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1 Introduction to TWG4

The EU Rural Developmentpolicy

The European Union rural development policy is implemented under shared management
between the Commission and the Member States.

The Commission is responsible for the overall legal framework, for approving the Rural
Development Programmes, as well as for ensuring sound financial management of the
Community funds.

The day-to-day implementation of the EU rural development policy is delegated to the
national level. The Member States are responsible for adopting all legislative, statutory, and
administrative procedures in order to ascertain the correct use of Community funds.
Furthermore, the Member States must designate the following authorities for the rural
development programmes: Managing Authority, Paying Agency, and Certifying Body. If the
MS has more than one Paying Agency, a Coordinating Body must be designated.In addition,
each Rural Development Programme must have a Monitoring Committee. The Rural
Development Programmes may be national or regional.

The Member States may delegate tasks further to regional or sub-regional levels. Indeed,
some rural development measures are implemented at sub-regional level.

The shared management of the rural development policy has the characteristics of a multi -
level governance delivery system. In addition to the Commission and the national
administrations, also social and ecoromic partners are involved in the preparation,
monitoring and evaluation of the policy (e.g. as members of the Monitoring Committee).

Due to the flexibility offered by the shared management approach and the differences in the
administrative structures of the Member States, the rural development policy delivery
mechanism varies across countries.

Mandate of TWG4

The overall mandate of TWG4 f#ADelivery mechanism
reflect on possible solutions to improve the design and implementation of EU rural

development policy, making the policy delivery more efficient and effective. The specific aim

is:

to review the delivery mechanisms of EU rural policies, in selected Member
States, at all relevant institutional levels, in order to ide ntify those aspects that
are working well and less well, good practices and suggestions for desirable
improvements.

Delivery mechanisms may be considered as the set of processes and procedures which are
employed to translate the objectives of the policy in to the final implementation actions by
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the recipients of the funds. They are a key factor in achieving the objectives of EU rural
policy and directly impact on the overall value added of the policy. Two dimensions are
considered here:

1. the way in which dif ferent stages of the programming cycle for rural development
are managed (the issues);

2. different tiers of actors (administration, stakeholders and beneficiaries) involved in
the policy implementation.

TWG 4 assesses the variety of delivery mechanismsput in place for the different stages of
the programming cycle and, through all the steps, between relevant levels of the
governance system from the top to the bottom (EU, national, regional, sub -regional,
obligations of final beneficiaries).

The challenge of this task is very considerable because

1 the delivery systems are complex and they vary between different Member States
and different measures;

9 itis not always easy to identify the effects associated with different delivery system
choices.

The work of TWG4 has been based primarily on case studies undertaken in twelve Member
States. It is evidence based, but necessarily to a degree judgemental.
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Abbreviations used

CAP
CMEF
CP

DG AGRI
EAFRD
EC
EERP
ENRD
EU

HC
LAG
MA
M&E
MC
MS
NNU
NRN
NSP
OECD
oP

PA

RD
RDP
SF
SWOT
TWG

Common Agricultural Policy

Common Montoring and Evaluation Framework
Contact Point

Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
European Commission

European Economic Recovery Package

European Network for Rural Development
European Union

Health Check (of the CAP)

Local Action Group

Managing Authority

Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring Committee

Member State

National Network Unit (of the NRN)

National Rural Network

National Strategy Plan

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
Operational Programme

Paying Agency

Rural Development

Rural Development Programme

Structural Funds

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunties and Threats

Thematic Working Group

Note: excludes Member State specific abbreviations
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2 Methodological approach

2.1 Overview

In order to assess strengths and weaknesses, the delivery system was originally structured
into the following 10 topics for the main information gathering and assessment work

undertaken:
1. The strategic approach and targeting
2. Programming procedures and financial aspects
3. Architecture of the policy, axes and measures (coverage and eligibility rules)
4. Coordination of policies at programme level (coherence and complementarity in
particular with other EU policies)
5. Implementation procedures (applications, selection, payments)
6. Partnership principle (between EU and MS, stakeholder involvement)
7. Implementation of integrated, territorial development strategies (including Leader)
8. Monitoring and evaluation
9. Control systems

10. Obligations of the beneficiaries/recipients of aid

The main source of information for the TWG has been the 12 MS case studies, each
covering all ten topics. Other relevant analytical work conducted under the auspices of the
ENRD was also used to strengthen the information on a topic-byi topic basis.

The methodologies employed, comparative findings and final results and proposals have all
been developed in close consultation, and with the active input of the TWG members, under
the guidance of the TWG4 Chairman.
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2.2 Case Studies

Selection of Members states / regions
12 Member State case studies were conducted by nonpermanent experts of the ENRD
Contact Point. The criteria for selection of the cases were:

9 to select a group of MSs that, from a preliminary review, have highly differentiated
delivery systems;

1 toinclude caseswith centralized and decentralized delivery systems at national level;
9 toinclude cases with different financial balance between the different ax es;

T to maintain a bal absp a&edweé-&2)andlarded@EnaE U
Member States.

The case studies were conducted in two steps. Based on the above criteria, the case studies
selected are shown in the table below.

Table No 1 - TWG4 MS/Regional Case Studies (and related abbreviations used in the
report )
Austria AT
Bulgaria BG
Step 1 Ireland IE
Italy - Emilia Romagna region IT-ER
Latvia Lv
Spaini Catalonia region ESCAT
Denmark DK
Francei Hexagon (i.e. mainland France) FR
Step 2 Germany 1 Rhineland Palatinate L&dnder DE-RP
Greece GR
Hungary HU
Poland PL

Each case study examined the delivery of the rural development policy under the 10 topics
specified above. A separate report was produced for each case study covering all of the
topics so as to get the full picture of the delivery mechanism and problems associated with
it.

Adjustment of the case study method applied during the course of the work

A learning process was built into the design and execution of the case studies.

First, draft guidelines for the researchers, who conducted the interviews, were prepared
prior to the commencement of the Step 1 case studies. Initially only field work for two case
studies (Austria and Italy Emilia-Romagna) was undertaken. Based on the experience with
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these two studies, the guidelines were reviewed and fineituned. Subsequently, the
remaining four Step 1 cases were conducted.

Based on the experience gained in Step 1, revised guidelines were developed and used for
the Step 2 case studies:

I The same 10 topics were investigated, but the information collected and discussions
required with interviewees for topics 1 to 3 (those relating to the overall structure of
the RDP) was restructured. The reason for this was that Step 1 collected already a
relatively large amount of information on these topics, covering various different
circumstances for the MS/Regions involved

T For the topics o6l mplenmdbhi gt oonprotedbheedénel
approach was made more in-depth by th e collection detailed information on three
measures, one in each of Axes 1, 2 and 3. Namely:

- measure 121, investments in agricultural holdings;
- measure 214, agri-environmental payments;
- measure 321, basic services for the economy and rural population.

A more in-depth approach was applied becausethe level of detail collected relating to these
topics varied considerably in the step one case studies Also, the TWG4 decidedto focus on
more concrete examples.

The measures concerned, particularly measure 214, are comprised of sub-measures, the
number and content of which vary across MS/regions. Therefore in each Step 2 case study,
one or more of the sub-measures of each of the above measures was analysedin order to
maintain the objective of keeping the additional measure specific information as concrete as
possible

The interview guidelines formed the basis for the semi-structured interviews. The main
source of information for the case studies was these interviews with experts in the
administrations and stakeholders from all institutional levels. Respondents included:

1 European Commissionofficials (i.e. Desk Officers responsible for given RDPSs);

9 officials in Ministries and relevant departments involved in the design, programming,
management and implementation of the RDP as a whole or for specific measures
(i.e. Managing Authorities of the RDP and measure managers);

1 officials in Paying Agencies
1 representatives of final beneficiaries (including LAGS);

i officials in national/regional public agencies involved in the delivery process;
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1 National Rural Network officers;

i evaluators of the RDP;

9 technical inspectors performing on-spot checks;

1 consultants assisting the beneficiaries in the application process.

An important part of the approach was that the information on ea ch of the 10 topics was
collected at all the institutional levels along the delivery chain, in order to capture the

broadest range possible of informed respondents' views. The same guidelines were used for
all the interviews. All respondents were able to comment on any of the 10 topics under
consideration.

There were no interviews with individual beneficiaries. It would have required much more
resources and time than was available to conduct a representative final beneficiary survey.

Each case study involed individual interviews and the use of the focus group technique.
These small group discussions were conducted particularly with representatives of
beneficiary organisations.

The complementary desk research associated with each case study focused on revéwing
and understanding the programming documents, guidelines, procedural documents,
Monitoring Committee materials, Annual Progress Reports programme evaluations and the
websites of the Ministries, regional departments and other national and regional age ncies
(including the PAs). For the Step 2 case studies, drafts of the mid-term evaluations were
available. More detailed measure and sub-measure specific documentation was also
examined (calls for proposals, detailed eligibility and selection criteria guidelines etc.).

Methodological considerations and caveats

Although the information collected through the case studies covers a good number of RDPs
(around the 13% of the total , i.e. 12 out of 88) and aims at providing a balanced picture
across EUT according to the selection criteria noted above-, the results of this work should
by no means be considered exhaustive in respectof the multi-facetted European context.

As the MS case study surveys were interview based, the research has an essentially
gualitative approach. It d o e s nt6 providel adullymmepresentative picture of the delivery
mechanisms put in place across the whole EU.

The work acknowledges and appreciates the variegated universe of delivery procedures
encountered in the different EU MS and Regions. They are determined by a range of political
and practical choices as wide as the number of institutional settings in place.

It has to be stressed that the information included in this report (with particular reference to
the identification of issues) comes from interviews with EU, national and regional
officials/actors involved in the implementation of the RDPs. Eventually, it is their view which
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is reflected in the results of the work. These have been further refined and developed
through discussion within TWGA4.

Specific issues linked to national/regional choices in the implementation of the RDP have
been reported in the case studies, though emphasis has been given to the identification and
the description of common, horizontal problems which require similar remedial actions
across the EU, at the appropriate institutional level. This also constitutes the basis upon
which suggestions for further improvements and ways forward -presented in the conclusions
chapter- have been drawn.

2.3 Other ENRD analyses used
Other analytical work that has been conducted by the ENRD has direct relevance to TWG4
and has informed in general or been specifically taken into account in this report , namely:

1 The outcomes of TWGs 1, 2 and 3. In particular, the analysis of territorial targeting
approaches applied in 35 RDPs conducted under the auspices of TWGL1.

1 The findings of the Leader subcommittee Focus Groups 1, 2 and 3. In particular the

main findings and recommendations of Focus Gr

approacho, which included an inventory of

88 RDPs and an analysis of the approach based on 66 RDPs.

2.4 Structure and content of the Report

This report is divided into two main parts:

First, there is a summary of the case studies by topic. Even though the ten topics indicated

in section 2.1 were studied, only eight main headings appear in the summary. In order to
avoid overlaps, and ensure a more consistent reporting of the outcomes, the topic
'Architecture of the policy (axes and measures) is reported on within the topic
'Programming procedures and financial aspects. Al s o, 60bligations of
included in 6l mpbdemesbtati on pro

Each topic section is divided into three sub-sections:
1 who does what;
9 assessment of difficulties, how they have been dealt with;

1 what has worked well, and innovative suggestions to improve policy delivery.
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Second,thereisa 6 Co n c | uioniwlich sldhtifiesse c t

1 Key findings, particularly systemic issuesthat have emerged in the comparison and
analysis of the case studies and other ENRD analytical work.

9 Suggestions on what could be improved. These are based primarily on the key
findings identified and broken down further, where practicable, into possible
improvements that could be made at the European or MS level.

Throughout the report, there are examples drawn directly from the individual reports on the
12 case studies These examples, although not comprehensive, provide illustrations of
particular methods or approaches.
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3 Summary of the case studies by topic

3.1 Strategic approach and targeting

The strategic approach to rural development was strengthened in the programming period
2007-2013. Strategic guidelines, which were defined at the EU level, set the overarching
priorities of the EU Rural Development policy. Taking the Guidelines into account, Member
States were required to develop a National Strategy Plan, which defined the action of the
EAFRD at the MS level. The National Strategy Plan also served as reference for the
development of the national/regional Rural Development Programme, the main instrument
through which the rural development strategy is delivered at national or regional level *.

According to the EU regulatory framework?, the strategic approach for Rural Development
included the following steps.

1) The Community strategic guidelines for rural development (2006/144/EC) defined the
priorities for the EU rural development policy, namely:

1. improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector;
2. improving the environment and the countryside;

3. improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging the diversification of the
rural economy;

4. building local capacity for employment and diversification;
5. ensuring consistency in programming;
6. ensuring complementarity between Community instruments.

2) The Community strategic guidelines were applied at national level in the National Strategy
Plans (NSP):

1 A separate NSP documat had to be prepared by the Member States. The aim of the
NSP is to articulate the EU priorities at the national level, ensure consistency in
Community, national and regional priorities, and be a reference tool for preparing the
EAFRD programmes.

1 The NSPwas not formally approved by the Commission, even though it had to be
submitted to the Commission examination and comments. Article 12(2) of Council
Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005 obliges the Member State to send NSP to the
Commission before submitting the regional/national Rural Development
Programme(s) (RDP).

! The RDPs were developed and implemented at regional level in the following Member States (the number of
regional RDPs in brackets): Belgium (2), Finland (2), France (6), Germany (14), Italy (21), Portugal (3), Spain
(17), and United Kingdom (4) .

2 For an extensive list of the main Regulations for the EU Rural Development policy, see Annex 2
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f The NSP drafting process had to comply with
undertaken in close collaboration with the Commission and other partners. Article 6
of Council Regulation (EC) N° 169B/2005 requires the participation of the competent
regional, local and other public authorities, the economic and social partners, and
any other appropriate bodies representing civil society, including non-governmental
organizations.

1 The content of the NSP is spelled out in Article 11 of Council Regulation (EC) N°
1698/2005. The NSP must include, inter alia, an evaluation of the economic, social
and environmental situation, the chosen strategy consistent with the Community
strategic guidelines, thematic and territorial priorities and main quantified indicators,
a list of the RDPs and the arrangements for the National Rural Network.

 The NSP document may be revised. Article 10 of Council Regulation (EC) N°
1698/2005 foresees NSP reviews in the case of major dhanges in the Community
priorities or the RDPs. In addition, strategy updates are required if there are
alterations in the main elements of the NSP.

3) National Strategy Plans were reflected into and implemented by the national/regional
Rural Development Frogrammes.

3.1.1 Who does what

Preparation and drafting of the NSP. main responsibilities

In all the cases examined, the preparation of the National Strategic Plan was undertaken at
national/central level (as required by Article 11 of the Council Regulation (EC) N°
1698/2005) under the responsibility of the Ministry of Agriculture/Rural Development.

Appointed Departments or Agencies within the Ministry carried out the drafting process, in
some cases relying on the support of external bodies (e.g. national research institutes)
which provided technical inputs or were involved in the socio-economic and environmental
analysis at the national level. In ltaly, for example, the Ministry of Agriculture Food and

Forestry was supported by the national Institute of the Agri cultural economics (INEA); in
Latvia, this was the case for the State Institute of Agrarian Economy.

Preparation and drafting of the NSP. timing

The drafting of the NSP and the contextual consultation process took - on average - from

one to two years, from the start of the drafting to the final submission to the European
Commission. The formal starting point for the drafting and consultation process was the
publication of the Council Regulation (EC) NA
RD regulatio n 0 ) even if some cases are reported of
undertaken prior to this date. The interviewees highlighted that the preparation of the NSP

coincided with the conclusion of the 2000-2006 programming period. The first finalised

versions of the NSP documents were submitted to the Commission mainly within the year

2007 (with the exception of Poland, August 2006). The NSPs currently in force, however,
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were all amended in 2009, following the modifications occurred after the CAP HC and the
EERP.

In decentralised® countries (DE, ES, IT) the drafting of the NSP had to be coordinated with

the development of the regional programming documents (see specific issues on this in the
following section). Before the national strategy plan was defined, each region started
already to develop its individual RDP. This overlapping process generated a situation in
which the NSP was built upon the regional programming documents. The NSP often ended
up being a composition of specific needs and strategies of the regions. This means, on the
other hand, that in order to accommodate divergent needs at the regional level and ensure

flexibility, the NSP set wide and broadly defined objectives, which raises legitimate questions
on its strategic value (in comparisons, for example, to countries with a single RDP).

Typically, when the regional RDPs were defined and approved, the NSP was revised in order
to align the national and the regional documents i especially in terms of quantification of
the objectives and targets stemming from the ex-ante evaluation of the RDPs (as required
by Article 3(4) of Commission Regulation (EC) N° 1974/2006). In fact -as specified in the
Italian case-, this process made the sequencing of the NSP and RDPs, established in the
Council Reguation, irrelevant. The same process (i.e. national level to wait for regional
choices to be made) applied again when the modification of the RDPs occurred following the
CAP HC and the EERP.

Consultation process and outcomes

The definition of the NSP was done in close collaboration with the institutional and socio-
economic partners both at national and regional level. The way in which consultation with
relevant stakeholders was carried out differs among countries. The main differences were
noted in the NSP negotiation process and in the specific institutional arrangements
established.

In general, the process descriptions highlight a thorough involvement of the stakeholders, at
least at a formal level. In several MS these consultations included the setting up of one or
more official* consultative bodies or committees or the use of an existing body. Examples
include the fnAConference between the State and

Committee for Agriculturedo in latnacley  Grtohuep 0 Minn ilLse
the AConsultative Partnergrhad ppsWoirrki Bigl dsa roiug;0 tame
and rur al Council for the I nterest reconciliatioc

was furthermore followed -up by the established Monitoring Committee (members included,
among others, members of the Ministry of Agriculture, the regional ministries and the
federal agricultural research, and the EC as an observer). However, it was common practice
(e.g. in BG, DK, DE, FR) to establish a working group at ministerial/departmental level.

5Throughout this document fidecentralised countriesd refers
Afcentralised count r i e ssingle MSfcaverisg the whole & terstay oMi® cauntry. h  a
“The term 6o0officialé is used here to mean a body set up by

The mandate of the committees differed between MS, in some cases (e.g. Bulgaria), being legally defined, in
others not.
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These working groups undertook preliminary discussions and drafted the elements of the
strategy plan before a consultation process with the interested actors was launched.

Practices of consultation illustrated in the case studies reports include:
9 inter-ministerial consultation (PL, GR, DE);
setting up of formal committees or bodies (IT);
working groups (BG, HU, FR);

1

1

1 meetings with the local institutions (FR, GR, PL);

9 surveys among rural development actors (HU, LV);
1

conferences, seminars, discussion fora, public hearings (AT, BG, LV and ES at the
regional level).

=

regional conferences and hearings (DK);

T di ssemination activities, including publ i cat
website (e.g. AT, BG);
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The Austrian NSP was fully elaborated by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry,
Environment and Water Management (BMLFUW). In its preparation phase, an initial draft
version of the strategic docume nt was published on the M
based discussion forum was created, thus establishing a discussion platform for the
interested stakeholders.

This web-based forum accompanied the actual consultation process. The consultation
was officially launched at a national conference on November 2004, where the
Commi ssionbés policy proposal -Z0IBrwasrpresersdd. Ad
the same event, a discussion on possible programme elements was initiated in workshops
which were established along the main objectives of the proposed regulation.

The consultation process was taken furtHh
Dayso) from May 2 0Shée the discugsion enlthe REPGald.the relevant
consultation extended and went in-depth over time, also elements of the programme
began to be defined. This overlap made the two exercises (strategy definition and
programming) very much inter -related.

Event & Date Strategic and programming aspects covered

, Reports from the working groups established under
Dialogue Day 1 (18/05/2005) the Ministry of Agriculture

(interim debate) . . L
- Discussion of interim results

Dialogue Day 2 (26/01/2006) - Presentation of the Community strategic guidelines
(interim debate) - Discussion of the Austrian NSP

NSPI f ol ‘ [
Dialogue Day 3 (13/03/2006) SPi" state of play and discussion
- Green Pact (draft RDP o6 m

final
(final debate) play and discussion

Overall, the NSP initial draft was discussed twice providing an opportunity for informal
inputs and comments from the involved stakeholders to be taken into account.
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The work on the definition of a national strategy fo r Bulgaria started already in 2004.
The process took a long time: the final draft of the strategic document was submitted to
the Commisson in February 2007. An extensive and articulated consultation process was
undertaken after the Ministry of Agriculture approved in 2004 a preliminary document:
nConcept for the devel opment of the agrt
programmingper i odo. The consultation consisted

1 A consultative partnership working group was established by the Ministry to
support the preparation of the RDP. The working group comprised a wide range
of stakeholders from the public administration, local authorities, research
institutes, trade unions, NGOs and associations. Four subgroups (along the 4
EAFRD thematic axes) were created to

rur al devel opment 060 document prepared
elements of the draft NSP, taking account the legal provisions established at the
EU level.

9 In October 2005, a seminar on EU Rural Development Policies 20072013 was
organised in Sofia by DG Agriculture and Rural Development of the European
Commission (with the support of TAIEX). The event constituted the main
consultation forum where participants discussed the draft NSP document. In
addition, the main issues related to the thematic axes and the financing of rural
development were discussed.

i The draft NSP was further reviewed in a series of consultation seminars (2
national and 16 regional) until March 2006, when the final draft version of the
strategic document was approved by the Collegium of the Ministry of Agriculture
and Food. The intermediate progress in the preparation of the NSP was reported
and reviewed periodically at 3 sessions of the Agriculture and Forestry Committee
of the Bulgarian National Assembly.

1 As a last step, and according to the Bulgarian law, the final NSP was reviewed at
a public hearing in May 2006. This event brought together some 250 participants
from the stakeholder organisations and the administration. Prior to this, all the
relevant documents for the rural development policy for the 2007 -2013 period
(i.e. the EC Regulations, the NSP and other relevant Community and National
documents) were published on the website of the Ministry of Agriculture, so as to
be available to the interested parties and to promote discussion at the national
level.

"The Technical Assistance and Information Exchange instrument managed by DG Enlargement which

supports partner countries with regard to the approximation, application and enforcement of EU
legislation.

While consultation took place mainly at the national level, also regional and local partners
participated in the consultation process. Nevertheless, the influence of the regional and local
opinions into the NSP content was not always certain. In general, the outcomes of the
consultation 7 in terms of effective implementation of the partnership principle T varied
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according to the institutional arrangements of the country in question. In Greece for
example, the consultation procedure was quite comprehensive, but only at national level. In
contrast, consultation with regional and local authorities seemed to be less intensive as the
prefecture-level and local authorities did not participate in the process.

The presence of a wider national strategic framework (or national development
programmes/schemes) contributed the content of the EAFRD strategiy plan in several cases.
These wider strategies had, moreover, direct implications for the implementation of the

RDPs. Specific examples can be found in the bllowing cases:

1 In lIreland, the presence of two macro -level policy strategies (the National
Development Plan 2007-2013 and the National Spatial Strategy) had a major impact
for the development of the rural areas.

1 In Poland, the Strategy for Rural Development and Agriculture (2004) was a part of
the wider National development Strategy for Poland.

1 In Latvia, the national Development Plan 2007-2013 set the strategic objectives of
education and science for the economic development and technological excellence.

1 Germany has a national strategic framework, the so-called "Joint Task Improvement
of Agricultural Structures and Coastal Protection' (GAK), which encompasses rural
development (see text box in section 3.2.1).

1 The Danish NSP was thoroughly revised in 2009as a result of the HC and the EERP
and t he introduction of a new strategic fr
Agreement o (GGA). The |l atter combined agricu
one policy.® (see text box in section 3.2.3)

1 The Spanish nationd law on Sustainable Development of the Countryside (LSDC)
adopted a territorial approach at sub-provincial level, defining rural zones for the
implementation of RDPS.

In the case of decentralised countries where competences in the agricultural and rural
development matters are devolved to regions, regional strategic frameworks (IT -Emilia
Romagna, ESCatalonia) were elaborated. These regional frameworks defined strategic
aspects of the RDP implementation at the regional level (e.g. governance rules and balances
between axes; financial allocation to measures), through a wide consultation.

Definition of rural areas: use of OECD definition

According to Article 11 of the RD Regulation, the NSP should include the thematic and
territorial priorities of rural deve lopment. 7argeting is in fact understood as one of the
strategic elements of the current programming period. The aim of targeting is to ensure that
the Community support is directed towards areas with proven territorial and structural
needs. To strengthen the territorial aspect of targeting, the EC suggested the MS to base

5 Agreement on Green Growth, Danish Ministry of Environment, 16 June 2009 at

http://www.mim.dk/NR/rd _onlyres/54887891-D450-4CD7-B823
CD5B12C6867A/0/DanishAgreementonGreenGrowth_300909.pdf

5 Even though formally this law is not linked to the delivery system of the RDP or other EU funds, it nevertheless
creates a new strategic national framework, broader than that of the EAFRD, which is territorially differentiated
at sub-regional level and deals mostly with nonT agricultural issues.
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their rural area definitions on the OECD definition when drafting the NSP strategy and the
programming documents.’

Being the only internationally recognised one, the OECD definition of rural areas (based on
population density) is therefore used as standard methodology by the Common Monitoring
and Evaluation Framework® for MS and regions to designate and describe the diversity of
rural areas in their baseline analysis. The use of this definition is, however, not mandatory.
The MS/Regions could choose to define their rural areas in an alternative, consistent, way
for the development of the strategy and programming purposes.

In general, territorial targeting seems to have been left disconnecte d from the definition of
rural areas applied in the selected countries. In other words, while rural areas have been
defined at the strategy level, in the programming phase territorial targeting of the RD
interventions is applied without considerations for the definition. For example, eligibility and
selection criteria rarely take into account rural areas as defined in the strategy. As
highlighted by the analysis carried out on the definition of rural area used by MSS i and
supported by the TWG4 cases studes i the definition of rural areas for the programming
period 2007-2013 followed basically three main approaches. These approaches can be
differentiated according to the extent in which the OECD definition of rural areas was used.

The following table, which builds on the results of the TWG1 final report, illustrates the way
in which the 12 case study countries have defined rural areas in their NSP for descriptive
and/or targeting purposes.

Table No 2 - Use of OECD definition in defining rural areas in sele cted countries

Countries using OECD definition, unmodified

Austria Austria claims to have used the OECD definition, and (as indicators) the percentage of national
territory and population that falls within rural areas. It has identified three types of rur al area for
use in the RDP:

1. Rural regions with higher than average agricultural rates.
2. Production-oriented rural regions.

3. Rural regions of high regional significance for tourism.

Greece OECD definition used

(Additionally other indicators were used to shape definitions for specific purposes. For example, a
different classification of rural areas has been used for the purpose of spatial analysis)

" Council Decision 2006/144/EC on Community strategic guidelines for rural development (2006/144/EC) and
Commission Regulation (EC) N° 1974/2006

8 See more details on the CMEFin the introduction to section 3 . KMonfforingand eval uati onod
° Final report of the ENRD Thematic Working Group 1 fi T gefing territorial specificities and needs in rural

devel opment programmeso, October 2010. The analysis carrie
national and 12 sub-national or regional RDPs, which represent all 27 Member States.
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Countries using a modified form of the OECD definition

Ireland The definition of rural areas included a number of small to medium sized towns that do not meet
the OECD definition (i.e. towns near to the greater Dublin area, or located in key regional areas
where a priority is to stabilise the population).

Italy Municipalities (LAU2) have been classified acording to the altitude zone (plain, hill and
mountain) at province level. The outcome is a distinction between four types of zones, namely:

A. Urban poles

B. Rural areas with specialised intensive agriculture

C. Intermediate rural areas

D. Rural areas with comprehensive problems of development.

Regions may adopt a more detailed articulation of the territory, provided that this reflects one of
the above types of zone

Spain (CAT) | pefinition of rural areas varies according to regions. The OEDC definition was used, bu as
applied to LAU 1 areas (6comarcasb), whi ch
than 100 inhabitants per km2. In addition, municipalities with less than 10,000 inhabitants are
defined as rural.

Countries using alternative definit ions

Bulgaria National definition already used in the SAPARD programme was adopted. Rural areas are the
municipalities in which no settlement has a population of more than 30,000: the remaining
municipalities were considered Urban Areas.

Denmark A classfication system based on 14 indicators was used. These were selected in order to describe
the structural, economic and demographic situation in the 98 Danish municipalities. They include
among others: percentage of national territory, population and employ ment in rural areas.

Using the weighting from these 14 indicators, the 98 municipalities are into four different classes:
Peripheral; Rural; Intermediate; Urban.

Frar.we A concepturdfanfipenrdi rural c¢crownso wats ruthleconamumep

(mainland) (LAU2) is usually one with less than 2,000 citizens, but adding criteria related to density and
localisation of the potential of employment and its importance in both urban and rural areas.
Three categories of space were defined:

1. predominantly urban space;
2. predominantly rural space;
3. other rural communes.

Germany No unique definition of rural areas was provided at national level. The decision is left to the
Lander.

(In Rhineland-Palatinate rural areas are defined as all administrative districts ( A L a n d k
without a district town of more than 20,000 inhabitants, and all tobacco regions according to
Council regulation (EC) n° 1782/03)

Hungary National classification based eaqn otnhsroe g Lmaliln |
1. Urban micro-regions
2. Rural micro regions with urban centres
3. Predominantly rural micro-regions

The categories are formulated according to the level of urbanisation, namely presence or lack of
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urban centres in the micro region.

Latvia OECD definitoni s not mentioned nor the reason for
territory in rural areaso and N% popul ation
descriptive purposes, i.e. they were not used to target rural areas.

Context for the definition of rural areas is provided by the administrative -territorial reform that
was completed in 2009 (for more detailed on this refer to the TWG1 report)

Poland Rural areas are defined as those | ocat eprovifiedu
but the RDP states that the rural areas so defined correspond quite closely with what would apply
by the OECD definition

Source: TWGI Final reporti’ Annex I, October 2010

Reasons for deviation from the proposed OECD classification differ among countries. The
main explanations are:

1 The OECD definition would be inefficient as its application would design major parts
of the national territory as rural. Any eventual form of strategic targeting based on
territorial basis would thus be irrelevant. In Bulgaria the application of the OECD
definition would have brought the 98.8% of the national territory and 84.3% of the
population into predominantly rural or intermediate rural regions, the only exception
being the capital city Sofia.

1 The OECD definition does not reflect the diversity of the territory and the
heterogeneity of regions. This was the case in large countries and decentralised
countries.

I The OECD definition would exclude significant parts of periurban zones which
include an important share of agricultural land and farms. This was an issue
particularly in France and in Poland.

According to the TWG4 case studies, an additional justification is that an operational
definition of rural areas was not really needed for axes 1 and 2 which in fact apply
horizontally i and where most of the funding is allocated to. On the other hand, it was
considered necessary for the more territorial measures under axes 3 and 4.

The evidence collected through the case studies supports the outcomes of the wider analysis
undertaken by the TWG1. The TWGL final report shows that among the 35 RDPs examined,
20 opted for an alternative definition of rural areas, five used the OECD definition with some
modifications and four fully adopted the OECD definition for descriptive/t argeting purposes.

Table No 31 Definition of rural areas in the 35 RDPs examined by TWG1

Number of RDPs in the analysis
Definitions of rural areas
National Regional
Using OECD definition, unmodified 4 2
Using a modified form of that definition 5 2
Using alternative definitions 20 2

Source: TWG1 final report, October 2010
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Selection of strategic priorities and targeting

As already mentioned the definition of national strategic priorities was based on i according
to the EU prescriptions - the analysis of the national context and within the framework
provided by the Community strategic guidelines.

Where wider national development plans were already in place, these informed the strategic
focus of the NSP (e.g.: IE, PL, DE, DK). Finally, consultations wih stakeholders and
involvement of institutional partners (regional and local level) aimed at refining the chosen
priorities and ensuring coherence across the different institutional levels. As showed by the
case studies, in practice the consultations had different outcomes, according to the
effectiveness of the consultation process and the involvement of the stakeholders (more on
this issue in the section 3.1.2).

For example, in Greece, marginal consultation was undertaken with regional/local
authorities. It was recognised that Development Operational Plans, drafted by the
municipalities, were not fully taken into account. On the other hand in Austria, federal states

organised joint thematic workshops to provide coordinated inputs to the national strategy.

This way the orientation of the final NSP was aligned with the regional needs within the

framework provided by the EU guidelines. The NSP also took into account the
national/federal co-financing possibilities.

The twelve NSPs examined in the case studies siow that strategic targeting at the national
level was done through a combination of different approaches. Three main dimensions of
targeting could be identified in most of the case studies, namely:

9 sectoral;
9 territorial;
1 per type of beneficiary / target g roup.

Sectoral targeting is applied mainly, but not exclusively, to axis 1 measures. Sectoral

targeting is quite evident, for example, in France where agriculture is considered as main

driving force for the economic development of rural areas and where far mers are considered
as main beneficiaries of the EAFRD support. Territorial targeting is mostly applied in axis 2
where certain measures are applied only in specific areas (e.g. LFAs, Natura2000). Axes 3
and 4 usually present a combination of targeting app roaches - with variations also within a

single MS- but targeting is frequently based on different types of beneficiaries.
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Ireland followed a differentiated targeting approach by axis based on a mix of the three
dimensions illustrated (i.e. territorial, sectoral and by beneficiary):

I The most relevant support schemes under Axis 1 (e.g. early retirement and
young farmers measures) were principally targeted at the beneficiary level taking
into account b eteristitsi aod digibifit) sequiteiments. aFollowing
the economic crisis which hit the country in 2008, the consequent budget
restraints and the closure or some of these measures, a new investment scheme
(TAMSi Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Scheme) wasiinitiated. The TAMS is
considered to be more clearly focused/targeted than the original measures. The
new scheme, which comprises measures related to sow welfare, poultry welfare,
dairy equipment, water harvesting, bio -energy, and sheep handling, was enaded
in order to assist farmers in becoming more competitive in the difficult economic
climate.

I Axis 2 has a more prominent territorial dimension but targeting is not a priori
territorial. The original agri-environment scheme, for example, was applied
horizontally throughout the country while selection criteria T operating at the
farm-level - ensured a targeted support to management options addressing
biodiversity conservation, climate-change mitigation and resource protection
(water quality in particular). The new AE scheme in force from 2009 is still not
geographically targeted but shows a strengthen focus on the three environmental
priorities. On the other hand, the second major scheme within axis 2 (LFA) is only
available within areas designated as lessfavoured areas at the EU level.

1 Foraxes 3 and 4 , targeting operates at the level of LAGs, which cover the whole
Irish territory. All funding decisions delegated to the local level. The funding
decisions are based on a local development strategy, which mug be based on an
assessment of territorial needs and opportunities.

The MSs applied a variety of targeting approaches mainly because it was considered difficult
to set strict targeting rules at nati onal level when there were a diversity of needs and
priorities among regions and rural areas. This was especially true in decentralised Member
States. In effect, the actual targeting was left to the regional level or postponed to a later
stage of programming (i.e. definition of eligibility and selection criteria at the measure level).

Among the cases examined, only Denmark clearly applied a harrowed targeting approach by
type of projects. Namely, the selection criteria put stress onto innovation. This appro ach is
coherent with the strategic priorities set in the Green Growth Agreement and it is also
reflected in the NSP. Territorial targeting, on the other hand, appears to be weak in
Denmark. Axis 1 and 2 measures apply horizontally and definition of rural areas is
instrumental only to the implementation of the Leader axis (some territorial priority to
Danish remote rural areas were also given).
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3.1.2 Assessment of difficulties, how these have been dealt with

Lack of focus of the EU strategy

Several case studieshave identified the same issue by calling it in different ways (e.g. very
wide EU framework, lack of precise BU strategy/objectives, and consequent lack of
consistency). In fact, the problem may be seen from two perspectives. First, the strategy is
often stated in very generic terms. Thus the strategy becomes an all-inclusive umbrella and
as such it loses its ability to define priorities or targets. Second, the linkages between the EU
guidelines and the NSPare regarded as unclear.

NSP as separate documen from the RDP

Even if the development of the NSP was widely acknowledged as an important exercise at
the national level, the usefulness of having a strategy document separated from the Rural
Development Programme was almost unanimously questioned by centralised countries.

In these countries, the drafting of the NSP as separate document from the RDP was in fact
perceived mainly as a mere formal exercise with little scope, considering that content often
overlapped with the actual programming document (e.g. the analysis of the national
context, the definition of strategic choices and priorities). The problem of overlaps is strictly
relevant for centralised i and furthermore, small - Member States. However, particularly in
new MS where the RD programming exerase was undertaken for the first time, the
preparation of a national strategy and the strategic process itself was deemed as very useful
exercise. Namely, the processrequired the central authorities to make a thorough analysis
of the actual needs of rural areas. It also promoted the involvement of the relevant
stakeholders and eventually opened the way for a wider analysis of strategic priorities at
national level.

On the other hand, in decentralised countries where the programming responsibility lies with
regions, the NSP stimulated T with varying degrees- a coordinating role for the central
administration. The NSP set the strategic priorities at national level and operated as a bridge
between the EU and the regional level. Yet, decentralisation did lead to problems in ensuring
strategic coherence (see more on this issue farther on in this section).

Timing and duration of the NSP definition

The case study evidence shows that the time required for the definition of the NSP was
underestimated both at EU and national level. As already mentioned, the entire process of
drafting, consulting with partners and finalising of the NSP took two years or more, and the
process overlapped with the conclusion of the previous programming period. Furthermore,
the drafting of t he NSP and the RDP themselves was carried out practically at the same
time, involving the same people. This generated additional amount of work for national
administrations, who were already suffering from a shortage of human resources and
capacity (as pointed out, for instance, in DE and BG).

Furthermore, the timeline as defined in the EU regulation was deemed unrealistic by the
interviewees at national level, considering that:
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- the implementation regulations were finalised and made available at a late stage of
the process (second half of 2006). This was considered as an obstacle for fine-tuning
the drafting process with the final EU requirements (e.g. PL);

- the envisaged deadlines were too tight for undertaking proper consultation with the
national stakeholders;

- in the case of decentralised countries, several iterations between national and
regional levels were necessary before arriving at a final version of the document that
was aligned with the regional programmes.

In decentralised countries (e.g. IT, ES) the design of the NSP did not eliminate the need of
defining regional strategies. In fact, the drafting of the NSP and the consultation with the
regional level overlapped with the development of the regional strategies, the RDPs and
their negotiation with t he European Commission.

Coherence between EU, national and regional/local level

In countries with decentralised management and delivery of programmes, the tight timing
affected the possibility of collecting and composing the priorities expressed at the various
institutional levels and achieving the consensus of the regions around the NSP. In the
decentralised cases examined (DE, ES, IT), theopinion was shared that the NSPbecame a
composition of priorities presented by the regions (and, in the case of IT-Emilia Romagna,
by the sub-regional level). This was seen to weaken the link between the priorities set at EU
and the national levels notwithstanding the recognition (IT) that the NSP provided important
and original inputs to the drafting o f the regional RDPs.

The issue of strategic coherence and coordination among the different institutional levels
(EU, national, regional) has been widely recognised by the TWGA4 It was felt that the issue
was not clearly addressed in the current programming period. The case studies provide
some evidence of how the issue was addressed (and partially solved) through different
approaches, which take into consideration the institutional set up of the countries and the
choice of the formal instruments:

- In ltaly (Emilia Romagna region), there is a long tradition of institutional dialogue
and cooperation. Strategic coherence was aided at the regional level by the adoption
of a regional strategic framework which aimed at ensuring the formal coherency of
the regional programme with the NSP. Yet, the regional strategic framework
constrained the margin of freedom at the sub -regional level (provinces). This
problem will be further explored and addressed in the future.

- The Spanish central authorities decided to invest in coordination efforts. A National
Framework Programme was adopted - according to the possibility offered by Article
15(3) of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005. The programme identifies horizontal
(not mandatory) measures for all regions and sets co-financing rate for these
measures at national level. In addition, the implementation of the national Law on
Sustainable Development of the Countryside provided the national level with a more
substantial guiding and coordination role, accompanied by additional financial
resources.
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- Along the same line, Germany could count on the definition of a national strategic
approach (the abovementioned GAK). The GAK is considered to beone of the main
national level financing instruments for rural development, setting the m ain strategic
priorities. A National Framework Programme was established on the basis of the
measures offered in the GAK. The programme contains the common features of the
regional programmes and serves as a filter between the GAK and the EAFRD
programme. (see text box in section 3.2.1)

Effectiveness of the consultation process

In each MS, the consultation procedures affected the way in which strategic coherence was
ensured between the different institutional and delivery levels (from European to local). Th e
coherence between the EU and the national level was assessed to be strong in the twelve
cases examined. On the other hand, the coherence between national and regional (or even
local) level was much weaker. This is particularly true in those cases where marginal
consultations were undertaken with regional/local authorities (as mentioned in case of
Greece).

In the case studies the effectiveness of the consultations was questioned in terms of taking
local needs into account as well as portraying the views of the national stakeholders in a
balanced manner.

9 The case studies point to a certain path dependency in the definition of the strategic
priorities. According to the opinions of several interviewees in different case studies,
setting of main objectives at t he national level and the allocation of resources between
the priority axes show certain conformity with the past. This is particularly true in the
case of old MS. (e.g. IE and AT). New MS could count - to a certain extent - on the
experience gained through the implementation of the RDPs 20042006 and of the
SAPARD programmes. Eventually this was perceived a constraint because (as in the
case of BG) emphasis was given to sectors which previously benefited for support for
complying with the Community standards, while not enough attention was paid to
sectors that showed a competitive advantage. In other cases (PL, HU, LV) the definition
of the national strategy resulted in a loose strategic framework and an overall lack of
coherent strategy goals. The interviewees stated that this was a result of inexperience
in developing a strategic framework and the lack of a long -term vision of development.
Yet, some stated that it was a deliberate choice to avoid such a strict targeting which
could hamper the proper absorption of funds. There were contrasting opinions with
regard to the suitability of the EU strategic framework. On the one hand it was seen to
offer too wide strategic goals. On the other, the EU framework was deemed as too rigid
in setting measures and minimum allocation among axes (see more on this in following
section on programming and financial aspects)

1 Several case studies (AT, FR, HU, IE, LV) show that the national strategy put a strong
focus on the agriculture sector. The interviewees stated that this was a result of the
strong influence of the agricultural interests in the consultation process and a general
lack of balanced representation of the different national instances (e.g. LV, HU).
Furthermore, there is an institutional predisposition to see agr icultural activity as the
basis for wider development of rural areas (as in the case of FR). It means that farmers
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are seen as the core stakeholders in the diversification of the agricultural economy. It
has to be mentioned, however, that in the case of IE, the reason for a certain bias
towards a higher support to agriculture and land management can be found in the role
assigned to the RDP within the wider national strategic approach for rural development.

3.1.3 What has worked well, innovative suggestions for t he future

To improve the focus/clarity of the EU level strategy, the role of the EU was discussed in
two different ways. First, it was considered whether the EU priorities, including quantitative
(as well as qualitative) targets, should be defined better in the future. Second, the issue of
how binding the EU targets should be for the MS/regions was raised.

Discussions within the TWG highlighted the need to ensure a tight link between rural
development long-term objectives and the EU 2020 strategy goals (smart, inclusive and
sustainable growth). Hence, the need to define clear policy priorities and targets at EU level
which bound MS and regions to the definition (and the achievement) of clear priorities and
targets at the programme level matching the ones defined by the EU.

On the other hand, the strategic process and the requirement for a national strategic
framework introduced in the current programming period were assessed positively and, in
practically all the case studies, the value added to keep this approach in the future was
recognised. Some of the common benefits deriving from the development of a NSP that
were identified included:

1 The strategic process was seen as useful in stimulating the debate at national and
regional level about the real needs of the rural areas and identifying relevant priorities.
This also includes the recognised importance of defining targeting approaches (including
territorial targeting) to address those needs.

1 It was widely recognised that an early involvement of stakeholders was beneficial for
feeding the debate and taking the local needs into account, while ensuring the respect
for the EU priorities. Yet, some weaknesses were detected in terms of real effectiveness
of the consultations and the impact of the stakeholders in th e definition of the strategic
priorities.

9 The subsidiary principle was enforced from the previous programming period thus
requiring additional efforts in coordination among institutional levels. The strategic
process also offered a possibility to ensure a better coherence and consistency of the
EAFRD support with other policy tools at the national level and, moreover, with other
EU policies.

1 The presence of an agreed and stable strategic framework of reference was deemed
beneficial in countries characterised by lack of well-established long term strategies
(e.g. BG).

Ample evidence of benefits from the strategic process has already been provided in the
description of the strategic process above. Further examples include:
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9 The definition and the use of wide c onsultation mechanisms (as in the illustrated cases
of Austria and Bulgaria) ensured a large participation of stakeholders and, to some
extent, offered the possibility to reflect differentiated needs in the national strategy.

1 The NSP and the wider EU prioities were integrated through the definition of the wider
national strategies for (rural) development. This was the case in Germany (GAK),
Ireland (NDP and NSS) and Denmark (GGA). Furthermore, with the reformulation of the
NSPs following the CAP HC and theEERP, these national strategies were reinforced and
providing enhanced policy framework.

1 In decentralised countries, the definition of a strategic framework at regional level
served as bridge between the priorities defined at the EU level and the local needs (i.e.
IT - Emilia Romagna). Also in the German case, there was a lot of room left to the
regional level to design the RDPs.

Some suggestions for the future role of the NSP emerged from the interviews conducted at
national and regional level, the most r elevant being:

U The EU level could be enforced through stronger legal prescriptions to encourage a
wider and effective involvement of stakeholders*® and targeting in which supports the
strategic priorities chosen at the national level.

U The National Strategy Plan and the RDP should be merged into one single document, at
least in centralised countries.

U The NSP could be further strengthened in decentralised countries. This would enforce
the guidance role of national strategic priorities and give the basis for a n enhanced
coordination role undertaken by the national level.

However, discussion undertaken within the TWG4 highlighted that the need for a separate
strategy in decentralised MS is a controversial issue. In general, there is consensus tha the
strategy should be developed at the most appropriate level, that is where the programme is
designed and implemented (according to the allocation of such competences). This would
imply that in multi-level governance systemsthe emphasis would be on regional strategies
with the national level playing a coordination role. The latter should take into account
regional needs on one hand and EU priorities on the other. The way this composition would
take place in the future would depend on the specific administrative settings and
programming culture of the single countries.

In this respect the need for more coordination between institutional levels T EU, national,
regional- is felt in order to address the issue of how bottom -up and top-down priorities
should link (vertical coordination).

% In two cases, the RDP Monitoring Committee was also highlighted as the most appropriate place where to
ensure that issues identified by the stakeholders in the context of a strategy consultation will be taken into
account in the formulation of concrete measures for t he design of the strategy and the programming documents.
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3.2 Programming procedures and financial aspects

EAFRD support $ provided to Member States through Rural Development Programmes
(RDPs). According toArticle 20 of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005, these programmes
implement the rural development strategy objectives through a set of measures. The
measures are grouped under four axes, namely:

- Axis 1: improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector;

- Axis 2: improving the environment and the countryside by supporting land
management;

- Axis 3: improving the quality of life in rural areas and encour aging diversification of
economic activity;

which represent also the three overarching objectives of the rural development policy and ,

- Axis 4. Leader, which represents a local area-based bottom-up delivery approach
applicable to all axes.

Article 15 of the RD Regulation stipulates that each Member State may submit either a
single programme for its entire territory or a set of regional programmes, according to its
institutional set-up and the decentralization of responsibilities for programming. In
decentralized countries, MS can choose to submit a National Framework to include common
programming elements (e.g. common measures) across the regional RDPs.

Article 16 of the same Reuglation defines the content of the RDPs. Each RDP must include
an analysis of the situation in terms of strength and weaknesses, a justification of the
priorities chosen having regard to the Community Strategic Guidelines and the National
Strategy Plan, information on axes and measures, as well as certain other elements
including the provisional of financial resources per axis. Balance between the objectives is
sought at the EU level through the application of a minimum financial share for each Axis
(Article 17).

In accordance with Article 6 of the RD Regulation the preparation of the programme should
ensure the respect of the partnership principle. It means that the definition of the elements
of the programme should be carried out in close consultation with the national and regional
stakeholders (representatives of the institutional, social, economic and environmental
partners). The programmes are negotiated with the Commission services and approved by a
formal Commission Decidon. The process of preparation, approval and eventually, review of
the RDP aims at ensuring consistency with the Community Strategic Guidelines, the National
Strategy Plan and the Council Regulation(EC) N° 1698/2005.

In this section of the report, only the elaboration of the RDP and its subsequent
modifications are considered, together with the financing procedures. Other, more detailed,
issues are considered in the sections that follow.
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3.2.1 Who does what
Responsibility for programming

Unlike the development and the drafting of the National Strategy Plans, the definition of
Rural Development Programmes and the related management functions are undertaken
either at the national or the regional level, according to the institutional arrangements of the
Member Sates (centralised vs. decentralised countries).

In centralised countries the programming process took place at central level, falling under
the responsibility of the Managing Authority (MA). The MA was usually set up within the
same Department/Unit of the Ministry of Agriculture which bore the responsibility for the
NSP.

In decentralised countries (DE, ES, IT), where competences for agriculture and rural

development are devolved to Regions/Lédnder, the RDP was developed and subsequently
managed by therespon si bl e regi onal agricultural depart met
the case of the German Lé&nde).

Drafting process and consultation

The drafting of the RDP was typically accompanied by a consultation process reconciling
national and regional interests. These interests were represented by a range of institutional
and socio-economic stakeholders (e.g. representatives of national ministries, regional and
local offices, Leader groups, chambers of agriculture, professional organisations,
environmental NGOs, scientific institutions, development agencies, etc.). As in the case of
the NSP, however, some doubts were raised about whether these consultations had a real
impact on the definition of the programme or not (as stated for example in the cases of HU
or DK) and whether the stakeholders were given sufficient opportunities to provide their
views and input.

The consultations took different forms (e.g. meetings, exchange of documentation,
consultation through fora and publication of draft documents). In a number of cases (AT,
BG, DE, FR, HU, LV, PL) the consultation included the setting up and running of ad hoc
working groups. These groups i often established along the four EAFRD axes or even by
measures i provided a forum for discussion. In some cases, the working groups were also
tasked to develop an initial draft of the programme (or part of it), which was further
discussed and finalised under the supervision of the main responsible body.

Given the disparity of procedures and working methods applied in the different national and
regional contexts, it is not easy to provide a concise picture of how the drafting of the RDPs
T and related consultation process - was undertaken. Nevertheless a number of common
elements can be highlighted. In an attempt to draw attention to different patterns and
compare practices of the different approaches to programme development, some specific
examples are provided below:

1 In Rhineland-Palatinate, the starting point for the development of the RDP was the
analysis of the socio-economic situation and the SWOT analysis. The analyss was
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undertaken in workshops in cooperation with the ex-ante evaluator and the supervision
of ministerial officials, the RDP desk officer and other stakeholders. The results of the
SWOT analysis vere presented and discussed in a workshop at the presence of
programme coordinators, responsible for the implementation of the single measures
and, members of the regional government. On this basis a first draft of the RDP was
prepared by four working grou ps (one for each axis) composed of thematic experts and
putting together those social and economic partners who had been members of
monitoring committees in the 2000 -2006 programming period. Finally a public hearing
with the relevant stakeholders took place for presenting the draft RDP.

1 The drafting process in Poland was led at central level by the Department for Rural
Development in the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD). The work
started, as in most of the cases, with the socio -economic baseline analysis. This part of
the document was discussed manly between departments within the MARD, research
institutes and regional authorities. The definition of the details of the programming
document was carried out mainly through working groups whi ch were created for
particular measures and supervised by the relevant Heads of Unit. Consultation was
undertaken through the organisation of conferences in each of the 16 Polish regions
which were followed by two final national conferences. In total 138 s ocio-economic and
institutional partners were listed as participants of the RDP consultation.

9 In Austria, the development of the RDP was led by a specific Division within the Ministry
of Agriculture with the support of a consultation mechanism. As a first step several
thematic working groups™ were established. These groups were chaired by
representatives of ministerial departments and comprised of representatives of
institutions and organisations in charge of programme delivery during the 2000 -2006
programming period, socio-economic partners and, ad hoc invited experts. All the
working groups provided an initial input to the drafting process through an analysis of
the baseline situation and a summary of the relevant strategic considerations, including
the identification of main needs. These inputs were further elaborated according to
guidance provided by the chairing Ministryos
first RDP draft. Consultation of individual chapters and measures of the draft RDP was
undertaken with stakeholders during an information event that concluded the wider
consultation process, which had started with the presentation of the EU policy proposals
two years before and continued with the definition of the Austrian NSP. In this process,
the regional levels (federal states) coordinated themselves through informal workshops,
which discussed issues raised by the ministerial working groups and with the objective
to provide efficient solutions to them. The inputs provided by the regions to th e drafting
process were therefore fully agreed and shared beforehand. Final decisions on the RDP
were taken by the Minister in consultation with the governors of the federal states.

11 Examples of the working groups established under the Ministry include the following themes: investments;
adding value to rural products; diversification in rural development; forestry; nature conse rvation projects, agri-
environmental programme.
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Coordination between national and regional level

This sub-section deals with internal coordination, meaning programming-related®
coordination between different institutional levels of a MS. Where the programming
functions were undertaken at the regional level (DE, ES, IT) coordination was sought
between the national and regional (federal) administration according to the institutional set -
up of each country, within the possibilities offered by the national and the European
regulatory framework. Results of this alignment mechanism are therefore different.

In Italy, coordination me chanisms and exchange of information between the two
institutional levels seem to have been applied particularly in the strategic phase in the same
way as described in the previous section (strategic approach). The development of the
programming document belongs to the legal competence of the Regions and thus it was
driven and accomplished by the responsible regional authorities. The regions individually
presented and negotiated the RDPs with the EU Commission The central level was present
in all formal exchanges in a coordinatingf uncti on. The centr al
preparation process except when specific queries were addressed to it by the regional
authorities.

In the Spanish and the German cases a further level of coordination was established, the
common element in the two cases being the presence of a National Framework Programme
(NF) drafted at central level in accordance to the possibility offered by Article 15.3 of

Regulation (EC) N°1698/05"2.

In Germany, the RDPs primarily took into account the needs identified through the socio -
economic baseline analysis of the Lédnder, in accordance to the regional strategy. However,
a certain influence in their definition i at least for some of them i was exerted by the

presence of t hpe ofvleariemtt toads kAglrmcul t ur al Structur

the so-called GAK*, which formally constitutes the main national financing instrument and
programming reference framework for rural development.

12 Coordination is dealt with in a number of sections throughout this report as it relates to specific topics, such as
programming, implementation or Leader and also as a topic in its own right. Throughout the document, as

evel

appropriate, the term Ainternal coordinationo refers to

and fexternal coordinationo to coordination between

13 The cited article gives to MS with regional programmes the possibility to submit for approval a national
framework (NF) containing common elements for these programmes. In addition to this provision, article 5.2 of

Regulation (EC) N°1974/06 specifies that for the measures included in the NF, regional RDPs can aly provide
additional information. Jointly, the NF and the regional RDP must provide all the information required by Annex
Il of Regulation (EC) N° 1974/06 (content of the Rural Development Programme).

14 See additional reference to GAK in section3.1 of the report.
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The "Joint Task Improvement of Agricultural Structures and Coastal Protection” GAK’
is formally the main instrument with which the German government defines the
promotion of agricultural structures and -patrtially- of rural development. To understand
its functioning two phases should be distinguished: the design (or planning) phase and

the implementation phase (management and financing). The former identifies the

process of strategy definition and frames approval and financial allocation of resources
among the different regional needs. The latter identifies the process of implementation

of national and regional strategies and the delivery of public expenditures to rural

areas. National and regional (L&dndej) actors are involved in both phases.

Germany being a decentralised country, the rural development programmes co-funded
by the EU are designed and managed at the Ldnderlevel. Each RDP is designed on the
basis of priorities and needs deriving from each specific regional economic context. At
the same time, the single Lander programme is linked with the federal rural

Taskd (GAK). The L2 n dskouldbe designedeaoctanding toi(and bé
consistent with) the general principles established by the GAK Joint Framework, a
multi-annual plan which is elaborated at the federal level. The planning is prepared by
the Federalregional Committee of the ministers of agriculture over a period of four
years and revised annually.

The plan defines the federal financial resources and establishes a co-financing rate for
measures that are co-decided within the GAK. Usually the federal government cover
the 60% and the Ldnder level the remaining 40%. It also provides a list of measures
that the L&ndercan consider in preparing its RDP.

Rural Development Plans prepared by the Ldnder and co-financed by the EU do not
include only the measures of the Joint Framework plan but also all those measures
eligible according to the EU regulation. However, measures outside the GAK framework
are to be funded exclusively with regional resources (i.e. they can benefit only from the

EU budget and not from the federal support).

On the basis of the Joint Framework plan the central level prepared the National

Framework Programme (NF) for the period 2007-2013. According to the EU legal
prescriptions, the German NF includes common elements for the regional RDPs and it
actually serves as a bridge between the GAK and the EAFRD support, contributing to
the coordination and financing of common measures (i.e. those defined by the GAK).

These include 19 of the 40 measures available under the EAFRD andwith a strong

focus on the agriculture and forestry sectors.

* Information from the DE case study has been complemented with the descriptions provided by the
OECD Rural Policy Review on Germany (2007). For more detail consult the full report at: www.oecd.org

devel opment policy. The modalities of t
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Since a significant amount of national co-financing is provided to specific measures of the
RDPs through the GAKOG6s national funds, the GAK
of coordination in the definition of the regional RDPs. Within this framework, additional
coordination between the central and the regional levels is ensured at the level of GAK
budget coordinators. In almost half of the Lé&nder in fact, the final responsibility for the
regional budgeting for both GAK and EAFRD was intentionally allocated to the same
individual. Furthermore, under the leadership of the federal level, all regional Paying
Agencies and Managing Authorities conduct meetings in order to coordinate the
implementation of the RDPs. In addition, several Lédnder decided to organise joint
conferences between the programme coordinators with a complementary consultative
function.

A similar approach to coordination 1 with different results though T was undertaken in

Spain, where the central authority decided to implement a National Framework Programme

containing common elements for the Regional RDPs, and specifying 7 horizontal measures
(more on this in section 3.2.2).
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Other mechanisms of vertical coordination: the case of France

A peculiar mechanism of coordination is illustrated by the case of France. The
management structure of the mainland RDP (Hexagone) is formally centralised, with the
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries (MAF) being the responsible managing authority.
However, the delivery system and day-to-day management of the programme is de facto
partially delegated to the regional and sub-regional (department) level.

The RDP is composed of asooamatiommbpn] whkeiclof g
managed by the MAF and common to all the regions, and a set of regional measures
( wletsrégionauxd) whi ch all ow the realisation of

 The common national set includes the following measures: 112, 122, 125a
(infrastructures related to the development and adaptation of the agricultural and
forestry sector), 211, 2125, 214 and, 226 a (restoring forestry potential and
introducing prevention actions). They are implemented directly by the MAF and
the financial support comes exclusively from the national budget and the EAFRD.

I The regional set of measures includes a wide range of measure from all axes and
the responsibility of their management fall within the competences of the regional
prefect (regional representative of the MAF) who generally delegates this function
to the decentralised regional offices of the Ministries of Agriculture (DRAFF) and
Environment (DIREN)".

Coordination of national and regional sets of measures in each region is undertaken by
the regional prefect who assures that they are implemented according to the nationally
and regionally defined strategies for agriculture and rural development. In this function

the prefect is assisted by an ad-hoc committee.

This decentralised structure plays a significant role particularly in the coordination of
measures implementation and i in the programming phase i for the allocation of
regional budgets. The prefect of each Region, on the basis of a specific mandate, was
required to define the regional set of measures based on the EAFRD envelope assigned
by the central level. The envelope was further allocated to the regional measures chosen
by the regional offices of the Ministry (DRAFF). In this context, only the regional
measures (i.e. the ones not included in the national horizontal set) can be programmed
utilising regional co-financing

! Respectively ADirections R®gionales de | 6Al i mam t®directions ,
R®gi onal es de 6.1 Acdomling to the specifiie mstitutional set-up of each Region, these

decentralised offices can further delegate management of services to different bodies at the departmental
level (sub-regional).

The national and regional RDPsO6 archi tecture:

Architecture of the RDPs was discussed in the case studies in terms of balance between
axes, choice of measures and allocation of financial resources among them. In theory, the
primary reference for programme design and the choice of axes and measures should be the
SWOT analysis undertaken at national or regional level. The outcomes of the cases studies
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suggest that the SWOT analysis, the results of the consultation process and the internal
coordination efforts are important factors participating to the definition of such architecture .
However, they are not the only ones, as can be inferred by the description of the main
issues articulated further on in the following section 3.2.2 (e.g. path-dependency, weight of
previous commitments, lack of resources, etc.).

Questions regarding on the effectiveness of the consultations undertaken with stakeholders
have been already raised with respect to the strategic process, and are confirmed in the
case of the programming phase (see related issues in section 3.2.2). The allocation of the
budget was considered as the most sensitive item in the programming process and
moreover subject to political choices in the majority of the cases.

In this context, budget allocation among axes and choices related to the definition of the
national (regional) co-financing rates were necessarily influenced by the prescriptions given
in the EU regulations. In those cases where programming priorities and objectives were
loosely defined (as, for instance, in the case of HU) this basically remained the main
approach followed.

The SWOT analysis andidentified needs appear as references in driving the allocation of
financial resources. However in the majority of the cases, other justifications were given to

explain the balance attributed to the policyds

measures and the absorption patterns showed in the previous programming period seemed
to have a relevant role. In some cases (GR, PL), there were a lot of commitments from the
2000-2006 period carried over. Thus these previous commitments were critical in
determining the budget available for new programming priorities.

Figure No 1 - Distribution of 2007  -13 total public expenditure per Axis (pre HC/EE RP)
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N.B. In regionalised countries the RDP involved in the analysis were: DERhineland-Palatinate, ES Catalonia, FR
Mainland,; IT-Emifia Romagna. Axis 3 and Leader axis are implemented together in the IE programme.

The category AOthero /include compl ements to direct
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Figure 1 shows the distribution of the programmed tot al public expenditure 2007-2013
among axes in the cases examined. The figure illustrates the different balance to the EAFRD
objectives attributed by the RDPs.

Overall the distribution between axes in these twelve case studies mirrors the average
distribution of funds in the 94 approved national and regional RDPs of the 27 EU countries.
In the 94 RDPs, 44% of the public expenditure is allocated to axis 2, followed by axis 1
(34%), axis 3 (13%) and axis 4 (6%) on average. Among the chosen RDPs however, there
is a considerable variation within the same axes (particularly within axes 1 and 2).

Axis 1 is absorbing the highest share of the programmed total public expenditure in almost
half of the case studies (ES, GR, HU, LV, PL) with the Catalonian RDP leading vih a share
of 50,2%. Conversely, Axis 2 is the main focus in IE and AT (particularly agri-environment
and LFA measures) followed by DK, FR and DE. The Italian RDP (Emilia Romagna) is the
only one to show a balance between the two. Axis 3 was allocated a share ranging from the
6% (AT, ES, FR) to a maximum of 27% in BG. Allocation for Axis 4 reaches 10% in Spain
where the minimum threshold was defined at national level. In the other cases its share on
the total public budget remains under this level and showi ng the lowest allocations in BG
and LV.

Modlfications of the RDPs, the CAP Health Check and the European Economic Recovery
Package

The examined RDPs have undergone a number of significant changes since their first
approval. The modifications required a formal approval by the Commission, in accordance to
Article 7 of Commission Regulation (EC) N° 1974/2006. Up to 2010, the twelve RDPs have
typically been subject to 4 - 6 modifications each. These included shift of funds among axes
and/or changes to co-financing rates, resulting in modest adjustments in the architecture of
the RDP.

The most significant change for all RDPs was caused by adoption of the Health Check of the
CAP (HC) and the European Economic Recovery Package (EERP) in 2088 The consequent
shift in the overall EU priorities for Rural Development caused a substantial revision of the

programmesd strategy and financi al all o®ation
Overall, additional EUR 4.9 billion were added to the EAFRD budget for the currert
programming period in order to meet the new <ch

communication and to support broadband infrastructures. At the EU level, this additional
injection of resources did not affect the breakdown per axes in a substantial way. The

15 For some countries such IE and LV, this modification coincided also with heavy restructuring of the overall RDP
architecture because of the hard economic crisis occurred. This resulted in important budget cuts and significant
modifications of some support schemes (hamely and particularly the agri-environmental scheme in IE) including
the suppression of different EAFRD measures.

16 For more information on the changes occurred at the European level following the CAP HC and the adoption of

the EER?, r ef er to the publication released by the BPwewmesnwpean Net
of the CAP Health Check and the European Economic Recovery Plamodification of the RDP® avail able on t
ENRD website
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environmental objective (Axis 2) still remains the predominant one (44.4% of EAFRD
contribution).

Broadly, the same is true for the twelve RDPs under consideration in this study. The balance
between axes did not shift significantly in most of the ca ses. The main exceptions are Latvia
where axis 2 share increased (+10.5%) at the expense of axis 1 (-8.7%) and Denmark
where, in contrast, axis 2 allocation was reduced from 63% to 52.6% of the total public
expenditure’.

The case study countries decided diferent allocation patterns to address the new challenges
through the HC/RP funding. Figure 2 summarises the distribution of the additional EAFRD
funds per type of priority chosen for the 12 MS.

Figure No 2 - Additional EAFRD allocations per type of new ch allenge (chosen MS and
EU27)
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Source: EC, DG AGR/ (January 2010)

In Hungary and Latvia, it was decided to allocate the additional funds exclusively to the
restructuring of the dairy sector. This priority was addressed through the promotion of dairy
cooperative and product quality in LV, and introduction of the animal welfare measure 215
in HU.

Geographical allocation of the national budget

Allocation of financial envelopes between regions (or at sub-regional levels) is the second
most important issue in the programming process, which has been raised particularly - but
not only - in decentralised countries.

1 In Denmark, the modification following the HC and the EERP was also accompanied by the introduction of the
Green Growth Agreement (see section 3.1), a strategic policy document reinforcing environmental interventions
for the agricultural sector. In the rebalancing of the axes that took place with these modifications the increase of
axis 1 measures is justified by a rationale of strengthening environmental concerns, while axis 2 interventions
were reduced in relative terms.
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In decentralised countries a first and important allocation of the national envelope was
undertaken at the regional level, following a mix of criteria. | n the case of Germany, for
example, the distribution key was based on previous funding patterns and other functional
criteria such as the structure of the agricultural sector in the Ldnder. The initial allocation,
defined at federal level, was proposed and agreed upon in the strategic process and finally
approved by the Conference of the State Ministries of Agriculture.

In the Italian region of Emilia -Romagna, distribution of financial resources was given to the
sub-regional level (provinces), due to the additional decentralisation of the RDP delivery.
Similar to ES and DE cases, in EmiliaRomagna first a distribution discussed between
national and regional level within the State -Region Committee was undertaken, and then as
a second step, regions allocated the envelope to the sub-regional level. The regional
envelope, which was assigned to the Region on the basis of historical payments, resources
made available by modulation from Pillar | and, other adjustments negotiated at central
level, was distributed to the provinces. Those measures, which are directly managed by the
regional level, were separated from those delegated to provincial authorities.

However, budget distribution at the regional level has been done also by centralised
countries such as in France and Poland. In both cases the geographical distribution appears
to have been undertaken on an analytical basis which involved:

- In the French case, a combination of two centrally -determined elements. Namely, the
historical expenditure under the EAGGF fund(both Guarantee and Guidance) under the
2000-2006 programming period, and an analysis based on a large number of indicators
(such as: number of farms, animals, agricultural area, etc.).

- In Poland, two different approaches were taken, according to the type of measures:

i) The distribution of pre -determined regional envelopes was envisaged only for specific
measures for which data were available for the previous programming period. The
allocation formulas were left unchanged.

ii) For all the other measures allocation, formulas were set-up on the basis of weighted
sums of different variables (e.g. number of eligible farms, utilised agricultural area,
etc.). These formulas were discussed with external institutions (e.g. academic
institutions) before being ad opted.

Management and coordination of axes and measures

The day-to-day management of the RDP programmes was established in accordance to the
specific institutional arrangements of each country or region considered. Therefore a range
of models emerged from the study.

In some cases the management structure is closely linked to the architecture of the
programme itself. This generates different ways of coordination such as further
decentralisation in the programme delivery or putting in place particular coordi nation
mechanisms. Given this disparity, a summary of the different management set-ups is
provided while a more detailed analysis of the implementation procedures of the RDP is
addressed in section 3.3.
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In an attempt to categorise the different situations examined, two dimensions can be
identified, namely the level of decentralisation in programming and implementation and the
number of actors involved in the delivery (delegation of tasks within the MA). On this basis,
the cases examined can be classified & follows.

Table No - 4 Classification of RDP management settings

Centralised Decentralised
Simple management structure BG, AT, LV, PL, HU, IE DE
(one or few players)
Complex management structure GR, FR, DK ES, IT
(multiple players)

In centralised MS such as BG and PL, the daily management of the programme appears
facilitated by the effective coordination created at the central level. In Bulgaria the
management structure of the RDP lies within the MA (Rural Development Directorate),
which is composed of 4 units, 3 of which one responsible for one axis (one unit responsible
for axes 3 and 4) and the fourth unit responsible for coordination, monitoring, evaluation,
reporting and, horizontal issues. Moreover, each measure is assigned to a single official who
is also responsible for coordination with the PA and other external authorities, and for
liaising with the beneficiaries. Finally, the heads of the individual units ensure coordination
among measures. A similar approach is followed in Poland where the day-to-day
management of the programme takes place in the Department of Rural Development (MA).
The coordination mechanisms are ensured by a highly centralised system where individual
measures are handled within individual Units of the same department.

Similar organisational structures are found in other centralised countries such AT, HU and
LV.

In Rhineland-Palatinate (DE), a strong focus is given to coordination procedures.
Management is regulated by internal rules (codes of practices) in a top -down approach from
the ministry in function as the MA to the administrative units, with clearly defined
responsibilities. Further coordination is then ensured through formal and informal
communication and weekly meetings. Finally, a steering committee was established bringing
together, on an annual basis, all the officials responsible for the daily management of the
programme.

Coordination is also a key aspect in the EmiliazRomagna (IT) where the MA is within the
Regional Department of Agriculture. The MA is headed by the Directorate General and
supported by a task force made of officials responsible for each axis including one with
coordinating functions. The RDP management system is characterised by secalled task
force rational e, wh ime hieractchical struéure of tleeIMinistry. Rattee
it is built up with selected expertise from within the administration and temporarily allocated
to specific programming function(s). Overall coordination is ensured through participation of
the appointed officials various committees and groups.
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Within the centralised countries, the Greek case is an exception. The management of
individual axes and measures is separated between few public authorities (SIA 7 Special
Implementation Authorities). There is also a special authority responsible for overall
coordination (Special Authority for Coordination). A similar articulated system for
management and delivery of measures is also applied in Catalonia (ES), DK, IE and FR.

3.2.2 Assessment of difficulties, how these have been dealt with
/ssues concerning the programming process. timing and modifications of the RDP

The definition of the RDP was undertaken in parallel with the development of the national
strategy plan in most of the cases. The same #iming issues as highlighted for the strategic
process (described in section 3.1.2) were confirmed and further stressed with reference to
programming.

The two processes were often undertaken within the same time frame and by the same
responsible persons. This resulted in constrairts in human resources both in terms of staff
numbers and competencies. Additionally, in decentralised countries the definition and
negotiation of the regional RDPs was carried out at the same time when the national
strategy was defined at central level. This provoked problems of coordination and alignment
between the national and the regional strategies.

The length of the programming procedure, combined with the short time frame provided by
the EU regulations, caused dissatisfaction (e.g. DE, IT, PL). Furthermore, the late approval
of the EC implementation regulation'® constrained the timely finalisation of the RDP content.

Another widely shared concern was the complex system for modifications and approval of

t he programmeds cont ent . wedsnsawgteanh ¢he acurrent EUh e i nt
requirements for the definition and the modification of the RDP reduce the flexibility of the

programme.

However national legal procedures for the programme implementation also increase the
administrative workload and the overall complexity of the system. In the Polish case, for
example, every measure is implemented through a specific national regulation. These
regulations are subject to amendments whenever changes in the main programming
document occur. Similar national procedures are adopted also in other countries such as BG
(through 'ministerial ordinances') and HU ('legislative titles’).

Issues related to the management of the RDP

Problems relating to the management of the programmes are caused mostly by human
resource isswes, national or regional administrative set-up, and the specific architecture
adopted.

One of the main concerns in a number of cases (BG, DE, IE, IT) is related to the avarability
and competences of the human resourcesin the MAs and related bodies. This issue appears
particularly in those contexts where articulated management structures and coordination

8 December 2006.
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procedures have been put in place, and where a large number of actors (within the MA) are
involved in the daily management of axes and measures. The very articulated coordination
structure established in BG was pointed out as the main cause of the heavy constraints
faced by the public administration in the effective running of the programme. This was

further hampered by a radical restructuring of following political changes (there was a new
government in place in 2009). Retention of competent and experienced personnel/over time
was identified as additional factor affecting programme management.

Even if the management framework was perceived as well-working and effective, constraints
in personnel availability and adequacy were also expressed in the Italian case particularly at
times were programme modifications absorbed a relevant amount of time. In this case an

additional issue of hAigh administrative costs was raised in relation to the overall
management procedures (from the definition of the regional strategic framework to daily

implementation tasks).

In general, the set-up of the RDP management structure and the definition of
responsibilities at national (or regional) level were criticised in some MS as possible source
of additional administrative costs, eventually affecting the timely delivery of the measures.
Difficulties deriving from the articulation between governmental levels operating at different
territorial scales and the division of competencies were highlighted in the French case.
Similarly, in Greece, concerns were raised about risks of significant overlapping of
responsibilities among the involved bodies, which causes implementation delays.

/ssues related to decentralisation - coordination instruments at national level

In decentralised countries, the communication and coordination between institutional levels
were seen as critical. They had significant impact during the programming process and in
the daily management of the RDP.

Ensuring coherencealso emerged as an issue in several cases. The possible consequences
of decentralisation are similar to the ones introduced with respect to the strategic process
(i.e. additional efforts to ensure that the content of the programmes at the regional level
and the priorities and targeting set at central level are matching). In the case of the Italian
region of Emilia Romagna this was emphasised by the additional level of decentralisation to
the sub-regional level (provinces)®.

In other cases, coordination instruments such the National Framework Programme (NF) or
parallel national support schemes were established at the central level. In the cases where a
NF was applied, criticisms were highlighted in that it was considered either a weak (ES) or a
too strict (DE) instrument. In the Spanish case in fact, the elaboration of the NF was

assessed as anex-post aggregation of measures already included in the regional RDPs. Thus
the NF had limited coordination functions. In the case of Rhineland-Palatinate i where the
NF is strictly connected to the implementation of the GAK? - the approach showed an

% In this case however, the setting -up of competent administrations and procedures were deemed adequate in
order to effectively manage the regional and sub-regional delivery functions for programming. This was
particularly achieved by a very close horizontal and vertical coordination which is based on a strong tradition of
cooperation practices between institutional levels.

20 5ee a more detailed definition of GAK in section 3.1.1
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effective coordination function. It also helped the Lé&nderto decrease administrative burdens
for the common measures. On the other hand, it was pointed out that L&nderwith financial
constraints tended to adapt to the prescription of the GAK, while other Lé&nder opted for a
strengthening of their own programming priorities.

A similar conclusion was also drawn in the French case where much of the programme

delivery is de facto delegated to regional and sub-regional authorities. France has a national

co-financing system, which is determined by the peculiar delivery framework. This consists

of measures managed at national (horizontal measures) and measures managed at regional

level. This framework is seen to constrain the decision-making process at regional level. In
Ssubstance, the Regionsd flexibility i s depender
actors and the degree of harmonisation between regional needs and national targets.

/ssues related to the content of the programme and consultations

Content-wise, some problems identified in the strategic process found their way down to the
following level of programming. Path-dependency and unbalanced allocation of resources
among sectors were again common issues highlighted in the case studies. However, these
are weaved together with wider problems of effectiveness of consultations, budget
allocation - and more in general, availability of resources i and, effective targeting.

In a number of cases (AT, DK, ES HU, FR, IE) the consultation process undertaken in the
programming phase didndét seem to influence the &
of a wider inclusion of interests and a more balanced targeting. In other words, the results

of the consultations seemed inadequately reflected in the final decision-making, particularly

with respect to budget allocation. On the basis of the final configuration of the approved

RDPs, concerns were expressed about the strong influence exerted by specific interest

groups (particularly, from the agricultural sector) and/or the exclusion of some categories of

stakeholders (e.g. NGOs in AT). In several cases it was clearly pointed out how, despite the

consultation efforts, final decision on the content of the programme was a matter of political

decisions (e.g. GR, HU).

As a direct consequence the programme structure retained a major focus on the agricultural
sector (through both axis 1 and axis 2 measures). It has to be noted however that in some
cases (IE, AT) a positive view was expressed with reference to the effectiveness of the
consultation process. In these cases the focus on the agricultural sector, mainly across the
direct support provided by axis 2 measures (AEM, LFA) was seen as the result of a
pragmatic approach reflecting needs arising from the ground, coherence with the national
strategy, results of the consultation process and previous commitments, all considered.

Other elements did play a role in the definition of the programming as well. Particularly, the
large amount of previous commitments carried over from 2000-2006 affected the actual
availability of resources for new programming priorities in the current period (especial ly the
case for GR but also for PL). In general, budget constraints were pointed out as main causes
for rationalisation of the expenditure and the increased focus on a small number of
measures (e.g. in FR).

Limited financial resources and the economic crisis were mentioned in majority of the case
studies. Particularly in some cases (IE, LV) the aftermath of such an adverse economic
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situation with respect to programming and implementation was severe. In the Irish case %,
for example, significant cuts occurred to the national budget, leading to reductions in the

RDP budget as well. For instance, the cofinancing rates for the agri -environment measures
were reduced, the total financial allocation for the LFA scheme was cut, and the young
far mer s 06 ichesne wds Iclasédi A mumber of measures suffered a similar fate in
Latvia (e.g. the measures related to young farmers, advisory services, semi-subsistence
farms, producer groups, conservation and restoration of rural heritage).

Balance between axes and coheence with the EU Rural Development policy architecture

The allocation of the financial envelope between axes and measures was assessed as the
most sensitive and difficult exercise in the programming process in almost all the cases. Two
main orders of issues seem to emerge from the case studies:

- The consultation process undertaken by the authorities during the preparation of the
RDP was often not adequately reflected in the final decision-making on financial
allocations. This is mostly a result of a national (regional) process, weight of different
interest groups, and, eventually, political choice, within the balance established by the
EU framework.

- The EU regulatory framework and the pre-defined policy architecture were deemed as
strict by the interviewees. The EAFRD structure of axes and measures was seen to
reduce the flexibility that MS and Regions have in designing their programmes in
accordance with their own strategic and programming needs.

On top of that, the general confusion around the real nature of the axes and whether

they have to be consi der edora s ofibcjoencttaii vneesrds.

objectives stated by the EU regulation could be achieved through the combination of
measures not necessarily included in one axis only. Such a syrergy approach had been
regularly recommended by the Commission.

Issues related to the number and description of measures

Finally, the complexity of the operational tool -box, i.e. the measures, offered by the EAFRD
was raised in several cases. More specifially, the number of measures available and the
excessive level of detail/complexity of the measures were deemed problematic.

The measure definition was considered overregulated at the EU level. It is also linked with
the abovementioned problems concerning the overall architecture of the policy and the
rigidity embedded in the concept of axes as
programming and implementation were:
- difficulties (especially in new MS such as BG, HU, LV) in making the appropriate choice
of measures that are relevant for implementing the national strategic priorities;
- (consequently) a difficult process of adapting/refining the chosen tools in order to
address the national or regional needs and the financial allocations. This often resulted
in the revision of the measure description and specifically the fine-tuning of the
eligibility and selection criteria;

2L In Ireland, t he significant changes occurred in the programmed structure were as well the consequence of the
restructuring following the additional funds made available by the HC and the EERP.
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- deciding on the balance between the number of measures under each axis;
- the lack of synergies generated between measures at the implementation level by MS.

A number of examples were provided in the case studies with respect to specific measures
or an entire axis. These include both the abovementioned issues and additional problems of
adequate absorption of funds, administrative burdens for beneficiaries, and availability of
private funds (i.e. aid intensity).

Axis 2 measures (measure 214 agro-environment in particular) appear to be the ones
suffering the most for over -regulation in terms of design/description, number of sub -
measures and objectives, and requirements in terms of controls. However, the number of
sub-measures employed was decided by each Member State.

3.2.3 What has worked well, innovative suggestions for the future

Programme development and consultation

Even though there were constraints related to timing and human resources, the national and
regional administrations appeared to have put in place articulated working process for
negotiating the programme structure and content.

The interviewees suggested that improvements should be undertaken at the EU level in
defining the timing of the programming process and related negotiations (i.e. clear
sequencing of NSP definition, consultation, negotiation, RDP development and approvalf?.

In several cases, satisfaction was expresseal about the results of the programming process
even in meeting the tight deadlines established at EU level and making the most out of the
competences available inhouse. As far as possible, human resources and experience
cumulated in the past programming p eriod were utilised (as highlighted, for instance, in AT
and BG). Yet, according to the opinion expressed in some case studies - national (and
regional) authorities should ensure a better retention of expertise and availability of
experienced staff, not only during the drafting phase but throughout the programming
period.

Tailored training actions should be considered to improve capabilities of the personnel
involved in the RD programming. One good example of this was provided by the Bulgarian
case where the newly appointed employees underwent an extensive training on EU
structural funds and the CAP.

With respect to consultation, the process was considered as fruitful and widely participated
in more than one case (e.g. BG, DE, IE, IT, ES, LV). Extensive invdvement of a wide range
of stakeholders (institutional ones and socio-economic partners) was indicated as the value
added brought from the process to the definition of the programmes, notwithstanding the
real i mpact this had o nrespdetethe D méckanistnoohniingmurn .
spending between axes was assessed positively. The mechanism was considered helpful in
ensuring a more equilibrated approach to programming and taking into account wider
objectives of rural development.

22 This proposal was elaborated during meetings and following workshop with the Members of the TWG4.
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Modlffications of the programmes

Many interviewees (as in DE, IT, PL) agreed on the need for a more simplified mechanism
for approving minor programme modifications, thus improving the flexibility and the capacity
to adapt to unexpected situations (e.g. financial constraints). In this respect, a specific
suggestion was to enhance the advisory role of the Commission sitting in the MC. Early
warnings and suggestions provided by the Commission during the discussion of the
programme would be helpful in the view of ensuring a sw ift approval of the modifications.

Management of the RDP and coordination

The issues with day-to-day management of the programmes suggest for further
improvement directed to find simplified (cost -effective) working procedures and more
effective coordination approaches. In this respect, some positive examples are highlighted:

1 In Austria, there is good horizontal coordination among the federal states through
frequent contacts and exchanges, aiming at reaching consensus on
recommendations put forward to the national level. This proved to be very useful, for
instance, in the definition of specific elements of the RDP as the agri-environmental
programme and the LFA measure.

1 Ireland set up a joint working group between the two main administrative bodies in
charge of management and delivery of the RDP (i.e. the DAFF and the DCRGA,
respectively for axes 1,2 and axes 3,4) in order to address the separate management
structure and facilitate coordination across axes.

1 Emilia Romagna (IT) set up an administrative organisation and procedures capable
of managing the regional and sub-regional delivery functions.

Ensuring flexibility of the programmeds architec

With reference to ensuring balance between axes and coherence with the EU-level policy

architecture, several interviewees (for instance, in DK, IE, IT, LV, PL, FR) expressed the

need for a more flexible programming approach. This, it is argued, should be realised by

diverting from the approach indicated by the EU framework which identifies the aggregation

of measures by axes with the objectives to be achieved by the programmes (axes as

containers of measures). The experience in some case studies is that it can be difficult to

establish a direct correspondence between the different axes and the overarching objectives

of t he rur al devel opment policy. For exampl e,
agricultural sectord® may be achieved tflomough a
several axes

Furthermore, several other issues mentioned in the case studies, such as ensuring
coherence between EU priorities and national/regional needs, better targeting of EAFRD
support, simplification of measures description, could be tackled through shifting from a
programming approach focused on policy tools to a more flexible one based on the clear
definition of objectives®. Within this configuration, the principle of the minimum allocation

2 This improvement though is very much connected to the definition at the EU level of a more clear strategy and
defined targets, as raised in the analysis of the strategic approach.
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between axes should be replaced with a similar criterion to ensure a balanced approach
among objectives.

By considering the tools and the possibilities offered in the current programming period, one
objection to the above could be that the actual structure of the policy already allows the
implementation of integrated packages of measures across axes. One good example of this
comes from the Italian case (Emilia Romagna) where priority is assigned to integrated
investment projects linking different economic actors along the agri -food supply chain®. In
practice though, the requirements for monitoring, reporting and evaluation of results by
axes do not facilitate the reading of the achievements of these integrated approaches.

Another relevant example on how to tackle this order of problems - and showing a certain
degree of innovation is provided by the Danish RDP.

24 Achieved through assigning higher score to joint project applications, and linking individual financing needs to
collective investments.
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Up until the current pro gramming period Denmark had four types of instruments for
rural areas, namely: i) the Rural Community development scheme financed at national
level and addressing the wider rural population; ii) the 2000 -2006 RDP cofinanced by
the EU and the Ministry of Agriculture; iii) the Leader+ initiative co -financed by the EU;
and a number of national schemes related to environmental concerns.

The introduction of the NSP in Denmark by the RD regulation for 2007 -2013 provided
the chance -and the framework- for establishing a close coordination between the
measures cofinanced by the EAFRD and the national support schemes under the
Ministry of Agriculture. The current national schemes implemented in DK have been
structured on thematic basis. The themes include food product quality, extensive
production on agricultural land, establishment and management of wetlands,
investments in biogas plants, sustainable forestry, new jobs in rural areas, skill
acquisition, and others.

At the initial stage of programme definition, the Danish authorities maintained a strong
programming approach based on the national schemes, with measures integrated by
objectives. This structure did not match with the policy structure offered by the EU
regulation. As a result of the negotiations with the Commission, the Danish authorities
were asked to redraft the programme taking into account the division by measures and
axes indicated in the Regulation. The request was to ensure a clear correspondence
between the national schemes and the axes/measures dructure of the EAFRD.
Formally, this was ensured in re-drafting the programme but without any substantial
modification of the national schemes.

The resulting approved RDP in fact embe
the EU regulatory structure of axes and measures and the other linking this to the
national schemes. In practical terms this means that the EAFRD measures combined
across axes are de facto supporting the application of the national schemes (and of
course addressing the strategic objedives defined in the NSP).

From an administrative and delivery perspective, the national application schemes
remain the main reference support tools both for the implementing authorities and
beneficiaries. The conjunction between the two architectures is in fact realised at the
sub-measure level

The CAP Health Check provided the opportunity to introduce a new national strategic
framework, the Danish Green Growth Agreement (GGA). This is a national strategic
and political document assembling the strategic approaches of the national schemes
under an enhanced environmental focus. The GGA, together with the Health Check
modifications, has contributed to strengthening the link between the EU priorities and
the national ones, and the justification for such integ rated programming approach.
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Number and detail of measures

The main suggestions made by stakeholders-at all levels- collected through the case studies
(e.g. FR, AT, DE, BG, LV) are pointing towards the simplification of the fixed and
thoroughly-defined set of EAFRD measures in orar to ensure more flexibility, specifically:

1 a significant reduction of the overall number of available measures (regardless of the
axis concerned);

1 simplification of the measure descriptions, reducing the level of detail provided in the
EU regulation and leaving the task to the programming document at the national and
regional level;

 definition of two main typology of measures %, namely:

i) pre-defined and simplified measures addressing specific sectoral
needs/beneficiaries (as currently the cases inaxes 1 and 2);

i) thematic measures defining broad typology of interventions (e.g. investments,
infrastructures, etc.) which will be more effective in ensuring synergies between
axis 3-like interventions when applying in specific fields of activity (e.g. tou rism);

1 possibility to integrate individual measures and sub-measures in the attempt to
create synergies in pursuing nationally defined objectives.

Such suggestions are logically closely related to requested improvements at the EU level
relatingtoamorecl ear definition of the policybds objecti

Simplification of agri-environmental measures was suggested on the basis of national and
regional experiences. The measures are deemed complex, and they have multiple
objectives. This is reflected in the high number of sub-measures -or actions within the
measure- which can be very different in scope and criteria ( which creates additional burdens
in terms of monitoring and evaluation). Yet, the number and complexity of agri-
environmental measures varies from Member State and region to another. This is because
only general measure description is spelled out at the EU level. The MSs/regions then design
and define suitable sub-measures to tackle their own specific local needs.

It was suggested for the measure design to be clear, based on a few main operational
targets. This could take place both at the EU and the programme level and would help to
simplify the measure description. However, simplification should not bring along
standardisation of the measure, endangering the possibility to address national/regional
needs.

It was proposed that beneficiaries should be left with the possibility to achieve the measure
objectives by combining agri-environmental actions envisaged by the RDP which are best
suited to their needs. This further improvement however, would require particular attention
at the national/regional level. Not only specific implementing rules would be needed, but
also more guidance and advice to applicants in order to help them identifying the available
actions that fit their needs the best.

% This proposal was elaborated during meetings and following workshop undertaken with the Members of the
TWGA.
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A more simplified and flexible approach towards the implementation of measures is proven
to be more effective when the regional and local level needs are reflected in the measure
definition (e.g. through terr itorial targeting) . Given the specific territorial dimension of axis 2
in particular, the regional and local administrative bodies are particularly involved in the
delivery process However, the case studies show a lack of influence of these levels in the
central decision making process Regional and local authorities should therefore actively take
part in the negotiations with the EC, working as intermediaries between the central level and
the local instances.

Some MS advocate that establishing a capacity building process would be beneficial for
addressing important issues linked to the architecture of the policy and programming. This
would be possible, for example, if more guidance from the EC was provided and exchanges
of information among MS were promoted on these matters.
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3.3 Implementation procedures

At the EU level, the guiding principle and prescriptions organising the implementation of the
RDPs are established in the relevant set of rural development regulations. In Annex Il of this
report an exhaustive list of such regulations is provided for further reference.

The implementation procedures cover several aspects of the policy delivery. From the
management point of view, the main aspects of policy delivery are the d esignation of the
implementing bodies, definition of their responsibilities and tasks, and vertical coordination.
Later on, the application of rules and their implementation at the national and regional level
spell out in practice how the national/regional strategy is translated in concrete actions on-
the-ground. Finally, the actions themselves determine the procedures, requirements (and
obligations) that the beneficiaries have to follow.

The institutional set set-up for implementation procedures is based on three bodies, which
every MS has o designate according to Article 74 of the RD Regulation namely:

1 the Managing Authority (MA);
1 the Paying Agency (PA);
9 the Certifying Body (CB).

As part of its content?® each RDP has to designate such competent authorities and bodies
responsible for the implementation, together with a brief description of their management
and control structure. Table 5 summarises their main functions as defined at the EU level.

Table No 5 - The main tasks of the Managing Authority, Paying
Body

Agency and Certifying

Managing Authority

(Article 75 of Council Regulation
(EC) N° 1698/2005)

Paying Agency

(Article 6 of Council Regulation
(EC) N° 1290/2005)

Certification body

(Article 7 of Council Regulation
(EC) N° 1290/2005)

Responsible for managing and
implementing the RDP, in
particular for:

Department or a body of the
Member State. Its main tasks
concern the respect of rules
related to payments and
collection and communication of
information. In particular it shall
guarantee that:

A private or public legal entity,
designated by the Member
State. The certification body
shall:

1. ensuring the correct selection
of the project, according to the
criteria applicable to the RDP.

1. the eligibility of requests, the
procedure for allocating aid and
their compliance with
Community rules are checked

1. certify the truthfulness and
accuracy of the accounts of the
accredited paying agency.

% Article 16(i)(i) of Council Regulation (EG N° 1698/2005.
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Managing Authority

(Article 75 of Council Regulation
(EC) N° 1698/2005)

Paying Agency

(Article 6 of Council Regulation
(EC) N° 1290/2005)

Certification body

(Article 7 of Council Regulation
(EC) N° 1290/2005)

before the
authorised.

payment is

2. recording and maintaining
statistical information for the
purpose of monitoring and
evaluation.

2. accurate accounts of the
payments made are kept.

2. take account, on performing
the previous task, of the
management and control system
set up.

3. ensuring that beneficiaries
and other bodies involved in the
implementation of the pro jects
are informed about their
obligations in relation to:

1 financial aspects: maintaining
a separate account or an
adequate accounting code
for the transaction related to
the project;

1 provision of data for
monitoring purposes.

3. The controls procedures laid
down by Community Legislation
are made

4. ensuring the conformity of the
evaluations to the Regulation
(EC) N°1698/2005 and to the
CMEF.

4. The requisite documents are
presented within the time limits
and respecting the form
established by the EC ruks.

5. leading the
Committee.

Monitoring

5. The execution of these tasks
can be delegated, with the
unique exception of the payment
of the Community aid.

6. ensuring the respect of the
obligations concerning publicity
(Article 76 Regulation (EC) N°
1698/2005)

7. drawing up the annual
progress report, to be submitted
to the EC after approval by the
Monitoring Committee.

8. ensuring that the Paying
Agency receives the relevant
information in relation to the
operations selected for funding.

This section mainly provides a description of the institutional arrangements occurred in the
selected MS/Regions with particular reference to the definition of roles and responsibilities of
the above-mentioned implementing authorities and bodies. Given the important role played
by the specific national and regional set up, the focus is placed on the level of
decentralisation and delegation of functions and, when possible, the vertical coordination
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mechanisms put in place. The section also explores how the application of implementation
rules translates in terms of requirements and procedures for the final beneficiary (e.g.
submission of applications, payment claims, etc.). Other specific aspects of implementation
(particularly controls and Leader) are addressed n other sections of this report.

Main implementing issues and possible suggestions for future improvements are presented
on the basis of the information provided in the case study reports and the discussions
undertaken within TWG4 meetings.

As explained n the methodology section, further information on the implementation
arrangements is provided for specific measures. This additional information on measures
121, 214 and 321 is limited to a number of case studies (DE, DK, FR, GR, HU, PL).

3.3.1 Who does what
The competent authorities and bodlies responsible for implementation

The Managing Authorities of the case study RDPs have been identified in section3.2. Their
institutional set up and a general description of the overall management structure of the
RDP wereoutlined and the related issues identified.

This sub-section focuses on the relationships and division of responsibilities and tasks
between the MA and other implementing bodies, in particular the PA.

The MA is usually established within the Ministry of Agriculture, or the Agriculture
Department at regional level. The main tasks and responsibilities of the MAs correspond to
those required by Council Regulation ECN° 1698/2005 and summarised in the table above.
In regionalised MS (IT, DE and ES) the national administration plays a role of coordination
and the regional authorities are the MAs responsible for implementation.

Accredited Paying Agencies are usually established within public agencies or bodies which
are institutionally separated from the MA. Only in four cases (DE, DK, ES, IE) out of the

twelve examined, is the PA located within the same administration structure of the MA, even

if operated by a separate/independent functional unit. In DERP for example, the two

authorities are located in the same Ministry but run by two different work units. In DK, the

PA is located in a specific department of the Food Industry Agency (the MA of the

programme).

The tasks of the Paying Agencies are assigned according to the legal provision established at
the EU leve. These go from conformity controls on the applications and reimbursement
claims, to payment of the Community aid and accountancy. In a number of cases PA
functions are devolved at the regional and local level as provided by the EU rules, even in
centralised countries. That means that the PA can operate through central offices or
decentralised/local structures which usually deal with payments. Claims to Brussels for
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expenditures are managed at central level by an appointed coordinating body?’ so that only
the central administration deals with the EC (IE, ES).

The new MS tend to delegate additional implementation tasks to the PA and other delivery
bodies. In HU, LV, PL and BG the PA is responsible for theentire implementation of Axis 1, 2
and 3. In HU for example, the Agricultural and Rural Development Agency (the PA) has been
devoted further specific tasks in accordance with the national legislation. It is responsible,
among other functions, for developing applications forms, administering
requests/applications received, and controlling the requests, performing on -the-spot
controls. It is also involved in the management of specific measures for which it has
delegated part of its tasks to specific institutions according to the specific area of expertise.

Centralised vs. decentralised implementation models

The implementation of RDPs across the EU27 is highly varied. The differences reflect the
institutional contexts within which rural development programme operates, as well as the
prevailing customs and governance and administration cultures in each country.
Nevertheless, the framework of the EAFRD and its implementing regulation ensure some
common features in respect of various aspects of the delivery system, and certain common
approaches are apparent.

Two dimensions of the delivery process can be considered, on the basis of which a
categorisation of the cases examined has been carried out. The first relates to the
institutional level at which the policy governance takes place (i.e. the responsibilities for
design and management of the RDP). In this case, MS are distinguished on the basis of
national or regional programming competences, with DE, ES and IT falling in the second

group.

The second element refers to the delegation of implementing tasks. Within this framework
one can see a range of cases where operational responsibilities for the delivery of the RDPs
are devolved to subordinated agencies or bodies. This ranges from a low level of delegation
(i.e. a limited number of competences assigned to a relative small number of delegated
bodies) to a high level of delegation, where implementing tasks are split through several

bodies/agencies with more articulated relationships between them. Both MA and PA tasks
can be delegated according to the EU regulations™.

27 According to article 6.3 of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1290/2005, where more than one paying agency is
accredited, the MS has to inform the Commission about the body responsible to collecting and sending the

relevant information and, ensuring a harmonized application of the Community rules. Such body is referred to as

the ficoordinating bodyo.

B Further, a distinction can usefully be made between

d e

responsibility. Thefirsti s descri bed with the French term 6d®concentrati

making power to the next level. The latter, on the other hand, can influence elements of policy design and
delivery in that process (for example, determining selection criteria or thresholds for acceptance, for
applications).
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Within this framework, Member States and regions can be grouped on the basis of a
centralised or decentralised delivery. The case studies show that this distinction can apply
irrespective of whether RDPs are designed at national or regional levels.

A centralised approach is where the MA takes the lead role in shaping, and directly
delivering, all or most of the measures under the RDP, supported by a single Paying Agency
(which may be a separable part of the same Ministry, or an independent body). In contrast ,
where a decentralised approachis applied, the MA delegates some elements of scheme
design as well as the day-to-day delivery of measures, to other bodies. These bodies can
include other Ministries, more local-level institutions of government, or various kinds of
specialist agencies at national or more local levels. In between these two distinct
approaches, what can be labelled a semi-decentralised approach takes place usually in
countries with a national RDP, where nevertheless the set-up of functions and the division of
labour is more articulated than in the first instance, with a different grade of devolution of

functions at national, regional and local level. In most cases, this is measure or axis-specific.

According to these two dimension described above, the twelve countries/regions covered in
the case studies can be placed on a ficontinuumo between the two extremes of centralised
and decentralised implementation as described above.

When considering the actual delivery structure in place, the centralised modelis typical for
smaller countries with relatively slim administrative structures *. For example, in LV a single
person may be in charge of each RDP measure at the MA, and one operational unit
responsible for the administration of each measure within the PA. However, the centralised
model is used in Bulgaria too, a much larger country. In the Bulgarian situation, notably, the
Paying Agency takes a greater role in delivery (axes 1, 2 and 3) than is apparent in Latvia,
as compared to the tasks undertaken by the MA (only axis 4). The other representative of
this category is IE, which too shows a centralised delivery framework confined to a relatively
small number of institutions. Operational delivery of the RDP is assigned to the Department
of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (DAFF) (axes 1 and 3) and to LAGs (axes 3 and 4). The
PA has partially delegated its task to the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht
Affairs (DCRGA) for axes 3 and 4.

A semi-centralised approachis applied in a number of MS with a single national RDP, where
overall coordination and responsibility of the programme implementation resides in the
designated MA at the central level, but implementing functions are delegated (often

according to specific axes/measures) to a number of actors. In an attempt to rank these

cases in order of increasing institutional complexity of delivery (i.e. delegated functions), this

is the case for: DK, HU, GR and, PL. In Denmark for example, implementation functions and
responsibility is allocated according to the type of measure and support. Namely one
administrative unit in DFIA (Danish Food Industry Agency i the MA) is responsible both for
direct payments under Pillar | and the environmental payments of Axis 2. A different unit in

the MA delivers investment measures under Axis 1 and 3 (apart from those implemented
through Leader). Finally, LAGs are in charge of the delivery of most of the Axis 3 measures
through the implementation of their local development plans.

2 Differences in the management structures of the RDPs are outlined and commented on in section 3.2.
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In HU, 3 units within the Managing Authority are involved in the management of the RDP.
The PA has delegated part of its task to specific institutions (in line with the national
legislation) which are responsible for the management and the delivery of specific elements
of the programmes according to their area of influence. Leader groups, for example, were
delegated tasks of administration of applications, checking of formal compliance and, project
selection de facto acting as local offices of the PA.

The institutional delivery framework of the Greek RDP is centralized and the management of
individual axes and measures is implemented by a small number of public authorities
(Special Authorities for Implementation 7 SIA). The MA and each SIA consist of different
units assigned with specific tasks (e.g. programming; monitoring and implementation;
controls etc.). The MA mainly has a coordination and supervision role. However it also
implements some measures. The SIA have the responsibility for the implementation of RDP
measures but several of their jurisdictions resemble to those of the MA Units. Hence most of
their tasks are carried out in close cooperation with the MA. Controls and inspections and
carried out by both MA and SIA.

Finally, PL arguably exhibits the most emblematic example of semicentralised
implementation. The country has opted for a single RDP and a central management. The
actual delivery is nevertheless carried out at different institutional levels by delegated bodies
with many types of interdependency between them. In total, 4 d ifferent institutions deal
with the processing of the applications at different territorial levels *°. The Paying Agency
(ARMA) is one of these and it has been delegated implementing functions for a number of
measures in addition to the normal paying functions. On the other hand, some tasks of
paying agency too - which were not originally delegated to ARMA- are delegated to other
institutions (e.g. Marshal Offices, Agricultural Market Agency and others). This means that
some of these bodies carry out tasks delegated both form the MA and the PA. Delegation of
tasks is defined according to the single measure.

The most decentralised approachesto RDP implementation are found in Member States in
which regions or sub-regional bodies have a significant role in co-financing the measures
under particular axes/measures (IT-ER ES-CAT, DE-RP. In these cases, therefore, it is
recognised that those bodies which must put
delivery should also have a central role in overseeing their implementation.

However there are cases of national programmes -as in France and Austria where the
central state Ministry is involved in agreeing individual contracts with the regions which

cover, inter alia, their role in this process. In Austria thi s includes making decisions on
individual applications at the regional level. Within their (institutionally) centralised

management system, the actual delivery of the national programme is de facto
decentralised with tasks and responsibilities assigned to the regional administrations.
Delegation of functions is limited at the federal state level in AT, while in FR a higher

%0 Namely: the Voivodship self-government; the Agricultural Market Agency; the Foundation of Assistance
Programmes for Agriculture and; the Agency for Restructuring and Modernisation of Agriculture (ARMA, which is
the paying agency).
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number of players at regional, sub-regional level (departments) and local (territorial
communities) enter into the scheme. In both cases, the single national PA has regional
offices.

In Emilia Romagna (IT) the programme design and delivery is responsibility of the regional
government. The implementation tasks are partially delegated to provinces (sub-regional
level), according to the measure and typology of intervention. Here the MA puts in place an
articulated management system which makes allocation of final responsibilities more
complext™.

In Catalonia delivery is undertaken though five different delivery channels (according to
measures). The most important is the Global Farming Contract (CGE 1 Contrato Global de
Explotacién, see text box below) which covers a number of axis 1, 2 and 3 measures
addressed to individual professional farmers. Other specific measures are managed directly
through the regional administration of agriculture or environment, while six measures under
axis 1, 3 and 4 are directly implemented through LAGs. All in all, the number of actual player
in the delivery is still limited. Within this framework the regional PA is assigned the basic
controlling and paying functions in accordance to the EU rules.

Within this category the German Rhineland-Palatinate state puts in place a diversified
implementation system which is somehow similar to the one applied in the Polish case. The
functions of the MA and the PA vary and are differently allocated according to the specific
measures (e.g. invest measures vs. areabased measures). Daily operational management is
delegated to different regional services. Also overall supervision of the delivery is allocated
to the Ministry of Agriculture or in shared responsibilities with the ministries of environment.

Coordination among implementing bodies

Within the framework of multiple delegations of functions, co-ordination between each
involved body is essential. Information on this aspect was provided in a relative small

number of case studies particularly those with a more articulated system in place.

Coordination procedures between and within implementing authorities can assume the form
of formal procedures established through regulations and directives (as in DE, where
procedures also established communication paths and instruments). Beside, regular
meetings held between the implementation departments are mentioned as instruments to

ensure coordination within the MA. In this respect, the management committee established

in Emilia Romagna (IT) is a good example of how co-ordination between regional and sub-
regional level can be ensured.

Choice of the implementation system and changes from 2000-2006

Only a minority of case studies report on the justification for the actual management and
delivery systems in place, or state the main changes compared to the previous programming
period.

31 See section 3.2 for more details.
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In most of the cases the current implementation settings app ear to be a consequence of the
(positive or negative) experience gained through the previous programming exercises, or
simply the continuation of such practices.

Some additional details have been provided with reference to the most complicated

approaches described (e.g. AT, PL, DE) and specific advantages were described. For
example these can related to a better coverage of the territory , ensuring proximity to the

final beneficiaries, or the possibility to offer specific know -how and assistance with reference
to certain kind of interventions. Other reasons for delegation of functions can derive also

from good practices and positive results under the delivery framework of other policies

(ERDF).

Last but not least, the evolution of the institutional context at national (or regional) level
should be considered, and the development of the legislative background accompanying
new policy orientations.

In Ireland, for example the 2000 -2006 programme was wholly managed by the DAFF
(Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food) but for the new programme the decision
was made to involve DCRGA (Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs), a
second government department, in order to improve co -ordination between axes 3 and 4 of
the RDP and other, nationally-funded programmes for social cohesion (which were also
DCGRAGs responsibility). I n Spain (Catal oni a)
Sustainable Development of the Countryside -establishing an overall framework for
coordinating national policies, in all sectors, for rural areas- influenced the regional strategic
priorities and delivery choice by adopting a territorial approach, at sub -provincial level.
Additionally, another law on agricultural orientation was at the basis of the Global Farming
Contract (CGE) delivery model.

The application and implementation process support provided to beneficiaries

Beneficiaries face particular needs and requirements related to the preparation and
submission of applications, the implementation of projects and (in more limited number of
cases) preparation and submission of payment claims. In each case study country, specific
organisations that provide support for beneficiaries were identified.

According to the case studies, the range of organisations that provide support for farmers

and other rur al stakeholders include farmersodo o
and Food Council and Organic Denmark, or the Hungarian Association of Agricultural
Cooperatives and Producers), the Chamber of Agriculture (e.g. FR, HJ, PL), Local Action

Groups, public extension services (e.g. agrieconomists in Hungary and public advisors in

Poland) and private consultants. Most beneficiaries seek the advice of one or more of these
organisations during the application process, even when they are relatively confident about

what needs to be prepared as part of the applications.

The structure and quality of support provided during the application process varies from
country-to-country, and may also depend on the skills and knowledge of individual advisors.
Other support tools available for beneficiaries during the application process includes
detailed information and guidance from institutional websites, information events,
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information fiches and other publications, and formal and inform al consultations. Some
countries/regions, such as Catalonia in Spain have developed complex services for
beneficiaries during all stages of the project cycle (see text box below).

Di fferent tools and strategies cani niestpuwtti ve gl
(often linked to actual physical distance) between the beneficiaries and the central
administrations. In a number of cases (e.g. DK, FR, HU) the organisation providing support

(being Ministerial offices, chambers of agriculture or farmer organisations) ensure a wide

territorial coverage through a network of decentralised offices. In other cases, potential or

actual beneficiaries come together in workshops and meetings with the aim of providing

first-hand information on specific schemes, cals about to be opened and the obligations that

beneficiaries will have to comply with. Finally 7 usually before a call is launched formal and

informal exchanges with stakeholders are organised in order for the central admin istration to

get information on n eeds and difficulties faced by potential applicants.

As far as the implementation stage is concerned, case studies focused on the obligations
faced by the beneficiaries, especially with regard to on-site visits and controls. There was
little information on the various forms of support provided to beneficiaries during this phase.
Few examples are however mentioned of the role of public authorities in providing support
for beneficiaries during implementation (as the case of the Danish Agricultural and Food
Council). Advisory services during project implementation often have a more limited role and
act as intermediaries between beneficiaries and the relevant authorities (e.g. LAGs in
Denmark and advisory services in Spain). Obligations of beneficiaries during the
implementation process differ widely between measures and countries. More detail has been
collected on specific measures as reported in section 3.3.4.
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A notable feature of the Catalan RDP in Spain is the Global Farming Contract (Contrato
Global de Explotacion- CGE in Spanish) which aims at improving the competitiveness
and multifunctionality of the Catalan farms.

The law 18/2001 regarding agricultural orientation established the possibility to create
farming contracts between the administration for agriculture and farmers . The aim is to
promote environmentally sustainable activities and specific models of farming.

On this basis T and given the following reform of the CAP- a pilot project for developing
individual farm strategies for economic adaptation was conducted. The original
objectives of such pilot contracts were to promote innovation measures, address risk
issues, and improve product quality. The pilot was conducted so that the farms were
considered as a global entity in terms of managing RD support. Within this framework
the Pilot Plan for the CGE was adopted and subsequently review (2007) after a trial
phase.

The CGEis a contract between the regional public administration and the individual
farmer. It consists of a business plan with an integrated (global) vision of the future
investments and an assessment of the viability of the business in order to establish the
profitability of the investments. On this basis the farmer chooses among a set of
available RDP measures which are more suitable to the plan and signs a 5years
contract for its implementation. By doing this, the farmer obtains the grouping of all the
measures, their approval as a single package and benefits from the priorities set for
each of them.

The available measures are those envisaged by the RDP The contract is compulsory for
every beneficiary farm and extended to all rural areas of Catalonia without dis tinction.
Furthermore the CGE covers support both for the direct payments of the first pillar as
well as for the measures included in the second pillar.

According to the type of measure envisaged by the business plan, two forms of contract

canbeestablished: a fAsimplifiedod one (Acontratd
who apply only for one measure (for example, the agro -environmental measure) and a
figeneral 0 one, for beneficiaries that t

make investments.

The signing of the contract implies a series of obligations taken by farm holders in
exchange for the support received (taking up a training course, carry regular farm
accounts comply with traceability, etc.).

(continues on next page)
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(continues from previous page)

The provision of support in relation to (CGE) is organised along an annual cycle divided
into different tasks to be accomplished by the administration and the advisory services in
an integrated manner. The annual cycle is divided into 3 blocks, the first dealing with
the preparation of the application involving beneficiaries and advisory services, the
second dealing with controls and the approval of support, and the third dealing with the

realisation of the investments or actions and the payment of support.

Advi sory services t o beneficiaries ar e
colaboradoraso in Spanish), which may be
and/or general contracts. The variety of providers and their way of se lection guarantees
competition between them, stimulating efficiency. Most advisory services also have
decentralised offices that cover all the rural areas and are relatively near/within reach of
farmers.

3.3.2 Assessment of difficulties, how these have been dealt with

Legal basis of the implementation procedures

As emerged from the case studies -and confirmed by the outcomes of the consultation with
the members of the TWGA4- the perspective of the national/regional authorities towards the
set of implementing rules established at the EU level is often that of a complex and unclear
legal framework. More specifically, the regulations governing the RDP implementation are
subject of frequent changes. Therefore unclear and ambiguous interpretation of such a set
of rules generates problems in implementation. Changes in the legal framework also require
adjustments in rules for beneficiaries, which lead to further administrative burdens.

The practical repercussions of the unclear legal framework are found in the description of
the issues arising throughout the implementing process (from the application phase to
controls and payments). Some of these issues are specifically addressed under the other
relevant sections of this report.

Obstacles in implementation are often generated at the national and regional level, for
example, because implementing rules are prepared in a short time following the legal
provisions. Moreover, the management structure of the RDP and the implementation
procedures put in place (e.g. division of tasks, responsibilities, delegation of functions) can
generate specific problems causing delays and bottlenecks.

Organisational aspects and administrative capacity
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It is not possible to identify or specify a single implementation model, which ensures the
best results in delivery. The suitable implementation model depends on the national/regional
contexts, which are diverse. Similarly, the institutional settings and rules of procedures vary
considerably. Therefore, both centralised and decentralised implementation models show
strengths and weaknesses The case studies give evidence of too strict centralised
implementation procedures (e.g. BG), as well as too complex and articulated management
structures (e.g. FR, GR). Some horizontal concerns however can be identified:

- Coordination between implementing bodies. The issue of lack of effective
communication, flow of information and general coordination between the main
implementing subjects (particularly between MA and PA) arose in a number of cases.
This is more evident in T but not limited to - more articulated/decentralised delivery
context, given the overall number of players involved. The more articulated the
division of functions is the more the need of coordination. This contrary happens to
in GR, for example, where inter-ministerial coordination is considered to be not
sufficient and the delegation of tasks to the Special Implementation Authorities (SIA)
has caused problems of overlaps with the operations of the MA.

Problems of lack of coordination between MA and PA were highlighted also in BG and
HU. In both cases the flow of communication appears to be problematic and a

common possible cause was indicated in the major role played by the PA both in the
delivery and control tasks, and the scarce collaboration in transmitting the relevant

information to the MA. In the Bulgarian case this was additionally hampered by the

lack of an appropriate IT system for the transmission of data. Direct consequences of

such poor coordination were identified in delays and scarce synergies between
measures in the implementation phase. In the case of Rhineland-Palatinate the mid-
term evaluation highlighted that the day -to-day management of the single measures
seem to be implemented independently from each other.

- Administrative capacity. The adequacy of the i mpl ement i ng nbmbets es d st
emerged as a major issue. The capacity of administration seems to be too low to
solve all the problems arising in the course of implementation. Partially, the lack of
capacity is linked to the increasing work pressure on a relatively small number of
people. This appears to be particularly true in centralised contexts. But as pointed
out in some cases (IE, GR) also the retention of capacity (cumulated through past
experience) is considered to be crucial in addressing the administrative needs. These
aspects have led to problems at the application and project implementation phases.
Significant problems, for example, have been observed in communicating with
beneficiaries, ensuring assistance in the application phase and an adequate follow-
up. Again, in some cases, issues related to the implementation of IT systems for
managing the application process (PL, IT, HU) caused additional inconveniences at
the beneficiaries6 end and delays in the i mpl

- Choice of the legal instruments. In some cases issues of administrative overload are
clearly related to very specific procedural choices made at the national level. In the
cases of BG and HU, national administrations have opted for the adoption of
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legislative instruments in order to implement RDP measures. In Bulgaria every

measur e i s i mpl emented through a Aminister
il egislative titleso are issues at nati onal
by ministerial decisions in the place of contracts between the public administrations

and the final beneficiaries. These instruments add an additional administrative layer

within the implementation process, absorbing resources both in their development

and in ensuring their consistency with the RDP prescriptions. Practical downsides of

this choice are perceived not only at the administrative levels but also at the

beneficiary level (for instance, the legislative text can complicate the description of

the measuredyg. requirements

Eligibility and selection criteria

The rural development regulations require that operations under the RDP are selected
according to specific criteria (defined by the MA) and state that the Monitoring Committee

must be consulted on them. However, frequ ent problems in MS/Regions have been reported
with respect to targeting of funds and achieving goals defined in the RDPs. This refers
particularly to defining eligibility and selection criteria in line with the identified need and
objectives. The problems manifest themselves in several different kinds of ways.

In general, there seems to be a problem with the definition of the criteria so as to maintain
consistency between eligibility and selection criteria and the targets set in the RDP. The DK
and HU casesshow evidence of weak targeting and unclear prioritisation of projects because
of vague eligibility and selection criteria. Similarly in ES Catalonia, the eligibility and selection
criteria are reported to be little used. On the other hand, the BG case illustrates ineffective
selection criteria, and the LV case shows eligibility criteria that are considered too strict.
Finally, in other cases the major problems seem to lie on the scarce transparency towards
the beneficiaries. For example in PL (as for measure 121) selection criteria are not stable
and changed from call to call making impossible for beneficiaries to assess in advance the
likely success of their application. Similarly, in GReligibility criteria have reported to be often
unknown to beneficiaries.

In the discussion of the TWG4 meetings it was raised that sometimes the Managing
Authorities tend to define selection/eligibility criteria in a way that makes them accountable
with respect to the EC (i.e. ensuring fully compliance with the EU rules on audit and
controls). Furthermore, the criteria are sometimes defined so that in the case of legal action
from beneficiaries against a negative funding decision, the criteria and scoring can be
defended factually.

Accordingly, evidence from the case studies show that these criteria result unsuitable to the
real needs of the national/regional contexts, and set too loose or too strict with
consequences on the prioritisation of the projects, transparency towards the beneficiaries
and implementation rates.

When a strong policy strategy is missing (i.e. objectives and targets are not relevant to the
real development needs), eligibility and selection criteria suffer of lack of focus and clear
direction for the beneficiaries.
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In GR, for example, the consultation undertaken with the regional and local level at the
strategic level was assessed marginal and leading to lack of coherence with the national
level (see section 3.1). Eligibility criteria were therefore defined quite general failing in

providing clear indication to the beneficiaries about which activity will be considered a
priority and which not.

Similarly, in HU concerns were highlighted whether the chosen strategy and consequent
programme design (i.e. allocation of budgets) were meeting the real needs of t he rural
economy. In this weak strategic context, the adequate choice of selection criteria in serving
the best targeting and efficient use of funds was questioned.

Problems related to eligibility and selection criteria also emerged in very different conte xts.
The presence of a strong strategic approach has posed the issue of criteria which were left
instrumentally generic in order to pursue the national/regional focus. This has caused the EC
to ask for greater transparency and prioritisation in the selecti on of projects.

The best example in this sense is given by DK, where the strategic focus of the programme
is on the innovative character of investment projects and the environmental technology
used. This is in fact the only really operational selective procedure applied, while eligibility
and selection criteria are left quite generic and all -inclusive in the measure descriptions. Real
targeting of beneficiaries or by areas is not applied, while budget allocation is decided on an
annual basis in order to match the foreseeable demand for the measures.

Similar issues (weak eligibility criteria, lack of prioritisation in the selection of the projects)
were found in Catalonia considering that:

i) Concerns were raised on the effectiveness of the eligibility criteria adopted for the
measures included in the CGE. Common conditions ias the one of being a
professional farmer (i.e. at least 25% of the income coming from farming practices) -
were commonly adopted as eligibility criteria for both axis 1 and axis 2 measures.
Moreover, the specific threshold adopted was considered as not restrictive.

i) The EC explicity recommended assigning weight to selection criteria T with
attribution of points - in order to ensure a ranking of the applications and a more
efficient use of t he financial resources available

Eligibility criteria under some measures are instead perceived as very selective, representing
a significant barrier for potential beneficiaries. One explanatory example has been provided
by the semi-subsistence measure n BG, where farmers applying for support iusually
keeping the animals in their backyards- were obliged to demonstrate the ownership or
renting of the building and premises use for breeding and agricultural activities.

32 Originally, the criteria adopted for the individual measures consisted in reducing the maximal amounts
requested by the potential beneficiaries according to the budget available for a measure. This in order to
guarantee the allocation of support to all those potential beneficiaries applying for it.
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Further discussion on eligibility and selection criteria related to measures 121, 214 and 321
can be found in section 3.3.4.

Application process and administrative burdens of the beneficiaries.

A number of common concerns and problems have been identified with respect to the
organisation of the application process. These are general issues that were identified
regardless of the measures considered. A more detailed analysis of single measures
implementation is provided in section 3.3.4.

Complaints about administrative burdens related to RDP imgementation arise both from
authorities and beneficiaries. As confirmed by discussions undertaken within the TWGA4, the
issue is particularly visible in the application process. In general, the application process in
many MS/regions is deemed to be inefficient especially because there is no distinction
according to the size of the projects. Thus, basically, same rules are applied for all
applications. Administrative burdens hamper the absorption of aid, particularly for small
projects for which the informati on requested is extensive, and felt not proportionate to the
scope of the intervention. Also, complex administrative structures and decentralisation has
proven to slow down the implementation chain. It adds additional layers of bureaucratic
procedures with the result of delays in projects selection, approval and payments.

In line with findings of section 3.8 on controls, many interviewees felt that the
administrative burden for beneficiaries has increased substantially in this programming
period. From the beneficiary point of view, complying with application rules is often time
consuming and demanding. Cases have been reported where the administrative and
management set up were critical factors in causing a lack of clear guidance and a clear point
of reference to the beneficiaries. In AT, for example, due to the distribution of management
responsibility (in accordance with the contracts established with the PA) measure
responsibility is split between different delegated bodies. Similarly in GR, the centralisation
of the management accompanied by delegation of functions caused disorientation of
applicants used to deal with authorities at the local level.

In some countries additional burden is partly due to the licensing requirements (mostly
related to investments) and the range of additional documentation to be provided. This, in a
number of cases, also discouraged beneficiaries for applying for certain measures. For
instance, in Greece considerable bureaucratic burden was associated with licensing, as
depending on the type of project/investment, several agencies or institutions had to be
involved in the process.

Other common problems that have been identified include the need for assistance to
beneficiaries in order to comply with the requirements of the applic ations, the complex
applications tools available and the often ineffective use of IT systems, the request for
specific documentation to accompany the request for support (i.e. licences and permits).

Other typical problems with regard to the application pro cessincluded:
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A the high cost of preparing an application and the fact that these costs are often
ineligible for support (PL, DK);

A complex application documentation (HU, PL) or unclear application instructions (PL),
and the need for assistance by beneficiaries to submit correctly filled applications;

A lack of focused advisory services to beneficiaries (support limited to administrative
assistance), and varying quality of the support depending on the individual advisor;

A ineffective use of IT systems and complex;

A Difficulties with the preparation of implementation and environmental plans (GR,
ES);

A late announcements of calls and changes in application forms (PL, HU).

The case studies include less information about difficulties of beneficiaries during
implementation and in submitting payment claims. Problems mentioned with regard to
implementation are the multiplicity of checks and controls (DK, DE); fulfilling long -term
obligations (DE); and complying with requirements with regard to record -keeping (GR. The
difficulties identified with payment claims include the lack of pre-financing and delays or
irregularity of payments (FR, DE), the sometimes complex documentation related to
payment requests (HU), and the eligibility of VAT.

3.3.3 What has worked well, i  nnovative suggestions for the future

Improving day-to-day delivery of programmes

One suggestion for the future -emerged from the discussion within the TWG4 members- is
that there is a need to ensure better clarity of tasks between implementing bodies. This
could be done through legal provisions at the EU level. Additionally, a stronger focus on
cooperation and coordination in day-to-day management and implementation is needed
between the MA, PA and LAGs These will help to reduce problems arising in course of
implementation and mainly related to the administrative capacity at national and regional
level.

Notwithstanding the issues highlighted in terms of administrative capacity and coordination
between implementing bodies, some good experiences emerged from the case studies. The
fact that positive examples emerged in both centralised and decentralised countries,
demonstrates that such issues are not necessarily related to the setting of the delivery
system and the number of delegated authorities involved.

In a number of cases (AT, DE, ES, IR, FR and IT) good examples of effective management
and coordination have been highlighted.

An important factor for successful delivery in IE, FR and IT-ER is the presence of highly
gualified human resources -building on past experience- and well organised. It appears that,
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especially in the French and the Italian case, the management structure put in place to deal
with further decentralization of the delivery is very well functioning and the division of tasks
is made possible by good coordination and communication among all institutional levels
involved. In both cases consolidated good governance and cooperation practices play a
central role. As described in section 3.2, in | T-Emilia Romagna this is also accompanied by
an effective management structure which pursues coordination by envisaging an interlocking
system of staff and competencies, which in itself can be considered an innovative feature.

The cases of DEERP and AT provide good examples of coordination between implemented
bodies, supported by clear definition of responsibilities and tasks through internal
regulations or specific guidelines. Their experience highlights good communication flow
between the MA and the implementing bodies, and smoother operations in the
implementation process. In the Austrian case for example, this results in better processing
of applications and payment claims, and better communication between the public
authorities and the beneficiaries.

Positive outcomes in handling payment claims and payments to beneficiaries are also
produced by the highly coordinated system established between the national PA (which acts
as a coordinating body) and the regional PAs in Spain (see text box below). This
coordination is the basis of the efficient system of pre-financing of EAFRD expenditure.
Additional coordination efforts are also undertaken through working groups established to
promote harmonised application of the EU rules.

Other forms of effective coordination in policy delivery have also been established in those

cases where processing of applications and/or payments for EAFRD are jointly managed with
the CAP first pillar. Among the case studies (DK, ES, FR, GR, IT) it is common to see the PA
to operate at the two different levels. This has been widely re cognised as a good practice in

terms of effective use of resources and tools, greater transparency and control, easier

communication with the final beneficiary and easier access for applicants to the relevant

information. For example, in DE-RP, the area-based measures are primarily allocated in

those administrative bodies already in charge of the direct payments. Thanks to this set-up,

joint applications can be prepared in one step for direct payments (CAP Pillar 1) together

with area-based support (mainly agri-environmental measures) through EAFRD.
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In Spain, there are 17 delegated regional paying agencies, one for each regional and 1
central Paying Agency at national level (FEGA).Direct payments to farmers as well as
EAFRD payments are managed by the Autono
autonomous body of the Spanish Ministry of Environment and Rural and Marine Affairs,
with a different public legal status, own finances, administrative autonomy and full legal
capacity. FEGA has a number of functions among which: i) operating as PA for the NRN
programme; ii) acting as coordinating body for the regional PAs and all expenditures in
Spain (and so collecting all the information to be made available to the Commission); c)
acting as certifying body. It is in charge of both firs pillar (EAGF) and second pillar
(EAFRD) payments.

The peculiarity of CAP paying arrangements in Spain is the existence of a national pre
financing system for both EAGF and EAFRD expenditures. This system is characterised by
an anticipation of expenditure by FEGA (the central PA) to the regional PAs.

The mechanism is based a the estimation of the payments to beneficiaries that will have
to be made on weekly basi s. This estimat
from the regional to the central level.

Delegated Paying Agencies, after having done all the controls ard received from the MA
a claim for the contribution coming frorfr
and a fAdecl aration of expenditureo to F
requests and submits a single declaration to the Commission receiving back the EAFRD
reimbursement. This envelop is then redistributed accordingly to the regional PAs.

The very efficient functioning of this system is considered responsible for the high ration
of commitments to payments, which was reported as high as 9 0% for the whole country.

Improving policy coherence. eligibility and selection criteria

In order to achieve better synergies between EU/national/regional goals, the eligibility and
selection criteria should be more reflected and clarified. According to the views emerged in
consultation with the members of TWGA4, it would be especially useful to enhance the legal
basis for eligibility and selection criteria. The MA/PA should also provide explanations for
each measure on why certain criteria have been applied.

However, it should be noted that there is a trade -off between detailed eligibility conditions
and detailed selection criteria. If the eligibility conditions are set at a very detailed level, the
selection criteria tend to b e more loosely defined and vice versa.

Further development of such criteria should be promoted in order for strategy targets and
development needs identified in the strategic and programming phase, not to be neglected
during the on-the-ground delivery. Eligibility and selection criteria should be established
within a more open consultation process. In this respect, an enhanced role and composition
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of the Monitoring Committee would ensure the composition of different interest, also
increasing the transparency of the process.

Further suggestions were also put forward in terms of capacity building and exchanges
among MS and the EU. Promoting best practices across EU and providing more guidance in
forms of documents at the EU level are two practical examples of how this could be
achieved.

Tackling administrative burdens

A limited number of examples of effective organisation and management of application
procedures emerged from the case studies reports. In the majority of the cases however, it
is evident that administrative procedures and tools have to be improved in order to reduce
working pressure and inefficiencies from the adr
improvements would provide the potential beneficiaries with reduced administrative burden.

Support to beneficiaries for access to support (i.e. understanding, preparing and submitting
application forms) is provided in a number of cases. However, professional advice is often
channelled through public or private bodies who charge the applicant a f ee. The latter is not
always recognised as an eligible cost for reimbursement under the RDP rules.

A number of good practices on addressing the beneficiariesd  n e ia padicular during the
application process have been identified. The main elements behind successful and efficient
support structures are prior consultations and communication. For instance, targeted
communication strategy can improve the uptake of given measures by identified target
groups (DK). Furthermore, the consultation of beneficiaries or their representatives before
the calls are published so as to fine-tune the calls and the applications is seen as useful in
improving the quality of the calls (ES-CAT and IE). Finally, the way in which the advisors are
selected may affect the quality of services provided for beneficiaries (e.g. the variety of
advisors seemed to guarantee competition and stimulate efficiency in Catalonia).

In Catalonia (Spain), when a primary draft of a call is available for the global farming

contract (CGE), the advisory services organise meetings for potential beneficiaries to
understand what support needs the latter are likely to have. In this way providers of

advisory services have already an idea of who might be new beneficiaries and whether
previous beneficiaries have the intention to modify their on -going CGE. The information
is forwarded to the MA who can this way adjust and better target the funding

applications for different measures.

When developing a new scheme in Ireland , there is extensive consultation with key
stakeholders; furthermore, once the scheme is up and running there will be information
meetings and seminars al around the country to explain the details of application
process to those who might want to be involved.
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A clear need for a simplified application process, which takes also in account differentiated
needs according to the size of the project, has been identified by the TWG4. The main
suggestions in this respect were: to establish a two-step application approach and, the use
of a system based on simplified costs. Overall an improved use of IT procedures is also
recognised as a main tool for simplification.

Two-step application procedure

In order to limit administrative burdens for applicants, a two-step process was proposed as
possible way forward by the TWGA4. According to the proposal it is suggested that in a first
step, the application together with a detailed project description would be submitted. In the
second stage, only those applications which are pre-selected for funding (on the basis of
ranking through selection criteria) would be invited to submit all the accom panying
documentation. Thus, the selection criteria would be applied before the eligibility check. This
method inverses the typical way of choosing projects based on ranking after the eligibility
check. The two-step process would reduce the number of accompanying project documents
(as licences, building permits, etc.) to be submitted by all applicants. Namely, the collection
of the accompanying documentation represents a huge burden for applicants and, time-
wise, hampers the timely submission of the application.

Poland is already implementing many types of simplified procedures. For example,
applicants can submit a preliminary application which is very simple in content and ask only
for minimum information. Such applications are processed and, in case of preapproval,
additional information is asked. In most cases, the simplification adopted consists in letting
applicants replacing all the types of accompanying documents with simple statements. This
system is facilitated by the fact that the PA has access to the databases of external
institutions through which it can check the authenticity and correctness of the declarations.

Simplified costs

An additional suggestion to reduce administrative burden for the beneficiaries, concerns the
introduction of simplifie d costs such as lump-sums for small projects and standardised costs.
Generally it is seen that simplified costs would reduce administrative burden to the
beneficiaries but they require an initial investment from the authorities. The rules should be

clear, and the thresholds would need to be clearly defined, fair, reasonable, and established
in advance. This is seen as potentially addressing the issug among others, of small-size
projects suffering from excessive information request and related administrativ e work. More
generally, the simplified costs would reduce administrative burdens related to controls as,
for example, the need to retain proofs of expenditures (receipts, invoices) for long periods

after the investment is realised.

IT tools

Addressing admiistrative burdens touches also setting-up more effective management
tools. Suggestions were collected in endorsing and enhancing the use of IT-based system
for the collection and processing of applications.
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Evidence tells that when working properly, IT -based management and communication
systems are valuable tools to address administrative constraints. In DK the number of
electronic applications has raised over the last ten years. Currently about 90% of the
applications are submitted electronically (the 73% of the applications also includes GIS maps
in digital format). This ensures an effective base of data exchange between applicants and
administration and within the administration itself, facilitating further exchanges, elaboration
and transmission to third parties. Also in France, the experience with the internet platform
OSIRIS® have been proven to be effective (despite some delays in the delivery of the
programme occurred due to its full operational implementation and use by the staff).

Other experiences have been reported of MS which applied or have started to set up a
similar 1T system. This suggests that the establishment of such information and
communication systems is considered the future direction to follow to ensure better results
in management, coordination and transparency in the day-to-day delivery process.
Moreover, as it is the case in GR, they can serve as basis for further coordination between
support streams (i.e. CAP pillar 1) and play a strategic role in mainstreaming administrative
controls®,

One-stop shop model

So-called one-stop shops, i.e. administration centring all the information needed by the
beneficiary in one office, have also been indicated as possible solutions for slimming down
administrative pr oceduwnd. @hss kiadtof appnoach boeleth solffeisocmear i e s 6
of the problems faced by beneficiaries who need to carry out multiple applications under
different support schemes in order to implement their projects. This require s additional
efforts and administrative burdens for managing the application process, which often has to
comply with different competent bodies, different set rules and procedures and, most likely,
different timing. The one -stop shop approach would allow beneficiaries to deal with a single
interface within the administration which take care of ensuring advice on and coordination
among -though only form the administrative point of view - the supporting tools available.
However the system also has its weaknesses as it would require very competent staff within
authorities (e.g. if cohesion policy support would be provided by the same regional/local
administration).

®Franceo6s Payi nragted K ecoryahdsmahagemengsystem.

34 |ISRDF (Integrated Information System for Rural development and fisheries) in Greece has replaced the older
system and is intended to facilitate application process and further administrative controls on applicati ons. It
interfaces the information coming from EAFRD applications with the GIS database and the Land Parcel
Identification System. As in the French case, some of the delays experienced by the Greek RDP are partially
attributed to its full operational imple mentation.
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3.3.4 Information on specific measures

Choice of the sub-measures in the selected country/regions

This section presents the results of the analysis carried out on the implementation
procedures for selected measures. They take into account the additional information
provided by 6 out 12 case studies (namely: DE, DK, FR, GR, HU, PL). As indicated in the
general methodology the selected measures were:

121: Modernisation of agricultural holdings
214: Agri-environmental payments
321: Basic services for the economy and rural population

The architecture of the above mentioned measures differs significantly between the
MS/Regions examined and it has been necessay to identify individual sub-measures to
focus upon. In general, the most common criterion used for the selection of the sub -
measures was the relative weight within each measure expressed in terms of budget
allocation as well as the success with beneficiaies (e.g. expressed by the number of
applications received). Nevertheless, in each case the selection of the submeasure(s) was
discussed with the relevant Desk Officer who helped in focusing upon the specificities of the
single case studies before a decsion was made. In a few cases, it was decided to focus
upon more than one sub-measure - within the same measure - due to the specific
architecture of the measure itself, the peculiar delivery process and the need to ensure, for
these reasons, a more comprehensive and balanced picture of the whole delivery set-up. A
summary of the selected sub-measures is provided in Table 6.

TWG4Final Report December2011 75



Table No 6 - Selection of sub -measures by MS/Region

MS/Region M 121 M 214 M 321
321a AProvidin
214b fdConver siftheestablishment of basic
DK 121a filnvestmeniagricultural [ serices, including
processesandtednol ogi §214¢c AEXxt ensi M commercial and business
on agricul tur g servicesand leisure
activitieso
321 fBasic service forthe
FR 121a finvestments projects for 214a fGrassland ayri- economy and rural
livestock buildingso environmental premiumo populationo
. 214.3 fAEnviron321.3 fdABasic s
DE-RP 121.1 AModernisi..
. friendly grassland economy and rural
agricultural ho . . .
management o popul ationbo
121 AFarm moderi1214 fiProtectiag321 nAnBasic ser
GR i Small plans for sheepandgoat | Vul ner abl e Z o r economyand rural
sector o population 0
AiModernisation filntegrated co
N service spaces
farmso filntegrated ar P
fiPurchase of ne roduction sch _ . .
HU . P fi Mi -cegianal transport
and technologic ; N
serviceso
AfModerni sati on
premi seso
PL (Whole measure considered) (Whole measure considered) | (Whole measure considered)

Management of measures and responsibility for implementation

According to the general description of division of tasks and responsibilities provided in sub-
section 3.3.1, the different measures are implemented by MA, PA or delegated implemented
bodies. In countries which have adopted a decentralized (or semi-decentralised) approach,
the level at which implementation management occurs can differ. So for example in FR,
management of measure 214 is largely undertaken at national level, while measures 121
and 321 are part of the so-called regional menu of measures so they are subject to more
regional flexibility and adaptation. Tables from 7 to 9 show in summary the general setting
for each selected measures by country/regions.

As can be seen from the tables, some general patterns are apparent. Measure 121 typically
has largely centralised and relatively uncomplicated delivery approaches with a lower
involvement of bodies other than the MA and PA compared to the other two measures. Even
in DE-RP, where the application process itself is cumbersome because of the weight of
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supporting evidence and planning involved, the decision-making process appears clearly
understood.

In contrast, the delivery of measure 214 envisages some involvement of local actors in the
process, usually acting on behalf of the MA This clearly reflects the need for this measure to
take account of environmental circumstances, which will vary between local areas.
Nevertheless, a relatively low degree of devolution of decision-making or payment appears
to occur.

The implementation of measure 321 appears to involve the greatest degree of local

devolution of decision-making and payment, with 2 cases where delivery is through LAGs
(DK, FRi may vary according to the Region) and similar bodies and 2 cases where regional
administrations are responsible for delivery (DE, PL) within national RDPs.

Documentation avallable to beneficiaries

The documentation varies considerably between cases and appears to be more related to
the wider management setting than to the particular types of measure involved. For
example, all the Danish documentation is described as very concise, clear and accessible,
which contrasts strongly with the descriptions given in other case studies. Application forms
and related documentation appears particularly heavy (both in terms of number of pages,
annexes and additional documents required) in PL, FRand partially in HU and GR. The issue
of administrative burdens related to accompanying documentation seems to be particularly
relevant for measure 321 (e.g. in HU and PL).

In almost all the cases, the application documents together with the relevant information on
the measure -and the application process in general are made available through the
website of the Ministry/MA. This means that application forms are also available in electronic
format. However, on-line completion and submission of the application form are not allowed
in all the cases.

Even where it is generally stated that the information and the application instructions are
comprehensible and quite clear, this reflects mainly the view of the people interviewed in
the administrations. Individual beneficiaries were not consulted in the case studies and so it
was not possible to confirm whether final users share the same view. Yet, some indication
was provided in the case studies through feedback from interviewees representing
beneficiary organisations.

Support provided to beneficiaries

I ndirect evidence of the beneficiariesd vi
use of advisory services. In practically all the cases, applicants address public or private
advisory services for the completion and follow-up of the applications. Apparent reasons are
the complexity of the documents and the fear to incur in refusal of the application. This

happens also in DK -where potential beneficiaries are considered enough prepared and
knowledgeable to fill in the application by t hemselves in order to ensure the request for
support is correctly completed. Public and private advice is usually not given for free and
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apart few cases (as in GR1T at least partially), the extra cost paid by the applicants is not
recognised as eligible mst subject to reimbursement.

Support is available for all the three measures examined. As most of the beneficiaries for
measures 121 and 214 are farmers, advicei s usually provided by far:i
together with Chambers of agriculture, agro -economists and other private consultants. In

the case of measure 321, LAGs provide support in some countries (DK, HU) or beneficiaries

can receive advice directly from the local offices of the Paying Agency.

The scope of advice varies between the measures. Applications for investments (measure
121) are seen as complex and costly.The beneficiaries typically need support in the
preparation of business plans and other project plans (such as impact assessment). In some
countries (DE), specific support is offered to farms that face difficulties, such as timely
completion of investment projects or compliance with specific long -term commitments with
their investment projects.

Similarly to measure 121, support within applications for measure 214 is generally sought in
the planning phase, i.e. putting together agri -environmental management/activity plans (as
in GR and PL).

In case of measure 321, assistance is mostly needed with regard to technically demanding
projects or complex investments. Administrative challenges seem to be excessive in some
cases, in particular in the case of small-size projects and especially concerning the requested
supporting documentation.

Information and communication to beneficiaries

The responsible Ministries (as MAs of the programmes) and ako delegated implementing

bodies where it is the case, have put in place a number of information and communication

activities in order to inform potential beneficiaries of the measures. The availability of the

rel evant i nformati on @omsideteth @as stihfladidsprastieeb Additioraals i s ¢
information efforts instead vary across the cases i and sometimes also across the measures.

When information and communication campaigns are undertaken they are usually at

national and regional/local level (e.g. FR and DE).
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In France, the governmentds communication an
measures concerned is supported by different tools, namely web sites, communication
material (leaflets, information booklets, brochures, etc.), articles and press files,
presentation of examples of projects on the website, seminars and briefings, and
advertising on media. Moreover, tailored documentation is produced for target groups of
potential beneficiaries (e.g. non-farmers) of specific axes. Information is also provided at
institutional level to public officials through meetings or special events.

Usually the communication campaigns are primarily addressed to nonfarmer
beneficiaries. However, the targets of these communications are not the direct
beneficiaries themselves but rather the persons or institutions which work as
intermediaries, such as leaders of rural territories, presidents of inter-communal
associaions, chambers, mayors, etc.). Farmers are generally well informed through their
usual information network (trade association, Chambers of Agriculture).

The communication tools are produced at many different scales: national; regional and
inter-communal. These actions are designed and coordinated by a national
communication plan that is communicated to all the French Regions. The regional or
sub-regional institutions are not obliged to adopt the production of this type of

documents. However the regional level institutions might have collaborated with the

national level in the development of the communication tools. In addition it has been

seen as good practice that some regions
single measures in their web sites.

Eligibility and selection criteria

These vary considerably between programmes, for all the measures summary information is
provided in the tables below. Different degrees of local tailoring are apparent within the

cases in exam The greatest degree of sub-regional design in respect of these criteria
appears to be in France, even in respect of very simple, standard measures such as 214
grassland premium, where stocking and payment rates are set at the county level.

The design of the eligibility and selection criteria is usually undertaken at the level of the MA
and presented and discussed in the MC before final approval.

Eligibility criteria in particular were assessed to match well the objectives stated by the
measures. However, they did not in all the cases seem to equally address the local needs for
development.

With respect to selection criteria, a common practice emerging from the case studies i
across countries and measures is that of applying relatively soft selection criteria in
assessing the applications. In a number of cases, selection criteria and the subsequent
ranking of the application was in fact made irrelevant by adjusting the measure budget to

the expected level of take-up. Even if ranking criteria exists on paper, they have never been
applied so far because measures were not oversubscribed. In cases where this happened, a
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shift of funds between measures was envisaged in order to counter-balance the higher
number of applications.

Cases of too soft or too restrictive eligibility criteria emerged in specific cases and specific
measures, for example:

- In Poland, measure 121 is aiming at i among other objective - increasing GVA in
farms. However eligibility criteria allow for a wide range of investments (including
second hand machnery) whose relevance for the measure objective is hard to
understand. Additionally, the measure has been very popular with a lot of
applications submitted and approved but the majority of them were presented by
farms of limited economic size without long term prospects.

- On the other hand in Rhineland-Palatinate eligibility criteria for measure 214.3
AEnvironmentally friendl yan gntes prepieseetomanagem
barrier to support for small farmers since the thresholds set for accessing include
having at least 15 Ha of grasslands under contract®.

Other forms of barriers to support were identified for measure 321 and include financial
constraints for poor communes in order to match the co -financing commitment request by
the measure (PL) and excessive commitments (12 years) requested for maintaining
proprieties, building and structural facilities from the time of realization (DE).

With respect to selection criteria, apart from the wide -spread use of tailored budgetary
allocation, one specific feature which raised some concerns is the implementation of the
first-come-first-served approach (PL). This approach i applied for different measures- is
considered not to deliver efficiently the expected outcomes in terms of coherence with the
measure objectives.

Processing of applications and payments

According to the national/regional division of tasks, applications may be processed by a
variety of bodies including local MA offices, agencies and PAs. By contrast, processing of
payments is almost always done by the PA, the only exceptions being axis 3 measures
where regional or sub-regional authorities have received a delegated PA status.

The appointed implementing body is usually responsible for all the application process (form
the publishing of the call to final approval of the selected applications). In respect of
applications, LAGs play an important role for axis 3 measures in a number of the case study
countries.

The way calls for application are organized differs among the cases. It is difficult to ident ify
a common pattern within the same measure across the case studies In fact, the choice of
launching applications calls with fixed deadlines (one or several calls per year), or keeping
the submission of applications open all year round appears more dependent on
administrative and strategic aspects than on the type of measure itself. These also include
consideration on the available budget for the single measure. The collection and processing
of payment claims seems instead strictly related to choices of synchronisation with

% It is noted, however, that: i) the RDP offer other measures in support to grasslands and; ii) the average size
of full-time farms at regional level is more than the double of the threshold.
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national/regional budget procedures.

A wide-spread issue with respect to the application process was related to delays both in
assessing the application and deciding on the payment. Among common causes for delays
the following were identified:

- the low quality of the applications submitted which, especially in the phase of
assessing the eligibility of a request force administrators to go back to the applicants
for asking for additional information;

- lack of experience in applying the specific measure/scheme;

- the limited administrative capacity of the MA and the PA due to a shortage of
resources or the additional controls and administrative check imposed by the national
legislation.

In DE-RP, for example, apart from the 5% on -site check performed according to the EU
rules, 100% of applications received for measure 321 are subject to on -the-spot controls by
law. Additionally the process for assessing eligibility of support is complex and involves
different layers of administration and the coor dination of several ministries.

In some cases (e.g. HU, GR)the application must include all relevant licences, certificates
and permits related to the investments. The preparation and collection of these documents

is burdensome and highly time-consuming for applicants and has been recognised as cause
of important obstacles to the application process, especially in terms of additional

administrative burdens for beneficiaries.

In this respect, o ne effective solution applied (e.g. in PL and FR) consists of adopting a two -
step process as described in section 3.3.3. Similarly in Rhineland-Palatinate (measure 321) a
project outline form is provided to applicants before proceeding with formal application. The

form helps administration to make a first informal elig ibility check and judgement on a
potential approval. Information is then given back to the applicants and advice for necessary
revisions is also given.

Other practices have been established to overcome some of the most common issues
related to delays in th e application process, including decrease the administrative burden for
applicants, they envisage:

- systems of pre-warning through which the implementing authority gives notice of the
imminent opening of the call, allowing potential beneficiaries to prepare themselves
and collect the relevant documents in advance;

- integration of application forms for support through CAP pillar one (direct payments)
and area-based measures under Axis 2 of the EAFRD;

- allowing simplified and faster applications for area-based measures for which
applications are repeated along the programming period, thus speeding-up also the
processing and the payment process

Some of these systems are also helpful to speedup controls and payments. Additional
examples of good practices for improving the processing of payments and address financial
concerns of the beneficiaries were:
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- the conduction of on-site controls (5% as per EU rules) based on risk-analysis of the
project;

- the payment of lump -sums, made after appropriate administrative checks;

- the payment of the public contribution in one slot independently form its
provenience (EU, national or regional);

- the establishment of a pre-financing system drawing form national budget, and
refundable by the beneficiary once final instalment from the PA is paid.
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Table No 7 .a - Case study measure

-level analysis:

summary table

and key findings,

measure 121

I farm modernisation

Case Sub-measure Region Central/ devolved Eligibility Selection Who pays
) Central i MA
FR PMBE (livestock B .
buildings) ourgogne Supregmnal
delivery
Green processes . New tech only i by type R"?‘”'."”g 5y il 2%, EOmTlEg
DK . all Centrali MA : priority scores but not yet local plant
and technologies of project :
needed directorate
Sheep & goat farmers, M!mml.“'m no of sheep and
Small farm SFP claimants min milk yield or young
GR o Central- MA . ' farmer, on island, LFA or MA and PA
modernisation 50%income from farm, . .
. N2000 (different aid
no recent plan aid . »
intensities too)
-livestock farms ) o )
) Central with CoA By type of equipment Priority to women, job
HU - mgchmes and all support at local Y yp i qt' P ’ creation, Roma, lagging PA
equipment for level Size, certification regions, farms in AEM
arable farms
1. firstcome
Centrali PA As per EAFRD, broad 2. random
PL - all nationall range items PA
y (deadweight) 3. ranking by size and GVA
growth
Under 40, full-time
farmer, 25% income MA,
MA-Regional from agricultural Complex and demanding
DE all all PA: reimbursement

administrations

activity, mi
200m projects, aid limits
link to annual budgets

professional applications

of the EAFRDpart
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Table No 7 .b - Case study measure -level analysis: summary table and key findings, measure 121 T farm modernisation

9 Farm organisations  and private professionals  provide the existing advisory ser vi ces for a fee (no public ang
Association provides information prior to application (DE-RP); assistance from private consultant agronomists is needed, which is an eligible cost (GR).

General 1 Assistance provided by the regional Chamber of Agriculture  for a fee (DE-RP, FR, HU)
assistance 1 2-3 page long guidance notes (FR)
1 Support also provided by the network of agri -economists (HU).
Assistance provided by public and private extension services (and is much needed) (PL)
1 Most beneficiaries complain that application process/obligations are unnecessarily complex  and bureaucratic (attributed to EU requirements) (DK, FR).
Depth of information on business data is too much (DE); most difficult application forms out of the three measures assessed; application forms as well as
documentation required (PL)
Applications 1 High cost of making applications , high number of controls (inadequacy, repetition) ; long decision-making time for investments (DK).
1 Assistance is particularly needed with regard to putting together project plans (e.g. impact assessments) (FR); most difficult part is the business plan (PL) .
1 Measure 121 is a follow up on previous measure and highly popular (FR).
1 Long time of verification of the applications (PL); first come first ser ved principle applied resulted in long queues during submission (PL).
9 Amount of documentation requested is said to be extensive (DK).
srli:::dir::s 1 Highly bureaucratic process for payment applications  (DERP, FR).
9 Delays in approval and sometimes also in payment (FR).
9 Complete investment according to plan (DK, FR); process investments within the time given (DE-RP).
) 9 Compliance with commitments, e.g. cultivated area, number of people employed, etc.; participation at training, number of animals kept (HU).
Zﬂballilgations 1 Controls (incl. requested documents) (DK, DE-RP, GR, HU)
9 Payment applications, keep and submit bills (DK, DE-RP, HU).
1 Long -term commitments  are difficult to fulfil (e.g. structural business change) (DE -RP).
1 Trying to simplify procedures, improve internet exchange of information, shorten the time of decision -making and payments, and unify checks and controls
- as much as possible (DK)
jf::cl)f: 1 In case of difficulties with long -term commitments farmers usually seek legal advice fromt he Far mer sé Association to ne

modes (DERP).
fl1f a considerable amount of complaints are receiveR®P). by the Farmersod Ag
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Table No 8 .a - Case study measure -level analysis: summaryt able and key findings, measure 214 1 agri -environment aid
Case Sub-measure Region Central/ devolved Eligibility Selection Who pays
FR PHAE national Central [ MA sub-regional Farms minimal PA
delivery
b 7 organic b i Central Private fields over public
conversion fields
DK all c- moved into Article 68 after Farms PA after MA checks
c- extensive Health Checki all delivered C- priority to organic
production alongside SFP claims farms
. . Calls for specific Permanent residents,
GR Nitrates Vulne_rable Allin NVZ Central MA with prefecture- areas, SFP 50% income, N2000. MA & PA
Zones protection level help .
claimants young farmer
Previous AEM
Integrated arable All with min 1ha experience, HE _
HU plant production all PA education, proportionate | PA
cropland
scheme share of arable on farm,
LFA
9 measure Central T PA subregional By appropriate Assessed and ranked by
PL All . PA
packages offices land types PA
3 igrassland FEUIErEle) (2 Fewi scheme uptake
DE 9 all County administrations holders with min P PA
management below targets
15ha grassland
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Table No 8 .b - Case study measure -level analysis: summary table and key findings, measure 214 T agri -environment aid

1 Assistance from private consultant agronomists is expectedto draw up environmental management plans, this is an eligible expenditure (GR); Farmers needed
assistance with regard to the Agri-environmental Activity Plan (PL)

General 1 In the case the application is the same as in the previous year, the applicant only needs to sign the first page (DK) .
assistance 9 Farm organisations and private professionals provide the existing advisory services for a fee (no public and free forms of assistance) (DK).
1 Generally, farmers do not need much assistance (DE-RP); Support is practically automatic, but beneficiaries take some advice just to ensure they have filled
the forms correctly (FR).
1 Most beneficiaries complain that application process/obligations are unnecessarily complex  and bureaucratic (attributed to EU requirements); administration
of applications and payments (DK, FR).
1 High cost of making applications; number of controls are particularly high for agri -environmental measures and organic measures; inadequacy and repetitive
character (DK); some packages are not cexconplexdkrperesd, too muchtrisk(Ril)yood val ue for
9 Complaints about sub-division of agri-environment measurei n 6épackagesdé (with different aid schemes) th
L needs (FR)
Applications . . . . ) -
1 Zones defined for environmental restrictions do not always correspond with those applying to the territorial AEMs (FR).
1 Too many changes occurring in the national regulation for the measure, affecting the application process for the farmers. (PL)
1 Applications are rather simple in comparison to other measures; most data required is already available for authorities, application requirements are low for
farmers (DE-RP.
1 Simplifications were made: combining application for 214 and LFA, personalised forms, earlier announcements (PL).
1 Incoherence between GAEC and agrenvironmental measures (DK)
Rules and 1 The applicant has to apply annually for continuation (DERP.
procedures 9 Complaints made on the duration of commitment (inflexible) (DE-RP).
9 Payments are rendered irregularly (DE-RP).
1 Controls (as these are area-based payments), dealing with incoherence between GAEC and agrienvironmental measures (DK); Cross-compliance, controls,
inspections (on-the-spot checks) (GR, HU)
] 1 Specifictechnical requirements (no corn cultivation, use of chemical pesticides forbidden, etc.) (DE-RP, HU); obligation to follow the environmental
Ma_ln . management plan for five years (GR).
obligations
9 Experience accumulated during previous programmes helps to fulfil obligations (FR).
1 Participation at trainings (HU)
- 1 Trying to simplify procedures, improve internet exchange of information, shorten the time of decision -making and payments, unify checks and controls as much
Specific as possible (DK).
support

I f a considerable amount of compl aint syaddresittotheMC(DER#®D by t he Far mer sd Assod

N.B. Positive statements/aspects in the table are divided by a line from the main issues or concerns.
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Table No 9.a- Case study measure -level analysis: summary  table measure 321 1 basic rural services
Case Sub-measure Region Central/ devolved Eligibility Selection Who pays
FR Bourgogne Deyolved to. Regionsi MA
regional delivery
. . By LAG / local
DK 321a all Devolved to LAGs Vel b_road - lpulelis strategies, type of PA
and private .
project
Public local Detailed Scoring on 3
GR all all MA authorl.tle.s, max crlteng of feasibility, MA & PA
upper limit spend, compliance and
LFAs maturity
-Integrated
communal 2 ICSSSi professional
service space L ]
(ICSS) Max population limit, | scrutiny of robustness
HU all public or NGO of project proposal; PA
. . applicants
-Micro-regional '
Buses- first come
transport
(minibuses)
Devolved - Regional By institution By_absorptlon capacity Regional
PL all all (private match
governments (communes only) . governments
funding)
MA,
DE community services | all Devolved - LAGs or ILE EITEE)T [FUIS € UIEEI I 10 (DA

private

strategies, etc

PA: reimbursement
of the EAFRDpart
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Table No 9 .b- Case study measure -level analysis: summary table measure 321 T basic rural services

General 1 LAGs provide assstance (free of charge) (DK).
assistance 1 Technical guidance leaflets, e.g. special guidelines to promote opportunities available in axis 3 to mayors (FR).
1 Beneficiariesneed help on the preparation of applications, this is provided by external consulta nts, fee-paying services (DE-RP); Assistance is needed for
technically demanding projects (GR).
1 Administrative challenges (detailed applications) often discourage potential applicants (FR). Due to the legislative and institutional set -up and rigidities
Applications of the system, beneficiaries face a number of difficulties (e.g. eligibility of construction costs/non -construction costs) (HU).
1 Application material is not user-friendly, many changes in calls; beneficiaries receive unilateral decisions instead of contracts (HU).
9 Full documentation  (e.g. building permit) has to be submitted already at the stage of application i overcautious approach (PL)
1 Beneficiaries claimed to fill in information without a need for assistance; simple application forms (PL)
1 Beneficiaries complain about the changes that the Leader approach has undergone with mainstreaming (DK).
Rules and 1 In the case of small projects, disproportionately high costs and controls (DK).

pro cedures

1 Making modifications in the proposal is said to be extremely difficult (HU).

1 Selection criteria is such that often poor communities are supported irrespectively from the quality of projects (PL).

1 Complete investment according to plan (DK, GR)

Main 1 Controls (incl. requested documents); on-the-spot inspections (DK, DE-RP, GR).
obligations 1 Payment applications, providing bills (DK, DE-RP, FR).
1 Respect the terms of their contracts (FR).
Specific 1 Trying to simplify procedures, improve internet exchange of information, shorten the time of decision -making and payments, unify checks and controls as
much as possible (DK).
support

1 Most beneficiaries receive support from the PA, Local Rural Development Offices and LAGs (HU).

N.B. Positive statements/aspects in the table are divided by a dotted line from the main issues or concerns.
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3.4 Partnership principle

The partnership principle is applied to diverse EU policies and its practical application
throughout the European Union is variable. From the legal perspective, the nature of
partnership was defined in the regulatory framewor k for the first time in 1988 *. Article 4 of
Council Regulation (EEC)N° 2052/1988 defined partnership as a close consultation between
the Commission, the Member State and the competent authorities designated by the
Member State at national, regional, local or other level. Public authorities were clearly the
main actors in the partnership process, while the involvement of private bodies was limited.
Reforms in 1993%, 1999%® and 2005%* enlarged the scope of partnership, and in particular
the number of actors involved in the partnership process, extending participation to the
economic and social partners (1993) and to NGOs and other bodies representing civil society
(2005). At the same time the privileged role of the national governments in selecting the
actors to be part of the partnership process has always been maintained, the Member States
being responsible for deciding which bodies can be considered relevant authorities/actors at
national, regional and local level.

Partnership enhances cooperation among pubic authorities at different levels and between

them and private actors involved in the implementation of European policies. It predicated

on the agreement among partners to cooperate for achieving a common aim and sharing of
the responsibility for decision-making. In practice, stakeholders from different levels of the

public administration and different sectors discuss in regular negotiations about the
appropriate strategy to be implemented, selection of operations and allocation of funding

(the latter also being shared, and resulting in co-financing). This corresponds with the need
to ensure democratic legitimacy, while enabling stakeholders to express their views on their
needs and to adjust available policy instruments accordingly. The growing participation of
the private sector in the negotiations provides the opportunity to tackle issues and concrete

problems at national, regional or local level, based upon information and knowledge that the

public sector may not have. Nevertheless the difference between institutional partnership
(composed by public bodies) and partnership in its broader sense (including NGOs, private
bodies, etc.) needs to be taken in account.

Two main dimensions of partnership are usually identified:

9 vertical partnership which involves different tiers of public administration in decision -
making processesi EU, MS, regional and local authorities;

% Council Regulation EEC R 2052/1988 (Chapter Il art 4) on the tasks of the Structural Funds and their
effectiveness and on coordination of their activities between themselves and with the operations of the European
Investment Bank and the other existing financial instruments .

37 Council Regulation (EC) N 2081/1993 art 4.

38 Council Regulation (EC) N 1260/1999 art 8, laying down general provisions on the Structural Funds.

39 Art. 6 of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development, and art 11 of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1083/2006 on the structural funds.
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9 horizontal partnership between public authorities and private stakeholders, such as
sectoral organisations, universities, civil society representatives, etc.

Since 1983 the legislative framework has strengthened the vertical dimension of partnership,
contributing to the improvement of relations between different levels of administration and
at the same time the horizontal dimension has been wide ne d , ensuring
participation to the process. Furthermore, partnership has become one of the core
characteristics of EU policies and is particularly underlined in the Lisbon Strategy.

According to Article 6 of the RD Regulation the partnership principle shall be applied in the
preparation and monitoring of the national strategy plan and in the preparation,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the RDPs. The regulation provides the MS
with an indicative list of actors who must be involved in the consultation process, as local
and regional authorities, economic and social partners, NGOs and any other body
representing civil society.

The National Rural Network (NRN), established under Article 68 of the same Regulation, is a
novelty of the current programming period. The purpose of the NRN is to identify, analyse
and disseminate good practices and prepare training programmes for LAGs. The NRN
participants include organisations and administrations involved in rural development.

3.4.1 Who does what

Given the diversity of internal institutional arrangements in the Member States examined
(which de facto influence the organisation of the consultation process) it is very difficult to
group them according to common patterns followed in the setting up of the partnership
process. Certainly, in all the countries the authorities responsible for designing and
implementing the NSP and the RDP have tried to involve as many stakeholders aspossible,
both in vertical and horizontal dimensions, as established in the regulation. Moreover, the
instruments used for undertaking the consultation process are common in all countries,
ranging from the organisation of seminar, conferences, focus groups to the creation of
working groups to support the drafting of the NSP and the RDP and the MC activities.

Analysing the partnership process in 12 countries/regions, a first distinction can be made
between the actors involved in the vertical and horizontal dimensions, together with an
evaluation of the effectiveness of the exchanges among different stakeholders groups. A
second distinction (more functional to the description of the process) can be made in
relation to the consultation process itself, which can be divided in two phases: consultations
undertaken during the programming stage for the definition of NSP and RDPs and those
carried out in the implementation stage through specific procedures put in place.
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Actors involved at vertical and horizontal level

The main actors involved in the vertical partnership process are European Commission,
Managing Authority, Paying Agency, Monitoring Committee and regional and local authorities
(regions, provinces, departments, municipalities, etc.).

Relations between the EC and the MAs are in general organised through bilateral meetings
accompanied by informal exchanges, and they are considered in all the examined cases
positive, fruitful and based on common trust. Ministries, other than the MAs (usually the
Ministry of Agriculture), often participate in meetings with the EC, as well as the PAs.

On the contrary, regular exchanges between the EC and the regional authorities are typically
limited to the countries that have chosen a regional programming approach. In the other
countries, the formal MC meetings are almost the only occasions for the European and
regional level authorities to meet and exchange information. The fact that in most countries

the MCs were set up after the completion of the NSP and RDP contributed to the limitation
of these exchanges- EC and regions- that in some countries were missing. The paucity of
these relations is often considered as an obstacle for a positive development of the
partnership principle.

The exchanges between the national and regional levels are more structured and, in two
thirds of the cases examined (AT, BG, DK, FR, PL, IT, DE, ES, LV), are considered to be well
organised and successful. Nevertheless, some issues have been reported related to a lack of
involvement of local authorities in the consultation process (GR, HU, IE).

Horizontal partnership “consul tations involve the NGOs, en

organisations, professional organisations, universities, research institutions and other bodies
representing civil society. In two thirds of the case studies examined (AT, BG, DK, FR, PL,
IT, DE, ES, LV) these exchanges between public and private sectors are considered well
organised and useful.

Nevertheless, some differences in the organisation of the horizontal partnership process
have been noted in relation to effective involvement of different groups of stakeholders and

their real capacity to influence the decision making process. Naturally, as underlined in the
introduction, the institutional partnerships are responsble for programming and allocating
public funds and take the final decisions. Notwithstanding this, specific groups of
stakeholders - particularly farmers and producers' organisations - tend to have more
influence than others (HU, LV). In addition in some countries (e.g. AT, LV, BG) the
Managing Authority expressed a major willingness to involve the private sector partners in
the consultations, trying to organise more effective partnership process and to consider as
much as possibletheir positions and views in the completion of the NSP and the RDP.

4% Here the national dimension of the horizontal partnership is being considered, i.e. relations between the public
and private stakeholders at national level.
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First phase of the consultation process. programming stage

Vertical partnership

During the first phase consultations between MAs and EC were judged very positive and
constructive in all the countries analysed, with efforts made both sides to solve the main
issues. The relation between EC and regions, as explained above, was almostnon existent,
with the exception of countries implementing the regional programming approach.

Within the MS examined the consultation process is reported to be efficient, widespread,
frequent and of very good quality in more th an half of the analysed cases (LV, IT, AT, DE,
FR, BG, ES, DK). At this stage the consultations took usually the form of conferences,
seminars, public hearings, workshops, focus groups and public consultations. In Italy an

institutional body of consultation, the Permanent Technical Committee for Agriculture, has
been set up to facilitate the dialogue within public authorities (national, regional and local)

and between them and other stakeholders.

Web based consultations were also common in many countries examined (LV, BG, DK, HU,
AT). In Bulgaria the first draft of the RDP was published on the website of the Ministry of
agriculture and in Austria a web-based consultation forum was launched after the
presentation of the first draft of the NSP to give the possibility to a wide range of
stakeholders to express their view, sending comments and submitting position papers*.

Horizontal partnership

Various actors participated in this process. Ministries, regional and local authorities, NGOs,
far mer s and environment al organi sations, pro
organisations as well as other sectoral organisations, universities and broader public were
involved. In more than half of the case studies examined (BG, DE, DK, ES, FR, HU, LV, PL)
the influence of specific interest groups, in particular farmers and producers organisations,
was decisive for the development of the strategy and the programme, including its financial
aspects. Suggestions providedthrough local level consultations were included in the draft of
the documents and they influenced particular aspects of the RDPs, such as the definition of
the Leader approach, the implementation of axis 1 measures, etc. (IT-ER, DK, DE). This
process benefited, in some countries, from the organisation of national bodies at
regional/local level, so that frequent meetings could be organised at local level in order to
include in the discussion as much as possible theneeds of local communities (FR).

The interest groups and organisations related to axes 1 and 2, farmers and environmental
organisations, appeared to be able to exercise a stronger influence, compared to
organisations related to axis 3 and to municipalities and other local authorities. This
unbalanced power of different categories of stakeholders has been reported in at least half
of the cases as an important issue that affected the proper functioning of the partnership
principle and its results.

“l See also the se¢ i ons on 3.1 AStrategic approach and targetingo
financi al aspectso where the <consultation process i s des:
consultation process put in place by these two countries can be found in paragraph 3.2.1.
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Specific tools used in the partnership process

Working groups were set up in more than half of the countries analysed (AT, BG, DE, DK,
FR, LV, PL). Typically their main purpose was to discuss the principal issues related to rural
development and agriculture and to identify the main needs to be targeted by the strategies

and the programmes. For this reason they usually included a wide range of actors, such as
members from the MA and PA, representatives of economic and social organisations, rural
development experts, etc. The working groups were organised either by axis, or groups of

measures, or according to the main themes highlighted during the initial discussions. In the

case of Rhineland Palatinate they represented an important reference point for the future

internal organisation/composition of the MC.

In Austria the working groups were created with the specific purpose of developing
the strategy and the programme. Chaired by departments of the Ministry of Agriculture,
they were created according to relevant themes, such as investments, adding value to
rural products, diversification in rural development, forestry, agri -environment. They
included representatives of institutions, organisations in charge of programme
implementation during the previous programming period, economic and social
organisations, and experts on rural development. The working groups analysed the
baseline situation and tried to identify the main issues and needs in order to develop
useful proposals to be taken in consideration in drafting the programming documents.

The following table gives a general overview of the main tools used for implementing the
partnership process in the 12 countries/regions analysed.

Table No 10 - Partnership tools per country

Partnership tools Countries / regions
Bilateral consultations (ECi MA) All
Inter -ministerial consultations PL, GR, DERP, DK, FR,IE
Meetings with local institutions FR, GR, PL
Conferences/seminars DK, LV, AT, BG, ESCAT,IE, PL
Public consultations /hearings/ fora DK, LV, AT, BG, DERP, HU
Meeting with stakeholders (public/private) DK, FR, GR, LYDE-RP
Setting up of formal bodies IT-ER
Web based tools AT, BG, HU, LV, DK
Working groups AT, BG, DERP, DK, FR, LV, PL

Source: TWGH4 case studies reports

The MC and the NRN did not play an important role in this first phase of consultation, with
the exception of Latvia where the MC was established early in the process and it could
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actively participate to the drafting both of the NSP and RDP and partially Germany where
the federal MC patrticipated in the discussions for the definition of the NSP.

Second phase of the consultation process: implementing stage

The second phase of consultation is an on-going process related to the implementation of
the RDP, including possible malifications of the NSP and RDP. This phase is characterised
by a more structured approach to the consultation carried out by the MA together with
specific bodies, namely the Monitoring Committee and in some cases the National Rural
Network.

The partnership principle also in this case seems to work efficiently, both in its vertical and
horizontal dimensions. In particular regarding the vertical dimension, while the relation
between EC and MS is reported to be efficient and productive in all the countries examined,
the actors at EC and regional level do not have, with few exceptions (IT -ER, ESCAT, DE
RP), regular exchanges.

Monitoring Committee

MA, PA, EC, ministries, regional and local governmental bodies are represented in the MC,

as well as the main economi ¢ and soci al stakehol der s, such a:
organisations, NGOs, universities, etc. The MC is usually chaired by the MAZ and it can be

assisted in its activity by the creation of working groups reflecting specific issues as well as

serving the purpose of improving communication with stakeholders and wider rural society.

The role of the MC in RDP implementation and in the consultation process, as well as the
internal dynamics that exist among members, varies between countries. The following table
presents some elements that describe the role of the MC in the consultation process, both at
vertical and horizontal level.

Table No 11 - Role of the Monitoring Committee

Role of the MC in relation to the partnership process Countries

Informal exchanges between membersi informal meetings, written | All the countries
submission, bilateral meeting, etc.

Formalised structure aiming to achieve efficiency in the consultation | DE-RP
process and high degree of influence in the implementation of the
RDP

Presence of groups of stakeholders with high degree of influence in | LV
the consultation process

Formal role of the MC, while the main decisions are taken in informal | IT-ER, PL, HU
exchange between the MA and a restricted number of stakeholders

Written procedure frequently used to decide on substantial matters | IT-ER, PL, GR, DE-RP, DK, LV
and not only on day-by-day issues.

Source: TWGH4 case studies reports

42 Art. 77 and 78 of Council Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005.
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A written procedure is frequently used, not only to decide on day i by-day issues that can
rise from the implementation of the RDP but also for substantial matters that would need to

be discussed in formal meetings. The written procedure aims at speeding up the process
and increasing the efficiency of the MC, but it was highlighted that its excessive use can

reduce the | evel of membersd participation.

In Poland the MC procedures are considered generally efficient Yet, its influence on the
programme management is low and the level of discussion and participation has decreased
considerably in comparison to the previous programming period. Use of the written
procedure is becoming more and more common and not all the members have voting rights.

In Latvia the MC was established very early in the process and it has been able to
participate actively in the d efinition of the strategy and the main financial issues within the
preparation of the RDP. This involvement has favoured the adoption of a highly shared
strategy. However, at the same time the MC acts as a credible counterpart of the MA,
opening the door to possible criticism but also building the basis for a democratic and open
discussion process. This strong role of the Latvian MC is based upon the choice to have very
broad and powerful stakeholders groups as representatives of the civil society and the
constructive atmosphere of working built within the MC members.

There seems to be a trade-off between the MC efficiency and the partnership principle. On
one hand the use of the written procedure and the informal exchanges between selected
members ensure more efficiency and allow overcoming timing issues. On the other hand the

functioning of the MC becomes automatic resul

decrease of importance of the MC and in particular a scarce capacity to improve the RDP
implementation.

National Rural Network

The NRN is considered to be potentially an important actor for the implementation and
functioning of the partnership principle in this on -going phase. It is seen by numerous
interviews in several MS as a crucial instrument to improve the horizontal partnership, being
in many cases public administrations and private stakeholder members of the network. Its
role varies significantly between MS and is very much related to its structural set up T within
the MA or partially or tota lly outsourced i and its stage of development.

In some case studies (LV, AT, IT, DE, ES) it has been hihlighted that the NRN, having as its
main objectives to improve the implementation of the RDP and to facilitate the exchange of
information/experiences, could support actively the enhancement of the communication
activities and, linking to that, the partnership principle. In som e countries, such as Hungary,
the NRN mandate mentions explicitly among its main tasks the creation of a forum where
relevant stakeholders (at vertical and horizontal level) can establish a regular dialogue and
the promotion of social, economic and cultural cooperation, underlining its potential role in
enhancing the partnership process.

I n spite of sever al the nmpeatant role whe GNRNo gouldh plag rin
developing the horizontal dimension of partnership process, in only a few countries (AT, LV)
was the role of the NRN reported to be very important, disseminating information,
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supporting the improvement of the exchan ges between national and regional level and
promoting the relations between different stakeholders groups.

In other countries, such as in Hungary **, the situation is very different, with the NRN heavily
dependent on the political situation of the country, or in Bulgaria and Greece where the NRN
was not yet operational at the time the case study was conducted (2010).

3.4.2 Assessment of difficulties, how these have been dealt with

As explained above, there has been a general willingness to ensure the partnership principle
in the MS/regions examined, nevertheless several issuesremain evident.

Organisational problems

The consultation process in its first phase was affected by the overlapping of the NSP and
RDP preparation. This issue has been reported in all the cauntries analysed, resulting in
problems to have an effective consultation process and restricted time for analysing the
documents provided.

This problem characterises also the second phase of the consultation process with regard to
RDP implementation In many cases the actors involved have at least reduce this obstacle
by giving more space to informal exchanges among partners and encouraging submission of
written contributions on specific topics of interest. Naturally this issue has direct and
negative effects on the quality of the exchanges between the partners.

Communication between EU/national and regional/local levels

The lack of relations between the European and the regional level has been reported as a
main issue in all the MS examined, with the exception of those which have chosen the
regional programming approach (DE, IT, ES)*. In fact exchanges between these two levels
are almost inexistent and if exist they are not structured but rather informal.

In spite of the generally positive organisation of vertical partnership process within the MS,
in some countries (GR, IE, HU) communication with the local level was considered
inadequate, for example in Greece where the local authorities involvement in the
consultation process was rather weak.

Some issues were raised about the real effectiveness of the consultation process, in
particular the tendency of some central governments to not embrace the participation
process in a meaningful fashion. Although problems and solutions were identified
collectively, the decision making process was still very much controlled at national level (e.g.
FR, PL).

3 Notwithstanding the tasks described in the NRN mandate.

4 France is omitted here as is not formally regionalised in the full sense.
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Role of different groups of stakeholders

In many cases the consultation process is influenced by the different weight of the
stakeholder groups. Farmers, producers and environmental organisations have proved to be
the more powerful actors in influencing the programming and implementation process in
more than half of countries/regions examined (BG, DE, DK, ES, FR, HU, PL, LV).

In general the organisations related to axes 1 and 2, such as the agricultural lobbies in IE,
HU and BGhad a stronger influence during the first phase of consultations and later within

the MC. It was seen that their opinions and contributions were (and are) generally taken

more in consideration by the MA. It was also underlined that not all the parts of the RDP
were negotiated within a wide partnership. Hungary is a representative case of a situation
where the internal consultation process was in general considered poor. It was significantly
driven by political lobbies and few powerful interest groups (especially large-scale
agricultural producers).

The organisations related to axis 3 and the local communities were not able to exercise a
strong influence during the first phase of the consultation process, and this tendency is
maintained in the second phase. This weakness is mainly due to their lack of experience and
knowledge in the mechanisms of the consultations, which the main agricultural lobbies
proved to be more familiar with (FR, BG, HU, PL).

Role of the Monitoring Committee

The role of the MC was judged to be very weak in a minority of cases, frustrating the

possibility to have a constructive discussion between the different partners. In IT -ER, for
example, the main discussions and decisions are taken before the official meeting involving
a much more limited group of stakeholders.

Informal exchanges between members, and in many cases between a restricted number of
them, have been used as alternative working practice also to overcome another important
issue (identified in almost all countries), namely the limited time for analysing the document

to be discussed by the members during the MC. In fact the documents that usually the

partners have to examine for the preparation of the meeting s are considered extremely time
consuming. The organisation of informal exchanges before the meeting with the
participation of a restricted number of members has become a common procedure, resulting
in more efficiency during the meeting but in negative eff ects on the quality of the exchanges
and on the level of participation.

In few cases the late establishment of the MC was considered as an obstacle for the proper
functioning of the partnership process and for addressing the coordination issues. In
Rhineland Palatinate the regional MC was set up after the main consultations for the
definition of the RDP had already taken place, negatively affecting the partnership process,
in relation to which the MC in its final composition would have been extremely useful .

A robust MC is considered very positive for improving the partnership principle, the
transparency of the decisions and for reaching positions as much shared as possible among
the different partners. On the other hand the possible negative aspects sometimes implied in
this strong role must be faced and taken in account, such as the influence that some
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organisations/lobbies can exercise within the MC (LV). The difficulty to reach a common
position within the MC can be another possible issue when some members have a strong
role and influence.

The role of the NRN

The role of the NRN has been typically limited and only in Austria it is officially involved in
the partnership process being part of the MC. In some countries the NRN was not in place
when the consultation process was conducted and in other countries although it already
existed did not participate to the process. The lack of independence of the networks from
the MA, mainly related to those that have been set up within the MA itself, has been
highlighted as the main issue negatively influencing its role in the partnership process.

3.4.3 What has worked well, innovative suggestions for the future

The partnership arrangements were considered satisfactory and fruitful between the
European and national level, as well as within the MS, notwithstanding the specific problems
identified in the case studies. Relations with the EC were (and are) considered from the
perspective of the stakeholders positive and based on mutual trust (e.g. BG, PL, IT-ER). The
possihility to establish informal contacts with officials in the Commission is particularly
appreciated.

Moreover the more extensive role played by academic and research expertise at national
level is valued in some countries (FR, LV) as relevant for the consultation process, and it is
considered reflecting a general change of attitude within the MAs, which appear to
appreciate the added value of cooperation with other actors.

Some possible improvements proposed particularly stress the strengthening of the role of
the MC and of the NRNs in the process of partnership.

The competences of the MC are mainly administrative and the main role within its members
is played by the MA, which remains responsible for the decision-making process.
Nevertheless, an effort should be made to ensure to all the partners equal involvement and
consequently improve the effectiveness of the partnership principle, for example giving
voting rights to more actors (including those from the private sector).

The NRN is seen by some countries(AT, LV, IT, ES, DE) as a key actor in the improvement
of the partnership process, due to the potential it has to gather new groups of stakeholders

at regional and local level, and to disseminate information. Its role in the partnership
process, more condultative compared to the MC, should be better defined, enhancing also its
independence from the MA, especially where the NRN is set up within the MA.
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In Austria the role of the NRN is seen as very positive by the MA in enhancing the
partnership process and the transparency of the consultations. The NRN has been able
to establish a good relation with farmers and environmental organisations and it
contributed to the de bate related to issues like biodiversity, integrated approaches to
agriculture and the protection of the environment, organising meetings and workshop,
the results of which provided the MC with useful inputs and suggestions.

In Latvia , the NRN has established a very good network at regional and local level.
This allows it to gather several stakeholders and to facilitate the participation of local

actors, both private and public, in the activities organised by the NRN, included those
specifically related to the consultation process. For instance, the Latvian network was
actively involved in the CAP public debate and in the subsequent consultation process.
It organised several workshops and focus groups at national and regional level, being
able to collect a relevant amount of contributions, not only from the main organisations

but also from private people.

The organisation of training activities about the functioning of the partnership principle
addressing mainly private and public stakeholders (such as axis 3 related organisations and
local authorities) and some NRNs has been highlighted as a possible solution to overcome
the low level of participation of these actors in the process .

% The issue has been raised during the TWG4 meeting on 14.04.2011.
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3.5 Implementation of the Leader approach (and similar

integrated territorial development strategies)

Leader is the main focus of this section although the research carried out through the case
studies explored the possible existence of additional tools to implement integrated territorial
development. In almost the totality of the case studies however, other forms of integrated
territorial strategies at the national or regional level were not identified (apart from the
exception provided by the German-RP case; see the text box below).

Integrated territorial development strategies are tools, which enable Local Action Groups
(LAGs) to address their territorial objectives with the help of EAFRD-funding.

From a DG AGRI perspective the Leader approach has been foreseen as the mai tool to
foster rural development through the implementation of such strategies. It is based around
seven main principles, which are listed in Article 61 of Council Regulation (EC) N°
1698/2005. It emphasises:

9 area-based local development strategies designed for well identified sub -regional
rural territories;

1 local public-private partnershipsi i . e .Lodallhe t ® on Groups6 or LAGs,;

I a bottom up approach, with decision-making power accorded to the LAGs with
regard to the elaboration and implementation of t he local development strategies;

1 the integrated and multi-sectoral design and implementation of the strategies, based
on interaction between actors and projects in different sectors of the local economy;

1 the implementation of innovative approaches;
9 cooperation;
1 networking.

The contribution of the Leader method to development of rural areas lies in the
development of their endogenous potential by calling on local initiative, promoting the
acquisition of know-how and disseminating the acquired experience in other rural areas.

Leader was first launched in 1991 as a Community Initiative under the umbrella of the EU

Cohesion Policy. Its scope was to introduce and test new methods in the perspective of

integrating them in the mainstream programs. Up until 2000 Leader 6 s mi Sssi on W:
address development issues in the rural areas lagging behind (Objective 1) or with low level

of socio-economic development (Objective 5b) as defined within the European Cohesion

Policy. In this mission, it was financially supported by the EU structural funds®*. In the

period 2000-2006, the scope of Leader+ was extended to the whole of EU rural territory,

supported by the EAGGF Guidance section.

4 ERDF (European Regional Development Fund); ESF (European Social Fund); EAGGFuidance (Guidance
section of the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund).
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From 1991 to 2006 the evolution of the initiative (Leader | from 1991 to 1993; Leader Il

1994-1999; Leader+ 2000- 2 0 0 6 ) kept the original character

the emergence and the testing of new approaches to rural development.

In this time span the Leader initiative has been subject to a constant evolution in terms of
available financial EU resources (from around EUR 450 million of Leader | to EUR 2.1 hillion
in Leader+), number of LAGs involved (from 217 of the origin to 1153 in the 2000-2006
period) and also in its territorial coverage and tools, as transnational cooperation.

As of 2007 a significant shift has occurred in the conception and implementation of the
initiative in support to rural development. In the current programming period, Leader is
implemented more widely in the mainstream rural development programming, under the
provision of the RD regulation and the financial support of the EAFRD.

Firstly, whereas in all previous periods Leader was governed by a separate regulatory
framework from that applied to other rural development activities under the CAP, in the

current period it is incorporated within the same regulation, albeit within a separate and

distinct horizontal axis of activity (Axis 4). This is one of the elements of an explicit choice to

mainstream Leader within rural development under the CAP.

Mainstreaming has also involved allowing Member States to decide to what extent Leader
should engage with the delivery of the full rural development menu of measures, organised
around the three other axes within the regulation (farm and forestry competitiveness,

environmental land management and rural economic diversity and quality of life). The
difference between the Leader axis and the other EAFRD axes does not lie so much in the
content of the actions but in the way in which these actions are implemented and linked
together, both in and by rural communities themselves. *’

As a consequence of bringing Leader within the same regulation as the rest of Pillar 2 -
under a single fund and programming approach- the same rules on reporting, financial
management and controls also apply to axis 4. Also, the timing and sequence of
programming and the arrangements for monitoring and evaluation are also identical with
those applying to the rest of the rural development programmes.

In the current programming period the compos ition and the tasks of the LAGs are spelled
out in Article 62 of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005 The LAGs arecalled to define and
implement integrated local development strategies for the area they cover, in coherence
with the objectives set in the RD regulation. In this view they have to select projects
(sometimes including cooperation projects) to be supported by the EAFRD.

Cooperation -and in particular transnational cooperation (TNC)- is considered an important
feature of Leader. According to Article 39 of the implementing Regulation®®, a cooperation
project involves the implementation of a joint actions between rural areas organised around
a Local Action Group (or a group taking a similar approach) under the coordinating function
of a LAG. Cooperation projects are an effective mechanism for helping rural areas to jointly
develop new solutions to common issues

47 DG AGRI Guide for the application of the Leader Axis of the Rural Development Programmes 2007-2013
funded by the EAFRD, revised version, March 2011.

48 Commission Regulation(EQ N° 1974/2006.
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In the current programming period, the Leader axis absorbs the 6 .0% of the EAFRD
contribution (EUR 5.5 billion) supporting more than 2,000 LAGs.

Out of the 12 RDPs examined, only in Rhineland 1 Palatinate , an additional integrated territorial
development approach is applied. In this Lander, rural development operates with two
complementary approaches for integrated, territorial development: the Leader approach (axis 4)
and the ILE approach (/ntegrierte ldndliche Entwicklung - integrated rural development, translated
from German), the latter supported through EAFRD measures 3411 and 341-2 and combined with
measures of axis 3. The current ILE approach originates from the state specific schemes of 'agri-
structural development planning' (Agrarstrukturelle Entwicklungsplanung-AER and ‘facilitation of
area development' (Landentwicklungsmoderatior). In 2004, these two were join ed under the
GAK,

Both the ILE and Leader approaches seek to foster local participation and create local identity in
order to encourage innovative projects. Both are project -based, bottom-up approaches trying to
draw from local knowledge, competences and resources. Therefore both approaches are based on
the preparation of a territorial-b as ed dev el op me n tintegrated aurakdgwelopment
concepd () /nt€gKertes landliches Entwicklungskonzepy¥ i n ¢ as e o flocal intdgratedal
rural developmentconcepto6 - ( L1 LE) in case of Leader.

From a practical point of view, the major difference between the two approaches lies in the
number of inhabitants covered by the respective integrated territorial strategy/concept . ILE
regions are allowed to have 30-60,000 inhabitants, whereas Leader regions may hold 60-150,000
inhabitants. As a consequence, the territorial scale of Leader regions may cover approximately two
counties while ILE regions stretch over two to five municipalities. In terms of its thematic focus
ILE is therefore a smaller version of the Leader approach, yet there are significant differences
regarding the measures which can be applied for.

In both cases the existence of an integrated territorial strategy/concept in the respective region is
a criterion of eligibility for support either under the conditions of axis 4 (Leader) or under the

measures 341-1 and 341-22 (ILE). In principle, Leader LAGs can use and combine all measures of
axis 3 and some of the measure of axes 1 and 2 in order to implement their local strategy. They

canalsousesocal | ed 6compl ementary Leader measures
long as one strategic objective of EAFRD is suppored and funding cannot be covered through

mainstream measures. On the other hand, ILE regions can apply for all the measures of axes 1
and 2. Also, some measures of axis 3 are reserved for only these regions. In respect to Leader
approach, the | LE regions have a direct advantage of receiving a 10% higher co -funding share for
the implementation of measure 125; they also receive a guarantee budget of EUR 100,000 for the

implementation of measures under axis 3.

1 Joint Task Improvement of Agricultural structur es and Coastal Protection (see more on GAK in
section3. 2 AProgrammi ng procedures and financi al

2 Measure 341-1 allows co-financing of the preparation of a local development plan (ILEK);
measure 341-2 supports the establishment of a regional management office. In both cases
Municipalities are the beneficiaries.
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3.5.1 Who does what?

Budget allocation and mainstreaming of Axis 4

In the twelve case study countries, the Leader axis has been allocated a share of 6,1% of
the total public expenditure on average. The proportion of funds allocated to Leader in these
countries is in line with the EU27 figure, 6,0%.The data is based on the first approved Rural
Development Programme versions, prior to the Health Check.

Figure No 3 - RDP Total public expenditure allocated to Axis 4 (%, pre HC budgets)
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Source: EC, DG AGR(Apr 2008, based on approved RDP budgets)

N.B. In regionalised countries the RDP involved in the analysis were: DERhineland-Palatinate, ES Catalonia, FR
Mainland,; IT-Emilia Romagna. (Axis 3 in the IE programme is fully implemented through the Leader app roach).

The chart above shows a certain distinct tendency between old and new MS. Budget
allocation to axis 4 is above the 8% in ES, IE, DK and DE with Catalonia® allocating the
highest total public budget share (10%); around 5% is allocated in GR, AT, IT and FR This
is also the case for HU and PL, possibly reflecting the successful experience of the Leader
initiative in these two countries during the period 2004 -2016. Finally, around 2% is allocated
to axis 4 in LV and BG.

Within this framework, the mai nstreaming of Leader has followed different paths. Table 12
shows how the different RDPs considered decided to open the three horizontal objectives
and the measures of the relevant axes to an implementation through the Leader approach.

% In Spain, a minimum budget allocation of 10% to the Leader axis was agreed at national level.
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Table No 12 - Mainstreaming of Leader in the case study RDPs ( RD objectives/ axes and
measures)

Country/Region Axis 1 AXis 2 Axis 3

AT 123 226 (all measures)

BG (except 112, 141, 142) | (except 211, 212, 214) (all measures)

DE (RhinelandPal.)

111, 112, 121, 123,

212, 214, 216, 227

(all measures)

125, 126, 132
DK
ES (Catalonia) 123 312, 313, 323
FR (mainland) 112, 121, 123, 124, 216, 221, 226 (except 322)

125, 131, 132, 133

GR 123 311, 312, 313, 321,
322, 323

HU 312, 313, 322, 323

IE

IT (Emilia Romagna)

111, 114, 121, 122,

214, 215,216, 221,

311, 313, 321, 322,

123 132 225, 227 323, 331
LV 111, 112,121, 123, 312, 313, 321, 323
125
PL (except 321)

Greerr Axis and selected measures within the axis that can be implemented through the Leader approach (wh en
no indication is given, the RDP indicates Leader can apply to the relevant axis without giving details on specific
measures)

Yellow: Axes and measure within axes exclusively implemented through the Leader approach (when no indication
/s given, the RDP hdlicates Leader can apply to the relevant axis without giving details on specific measures)

In all the MS/Regions analysed, the objectives of axis 3 can be delivered through the Leader
approach. It has to be noted however that not all the axis 3 measures a re implemented
through Leader in all the cases. For example in Poland, Leader applies to all the
programmed measures in axis 3 apart from 321 (basic services for the economy and rural
population). In HU, on the other hand, Leader can apply only to the so -called don-
horizontald measures® (which include the ones indicated in the table). Leader is applied
solely and exclusively to axis 3 just in the case of IE.

%0 Non-horizontal axis 3 measures refers to the ones for which the call for application and the selection procedure
is not managed centrally. These can be included in the local development strategy and LAGs have (in principle)
more competencies in project selection and approval.
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In half of the RDPs examined (AT, BG, DE, FR, HU, IT) no restrictions were applied to the
mainstreaming, potentially allowing all the objectives of all the three thematic axes to be
delivered through Leader (as in the previous case, the number of measures open to the
bottom-up approach can differ). Among the remaining cases, 4 RDPs (DK, ESCatalonia GR,
LV) put the focus on the support to the objectives of competitiveness (axis 1) and/or quality
of life in rural areas and diversification (axis 3). From this sub-set the GR RDP identified
some measures in axis 3 that can be exclusively implemented through the Leader approach.
Finally, axis 2 measures resultsi potentially- are open to the Leader approach in half of the
RDPs. Again, in the majority of the cases, only specific measures have been considered.

Three Models of Leader Implementation

In terms of actors involved in the delivery of Leader, division of responsibilities and main
tasks undertaken, an extensive analytical work has been carried out by the ENRD Focus
Gr o u p The fmplémentation of the Bottom-up Ap p r o &.cThedoutcomes of this work
represent the main reference for the description of the implementation of Leader axis

provided in this section. The additional information coming from the TWG4 case studies are
read within this wider framework and used for providing specific examples of delivery .

The work of the Focus Group highlighted the existence of three major Leader
implementation models currently used by Member States under the fourth axis. They vary
according to which management tasks have been delegated to the LAGs.

() Decentralisation of project selection competence (most common model, used in 19 MS).
In this model, the LAG is responsible for implementing the local development strategy and
for generating, appraising and selecting projects. However, the Managing Authority (or other
delegated implementation body) retains responsibility for efficiency and management and
formal project approval, with subsequent claims generally being settled by the Paying
Agency.

The advantage of this approach, relative to the other two models, is that ther e is a relatively
small administrative burden placed on the LAGs, meaning that they can focus more on
animation and development work. They are also exposed to lower risk, especially if the
project fails. The disadvantages are that the LAG is likely to have less sense of ownership
over the local development strategy and less control over project implementation. There is
also an additional administrative layer between the beneficiary and the funding, meaning
that it can take longer to assess and approve projects.

Among the TWG4 case studies, AT, DERP, DK, ESCAT, LV and PL have applied the first
model. The information provided by the case studies, highlight also a significant shift of

51 The Focus Group 1 on the implementation of the bottom -up approach was established under the auspices of
the ENRD Leader subcommittee in November 2009. Its mandate envisaged the analysis at the EU level of the
way Leader axis has been implemented within the 2007-2013 RDPs. Its objectives were to: a) establish and
inventory of implementation models; b) identify main difficulties and obstacles in the implementation of Leader
axis, and good practices; c) reflect on possible solutions to improve Leader administrative implementation. The
analysis was carried out on the results provided by: 1) a survey on the implementation models involving 27 MS
covering 88 RDPs and; 2) a detailed questionnaire completed by 24 MS covering 66 RDPs. The results of this
work are available on the ENRD website
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competence for LAGs with respect to the past programming period, expanding significantly
the role of the LAG as technical advisory and administrative delivery functions on behalf of
the central administration. In summary, some examples are provided below:

)l

In Denmark the LAGs design and manage their local action plans, select progcts
and submit them for approval to the Managing Authority ( DFIA). Payments are made
by the PA at central level. LAGs also prepare the call for proposals and, on the basis
of the applications received, they prepare a proposal for decision which is submitted
to the MA. The latter makes the administrative controls and eventually accepts the

proposal submitted by the LAGs, and produces the formal approval. The decision
taken is communicated both to the beneficiary and the LAGs. Payments done by the
central PA are issued on the basis of a payment request made by the LAGs after
having undertaken opportune checks and controls

In Poland , the competences of the LAGs include: the preparation of the local
development strategy; the development of the contents of the c¢ all for application
(including the definition of criteria for the selection of the projects); assistance to

applicants in preparing the projects; the selection of the projects to be possibly
financed and; to provide information on the rules for granting ai d. The project
applications then go through the formal verification which is done by the regional
government (voivodship self-government).

Additional details are provided in the Spanish (Catalonia ) case with respect to the
description of competences. The LAGs control the eligibility of the potential
beneficiaries and the compliance with the requirements for providing support,
provide technical advice for the promotion of the projects, receive applications, and
monitor the progress. Additionally, as a technical service, LAGs are also responsible
for the controls at the beginning of an investment. They produce technical reports on
the applications received, estimate the cost of the support requested as well as
proposal for changes in the applications, perform control at the conclusion of the
investment and finally, produce certification to accompany the request for payments
for the MA.

(i) Decentralisation of project selection and also of payment competence (used in 4 MS). In

this case, the payment task is added to that of the first model above. The advantage is that
the LAG is more visible to the beneficiaries; it should also reduce the time needed to pay
claims. On the other hand, the disadvantages include that it can be difficult to find an
organisation locally that is prepared to act as an accountable body and has the necessary
administration and accountability capacities. It also increases the level of risk for the LAG,
which is then responsible for the disbursement and accountability of EU funds and must also
perform the necessary controls and checks, as required of a paying agency.

None of the cases examined fall within this second model.

(i) Decentralisation of project selection and approval (used in 12 MS). The key feature of

this implementation model is that the legal commitment towards the beneficiaries is made
by the LAG through the issue of a grant letter. Furthermore, two variants are identified for
this model:
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(a) variant A, in which payment to the beneficiary is made by a separate Paying Agency;
and

(b) variant B, where payment is made by the LAG acting as paying agency.

The advantages of this model, especially of variant B, include the LAG being more visible to
the beneficiaries in the process of awarding funding to projects. The LAG also has a greater
sense of ownership and autonomy, thereby making it easier to coordinate between projects

and -in theory at least- reducing the time needed to assess and approve projects.
Nevertheless, as in the second model, it can be difficult to find an organisation | ocally which
is prepared to act as an accountable body. There is also a greater degree of administration
and a higher level of risk for the LAG, in that it is again responsible for the disbursement and

accountability of EU funds.

Among the case studies BG FR, GR, HU, IE and IT (Emilia Romagna) are characterised by
the implementation of this third model.

In Ireland , the implementation of Leader through the most decentralised approach is
justified by the strategic choices made at national level with respect to the delivery of the
rural development policy. According to the National Spatial Strategy -one of the national
strategic documents which informed the definition of the NSP (National Strategy Plan) -
for economic and social development, the chosen focus for the policy delivery is the
county level.

On this basis a reorganisation of the operational structure of Leader was foreseen for the
current period 2007-2013, the so-called cohesion process. As consequence, from 2007
Integrated Local Development Companies (ILDCs) covering all of Ireland 6 s [
communities were established, and made responsible for delivering Leader and axis 3 of
the RDP together with nationally-funded initiatives aiming at social inclusion. ILDCs were
built upon some modified forms of LAGs operating under Leader+ and some new
companies set up specifically for the new programming period.

The majority of the LAGs therefore are set at county level and deliver a range of
programmes covering social inclusion, rural transport, community services, in addition to
administer Leader.

The selection and the approval of individual applications is carried out by LAG although
the selection criteria and guidelines are agreed in consultation with DCRGA (Department
of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs), responsible for the delivery of axis 3 and
Leader. LAGs assume payment functions to beneficiaries and their activity is monitored
by DCRGA, which in turn is dependent form the MA of the programme (DAFF,
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food).

The following map summarises the distribution of the different implementation model at the
EU27 level.
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Indicative map of implementation models per Member State/Regions

First Model Second Model Third Model

Source: ENRD Focus gr ouphe implemen@Gtion & the leotom ruepp oarptp roona ¢ h 6,

2010.

It is apparent therefore that there is no universally -practised division between the
responsibilities of the Managing Authority (MA), the Payment Agency (PA) and the LAG
itself. While the majority of LAGs are principally responsible for implementation, the degree
of programme authoritiesd involvement var.i
differences in experience and administrative know-how, but also in some casesi as pointed
out by the Focus Group report - a lack of trust between actors.

Among new MS, the majority have adhered to the first model 1 i.e. the one that gives the
LAGs least autonomyi whereas the situation in older MS is less defined with a tendency to
devolve more responsibility to the LAGs in southern countries (e.g. ES, PT, FR, IT, GRY?
while elsewhere a more conservative approach was applied.

This may suggest that, where the implementation of the Leader approach is not supported
by past experience, the competent authorities made a choice towards a less articulated and,
possibly, simplified (from an administrative perspective) model.. This in order to maintain
more control on the delivery process at local level and, on the other hand, let LAGs to be
progressively acquainted with their new tasks and responsibilities.

52 Such tendency can be explained taking into account the experience cumulated during the previous rounds of
the Leader initiative. In ES, PT and GR, for example, local development agencies/companies with a large portfolio
of tasks were established in the 1990s. Similarly,
have proven to be efficient delivery solutions for implementing Leader.
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3.5.2 Assessment of difficulties, and how these have been dealt with

Attempts have been made in the case study research and the analysis carried out by the
Leader Focus Group to identify and categorise the main issues and problems experienced in
the operation of Leader programmes in the current programming period. These issues may
be categorised as follows.

9 Issues around the LAGs themselves and the dayto-day management, such as the
division of roles/tasks between the implementing authorities and LAGs and the
relationships between them, the level of knowledge and skills of LAG managers and
staff, the competences of the LAGs and the consequent relative administrative
burden.

9 Issues around the Local Development Strategies (LDS), for instance their variable
quality, the short time for planning; project eligibility criteria linked to them , the
management and the eligibility issues related to specific kind of projects (small -scale
projects, complex projects).

9 Various financial issues such as the lack of/difficulties with co-financing, competing
national financing, harmonisation with other financing sources, and financing of the
operational costs of LAGs themselves.

Overarching these particular issues, there was al® a significant degree of concern

expressed about the degree of compatibility
the key qualities of the O0Leader approacho.

(e.g. ES, LV, IT, PL, HU, DK) that Leade mainstreaming T and in particular the transition
from the rules applied under the Structural Funds to the EAFRD rules- has been proven a
difficult process. For many programmes the new LAG structures, rules and operating
practices are more constrained and more burdensome than those applying to the old
Leader+ groups.

Issues relating to the mainstreaming of Leader

A wide concern was expressed about the right place of the Leader approach within the pre-
determined EAFRD structure of axes and measures. This rigdity was considered in several
cases (AT, FR, IT, LV, HU) to be hampering the pursuit of a real integrated territorial
approach, generating a stronger focus on sectoral (agricultural) priorities. In this framework,
Local Development Strategies (LDS) haveto be built upon on a more restrictive list of
priorities in addition to coping with the wider regional (and sub -regional) strategy (as raised,
for instance in FR, IT and, HU).

Additionally, the decision to allow Leader groups to intervene in axis 1 and 2 in particular,
has created a kind of internal competition between different entities and Leader groups for
the implementation of the same measures with different approaches. This has raised the
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guestion of demarcation between the two approaches, which in some cases was addressed
in an unsatisfactory way (e.g. in IT) from the point of view of the local stakeholders.

In this context a specific issue regards the decision of whether or not to deliver projects
funded using measures under the other axes, in which case that part of LAG delivery has to
conform to the requirements for each individual measure funded under those axes. The
issue of the wnsuitability of general RDP rules for the Leader approach emerges even with
more emphasis when the implementation of small-scale projects or complex projects
(consisting of a group of operations under different measures) is considered (see specific
sections below).

As a consequence of mainstreaming, the O0seven ke
are sometimes deemed to have been neglected. In several cases, this is also due to changes

within the public administration, as between the 2000 -2006 and the current period, and the

shift of responsibilities and oversighieaderol e of
approach. In such situations, the Leader added value is lost and the Leader mechanism is

reduced to being simply another option in selecting delivery methods for the various

measures in the programme.

In some MS the institutionalisation of the Leader approach within rural development policy
more generally, and its resultant integration within the various axes and measures, is
considered to be an advantage. However, this is not typical. In Denmark for example, the
scope of the measures available is onsidered to be broader under the current period, but
the rules of the system are said to have had a negative impact on this breadth and the
scope to support specific projects. In part, this is linked to tighter rules on project eligibility

deriving from measure definitions under the EAFRD and RDP.

There are concerns that the Leader approach as originally conceived is under pressure. For
example, Finland® has launched a review on how to reintroduce a genuinely Leader-type
approach, suggesting a view that this has currently been lost. In the Italian case, the

analysis suggests that the excessive rigidity of the regulatory framework and system of rules
associated with the 2007-13 Leader programme fails to give LAGs sufficient decisionmaking
autonomy in either the design or the implementation of their Local Development Plans
(LDP). In comparison, the Leader+ programmes are described as having been less rigid,
enabling the support of more innovative and experimental projects.

In short, there are widespread concerns that the management and financial procedures
associated with mainstreaming are incompatible with the 'Leader approach’, mainly due to
their increased complexity and relative lack of flexibility. In Poland, for example, it is
suggested that Leader has adopted rules for the implementation of the broader RDP, rather
than the RDP being adapted to the needs of Leader. Similarly in Hungary, it has been stated
that LAGs are becoming increasingly disillusioned with the mainstreaming of Leader, seeing
their role as being administration-focused, with insufficient time and resources for project
development. This concerned was shared also by some LAGs in the Spanish case, where the

53 Evidence of this experience was reported at TWG4 meetings.

TWGA4Final Report December2011 110



technical advisory and administrative delivery functions (on behalf of the administra tion)
were expanded to the detriment of animation and innovation roles.

The characteristics and capacity of the LAGs

The evidences brought by the analysis undertaken by the Leader FG1, highlights that the
capacity of the LAGs is a crucial factor. In most cases the LAG is a legal entity, although not
always. Where they are not legal entities, they are usually using a supporting public
structure.

Many of the LAGs have experience from previous programming periods, although this varies
very considerably between MS. Making use of experience gained in managing territorial
plans during previous programming periods is important, for example with regard to the
retention of staff that have built up skills and capacity, and to the institutional networks and
social capital already developed. A wide range of skills is required to deliver Leader and a
shortage of skills can be an impediment to its successful implementation.

LAG capacity also reflects the size of a LAG's staff which normally tends to depend on the
level of administrative tasks undertaken, as well as the area and/or population covered and
budget managed.

With reference to the case studies covered by TWG4, AT, DE, DK, FR and LV report the

presence of 1 to 2 full-time equivalent staff. In some cases LAGs are too small and cannot

afford for their management costs to have one or two full -time persons working in the
administration. That i's why, as in the Danish c
for them part -time, while only the ones with a larger bud get can afford a full -time position.

In other cases (GR, HU, IE, IT, ES-Catalonia) the staff people amount to 3 or more. In GR,
each LAGs counts on average 1 coordinator and 3 to 4 other people whose main tasks range
from management of the local development strategy to information, publicity project
assessment and monitoring, performing administrative checks and payment of claims.

LAGs are local structures that are required to implement a local development strategy, which
includes processes of animation, administration, assessment and, on occasions, control. This
requires a critical mass of staff to cover this range of functions, yet it is apparent that a
significant number of the LAGs have a relatively small number of staff and in many cases
are struggling to perform the multiple tasks required of them, particularly where they have
responsibility for the control tasks. This has the potential to undermine the viability of the
Leader approach.

In this context, training is crucial in order to ensure the avail ability of sufficient expertise.
Where there is extensive training and other forms of support available Twhich is not the
case, for example, in HU-, this is provided especially in the form of manuals and guidelines.
Nevertheless, this appears in many instances to be delivered ad hoc rather than as part of a
systematic strategy for capacity building.
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Administrative burdens

In very close connection to the above, it is also important to note that Leader
mainstreaming implies LAGs taking on a significant role in delivering measures under other
axes. Therefore LAGs are required to conform to the controls and eligibility conditions
defined in the EU Regulations at the measure-level.

Also, LAGs are asked to monitor and report on expenditure plans, commitments and outputs
at measure level to the main Paying Agency. In IE for example, all LAGs are required to
collect performance indicator data from each of their funded projects. Similarly, in BG LAGs
are asked to submit an Annual Report on the implementation of the L DS to the MA. This has
to include the description of the progress in contracting and implementing of the projects.
Furthermore, for LAGs have been asked to propose suitable indicators and identify the
adequate information sources and develop a procedure for monitoring the LDS
implementation.

All of this can represent a significant burden of administration for what is usually a small

number of technical staff within each LAG. At the same time, because some of these
measures have quite strict rules in respect of eligibility and payment rates (in contrast to the

types of measure defined under previous Leader regulations), the risk of audit failures
leading to disallowance is perceived as being greater, and this can encourage great
concerns among those working in the LAGs.

Division of tasks

There is an apparent tension between LAG administrative autonomy (which is usually wished

for by Leader actors) and increased administrative burden (which comes with more

autonomy in a mainstreamed situation). This shifts the balance of LAG managers from being

6ani matorsd to o6bureaucratsd and the LAG. away f
The issue of clear definition of roles between implementing bodies (LAGs, MA, PA)has

arisen in several case studies (e.g. DK, IT) and was also confirmed by the outcomes of the

analysis undertaken within the Leader Focus Group 1.

Loss of the innovative character of Leader

In mainstreaming Leader, the Commission did not intend to limit the possibility of funding
innovative actions through such approach. Rather, mainstreaming was intended to broaden
the scope of the Leader approach to the whole rural development agenda. This has included
an increase of the available budget (as in the case of IE, where the budget was tripled with
respect to the previous programming period), thereby giving the potential to create added
value. In this respect, innovation and the eligibility criteria associated with standard
measures are not in principle incompatible. However, many of those interviewed in th e
national case studies (e.g. AT, IE, IT) were at pains to stress that Leader is losing its
innovative character. Implementation of innovative approaches is one of the seven principles
that underpin the bottom-up approach. This is different from the innova tion within projects

54 Conclusions form the workshop undertaken with the Members of the TWG4 on 14 April 2011.
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implemented through a standard measure, whose purpose and conditions are pre-defined in
the EAFRD legislation and RDP programmes.

The analysis undertaken by the ENRD Focus Group 2 has identified several aspects
affecting the retention of the innovative/experimental character of Leader. They relate to
wider regulatory aspects and specific issues generated by the mainstreaming in the current
programming period, for instance:

- the way in which innovation has been conceived at the RDP level and, consequently,
the margin of manoeuvre established with respect to the use of measures (e.qg.
support to operations outside the catalogue of the EAFRD measures or, the
possibility to use combination of measures);

- the concept and the use made of innovation in the Local Development Strategy;

- the priority given in the RDP to innovation through the definition of objectives,
priorities or stricter eligibility/selection criteria (as in the case of DK);

- the low acceptance of projects with an high risk -profile, the concerns about their
success or failure and, consequently, their possible cofinancing possibilities, the
controls and possible sanctions;

- the role of LAGs in selecting projects;

- in cases where the programme authorities formally approve projects, the y sometimes
demonstrate more rigid view on innovation than the LAGs;

- the need to have clear demarcation criteria between measures and funds as the
innovative projects (often integrated or multi -actors projects) fall often under the
scope of different possible measures or funds.

In addition there is an issue of whether a top -down, prior decision by a Member State or
region should limit the number of EAFRD measures available to LAGs to implement. In this
case LAGs scope for innovation may be constrained by the eligibility conditions applying to
these few measures.

In the case of IE, for example, the danger of losing the bottom -up philosophy of Leader has

been clearly highlighted. Notwithstanding that is generally accepted to have stricter controls

following th e important increase of the budget allocated to Leader, it was recognised that it

is difficult to retain the specific character

% The Focus Group 2 on preserving the innovative/experimental character of Leader was established under the
Leader subcommittee on November 2009. Its objectives were: to define the scope of innovation relevant for
Leader; to identify different examples of good practice in the design and implementation of eligibility conditions
for innovative projects and innovation support schemes, at both Rural Development Programme (RDP) and local
strategy level; to propose suggestions to the European Commission, NRN and MS; to propose recommendations
for the future. The analysis was undertaken on set of questionnaires completed by members of the FG. The
extended report (available on the ENRD websit§ includes answers received from: Germany, Netherlands,
Belgium (Flanders), Finland, France, Ireland, Italy, Poland and Slovenia.
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development. This means its ability to deliver flexible, local-specific projects with a higher
degree of innovation iand possibly a higher risk profilei in comparison to other RDP
measures.

Financial issues, including cefunding and LAG running costs

As both responsible for the implementation of their LDS and beneficiaries of the rural
development support, LAGs face several issues related to the financing of their day-to-day
operation and the maintenance of their viability.

Financial sustainability is one of the most relevant i and reported- issues and is found to be
linkedinpar t i cul ar with themwedngapsssbi | ity of the

In this respect, according to the findings of the Leader Focus Group 1 as confirmed by the
TWG4 case studies, the most commonly reported problems relate to the ceiling allowed (as
in DK) and to eligibility rules (FR, LV, DE), namely:

 the 20% ceiling on administration and operating costs *° is considered to be very low
and has proved problematic in terms of covering all the necessary implementation
tasks;

1 the length of time between the selection of L AGs and their receiving their first
payment has caused problems in terms of on-going running costs;

9 the list of eligible expenses is considered to be overly strict.

The 20% ceiling on running costs is a particular issue for those LAGs with a control function,
and especially those operating under the third implementation model outlined earlier in
which the full authorising procedure must also be undertaken by the LAG.

The LAG actions arealso constrained because of lack of advance payments on their running
costs before any projects have been approved. This was the case for example, in HU, where
LAGs had to take loans to pre-finance their operational costs. Even after the introduction by
the EU legislator of the possibility to get advance payments®’, the issue has not been fully
resolved. This is partially due to the fact that pre -financing is often not given in time and
also because of the high guarantees needed. Moreover, the interest rate paid for the loan is
not considered as cost eligible for support. The facilitation, capacity-building and enabling
role which is an important element in effective LAG operation is thus constrained by the
need to have suitable projects ready to seek formal approval before the LAG can draw down
a contribution to running costs.

%6 Article 38(1) of Commission Regulation (EC)N° 1974/06 says that the running costs of local action groups are
eligible for Community support within a limit of 20% of the total public expenditure of the local development
strategy.

57 Article 38(2) of the same regulation deals with advance payments for LAGs and clarifies that they can be
requested form the competent paying agency if this possibility is included in the RDP. The amount of the

LAGOSs

advances canodét exceed the 20% of the public aid related t

to the establishment of a bank guarantee or an equivalent guarantee corresponding to 110% of the amount of
the advance.
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Related to the above is the problem that the costs associated with a bank guarantee are
considered as /neligible expenditure under the Regulations (this issue is particularly evident
in several MS, including PL and BG). Many LAGsespecially those which are constituted as
NGOs are faced with high costs for bank guarantees. An additional financial obstacle related
to EU rules arises from the rules on the eligibility of VAT as a declarable cost under the RDP.
Several MSs do not allow LAGs to recupente VAT. However, the LAG funding does not cover
the part of the VAT, meaning that they have to cover the share of the VAT from their own
funds. Another issue related to the eligibility of VAT is that different EU funds have different
rules. This complicates the implementation of integrated projects that receive support from
different funds.

It has to be also noted that, due to financial constraints of the LAGs, competition for funding

arises, with the consequence that other sources of financing are found to be more

convenient. For example, where alternative national schemes exist (as in the case of the
Federal German Economic Package) funding conditions for the same range of projects could
be more attractive in comparison to the co -financing prescriptions of the EAFRD. In some
other cases co-financing conditions -and, more in general, the whole set of requirements - of
other EU funds (e.g. ERDF) results more attractive with respect to specific projects (small-
scale projects).

In this framework of financial constraints, some LAGs are also struggling fo secure the
private share of contribution to project funding, to match the EU contribution; particularly
those LAGs which are not separate legal entities and have to rely on partners' contributions.
In order to address this issue, it is clearly an advantage for LAGs to obtain public co-funding
(national/regional share together with EAFRD support) in a single instalment. According to
the evidence coming from the TWG4 work, this does happen in a number of MS (e.g. DE,
HU, IE, LV), but is problematic in others (for example PL).

Specific financial issues arose in those MS with regional RDPs, such as Germany, where it is
necessary to align different budget and implementation regulations in order to facili tate the
implementation of cross-state, trans-regional projects.

Project eligibility: eligibility outside the scope of measures, and the situation of complex
projects eligible under several measures

Few programmes have approved projects outside the scope of the standard rural
development measures, or outside the programme of measures within axes 1 to 3, despite
the option to do so under Article 64 of the RD Regulation This reluctance, it is argued, limits
the application of the Leader approach and the tailoring of projects that are 'adjusted to
local conditions and needs’, most particularly regarding innovation and the ability to
generate what might be described as intangible benefits.

In relation to complex projects (consisting in a group of operations supported by different
measures) most are implemented on a measure-by-measure basis, seriously constraining
operations that could benefit from combining several measures. Additionally, some LAGs
clearly lack the capacity/experience to develop projects that cross or combine measures.
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In terms of the development of complex projects within RDPs, it is apparent that
programmes fall into three main categories (according to the outcomes of the Focus Group
1°9):

1. programmes where complex projects are explicitly envisaged or allowed, and where
there are already a number of such approved/implemented projects;

2. programmes where complex projects are explicitly envisaged or allowed, although
none have been approved so far;

3. programmes where there is no scope for complex projects.

It is clear that the predominant approach to the implementation of Leader projects is
Omeasur e byln mesh cases, eadproject is identified with a particular EAFRD
measure, and the funding via the LAG is offered in line with the criteria which apply to this
measure. Furthermore, those relatively few programmes that do allow or encourage
integrated, multi-sectoral projects, follow quite distinctive approaches with no discernibly
consistent pattern. Nevertheless, those programmes where complex projects have reached
the implementation stage do demonstrate the feasibility of operation of this approach, as
well as offering concrete suggestions on appropriate procedures for funding and
management. This includes thihn ki ng i n ter ms of the Omain proj
concepts™, as well as making sure that there are suitable electronic project management
systems in place to facilitate multiple-measure linkages.

DE-RP, DK, FR, GR andESCAT for example, fall into t he category of RDP where complex
projects are explicitly envisaged or allowed. Here, the emphasis is on an integrated focus
and a broad approach that captures several measures, involves many partners and secures
public-private partnerships.

The particular challenge of small scale projects

According to the finding of the Leader Focus Group 1: there are two broad categories of
small-scale projects:

1. those formally established at RDP level,
2. those LAGIlevel schemes with the status of an approved project.

In relation to the RDP-based schemes, the main objective is to facilitate access to the
programme for local people and small local organisations. The application documentation is

%8 |eader subcommittee Focus Groupl suppl ementary report on fispecific asp
i mpl ementati ono, Febr u&kKRDwebdd).l (avail able on the

®I'n the first case (6main projectd) the possibility is gi
limited number of measures (max. three) with the condition that more of the 50% of the support comes from

one Omain measwmaed.calse t(lWeorovg ect chaind approach) the over
consecutive slots under the support offered by the relevant measures involved. Each part is approved, funded

and checked separately.
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simpler for these projects than it is for ordinary Leader projects, but the reportin g and
monitoring requirements are generally the same and there are concerns that the process
may still not be simple enough in a number of cases. In the case of Finland, for example,
this has been addressed through the use of so-called coordination projects i.e. the LAG itself
collects small scale projects together (for a maximum amount of public support of EUR
150,000).

RDRbased schemes are generally perceived as having made some progress towards
simplifying the development of small-scale projects, yet a number of drawbacks are also
evident. The process may still be too complicated for small-scale beneficiaries, not least
because the reimbursement process can be protracted and considered too much trouble for
a relatively small amount of money. More significantly, legal responsibility for the project
delivery remains at LAG level, which has human resource implications in that these projects
often require relatively more administration than ordinary Leader projects. Furthermore,
under this arrangement the ben eficiaries do not learn the project administration tasks that
would be helpful if they were to go on to apply for larger projects in the future. Some of the
LAGs are also clearly concerned about taking on responsibility for caordination projects, and
there has been some discussion about the need to make the administrative requirements for
small projects even simpler.

In the case of small project-based schemes, the main objective is again to facilitate access
to the programme for local people and local organisations, for particular sectors (e.g.
tourism in the UK) or groups (e.g. young people in Sweden). The evidence suggests that
such schemes have been well received, perceived as being both simpler and faster than the
normal project process.

In Sweden the intention is to enable small-scale projects to start without having the
burden of the ordinary set of rules and regulations that could be inhibiting through the
development of so-called umbrella projects. The way these are implemented in Sweden
varies considerably from LAG © LAG, but mainly involves young people or small
community groups. Furthermore, the MA has encouraged LAGs to restrict projects to a
maxi mum of around 03000.

The idea of these umbrella projects is that the LAG is responsible for all the tasks (receipt
of application, selection, approval and payment), as well as taking full responsibility in
relation to the MA and PA whose roles are the same as for an ordinary project. In terms
of the application documentation it is considerably easier than for normal proje cts,
although it does vary between LAGs. In most cases, beneficiaries are only required to
hand in their receipts, the documented time they have spent working on the project, and
a very simple end of project report .
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3.5.3 What has wor ked well, and innovative suggestions for the Future

Reconci liation of mainstreami ng and the o6Leader

The earlier review of key issues relating to the operation of Leader in the current
programming period has revealed a major and widely recognised concern. It relates to the
challenge of retaining the key features and benefits of the Leader approach while
simultaneously realising its mainstreaming in the EU Rural Development policy. What is
widely felt to be at risk are two principles at the heart o f the previous periods of support for
Leader i namely a capacity to foster really innovative projects and local programmes, and
the capacity to promote the local or territorial integration of what might otherwise be
disparate and separate projects.

In thi s respect, the conclusions of the case studies together with the Leader Focus Groupsi
and supported by the views expressed by the TWG4 members were the following.

(@ LAGs should have more autonomy in the implementation of their local development
strategy as well as being endowed with the necessary resources and capacity to
perform all essential implementation tasks including development, management and
control functions.

Instrumental to this objective, two crucial aspects have to be addressed:

a) an improved and strengthened coordination between actors at all levels (EU,
national, local) and;

b) a clear definition of responsibilities and tasks between the different implementing
bodies (MA, PA, LAGS).

The o6different approachdé t hatated & alldevals (HEUeMA, e sent s
PA, LAGSs) as currently some MAs and many PAs do not seem to understand or appreciate it.

Interaction and learning (cooperation and knowledge building) between all managing levels

and appropriate capacity building should be made a priority. EU funding could be considered

to cover additional training actions for programme implementation bodies involved under

technical assistancei but only for a start -up period.

As some examples show, positive partnership among implementing bodies or the
establishment of networking structures to support coordination can make a difference
towards integrated territorial development.
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The experience of a LAG from Lower Aust ria has a long tradition of partnership with the
federal state government office. The experience confirms the benefits of networking "

Among the working routine established in the LAGs the following examples were
highlighted:

- Within the implementation of i nnovative actions in the field of tourism, the LAGs
always consult the federal state department in charge before the submission of a
developed project application.

- Mainstreaming is addressed by providing funding assistance to farmers with the
view of safeguar di ng t he areads cul tur al I
department in charge of the relevant measure funding to address farmers asking
for support to the LAG management for assistance.

- Local actors approaching the LAG with their new project ideas, obtain
development support. In cases where the development of the project appears
complex and require a broader set of expertise, consultation and coordination is
undertaken between the project promoter, the LAG management office and the
regional management. In this case the financing of the project 1 if addressing the
objectives of the LDS- can be arranged in the best way possible by being split into
modul es and drawing form different f
includes also allowing funding from different programmes.

This sort of partnership is proven to produce good results also in respect to other needs
such for instance, the interpretation of eligibility of actions under certain measures.

" Regional Management offices exist throughout Austria Federal states established them to promote the
economic development of structurally weak regions. Their organisational form, mission and specific tasks vary
among federal states. In Lower Austria this functions include iamong others- advice concerning amd
receiving of applications for RDP funding.

Close ccoperation and a good flow of information between the MA, PA and LAGs are
recognised as essential. Good pratice Tas illustrated by the finding of Focus Group 1-
appears to involve the appointment of one of the MA experts as a contact person for each of
the LAGs, and the holding of regular meetings between the programme authorities and LAG
managers.

In this respect the creation of formal/informal LAG networks can make a significant
contribution. In the case of Spain (Catalonia) for example, the intervention of the Leader
groups are supported and promoted by ARCA, the regional Leader network which has
strengthened its functions in relation to the previous period and is supported and oriented in
its activities by the regional authorities. ARCA has been set up in Catalonia with an overall
coordinating function of the new Local Action Groups and their activities. The aims of the
network are to promote and support interventions and projects that facilitate integrated
rur al devel opment in rur al areas and to
through technical assistance.

TWGA4Final Report December2011 119

mpr o\



Irrespective of the Leader implementation model employed, it is important to ensure that
LAGs are aware of all the applications that have been approved by the MA and the value of
any sums paid out. Even where the control task is not delegated, it appears to be good
practice, for example, to inform the LAG about the control results and to engage their staff
in any checks that may be undertaken. Results from the focus group suggests that, with few
exceptions, regular meetings are indeed being organised between the various
implementation bodies of MS, helping to ensure the flow of information exchange between
those involved. The National Rural Network can often have a major role in facilitating this
exchange of information and providing the ground for common solutions (examples in this
respect were reported, for instance, in IT and DK).

Regarding clear definition of roles, it is recognised that the different tasks which have to be
carried out when Leader is implemented should be clearly spelt out and MS should define
clear responsibilities for all of them. This has been also reinforced by the revised DG AGRI
guidelines on the application of the Leader axis.®® The guidelines aim at ensuring
transparency in decision making and avoid any potential conflict of interest. Furthermore,

this should be realised at the very early stage of the policy implementation period and not

after the Leader groups are set up (as highlighted in the Danish case study).

This issue can be addressed at different institutional level for example by:
a. defining minimum tasks for LAGs in the EU regulations;

b. improving the EC guidelines for the implementation of Leader by
specifying/suggesting the division of roles or;

c. at national level, formally agreeing at an early stage on the exact tasks of MA, PA
and LAGs.

In this respect, some experiences arise from the case studies providing examples of formal
demarcation of roles between implementing bodies assuming similar forms as in the cases,
for instance, of Denmark and Spain®.

(i) Where legally possible the LAGs should have sufficient autonony to manage the
financial envelope of their local development strategy including some flexibility in the
provision of co-funding and in intervention rates.

The same financing rules as for the rest of the RDP are not suitable for the Leader
approach. Additionally, as pointed out above, securing the private share of co-funding to
match the EU support is not easy for LAGs especially-but not only - for the small ones.

% DG AGRI Guide for the applicationof the Leader axis of the rural development programmes 2007 -2013 funded
by the EAFRD, revised version of 25.03.2011.

1 In Denmark , a standard legal act (basis for the implementation of local strategies) informs the contract
between the MA (DFIA) and the LAGs, and it applies for all the Leader groups. In Catalonia a model contract
agreement is prepared by the MA and defines functions and operating modalities common for all Leader groups.
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In this respect LAGs in the German case, among others, have strongly advocated for

regional rural budgets grouping all sources of public funding, in order to increase the

motivation of local actors and strengthen personal responsibility. In fact, there is a clear and
significant benefit in beingfabbdéengd&atshplpchlyjnef or s
l evel (st ®ep Doord) . Beneficiaries are .nTbd i nter
programme administrators should facilitate simple access to various sources of funding for

the beneficiaries. MS therefore should create possibilities to facilitate the access to various

sources of funding at sub-regional level. However, the administrative/territorial level at

which this principle should be applied up to may also be higher than local/sub -regional in
certain circumstannes.fu@li cplur smpléijes effective
among the EAFRD and the Structural Funds and the harmonisation of the respective

regulatory frameworks.

Effective examples exist across the EU. One for all, the Integrated Local Development
Companies sestablished in Ireland. Their case is interesting not only because the strategic
approach taken towards addressing the needs of rural areas, but also as evidence of the
considerable effort needed to realise it. Another example is provided by the LAGs in Tyrol
(Austria). Here LAGs act as also as regional management offices and ceordinate 1 beyond
Leader- also territorial development programme implementation under ERDF (and ESF).

It has been suggested that a more intense coordination between the various measures of
the RDP and other EU policies could result from a thorough application of territorial
targeting.

Rules which have to be followed to obtain the national co-funding have currently often the
effect of increasing the overall administrative burden and r educing innovation. This is due to
an additional set of eligibility criteria for the national funding and also more administrative

bodies being involved, resulting in a lowest common denominator approach to project
selection. Changes to the rules should address the foregoing and also facilitate more private
co-financing, while maintaining the national responsibilities for co-financing. The latter
would also address problems in the provision of necessary national co-funding evident in
some MS.

Some practicd solutions implemented by MS and taken into account by the revised DG AGRI
guide include:

9 establishing national/regional and/or local funds to ensure that beneficiaries can
obtain public co-funding at the same time as EAFRD support;

9 allowing Leader projects to be co-financed by private funding without national public
co-funding (given the parlous state of public finances in many MS) and,;

9 using a joint application form for both EU and national co -funding.

With respect to the running costs of LAGs, it has been suggested that the 20% ceiling
should be related only to those minimum LAG functions which are established at the EU
level. The DG AGRILeader guide specifies that running costs include the staffing and the
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administration costs of the LAGSs. In this case derogation can be envisaged when additional
tasks -such as payment authorisation, payment and financial controls- have been delegated
to a LAG by the MS concerned. In this respect, there appears to be some margin for
providing more clarification in the guide.

(iii) There should be specific eligibility and control rules and simpler procedures under
RDPs f@xis 4) that enable a stronger respect for Leader principles - particularly in
relation to clearly innovative projects that are small scale or else complex and
integrated.

It is clear that the mainstreaming of Leader implies a need to recognise and respond to the
additional risk that usually accompanies innovation. At present the scope for giving financial
aid is limited to a closed catalogue of measures with clear eligibility rules which may often
not be relevant for the more complex Leader approach. In strictly economic terms many
innovative projects may not appear to be economically sustainable yet project officers at the
LAG level may identify them as important in enabling development at the local level. They
might reasonably consider that it is worth taking this risk and accepting the possibility of
failure.

In this respect the threat of the 3% error threshold for t he trigger of sanctions is widely
considered not appropriate, being perceived as stifling innovation by decreasing LAGs

propensity to take risk. In fact,the 6 err or rated is determined by wh
carried out the project in accordancecaovd & hd tdcre
failured of the project. Essentially, once a p

inputs (certain things to be done) and not for a guaranteed outcome.

One way of supporting this approach at the EU level is to acknowledge that the crit eria for
assessing risk, and sanctioning failure within prospective innovative Leader projects should
be proportionate and reflect the size and type (as regards innovation) of projects. This
would help encourage project promoters at the LAG level to support such projects when
they might otherwise be reticent to do so. In a pragmatic way, for example, it can be
suggested to establish simplified and differentiated control systems according to the size
and the type (e.g. innovative projects) of operations. Bas ed on practical solution applied
already in some MS, this is the same suggestion raised in section 3.3.3 (Implementation
procedures) and thus being worth of consideration for the whole of EAFRD axes and
measures.

As per the implementation of integrated LDS, evidences for the work undertaken show that
some LAGs clearly lack the capacity/experience to develop projects that cross or combine
measures. In fact, from a capacity -building perspective, further support and guidance could
be given to LAGs by the relevant MA or via the national rural networks.

There is evidence of few integrated initiatives and cross sector working is actually
discouraged by the measure-by-measure delivery approach previously highlighted. The
integration of a number of funding programme s has however considerable potential. Joint
funding from several EU funds reduces administrative costs at local level and for
beneficiaries. It also increases synergies and the overall impact of Leader. Furthermore the
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beneficiary does not have to worry wh ere the funding comes from, but only about how to
access support.

Increasing the effectiveness of the LAGs
Specific suggestions to improve the effectiveness of LAGs include the following:

1 The staffing of LAGs. The prevalence of small LAG teams requires futher
consideration as LAGs are meant to be local structures with the capacity to perform
many of the tasks required for the implementation of their local development
strategy (including project assessment, animation, administration and, often,
financial control as well). Depending on what is expected of them, the question of
critical mass in the staff complement arises, and there is a general sense in the case
studies that much more could often be achieved if staffing were really adequate. It is
not just a matter of numbers. There is also a need for adequate and appropriate
training. There are many examples of training manuals and guides but many of these
appear to be ad hoc responses to needs as they arise rather than a specific strategy
for capacity building.

1 Running costs It is argued in the national reports that the 20% running cost ceiling
is often insufficient in the case of LAGs with a control task, or more generally
operating under the Ot hir d3b5mpSimilbrythglackof descr i
possibility for some LAGs to receive an advance payment for their running costs can
be a serious constraint and it is suggested that this too should be addressed.

1 The level of bureaucracy. Bureaucracy and red tape is considered extremely onerous
especially with regard to project claims. Requirements for small projects should not
be the same as for large and complex ones. LAG staff are often unable to work in
depth with applicants and local communities as so much of their time is spent in
form filling.

1 A climate of trust between the LAGs, MA and PA is recognised to very important as
far as the effectiveness of the LAGs is concerned. The evidence suggests that if a
positive and trusting relationship exists then the LAGs are more able to play the
critical roles of choosing projects and ensuring that funding is properly tied in with
the local strategy. For many projects, an element of pre -financing is helpful and
managing authorities should be encouraged t
regard even if much of the financial risk remains theirs.

1 More generally, it is suggested that the ability and readiness of the LAGs to
champion the core characteristics of the Leader approach, especially in relation to
fostering and supporting cross-sectoral projects, risky projects and capacity building
be kept constantly under review.

1 The obligation to monitor and evaluate the local development strategy, which is not
always required, will allow the LAGs to measure the performance of the LAGs and
the results obtained.
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3.6 Coordination of policies

This section deals with coordination between EAFRD and other EU funds. The EU legal
framework for 2007-2013 programming period does not provide specific prescriptions on
how to ensure consistency and coordination among different fun ds in practice.

Article 5 of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005 establishes that the support provided by

the EAFRD shall complement national, regional and local actions contributing to the
Communitybés priorities. | n prtencyt between thetaetionsis t hi s
supported by the EAFRD and other Communi tyds s
both in the programming and implementation phases. Furthermore, Article 16(h) of the

same regulation requires that RDPs articulate this principle by showing the provisions for

ensuring complementarity with the measures financed by the other Common Agricultural

Policy instruments and the other EU policies, in particular cohesion policy and the support

instrument to fisheries.

In this context, c oordination is pursued through ensuring complementarity among and
demarcation between different funds.

Complementarity can be defined as the creation of synergies between two or more funds as
applied to a particular territory or field of action , allowing needs to be addressed more
comprehensively by MS. The development of rural areas and their infrastructure, for
example, may depend on support systems that are wider than those supported by the RDP
measures, and for this reason the combination of different funds 6 provisions can help to
meet the needs of specific territories.

Demarcation implies the creation of clear separation lines between EAFRD and other EU
financial instruments and it must be ensured by MS in designing the programmes for
different EU funds. Demarcation prevents the possibilities a single project receives financial
support from two or more EU funds for the same investment or actions implemented. This
principle is based on the strict EU requirement that double funding must be avoided.

In this respect demarcation criteria for EAFRD measures which target operations possibly
eligible under other Community support instruments also have to be provided.

At the strategic level, Member States and regional authorities in charge of managing the
RDPs shoud ensure the coordination both at national and regional level, with programmes
financed by other funds (external coherence)®.

The EU framework establishes only generic provisions with regard to coordination between
policies. The responsibility for ensuring coordination has been left to the MS. This situation is
a partial consequence of the attempt to simplify planning and management of the EU funds,
in comparison to the previous programming period (2000-2 006 ) . The fAone fun
pr ogr apmncgle was the main driver in the establishment of the rules for 2007 -2013

52 At national level MS have to ensure also the internal coherence, namely the consistency of measures
implementation rules and single projects to the main objectives of the RDP and the NSP. This topic is also
analysed in the strategic and programming sections (3.1 and 3.2) of this report .
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period. On one hand this principle led to an effective simplification of different EU support
instruments creating different implementation set up for different financial instruments. On
the other hand it has caused a lack of coordination in the programming and implementation
phases of funds. The structural funds programmes were designed separately from EAFRD
and this separation has continued in the majority of MS also in the implementation phase .

The focus regarding this topic is on assessing:

1 what are the institutional levels where coordination takes place and the procedures
put in place to ensure it;

9 if synergies between different interventions and funding sources (including the first
pillar of the CAP) have been sought and how they can be improved.

3.6.1 Who does what

In all the countries/regions analysed, an attempt to ensure coordination among public
funded policies has been put in place through more or less formal structures and
procedures. Coadination procedures are usually described in detail in the RDPs as required
by the EC, and/or in separate documents which address specific demarcation issues(e.g.
DK, IT, PL).

It should be noted that in all the case studies (with few exceptions such as DK) the way in
which coordination between funds has been perceived and addressed relates mostly to
demarcation. This means that efforts were primarily made to define boundaries between

policies and areas of application of single funds, avoid double financing of interventions and

overlapping. On the other hand the need to ensure complementarity and create synergies
between different financial instruments has not always been addressed adequately.

Coordination procedures were generally designed at a late stage. Only few cases of
coordination procedures starting during the strategic planning phase are reported, mainly in
those MS with comprehensive and cross-cutting development strategies (DK).

Coordination procedures are generally designed to take place at national level within the
institutions involved in the implementation of different European and national funded

programmes. The regional level always plays an important role in the analysed countries
that have chosen a regional programming approach (IT-ER, DERP, ESCAT), but regions and
local authorities are also recognised to be important actors in some of the countries with a
national i or de facto national - approach (FR, PL, AT, DK).

Coordination between EAFRD and other funds (SF, CF EFF)mechanisms put in place and
actors involved

In all the case study countries, formal coordination mechanisms have been put in place
involving both national and regional level. More than half of them (AT, GR, PL, FR, El, ES,
DK) have created specific bodies with the aim of ensuring and improving the coordination
process among different EU funds and between them and i usually - any other national and
regional programmes/initiatives.
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These bodies usually include representatives from the administrations involved in the
implementation of different programmes, such as Ministries, regional and local authorities,
and in some cases representatives of the econamic and social partners (AT).

Most of the countries analysed (DE, GR, HU, LV, IT, PL, ES, DK) have used specific
coordination procedures among the Ministries involved in the implementation of different
programmes and between national and regional actors. This coordination can take the form
of ministerial or inter -departmental committees or regular meetings involving different p ublic
administrations with the main aim of introducing some positive coordination mechanisms
beside those specifically related to demarcation. However, the efficiency and scope of the
coordination procedures varies widely as some MS have assigned greater importance to
demarcation than to coordination.

In Denmark numerous mechanisms of coordination between public administrations
have been set up and are operational, both at national and regional level. At national
level, task forces were created between different ministries on the initial consultation
process during the preparation of the strategy and the programme. Coordination
meetings are regularly organised between the Ministries involved in EU co-financed
programmes and national schemes, among the ministries engaged in the design and
i mpl ementati on of the Agreend measures,
the Ministries of economy and agriculture in order to settle possible demarcation issues.
A regional forum has been set up between the Ministry of Food, Agriculture and
Fisheries and the regions to analyse, discuss and coordinate all possible issues rising
from implementation of different programmes. The forum meets twice a year and
representatives of other ministries are invited to participate in order to make the
coordination effort as effective as possible.

At regional level coordination is ensured by requiring that a member of the Growth
forum T established in each of the five Danish regions i is also a member of the
Executive Committee of each LAG.

Demarcation between the two pillars of th e CAP hasbeen addressed considering in an
integrated way area payments in Pillar 2 (axis 2 measures) and direct payments in Pillar
1 and using than the same application and payment forms for both types of inte rvention.

This formal system set up in Denmark (supported also by several informal exchanges),
even if is not considered satisfactory by all the actors involved, provides with some
mechanisms that try to achieve a better level of coordination and complemen tarity
between policies, without limiting the role of coordination to the simple respect of
demarcation rules.

In all the countries examined the consultations within the Monitoring Committee are
considered a useful mechanism to facilitate the coordination of policies. Usually coordination
is ensured by cross-fund participation in the MCs. In some countries (DERP FR) an ad hoc
multi-fund Monitoring Committee has been put in place with the participation of

representatives of different MAs and regional authorities involved in the implementation of

EARDF, EFF and structural funds programmes.
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The role of the PAs with regard to coordination is principally limited to demarcation,

involving specific controls for avoiding double financing and overlapping. In some cases (BG,
DE-RR GR) they play a more interactive role in the coordination process (e.g. contribute to

simplify the controls procedures), also thanks to specific institutional arrangements. In some
countries the PAs have been set up physically close to other administrative bodies involved
in the im plementation of the policies, as in DE-RR where the PAs for axis 1 and Pillar 1 are
in the same department. In other cases, such as Greece a single PA is responsible for Pillar 1
and 2 payments and for EFF payments, simplifying control procedures.

Finally /informal exchanges between ministries and other administrations play an important
role in enhancing coordination, as is the case in AT, IT, DK and IE.

Main tools used to enhance coordination

Specific demarcation rules were established in all the countries examined, both for ensuring

demarcation between RDP and other EU funds and between RDP and Pillar 1 support. The
demarcation criteria are considered the main instrument to avoid overlapping between

different programmes and reduce the possibility of double-financing. They are based on
varying different elements, such as typology of investments, typology of beneficiary, and

territorial impact of the project (national, regional, local level) .

In order to avoid double funding, projects are cross -checked in approximately half of the
case study countries (BG, FR, GR, PL, DK)The cross-checks are usually done by PAs and
they imply the control of projects financed by different financial instruments, both at
national and European level, using data coming from different monitoring systems, as is the
case in Francé®. In Bulgaria the PA has the responsibility to check projects that can
potentially receive double-financing before the approval. To enhance the efficiency of these
controls, Bulgarian authorities plan to use, as soon as it becomes available also for the
RDP*, the Information System for Management and Monitoring set up within the Ministry of
Finance. This system allows the applications that each potential or existing beneficiary has
submitted to different fun ds to be checked, to reduce the risk of double -funding.

3.6.2 Assessment of difficulties, how these have been dealt with

Demarcation rules

In all the case studies, as already mentioned above, the coordination process has mainly
consisted of focusing on demarcation issues rather than attempting to develop
complementarity and increase synergies among different funds. The result of this approach
has been the establishment of demarcation rules that in general work properly and serve, in
many cases very efficiently, the purpose of avoiding double financing between different

8 In France the multi-fund MC, which i ncl udes the MA and the PA-chiex krde smansdith
makes use of the monitoring and management system of the OPs (PRESAGE) and the RDPs (OSIRIS)

5 The system is already operational for OPs and other financial instruments but not yet for EAFRD.
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instruments at European and national level. However in some countries, this focus on
demarcation led to a complete separation between different support instruments,
disregarding the need to enhance complementarity. Hungary and Poland can be taken as
useful examples to describe this situation.

From a very early stage in the programming process, in Hungary, the intention was to draw
a clear demarcation line between the RDP and the Operational Progranmes implemented in
the framework of Structural Funds. In order to avoid double funding as required by the EU,
it was established that the Structural Funds mainly support urban areas.

In Poland, an initial attempt to establish a positive coordination proc ess between RD and EU
structural policies was made. The first step -before the definition of the single programmes-
was the creation of the Polish National Strategic Reference Framework 2007#2013 (NSRF).
The completion of this document required a great effort to reach consensus between the
participants. Nevertheless, it was considered as an important step in the process towards
the real integration of policies, without reducing it to a simple definition of demarcation
rules. Following the definition of the NSFR a Coordination Committee (including
representatives of the RDP MA and OPs MA)and Regional OP Monitoring Committeeswere
set up. Working groups (representatives of the Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Regional
Development and of the 16 regions) played an important role for coordination. The focus
was on finding the synergies between different financial instruments and using them to
improve the efficiency of their results. In this view, demarcation issues were considered as
secondary and to be solved in the implementation stage. Nevertheless demarcation was
seen as a crucial issue at European level, and for this reason the Polish MAs wereasked to
define clear demarcation lines between different financial instruments. In the national vi ew,
this contributed to narrow the fruitful debate that had been conducted , creating more
separation then coordination between EU policies (with the EAFRD seen as the support
instrument for rural areas, while the regional policies as the main support for urban areas),
and increasing also the administrative costs.

The rigid divisions created by the demarcation rules in some of the countries examined, as
well as the establishment of separate policy delivery mechanisms for different programmes
at national and/or regional level, have generated difficulties and increased administrative
burden for the beneficiaries. Specifically it is usually left to beneficiaries to discover which
elements of projects can be financed by which EU fund. The implementation of such multi-
fund projects often depends on the quality of coordination by national and regional
authorities. Furthermore, beneficiaries are often required to submit several application
forms, each following different rules . This increases the administrative costs and frustration
with the system. In some countries (e.g. AT) separate applications need to be submitted
also for actions covered by the same RDP measure which fall under the responsibility of
different implementation bodies.
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Coordination and demarcaion between the two CAP pillars: specific issues

In two thirds of the case studies, s pecific problems of coordination have been identified
between EAFRD and the financial support established under pillar 1 of the CAP, in particular
in relation to Article 68 of Council Regulation (EC) N° 73/2009, which establishes common
rules on direct support schemes for farmers under the CAP. The main problem is that some
investment options envisaged by Article 68(1a), such as support to specific types of farming
important for the protection or enhancement of the environment or the support to improve
the quality of agricultural products, together with the introduction of area based support
measures in pillar 2, can create possible overlaps between the two pillars of the C AR

However, Article 68(6) of the same Regulation requires that the support provided under
Article 68(1) must be consistent with other Community policies and measures (e.g. other
support schemes or state aid). The MS are required to ensure consistency and to
communicate their Article 68 support to the Commission.

Article 68 further requires the RDPs to specify the rules adopted to avoid double financing or
overlapping between different financial instruments.

These difficulties have been addressed in all the countries examined by establishing specific
demarcation rules with the main aim of improving coordination of different interventions
within the CAP (pillar 1 and pillar 2). In some cases specific bodies/authorities in charge of
verifying demarcation have been set up (GR, FR, DE, ES, PL, DKJE) and in other cases an
attempt to facilitate the coordination between administrations and PAs has been chosen as a
useful method to improve control (BG, DE, GR).

In Italy the demarcation between the RDP as modified by the Health Check and the
reformed CMOs (particularly fruit and vegetables and wine) has been acknowledged as an
important issue in the attempt to improve coordination. In fact the two instruments can
potentially finance the same type of interventions with the same eligible expenditure, even if
the financial contributions as well as the general management and organisations are
completely different. Italy decided to establish general demarcation rules at national lev el to
be specified then at regional level, to allow producers to benefit from either one or the other
support instruments. At national level, the MA has developed guidelines with the aim of
providing the regions with a reference framework and suggesting common demarcation
rules both for investments and agri-environmental measures. In particular for the latter, a
national document indicates maximum or flat-rate payments in accordance with those
established by the regulations. At regional level, demarcation criteria may vary, as it is
established by the regions. They may take into account the typology of investments, level of
expenditure, type of beneficiaries, or a combination of these. In IT-ER, the demarcation
criterion is the typology of investment.

InGreece the W@dASpecial Aut hority for Coordination
policiesd has been set up within the MRDF and it
potentially eligible under both support instruments. In case of Greece the establi shment of a

single PA for both Pillar 1 and 2 payments has contributed to improve the coordination.
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Lack of communication between sectoral administrations

Even though formal coordination mechanisms have been set up in most of the case study
countries, general lack of communication between administrations dealing with different
funds and the inadequacy of the coordination procedures put in place (BG, GR), with few
exceptions such as Denmarkwas highlighted as a special issue related to coordination. In
other cases, (FR, AT), a tendency to solve coordination issues at regional level according to
a case by case approach was observed

Absence or weakness of national strategic framework for developing rural areas

In several case studies the presence of a formal coordinating body or informal coordination
procedures has been found to realise coordination effectively and solve the problems as they
arise in a particular context and time. However, the coordination procedures/bodies
(described in the previous paragraph), set up in many countries, have contributed to
enhance complementarity less than expected. This poor functioning of the system,
particularly in relation to the creation of synergies, is caused in many cases by aserious lack
of communication between different authorities. Nevertheless, in some countries (e.g. GR,
HU, PL) it can be also considered the result of the absence of a comprehensive strategic
framework at national level, which takes account of different aspects of the development of
rural areas and not only those specifically related to agriculture. In practice, the lack of a
comprehensive national strategy may compromise the efficiency of the coordination
mechanisms which end up in a mere application of the demarcation rules. Consequently the
possibility to create synergies between different support schemes in the same territory is
lost.

In Greece, for example, a A Nati onal Co or Was seh upiby law iA2007hio r i t y O

includes representatives of the Ministries responsible for the implementation of the
Operational Programmes and the RDP. Its main responsibility has been the examination of
complementarity, synergy and demarcation issues rising from the implementation of the two
NSPs (structural funds and EAFRD)and it is assisted on this by a Coordination Committee.
In spite of this effort to put in place an ad hoc structure to ensure coordination, a serious
lack of synergies between different programmes has been reported, due to the fact that the

programmes?©d design pr o cmpeely sepastelychy rtheiddfetent o u t

responsible MAs Different strategies established for different programmes were not
harmonised, and this was also the consequence of a lack of common strategic provisions
previously established a national level
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3.6.3 What has worked well, innovative suggestions for the future

As already pointed out, several means have been identified to effectively address
coordination/demarcation issues, particularly those related to the support provided by the
first and the second pillar of the CAP.

Joint Monitoring Committees

The creation of Joint Monitoring Committee, i nc
or the cross-r epresentati on of MA s i n ot helras beann d s 0 M
indicated as useful practices to promote coordination.

Creation of coordination systems and better territorial targeting

Examples of efficient coordination systems have been reported (DK, DERP). In both these
countries such coordination systems have been formalised with the creation of specific
bodies/procedures for increasing coordination and a major effort has gone into improving
communication and cooperation between the different elements of the public
administrations, both at national and regional level.

The creation of a coordinating body or formal/informal coordination procedures can ensure
that coordination work is actually undertaken. This approach can also help to solve
coordination problems as soon as they are identified in specific contexts. In this view, the
need of a clear definition of rural areas in its use for targeting purpose has been raised with
emphasis®, since coordination could take place effectively on a territorial basis. This can be
realised through the promotion of a comprehensive strategy for rural areas at EU, national
and regional level and the inclusion of rural priorities for the different support instruments.

The implementation of development programmes based on territorial approaches in some
countries (ES, IE, DEERR FR) has favoured the coordination and integration between
different policies. In Spain the national Law on Sustainable Development of the Countryside,
approved in 2007, has established the definition of rural zones, at sub-regional level, for the
implementation of rural development programmes, following an approach very similar to
Leader. The rural zones have to prepare local development strategies based on a
multisectoral and integrated approach, fostering coordination and better use of the
resources available The intersectoral character of the initiat ive envisages that the Ministry of
Agriculture (the Agricultural Department at the regional level) will be in charge of

coordinating the different source of financing available, and that coordination committees

including all the sectoral policies meet regularly taking decision on the allocation of the

financial resources for rural areas.

65 TWG4 meeting on 14.04.2011.
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Designation of comprehensive rural development strategies at national leve/

Comprehensive strategies at national level are considered useful as coordination
mechanisms and in addressing problems. These strategies would ideally reflect a common
strategic framework at European level, integrating rural and urban issues, agricultural
development as well as environmental, economic and social themes.

In Denmark the introduction o f the strategic approach to rural development programming
facilitated a closer coordination between EAFRD measures and national schemes for rural
development already implemented by the Ministry of agriculture. During the process of
updating of the NSP as required by the new provisions deriving from the HC and the EERP,
t h e n aGleanGrolth Agreement: a vision for nature, climate and agricultured ( GGA) ,
which is a comprehensive strategy including the approaches of the different national
schemes for rural development, was taken into consideration. The GGA influenced strongly
the orientation of the new NSP, much more focused, after the modifications, on
environmental issues. In fact the national strategy, which is also coherent with the priorities
of Europe 2020, rather than the NSP, is seen as the main driver in the selection of the
priorities for rural development. This approach, with clear objectives already set up at
national level, together with the establishment of specific procedures for coordinatio n (as
explained in the first paragraph), has facilitated the complementarity between different
policies, the enhancement of synergies between programmes as well as the establishment of
positive cooperation environment among different administrations.

The Danish case is a useful example of how the establishment of specific objectives at
national level can help improving coordination, but most of all complementarity.

A general suggestion for the improvement of the coordination of policies was to consider
demarcation from the perspective of the policy coordination and not only as a watershed
between different policies. It has been acknowledged that MA, left alone, cannot ensure
effective coordination and a more tailored intervention -particularly in terms of
establishment of more specific targets and objectives of the policies- at EU level is sought,
to enforce complementarity and ensure an effective delivery of the RD policy. Furthermore it
has been pointed out® that national authorities should invest more on designing
comprehensive development strategies at national level. These strategies should take into
consideration all aspects of development without creating an artificial division between rural
and urban areas and between agriculture and other aspects of economic development in
rural areas.

66 As concluded in TWG4 meeting on 14.04.2011
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3.7 Monitoring and evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) have prominent roles in the EU rural development policy.
The involved actors, required procedures, and deliverables are defined in Articles 77-87 of
the RD Regulation.

According to the Article 80 of the Regulation, the joint M&E activities have been determined

in the Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF). This is a set of tools

established with a view to guide MS and EC on assessing progress towards objectives in

respective areas of intervention and public spending through the Rural Development
Programmes (RDPs). The CMEF is substantiated as a handbook including evaluation

guidelines, guidance fche s and common i ndicators applied for
M&E.

The CMEFhas been built upon a set of indicators with reference to the Art icle 80 of the RD
Regulation. It consists of the list comprising common baseline, output, result and impact
indicators.®” They are applied to measuring the change caused by the interventions under
the 2007-2013 RDPs. The special guidance document in form of a handbook was drafted by
the EC in cooperation with the MS, in order to enable understanding and operationalization
of the framework. This resulted in establishment of the EU -wide framework for M&E,
describing specified activities of different administrative levels and institutional
arrangements. Furthermore, some flexibility has been granted to the MS, who can specify
additional indicators related to their RDPs®®

The M&E framework is constituted by several elements, referring to:

- purposes of the assessment (monitoring i focusing on outputs/results, evaluation i
focusing on impacts);

- periodicity (on-going, ex-ante, mid-term, ex-postevaluations);
- specific context of the evaluated objectives (thematic evaluations).

Besides the essential contribution to policy assessment, M&E is important also as a learning
process for MS/regions on how to best address rural development issues with the help of
available policy instruments.

In this report M&E have been analysed simultaneously. However, where possible,
distinctions have been made to highlight the core focuses of both and relevant issues
emerging from the case studies. In case of monitoring, attention is paid to tracking the on -
going progress of RDP implementation and dealing with any issues as soon as they are
acknowledged. It is based on the information gathered in the course of the RDP

67 They have been listed in the Annex VIII of the Commission Regulation (EC) N° 1974/2006 of 15 December
2006.
% Article 81(2) of the Council Regulation (EC) N 1698/2005.
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implementation, which is principally expressed in quantified indicators. MS are obliged to
set-up the RDP monitoring system.

Evaluation concentrates on objective assessments and judgements about the quality,
efficiency and effectiveness of the RDPs implementation. The impact of the programmes
with regard to the strategic guidelines stated in the Art icle 9 of the RD Regulation is also
assessed

Overall, the evaluation is organised by the MS or the EC. More specifically, Aricle 86(7)
states that the on-going evaluation is organised at the initiative of the MA in cooperation
with the EC. Exante, mid-term and ex-post evaluations should be carried out by
independent evaluators. MS are also dliged to provide necessary human and financial
resources for performing evaluation.”

The regulatory framework prescribes certain time limits for monitoring and evaluation . On-
going evaluation is multi-annual as its goal is to improve the performance of the
programme. In brief, relevant steps have to be undertaken by the MA for delivering the
following on-going evaluation products to the EC: ™

- Annual progress report and progress indicators have to be submitted by the MA to the
EC by the 30" June each year. It comprises information on the RDP progress and any
changes that could have an impact on the implementation. The assessment of progress
relates to the objectives set (output and result indicators) as well as financial
implementation for each measure.

- Mid-term and ex-post evaluations are both intended to examine the degree of the
utilisation of resources, effectiveness and efficiency of the EAFRD programming.
Moreover, socio-economic impacts and impacts of the EAFRD on the Community
priorities are analysed. The goals of the programme are confronted with the lessons
concerning rural development policy. The mid-term evaluation was already conducted in
2010, whereas the ex-postis expected to be delivered in 2015.

Additionally, the EC is responsible for the synthesis of the mid-term evaluations and the
synthesis of the ex-post evaluations. For these purposes, MS (MAs) should cooperate with
EC by means of gathering the data needed.”?

The Rural Development legislation prescribes the involvement of a number of actors in the
M&E process

8 Article 84 of the Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005.
0 Article 84 of the Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005.
™ Article 82-86 of the Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005.
2 Article 87 of the Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005.
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Table No 13 i M&E: division of tasks among main institutional actors

Institutional Actor Tasks in relation with M&E upo n the Council Regulation (EC) N  °
1698/2005

Managing Authority (MA) - Ensuring overall M&E

- Ensuring IT system for recording and maintaining statistical
information on RDP implementation

- Conducing RDP evaluations in the time limits given
- Submitting evaluations to national authorities and EC

- Together with the MC carrying out RDP monitoring by means of
financial, output and result indicators

- Leading MC

- Providing MC with specific documentation

Monitoring Committee (MC) - Reviewing periodically the progress made towards achieving
specific targets of the RDP

- Examining the results of implementation, particularly with
resped to targets set for each axis and on-going evaluations

- Considering and approving the annual progress report and the
last progress report before submission to the EC

- Proposing adjustments or reviews of the RDP
- Considering and approving amendments stemming from the EC

European Commission (EC) - Laying down the basic legal framework governing M&E
- Participating in the MC work as advisor
- Examining periodical evaluations and giving feedback to the MA

- Providing training, exchanges of best practice and information
for evaluators, experts in MS and MC members

- Dealing with thematic and summary evaluations

3.7.1 Who does what

Actors involved in M&E and their tasks

In general, the tasks performed by the actors involved in M&E process do not vary
significantly from those laid down in the EAFRD legislation. However, detailed institutional
settings are different, according to the context of the particular MS/region. Besides the
actors indicated by the RD Regulation, following ones appeared significant in the M&E in the
MS/regions observed: PA, independent evaluators, statistical and research institutions,
working groups, NRNs and other networks.

In all of the analysed MS/regions the MA is the principal coordinator of the overall M&E
process. In terms of legal liability, it is the main responsible for activating M&E procedures
that drive the overall process at the MS/regional levels. The MA is obliged to deliver the
following products of the on-going evaluation to the EC: annual and last progress reports as
well as mid-term and ex-post evaluations. Besides organising and supervising M&E process,
MA performs practically monitoring and on-going in-house evaluation. Parts of these tasks
are also outsourced to other actors.
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The practice of outsourcing or concentrating M&E tasks within the MA differs across the
cases examined. The most common manner is devolving the tasks of handling monitoring
data (collecting, storing, checking, processing, and aggregating) to the PA (PL, GR, DK, FR
HU, LV, IE, AT, BG). In some MS/regions collecting monitoring data has been also delegated
to other institutional actors: statistical or research institutions (GR, HU, AT) and to external

evaluators (in DK they collect overall impact indicators and information concerning baseline
indicators). Where the tasks have been outsourced, MA usually performs processing and
analyses basing on the data delivered by the external data providers. This particularly
concerns adjusting data to the format required by the CMEF and for the purposes of the
reports to be delivered to the EC. Two case studies revealed also an immediate involvement
of the MA in collecting of the monitoring data ( DEERP, HU). Moreover, ensuring good
performance of the multiple tasks may require further divisio n of labour, thus designating
special subordinated M&E units within the MAs (e.g. in PL, DE-RP, GR).

As introduced in the partnership section, the MA is also participating in and chairing the
Monitoring Committee. This bodyd s ncfion, also envisages regular review and assessnent
of the progress of the programme implementation. The MC approves relevant progress
reports and considers eventual amendments as well as discussing possible changes in the
programme.

As noted in the case studies, the PA is an important actor of the overall monitoring process.
However, the EAFRD legal basis does notprescribe its immediate involvement in the
monitoring. It rather generally designates the tasks of collecting information to be available
for the EC” In practice however, data collected while handling applications, payments and
controls of beneficiaries, is used for the monitoring purposes as well. Specifically, collecting
of monitoring data at the stage of applications has been mentioned in Pol and and Denmark.
The case studies underlined also the role of PA in reporting to the MC (DK, PL) or EU
institutions T DG AGRI and/or OLAF (PLDE-RP, LV).

In several casesthe PA has been divided into central and regional offices or supported by
delegated bodies, e.g. in:

1 PL: Monitoring tasks are shared between divisions of the PA situated at various levels of
the territorial administration. They involve central, regional and county offices of this
institution as well as additional administrative entiti es.

9 HU: The PA has double structure consisting of regional offices and the central one. In
this setting, regional offices are responsible for informing beneficiaries about the
monitoring obligations and for storing data provided by beneficiaries, whereas
headquarters of the PA collect, aggregate, check, process, analyse and deliver the
relevant data to MA.

The EC receives information from the MS in the form of the Annual Progress Report and
progress indicators. This information is used for monitoring the progress of the policy,
estimating policy impacts and addressing improvements of the programming and policy
performance. As observed in the case studies, the information exchange can take either a
form of submission of data or reporting documents (e.g. ann ual progress report),

™ Art. 6 of the Council Regulation (EC) N 1290/2005.
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participation of the EC representatives in the MC meetings, or bi-lateral meetings between
EC and MA.

The RDP evaluations must be performed by independent evaluators. The evaluators are
selected upon internal procedures (public tenders) organised by MA (IE, IT-ER, FR PL).
Depending on the case, the contractors selected for the evaluation purposes can be
consortia build from multiple actors (e.g. in PL), single companies or public research
institutions (e.g. in LV, DE-RP. In some cases there has been a continuity of the selected
external evaluators for different phases of the evaluation (e.g. in LV, DE-RP), whereas in the
others the contractors vary for each phase (e.g. in GR). Independent evaluators can be also
employed for performing thematic evaluations (e.g. in BG).

Besides being invited for performing evaluations, statistical and research institutions are
important sources of data and providers of tailor-made expertise. Their responsibilities
include collecting data, performing analyses and/or offering expertise either within statutory
tasks and/or upon request from the other actors involved (most common 1 MAS). This can
be further applied for the M&E purposes and form a part of the CMEF data sources. The
statistical and research institutions are usually public bodies and a number of them exist to
fulfil the need for gathering statistical data on various fields of the economy (e.g. national
statistical offices), while others deal only with the specific fields of statistics (here related
with agriculture, e.g. FADN). Their roles have been highlighted for instance in the following
cases:

1 HU: The collection of horizontal indicators and statistical data specific to agriculture and
rural development is carried out by the Hungarian Statistical Office and other institutions
under supervision of the MA (Agricultural Research Institute; Central Agricultural Office;
Rural Development, Educational and Advisory Institute).

f  GR: Monitoring data is gathered by the Prefecture-level Directorates of Agriculture”,
FADN, Hellenic Statistical Service and research institutes within universities. It is checked
and processed according to the structure of the RDP project Technical Sheets and
entered into IT database, which is made available for the e xternal evaluators.

9 LV: This kind of institution (Latvian State Institute for Agrarian Economy) plays major
role in the overall on-going evaluation.

The relevant expertise is also available from research institutions and can be used in
multiple ways. Most commonly in the analysed cases of MS/regions, experts from the
research institutions take part in the MCs, working groups (dealing with the topics of
particular relevance for the M&E of the RDPs) and/or can be contracted to perform any of
the cyclic evaluations (as the external evaluators, e.g. Institute for Rural Research in DE

RP.

Working groups are constructed upon needs and with reference to different stages of the

M&E process and for particular purpose of ensuring coordination between the institutions
dealing with managing M&E. Such groups have been created in several countries (PL, HU,
GR, DE-RP). For instance in:

" From 2011 they will be replaced by the Regional Directorates.
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1 PL: One group focused on monitoring of the RDP and included officials from the MA and
PA. In the course of their work, they decided whic h data must be collected by the PA
with regard to the CMEF indicators and existing institutional capacities.

1 GR: The Evaluation Steering Group, consisting of the MA and PA representatives has
been devoted to multiple tasks. Its members shared responsibility for organising the
overall evaluation process. They handled the issues of utilising monitoring data for the
purpose of the CMEF, knowhow exchanges and participation in the Evaluation Expert
Committee as well as further specifications of the external eval uat or s
information tools.

In some case studies the role of National Rural Networks in the M&E process has been
highlighted (DE, IE and IT-ER), whereas in others their specific contribution has been
definitely excluded (in PL) or not revealed at all. Where applicable, NRNs support the overall
process of M&E by organising and providing thematic expertise, which can complement
and/or guide M&E efforts. For instance in:

1 IT (ER): The NRN provides methodological support and specific contacts as well as
facilitates exchanges, with a view to disseminate good practices and know-how. In
Ireland, the NRN ccorganised thematic seminar on measuring performance and impact
of the Leader.

t asks

1T DE (RP): The NRNOs representati vMGanppovidei ci pat e

advanced trainings to evaluators.

Other networks and institutional actors are employed in some MS/regions to support the
overall M&E process, by providing means of coordination and capacity building for the
subjects involved. Capacity building is one of the main tasks of the European Evaluation
Network for Rural Development (also known as Evaluation Experts Network - EEN) Its
contribution has been highlighted in the IE case study. In this MS the results of EEN work
concerning methodologies on evaluating Leader and quality of life are considered to be
reflected in the M&E activities. Apart from that, there are meetings organised regularly at
the EU-level, where representatives of the core actors involved in the M&E and experts in
the field can exchange experiences and knowhow (Evaluation Expert Committee).

The learning process may be also supported by the academic experts and other specialists
involved in the M&E. For instance, in Pol
Evd uationd financed by the Ministry for
EUROREG Institute (Warsaw University). Using this opportunity, they share experiences with
the officials involved in the evaluation of the ERDF-funded programmes.

Additional institutional arrangements aiming at ensuring coordination between different
actors and areas of intervention related with the EU-funding can be set-up within the M&E
process. Most notably, in Germany the National Monitoring and Evaluation Network T
Agrarian Structure and Rural Development Germany (MEND) has been established at the
level of the Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Consumer Protection (BMELV) and an

and th

Regi on

of fice set to develop and support the network f
of Agricultural Structures and Coastal Protectd.i
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Germany

The MEND network is run by consulting agencies that were not contracted as evaluators in any
RDPs. Key actors in the network are the BNVELV, the evaluators of the 20071 2013 Rural
Development Programmes, and regional programme and budget coordinators of the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and Improvement of Agricultural Structures
and Coastal Protection (GAK). The retwork aims to bundle regional evaluation activities at
national level and assist in data follow-up collection. Furthermore it provides support in current
monitoring and evaluation and aims to revise and, where possible, to simplify the current M&E
system for measures in the field of fostering agrarian structure and rural development, funded
by GAK and EAFRD.

Handling monitoring data

In the MS/regions studied, data for M&E have been organised in specific forms and collected
and/or stored by different actors. In most of the cases, they are availabl e to evaluators and
EC in an aggregated form. Typically, they have been comprised in descriptive reports and
excel sheets The data providers (predominantly PAs) may also store raw data that can be
eventually outsourced for the analytical purposes by other actors. However, the raw data
sought is not always easily available. In most of the MS/regions the collection of monitoring
data has been also decentralised different administrative entities and levels are employed
to collect, aggregate and process data. In some cases, the monitoring data is collected from
the applications (e.g. in DK, GR). The role of the MA in handling data relates usually to
adjusting them to the format required by the CMEF and for the purposes of reporting ( e.g.
evaluation reports).

The data transfer and processing also requires cooperation of different actors. Basically,
transferring data takes place between the following actors involved: from PA to MA, from
PA/MA to independent evaluator, and from PA/MA to the EC. However, the case studies
report of various practices of doing so.

With a view on storing and aggregating data, MS/regions widely apply IT systems (esp.
IACS). However the IT systems differ between institutions and thus are not always
compatible (e.g. in PL). Moreover, manual forms of entering data are still present in some
cases (e.g. HU, DEERP.

A, systematic approach to handling monitoring data has been reported in Greece (see text
box below).
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Greece

Monitoring data on indicators is collected by several institutions. These include
Prefecture-level Directorates of Agriculture (to be replaced by Regional Directorates
during 2011) all over Greece, the FADN data-collection system, the Hellenic Statistical
Service, and Universitied Research Institutes which have carried relevant research. This
monitoring data is provided to the MA and is checked and processed according to the
structure of the RDP projects Technical Sheets. Monitoring data is entered in the IISRDF
(Integrated Information System for Rural Development and Fisheries). This output is
released to the program external evaluator, which also takes into account other studies
and information sources in order to produce evaluation report(s).

At the project level, the production of impact indicators is carried out in three stages;

1. several baseline, output and result indicators are gathered from the application
files of successful applicants and technical sheets of projects;

2. data collection specific to the finalization of each project;

3. data collection two years after the completion of the project, so that the impacts
of its operation are assessed. Currently, this stage is under elaboration.

The MA is planning to organize a data collection process on Stages 2 and (especially) 3,
t hrough a sampling of beneficiaries and

procedure described above will be communicated to the National Rural Network, with a
view to exchange experiences and know-how and carry out improvements (if judged

necessary).

In turn, the PA enters monitoring data (in the ISRDF) about periodical and (in the case
of investment projects) final payments.

3.7.2 Assessment of difficulties, how these have b een dealt with

As demonstrated in the case studies, monitoring and evaluation of the RDPs are perceived
as rather complex tasks. Thus, a number of difficulties have occurred in the MS/regions
concerned. Those pointed out the most often can be grouped as follows: (1) methods and
techniques; (2) IT systems; (3) assessment of impacts, changing policy frameworks and
multiple intervening factors; (4) relationships between actors and coordination mechanisms.

M&E methods and techniques

A big number of concerns focused on the methods and techniques of the M&E, especially on
the design of the Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF). The issues appear
within its application, both at the EU and MS/regional level.
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In the case studies, the CMEF was perceived as rather complex and burdensome. In
general, it seems difficult to operationalize and adapt the CMEF framework to the
specificities of the MS/regions, while trying to retain comparability at EU level at the same
time.

Methodological difficulties have been mostly linked with the design of indicators, whereas
the technical ones referred to the way of collecting, aggregating and processing data for the
purposes of the CMEF. In reality, definitions and formats applied differ highly amongst
MS/regions examned. This results in information gaps and later problems with synthesising
different data formats in the EU -wide framework. The following case studies pointed out on
particular problems that MS/regions face with regard to methods and techniques of M&E:

1 DE: Practical problems have been found in operationalization and measurability of the
CMEF indicators. Some indicators appear not to be clearly quantifiable and designed
without taking into account the regional standards of measuring existing in DE-RP. The
list of indicators was not complete for some measures. Thus, the evaluator had to
develop substitutes, in order to fill gaps in the information needed.

1 PL: Information gaps, particularly linked to aggregating and making data available to
evaluators, were reported. Even though the monitoring data had been provided to
evaluators, their format did not fit evaluation purposes. The evaluators also reported
confusions with the monitoring table formats , namely the use of cumulative data.

1 GR:The main problems were missing data, especially for establishing baseline, and data
guality. As the protocols for data collection are inconsistent, the data retrieved seem to
be non-realistic.

1 AT: Evaluators found issues with definition and quantification standards of indicators.
Relevant background information for more complex and specific indicators has to be
outsourced from the research activities performed by contracted bodies.”

The methodological difficulties and differences across MS/regions, information gaps and,
generating data from different sources influence the possibility for aggregating the results at
MS level These problems alsoincrease the level of possible error.

/T systems

Several MS/regions (IT-ER, PL, IE, BG,DE-RP) reported problems regarding the IT system
used for M&E. The identified failures lie mostly in entering and processing data, transferring
them between PA and MA as well in high dependence of the M&E on the existing IT
software (esp. IACS). For instance in:

1 PL: The required data, which is often in an unsuitable format. requires encoding by
specially qualified staff. This extends the time foreseen for the monitoring task. Also,

™ The information retrieved for definitions concerned among others High Nature Value, Farm Bird Index, species
and habitats, Natura 2000 sites, animal welfare, employment and prosperity, equal opportunities.
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different IT systems are not compatible with each other (IACS, OFSA and Registry of
Farms). Furthermore, the applications are still paper-based, meaning that data has to be
typed manually by the staff dealing with processing applications.

1 IE: Different IT systems are applied to single aid schemes under the RDP. This causes
problems with the availability of data and an additiona | working effort is needed for
collecting data required for the CMEFindicators. Some concerns have been raised about
the utility of the IT systems in terms of farm plans assessment. In the case of measure
214 (REPS) electronic system seems to serve the lgal and audit mechanisms rather
than assessment of the true environmental objectives.

1 IT-ER: Discrepancies were noted in the functioning of the electronic systems at the
regional and national levels. The collection of requests and benefits with the unifie d
application system allows, in principle, managing all the information needed for the M&E.
However, the scope of information at regional level is exceeding the needs for
information at the national level. The two systems, national and regional, do not ope rate
with the same modes and require special transmitting software.

Although the IT and advanced database systems are deemed to be very modern and
efficient tools, their efficient application for the M&E purposes can be also hampered by the
insufficient informatisation of the actors. This is for instance the case of:

1 BG: Despite different perceptions about the issue, it appears that the IACS system -on
which the entire database of the programme is based- is still not use at its full extent for

the consultat i on of dat a. Procedures seenf arsdti
working patterns (e.g. submitting written requests to the responsible body) still
undertaken.

9 PL: Lacking specialist knowledge and dependence on the IT-qualified staff has been
noted.

1 DE-RP. The software required to distil the monitoring indicators at the MA level is yet
only partially operational, therefore the staff in charge has to calculate some indicators
manually.

Assessment of impacts, changing policy framework and multiple intervening factors

Assessing impacts, in principle, deals with the effects of intervention in the medium and long
terms. Unlike the results and outputs, impacts are highly difficult to quantify and analyse.
Their visibility is limited, built upon analysis of t he intervention logic and its causal chains, as
well as constrained by the time. Within the CMEF, impact indicators that refer to benefits of

the programme going beyond the immediate effects, and which are linked to the wider

objectives of the programme, have been defined. The information provided by the CMEF
indicators has been expressed in quantitative terms and implies measuring the expected
changes in the areas of RDP intervention.
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Nevertheless, as proven by the case studies,assessment of impacts tends to be limited by a
number of factors, namely:

- strong focus on indicators and their quantification within the CMEFE
- attempts towards producing excessive information;

- instability of the indicators prescribed at the EU-level;

- atureo of t hehanknmidstreamiaginpRD a c

- time constraints of implementation and evaluations.

One of the limitations of the CMEF is its predominant focus on quantitative measurement

units, which reduces the scope of evaluations. In practice, it seems that the data coll ected

would serve more control and audit purposes than assessing policy impacts. In other words,

the focus on monitoring and reporting of measur
more important than achieving measure goals themselves.

Further issues concerned the CMEF indicators as leading to producing excessive information
(e.g. in IT -ER, ESCAT), while applying too big number of indicators prescribed at the EU-
level. The enormous need for detailed information causes systematic overload and requires
high capacities in terms of financing M&E, and allocating appropriate time and staff
resources. At the same time, the definitions of several indicators seem to be insufficient to
estimate impacts. For example, in Greece this has been particularly reported in relation with
the economy-wide impacts and environmental effects, especially at the regional level.
Estimation of such indicators appeared difficult.”® There has also been a gap in information
on baseline indicators and lack of relevant research reported. In contrast to baseline
indicators, the additional ones were rather seen as useful tools.

The CMEF indicators given at the EUlevel have been also criticised for being too unstable to
ensure a certain continuance ofing thea¢thangevaaht i ons 6
providing judgements (e.g. about trends or structures) is difficult when definitions of the
indicators undergo frequent changes. Moreover, impacts are hard to assess with a view on
multiple intervening factors (e.g. recent economic downt urn). A related problem, caused by
frequent programme modifications by the MS, is the difficulty in assessing impacts under ,
changing policy objectives, priorities and funding. This is for instance visible in the case
study of Latvia, where the RDP has been significantly amended within last two years and
changes concerned even objectives of the measures. The shifts in budgetary allocation
caused the reorientation of the targets (s o-called fimoving targetsd) and thus obstacles for
consistent evaluation. Similarly, in Ireland shifts have been made on targets to fit them
better to the amended RDP and the CMEF.

Another difficulty has been identified in measuring impacts of the Leader approach,
especially by using quantitative methods/techniques and within short -time periods.

78 E.g. how to separate impacts of measures under 2000-2006 from those under 2007-2013 interventions.
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Suitable timing of evaluations was seen as important for contributing to decision making and
potential improvements in the policy performance. In this sense, the ex-ante and mid-term
evaluations seem to fulfil the expectations. In contrast, the ex-postevaluations are delivered
too late to contribute to the following programming (FR).

Relationships between actors and coordination mechanisms

Institutional settings of the M&E , that is, relationships between the actors involved in the
process, can either boost or lower M&E performance. The case studies revealedinstitutional
problems such as cooperation procedures between the MA and PA, delegation of tasks to
subordinated units of the PA, applying coordination mechanisms and functioning of the MC.

Good cooperation and clear procedures (task division) between the MA and PA seem to be
essential prerequisites for the performance of the M&E. However, as pointed out in a few
case studies (HU, GR, LV, BG), sometimes they may be limited:

1 HU: Difficulties have been found in the ambiguous interpretations of the responsibilities
for data collection;.

1 GR: Problems were noted in lack of coordination of authorities involved in data
collection, as well as cooperation between units within the MA.

1 LV: Missing coordination has resulted in doubling the working input as both the PA and
MA submit similar monitoring data to the EC.

1 BG: coordination and communication problems between the PA and MA have been
reported.

Apart from the relationships between the MA and PA, delegation of tasks and coordinating

work of subordinated units can be troublesome for the M&E performance. In some MSs, the

PAs are organised in a decentralised way, with regard to the territorial administrative

structures of the respective countries. This is the case of Latvia, where the extensive
decentralisation of the PA6s administrative str
and payments has been assessed as counterproductive.

Involvement of actors at different administrative level s requires also appropriate
coordination mechanisms, staff and time resources. Some issues with respect to this have
been found in:

1 DE (RP): Bottlenecks were identified in coordination between the federal and state level
and in staffing. Incompatible data entry forms among institutions, and the use of
different definitions resulted in doubling their collection effort and need to employ more
staff to process them.
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1 PL: Monitoring became more complex with an involvement of higher number of
delegated institutions. The PA has to wait for the Marshall Offices’’ to include data into
the system. The IT systems of the two institutions are not compatible with each other.

1 GR: Lack of coordination exists among authorities involved in data collection and
particularly within the different MA units.

The composition and role of the MC in M&E should not be underestimated. Its underlying
foundation is to allow representatives of various actors involved in RDP implementation to
have an insight into the implementation progress, to assess it and suggest any eventual
changes. Though, factually these tasks are not always fulfilled as anticipated (see issues
highlighted in section 3.4.2 on the partnership principle).

3.7.3 What has worked well, innovative suggestions for the future

Basing upon the case studies, particular good practices can be highlighted that benefit the
M&E: (1) Applying evaluation to programming purposes, (2) continuous relationships
between MA and external evaluators, (3) good relationships between MA and EC, (9
informal consultation process prior to the MC meetings, (5) exchanging M&E experience with
other networks. The need for improvements has been stressed especially with regard to IT
systems and the CMEF.

Applying evaluation to programming purposes

Attempts on using evaluation results for the programming purposes in some of the case
studies are perceived as an important and good practice (i.e. GR, PL, HU, FRHEX. For
instance in Greece the results of the ex-ante, mid-term and on-going evaluations are applied
in the programming. This has been also stressedin the Polish case where the focus was put
on the ex-ante quantification of the CMEF indicators as helpful exercise for preparing the
RDP and settingthe programmed targets. In FRrobust ex-ante evaluation was judged to be
an interactive, efficient exercise and integrated with the RDP drafting process.

Continuous relationships between MA and external evaluators

Good relationships between the MA and external evaluators seems to improve the quality of
the evaluation work. Notably, the continuance of the contract for performing evaluation

tasks (for different types and phases of evaluation) is seen as beneficial for the overall
process. This is i.e. the case of Bulgaria, where the MA concluded 3year contract with an
outsourced evaluator for carrying out activities during 2008 -10, with a possibility of
extension depending upon successful performance. A good practice is also inviting external
evaluators to participate in the sessions of the MCs as observers/advisors. However, some
problems have arisen in communication between the national and regional levels involved in
evaluation in DERP, especially at the beginning of the period. It has been therefore

7 Authorities of the territorial self -government at the NUTS 2 level.
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suggested to improve them and introduce a better coor dination mechanism at the national
level (e.g. a nation-wide evaluation coordinator i see text box on MEN-D network above).

Good relationships between MA and EC

In several MS/regions good and efficient relationships of MAs with EC have been pointed out

(LV, BG, IE, PL, DE-RP. The exchanges are both formal and informal. Particularly, DG

AGRI 6s desk officers are pr esEreguentdantacishhegweenh e meet
the MS and the desk officers are seen positive.

Informal consultation process prior to the MC meetings

An informal consultation process prior to the MC meetings has been reported as beneficial in
four case studies (PL, AT,DE-RP, IE). Particularly, in Austria there is also a use made of new
technologies: the exchanges between the MC members are facilitated via website with
restricted access.

Exchanging M&E experience with other networks

Some MS/regions engage in capacity building, especially via exchanging M&E experience
with other networks, which are not defined though the EAFRD legal documents. Taking into

account other experiences (predominantly ERDF) is particularly beneficial in PL and GR In

Poland, there is tailor-made training for officials from the MAs responsible for the EAFRD

and ERDFfunding programmes. In Greece evaluation experiences from other programmes
are taken into account in the specification of data needs for evaluation guidelines.

Improvements of IT systems

Some improvements were suggested with regard to the use of IT systems for collecting and
processing monitoring data, such as:
A improving the templates used for collecting monitoring data (PL) and making them
simpler to use in the application procedures;
A improving the functionality of the IT system for entering project data and ensure a
more systematic use in the whole monitoring exercise (DK);
A coordinating the existing database for monitoring and evaluation;
A re-attributing, if necessary, responsibilities to the appropriate body (in GR, for
example, from the PA to the MA).

Improvements in the CMEF

Further recommendations concerned monitoring system and defining indicators (especially in
HU and GR). There was a suggestion to review the quality and consistency of the monitoring
data collected and to extend the number of institutions providing monitoring data (HU). To
achieve this, there is a need to allocate more resources to M&E. Likewise, in Greece it has
been underlined that basic monitoring data could be collected with a long -term perspective.
It was also proposed to link the CMEF indicatorswith more clearly defined and prioritised
objectives, as well as to monitor the policy impacts more closely (HU). The appropriate
measuring of the indicators should be also more reflected.
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3.8 Control systems

During the current programming period (2007 -2013) the following regulations inform the
procedures for controls established at the EU level:

1 Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005 on support for rural development by EAFRD
and the related implementing Regulation (EC) N° 1974/2006;

1 Council Regulation (EC) N° 1290/2005 on the financing of the common agricultural
policy;

1 Commission Regulation (EC) N° 1975/2006 on the implementation of control
procedures as well as crosscompliance (detailed rules for the implementation of
Regulation N° 1698/2005); recast by Commission Regulation (EU) N° 65/2011.

Articles 73 to 75 of the Council Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005 set out the main
responsibilities of the Commission, Member States Managing Authorities and Paying
Agencies with regard to management and control. According to Article 74, th e MSs should
adopt | egislative, statutory and administrative
financial interests are effectively protected. For this purpose, Member States shall designate,
for each rural development programme the Managing Authority, the accredited Paying
Agency and the Certifying Body, and ensure a clear allocation and separation of functions
between the Managing Authority and other bodies. The main tasks of the Managing
Authority (as set out in the same Regulation), as well as those of the paying agency and
certification body (as set out in Articles 6 and 7 of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1290/2005
respectively) are summarised in Table 5 (see section 3.3). If the MS has several paying
agencies, the regulations require the assignment of a coordinating body.

Council Regulation (EC) N° 1290/2005 conferred the Paying Agencies with the
responsibilities for payments and related controls. In the preamble section it clearly sets out
that PAs accredited by the Member States are the only bodies that can ensure the necessary
controls are performed before the Community support is granted to beneficiaries. It also
underlines that if the PA fails to ensure that the legality and the correctness of declarations
of expenditures have been verified, the Commission will not be able to process such
expenditure so to grant the reimbursement from the EAFRD.

In line with Article 6(1) of Council Regulation (EC) N° 1290/2005, the PAs are the
departments or bodies that provide sufficient guarantees in respect of payments made by
them and as regards communicating and keeping information. In relation to controls, the
most important responsibilities of the PA are: (1) checking the eligibility of applications the
procedure for allocating aid, and the subsequent payment claims, as well as their
compliance with Community rules and; (2) making sure that the checks laid down by
Community legislation are made. PAs may delegate control tasks to other bodies but they
cannot delegate the payments to beneficiaries.
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Commission Regulation (EC) N° 1975/2006 sets out the detailed rules with regard to the
implementation of control procedures as well as cross-compliance in respect of rural
development support measures:

9 Title I covers rural development support for certain measures under axis 2 and axis
4. Controls in these cases include administrative checks (for applications and
payment claims) and on-the-spot checks with respect to the eligibility criteria; and
on-the-spot checks with respect to cross-compliance. Guidance on coverage and
sampling is also provided

9 Title Il covers rural development support under axis 1 and axis 3 (and certain
measures under axis 2 and axis 4). Similarly to Title |, the scope of administrative
checks (with regard to applications and payment claims), on-the-spot checks (on
approved operations) and ex-post checks (on investment operations) are described.
Guidance on sampling is also provided.

As general principle, the Regulation clearly indicates that Member States, in performing
controls on rural development measures, have to apply the integrated administrations and
control system (IACS) which is demanded for under the first pillar of the CAP (Chapter 4 of
Regulation (EC)N° 1782/2003). IACS are recongised to be an efficient and effective control
instrument for the implementation of direct payment schemes; therefore control rules for
rural development measures should follow the same principle. This is limited however, to
area and animal-related measures under Axis 2 of the EAFRD.

3.8.1 Who does what

The main issues highlighted with regard to implementation of control procedures in the
various case study countries are in line with the relevant EC regulations as specified
above, namely:

91 the responsibilities conferred upon the PA by the regulations had a direct impact
on the institutional set-up and the division of responsibilities between the PA and
MA in particular;

1 the types of controls carried out in each Member State are in line with the
requirements of Commission Regulaion (EC) N° 1975/2006.

Responsibilities of various institutions: institutional set-up and implementation

As specified above, important responsibilities are conferred upon the PAs, which need to
ensure that sufficient guarantees are provided in relation to the eligibility of requests, the
procedure of allocating aid, as well as their compliance with Community rules. At the
same time the MA has to ensure that the PA receives all necessary information, in
particular on the procedures operated in relation to op erations selected for funding,
before payments are authorised. These provisions resulted in a situation where control
functions are carried out directly (without delegation) by the PAs in most case study
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countries. At the same time there are some variations amongst Member States in terms
of:

1. The division of control tasks between the PA and MA.

Firstly, as specified above, in line with the relevant regulations of the current
programming period, the PA became fully responsible with regard to payments
and related control functions in almost all Member States. However, there are
slight variations with regard to the division of tasks between the MA and PA. In
most cases, the PA itself carries out most control tasks.

A In Hungary the PA carries out control activities (and some control tasks are
delegated to LAGs and supervised by the local PA offices).

In Poland the ARMA (PA) has the most important responsibilities in control.

A In France (although the PA has a central role in controlling) the MA also
carries out some of the control tasks, such as administrative control.

A In Greece, the MA and other public bodies are responsible for the first-level
control (i . e. controls on beneficiarieso
whereas the PA carries out secondlevel control (i.e. controls on the work
of the MA and also on claims related to the payment of final instalments).
At the same time, the Ministry of Rural Development and Food supervises
the PA.

A In Germany-RP the onthe-spot (and ex-post) controls are carried out by
an inspection service for all measures. The MA and the administrative
bodies perform the administrative checks. The PA has overall supervision
on the control procedures.

A In other countries the Managing Authorities are also involved at different
stages of the control process.

The more limited operational role of the PA in Rhineland-Palatine may be

explained by fact that the L&nder PA is one of 14 decentralised PAs. It has also

been a recommendation of the Commission (according to Council Regulation (EC)

N° 1290/ 2005) that, according to each MSO s
institutional structure, the number of accredited PAs is kept to the minimum in

order to ensure sound administrative and accounting practices with respect to

public expenditures. Additionally, where more than one paying agency is

accredited T a situation mostly concerning decentralised MS., the Member State

have to ensure appropriate coordination thr
subject to specific accreditation”®.

2. The kind of mechanisms developed in order to coordinate the work of the PA and
MA and ensure efficient information provision.

8 See also footnote n. 27.
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Secondly, the coordination and information provision mechanisms developed in the
various Member States may also have an impact on how the working relationship
of the MA and PA has evolved. The working relationship and share of
responsibilities defined by the legislation for the 2007-2013 programming period
can affect negatively (as in HU or BG, see following section) or positively the
smooth cooperation between the two bodies. For instance, in Denmark the two
institutions operate within the same organisation and have regular contacts. In
Germany, the FederalL&nder working groups and the regular meetings of IACS
desk officers ensured efficient communication.

3. Other institutions involved in the control tasks (i.e. have delegated functions).

Thirdly, in some of the case-study countries control functions have been delegated
to other organisations than the MAs. For instance, in Denmark tasks have been
outsourced to the Danish Plant Directorate, the Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration, the Danish Agency for Governmental Management, chartered
building surveyors, agricultural commissioners and consultants and private
auditors. Similarly, in Greece specific ministry departments are responsible for
controls of relevant measures.

Types of controls & support tools

In line with Commission Regulation (EC) N° 1975/2006 controls and checks are carried
out at different stages of projects (starting from the applicatio ns, through implementation,
and payments). The controls and checks consist of administrative checks (related to
applications and payment claims), on-the-spot checks (for both area-related/animal
related and for investment-type measures), and ex-post checks (carried out on
investment operations). The case studies highlight different elements of the control
systems and procedures. Generally, they all follow the specific requirements of the
abovementioned Regulation. For instance, many case studies highlighted the differences
between area-related and investment-type controls.

Most Member States have developed tools, most importantly the integrated information
system and electronic databases, in support of the controlling function. Although the
setting-up of the IACS (integrated administration and control system) system has not
been a smooth process in all countries, it is generally said to be an improvement in terms
of managing control functions. The usefulness of IACS was highlighted with regard to the
integrated control of area-based aids in pillar 2 and cross-checks with pillar 1 payments.
This is in line with the provision of Commission Regulation (EC) N° 1975/2006 for the use
of IACS under the second pillar (only for area and animal-related measures under Axis 2),
and the request for including cross-checks -wherever possible and appropriate- with data
from the IACS.
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3.8.2 Assessment of difficulties, how these have been dealt with

The main difficulties identified through the national case studies can be classified as:
institutional; procedural and; regulatory (i.e. related to EU regulation s).

Institutional difficulties

These are partly generated by weaknesses in the coordination and communication

mechanisms between the MA and the PA. The weaknesses identified seem also generated
by a conflict between the general regulatory settings (EU level) and the capacity of

national/regional administrations to cope with new allocation of tasks and responsibilities.

In the current legislative framework, while the PA is asked to bear the final financial
responsibilities vis-a-vis the EU for the appropriate use of community funds and has full
responsibility for performing controls and making payments, the MA is still performing, via
the delegation procedure, some control tasks.

Sometimes however, tasks between the two bodies are not coordinated -so that, for
instance, definition of eligibility/selection criteria and implementation of controls are in the

hand of the MA while the PA has still to ensure and certify that expenses are justified
according to such criteria- thus generating tensions in institution al relationships.

This is the case for instance, in Germany-RP where it has been argued that tensions are
created by the fact that in the case of control failures or exceeded budget limits the PA

bears the ultimate responsibility, while the control functio n is mainly in the hands of the
MA. This has been also identified as source of work duplication with the PA having to keep
track of the whole control process as well. In other cases, where the PA has a
predominant role in control (for instance in BG and HU), the MA officials and other
stakeholders often felt that allocation of responsibiliies and decisional power is
unbalanced -specifically in favour of the PA- which generates difficulties in mutual
coordination. In these later cases, it has been explicitly argued that current regulations
contribute to put the PA in a more strategic position, and the MA has lost control over the

PAGds activities.

Al these reasons considered (increase in PAO®s
delivery, lack of coordination/communication between MA and PA, delicate balancing of

powers) contribute to generate the perception of over -control and over-bureaucratisation

of the current control systems; this issue has generally emerged from the case studies.

Procedural issues

Most of difficulties identified by the case studies are procedural. Firstly, difficulties were
related to the setting-up of new systems, in terms of institutions, procedures and tools. In

some of the Member States (such as DE, PL) difficulties have been asociated with the
setting-up and accreditation of the PA. These problems are again due to the fact that the
PA had a number of new responsibilities, which meant that an agreement on its set-up
and the exact scope of its activities had to be reached. In Ita ly-ER, for example, the
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setting-up of PAs at the regional level were said to involve considerable administrative
burden.

In other Member States the adjustments of the ICT system according to new
requirements raised specific challenges. For instance in Greee, major difficulties were
associated with the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS). Most Pillar 2 measures
beneficiaries had to submit both their LPIS and Single Payment identification (in line with
the integration of Pillar 1 and 2 databases). However, since the LPIS system was not fully
functional, delays occurred in processing both applications and payments’. Similarly, in
the Italian case the integration of various databases has required specific adjustments and
created delays. In Hungary, the IACS system was under continuous development and had

to be adjusted to every new O0titled (i.e. cal l
the fact that the IACS was used in relation to the management of all title in Hungary (i.e.
all four EAFRD ae s ) . | ACSO6 suitabaxlsi3tapd 4wmedshresrfie.gar d t o

investment-type measures) is also questionable. Particular concerns have been raised with

regard to its capacity to deal with projects. There was often not enough time for the

preparationof Ot i tl es o, and the adjustments and devel
with the new titles often hampered the implementation process further.

/ssues related to EU rules and their interpretation at national/regional leve/

In many of the case studies (such as DK and DE), interviews with a number of

stakeholders have generated the impression that controls are often too strict, complex,

burdensome and costly. However, clear explanations for these perceptions are not that

forthcoming and only assumptions about them can be made based on the case study
intervieweesdO comments and vVviews of TWG4 membe
requirements are seen as being more stringent in the current programming period than

they were before, especially when it comes to control practices of EC auditors and the

interpretation of rules provided by EU officials.

The lIrish case study has expressively described this situation. The whole auditing process
is reported to be much more severe than previously. There seems to be a widespread fear
of contravening any rules, particularly but not exclusively among the most local levels of
delivery agency. All officials appear very aware that a contravention at any level of the

programme can lead to problems for the whole programme i for example, in terms of
large fines/disallowed expenditure. The fear that is resulting from this approach to

controls is having a knock-on effect in terms of the actual delivery of the programme.

The perceived more stringent EU regulations have also /ndirect effects on the way
national authorities behave. For instance, they often justify strict controls at the national

level by EU regulations and control rules. They argue that if national controls are not
stringent enough, this may imply serious fines for the Me mber State. This appears to be a
particular concern of PAs in new Member States (HU, PL) and may be due to the fact that
these countries -less experienced in terms of programme management- fear more

® Eventually, the integration between Pillar 1 and 2 payments has also proven to be difficult for certain
beneficiaries given their scarce knowledge and familiarity with Pillar 1 regimes.
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stringent control on behalf of Commission services. For example in PL, the PA is subject to
multiple controls at the same time from the MA, internal services and the EC. This
intensive control is said to cause the effect of strengthening the control rules by the PA in

order to avoid any deficiencies.

Strict auditing from the Commission can raise concerns among programme authorities
that introduce strict controls at national level in response, in order to avoid fines. At the

same time, any possible fines are potentially more harmful in new Member States as they
often do not have their own national resources and programmes, and are highly
dependent on EU funding with regard to their development policies. The administrative
culture of these countries (partly inherited from the past) may also be more bureaucratic

and stricter than that of many of the old Member States.

A related problem is that the /nterpretation of EU regulations by EU stakeholders may vary
from time to time (or depending on the EU official who provides guidance or carries out
the audit), causing uncertainties among national authorities, which then have implications
on beneficiaries. This is a concern expressed in a number of case studies (e.g. DE and LV)
as well as during the TWG4 meeting working sessions. It has been mentioned that given
to this changing reference framework, farmers often do not know what to expect, and
national authorities, on the other hand, tend to place the responsibility on EU authorities
(even if this may not necessarily be the case).

Administrative burdens (including those related to controls) are said to be disproportionately
high for beneficiaries with small-size projects (in particular axis 4 projects i see related issue
highlighted in section 3.5.2). This is the case, for instance, in Denmark, where it was argued
that the management of control procedures seemed particularly difficult with regard to the
Leader axis. Apparently, this has to do with a twofold problem: on one hand, administrative
burdens borne by beneficiaries seem excessive in comparison to the usually limited dze of
these projects, so that they do not justify the efforts faced for applying and running the
project. On the other hand, it was stated, difficulties arise because the controllers have
technical rather than socio-economic expertise. These findings are in line with the findings
of other national cases (such as IE, LV, HU, PL), and resonate with the views expressed
within the TWG4.

Control requirements also seem to be complex and costly in relation to axis 2 measures in
some countries (e.g. DK, DE). Issues raised with regard to agri-environmental project
requirements include, for example, the difficulty of planning ahead for a long period and
complying with specific requirements, as well as measuring the required indicators. In
Denmark, controls for axis 2 measures and sub-measures were considered particularly
costly and complex especially because of their close linkage and integration with cross
compliance requirements for direct payments. Farmers were reported to complain about
the excessive controls and many of them decided not to apply for these measures due to
the high costs of applications and the compliance requirements during controls. In
Germany, some interviewees expressed the wish for simplification in measuresspecific
controls, in particular wit h regard to agri-environmental projects, as it was particularly
difficult to control some of the indicators (such as fertilisers use on agricultural plots). Also
due to difficulties associated with the measurement of specific indicators, beneficiaries of
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