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Thematic Working Group 4 

Delivery mechanisms of European Rural Development Policy 

1. Agenda and participants 

1.1 The main elements of the agenda of the meeting: 
 Highlights of the case studies synthesis (main issues by topics): presentation. 

 Presentation and discussion on the conclusions chapter of the TWG4 Final Report. 

 

1.2 Participants: 

TWG4 members 
Markus HOPFNER 

Sirpa KARJALAINEN 

 Katrina MARSDEN 

 

Franz-Josef STRAUSS 

Joost TEIGELER 

Carole LY (invited expert) 

 

DG AGRI – G1  
Josefine LORIZ-HOFFMANN 

Christine MASON 

 Sari Helena RANNANPAA 

EN RD Contact Point 

 

Anna AUGUSTYN 

Fabio COSSU 

Mara LAI 

 Michael GREGORY 

 

Apologies for absence (TWG4 members): Mr Thomas BERTILSSON, Mr Denis BOGLIO, Ms Reve 

LAMBUR, Mr Franco MANTINO, Mr Patras PANAGIOTIS, Ms Zuzanna SCHOTTERTOVA. 

2. Presentation of the highlights of the case studies synthesis (main 

issues by topics) 

Content of the presentation: 
 

The presentation provided a synthesis of the main content of the TWG4 Final Report by topics. Emphasis 

was put on: 

 Strategic approach and programming (issues related with the NSP/RDP) 

 Implementation procedures (pointing out centralised/decentralised delivery) 

 Partnership principle (both vertical and horizontal dimensions) 

 Integrated territorial development strategies (primarily Leader) 
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 Coordination with other funds and within the CAP 

 Monitoring and evaluation 

 Control systems and obligations of beneficiaries (rules vs. goals, administrative burdens) 

Main points arising during the discussion: 
 

 Strategic approach, programming and coordination: The main points underlined during the 

discussion were: timing issues and sequencing in the definition of NSP and RDP; lack of coordination 

between EAFRD and other funds and among different administrations/bodies involved in the 

definition of the programmes and in their implementation; definition of the programmes‟ targets. 

The introduction of a common strategic framework covering all the EU funds in a MS was proposed. A 

common strategy better supports integration within the programme and enhances the consistency 

between strategy and the objectives of the measures. A common framework including all the policies 

– even without establishing detailed provisions for each of them – would also help to bring together 

all the responsible authorities and facilitate coordination among them. 

Better territorial targeting of support is generally recognised as important and a MS responsibility. MS 

definitions of rural areas should take into consideration national/regional territorial specificities. 

Ensuring the most appropriate definition would also avoid the exclusion of some rural areas 

altogether from community support, which is a problem that has occasionally been identified. 

 

 Implementation: The discussion stressed the weaknesses of the current setting of eligibility and 

selection criteria, as found in the case studies. It was suggested that that they should be linked more 

strongly / directly to the RDP objectives, taking in account the programme modifications (mainly 

those related to the Health Check) and trying to ensure efficiency in the absorption of financial 

resources (as per the recommendations  of the European Court of Auditors). 

Ensuring better and faster absorption of funds would be facilitated by a reduction of administrative 

burdens (related to both the application procedures and controls) placed on both administrators and 

beneficiaries. It was noted that a common obstacle identified in different countries to the efficiency of 

the expenditure is the unclear (and sometimes different) interpretation of the legal framework by the 

bodies responsible for implementation (MA/PA). Uncertainties in interpretation cause delays in getting 

implementation mechanisms operating. Enhancing the mechanism of EU-MS consultation on these 

issues was suggested as possible solution, this practice having been found useful in some countries.  

 

 Partnership principle: The discussion focused on the role of NRNs in the partnership mechanisms. 

Although the potential of NRN was recognised in many case studies, the role of the NRN was 

indicated as significant only in two case studies. The NRNs should be more than just a contact point. 

Rather, they should participate actively in the implementation of the policy bringing their stakeholders 

and members‟ perspectives. Consequently, it was suggested to reinforce the role of the networks, 

both at national and European level (NRNs and the ENRD). 

The role and functioning of the MC was also discussed. Although the MC has a mainly operational 

role, in most cases it mainly deals with procedures instead of discussing practical on-the-ground 

issues. The need to enhance the participation of certain groups of stakeholders, particularly those 

related to axes 3 and 4, was highlighted. 
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 Leader: The need to establish a clear distinction between running and animation costs was 

discussed together with the adequacy of the percentage allocated to running costs. The current 

ceiling of 20% appears to be sufficient in some cases, but it is seen critically by small LAGs with small 

operating grants where, in absolute terms the 20% of the total cost does not represent an adequate 

resource.. The administrative and management responsibilities of LAGs varies, and a higher ceiling 

would provide scope for more professional people working in the LAGs, improving the quality of their 

activities and their efficiency.   

 

 Monitoring and evaluation: In relation to monitoring and evaluation activities, there was a 

consensus recognising the importance of the CMEF, as the standardisation of the data collected 

allows comparison between countries. Yet, the need to improve the indicators and to reduce their 

number was stressed. This could be facilitated by reducing the number of objectives to be measured. 

The introduction of a degree of flexibility, in terms of MS choice of additional indicators on top of a 

set of common core indicators, was also suggested. However, the comparability of programmes 

should not be compromised. 

From the beneficiaries‟ perspective it would be needed to clarify their obligations in relation to data 

collection. More specifically, it would be needed to make a clearer distinction between what is 

requested for them in terms of provision of monitoring data versus controls obligations. Data is 

collected at project level, becoming an additional obligation for the beneficiaries, who are not legally 

responsible for it. Consequently, monitoring is seen as an additional administrative burden, 

underestimating its important management purposes, which help to improve implementation and 

eventually, the results of the programme.   

 

 Controls and obligations of beneficiaries: The costs of advisory services for applicants 

(particularly with regard to AEM) were identified as often being high. In this respect a distinction is 

needed about the nature of the service offered, in particular between: (i) services aiming at solving 

administrative problems („form filling‟) and; (ii) services related to the definition and/or 

implementation of a project under specific measures -such as agri-environment- for which 

beneficiaries need support. The usefulness of advisory services in different areas could be enhanced 

by offering support in „packages‟ to be chosen by the beneficiaries. 

Controls are often considered disproportionate for small projects. These controls burden the 

beneficiaries and the administration, particularly the PAs. A possible solution would be to differentiate 

control rules according to the type of project, particularly its financial size. The introduction of a 

threshold for small projects was proposed, below which different control procedures would apply. 

Euro 25,000 euro was considered by the discussants to be a reasonable threshold, subject to further 

refinement depending on the economic conditions in respective MS/regions. More use should be 

made of standardised costs, which reduce the burden of maintaining and then controlling excessive 

amounts of receipts. 

Additionally, roles and responsibilities of the MAs and the PAs need to be better defined. The 

knowledge and experience developed during the implementation of the programmes needs to be 

used, but the PAs should not be involved in tasks such as the definition of eligibility and selection 

criteria. The MA should define the criteria which the PA then uses.. 
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3. Presentation and discussion on the conclusions chapter of the TWG4 

final report 
 

The presentation summarised the main content of the conclusions chapter of the Final report. The main 

points were discussed according to the proposed outline of the chapter, namely: 

 

 “Taking stock” of the delivery experiences and the wider/systemic issues.  

 Identifying common delivery problems and the need for change. 

 Suggesting solutions/way forwards to relevant institutional actors. 

 

Main points arising during the discussion: 

The following are, in summary, the main remarks emerged from the discussion with participants, 

including suggestions on aspects to be further considered in the revision of the conclusions section of the 

report: 

 The section about suggestions for improvements should be more focused on what can be done for 

each issue at MS and/or EU level. In addition, more links should be made with the topics described in 

the main body of the report. 

 Important issues such as „targeting‟ and „eligibility criteria‟ should be mentioned in the conclusions. In 

particular, it is needed to have better stronger, better defined and measureable targets at EU level 

(for example, by linking them to the EU2020 strategy), which will also support better tailored 

strategies at MS level. Designing a strong strategic approach, with real and measurable targets, able 

to show programmes‟ achievement, should help in improving the implementation of the programmes 

and the achievement of their results.   

 More flexibility should be given to MAs in the pursuit of the RDP objectives (as defined according to 

the EU priorities and the national/regional needs). A possible way towards this flexibility is a greater 

focus on „results‟ and less on „rules‟ which also includes more freedom in the use and combination of 

RDP measures. On the other hand, the latter should be fewer and simpler. Suggestions were raised 

about clearly linking measures to specific priority objectives (e.g. climate change). 

 More action could and should be taken by the EU to introduce more comprehensive guidance notes 

to MS and Regions on “what it is possible and allowable to do” in terms of implementation rules, 

within the options offered by the current EAFRD regulation. This is considered a good practice and 

could be adopted in the next programming period. 

4. Next Steps 
 

TWG2 Members were asked to send comments to the 1st draft of the final report within two weeks 

(deadline: 30/06/2011). 

It is intended that a second draft of the final report, based on the outcomes of the discussion and the 

comments received from the Members, will be completed by the end of July. There will be one last TWG4 

meeting in the autumn of 2011. 
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A seminar dedicated to TWG4 will take place the 10th of December, in Brussels (date and venue to be 

confirmed).  

 

 

All the presentations delivered during the meeting can be retrieved by accessing My ENRD (My 

Documents > TWG4 – Delivery Mechanisms > Meeting docs > 8th Meeting 14.06.2011 > Presentations) 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/myenrd/myenrd/login_en.cfm

