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1. Analyse how Member States, in RDPs, have:

• defined rural areas, generally 

• addressed demarcation and complementarity between 
the different EU and national funds

• targeted specific territories for attention, assessed the 
needs of these territories, and applied measures to meet 
those needs.

2. Draw conclusions, including offer of building-blocks for 
revised typology of rural areas.  

Brief of the Group
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Significant variation between countries in their approaches to 
definition of rural areas, and in their concepts of rurality.

This variation reflects differences in topography, population
density, administrative traditions and other factors.

It appears to be affected by: 
- desire to relate Axes 1 and 2 to all farmers or foresters, 

wherever they are
- conceptual view of urban-rural relations
- focus on areas of greatest need.

General definition of rural areas



Basis for definition of rural areas

OECD definition used in 6 RDPs

• In addition CZ,

England, FR 

and Wales used it for

analytical and 

comparative purposes

Modified OECD in 7 RDPs 

Alternative defn in 22 RDPs

 

Alternative def. 
Modified OECD 
OECD Def 

Dissatisfaction with OECD approach
• Geographical
• Political
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Definitions

• Demarcation: clear lines of separation between the EAFRD and other 
Funds, as they apply to territories, to types of project supported, or to 
types of beneficiary  

• Overlap: the potential for two or more funds to be applied to the same 
area, the same type of project or the same type of beneficiary

• Complementarity: a deliberate counterpoint or synergy between two or 
more funds, as applied to a particular territory of field of action, so that 
needs are more fully met than if only one fund applied.  

‘Other funds’ = ERDF,CF,ESF,EFF,LIFE+, national funds

Demarcation & Complementarity 
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Complementarity 

Findings 

Member states +regions (in the sample of 35 RDPs) expect

the following funds to support activity in their rural areas:
• European Regional Development Fund 34 RDPs
• Cohesion Fund 11 RDPs
• European Social Fund  31 RDPs
• European Fisheries Fund 32 RDPs
• LIFE+ programme 7 RDPs
• Other national and regional programmes 9 RDPs

The widest range of programmes from which support is expected 

(5 or 6 of the above) is found in the RDPs for the Czech Republic, 

Greece, Romania, Slovenia, Sweden and Scotland.

Complementarity between major funds can strengthen the response to 
local needs, given national coordination and local integration.
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Case studies – Territories, needs and measures

Aim – to analyse how MS and/or regions:

• targeted specific territories for attention within the RDPs 

• assessed the relevant needs of these territories 

• applied measures and resources within and outside the RDPs to 
meet those needs. 

Based only on the RDPs as approved 2007/8 

Targeting of specific territories (1)
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Case studies – Types of territory

Sectoral starting-point 
• Mountain LFAs 
• Other LFAs
• Natura 2000 

+ environmentally 
valuable farmland 

Territorial starting-point 
• Specific development areas 
• Rural areas targeted for Axis 3
• LAG areas

 

Mountain areas 
LFA other than mountain 
Valuable environmental land 
Specific development areas 
Rural areas for Axis 3 measures 
LAG areas 

Targeting of specific territories



Targeting of specific territories (1)

Mountain LFAs

Mountain Areas study by ENRD Contact Point

17 countries, 61 RDPs

• All use Measure 211 Payments to farmers in Mountain areas

• About half use Measure 212 Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps

A total of 30 measures, are specifically targeted to Mountain Areas (explicitly 
or implicitly), the most common are:

• agri-environment payments 

• support for agriculture and forestry investment

• diversification into non-agricultural activities

• non-productive investments in forestry areas

• some other Axis 3 measures. 

Case studies of Valle d’Aosta and Slovenia 10



11

LFAs, other than mountain

• Bulgaria – land of low productivity, 10% of national territory;  multiple 
objectives;  Measures 121 and 214;  14.3% of RDP budget;  no outside 
funds. 

• Hungary – areas of low productivity or special disadvantage, 9.5% of 
national territory;  multiple objectives;  Measures 121,122,212,214, plus some 
Structural Funds.

• Netherlands – marsh, flood-plain, slopes, 10% of national territory; multiple 
objectives; sophisticated system of land management; Measures 
121,124,212,214,221 plus national Investment Budget. 

• Conclusion : RDP Measures are flexible enough to bring benefit to both 
these types of LFA, and to meet the constantly evolving agenda of objectives 
(or of ‘public goods’ to be secured through skilled land management).

Targeting of specific territories (2)



Natura 2000 & environmentally valuable farmland

• Portugal focuses on Protected Areas (such as National and Nature 
Parks and SACs) and has developed an integrated approach through
local management plans and implementation packages for each 
specific territory, using Measures 214,225,227,323, ESF and LIFE+.

• Czech Republic focuses on Natura 2000 areas, with regulatory 
action and incentive-based measures which encourage farmers and 
foresters to continue their activities – Measures 121,122,213,224 + 
CF.

• Wales commits over half of its RDP budget to agri-environment 
measures.  Alongside this, uses Measures 215,311,312,313. These 
measures support environmental stewardship, and bring income to 
farming communities, in many parts of the Principality. 

Note that Axes 1 and 3 are in play, as well as Axis 2. 

Targeting of specific territories (3)



Specific development areas 

Three contrasting case studies, all of Mediterranean islands

• Sardegna – Areas with ‘high levels of demographic malaise; Measures 
311,312,313,321,322,323,341,41, mainly through LAGs, +ERDF and ESF.

• Greece - small Aegean islands; Measures 121,123,212, 214, Axis 3 + ESF.

Both of these areas are affected by loss of population, narrowly-
based economies, difficult farming conditions, poor social 
infrastructure, and some degree of isolation and social exclusion.  In 
both places, there is a focus on adding value to local products and 
diversifying the local economies through tourism and other activity. 

• Malta is a more complex case, focused on the whole rural area of a 
small but densely populated pair of islands, with an intricate 
interlock between urban and rural areas. 

Targeting of specific territories (4)



Rural areas targeted for Axis 3 

• Finland offers a coherent approach to meeting the severe needs of 
sparsely populated areas in a systematic, integrated way in 
accordance with the bottom-up principle, driven by LEADER groups 
which can call on resources within and outside the EAFRD. 

Finland also offers the concept of broad and narrow rural development
• Languedoc-Roussillon illustrates the French approach to local 

development, focused on areas which have geographic, cultural and 
economic or social cohesion, the creation of local partnerships, the 
production of local development strategies, and the close link 
between protection of environment and heritage and promotion of 
socio-economic development.  

• Hessen offers an example of the use of Axis 3 measures, 
implemented through LAGs, to address the problems of out-
migration in rural areas by creating and maintaining value chains 
and other initiatives. 

Targeting of specific territories (5)
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LAG areas (1)

Ireland – LAG areas cover whole of defined rural territory; deliver Measures 311,312,313, 
321, 322,323,331,341,41,421,431; are also local development companies, delivering 
social programmes, both urban and rural, with ERDF, ESF and EFF support.  

Denmark – in ‘Peripheral’ and ‘Rural’ areas; Measures 123,311,312,313,321,322,323, 
41,421,431 + ERDF, ESF and EFF; some LAGs deliver EAFRD and EFF.

Estonia - cover all of defined rural area; Measures 311,312,321, 322,323, 41,421,431, total 
22% of RDP Budget; + ERDF, CF, ESF, EFF and LIFE+.

Andalucia (Spain) – cover whole rural territory, but use of Axis 4 funds will relate to 
‘grades of rurality’; Measure 41 adapted to include 6 Axis 1 measures, one Axis 2 
measure, 8 Axis 3 measures, plus 421 and 431, + ESF, EFF and several regional 
programmes. 

Slovakia – target of 25 LAGs, covering 12,000km2; Measures 311,312,321,322, 
331,341,41,421,431, + CF, ESF, ?EFF.

Targeting of specific territories (6)



LAG areas (2)

• LAGs and other partnerships can focus development effort on the 
needs of specific territories – including, where appropriate, the link 
between rural and urban needs and resources. 

• The participative approach can ensure that needs are well understood 
+ local energies are applied.

• Countries vary in geographic extent of LEADER, sharpness of focus, 
range of measures and scale of resources applied.

• Some LAGs can call down resources from outside the RDP.

• LAGs may have useful alter egos (Pays, Regional Parks, micro-regions, 
local development companies). 

• Synergy can be found between Axes 1, 2, 3 and 4.

Targeting of specific territories (6)



Ideas from the territorial case studies

• Netherlands - (a) the combination of multiple objectives in integrated land 
management programmes; (b) the use of conditions to secure cross-
compliance and commitments to agri-environmental measures; (c ) the 
extra funding from national resources e.g the national Investment Budget.    

• Hungary - protection of genetic resources of native (indigenous to 
Hungary or to a particular region) and endangered farm animals as a 
specialist aspect of agri-environment support.   

• Portugal - packaging of RDP measures into local development 
programmes for each ITI area.  

• Wales - widespread and well-funded agri-environment schemes, to 
stimulate action by farmers to protect wildlife habitats and landscape 
features, and to sustain and create rural employment

• Italy - two-stage analysis, national and then regional, of the specificities of 
regions and their needs. 

• Finland - the use of LAGs not only to deliver Axis 3, but also as a means
by which resources outside EAFRD are focused on meeting local needs.

Relevant practices (1)



Ideas from the territorial case studies

• France - the ‘Pays’, of which some embrace significant rural and urban 
areas, as a means of focusing local energy on development

• France - the Natural Regional Parks, as models of a partnership-based 
approach to multi-purpose management of fine rural areas where 
traditional farming and other activities have created remarkable landscapes, 
ecosystems and cultural heritage, and where the sustaining of that heritage 
is in symbiosis with the social and economic well-being of the local 
population.     

• Denmark - the focusing of territorial elements of the RDP (measure 123 –
which is targeted as for the Axis 3 measures - and Axes 3 and 4) on areas 
which most need development because of falling or age-unbalanced 
population, narrow economies, weak infrastructure etc.   

• Estonia, the nationwide use of LEADER, with over one-fifth of the RDP 
budget, the integrated approach, the focus on specific local needs and the 
complementarity with other EU and national funds.

• Andalucia, the packaging through Axis 4 of many measures from Axes 1, 2 
and 3, and the focusing of this integrated package upon the most needy 
districts. 

Relevant practices (2)
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION

For further information please contact the Contact Point 
of the EN RD at the following e-mail address:

info@enrd.eu


