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Thematic Working Group 4 

Delivery mechanisms of EU Rural Development policy 
 

Minutes 
 

1st meeting - Brussels, 17 May 2010 
 

1. Agenda and participants 

 

1.1 The agenda of the meeting included the following elements: 

- presentation of preliminary results of the first two case studies conducted in IT and AT; 

- discussion on the initial findings; 

- presentation, followed by discussion, of: a) main outcomes of DG RTD RuDI project on 
delivery mechanisms; b) the role of co-financing rate in the current RD programming period; 
c) first findings of the Leader sub-committee Focus Group on “implementation of the bottom-
up approach under LEADER axis”; 

- discussion on next steps for the work on case studies (Step 1 of the work plan). 

 
Presentations are available on the My EN RD website (TWG4) 

 
1.2 Participants: 
 
TWG 4 members Thomas BERTILSSON 

 Denis BOGLIO 

 David EL MECHALI 

 Markus HOPFNER 

 Sirpa KARJALAINEN 

 Janja KOKOLJ PROŠEK 

 Reve LAMBUR 

 Franco MANTINO 

 Katrina MARSDEN 

 Panagiotis PATRAS 

 Zuzana SCHOTTERTOVA 

 Franz-Josef STRAUß 

  

DG AGRI – G1 Josefine LORIZ-HOFFMANN,  Chairman 

 Christine MASON 

 Peter WEHRHEIM 

DG AGRI – I1 José Maria BERRUGA 

DG AGRI – L1 Emmy KORODIMA 

DG REGIO – L1 Rachel LANCRY 

  

EN RD Contact Point Fabio COSSU 

 Michael GREGORY 

 Haris MARTINOS 

 Elena SARACENO 

 

Apologies for absence: Mr. Gerallt Llewelyn JONES, Mr. Joost TEIGELER. 
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2. Introduction by the Chairman 

Mrs Loriz-Hoffmann introduced the agenda of the meeting and the main issues to be discussed. She 
highlighted the importance of the group‟s work and its relevance in the context of the joint activities 
of the ENRD Thematic Working Groups. 

 

3. Presentation of preliminary results of the case studies in IT and AT (E. Saraceno) 

Dr Saraceno illustrated very preliminary findings emerged from the two first case studies undertaken 
by the CP under Step 1 of the TWG4 work plan. The case studies were conducted in Italy and Austria, 
selected in agreement with DG AGRI and the TWG4 members, which show different and 
complementary characteristics in terms of attribution of rural competences, size and population, roles 
attributed to the RDP axes. 

The presentation focused on illustrating the outcomes of the interviews and the focus groups 
conducted in the two countries in order to give evidence on the 10 keys issues explored: strategic 
approach and targeting; programming and financial aspects; architecture of the policy; 
implementation procedures; partnership principle; implementation of local development strategies; 
coordination of policies; monitoring and evaluation; control systems and; obligations of 
beneficiaries/recipients of aid. Two additional issues which emerged during the course of the 
interviews were also introduced to the members for consideration, namely: linkages between the 1st 
and the 2nd pillar and; networking and technical assistance. 

Comparison of results between the two case studies and very preliminary emerging conclusions of the 
exercise were provided (see enclosed presentation). Neither case study is yet 100% completed. 

 

Key points arising from the discussion: 

The discussion on the preliminary findings from the case studies focused particularly on the key 
issues of strategic approach and targeting and coordination of policies:- 

 The process through which EU priorities are structured (declined) in national strategy documents 
should include an intermediary step (i.e. the analysis/assessment of the national contexts) which 
should aim at identifying needs of intervention and guide the definition of a strategy. 

 The process itself to develop a strategic approach and the involvement of the stakeholders were 
seen to have a learning effect, quite positive for the implementation of the strategic approach 
and the RDPs in the current programming period.  

 Clarification is needed on the definition of “strategic approach” and what it is about: whether 
territorial and/or other forms of targeting. Defining territorial priorities is likely to be only a part of 
the process. EU regulations don‟t provide precise indications on the relationship between axes 

and overall objectives and priorities. Axes could be considered solely as „containers‟ of measures 
rather than as instrumental for achieving strategic objectives.  

 Particular issues arise in decentralised MS because, the more institutional levels are involved in 
articulating an overall strategy, the more difficult it becomes to trace and assess the overall 
strategy and its implementation up to the sub-regional level. Furthermore, the allocation of 
responsibility for defining and coordinating the strategy implementation is not always clear. 

 The delivery system set up by each MS may act as a filter applied at the different institutional 
levels involved (form EU to local level) and results in an adaptation to local procedures which 
often affect the results and impact of rural programmes. This issue is not addressed by 
evaluations and the envisaged consultation process, which sometimes assumes the form of a 
“formal duty”. 
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 Coordination of policies has been recognised as one of the major issues to be generally explored. 
It involves both coordination between Rural Development policy and other policies supported by 
different EU funds, and also the coordination between the first and the second pillars of the CAP. 
It was highlighted that an enhanced role of the Commission would be desirable in defining 
possible complementarities between the different policies, as a positive outcome.  

 In this context specific issues could arise in decentralised MS where, especially after the Health 
Check, the competences for implementing the CAP under the first and the second pillar are given 
to the national and the regional authorities for similar forms of intervention. It is recognised that 
any potential overlaps between the first and second pillars resulting from the initial 
implementation of the HC are not going to be an issue relating to other than the current 
programming period.  

 In the light of the discussion, two key issues emerged that delimit the problem areas requiring 
some reconsideration:  

- 1) the concept and the role of the strategic approach in view of the next programming 
period: the definition of the strategy at the national level could assume different 
configurations in order to address regional needs within a national framework containing 
common programming elements. In this regard, differences could be envisaged in the 
definition of a strategy in decentralised and centralised MS; 

- 2) the coordination of EU funds with a positive approach. 

 

4. Main outcomes of the DG RTD RuDI project on delivery mechanisms (F. Mantino) 

A specific strand of the RuDI project (working package n.3) - financed under the 7th FWP - aims at 
assessing the delivery systems in rural development programmes, the focus being on delivery at the 
measure level. The presentation illustrated the main outcomes of the work which examined – by 
means of interviews through a questionnaire - the main type of relations among the different level of 
governance and which kept a special focus on the implementation of Leader axis. 

Typologies of delivery mechanisms were identified and used to classify RDPs accordingly. The 
typology classification took into consideration the types of actor involved in the decision making 
process and the distribution of decisional power (centralised vs. decentralised). Different types of 
delivery systems for LEADER based on a similar classification were also described taking into account 
the role of the LAG in the delivery of Leader and the competences of LAGs. 

Examples were given to illustrate the typologies and a general assessment of their performance was 
provided. Main key elements driving the changes in the delivery process since the last programming 
period were identified together with a summary of the main conclusions and recommendations 
coming from the work. 

 

5. The role of co-financing rates in the current RD programming period (F.J. Strauß) 

The presentation illustrated the general rules of co-financing under the RD policy and the main issues 
arising in the current programming period. In particular, the role of co-financing rates was examined 
as instruments in the delivery process of the RDPs.  

The main issues addressed were related to: 1) the double, separate financial relationship between the 
EU and the MA on the one hand and between the MA and the final beneficiaries on the other, which 
circumscribe the aspect of the application of the co-financing rate only to the first case; 2) the 

advantage and disadvantage of having the EFARD contribution calculated on the basis of the eligible 
public expenditure (vs. total cost); 3) the application of the co-financing rate at the time of the 
project approval (vs. the time of declaration of the expenditures); 4) more in general, the flexibility in 
the managing of the budget including the setting of fixed co-financing rate per axis (and per priority). 

In conclusion, some specific proposals were presented on the indirect role of the co-financing rate 
system in the implementation of RDPs as well as suggestions for improvement. 
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6. Preliminary findings of the focus group on “Implementation of the bottom-up 
approach under leader Axis” (H. Martinos) 

The presentation aimed at illustrating the preliminary findings of the work of Focus Group n. 1 
established under the EN RD Leader subcommittee and dealing with the implementation of the 
Leader approach. The mandate of the focus group and its composition were presented together with 
an update of the activities undertaken and main envisaged outputs. 

The first results of the work, consisting in an inventory of implementation models (information mainly 
collected trough a questionnaire-based survey) and some preliminary conclusions/viewpoints on main 

issues and possible solutions for further discussion were presented. 

Three major implementation models for LEADER were identified within MS recognising that LAGs 
execute the majority of implementation tasks with many cases of involvement of the Managing 
Authorities, for which different example were given in the presentation. Particular issues were 
examined such as: the characteristics of the selected LAGs in terms of status, size, capacity (i.e. 
human capital), decision making process; the type of eligible operations under LEADER axis and;  
financial aspects such as national public co-funding, running costs and advance payments for LAGs. 

 

Key points arising from the discussion (related to points 4 to 6) 

The discussions following each presentation gave the possibility to explore a range of relevant topics 
for the work of the TWG4.  

 The growing role and competences of Paying Agencies has been recognised in the current 
programming period, especially in new Member States where PAs are dealing not only with 
payments but have a role in defining calls for application, selection, monitoring and control 
procedures and providing financial information.  

 Recognising the importance of LEADER as an implementation approach and the potential impact 
of the transferability of its practices, there is still a margin for improvement to ensure simpler 
control procedures and checks system for Leader projects, which can, in particular, be used to 
implement actions of a more innovative nature. 

 The management of the Leader axis is a field where improvements should be possible and where 
the Commission (according to the view of the Court of Auditors) could either provide a more 
defined set of rules via the regulatory framework or leave the floor to MS while providing clearer 
guidelines. 

 There is a diversity of Leader implementation (and management) models, of which the most 
frequently applied (as identified by the Focus group) envisages a complete decentralisation of 
competences up to the level of project approval. This may be seen has the most model most 
consistent with the nature and principles of LEADER (i.e. the LAG as a partner in the RD 
programming process). 

  

7. Presentation of the key points from the TWGs Joint meeting of 23/03/10 

A presentation was circulated to the members of the group illustrating the outcomes of the joint TWG 
1-2-3 meeting held in Brussels on the 23 March 2010. 

The presentation focuses on the main outcomes of the work of the groups and key points of 
discussions for possible future joint analysis to be carried out. Further consultations on this aspect will 
be undertaken during the joint workshop involving the members of the TWGs and the Coordination 
committee on the 07/06/2010 in Brussels.  

The importance of the work of the TWG4 was stressed given the horizontal relevance of the topic and 
the synergies that can be exploited with reference to the specific work of the other TWGs. Specific 
delivery ssues identified by TWGs 1,2 and 3 may be appropriate to be examined further by TWG4 and 
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some of the analysis conducted by the groups may provide useful complementary input to inform 
TWG4.  

 

 

8. Next steps / implications for the TWG4 work plan 

After the completion of the first two pilot case studies, the meeting‟s discussion and the feedback 
expected by the members of the working group, draft reports for IT and AT will be circulated. The 
initial pilots, and feedback will be used as a basis for fine tuning the conduct of the next 4 case 
studies. 

4 RDPs will be taken into account, namely (and subject to final approval): one Spanish region, Latvia, 
Sweden and Bulgaria. The 10 keys issues identified in the preparatory meeting (and explored in the 
first case studies) will be maintained. The 2 new issues proposed will not be formally added as new 
key issues, but points arising during the conduct of the further case studies should be taken into 
account (as occurred in relation to the two „pilots‟). Eventually, the structure and/or some points of 
the questionnaire could be modified and improved following the comments and the issues emerged 
during the discussion. 

Therefore, members were invited to provide their feedback on the outcomes of the first case studies 
in order to be considered in the revision of the working methodology (e.g. in prioritising key issues to 
be examined) and the conduct of next case studies. 

In this regard, and following preliminary discussion on next steps, it has been acknowledged that: 

- the effect of the Health Check on the delivery mechanisms of 2007-2013 RD Policy has been 
significant; therefore it would be important to understand possible overlapping between first 
and second pillar of the CAP in financing RD interventions; 

- for the next case studies, greater emphasis should be given to: a) the role of the Paying 
Agencies in the delivery process (not only in the EU-12); b) the understanding of the role of 
the strategic approach especially in the new MS; 

- for all the case studies, premature judgemental conclusions should be avoided;  

- the involvement of the beneficiaries in the conduct of the case studies would be highly 
relevant, however a comprehensive analysis/assessment of their point of view is not possible 
given the resources available to the TWG4. In this context, a more effective and practicable 
solution will be the involvement of representative professional organisations. 

 


