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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: 
 

 Update on the progress of the Step 2 case studies 

 Presentation of the results of the Leader sub-committee Focus Groups on Leader implementation 

 Aspects of RDP implementation in selected Member States 

1.2 Participants: 
 

TWG 4 members Thomas BERTILSSON 

 David EL MECHALI 

 Sirpa KARJALAINEN 

 Reve LAMBUR 

 Franco MANTINO 

 Katrina MARSDEN 

 Panagiotis PATRAS 

 Zuzana SCHOTTERTOVA 

 Franz-Josef STRAUß 

 Joost TEIGELER 

  

DG AGRI – E2 Georgios MATHIOUDAKIS 

DG AGRI – E3 Tue Ramussen FOSDAL 

DG AGRI – E4 Orsolya FRIZON SOMOGYI 

DG AGRI – G1 Franciska BARABAS KOMIVES 

 Guido CASTELLANO 

 Karolina JASINSKA-MÜHLECK 

 Josefine LORIZ-HOFFMANN (Chairman) 

DG AGRI – G3 Jean-Michel COURADES 

  

EN RD Contact Point Anna AUGUSTYN 

 Fabio COSSU 

 Michael GREGORY 

 Adrian NEAL 

 Edina OCSKO 

 Sandrina PEREIRA 

 Elena SARACENO 

  

Others/experts Petri RINNE 
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Apologies for absence (TWG4 members): Mr. Denis BOGLIO, Mr. Markus HOPFNER, Mr. Gerallt Llewelyn 

JONES, Ms. Janja KOKOLJ PROŠEK.  

 

2. Update on the Step 2 case studies 

2.1 Content of the presentation 
 

Delivered by Michael Gregory, EN RD CP 

 

The presentation provided a brief update of the progress of the Step 2 work based on the 6 case studies 

carried out by the researchers in the selected Countries/Regions (Denmark, France-HEX, Germany-RLP 

Greece, Hungary and Poland). Informed by interim progress reports prepared by the CP experts 

conducting the case studies, the overview provided information about the time-line of the task, the 

methodology used, the selection of sub-measures and very preliminary findings related to the 10 specific 

topics that form the focus of the work of the TWG4. 

2.2 Points arising from the discussion 
 

The participants showed their interest in the specific case studies and expressed the wish to receive more 

detailed information about each of them (it was proposed to have separate presentations by case study 

during the next TWG4 meetings). It has been recognised that the information collected so far represents 

a unique opportunity to provide a “global picture” of the delivery mechanisms currently in place while 

recognising the unique character of the single cases. The material collected should allow the identification 

of specific issues to focus upon including possible complications in the delivery process that are 

generated at MS level (e.g. communication issues within the MS at regional/local level). The works 

undertaken within the TWG4 provide an opportunity to learn by exchanging experiences and examples 

among the group members and MS regarding how to solve delivery problems. Therefore it seems useful 

to focus on the identification of “good practices/models” and “important messages” emerging from the 

case-studies and ensure their dissemination. 

 

The work carried out under Step 1 should be finalised with the above in mind as, in the future, should the 

step 2 and the combined findings of all the MS case study work. Moreover, a clear dissemination-plan for 

the work of the group should be defined together with the dissemination products. It was noted that the 

My EN RD platform should be used in order to ensure exchanges between members and engage them in 

relevant discussions on the specific topics. This restricted web site access will be also the basis for 

circulating the single case study reports. 

 

Some members underlined that the work carried out could also provide complementary information to 

that provided by the mid-term evaluations (as the scope of these is prescribed by the CMEF and arguably 

they lack focus on policy delivery mechanisms). 
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3. Presentation of the results of the Leader subcommittee Focus Groups 

on Leader implementation 

3.1 Content of the presentation 
 

Delivered by Jean-Michel Courades, DG AGRI 

 

The presentation outlined the findings of the work carried out by the three Focus Groups (FG) launched 

within the remit of the Leader subcommittee on a voluntary basis with the participation of MS 

representatives: 

 

 FG1: Implementation of the bottom-up approach of Leader 

 FG2: Preserving the innovative/experimental character of Leader 

 FG3: Implementation of the “cooperation” measure in Leader 

 

Particularly relevant for the work of the TWG4, FG1 has focused on the identification of the main 

difficulties/obstacles in the implementation of the Leader approach, good practices, possible solutions and 

recommendations for the future. Based on the information collected, the following typology of Leader 

implementation models has been suggested: decentralisation of project selection competence, 

decentralisation of project selection and payment competence, decentralisation of project selection and 

formal approval. The outcomes of the work of the Focus Groups are available on the ENRD website.  

3.2 Points arising from the discussion 
 

The main points raised during the discussion focused on some methodological aspects and additional 

clarifications about the analysis conducted within the FGs. With particular reference to the FG1, it was 

pointed out that the analysis of the content of the Local Development Strategies (which vary widely from 

case to case) has not been addressed by the group. The work took into account the analysis of 

information provided from 22 out of 27 MS. Further points of discussion concerned: the difficulty to 

assess the impacts of Leader, the innovative character of the Leader approach and the implications of 

applying it for delivering “standard measures”, setting the right eligibility criteria for the Leader projects, 

control rules applying to innovative investment (Axes 3 and 4), improving the information exchange on 

RDP rules applying to transnational cooperation projects. 

4. Presentations on aspects of RDP implementation in chosen Member 

States 
 

Two group members and an external expert offered presentations to illustrate specific delivery issues in 

their own MS (Finland and the Netherlands). The Finnish case focussed on the Leader approach and 

relating administrative burdens whereas the Dutch one concerned implementation of an agri-

environmental measure. The presentations were followed by brief discussions. 

 

http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/thematic-initiatives/thematic-activities/en/thematic-activities_home_en.cfm
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4.1 Simplification/Leader approach 
 

Delivered by Sirpa Karjalainen, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry Finland 

 

A brief overview of the “state of play” of the implementation of the EAFRD in Finland was provided. 

Special attention was paid to understanding the perspective of potential beneficiaries when applying for 

the funding within Axes 3 and 4. The current situation appears burdensome for the applicants mainly due 

to overly demanding, untailored administrative rules. On the other hand, the administration prefers 

imposing rigid and strict rules, perceived by some as generating an “atmosphere of fear” to prevent any 

criticism of ineffective or unlawful use of funds. Moreover, at the national and regional levels it appears 

that no concrete discussion had been carried out between MA and PA on RDP objectives in order to come 

up with a shared vision of the implementation mechanisms. With each implementing level referring to a 

different regulatory framework it is not infrequent that potentially controversial decisions are taken by 

different bodies on the same matter (e.g. incoherencies between the project approval decision and the 

payment approval). Another problem concerns controls which are not always adapted to the size and risk 

of projects. Last but not least, administrations find it challenging to build practical and effective delivery 

solutions, which would at the same time ensure innovative and sustainable growth. 

To address these implementation difficulties, a new approach to local development based on 

simplification has been initiated within the Ministry. It includes: introducing, based on risk analysis, 

controls which would be proportional to the scale of operations; looking for feasible, more beneficiary-

friendly solutions within the current legislative set up; looking for co-financing from other EU and national 

funds; providing stronger political and technical support for LAGs. 

 

4.2 The Finnish “Leader bureaucracy reduction” project from the LAG 

perspective 
 

Delivered by Petri Rinne, Joutsenten Reitti, LAG Manager 

 

Based on the self-evaluation process initiated in spring 2010 within the LAG of Huittinen, Hämeenkyrö, 

Punkalaidun and Sastamala municipalities, “overwhelming” bureaucracy has been identified as the main 

bottleneck in the operation of the LAG. This concerned, for instance, delays in processing payments 

applications, which can take up to one year. Moreover, this red tape seems to be caused by an unclear 

division of tasks between the main institutions involved in delivery, namely the Managing Authority, the 

Paying Agency and the LAG itself. As this situation appears not to be unique in Finland, a working group 

elaborated 34 proposals for attention of the Finish Minister of Agriculture in order to ease the operation 

of LAGs and improve the whole delivery process of the Leader axis from the perspective of beneficiary. 

The proposals included: one application for all project elements; more flexibility between project costs 

categories; decrease of the minimal threshold for public support to 2000 euros; reduction of the amount 

of documentation attached to the application; creation of one single project database at RDP level 

covering the whole application, approval and payment process in order to allow the managing and 

payment administration to share information and identify possible bottlenecks; possibility to group 

applications; one single payment application; derogation to the obligation of local open calls in case of 

small projects, derogation from the 3% sanction rule in the case of unintentional mistakes; more 

flexibility (transitional rules) between programming periods. 
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4.3 Aspects of RD implementation in The Netherlands: “The tale of the black-

tailed godwit” 
 

Delivered by Joost Teigeler, Ministry of Economic Affairs, Agriculture and Innovation, National Service for 

the Implementation of Regulations 

 

Examples of administrative burdens in RD policy delivery mechanisms were presented with reference to 

the protection of an endangered bird species (the black-tailed godwit) through the agri-environmental 

payments.  

The main problem identified lied in the management of the measure. It was judged not enough flexible 

to allow achieving the objective of the measure. The fact that farmers had to conclude 5-years AE-

contract covering specific areas did not allow following the nesting pattern of the birds which changes 

each year.  

Consequently, the delivery mechanism put in place significantly changed in 2010 in comparison to 2000-

2009: 

(1) the operation has been rendered more flexible; 

(2) the management responsibility for rural areas budget was shifted to the province. 

 

However, these changes have not delivered the expected results as the numbers of black-tailed godwits 

still keeps declining, while resources allocated to the measure seem to be considerable.  

This resulted in the frustration of environmental stakeholders who pointed out issues of “right 

management in the wrong place”, lacking in coordination and limiting the role of local stakeholders.  

 

4.4 Main points of discussion 
 Leader implementation/selection criteria: The discussion highlighted the relevance of a clear 

division of tasks between the implementing bodies, primarily the MA and the PA. In some 

circumstances, conflicts could arise given the role of the PA in the selection of process, while the 

MA is responsible for defining selection criteria. Moreover, the setting-up of the selection criteria 

and their effects differ according to the level at which they are defined (from national to local). 

 Implementation of agri-environmental measures: A series of issues were identified which 

influence the successful delivery of AEM, e.g. the duration of the contracts, the use of a collective 

approach, the rationale adopted for defining the payment level (income foregone principle vs. 

payment against results achieved) and, in the specific case, the peculiarity of the bird population 

(birds migrations).  

 Ensuring cooperation among farmers/applicants (“collaborative projects”) could be easier through 

the Leader approach. “Flexibility” in the implementation of the rules has been identified as a key 

prerequisite for successful delivery of specific measures; however, possibilities offered in the EU 

legislation are not always used by the programme authorities. One major problem lies in the 

definition of the single measures which is currently quite limited with particular reference to Axis 

3 measures. In this context, more and targeted use of advisory services has been indicated as an 

additional ingredient of successful delivery. 
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Next steps 
 

On the basis of the discussions, the following follow-up actions and next steps were agreed: 

 

 Starting from the next TWG4 meeting, the outcomes of the individual step 2 case studies will be 

reviewed through dedicated presentations (possibly 3 + 3 case studies to be presented in the 

next 2 meetings); 

 Further improvement of the Step 1 summary report will be sought for the sake of better 

appreciate the information provided in the single case studies; 

 Specific themes/issues will continue to be looked at in the next meetings based on the inputs 

provided by the case studies (the Members will be asked to provide contributions on chosen 

findings identified in the case studies); 

 The use of the My ENRD tools will be encouraged in order to ensure discussion within the group, 

address specific topics and collect feedback from the Members (it is proposed that each Member 

could suggest specific topics of personal interest). The objective being to find a common working 

method in order to bring together the knowledge and to build upon the outcomes of the 

analytical work carried out. 

 

 

 

 

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

Documents > TWG4 – Delivery Mechanisms > Meeting docs > 4th Meeting 29.11.2010 > Presentations) 

 

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

