled out that in some cases, when programming 

support under art. 36, MS need to refer to several sets of state aid rules in order to 

obtain clearance for the measure as a whole. 

Above all, it must be understood that, where state aid rules apply, the relevant 

rules in a given case may impose eligibility conditions and maximum aid 

intensities / amounts which are more limiting than those in art. 36 of the RDR. 

Annexes: 

Extract from indicator plan in RDP 

Extract from monitoring table 

 



 

Annex I: Extract from indicator plan  

N.B.: The indicative greying out shows that not all cells are likely to be filled in (depending on intervention logic)* 

   
 2014-2020 

   
P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 

Total 

   
2a 2b 3a 3b 4a 4b 4c 5a 5b 5c 5d 5e 6a 6b 6c 

NAT-WFD (31) 

Area (ha) 

NATURA 2000 agriculture (12.1)                             

NATURA 2000 forestry (12.2)                             

WFD (12.3)                             

Total public expenditure (€)                             

NCA (32) 

Area (ha) 

mountain areas (13.1)                             

others areas facing natural constraints (13.2)                             

others areas affected by specific constraints (13.3)                             

Total public expenditure (€)                             

ANIM-WELF (34) Nbr. of beneficiaries                             

Total public expenditure (€)                             

FOR-ENV (35) Area (ha) (15.1)                             

Total public expenditure (€) (15.1 to 15.2)                             

CO-OP (36) No of farms participating in cooperation/local promotion among supply chain actors                             

Nbr of operational groups                             

Total public expenditure (€)                             
RISK-MAN (37) Nbr. of farm holdings supported for premium for insurance (17.1)                             

Total public expenditure (€) (17.1)                             

Nbr. of farm holdings participating  in mutual funds (17.2)                             

Total public expenditure (€) (17.2)                             

Nbr. of farm holdings participating to income stabilisation tool (17.3)                             

Total public expenditure (€) (17.3)                             

 

 

 

 



24 

Annex II: Extract from monitoring table 

        output realised (2014-Year N cumul) 

        P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 
Total 

        2a 2b 3a 3b a b c 5a 5b 5c 5d 5e 6a 6b 6c 

CO-

OP 

(36) 

EIP 
(16.1) 

No. of EIP cooperation operations supported                             

No. of EIP groups supported               

No. 

partners in 

EIP groups 

NGOs                             

Reasearch institutes                             

Farm holders                             

SMEs                             

Advisors                             

others (other public bodies…)                             

Total public expenditure for EIP (€)                              

Non 
EIP  

No. of 

cooperation 

operations 

supported 

(EIP 

excluded) 

pilot projects, development of new products, practices, 

processes and technologies  (16.2)                             

for cooperation in establishing, developing and 

promoting short supply chains and local markets (16.4)                           

  

  

for joint action to mitigate or adapt to climate change or 

for collective approaches to environmental 

projects/practices (16.5)                           

  

  

for cooperation among supply chain actors for 

sustainable provision of biomass (16.6)                             

for non-CLLD local development strategies (16.7)                             

for the drawing-up of forest management plans (16.8)                             

(other) co-operation among small operators in organising 

joint work processes and sharing facilities and resources, 

and for developing / marketing tourism (16.3)                             

diversification of farming activities into activities 

concerning health care, social integration, community-

supported agriculture and education about the 

environment and food (16.9)                             

others                             

No. of agricultural holdings involved in co-operation on short supply 

chains / local markets (16.4)                                 

Total public expenditure (€) (non EIP)                             


