
 

 

TWG4 – Delivery mechanisms of EU Rural Development policy 

Minutes of the 3rd meeting 
 

5/10/2010, Brussels 



TWG4 – Delivery mechanisms of EU rural development policy 

Minutes of the 3rd meeting (5/10/2010) 

 1 

Thematic Working Group 4 

Delivery mechanisms of European Rural Development policy 
 

Minutes of the 3rd meeting 
(Brussels, 5 October 2010) 

 

1. Agenda and participants 

 

1.1 The main elements of the agenda of the meeting were: 

 presentation - followed by discussion with members - of the preliminary results of the Step 1 
report; 

 presentation of a study on the administrative workload and costs for MS in the 
implementation of the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund; 

 feedback from the seminar on “ ensuring good management of the 2007-2013 RDPs”; 

 discussion on next steps and approach for Step 2 case studies. 

 

Note: All the presentations delivered are available on the TWG4 section of the My ENRD website. 

 
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 – F1 Javier MAEZTU 

 Silvia MICHELINI 

DG AGRI – F2 Soeren KISSMEYER 

 Vladimir PLAHOVS 

DG AGRI – F3 Peter KALTENEGGER 

DG AGRI – F4 Orsolya IRIZON-SOMOGI 

DG AGRI – E2 J-B . BENHAIEM 

DG AGRI – E3 Zbigniew FAFARA 

DG AGRI – E4 Claudia MURESAN 

DG AGRI – G1 Guido CASTELLANO 

 Karolina JASINSKA-MÜHLECK 

 Josefine LORIZ-HOFFMANN, Chairman 

 Christine MASON 

  

DG AGRI – G3 Jean-Michel COURADES 

 Rob PETERS 

DG AGRI – J1 Miguel LAGO ROURA 

DG AGRI – J4 Andrea INCARNATI 
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DG REGIO Katri SEIER 

 Rachel LANCRY-BEAUMONT 

  

EN RD Contact Point Anna AUGUSTYN 

 Fabio COSSU 

 Janet DWYER 

 Michael GREGORY 

 Adrian NEAL 

 

Apologies for absence: Mr Denis BOGLIO; Mr; Markus HOPFNER; Mr. Gerallt Llewelyn JONES; Ms 
Janja KOKOLJ PROŠEK. 

 

 

2 Emerging conclusions from Step 1 report 

Janet Dwyer (Contact Point) presented the preliminary results of the Step 1 report that provides an 
analysis and summary of the 6 case studies undertaken in Step 1 of the TWG work plan (AT, BG, ES-
Catalonia, IE, IT-Emilia Romagna, LV). The presentation focused on the identification of positive 
developments in the delivery system of the 20007-2013 RDPs as well as common and specific issues 
identified in the case studies along and specific examples of policy learning. Some general emerging 

conclusions in the form of suggestions for possible improvements were also presented. They will need 
further development during the next step of the work. 

 

Key points arising from the discussion with the members 

The discussion with the members focused on some of the main issues identified in the Step 1 report 
(with specific reference to section 3.2 Common problem and issues: what didn‟t work so well). The 
members were asked to actively contribute to the discussion on the specific items in order to share 
knowledge and experiences from their country. 

Strategic approach, design of the programmes, coordination 

Regarding the National Strategy Plans in the current programming period; they were meant to 
provide a unique reference framework for all rural development interventions. Their role of 
coordination of the RD policy at the national level is particularly important in „decentralised‟1 MS, 
where they may support a consistent implementation of the measures within the different regional 
programmes2. The role and functions of possible national frameworks in decentralized Member States 
should therefore be considered in the preparation of the future rural development policy. 

It has been recognized that in the design of the RD programmes the analysis and identification of 
regional typologies of rural areas did not lead in most cases to a direct connection with targeting and 

implementation on-the-ground. One possible reason for this may be the strong “path-dependency” 
with respect to previous priorities or previously supported sectors/ measures/regions. In other words, 
the allocation of the budget between different measures may have been mainly driven by logic of 
continuity with respect to previous interventions, rather than by a genuine assessment of specific 
needs at regional/local level. In this respect, it is also considered that the regulatory provisions on 
“territorial targeting” in the current programming period are not sufficiently robust, a fact which has 

                                                             
1
 Those MS with more than one RDP. 

2 Considering, for example, the use made of the National Framework in Germany and in Spain to 

establish national co-financing rules for relevant measures.  
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led to a "measures-driven" approach in the programming process. This aspect should be further 
considered in the design of the future rural development policy  

A common need emerged to ensure, in the future, a simpler approach for modifying the RDPs and 
further effort in this sense could be undertaken at the regulatory level (e.g. by allowing for minor 
modifications to be adopted by the Monitoring Committee). In the current programming period this 
issue appeared to be relevant both for „centralised‟3 MS and decentralised ones, where iterative 
processes are undertaken between the center and the regions in order to ensure consistency between 
the NSP and the RDPs. 

Ensuring complementarity among different EU funded policy instruments is one of the issues 

identified in the report. As an example, links between EAFRD and the EFF are perceived as missing in 
the current programming period considering the specific focus of EAFRD intervention on products 
included in Annex 1 of the EU Treaty and the small economic resources made available under the 
EFF4. 

Demarcation problems between axis 1 and some instruments under the CAP pillar 1 were highlighted. 
In such circumstances, ensuring robust demarcation can lead to high administrative costs (Italy was 
provided as an example). 

In this view a suggestion was made that an improved regulatory framework at the EU level which 
possibly ensures similar rules in the regulations of the EU instruments and makes coordination of 
interventions easier should be ensured in the future. With respect to Pillar 1, a suggestion to omit 
support for investments under the first pillar (CMOs) was made. 

 

Inclusion of local stakeholders 

Ensuring „high quality‟ involvement of stakeholders and consultation with them has been highlighted 
as fundamental for enhancing the partnership principle and making it effective, and the strategic 
approach has been recognised as useful in this regard. However, in various MS, attempts to mobilise 
and involve stakeholders at local level have proved to be ineffective in the current programming 
period, as far as the design of the programmes is concerned, as local partners have had very little 
chance to influence the decisions on strategic targeting and particularly budget allocations. 

National Rural Networks could have a greater role in channeling the stakeholders‟ views and ensuring 
that these are more effectively taken into account in the programming phase particularly in those 
contexts where the monitoring Committee doesn‟t effectively ensure a wide participation of 
stakeholders. In such cases, taking into account the nature and remit of the NRNs, they could ensure 
a higher engagement of the stakeholders in a consultative function in the respect of the partnership 

principle. 

The preliminary draft of the Step 1 report provides examples of good levels of stakeholder 
involvement during the programming phase not continuing during the implementation phase. This 
was considered to be widespread in MS. 

Different examples were highlighted of the functioning and the role of the Monitoring Committee in 
ensuring the involvement of the stakeholders. In the current period, however, the internal 
management rules of the MC are established at national level and a proper involvement of the 
stakeholders is not always ensured. For this reason, a suggestion to reinforce the role of this body in 
putting into effect the partnership principle in the future has been made, together with the need for 
clearer defined rules at EU level for its functioning.  

 

 

 

                                                             
3
 Those with a single national RDP. 

4 This specific example was provided by a member of the TWG during the discussion. 
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Complex measures and measure-groups 

Axis 2 measures are perceived as too many and too detailed with a negative effect on the 
beneficiaries. A high variety of sub-measures and operations within them exists, each one of them 
referring to a specific and “heavy” set of legislative rules. 

 A tension exists between the choice of tightly-targeted measures which may only have limited impact  
- because they only attract a small proportion of farmers - versus “broad and shallow” schemes which 
have the potential to achieve more widespread (albeit less ambitious) kinds of environmental benefit 
across a territory. A specific suggestion was that a general simplification of the “package” of available 
measures is needed with more comprehensible rules for participation and possibly allowing some 

incentives to encourage collaborative and cooperative agri-environmental agreements. 

 

3 Lessons learnt and future approach for Step 2 case studies 

Michael Gregory (Contact Pont) introduced some „lessons learned‟ informed both by the experience of 
elaborating the preliminary draft Step 1 report and the previous discussion held in July with the 
members of the group. The aim of the presentation was to highlight these lessons learnt and discuss 
the future approach for the conduct of the next round of case studies (Denmark, France Hexagon, 
Germany Rhineland-Palatinate, Greece, Hungary and Poland).  

 

Keys points arising from the discussion (see below, point 6. Next Steps) 

 

4 Presentation of a study on administrative workload and costs for Member States 
public authorities of the implementation of ERDF and Cohesion Fund (by Rachel 
Lancry Beaumont, DG REGIO) 

The Presentation concerned the issues of administrative workload and costs for MS public authorities 
related to the implementation of the ERDF and Cohesion Fund as well as governance and 
administrative structures. The results were based on extensive survey work conducted by external 
contractor.  

Administrative costs:  
 between 3 - 4% of total eligible expenditure (approx. €12.5 billion out of €390 billion total 

eligible expenditure); 
 variation between countries typically in the range of €23,000 to €56,000 per million EUR of 

total eligible expenditure; 
 lower than in most comparable international development funding (including WB). 

Administrative workload: 
 approx. 170,000 person years; 
 variation between countries mainly in the range of 0.3 to 0.8 person years per million EUR of 

total eligible expenditure. 

Furthermore, some major tendencies (structured around financial volume of programmes and actions, 
thematic orientation, territorial coverage, and governance structures) were observed: 

 the budgetary volume of the programmes and the funded actions influence the administrative 
workload and costs;  

 programmes with small budgets tend to have a higher administrative workload and costs per 
million EUR of total eligible expenditure than larger ones;  

 the financial size of the funded actions influence the administrative costs; 
 the administrative workload per million EUR of total eligible EU expenditure appears to be 

linked to thematic orientations of the programmes;    
 administrative workload and costs per million EUR of total eligible expenditure  

are lower for programmes with national rather than regional coverage;  
 reasons for this include the generally larger budgetary volumes associated with national 

programmes and the stronger orientation to specific sectors;  
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 most of the costs are related to the project selection and control; 
 Territorial Cooperation Programmes have very complex structures and often relatively small 

budgets. Viewed per million EUR of total eligible expenditure, they therefore have the highest 
administrative workload and costs;  

 variation in administrative workload is minor between different management and 
implementation systems; 

 advantages and disadvantages of different systems in-the-main balance each other out.   
 
Questions and comments of the participants referred to the way of measuring the process at the MS 
level; differences between centralised, decentralised and mixed approaches in the management of 

programmes; costs incurring due to the regulation at the MS level; advantages and disadvantages of 
the particular solutions in respect of administrative burdens.  
Additional studies are planned on the cost of project selection and the costs resulting from changes in 
the EU rules. 

  

5 Feedback from the seminar on “Ensuring good management for 2007-2013 RDPs” 

(introduction by Guido Castellano, DG AGRI) - followed by discussion with members. 

The feedback included a summary of some of the comments made by seminar participants, 
particularly MAs. Points raised related to: 
 coordination between the funds and flexibility in their application; 
 modifications in policy framework (particularly changing rules of funding); 
 involvement of stakeholders into decision-making (programme design and later stages); 

 Technical Assistance, networking activities, sharing good practices at national and international 
level; 

 ensuring financial management at the national level; 
 beneficiaries (LAGs) dealing with administrative burdens; 
 methodological and practical aspects of M&E: too much focused on quantification and indication, 

need to find more balance in the next programming period, ensuring appropriate budget, 
coordinating evaluation by MAs and outsourcing; 

 monitoring in its current set-up, perceived as cumbersome for MS; 
 issues related to defining and controlling eligibility/selection criteria by MS (especially the problem 

of control system not being adapted to small projects). 

 

6 Next steps 

Participants of the meeting were reminded about the possibility of using the My ENRD fora for 
expressing additional comments and suggestions particularly concerning: 

 the preliminary draft step 1 case studies; 

 the preliminary draft Step 1 report, including eventual suggestions on specific examples to be 
taken-up from the single case studies. 

Members will have two week time period to provide contributions (from the moment of the opening 
of the forum). The CP will make available all the presentations delivered at the meeting5.  

Compared to Step 1, the work that will be undertaken for Step 2 will have an enhanced focus on 
three particular topics, namely:  implementation procedures, control mechanisms (particularly as they 
relate to beneficiaries), and obligations of beneficiaries. The way in which the three issues will be 
explored in each case study will include taking into account of the delivery of 3 specific measures 
(121, 214, and 321) in order to identify specific, and where possible measurable , issues (e.g. 

                                                             
5 Additionally, DG AGRI has been asked to make available to the members through the CP the relevant 

presentations delivered during the seminar on “Ensuring good management of the 2007-2013 RDPs” (Brussels, 

28-29 September 2010). 
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elapsed time from application to approval of a project) concerning delivery – especially at the 
beneficiary „front-end‟. Where necessary, single sub-measures will be analysed. The selection of sub-
measures by the investigators will take into account the specificity of the RDP being examined and 
where practicable feedback received from the relevant DG AGRI geographic unit „desk officer‟. 

Concern was expressed by some members on the possibility offered by Step 2 case studies to provide 
the same level of information of Step 1 so to ensure a certain comparability of the results. 
Additionally, the approach envisaged for Step 2 has been indicated as more work-intensive with 
possible negative effects, in a context of limited resources, on the amount of information retrieved on 
the issues not covered by the analysis of specific measures. Another important issue raised was the 
importance of understanding the management of the measures by the administration down to the 
level of final beneficiaries. 

It has been ensured that all 10 issues previously identified in Step 1 will be taken into account by the 
researchers and that an interactive process involving the researchers, the CP permanent staff and DG 
AGRI will be established by the very first stage of the work in order to ensure as far as possible the 
right focus for the analysis, adequate resources and a timely completion of the analysis. 

A specific proposal was made on including also an Axis 4 measure in the detailed analysis.  

The next TWG4 meeting (date tbc, possibly late November 2010) will focus on the presentation of the 
preliminary results of the next round of case studies. Other items that could possibly be considered in 
the agenda have been identified, namely: a) presentation of the results of the leader subcommittee 
Focus Group 1 on Leader implementation; b) discussion on the Commission paper on the CAP  post-
2013 and its possible implications for the RDP delivery process. 

 


