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Executive summary 

 

 

Background 

 

This report reflects the outcome of a mid-term review of EU rural development policies 

in the Member States and the applicant countries. It assesses the recent experiences with 

new EU rural development policies under Agenda 2000, both with respect to 

programming and implementation.  

 

The study was commissioned by the European Parliament, Directorate-General for 

Research, Division Agriculture, Regional Policy, Transport, Development 

(IV/2001/10/01), and executed by an international consortium led by ECORYS NEI (the 

Netherlands Economic Institute), and took place during the period August 2001 until 

January 2002.  

 

Objectives and scope of the study 

 

The global objective of the assignment was formulated as:  

To secure an effective control function by the European Parliament on Agenda 2000 

policies on rural development. 

 

The specific objective can be formulated as:  

To get the EP Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development fully informed about 

the rural development issues in the context of Agenda 2000 in order to be ready for its 

initial assessment. 

 

The study was restricted in nature and applied to a representative selection of EU 

Member States and applicant countries. The EU Member States included are Denmark, 

France, the Netherlands, Spain and the United Kingdom. Applicant countries included 

are Hungary, Lithuania and Poland. The country selection was based on a number of 

considerations and at the same time constitutes a balanced representation of the EU 

Member States and the applicant countries. 

 

For the EU Member States, the assessment concerns the programming and 

implementation thus far of the Rural Development Plans (RDPs), the Leader+ 

programme and the existing Structural Funds programmes, in as far as these explicitly 

include (items of) rural development policy. For the applicant countries, the assessment 

concerns the programming and implementation thus far of the RDPs  under the pre-

accession instrument Sapard. 
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Methodology 

 

Six concrete research questions - as originally formulated in the Invitation to Tender - 

functioned as point of departure for the assessment of the status and progress of rural 

development policies under Agenda 2000: 

 

(a) Are the Agenda 2000 programmes really new? 

(b) Is their implementation encountering any difficulties? 

(c) How do partners regard these programmes? 

(d) Do they influence other rural activities? 

(e) What influences absorption capacity? 

(f) Do the programmes result in reorientation towards structural interventions? 

 

The assessment is based on two prime sources. The first source is interviews with key 

stakeholders. Various interviews were held with key stakeholders involved in rural 

development policy formulation and implementation in a selection of both Member 

States and applicant countries and - to a limited extent - the Commission of the 

European Communities (CEC) (telephonic, semi-structured interviews). The second 

source - desk research - consisted of a thorough analysis of existing Council and 

Commission regulations, various monitoring documents, Commission newsletters and 

other CEC DG Agri publications.  

 

The assessment also focuses on critical success or failure factors. To this end, three case 

studies in regions with interesting examples of either good or bad practice have been 

carried out: Denmark (organisation, programming and implementation of the Agri-

environment measure in Denmark); France (implementation of Contrats Territoriaux 

d’Exploitation in the Baronnies Mountains; and Spain (implementation of Leader+ in 

the region of Valencia). 

 

Central to each policy review or evaluation, whether ex-ante, mid-term or ex-post, is the 

question of policy relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. Although a priori ideas exist 

with respect to the expected relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of the new EU rural 

development policies, an overall balanced judgement of the actual status and progress 

so far, based on ‘hard’, objective evidence is difficult to make as yet. Three factors play 

an important role in this respect:  

i) the timing of the evaluation in view of the overall time horizon of the ‘first 

generation’ of Rural Development Programmes. EU rural development policies 

under Agenda 2000 and the pre-accession instrument Sapard for the applicant 

countries have only started in the year 2000. Progress so far, in terms of the total 

length of the programmes - which is 7 years (2000-2006) - is therefore rather 

limited; 

ii) the accessibility of available information on the status and progress of the 

programmes (notably, the first official annual monitoring reports have just become 

available), and 
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iii) the way in which actors involved in EU rural development policy-making are 

prepared, willing and able to co-operate in terms of giving information, interviews, 

etc. For various reasons, co-operation by some of the Member States for the purpose 

of  this study appeared meagre, especially at the central government level.  

 

 

Interpretation of results 

 

The review should be regarded as a first assessment of EU rural development policies 

under Agenda 2000. It precedes the formal mid-term evaluations ensured by the 

European Commission and the Member States/Applicant countries scheduled for 2003.  

The results of this review explicitly donot intend to give a full coverage of the status and 

progress of EU rural development programmes. Nor should the outcome of the study be 

regarded as a full-fledged mid-term assessment of these policies. Rather the study 

should be seen as a first attempt to signal whether EU rural development policies in the 

programming and implementation stage live up to existing expectations and the ideas on 

which they were founded. This is done primarily by distilling a common thread out of 

various interviews with key stakeholders - the results of which are subjective rather than 

objective by nature - and by giving concrete examples in the form of case studies of 

good and bad experiences, of successes and failures.  

 

 

EU rural development policies: context and background 

 

One of the central issues of the Agenda 2000 reforms concerned the future of EU 

agriculture. In order to be able to respond to the new challenges and opportunities that 

face the European Union’s agricultural and rural economies, the EU’s Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP)  needed a strong ‘new impetus’ in follow-up of the 1992 

MacSharry reforms. The globalisation of world trade, EU enlargement, but also an 

increased consumer-led demand for food quality and safety, all pose major challenges 

and opportunities for European agriculture with a big (potential) impact on agricultural 

markets, but also on local economies in rural areas.  

 

More than ever the future of the EU agricultural sector and a balanced development of 

rural areas - covering 80% of the EU territory - appear to be interlinked. The Agenda 

2000 reforms therefore introduce rural development policy as the ‘second pillar’ of the 

CAP. Together with the ‘traditional first pillar' - market support through Common 

Market Organisations (CMOs) - rural development policy has become an essential part 

of the European agricultural model. It complements the 1992 reforms introduced in the 

market sectors. 
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Rural development: Second Pillar of the European agricultural model  

 

The second pillar aims to put in place a consistent and lasting framework for 

guaranteeing the future of rural areas and promoting the maintenance and creation of 

employment. The future of rural areas cannot be based mainly on the economic 

opportunities in agriculture, even if these are extended by (agro)environmental 

measures and landscape preservation. Employment in EU primary agriculture has 

declined rapidly over the last decade and is expected to decline even further in the near 

future. The creation of job opportunities in other sectors is therefore a necessity in order 

to avoid or at least reduce the exodus from peripheral rural areas. Earlier programmes 

financed by the EU Structural Funds have meant an important step in this direction. 

With the Agenda 2000 reform, this idea and way of tackling rural problems is 

developed a step further. Especially the need for a comprehensive, integrated strategy 

for rural development - in the sense of a multi-sectoral co-ordinated policy approach - is 

emphasised.  

 

 

A single reference framework 

 

A major innovation of the new EU rural development policy is that support for rural 

development from the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) 

has been put together in one single reference framework. Rural development measures 

have been brought together in one single, coherent package offering support to all rural 

areas in three main ways: 

• by creating a stronger agricultural and forestry sector; 

• by improving the competitiveness of rural areas; 

• by maintaining the environment and preserving Europe’s unique rural heritage. 

 

Four main principles lie at the basis of the new rural development policy: 

• multifunctionality of agriculture, i.e. its varied role over and above the production of 

foodstuffs. This implies the recognition and encouragement of the services provided 

by farmers;  

• a multisectoral and integrated approach to the rural economy in order to diversify 

activities, create new sources of income and employment and protect the rural 

heritage; 

• flexible aids based on subsidiarity and promoting decentralisation, consultation at 

regional, local and partnership level;  

• transparency in drawing up and managing programmes, based on simplified and 

more accessible legislation. 
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Rural development measures and RDPs 

 

The rural development policy measures - 22 in total - can be summarised under seven 

broad headings which together offer an à la carte choice to the individual Member 

States: 

• investments in farm businesses 

• human resources: support to young farmers; early retirement; training 

• less favoured areas and areas subject to environmental constraints 

• forestation 

• processing and marketing of agricultural products 

• agri-environment (obligatory). 

• Various measures for the general development and adaptation of rural areas (so-

called Article 33 measures) aimed at promoting a more integrated rural development 

policy throughout the Community. Article 33 measures include diversification off 

farm: renovation and development of villages, protection and conservation of rural 

heritage, protection of the environment in connection with agriculture, forestry and 

landscape, and land improvement. 

 

New to the programming of EU rural development policies is that Member States are 

obliged to draw up an RDP. The RDP contains a concise description of measures and 

activities for the whole programming period of 7 years in one single framework. The 

RDPs are subject to approval by the Commission. By October 2001 the Commission 

had approved 68 RDPs. The form and contents of the RDPs differ strongly between 

Member States. Some Member States chose to produce a single Horizontal Rural 

Development Programme (e.g. Austria, the Netherlands, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, 

Sweden), some a Horizontal Rural Development Programme, combined with various 

Regional Rural Development Programmes (Belgium, Finland, Germany, Italy, Portugal, 

Spain), or a number of Regional Rural Development Programmes (U.K.). 

 

 

Leader+ 

 

Apart from the rural development measures described above, there is the Community 

Initiative for rural development Leader+. It is designed to encourage pilot approaches to 

integrated rural development in selected local rural areas (typically where there are 

between 10 000 and 100 000 inhabitants) throughout the EU. Leader+ is the successor 

of Leader I and II, but is more ambitiously targeted at encouraging and supporting high 

quality and integrated strategies for local rural development. 

 

Leader+ aims to contribute to a more sustainable social, economic and environmental 

development of rural areas with particular emphasis on four priority themes:  

• use of know how and new technology, making the products and services of rural 

areas more competitive,  

• improving the quality of life in rural communities,  

• adding value to local products, and  

• making the best use of natural and cultural resources.  
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Leader+ is implemented by Local Action Groups (LAGs): private/public partnerships 

responsible for drawing up and implementing a development strategy for the local rural 

area they represent. Leader+ also puts strong emphasis on stimulation of joint co-

operation projects between Leader+ groups within the EU and beyond, and on 

networking to encourage the exchange of experience and the sharing of ideas and 

approaches between rural areas. 

 

Applicant countries: Sapard  

 

Besides the EU Member States, EU rural development policies also apply to the 

applicant countries. To this end, the pre-accession instrument Sapard (Special Accession 

Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development) has been established (Council 

Regulation No. 1268/1999). Sapard’s main priorities are to contribute to the 

implementation of the acquis concerning the CAP and to solve priority and specific 

problems for the sustainable adaptation of the agricultural sector and the rural areas in 

the 10 applicant countries (excluding Malta, Cyprus and Turkey).  

 

The Sapard regulation requires from each applicant country to draw up a development 

plan in accordance with the principles of the programming approach used by the 

Member States. This RDP - which covers a period of 7 years starting in 2000 - can 

include up to 14 measures set out in the Sapard Regulation, many being similar to those 

available to the Member States and a limited number aimed at capacity building to 

implement the Acquis Communautaire.  

 

In terms of allocated budget three measures are dominant in all applicant countries: 

public aid for investment in processing and marketing (26% of total Community aid), 

followed by investment in agricultural holdings (ditto, 22%) and investment in rural 

infrastructure (ditto, 21%). Of the ten other measures, none averages more than 4% of 

the total. Unlike for Member States the agri-environment measure is not obligatory for 

applicant countries, but all except Slovenia have included the measure. Two measures 

have not been included in any of the applicant countries: the setting up of farm relief 

and farm management services and the measure on establishment and updating of land 

registers. 

 

Management of the Sapard programme is conferred to the applicant countries on a fully 

decentralised basis with ex-post control by the Commission based on the EAGGF 

Guarantee financial management procedure. In each applicant Country a Sapard agency 

is responsible for implementation - including project selection, tendering and 

contracting - and payments. The Sapard agency consists of a Paying and an 

Implementing Agency that must be accredited and verified by the Commission. 
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Review results and conclusions 

 

Taking the original research questions as a base (see Background), the status and 

progress of rural development policies under Agenda 2000 can be assessed as follows:  

 

I. Are EU Rural Development Policies under Agenda 2000 really new? 

 

The general view among the interviewees in the various Member States is that in terms 

of contents the ‘new’ rural development policies are not really new. Almost all 

measures already existed before in some form or another. Some of the measures have 

been slightly adapted by strengthening and/or adding conditions. For some measures 

(e.g. the agro-environmental measure) financial means have been extended, whereas 

others have been given a lower priority (e.g. investment in agricultural holdings). 

Generally, almost all measures are continuations of previous ones, albeit with slight 

adaptations and alterations, and now being part of an overall integrated RDP with the 

previous Objective 5b programmes being integrated.  

 

Most RDPs contain almost all eligible measures and actions that are ‘permitted’ under 

Agenda 2000 and only differ in terms of accents and focus on some of these elements. 

In some instances, a ‘broader scope’ of rural development measures can be noted, e.g. in 

the United Kingdom.  

New is first and foremost the form and the format of the rural development policy based 

on the experience and prime example of the Structural Funds approach. In particular: 

 

• all existing measures have been put together in one single reference framework; 

• each Member State had to produce a Rural Development Programme which formed 

the basis for further programming; 

• a programming period of 7 years was enforced; 

• a comprehensive integrated strategy for rural development was introduced.  

 

The most eye-catching innovation in terms of organisation comes from France. The 

contrats territoriaux d’exploitation (CTE) are the key instrument of the national RDP. 

This means a more integrated approach to rural development at the level of the 

agricultural holding. The CTE scheme is an attempt to ensure a smooth transition from 

the old to the new programme, avoiding the elimination of measures which are 

effective, and with which farmers are familiar. CTE create a new contractual 

relationship between the state and the farmer, encouraging the latter to integrate his 

holding, for a 5-year period, into a coherent and comprehensive programme with socio-

economic as well as environmental and regional development dimensions. 

 

In this new programming period, the role of the European Commission should in theory 

be a more distant one, focusing on global steering and control - i.e. main (out)lines - 

rather than detailed interference with the specific ins and outs of every programme. In 

practice, however, the latter occurs. Hence no changes with the previous period can be 

noticed. The role of the Commission has even become less clear, as in the earlier 
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programming period the Commission was a member of the steering committee, whereas 

it now functions as an ‘advisor’. 

 

Leader+ 

Compared to the ‘traditional’ rural development measures, Leader+ stood out in terms 

of innovativeness and was commonly appreciated as a success thus far. Leader+ is not 

really new in terms of content and measures, yet its current approach is more integrated 

as compared to the previous period, including issues like capacity building and quality 

of life. The novelty of Leader - being area based -  which made it an innovation in the 

last programming period, is no longer new. 

 

A significant change has occurred in the management of Leader+, e.g. in the UK where 

devolved responsibility is now being offered to LAGs. Under the Action Plan approach, 

LAGs are delegated the responsibility for issuing offer letters and paying grant claims 

up to a limit agreed by the relevant Regional Programme Monitoring Committee. The 

LAGs draw up annual plans detailing activities and funding arrangements, which will 

be managed by an accountable body nominated by the group. The fact that Leader+ is 

now available to a broader number of areas has also been welcomed. 

 

Applicant countries: Sapard 

In the Applicant countries no considerable difference appears to exist between the 

Sapard-period and the pre-Sapard period in terms of measure content. Earlier EU Phare 

and current Sapard programmes in the field of rural development are very similar to the 

national programmes carried out before. In terms of content, a slight shift can be noticed 

towards sustainable development. The Mad Cow and Foot and Mouth diseases have led 

to more attention given to food safety and the environment in the applicant countries. 

More than in the EU Member States the selected measures are sector-oriented rather 

than directed towards integrated rural development. A difference with respect to the 

previous period can be observed in programming, in the introduction of decentralised 

management procedures and in funding (co-financing, the setting up of paying agencies 

and EAGGF Guarantee Section financial management procedures including the 

clearance of accounts). Generally, more funds appear to be allocated to rural 

development than in the pre-Sapard period. 

 

II. Is the implementation of EU rural development policies encountering any 

difficulties? 

 

Delays have occurred in the implementation phase in all Member States (on average 

about 1 year) as well as in the Applicant countries (on average approximately 2 years). 

Procedural and administrative obligations laid down in the various measures have 

generally hampered greater transparency. Large differences in implementation exist 

between measures (e.g. Aggregated Legal Framework (ALF) projects relatively quick, 

investment projects and art 33 measures relatively slow) and between areas.  
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Both in terms of timing and in terms of the amount of actions to be put into practice, the 

general picture across the Member States is one of high ambitions. The status for 

implementation of the RDP is that in most countries, the measures have been approved 

by the Commission and transposed into law. Most of the measures commenced shortly 

after Commission approval of the RDP. The Commission accepted early 

implementation in some cases (e.g. for the agri-environmental measures) if the Member 

States would ‘continue’ the old scheme after Council Regulation 2078/1999. On the one 

hand, this would seem beneficial to the success of a programme in terms of 

implementation and flexibility. On the other hand, this is not typically promoting of 

innovation with regards to the content of measures. One of the factors of delay is 

perceived to be the workload in the Commission. In general, however, both the 

Commission and the Member States have miscalculated the magnitude of the 

programming task at hand. 

 

The general impression is that the Commission has been eager to conduct a detailed 

technical examination of the RDPs in its effort to ensure some consistency across the 

EU Member States. This ‘programming approach’ from the Commission side has been 

very time-consuming. With regard to the Objective 2 programmes, these delays were 

more clearly anticipated because of the experience with bureaucratic programming 

procedures. 

 

In most Member States, the project pipeline is well under way for the RDP, and most 

measures are in course of implementation in countries like Denmark, Germany and the 

Netherlands. The project pipeline has not been easy to (re)establish, even though the 

measures are - as mentioned  - extensions of the former practice. Approval of projects 

had to wait until the RDPs were approved and the legal framework was in place. The 

‘Article 33’ actions have been mostly late in terms of start-up, mainly due to the lack of 

a legal basis and the time it took to define the content of this article in many Member 

States. Furthermore, the guidelines in the EC regulations were not very precise, leaving 

room for interpretation in the Member States. Finally, Article 33 is partly administered 

by regional authorities, and the involvement of the regions has been time consuming. 

 

Applicant countries 

For obvious reasons no Sapard funds were flowing to the applicant countries under 

consideration in this study by the end of 2001. One of the reasons is that in only four 

applicant countries the formal procedures for approval of the decentralised management 

structure for Sapard funding had been finished (Bulgaria, Estonia, Slovenia and 

Lithuania). For Lithuania, Commission approval arrived at the end of November 2001. 

 

Delays may have occurred due to unrealistic expectations on the side of the Community 

(Commission), of a more rapid commencement. The Sapard plans (the National RDP) 

have now been produced and approved, and both the regulations on which the multi-

annual financing agreement is based and the multi-annual financing agreements have 

been agreed. The actual implementation and funding will start with the accreditation of 

the Sapard agencies. Funds are expected to become available in the course of 2002 for 

most of the applicant countries.  
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Roughly speaking, the applicant countries have experienced about 2 years of delay. 

These delays are nothing new, though. Since 1998, with the idea of institutional 

twinning under Phare (which was a good idea), implementation and procedural 

problems led to major delays (about 1.5 years). The adaptation of the EU legal 

framework followed by changes in national legal frameworks to enable the Sapard 

paying agency to function, account for the major share of the delay. The European 

Commission and the applicant countries have overcomplicated the process to the extent 

that EU accreditation has not been finalised yet in most of the applicant countries, 

sometimes even despite the positive conclusions reached by independent international 

audits. 

 

However, the implementation itself may also face various problems and obstacles. 

Agricultural reform, farm restructuring and modernisation call for large financial 

resources. A lot of agricultural entities experience a shortage of investment capital and 

working capital as result of a poor financial position of farmers and agricultural 

companies, low efficiency and slow turnover, and seasonality of production. Rather 

high interest rates for bank loans, insufficiently developed retail banking systems, 

problems related with mortgage, reduce the possibilities to get loans.  

 

III. Subsidiarity and partnership. How do partners regard the rural development  

programmes? 

 

In a formal sense, the programmes adhere to the official requirement of partnership. 

This is a sine qua non for approval of the RDP. Whether a true societal 

discussion/debate between potential stakeholders at Member State level has taken place 

remains unclear. In most cases this can be doubted, also because of the relative small 

time available for producing the RDP. In the  

applicant countries the absence of organised interests is clearly a barrier to true 

partnership.   

 

In general, the Agenda 2000 framework gives enough room to develop  tailor-made 

policies appropriate for the specific problems of the individual countries. The Council 

Regulation 1257/1999 is ‘an aggregated legal framework’ based on the separate legal 

texts in force prior to the Agenda 2000. Hence, Regulation 1257/1999 is not a 

revolution in terms of content, and the Member States are therefore used to adapt their 

policy priorities within the instruments that Agenda 2000 provides. Moreover, the single 

legal framework has improved the flexibility and has made it more obvious to perceive 

rural development measures within the same context. 

 

One aspect mentioned by several representatives in the Member States, is that the 

administrative provisions and regulations set by the Commission are too tight. These 

administrative provisions and regulations are perceived to have a negative impact on the 

flexibility of the programme and are generally thought to hamper the overall 

implementation of the programme.  
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At regional level, it is felt that the central government influenced the priorities of the 

programmes to a too large extent. As a result, the programmes do not always fully 

reflect the needs of the regions. More flexibility in the national programmes is required 

to address these needs. 

 

IV. Multiplier effects and spin-off: Do the EU rural development programmes  

influence other activities? 

 

Rural development programmes offer a relatively large scope to manoeuvre for the 

Member States and give ample chance to introduce tailor-made solutions for country-

specific problems. At the same time, this has also had the effect - whether a drawback or 

not - that existing national rural development policies have been “dressed up in EU 

clothes” and have become EU policy, the latter with the advantage of EU co-financing 

arrangements. To put this argument a step further: one could also assert that the ‘second 

pillar’ of rural development policy has in a way facilitated the process of 

renationalisation of the EU’s CAP, with part of the financial burden passed on to the EU 

budget.  

 

V. How do EU rural development programmes score with respect to additionality  

and absorption capacity? 

 

With respect to absorption capacity, the experience with the preceding programming 

period reveals optimism at all administrative levels - regional, national and EU. In the 

preparatory RDP phase, noticeable differences between Member States have occurred, 

in terms of contents, procedures and also financially. Because of the fact that the 

formulation of projects has only just started and therefore de facto implementation of 

the RDPs is just in its inception, no exact figures regarding absorption capacity could be 

gathered.  

 

There is a clear distinction between the activities funded through the RDPs and 

activities funded under Objective 2 Programmes. In general, the rural component is not 

prominent in the Objective 2 Programmes. However, this does not mean that activities 

of Objective 2 cannot be directed towards rural areas, it is just that the measures are not 

explicitly directed to problems connected with rural areas. Some problems can be 

addressed through both programmes, like basic services for the rural economy and 

promotion of tourist and craft activities. 

 

VI. Do the EU rural development programmes stick to accepted notions of  

simplification and concentration of EU policies? 

 

In general, it can be said that the Agenda 2000 does not necessarily lead to a 

simplification of the programmes. Agenda 2000 provides a broad framework for 

national programming. It depends on the choices made on national level how the 

simplification works out. Therefore, opinions about whether or not Agenda 2000 has 

encouraged simplification differ.  
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In most countries, the transparency of the programmes has been improved in terms of 

objectives, measures and target beneficiaries. Lack of transparency in the Danish case is 

caused by the fact that the single legal framework has not yet been transformed into real 

life administration. The rural measures are still managed as largely separate initiatives 

and simplifying the framework has therefore not implied integrality between measures. 

 

VII.  Do the EU rural development policies result in reorientation towards  

structural interventions? 

 

The rural development policies reflect a mixture of regionally- and sector-oriented 

support measures. A large variety in policy solutions can be found between Member 

States. Across all programmes and measures more emphasis is laid on encouraging local 

competitiveness than previously. Apart from the emphasis on business development and 

diversification, rural projects are (expected to be) far better geared towards 

incorporating and meeting economic objectives. It is hoped that the emphasis on 

competitiveness will increase the long-term sustainability of projects.  

 

The answers to the basic questions formulated in this review give ample input for the 

further discussion. This discussion should focus both on the current status and progress 

of rural development policies in the European Union and EU applicant countries (where 

do we stand?), and on the question of whether rural development policies in Europe 

really have embarked into new directions (where are we heading for?). 

 

One important conclusion of this review is that the EU’s rural development policy as 

defined in the Agenda 2000 reforms offers a framework that in principle facilitates 

tailor-made programming by the individual Member States. The RDP offers a flexible 

framework in which needs and wishes of the Member State concerned can be addressed. 

There also appears to be ample and sufficient scope to readjust the Rural Development 

Programmes during their 7-year programming period. The way in and the extent to 

which this is actually achieved is dependent on the actual behaviour of both the Member 

States and the European Commission. Ingredients to the success of the new EU rural 

development policies differ therefore from Member State to Member State, and from 

applicant country to applicant country. At the same time, this considerable room to 

manoeuvre and freedom of choice could also be seen as a weakness, when observed 

from a higher aggregated EU-level. 
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Introduction 

This report reflects the outcome of a study entitled “Rural Development in the Context 

of Agenda 2000, Mid-Term Review in the European Union and in the Applicant 

countries” (IV/2001/10/01). It describes the recent experience with and analyses the 

status and progress of EU rural development policies formulated under Agenda 2000.  

 

The inventory was commissioned by the European Parliament, Directorate-General for 

Research, and was executed by an international consortium led by ECORYS NEI (the 

Netherlands Economic Institute) in the period August 2001 until January 2002. An 

intermediate draft version of the report was established in November 2001; intermediate 

results were communicated in a Public Hearing of the European Parliament on 20 

November 2001. 

 

Throughout the study, the NEI core team benefited from regular discussions with the 

European Parliament.  

 

In many Member States a mid-term review at such an early stage of the programming 

period – halfway the second year of a seven (7) year programme period - was perceived 

to be a sensitive issue. This fact has severely influenced the evaluation process. 

Willingness to co-operate was sub-optimal and in some Member States this willingness 

was – at least officially - lacking, especially at the central government level. In other 

countries co-operation was only partial, informal and off-the-record. In the Applicant 

countries, the attitude towards the study was different and rather positive. Problems 

encountered in the Applicant countries mainly relate to lack of progress in the 

implementation of the programmes as a result of institutional/ organisational factors. 

 

In order to make up for the loss of information encountered in some of the Member 

States, the study was broadened by interviewing other key stakeholders and 

policymakers, both in the countries concerned and in other Member States. Also, a 

number of individual programme-level case studies were carried out to deepen the 

understanding of the newly established policies. 

 

The outcome of the study gives ample input for the further discussion, both on the 

current status and progress of rural development policies in the European Union and EU 

Applicant countries, and on the question whether rural development policies in Europe 

really have embarked into new directions. 
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1. Outline 

1.1. Review background, objectives, scope and methodology  

Background 

This report reflects the outcome of an inventory - a mid-term review - of recent 

experiences with EU rural development policies under Agenda 2000. The report 

assesses the experience so far with EU rural development policies, both in the Member 

States and the Applicant countries. Results are based on a well-considered selection of 

countries. The study attempts to identify recent experiences in programming and 

implementing the new rural development policies. Wherever possible it tries to discern 

common patterns and tendencies in recent experiences with the newly established EU 

rural development policies.  

 

The inventory which was commissioned by the European Parliament, Directorate-

General for Research, Division Agriculture, Regional Policy, Transport, Development, 

was executed by an international consortium led by ECORYS NEI (Netherlands Economic 

Institute) during the period August 2001 until January 2002.  

 

Objectives 

If policies turn out the way they are planned, and if they are ‘good’ policies, the 

problems will be solved. But, do they turn out the way they were planned? This is one 

of the main questions to be addressed by this study.  

 

Implementation and evaluation of the newly designed rural development scheme are a 

mutual learning process and a challenging task for policymakers, stakeholders as well as 

agricultural and regional economists. It is by constant monitoring and evaluation that 

this learning process can be made most effective. The European Parliament has an 

important role to play in this respect. Abstracting from everyday policy turmoil, it is 

specifically able to watch the process of policy implementation and gives signals 

whenever there is an opportunity to improve and to learn. The study offers up-to-date 

information on the status and progress of the new EU rural development policy. One of 

its objectives was to enable the EP’s Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development 

to carry out an effective first assessment by providing concise information on a selected 

number of targeted questions and issues.  

 

The global objective of the review assignment was formulated as:  

 

To secure an effective control function by the European Parliament on Agenda 2000 

policies on rural development. 

 

This study contributes to reaching this objective, but does not stand alone in the overall 

efforts of the European Parliament for assuring democratic control. The specific 

objective of this review can be formulated as:  
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To fully inform the EP Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development about the 

rural development issues in the context of Agenda 2000 in order to be ready for its 

initial assessment. 

 

Scope  

The inventory included both the programming stage and the first stage of 

implementation, and should be regarded as a first assessment of EU rural development 

policies under Agenda 2000 as well as its Applicant Country equivalent SAPARD. This 

first assessment precedes the formal mid-term evaluations ensured by the European 

Commission and the Member States / Candidate Countries which will be held in 2003. 

 

The study does explicitly not intend to give a full coverage of the status and progress of 

EU rural development programmes. Nor should the outcome of the study be regarded as 

a full-fledged mid-term assessment of these policies. Rather the study should be seen as 

a first attempt to signal whether EU rural development policies in the programming and 

implementation stage live up to existing expectations and ideas on which they were 

founded. This is done primarily by distilling a common thread out of various interviews 

with key stakeholders – the results of which are subjective rather than objective by 

nature - and by giving concrete examples in the form of case studies of good and bad 

experiences, of successes and failures.  

 

Countries selected 

The study was restricted in nature and applied to a representative selection of EU 

Member States and Applicant countries. The EU Member States included in the study 

were: Denmark, France, the Netherlands, Spain and the United Kingdom. Applicant 

countries included in the study were: Hungary, Lithuania, Poland.  

 

The country selection is based on a number of considerations which constitutes a 

balanced representation of the EU Member States and the Applicant countries: 

 

• balance between Northern and Southern Member States; 

• inclusion of both larger and smaller Member States; 

• more Member States than Applicant countries. 

• France is included for its numerous rural development programmes, its problems 

with rural exodus and the large agricultural sector. 

• The UK deals, more than on average, with large scale problems in restructuring  of 

the agricultural sector due to a number of well-known crisis. 

• Denmark represents the Nordic Member States and has an efficient, modern 

agricultural sector. 

• Spain - with France - represents the Mediterranean perspective, with its own specific 

problems (e.g., draught, depopulation of the countryside). 

• The Netherlands is a large agricultural exporter and has a very intensive agricultural 

sector active on a relatively densely populated area. 

• Poland and Hungary are the largest agricultural producers among the Applicant 

countries. 
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• Lithuania is selected as representative of the Baltic countries, with a relatively large 

agricultural sector, and with specific transition problems as part of the former Soviet 

Union.  

 

Each of these countries has its own specific experience in terms of rural development, 

each of which will in principle be able to provide interesting background material in 

terms of good or bad policy practice. 

 

Programmes examined  

For the EU Member States the inventory included an assessment of programming and 

implementation of the Rural Development Plans (RDPs) thus far, the LEADER+ 

programme and the existing Structural Funds programmes as far as they explicitly 

include (items of) rural development policy. For the Applicant countries the inventory 

included an assessment of programming and implementation of the Rural Development 

Plans (RDPs) under SAPARD thus far. 

 

Research methodology 

The methodology designed and applied to investigate the status and progress of rural 

development policies under Agenda 2000 was based on a mixture of desk research and 

direct semi-structured interviews of key stakeholders involved in rural development 

policy formulation and implementation. Desk research mainly consisted of analysing 

existing Council and Commission regulations, monitoring documents, Commission 

newletters and other publications by the CEC, DG Agri. Interviews have been 

performed with key stakeholders in the various countries concerned and the CEC 

Brussels.  

 

The approach applied was based on a translation of the project’s objective into a number 

of concrete results. The starting point is the set of research questions formulated in the 

Invitation to Tender: 

 

(g) Are the Agenda 2000 programmes really new? 

(h) Is their implementation encountering any difficulties? 

(i) How do partners regard these programmes? 

(j) Do they influence other rural activities? 

(k) What influences absorption capacity? 

(l) Do the programmes result in reorientation towards structural interventions? 

 

The approach is directed towards finding critical factors that determine success or 

failure of rural development policies. Starting with a broad overview of rural 

development programmes, the inventory gradually narrows and deepens its focus. This 

funnel shaped process is used in order to arrive at concrete conclusions from the large 

number of experiences in the selected countries thus far. 
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In each of the stages a different type of information is collected which is then used to 

answer one or more specific questions from the above list. For instance, the questions 

(a) and (f) are being addressed in phase I. Answering these questions requires a broad 

overview of relatively superficial issues like comparing the content of strategies and the 

relative size of financial contributions. In phase II, the focus is narrowed somewhat in 

terms of content. This means that issues raised will be more specific and of a more 

qualitative nature. Questions (b) through to (e) are addressed in this phase. The sources 

are of the same width as in phase I, meaning that no specific selection of partners or 

types of programmes are yet made. For practical reasons, a random sample is taken 

from the total population of programmes on rural development. No particular type of 

programmes or regions have been excluded in advance however.  

 

Phase III brings about this targeting in terms of sources: on the basis of the outcomes of 

the first two phases, a selection is made of programmes expected to yield the most 

interesting examples, on average, of two per country. Representatives (local and 

regional partners) of these programmes have been interviewed in order to be able to take 

one more step, deeper into the content. This allows an explanation and differentiation of 

the results from the first two phases. Basically, this phase covers all of the questions (a) 

through (f), with an accent on questions (b), (c) and (d).  

 

Finally, in phase IV, conclusions are drawn from the previous three phases in terms of 

what works and what does not and why. The issue of what the critical success or failure 

factors are is central in this phase. This is one more step further in terms of focusing, as 

only those examples that are critical (either positive or negative) are taken into account 

and used to formulate conclusions that together satisfy the project’s objective. To this 

end, three case studies in regions with interesting examples of either good or bad 

practice have been carried out: 

I. Broad collection of quantitative data 

II. Targeting of content 

III. Targeting of sources 

IV. Selection 

of best and 

worst 

practices 
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• Denmark: Case study on the organisation, programming and implementation of the 

Agri-environment measure in Denmark;  

• France: Case study on the implementation of CTE (Contrats Territoriaux 

d’Exploitation) in the Baronnies Mountains; 

• Spain: Case study on experiences with Leader II in relation to Leader+ in the region 

of Valencia. 

 

 

1.2. Review context: sensitivities and realities encountered during the review 

process 
 

Central to each policy review or evaluation, whether ex-ante, mid-term or ex-post, is the 

question of policy relevance, effectiveness and efficiency. Although a priori ideas exist 

with respect to the expected relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of the new EU rural 

development policies, an overall balanced judgement of the actual status and progress 

so far, based on ‘hard’, objective evidence is difficult to make as yet.  

 

Three factors play an important role in this respect:  

iv) the timing of the evaluation in view of the overall time horizon of the ‘first 

generation’ of Rural Development Programmes; 

v) the accessibility of available information on the status and progress of the 

programmes, and 

vi) the way in which actors involved in EU rural development policy-making are 

prepared, willing and able to co-operate in terms of giving information, 

interviews, etc.    

 

Timing. The Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) of the Member States, which 

constitute the ‘frame’ for the measures to be implemented at Member State level, have a 

time horizon of 7 years and last from 2000 till the end of 2006. This means that 

relatively little experience has been gained in terms of practical implementation of the 

programmes. The general programming stage has only recently - autumn 2000 - been 

completed in the sense that the RDPs have been approved by the European 

Commission.  

 

Information access. Information on the status and progress of rural policy 

implementation is gathered at the level of Member States, as the Commission and the 

Member States are obliged to ensure effective monitoring of implementation of rural 

development programming (see Art. 48, Council Regulation). To this end, Member 

States have to submit yearly progress reports to the Commission, no later than 30 April 

of each year. Since the start of the programming period, one progress report has been 

made for each Member State. So far, progress reports have not been made public. This 

meant that for the purpose of reviewing the current status and progress, the consortium 

was dependent on public written sources (e.g. the Rural Development Programmes) and 

interviews (see next item). The EP mid-term evaluation precedes, to a large extent, the 

mid-term evaluation that has to be made by an independent evaluator for each Member 
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State and Candidate Country). Mid-term evaluation reports have to be transmitted to the 

Commission no later than 31 December 2003.    

 

Willingness to co-operate. The willingness of government staff to co-operate with the 

study appeared limited, especially at the central government level of the Member States. 

This can be partly assigned to difficulties in communication between the European 

Parliament and the Council (see below). In some cases, and particularly at Commission 

level, co-operation was frustrated because requests for interviews were passed on to a 

higher political – usually Director – level. Some of these requests for this reason never 

materialised in interviews.  

 

In neither of these cases, the right of the European Parliament to carry out a mid-term 

review was questioned directly. Yet, the fact that the tasks of monitoring and evaluation 

of the rural development programming are the shared responsibility of the Commission 

and the Member States - officially assigned by Council Regulation (EC) 1257/1999 and 

Commission Regulation (EC) 1750/1999 - may account for the reluctance of the 

Commission and the Member States to co-operate. A more detailed report of the 

difficulties encountered during the mid-term review is given under points 1 and 2 

below. 

 

Willingness to co-operate: the Council of Agricultural Ministers  

On the initiative of the French delegation, the mid-term review of EU rural development 

policies in the context of Agenda 2000 has become the topic of lively discussion at both 

CSA (Special Committee on Agriculture (SCA), better known by its French acronym 

CSA) and STAR Committee level. The STAR Committee during its meeting on 

Wednesday 26 September appears to have raised the question of whether Member 

States should co-operate or not by giving information and interviews to facilitate the 

ongoing investigation. The general conclusion of the STAR Committee – as 

communicated by a member of the committee - was that monitoring and evaluation is 

primarily the task of the Commission. Furthermore, the timing of the study was 

generally regarded as having come too early as the implementation of Agenda 2000 is 

only in its beginning.  

 

The matter has also been discussed in the CSA in at least two separate meetings. Joint 

action was taken in the form of an official letter, the subject of discussion in its 15 

October 2001 meeting and to be send to the European Parliament.  

 

As a consequence of both discussions (STAR Committee and CSA), representatives and 

other staff involved in rural development issues in the Ministries of Agriculture together 

with the central government agencies of several Member States - among which France, 

the Netherlands and Spain - have refused to co-operate with the study. The main 

accompanying message was that the evaluation would not be ‘opportune’ at this 

particular point in time (i.e. too early) and that for this reason Ministry staff were not 

prepared to respond. 
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1.3. Interpretation of the review results 

The results that are presented in this study should be interpreted with some caution. The 

first argument is the fact that only a sample of Member States and Applicant countries 

have been taken into consideration and that the results therefore cannot be held fully 

representative for all EU and Applicant countries. It should also be kept in mind that the 

EU rural development policies under Agenda 2000 and the SAPARD programme for the 

Applicant countries have only begun in the year 2000. Progress so far in terms of the 

total length of the programmes – which is generally 7 years (2000-2006) is therefore 

rather limited: 2 out of 7 years. The term ‘mid-term’ review could therefore be a little 

misleading, perhaps the label ‘a first assessment’ of EU rural development policies 

under Agenda 2000 more apt. 

 

However, the outcome of this study gives ample input for the further discussion 

regarding the current status and progress of rural development policies in the European 

Union and EU Applicant countries, and regarding the question of whether rural 

development policies in Europe really have embarked into new directions. 

 

 

1.4. Reading guide 

The content of the remainder of this report is as follows: 

 

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the background, the ins and outs and the context of 

the EU rural development policies under Agenda 2000, both for the EU Member States 

(sections 2.1 to 2.4) and the Applicant countries (section 2.5). Chapter 2 should be 

regarded as a summary of ‘objective’ facts and figures on the status and progress of the 

rural development policies under Agenda 2000.  

 

Chapter 3 contains the review results as distilled from the various interviews with key 

stakeholders in the Member States and Applicant countries selected. The assessment 

laid down in chapter 3 follows seven (7) central issues: level of innovation (section 3.1), 

first experiences with implementation (section 3.2), rural partnership and subsidiarity 

(section 3.3), multiplier effects and spin-off (section 3.4), additionality and absorption 

capacity (section 3.5), simplification and concentration (section 3.6), and structural 

versus non-structural intervention (section 3.7).  

 

Contrary to the information contained in chapter 2, chapter 3 is based on observations 

and opinions of key stakeholders with respect to the status and progress of the 

programmes. The outcomes are - as a result - subjective by nature, but form an 

indication of the current opinion on how the programming and implementation thus far 

are being received and perceived in the various countries considered.  
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Chapter 4 concludes.  

 

Apart from the main text, the study contains five annexes. Annex 1 presents a list of the 

various contributors to this study. Annex 2 contains a checklist used for the telephonic 

interviews, which formed a major input for the study. In annexes 3 to 5 the three case 

studies are described in extenso. Annex 3 reports on the (organisational and managerial) 

changes of the agri-environment measure in Denmark, annex 4 discusses the 

implementation of CTE in the Baronnies mountains in France, and annex 5 analyses the 

consequences of the follow-up of LEADER II by LEADER+ programme for the region 

of Valencia (Comunidad Valenciana). 
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2. Rural development policies and Agenda 2000 

2.1. EU rural development policies in the Member States 

Agenda 2000 and the future of EU agriculture 

 

One of the major issues of the Agenda 2000 reforms has been the future of EU 

agriculture. In order to be able to respond to the new challenges and opportunities that 

face the European Union’s agricultural and rural economies, the EU’s Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP) needed a strong ‘new impetus’ in follow-up of the 1992 

MacSharry reforms. The globalisation of world trade, EU enlargement, but also an 

increased consumer-led demand for food quality and safety all pose major challenges 

and opportunities for European agriculture with a big impact on agricultural markets, 

but also on local economies in rural areas.  

 

More than ever the future of the EU agricultural sector and a balanced development of 

rural areas - covering 80% of the EU territory - appear to be interlinked. The Agenda 

2000 reforms therefore introduce rural development policy as the ‘second pillar’ of the 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Together with the ‘traditional’ first pillar - market 

support through Common Market Organisations (CMOs) – rural development policy 

has become an essential part of the European agricultural model. It complements the 

1992 reforms introduced in the market sectors. 

 

Rural development: Second Pillar of the European agricultural model  

 

The second pillar aims to put in place a consistent and lasting framework for 

guaranteeing the future of rural areas and promoting the maintenance and creation of 

employment. For the future of rural areas cannot be based mainly on the economic 

opportunities in agriculture, even if these are extended by (agro)environmental 

measures and landscape preservation. Employment in EU primary agriculture has 

declined rapidly over the last decade and is expected to decline even further in the near 

future. The creation of job opportunities in other sectors is therefore a necessity in order 

to avoid or at least reduce the exodus from peripheral rural areas. Earlier programmes 

financed by the EU Structural Funds have meant an important step in this direction. 

With the Agenda 2000 reform, this idea and way of tackling rural problems is 

developed a step further. Especially the need for a comprehensive, integrated strategy 

for rural development – in the sense of a multi-sectoral co-ordinated policy approach - is 

emphasised.  

 

Broad prior consensus seems to exist on the idea that integrated rural development 

programmes are more efficient than partial sectoral support measures, being less 

focused on one single sector. The effectiveness of the proposed rural development 

concept will largely depend on how far the different Member States and regions have 

been to familiarise themselves with and ‘endogenize’ the concept and have been able to 

make use of the opportunities it brings. With the new rural development policy the 
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Member States have a possibility to create a forward looking rural development strategy 

instead of trying to preserve existing structures.  

 

International context - WTO negotiations 

 

Agriculture will be one of the key dossiers of the next WTO Round of trade 

negotiations. The launch of a new Round is generally expected to take off at the 

oncoming Ministerial meeting in Doha, Qatar on 9-13 November. The discussion during 

the WTO Round will most likely focus on further liberalisation of agriculture and 

agricultural trade (increased market access) and domestic support. The European 

agricultural model with its two pillars, market support and rural development, can 

expect opposition from the large agricultural exporting countries (Cairns group, U.S.), 

particularly where the expected discussion on redefining the amber and blue boxes is 

concerned. In the view of these large exporting countries, the second pillar could distort 

competition and is – put bluntly – designed just to circumvent the amber-blue box 

discussion. The question therefore is whether the so-called “non-trade” concerns among 

which rural development and - broader – “multifunctionality” can be kept within the 

green box (i.e. of permitted measures, causing minimal distortion). 

 

 

2.2. Basic philosophy: reference framework & major principles 

A single reference framework 

 

A major innovation of the new EU rural development policy is that support for rural 

development from the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) 

has been put together in one single reference framework, Council Regulation (EC) 

1257/1999. A series of rural development measures have been brought together in a 

single, coherent package offering support to all rural areas in 3 main ways: 

• by creating a stronger agricultural and forestry sector, 

• by improving the competitiveness of rural areas, 

• by maintaining the environment and preserving Europe’s unique rural heritage. 

 

Principles 

 

The four main principles of the new rural development policy are1: 

• multifunctionality of agriculture, i.e. its varied role over and above the production of 

foodstuffs. This implies the recognition and encouragement of the services provided 

by farmers;  

• a multisectoral and integrated approach to the rural economy in order to diversify 

activities, create new sources of income and employment and protect the rural 

heritage; 

• flexible aids based on subsidiarity and promoting decentralisation, consultation at 

regional, local and partnership level;  

                                                 
1 European Commission, DG Agriculture, CAP Reform: Rural Development, 1999.  
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• transparency in drawing up and managing programmes, based on simplified and 

more accessible legislation. 

 

Two principles that are tightly connected to EU regional policy, subsidiarity and 

partnership, are especially important in the case of rural areas. The extent to which local 

and regional partners are involved in both planning and implementation of programmes 

is an important determinant of the ability of rural regions to stop exodus and decline. 

Next to an integrated development approach for all rural areas, Agenda 2000 puts 

emphasis on broadening of the financial base for those programmes. This is 

accomplished partly by incorporation of funds from the EAGGF Guarantee section, a 

further shift of competence to Member States, and an attempt to clarify the distribution 

of various competencies (design, implementation, control) to the different levels of 

decision making. 

 

An ever-increasing importance in EU policies concerning rural development is being 

attached to the issue of reverting rural exodus. One of the ways in which this can be 

done is by diversifying the rural economy, which is not a new theme in itself, but it has 

been broadened to include more than just the agricultural sector itself. A final principle 

that has received considerable attention in Agenda 2000 is that of simplification, in all 

ways by every conceivable means. This touches upon the Structural Fund principle of 

concentration, aimed at preventing ‘crumbling’ the resources available down to 

ineffective budgets for a multitude of sub-objectives.  

 

 

2.3. Rural development measures and Rural Development Plans (RDPs) 
 

Rural development measures 

 

The rural development policy measures - 22 in total - can be summarised under seven 

(7) broad headings: 

• Investments in farm businesses, 

• Human resources: setting up young farmers; early retirement; training, 

• Less favoured areas and areas subject to environmental constraints, 

• Forestation, 

• Processing and marketing of agricultural products, 

• Agri-environment. 

• Various measures for the general development and adaptation of rural areas (so-

called Article 33 measures) aimed at promoting a more integrated rural development 

policy throughout the Community. Article 33 measures include diversification of 

farms, renovation and development of villages, protection and conservation of rural 

heritage, protection of the environment in connection with agriculture, forestry and 

landscape, and land improvement . 

 

Four measures of the above list are known as accompanying measures: agri-

environment, early retirement, forestation, and areas subject to environmental 

constraints. 
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The list of measures in principle offer an “à la carte” choice to the individual Member 

States. The agri-environment measure is obligatory for the Member States. 

 

Programming rural development measures: Rural Development Plans  

 

New to the programming of EU rural development policies is the obligation by the 

Member States to draw up a rural development plan in which the measures and 

activities at programming level for the whole programming period of 7 years are 

described and accounted for in one single framework: the Rural Development Plan 

(RDP).  

 

In order to ensure that the RDPs are tailor-made, to take account of the specific 

characteristics of each area, the EU has reinforced a decentralised approach to allow 

programmes to be drawn up at the appropriate geographical level, after consultation 

with economic and social partners, agricultural and environmental authorities and 

bodies. RDPs can be amended once a year. 

 

The RDPs are subject to approval by the Commission. By October 2001 the 

Commission had approved 68 Rural Development Plans. These RDPs:  

• include the four accompanying measures agri-environment, early retirement, 

forestation, and areas subject to environmental constraints on the whole EU 

territory,  

• include all other rural development measures outside Objective 1 and 2 areas of 

the Structural Funds, and  

• may include these measures in Objective 2 areas. In these areas and at the choice 

of the Member State, these measures may alternatively form part of the 

programming of Structural Funds. For Objective 1 areas other rural development 

measures than the accompanying measures have to be included in the 

programming of Structural Funds. 

 

The form and contents of the RDPs differs strongly between Member States. Some 

Member States chose to produce a single Horizontal Rural Development Programme 

(e.g. the Austria, the Netherlands, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Sweden), some a 

Horizontal Rural Development Programme, combined with various Regional Rural 

Development Programmes (Belgium, Finland, Germany, Italy, Portugal, Spain), or a 

number of Regional Rural Development Programmes (U.K.). 

 

Financing 

 

All EU rural development policy is based on co-financing by the EU – via European 

Commission - and the Member States.  

 

Accompanying measures are financed by the EAGGF, section Guarantee. For the other 

measures, the source of funding varies according to the regions concerned: 

• Objective 1 regions of the Structural Funds: EAGGF, section Guidance 
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• Outside Objective 1 regions of the Structural Funds: EAGGF, section Guarantee, i.e. 

the New Objective 2 (rural areas). 

 

Measures as part of the Rural Development Plans 

The financial support available for rural development policies in EU Member States for 

the period 2000-2006 is EUR 105 billion (i.e. EUR 15 billion per year), taking together 

Community and Member State support and excluding the LEADER+ programme. The 

Community contribution is EUR 7.2 billion of which EUR 4.7 billion is provided by the 

EAGGF, Section Guarantee and EUR 2.5 billion is provided by the EAGGF, Section 

Guidance (see Commission, DG Agri, Newletter No 38, October 2001). Almost 50% of 

total support flows to the four accompanying measures, however, large differences exist 

between Member States. At the extremes we find Ireland where more than 90% of all 

means is spent on the four accompanying measures, and the Netherlands where only 

13% on the four measures is spent. The agri-environment scheme requires the biggest 

share of available funds: EUR 3.7 billion.  

 

Level of aid and co-financing
1 

 

Level of aid: total public aid (including 

Community aid) as a % of total expenditure 

Maxima Areas 

Investments in farms* 50% 

40% 

Less favoured areas 

All other areas 

Processing and marketing 50% 

40% 

Objective 1 regions 

All other areas 

Level of co-financing (Community tender as a 

% of total public expenditure) 

Maxima Areas 

Other measures** 75% 

50% 

Objective 1 regions 

All other areas 

Income generating investments 35% 

15% 

Objective 1 regions 

All other areas 
1.  See Commission publication “CAP Reform: Rural Development”.* Increased by 5% for all investments for young 

farmers. ** Agri-environmental measures are fixed: 75% for Objective 1 regions and 50% for all other areas. 

 

 

2.4. Leader+ 

Apart from the rural development measures described above, there is the Community 

Initiative for rural development, Leader+. Leader+ is designed to encourage pilot 

approaches to integrated rural development in selected local rural areas (typically where 

there are between 10 000 and 100 000 inhabitants) throughout the EU. Leader+ is the 

successor of Leader I and II, but is more ambitiously aimed at encouraging and 

supporting high quality and ambitious integrated strategies for local rural development. 

 

It aims to contribute to a more sustainable social, economic and environmental 

development of rural areas with particular emphasis on four priority themes:  

• use of know-how and new technology, making the products and services of rural 

areas more competitive,  

• improving the quality of life in rural communities,  



Rural development in the context of the Agenda 2000 

16    PE 311.439 

• adding value to local products, and  

• making the best use of natural and cultural resources.  

 

Leader+ is implemented by Local Action Groups (LAGs) – private/public partnerships 

responsible for drawing up and implementing a development strategy for the local rural 

area they represent. Leader+ also puts strong emphasis on stimulation of joint co-

operation projects between Leader+ groups within the EU and beyond, and on 

networking to encourage the exchange of experience and sharing ideas and approaches 

between rural areas.  

 

Leader+ includes the following eligible measures: 

• Action 1: support for integrated territorial rural development strategies of a pilot 

nature based on the bottom-up approach and horizontal partnerships 

• Action 2: Support for inter-territorial and transnational co-operation 

• Action 3: The networking of all rural areas in the European Union.  

 

Programming of Leader+  

 

Leader+ has its own programming. The programming period is the same as the RDP: 7 

years (2000-2006). On the basis of indicative financial allocations by Member State, as 

decided by the Commission, the Member States submit proposals for programmes to the 

Commission, which include the number of Local Action Groups it intends to select. 

More than one call for proposals may be organised by the Member State. 

 

Member States may opt for operational programmes or global grants to implement their 

programmes.  

 

By October 2001 73 Leader+ programmes had been submitted of which almost half had 

been approved. In some Member States and regions, the selection of LAGs had by then 

already been finished. In other Member States this process was still going on.  

 

The Leader+ programme: available funds and co-financing 

 

Leader+ projects are funded from the EAGGF, section Guidance. The total contribution 

of the EU for the 2000-2006 period is EUR 2020 million at 1999 prices. Co-financing 

rates are a maximum of 75% of total eligible cost for Objective 1 regions and a 

maximum of 50% of total eligible cost in other areas. 
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2.5. EU development policies in the Applicant countries 

With the adoption of Agenda 2000, a new strategy for enlargement was established, 

which included the creation of the Accession Partnerships and a substantial increase in 

pre-accession assistance through the introduction of two new pre-accession instruments, 

SAPARD and ISPA. Apart from providing financial support, the pre-accession 

instruments form an introduction for the Applicant countries to the programme 

management procedures of the Structural Funds. 

 

Priorities and programming under Sapard 

 

For agriculture and rural development the pre-accession instrument Sapard (Special 

Accession Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development) was established 

(Council Regulation No. 1268/1999). Sapard’s main priorities are to contribute to the 

implementation of the acquis concerning the Common Agricultural Policy and to solve 

priority and specific problems for the sustainable adaptation of the agricultural sector 

and the rural areas in the 10 Applicant countries (excluding Malta, Cyprus and Turkey).  

 

The allocation of the available Sapard resources – in total 520 million Euro annually - to 

the Applicant countries by the Commission was based on objective criteria with 90% of 

the total allocation, calculated taking account of the agricultural area weighted by 65% 

and the farming population by 35%. The resulting figures were then adjusted with the 

deviation for each country’s GDP from the average GDP in all 10 countries (expressed 

in PPP). The remaining 10% was based on the specific territorial situation (the length of 

land border with third countries, plus 20% of coast length). 

 

Sapard measures 

 

Given the specific situation and the priority needs of the Applicant countries, some of 

the measures eligible in the Member States are not eligible under Sapard. This applies to 

the setting-up of young farmers, early retirement and Less Favoured Areas. 

 

Some measures differ in their content from those applicable in the Member States, 

specified in the Regulation. The following measures are eligible for support under 

Sapard: 

• Investments in agricultural holdings 

• Improving processing and marketing of agricultural and fisheries products 

• Agri-environment 

• Economic diversification 

• Setting up farm relief and farm management services 

• Setting up producer groups 

• Renovation and development of villages 

• Land improvement and reparcelling 

• Creating and updating land registers 

• Improving vocational training 

• Developing and improving rural infrastructure 
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• Forestation including farm woodland projects, investment in private forest holdings, 

processing and marketing of forest products 

• Water resources management for agriculture 

• Technical assistance (studies, monitoring, information, publicity campaigns) 

 

Programming under Sapard 

 

To achieve the priorities and objectives described, the Sapard regulation requires from 

each Applicant Country a development plan drawn up in accordance with the principles 

of the programming approach used by the Member States. This Rural Development Plan 

(RDP) - which covers a period of 7 years starting in 2000 - can include up to 14 

measures set out in the Sapard Regulation, many being similar to those available to the 

Member States and a limited number aimed at capacity building to implement the 

acquis.  

 

All Rural Development Plans under Sapard had to be submitted within six months of 

Sapard Regulation coming into effect. All Applicant countries submitted their plans 

within this deadline, i.e. 29 December 1999. The Sapard programmes were approved for 

each of the Applicant countries between October and December 2000.  

 

In terms of allocated budget three measures are dominant in all Applicant countries: 

public aid for investment in processing and marketing (26% of total Community 

contribution - EUR 954 million) followed by investment in agricultural holdings (22% 

of the total Community contribution - EUR 797 million) and investment in rural 

infrastructure (21% of the total Community contribution - EUR 759 million). Of the 

nine other measures, none averages more than 4% of the total. Unlike for Member 

States the agri-environment measure is not obligatory for Applicant countries, but all 

except Slovenia have included the measure in their programme. Two measures, i.e. the 

setting up of farm relief and farm management services and the measure on 

establishment and updating of land registers has not been included in any of the 

programmes. 

 

Decentralised management 

 

Management of the Sapard programme is conferred to the Applicant countries on a fully 

decentralised basis with ex-post control by the Commission based on the EAGGF 

Guarantee financial management procedure. In each Applicant Country a Sapard agency 

responsible for implementation – including project selection, tendering and contracting - 

and payments. The Sapard agency consists of Paying and an Implementing Agency that 

must be accredited and verified by the Commission. 

 

Community finance may only be transferred to an Applicant Country following the 

approval of the Rural Development Programme, the conclusion of annual and 

Multiannual financing agreements and a Commission decision conferring management 

of aid to the Sapard agency (see above, accreditation). 
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By November 2001 four Applicant countries had been conferred the management of 

Sapard aid: Bulgaria (first in May 2001), Estonia, Lithuania and Slovenia. This implies 

that, by that time, four Applicant countries had actually entered the stage of actual 

implementation of the Sapard programme. 

 

Financing under Sapard 

 

Total contribution for the 2000-2006 is EUR 520 million each year at 1999 prices. 

Community contribution is up to a maximum of 75% of total public expenditure, and up 

to 100% for technical assistance. In the case of revenue generating investment, total 

public aid may not exceed 50% of the overall volume, with a Community share limited 

to 75%. 



Rural development in the context of the Agenda 2000 

20    PE 311.439 



Rural development in the context of the Agenda 2000 

21    PE 311.439 

3. Rural development policies and Agenda 2000:  

  Programming and implementation experiences during  

the period 2000-2001 
 

3.1. Level of innovation  

Rural Development Plans and measures: Innovation - shift in emphasis, but not 

really new … 

 

In general, the rural development measures under Agenda 2000 cannot be considered as 

really innovative. The majority of programmes and measures are still sector-oriented. In 

some instances, the content focus has moved more than before towards agri-

environmental measures and sustainable development (Austria, Denmark and the 

Netherlands). Although the balance has shifted towards sustainable development, there 

is no innovative element here either: In several countries (e.g. Germany, the 

Netherlands, Denmark), sustainable development has been an issue for a much longer 

time and national policy has been formulated to tackle environmental issues and 

problems for years. In France, there has been a substantial increase in resources 

allocated to sustainable development and the protection of the environment. In the new 

programmes the economic dimension of sustainability – contrary to the last 

programming period – appears to receive more attention.  

 

Generally, almost all measures are continuations of previous ones, albeit with slight 

adaptations and alterations, and now being part of an overall integrated Rural 

Development Plan. The integration of the existing Objective 5b programmes may have 

masked this fact by creating differences with the previous programmes. These now 

being indeed more structural, but if we consider the difference with the previous period 

including the Structural Funds programmes, not much is really new.  

 

Most Rural Development Plans contain almost all eligible measures and actions that are 

‘permitted’ under Agenda 2000 and only differ in terms of accents and focus on some of 

these elements. In some instances, a ‘broader scope’ of rural development measures can 

be noted, e.g. in United Kingdom. This broader scope materialises in so-called 

‘community economic development’ actions, aimed at the neighbourhood level. The 

UK has seen more new elements in terms of measures than other Member States, 

although here it seems that the measures could have been more imaginative. Policy 

measures like the Rural Enterprise Scheme, vocational training and grants for food 

processing and marketing are new. Whether this means that they are automatically 

innovative is questionable as some objective 5b programmes already contained 

measures under comparable headings. The Netherlands is one of the few Member States 

that has taken a broad view to rural development in that less traditional agriculture-

oriented, and a relatively large number of ‘new’ activities have been included, focusing 

on, e.g., nature development, cycle tracks and rural community centres.   
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This shift in emphasise can also be noticed in other Member States, albeit on a lesser 

scale. Activities directed to the diversification of the rural economy are eligible under 

the so-called ‘article 33’ and are ‘new’ in the sense that they are not necessarily about 

agriculture, forestry and processing. 

 

Where projects ran out of funding at the end of the 1994-99 programme these have 

often simply been resurrected and adjusted to the new guidance without the level of 

quality required, particularly in terms of business development. 

 

In some cases, respondents uttered concern that the Commission was funding the same 

policy measures under the new programme without adequate proof as to efficacy 

previously. It was felt that there is a lack of monitoring and evaluation and that too 

many assumptions are made about what is performing well. This raises the question: ‘is 

new always better?’. It would be wise to draw lessons from past programmes, keeping 

what worked and replacing what did not with ‘innovative’ elements. The basis for this 

kind of replacement is missing, however, when it is not known exactly what works and 

what does not. 

 

Leader+ 

Although Leader+ is not really new in terms of content and measures, it appears that the 

current approach is more integrated compared to the previous period, including capacity 

building and quality of life. However, the novelty of Leader in that it is area based, 

which made it an innovation in the last programming period, is no longer new. The 

measures that are taken on, in Leader+, are largely a continuation of those of the former 

programming period.  

 

Conclusion: the impression is that in many instances the innovation as far as content 

(measures and activities) is concerned, is simply rhetoric and superficial. Politics have 

been successful in promoting and integrating EU co-financed rural development policies 

and presenting it as new policy. One could say that ‘newness is more about form than 

about content’. It seems that actors rather than measures themselves are innovative, for 

example in the fields of nature protection and water management: ‘refreshing’! 

 

Innovations in programming structure 

 

Rural Development Plans 

In contrast to the content of the rural development plans, the programming structure 

appears to be quite innovative. The most striking feature is their integrality: all rural 

development actions are now taking place within one overall framework. This has no 

doubt improved transparency and established an overview by bringing together the rural 

development related measures into one single legal framework. The main apparent 

advantage from this has been improved flexibility in terms of the possibility to transfer 

funding from one measure to another. But even this improved integrality has not led to 

more coherence since in many instances the measures are still implemented as loose, 

individual initiatives, meaning that the desired synergy is not reached in many cases.  
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The new Objective 2  

With regard to the new Objective 2 programmes it should be noted that rural 

development is only in very specific instances (such as in the Netherlands) a notable 

element in the programme. In some cases (UK, Denmark) the rural development 

component of Objective 2 programmes can be called ‘minimal’. But even in the 

Netherlands, the rural development component in the new programming period is rather 

limited and focused on (agro-)tourism, recreation, and (tackling) the impact of the Foot 

and Mouth disease. Support in these areas is general and not specifically tied to certain 

rural development criteria and/or characteristics. 

 

The programming structure and process in the Member States has been ‘dictated’ by the 

foreseen procedure in the Council Regulations, but these requirements have not often 

resulted in a structure different from the existing policy and programming tradition. 

Although there has been a tendency to concentrate a number of (smaller) Objective 2 

programmes into one single programme in some (smaller) Member States, no 

fundamental changes in programming structure have been implemented in this respect. 

However, the Programme Complement is perceived to be useful in expressing the 

elements SPDs in a shorter and clearer way. 

 

Innovations in organisation 

 

At EU Member State level 

The most eye-catching innovation in terms of organisation comes from France. The 

‘contrats territoriaux d’exploitation’ (CTE) is the key instrument of the national Rural 

Development Plan. This means a more integrated approach to rural development at the 

level of the agricultural holding. The CTE scheme is an attempt to ensure a smooth 

transition from the old to the new programme, avoiding the elimination of measures 

which are effective, and with which farmers are familiar, and which they apply to 

beneficial effect. In this sense, it could be argued that the CTE ‘dim’ the innovation of 

measures.  

 

The CTE are innovative in the sense that they create a new contractual relationship 

between the state and the farmer, encouraging the latter to integrate his holding, for a 5-

year period, into a coherent and comprehensive programme incorporating a socio-

economic dimension as well as an environmental and regional development aspect. In 

its turn, the government provides financial support for this approach for the same period 

of time.  

 

The CTE, which is based on a recognition of the multifunctional character of 

agriculture, is therefore a guidance and development tool which will eventually bring 

together under one umbrella a large number of measures directed at supporting 

agriculture. This new instrument has been designed to assist farmers who agree to 

implement systems of production providing services to the community but which can 

not be completely remunerated by the market and thus require a financial contribution 

from society, in return for the undertakings given. Standard contracts containing 

standard measures serve as a basis for the contracts presently signed by farmers. 
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Box 1. CASE STUDY FRANCE: CTE IN THE BARONNIES MOUNTAINS 
 
Baronnies is a mountainous area of 1200 km

2
 with a low population density and agriculture 

being the most important sector in the local economy; ‘green’ tourism has gained in importance 
over the last years. The Barronies mountains have been selected as a case study for evaluating 
the impact of one of the innovative elements of the RDP, the “Contrats Territoriaux d’ 
Exploitation” (CTE). 
 
The innovative aspect is that CTE bring a large number of measures directed to the agricultural 
sector together. Besides, support is provided within a national framework, whereas before 
measures where designed at departmental level. The CTE brought a substantial increase in 
allocated resources for sustainable development and environmental protection, with 33% of the 
budget dedicated to the agri-environment. 
 
Standard CTE form the base for the CTE of individual farmers. The standard CTE contain a 
selection of measures that reflects the regional priorities in terms of sustainable development. 
The standard CTE can be drawn up on a territorial basis, like the CTE of Barronies, or on a 
sectoral basis. For the implementation a steering committee is created, in which the public 
administration, professional organisations and consumer and environmental organisations are 
represented.  
 
Strong partnership, broad consultation of actors at grass root level and the large information 
campaign are the main strong points of standard CTE. Innovative is the integration of economic 
and environmental issues in a programme. A weak point is the lack of sufficient communication 
on changes within the CTE. Another problem is changes in production. In the Baronnies case 
this is problematic, as some important products are in crisis. The fact that the sectoral approach 
is becoming dominant implies that it is difficult to link CTE and territory.  
 
Formulation and implementation of individual CTE’s 
Each farmer, who is interested in a CTE, has to submit a “intentional file”. Hence, the farmer 
analyses his own problems and can set up his own project. Local committees have been 
created, which function as a discussion platform. They form the link between individual and 
territorial projects and have an advisory function on possibilities for financial support. There are 
some difficulties with the CTE’s. The sectoral approach dominates and as a result the 
environmental aspect is becoming less important. Another problem is that it is difficult to check 
the coherence of individual CTE’s. 
 

The integral aspect of CTE has had an impact on the organisation structure; new partnerships 
came into existence. For the identification of other results, it is still too early as the first 
contracts were signed only one year ago. Until now, of the 1200 farms in Barronies, 72 showed 
their interest in the CTE and 30 signed one. The number is still quite low, but it is expected that 
in the coming time more CTE’s will be signed.  
 
[See annex 4 for a complete overview of this case study]. 
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In the Netherlands, to state another example of organisational innovation, the Rural 

Development Programme is managed by the Provinces together with the central 

government (Rijk), with a special agency - Regiebureau POP - acting as an intermediary 

(trait d’union) between the two. At the basis of the horizontal Rural Development Plan 

lay 4 Rural Development Plans of the four country territories (landsdelen) North, East, 

South and West. The Regiebureau POP has to facilitate and safeguard negotiations 

between the various partners. As such, it is a part of an overall strategy to erect separate 

accountable agencies which have a great deal of independency from the central 

government. The experience with Regiebureau POP can be evaluated as positive. 

 

 

 

 BOX 2. CASE STUDY DENMARK: THE AGRI-ENVIRONMENT MEASURE  
 
Besides changes in content at sub-measure level, a major innovation under Agenda 2000 has 
been the introduction of a new administration model for implementing the agri-environment 
measure. In the former administration model (1997-model) the counties functioned both as the 
paying and implementing agency, which was not in line with the EU regulations. With the new 
model in 2000 this structure was changed in relation to a more centralised model where the 
Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business gained more power by becoming the paying 
agency. Thereby the Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business has the final say in which 
projects to support or not.  
 
The purpose of introducing a new administration model for the Danish agri-environment scheme 
was partly to create a more flexible system and eliminate double burden of work, partly to promote 
environmental aspects. A third aim was to ensure that the measure was in line with EU regulations. 
 

The reorganisation has failed to reduce administration costs, which was recommended in an 
internal evaluation made for the Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business of the former 
model. The new model is still very expensive and bureaucratic. The administration cost is 
approximately the same as under the former model, meaning around 20 million DKK per year. The 
new measure is furthermore expensive in terms of the impacts on the environment (value for 
money) and administration (administration cost compared to administration payments). 
 
Compared to the last model (1997), there have been some improvements and the present model 
has been successful in some aspects. First of all, the on-going administration model has been 
successful in integrating environmental aspects, which the two new sub-measures on nitrogen 
contracts and green accountings indicate. Especially the sub-measure on nitrogen contracts is 
seen as a considerable improvement and change for environmental friendly agriculture production.  
 
The administration model has furthermore been successful in establishing a close-to-nature 
administration in the counties. This structure creates more environment and nature compared to a 
centralised administration as the county staffs have an extensive knowledge of the district and the 
farmers. This close co-operation and partnership provides constructive preconditions for positive 
environmental impacts. In terms of actual environmental impacts, however, it is difficult to conclude 
anything certain at this stage.  
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At Commission level 

In the new programming period the role of the European Commission should in theory 

be a more distant one, focusing on global steering and control – i.e. main (out)lines - 

rather than detailed interference with the specific ins and outs of every programme. In 

practice, however, the latter occurs. No changes with the previous period can thus be 

noticed. The role of the Commission has even become less clear, as in the earlier 

programming period the Commission was a member of the steering committee, whereas 

it now functions as an ‘advisor’. 

 

Programme management of Leader+  

A more significant change has occurred in the management of Leader +, e.g. in the UK 

where devolved responsibility is now being offered to Local Action Groups. Under the 

Action Plan approach, local action groups will be delegated the responsibility for 

issuing offer letters and paying grant claims up to a limit agreed by the relevant 

Regional Programme Monitoring Committee. The local action groups will draw up 

annual plans detailing activities and funding arrangements. This will be managed by an 

accountable body nominated by the group. The fact that Leader + is now available to a 

broader number of areas has also been welcomed. 

 

In some of the Member States, Leader+ has a very strong innovative character and is 

really bottom-up. The programme is very integrated and has a wider range of resources 

(e.g. regional development and economic policy resources from local or regional 

governments). This makes it possible to construct a more tailor-made strategy for a 

homogeneous region. Regions can decide for themselves which instruments to use for 

the implementation of these strategies. Subsidiarity is very strong in this case. An 

assessment on how new the programme really is in terms of content, is more difficult. In 

Austria, for example, many regions have applied – 48 local action groups – which is a 

BOX 2 CONTINUED: CASE STUDY DENMARK: THE AGRI-ENVIRONMENT MEASURE 
 
 
Another improvement compared to the former model, is the opportunity to apply for compensation 
electronically, via the internet. The system is still new and not not yet well promoted, but the 
electronic system can be seen as an initiative to simplify the application process, which has often 
been criticised by the farmers and agriculture organisation for being too complicated and 
unattractive. The complexity of the scheme has created a negative attitude among the farmers 
towards the agri-environment scheme.  
 
Integration of the agri-environment measure in the Danish rural development programme and 
influencing rural/urban development has, so far, not been a success. The measure is only focusing 
on environment and not on social or rural development in general. Another failure or shortcoming is 
the design of the calculation model, which is used to estimate the compensation rate. In some cases 
this rate is too high compared to the actual environmental effect. 
 
[See annex 3 for a complete overview of this case study]. 
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good sign. This includes new regions. So participation is more broad and for these 

parties and these regions the content of the programmes may be new, but for the country 

as a whole it might be the same business. 

 

Innovations in funding 

 

The agri-environment measures have been given increasing priority, whereas 

investments in agricultural holdings have been given a lower priority. A general remark 

from the interviewees was, however, that the allocation of funding between the rural 

development policy on the one hand and the market orientations on the other hand has 

not changed – another indication of the fact that the rural development policy is only 

new from the perspective of political rhetoric. 

 

It would seem that more finances are available to rural development as a whole under 

Agenda 2000 than previously, taking into account the funding available from the 

EAGGF and FIFG as well as the Structural Funds. In terms of individual programmes, 

no consistent pattern is discernible, reflecting the specificity of individual programme 

contexts. There is no proof of particularly innovative funding structures or sources as 

such, however.  

 

Innovations in implementation 

 

The transparency of programme implementation has reportedly improved, although 

only marginally. In some of the Member States, more publicity about how decisions are 

made is reported (e.g. in the UK). In Denmark, better publicity was also reported, 

leading to a situation in which a lot of parties are nowadays aware of the ‘new’ Danish 

Rural Development Programme. 

 

Innovativeness and the Sapard programme: the Applicant countries 

 

In the Applicant countries no considerable difference appears to exist between the 

Sapard-period and the pre-Sapard period in terms of measure content. Earlier EU Phare 

and current Sapard programmes in the field of rural development are very similar to the 

national programmes carried out before. In terms of content, a slight shift can be noticed 

towards sustainable development. The Mad Cow and Foot and Mouth diseases have led 

to more attention given to food safety and the environment in the Applicant countries. 

More than in the EU Member States, the selected measures are sector-oriented rather 

than directed towards integrated rural development. 

 

A difference with respect to the previous period can be observed as to the level and way 

of programming, decentralised management procedures and funding (co-financing, the 

setting up of paying agencies and EAGGF Guarantee Section financial management 

procedures including the clearance of accounts).  
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Compared to the pre-Sapard situation, the introduction of Rural Development Plans as a 

basis for programming and funding constitutes a marked difference. The RDP brought 

in new programming requirements and discipline in structured project identification and 

preparation for funding, including the setting up and Commission approval of paying 

and implementing agency structures. 

 

 

3.2. First experiences with implementation 

Most programmes have not yet made a full start in implementation. Moreover, the ones 

that have started are not yet in a phase in which it is possible to say anything conclusive 

in the field of best or worst practice as far as implementation is concerned.  

 

Delays in start-up 

 

Delays of at least 1 year in the Member States 

In some Member States quite substantial delays in the start-up have been encountered. 

While most German programmes (horizontal) were approved mid-2000, the Dutch 

programming document has received final approval only in the summer of 2001. 

However, some of the delays in ‘real terms’ due to this have been limited because other 

(e.g. national) funding guaranteed that progress in preparatory work for the 

implementation of the programme could still be made. 

 

Austria’s Rural Development programme was among the first to apply and one of the 

first to be approved. Approval took longer though than expected, which is especially 

problematic for Leader+ actions, since it takes away motivation. Delays here amounted 

to 1-1½ year. As a result, there is uncertainty among the regions about when they can 

start working, which complicates the work itself. In all of the Member States 

investigated, the designated programming processes have proven to be more time-

consuming than anticipated. The RDPs and the Objective 2 programmes were approved 

by the Commission as from summer 2000. Approval was a lengthy process, with the 

last 2 of the 68 RDPs in total being approved in October 2001. The Leader+ 

programmes are in some cases one year behind the RDPs and for many approval has not 

yet been given.  

 

In the Netherlands, the delay in the start-up of the programmes has approximately been 

1,5 years in terms of implementation. In terms of building up networks the delay is less, 

because this could already start in the programming phase. The involvement of three 

ministries in Structural Funds makes the process itself more complex. The European 

Commission wanted an SPD covering three provinces which makes the process more 

complex. The Netherlands therefore had to reduce the number of SPDs, which may 

seem a cosmetic action at first, but it had consequences for timing (another delay) and 

coherence (several programmes having to be included in a larger framework without 

having any clear connection).  
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BOX 3. CASE STUDY SPAIN: LEADER+ IN THE COMUNIDAD VALENCIANA 
 
The regional government of the Comunidad Valenciana has recently adopted detailed rules 
on the application of LEADER+ in its territory for the period 2000-2006. The process has 
been delayed as approval of the regional programme by the European Commission occurred 
only in October 2001. 
 
LEADER+'s start in the region of Comunidad Valenciana is being polemic, causing a fierce 
debate with professional agricultural organisations because it introduces considerable 
changes. Among other things, it fixes in 50 % as the maximum representation of the private 
actors and increases the Administration capacity of control and decision. There is also the 
fear that these new criteria may provoke the appearance of conflicts and of bad 
performance of the groups. 
 
During the previous 1994-1999 period LEADER II consisted of rural innovation and the 
principal measurements, those of rural tourism and support to small enterprises and local 
handicraft. In general, the presence of local authorities was well over 50% which, in some 
cases, impeded the performance of the groups, due mainly to political differences. In one 
of the best performing groups, the"Alto Palancia-Alto Millares", this did not happen due to 
prior signed agreements among the conservative and the socialist parties. 
 
Taking LEADER II as a benchmark, the following changes have been introduced: 

• Application of the programme in the whole territory of the region, involving a 
considerable extension of the potential area without, however, an equivalent growth in 
available funds. The result is a watering down of funds available for actions. 

• In spite of the fact that public funds have decreased compared to LEADER II, the 
regional Administration is considering extending the number of groups to 8-9. This idea 
is opposed to the general directives of the Commission that encourages a general 
reduction of the number of beneficiary groups. 

• Transnational actions need prior approval by the regional Administration, which 
supposes a limitation of the decision capacity of the LAG. 

• Transnational actions should absorb between 8 % and 12% of the public funds of total 
budget.  

• Where the composition of the LAG is concerned, private members should represent 50 
% of the total vote, both in the General Assembly and in the Board of Directors. This is 
thought not to be in accordance with the philosophy of the Commission, which fixes 
this percentage to 50 % as a minimum. The regional norm hence gives more power to 
the public members of the LAG. 

• The president of the group should be chosen by and from within the group of public 
members of the LAG. This reduces the role of the sector associations and limits the 
power of the group to choose their own representation. 

• The group must announce in advance the meetings of its ‘General Assembly and 
Board of Directors; the regional Administration will be able to send a representative 
with voice, but without the right to vote. Previously, this presence has existed, but 
always because of an invitation of the group, not because of legal imposition.  

• The selection of the technical team of the LAG will need to be approved – and for the 
contract as well - by the regional Administration. This limits the action capacity of the 
group and is a new element of political control added to the existing ones. 

In order to select the groups, a Committee of Regional Selection is created, in which the 
regional and national administrations and the ‘Federación de Municipios y Provincias’ are 
included. This innovation gives more power to political agents and introduces political 
criterions in the group’s selection. Furthermore, other bodies as ‘Mancomunidades’ and 
‘Diputaciones’ are representatives of local political power as well; they represent also 
private interests. 
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BOX 3 CONTINUED: CASE STUDY SPAIN: LEADER+ IN THE COMUNIDAD VALANCIANA 
 
Consequences for the Local Action Group “Alto Palancia-Alto Mijares” 
The LAG “Alto Palancia-Alto Mijares” has recently presented its plan, which is now waiting for 
approval. Following the new LEADER + design, the group is going to change its approach.  After 
its success in promoting rural tourism (LEADER I and II) and small enterprises (LEADER II), the 
group ‘Alto Palancia- Alto Mijares’, will try to concentrate on fewer projects, of bigger impact and 
more guarantee of continuity over time. Moreover, less support will be given to infrastructure and 
more support will be given to improve the people’s quality of life via new services available to 
companies and people (e.g, teleworking, residences for the elderly, and childcare gardens). 
Projects which can last over time – centres for training and promotion - and to open new ways of 
activity – ecological agriculture and products of quality-, should be preferentially promoted and 
supported.  
 
The new emphasis on inter-territorial co-operation can make up for the limited knowledge within 
the LAG ‘Alto Palancia- Alto Mijares’ of actions by other Spanish groups and facilitates contacts to 
establish transnational contacts and associates. For local products, stronger transregional co-
operation can prepare the field before tackling the transnational context. In order to succeed in this 
new programme, the management of the group needs to establish a closer relation with people 
living in the rural areas surrounding urban centres, which are increasingly important. It is also 
necessary to promote the protected zones (e.g. Natural reserves), e.g. by means of the new 
regulation NATURE 2000. In fact, environmental protection has not been yet a priority in this group 
– the same situation applies for the rest of the region. 
 
The overall objective is to dedicate 50 % of the funds to projects of promotion and the same 
percentage to projects being promoted by the beneficiaries. In the government structure, the new 
Junta Directiva will have 10 members and the new Assembly 70, with a private representation of 
50%. Under LEADER+, 11 towns of the former LEADER II group, will not join the programme. 
These towns will join PRODER instead. Even if there is not a complete set of quantitative 
objectives, the management team expects to create approximately 150 new jobs and to increase a 
rise of 10 % in tourist services (in hotels, rural housings etc.). 
 
[See annex 5 for a complete overview of this case study]. 
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In many cases the Commission was blamed for the lengthy negotiation process. 

However, the Foot and Mouth Crisis (especially in the UK) has also caused significant 

delays in the approval and start of projects, particularly in the case of the Rural 

Development Programme. Additional reasons for delays included staffing changes, 

problems introducing programmes in new areas and the extra work involved in 

delegating powers under the Leader+. Some programme strands experienced particular 

delays when they were not given full support by the rest of the programme. For example 

in Scotland, decommissioning was unpopular, as were aspects of the programme that 

were seen to result in the depopulation of rural areas. In the case of Leader+, the UK 

government set up contingency plans to allow the programme to start before formal 

approval thereby minimising flow-on delays. 

 

Underestimation of the workload 

It is obvious from the above that the different programmes have experienced delays in 

all EU Member States and Applicant countries under consideration in this study. In 

most countries, the status for implementation of the RDP is that the measures have been 

approved by the Commission and transposed into law. Most of the measures were 

started shortly after Commission approval of the RDP. The Commission accepted early 

implementation in some cases (e.g. for the agri-environmental measures) if the Member 

States would ‘continue’ the old scheme after Council Regulation 2078/1999. On the one 

hand, this would seem beneficial to the success of a programme in terms of 

implementation and flexibility. On the other hand, this is not typically promoting 

innovation of measure content. One of the factors of delay is perceived to be the 

workload in the Commission. In general, however, both the Commission and the 

Member States have miscalculated the magnitude of the programming task at hand. 

 

Detailed involvement of the Commission 

It is the impression from our analysis that the Commission has been eager to conduct a 

detailed technical examination of the RDPs in its effort to ensure some consistency 

across the EU Member States. This ‘programming approach’ from the Commission side 

has been very time-consuming. With regard to the Objective 2 programmes, these 

delays were more clearly anticipated because of the experience with bureaucratic 

programming procedures. 

 

High ambitions 

Both in terms of timing and in terms of the amount of actions to be put into practice, the 

general picture across the Member States is one of high ambitions. If we take France as 

an example: the initial target was to deliver 50,000 CTE before the end of the year 2000. 

Ten months later, only 11,000 contracts with farmers have been signed, indicating 

difficulties starting up the programme. CTE, as defined by the new law about 

agriculture orientation (LOA), can be considered as a ‘Copernican revolution’ in the 

way assistance to the agricultural sector is considered. The objective of the Ministry of 

Agriculture was ambitious in launching the programme on the whole national territory 

without any previous experimentation. This can explain some hesitations and a process 

by trial and error, which can be seen as a lack of coherence. This period of difficulties 

1999-2000 has some negative impacts on the target populations as well as on the local 
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collective organisations and the chambres d'agriculture. High expectations soon turned  

partly into frustration. 

 

From a legislative point of view, CTE require accuracy. It is a new process with no 

previous experience and no given methodology. Nobody in the professional 

organisations was prepared for such a task. New working processes had to be invented 

by the partners involved. At the same time the Ministry of Agriculture had fixed a high 

target of 50,000 contracts to be signed before the end of 2000 and put everyone under 

pressure to fulfil this objective. The first signs of being behind schedule led to some 

simplifications in the initial requirements to be decided on locally. Unfortunately this 

caused weak diagnosis in some cases.  

 

Applicant countries 

For obvious reasons no Sapard funds were flowing to the Applicant countries under 

consideration in this study by the end of 2001. One of the reasons is that, in only four 

Applicant countries, the formal procedures for approval of the decentralised 

management structure for Sapard funding had been finished (Bulgaria, Estonia, 

Slovenia and Lithuania). For Lithuania, Commission approval arrived at the end of 

November 2001.  

 

Delays may have occurred due to unrealistic expectations on the side of the Community 

(Commission), due to a rapid instigation. The Sapard plans (the National Rural 

Development Plan) have now been produced and approved, and both the regulations on 

which the multi-annual financing agreement is based, and the multi-annual financing 

agreements have been agreed. The actual implementation and funding will start with the 

accreditation of the Sapard Agencies. Funds are expected to become available in the 

course of 2002 for most of the Applicant countries.  

 

However, the implementation itself may also face various problems and obstacles. 

Agricultural reform, farm restructuring and modernisation call for large financial 

resources. A lot of agricultural entities experience a shortage of investment capital and 

working capital due to the poor financial position of farmers and agricultural 

companies, low efficiency and slow turnover, and seasonality of production. Rather 

high interest rates for bank loans, insufficiently developed retail banking systems, 

problems related with mortgage reduce the possibilities to get loans.  
 

The Sapard programmes were supposed to start in the year 2000. The main reasons 

behind the delays are the requirements and procedures in the institutional, 

administrative and organisational fields necessary to ensure an appropriate 

implementation and management of EU funds. These requirements were changing over 

the preparation period. This can be seen in the light of the broader picture of the 

National Development Plans that are being prepared by the Applicant countries, in 

which there has long been uncertainty and too little clarity about the future role of 

regions, especially in the smaller countries, like Lithuania.  
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Roughly speaking, the Applicant countries have experienced about 2 years of delay. 

These delays are nothing new, though. Since 1998, with the idea of institutional 

twinning under Phare (which was a good idea), implementation and procedural 

problems led to major delays (about 1,5 years). The adaptation of the EU legal 

framework followed by changes in national legal frameworks to enable the Sapard 

paying agency to function, account for the major share of the delay. These changes took 

a long time. Implementing institutions are troubled with procedural obstacles. The 

European Commission and the Applicant countries have overcomplicated the process to 

the extent that EU accreditation has not been finalised yet in most of the Applicant 

countries, sometimes even despite the positive conclusions reached by independent 

international audits. 

 

The project pipeline 

 

In most Member States, the project pipeline is well under way for the RDP, and most 

measures are in course of implementation in countries like Denmark, Germany and the 

Netherlands. The project pipeline has not been easy to (re)establish, even though the 

measures are – as mentioned – extensions of the former practice. Approval of projects 

had to wait until the RDPs were approved and the legal framework was in place. The 

‘Article 33’ actions have been mostly late in terms of start-up, mainly due to the lack of 

a legal basis and the time it took to define the content of this article in many Member 

States. Furthermore, the guidelines in the EC regulations were not very precise, leaving 

room for interpretation in the Member States. Finally, Article 33 is partly administered 

by regional authorities, and the involvement of the regions has been time consuming 

(although necessary). 

 

Differences in implementation 

 

Implementation is varied across countries, across regions and across different types of 

measures. The regional differences are the largest wherever the implementation is the 

most decentralised and has a great flexibility given to the local departmental 

administration, as is the case in France. Disparity observed is related to the level of 

officials and their influence on implementation. There are regions with several hundreds 

of CTE and others with only two or three. Some of them decide to write the contract in 

detail on going, others prefer to design the frame before beginning actions in the field. 

Some have chosen to work with a territorial approach, others to adopt a strategy by 

product paths (filière). This means that there is, in principle, enough room for the local 

authorities to speed up implementation and make it seem successful by easing the 

formal requirements in practice. 

 

Most successful, in terms of starting up seem to be projects related with investment 

subsidies and advice (economic priority, new economic opportunities). Issues like 

revitalisation and village development are also quite successful. Projects involving local 

authorities and those with appropriate levels of marketing and tourist board links seem 

to be particularly successful.  
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The programming gap 

 

In many countries, the ‘programming gap’ (the fact that the new programme was not yet 

operational at the moment the older one was no longer in use) for the measures under 

the RDP has to some extent led to a drying up of the project pipeline. This being as a 

result of the fact that applications could not be submitted, until the legal framework was 

in place. However, it has been difficult to reach a conclusion as to the effects of the 

programming gap. The analysis has, however, given an impression of the user's 

perspective on the programming gap. One representative of an agricultural organisation 

expressed that uncertainty has been widespread in the agricultural sector because of the 

delay in approval of the RDP. Applications have been put on hold for 1-1½ years, and 

transitional arrangements have been problematic. 

 

For some measures, the programming gap has been less problematic. This has been the 

case for the agri-environmental measures in Denmark for example. Commitments have 

been given to farmers and others throughout the year 2000 on the premise that the 

Commission would approve the RDP in due course. This was possible, since the 

Commission had informed the Danish authorities that funding could be given to all the 

agri-environmental activities that had been eligible in the former period. 

 

In some cases projects funded through the old programme lost considerable staff in the 

interim period. Applicants have therefore found it difficult reapplying for funds.  

Finally, initial delays in the implementation of the Objective 5b programme meant that 

many projects were funded close to the deadline, reducing the co-Financing available 

for the new programme. Thus, a programming gap at project level becomes apparent. 

 

It seems that the final effect of a programming gap depends largely upon the attitude 

and reaction to this situation of the Member States and their regions. In the Netherlands, 

the ‘perceived’ gap was only half a year which is regarded as controllable. The fact that 

the gap is so limited is only due to the anticipation of regional authorities that have 

created transitional facilities for potential applications.  

 

Contrary to the rural development measures under the RDP, there have been 

considerable delays between Leader II and Leader +. The gap is perceived to be far too 

big. Non-approval by the European Commission is the most important reason for this 

delay. Approval was expected already in the first quarter 2001. Instead, approval was 

only achieved in July 2001.  

 

Applicant countries 

It is clear that, unfortunately, long delays cause a certain degree of disappointment. 

Poland's programming gap in Sapard is even more acute than elsewhere, due to the fact 

that budgetary funds designated for agriculture were earmarked for co-financing of 

Sapard projects and could not be used in any other way. They were lost this year, 

because there were no Sapard projects to co-finance. Of the three countries taken into 

consideration in this study, only Lithuania can now start with the actual implementation 

of the Sapard programme in terms of defining, tendering and approving projects. 
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Communication  

 

Member States 

The communication between the Member States and Commission is perceived to be 

protracted, slow and cumbersome. The number of questions and the degree of detail 

especially, have resulted in a very lengthy procedure, with the Commission sometimes 

shifting in its approach: ‘each and every time there are new questions from the 

Commission.’ In some cases, there was a feeling that the communication between the 

different DGs involved in rural development could be improved. For example, DG 

REGIO recently requested adjustments to elements of a program that had previously 

been agreed by DG AGRI.  

 

Applicant countries 

Although the outcome of the communication was regarded as ‘successful’, though 

rather long and sophisticated in terms of bureaucratic procedures. The process of 

programme approval by the Commission was unfortunate, which could have been 

influenced by personnel changes in many cases (‘it seemed that each meeting was 

attended by different people’) and representatives were obviously learning to do their 

job. This did not assist the process as a wholw and lots of time has been simply wasted. 

The communication process has been far from optimal, but it is improving. Both 

Commission and the Applicant countries need to learn further to continue to improve. 

 

 

3.3. Rural partnership and subsidiarity 

Programming in partnership? 

The extent to which all relevant partners are involved in the programming process 

differs per country. It seems that the partners in Denmark were well involved and that 

partnership was successful. In the other countries some problems with the partnership 

concept occurred, mainly due to lack of time. The time pressure meant that the 

discussion on programming was in many cases not very extensive. There was no time to 

bring all relevant partners together and to discuss the programme in detail.  

 

In Germany, France, Poland and Lithuania not all relevant partners were involved due 

to time pressure and/or lack of strong management capacities. Especially in France and 

Lithuania, the Agricultural Chambers were dominant. Despite the initial objective in 

France to open the door to various participants like natural regional parks, inter-

community agencies and local associations, these partners were not involved. In fact, 

agriculture chambers took things in hand mainly, leaving little place for other actors. 

CTE are hence mainly influenced by agricultural concerns. As measures have been 

defined at national level, with some adaptation at regional level, local actors now have 

some difficulties entering their projects into the frame. 
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In the Netherlands, partnership was also influenced by time pressure. Even though a 

broad group was involved in the programming process, and more stakeholders were 

involved than before, the involvement was limited to consultation. This was also the 

case in the UK, where the breakdown of how the funding should be spent was 

predetermined. Local partners feel that their wishes are not really reflected.  

 

The partnership process in Denmark was a success. The principle of partnership has 

been adhered to during RDP programming and subsequent implementation. The 

partners have been the relevant ministries, organisations for local and regional 

authorities, agricultural organisations, relevant NGOs etc. The openness and 

participatory approach applied in the programming process has contributed to the 

positive views of the partners. This approach will be pursued during implementation, as 

the programme will be adjusted continuously. During implementation, the functioning 

of a monitoring committee with a broad representation of authorities as well as 

economic and social partners will secure involvement. Finally, the administration of 

several measures (e.g. Article 33 and to some extent agri-environment measures) is 

delegated to local authorities involving thereby the local partners in rural areas. 

 

It is difficult at this early point in implementation to deteriore whether the RDP and its 

measures correspond adequately to the needs of the different stakeholders. However, the 

immediate feedback from stakeholders has been very positive according to the 

responsible authority, and the new rural development policy has been received with 

great interest from all sides.  

 

In the Applicant countries it seems that within the administrative structure, there is only 

scarce experience with the involvement of partners in a policy making process. 

Admitting new partners to the table often means sharing control over the process and 

there is a tendency in some cases to avoid partnership. At the same time, weakness of 

representative structures and bodies in the regions make them unlikely partners and the 

representation problem becomes especially acute when it comes to identifying Leaders.  

 

Subsidiarity 

In general, the Agenda 2000 framework gives enough room to develop themes 

appropriate for the specific problems of the individual countries. The Council 

Regulation 1257/1999 is ‘an aggregated legal framework’ based on the separate legal 

texts in force prior to the Agenda 2000. Hence, Regulation 1257/1999 is not a 

revolution in terms of content, and the Member States are therefore used adapting their 

policy priorities within the instruments that Agenda 2000 provides. Moreover, the single 

legal framework has improved the flexibility and has made it more obvious to perceive 

rural development measures, within the same context and also nationally. 

 

One aspect mentioned by several representatives in the Member States, is that the 

administrative provisions and regulations set by the Commission are too tight. These 

administrative provisions and regulations are perceived to have a negative impact on the 

flexibility of the programme and are generally thought to hamper the overall 

implementation of the programme.  
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At regional level, it is felt that the central government influenced the priorities of the 

programmes excessively. As a result, the programmes do not always fully reflect the 

needs of the regions. More flexibility in the programmes is required to address these 

needs. 

 

 

3.4. Multiplier effects and spin-off 

As the programmes have hardly started, the multiplier effect and spin-off of the Agenda 

2000 is still limited. The effects till now can be found in the policy making sphere. 

Agenda 2000 has, to a greater or lasser extent, an impact on the rural development 

policy and programming in several countries.  

 

In Austria, for example, there is an influence on local communities for which the Local 

Agenda 21 activities in this country have demonstrated. The Structural Funds 

programmes are now used as a format. It has become a ‘concept’ to support local 

regions.  

In the United Kingdom the influence of Agenda 2000 can be seen in wider rural 

activities. In Scotland, the new business development approach has stimulated 

organisations such as Scottish National Heritage and Forest Enterprises to get involved 

in tourism development and encourage more people onto their land. The Leader+ 

scheme is encouraging local communities to make the connection between conservation 

and the other issues they want to address in their areas. The protection of Natura 2000 

sites is now also more of a priority. 

 

Agenda 2000 has made a significant impact on the rural development policy and 

programming in Lithuania. It also made a major contribution to shaping the policy and 

priorities from a sectoral agricultural orientation towards structural initiative. 

 

 

3.5. Additionality and absorption capacity 

Additionality 

 

There is a clear distinction between the activities funded through the RDPs and 

activities funded under Objective 2 Programmes. In general, the rural component is not 

prominent in the Objective 2 Programmes. However, this does not mean that activities 

of Objective 2 cannot be directed towards rural areas, it is just that the measures are not 

explicitly directed to problems connected with rural areas. Some problems can be 

addressed through both programmes, like basic services for the rural economy and 

promotion of tourist and craft activities. 

 

The Leader+ programme will be supplementary to the so-called mainstream EU 

programmes, since Leader+ focuses on involving the rural population and on the 

implementation of pilot activities. The policy mix on national level would probably 
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have been broadly similar without the influence of Agenda 2000. However, some 

accents would have been different. The emphasis on the environment and equal 

opportunities might have been less strong without Agenda 2000. 

 

Absorption capacity 

 

As most of the programmes have just started, it is difficult to say what the absorption 

capacity is in practice. There are, however, some observations that will influence the 

absorption capacity: 

• flexibility of the programme  

• implementing procedures 

• possibilities for co-financing. 

 

The flexibility of the programme is negatively influenced by the annuality principle, 

which means that funds not committed in a certain year will be lost for the programme. 

As a result, a shortage in absorption in a year can not be compensated by another year in 

the same programming period, which means that there is an increased time pressure to 

absorb the means. It is also quite difficult to exchange recourses between measures (e.g. 

between guidance and guarantee funded measures: 1
st

 and 2
nd

 pillar). 

 

The implementing procedures form a risk for the absorption capacity. The propensity of 

potential beneficiaries to apply diminishes when the administrative requirements are too 

strict. The expected benefits of a project should be in accordance with the administrative 

burden.  

 

Co-financing is no barrier for the implementation of the programme for the EU Member 

States. Co-financing procedures are generally the same as for previous programmes. In 

the previous funding period, co-financing was not a major problem, so no major 

problems are foreseen in this programming period. As some co-financing sources are 

not available anymore, existing co-financing sources have to be replaced by others. It is 

expected that this institutional shift will cause no problems for the co-financing either. 

 

However, there is a concern that genuine community projects and smaller projects will 

find it harder to come up with the co-financing required. In many rural areas local 

businesses are predominantly small. The ability of local authorities to co-finance 

projects is important, as is local access to other funding resources. 

 

For the pre-accession countries, there are more problems expected concerning co-

financing. Although in Poland the mix of financial resources includes greater ability of 

the government to generate funds based on regional and municipal bonds issues and 

local credit arrangements, in general co-financing is still a large problem. Especially 

private co-financing will be difficult, as there are fewer opportunities for loans than in 

the EU Member States. Interest rates on credit are high (in Poland about 20% per  

annum), which influences the feasibility negatively. On top of this, the Polish banks do 

not give the Polish farmer community easy access to credits. 
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3.6. Simplification and concentration 

In general, it can be said that the Agenda 2000 does not necessarily lead to a 

simplification of the programmes. Agenda 2000 provides a broad framework for 

national programming. It depends on the choices made on national level how the 

simplification works out. Therefore, opinions about whether or not Agenda 2000 has 

encouraged simplification differ.  

 

In most countries, the transparency of the programmes has been improved in terms of 

objectives, measures and target beneficiaries. Lack of transparency in the Danish case is 

caused by the fact that the single legal framework has not yet been transformed into real 

life administration. The rural measures are still managed as largely separate initiatives 

and simplifying the framework has therefore not implied integrality between measures. 

In the UK there is a lot of confusion among applicants caused by the different 

programmes. As these programmes have a lot of similarities, they do not know which 

funding stream to apply for.  

 

In the Netherlands transparency of the programme as a whole diminished, as the 

programme is very broad. Although the policy-mix allows for many possibilities within 

the programme, it also means that the objectives are not specific enough. Also in the 

Netherlands, the RDP, Leader+ and Structural Funds programmes are managed 

separately from each other. 

 

 

3.7. Structural versus non-structural intervention 

The programmes in the Member States have a regional approach, but with a strong 

sectoral orientation. In the case of the UK, the Rural Development Programme is both 

regionally and horizontally geared due to the presence of land-based and project-based 

schemes. It was decided that the land based policies should reflect local and regional 

needs and much work has been done on identifying these needs and allocating funding 

per region so they could spend as they saw fit. In the Netherlands, especially Leader II 

was felt to be regionally oriented. Rural development in France is no longer based on 

sector-based measures, but rather on the idea of a contract (a project) including many 

sectors of agricultural activities. This "territorial contract" is an expression of the wish 

to develop a multi-functional agriculture. 

 

Across all programmes there is more emphasis on encouraging local competitiveness 

than previously. Apart from the emphasis on business development and diversification, 

rural projects are now expected to be far better geared towards incorporating and 

meeting economic objectives. It is hoped that the emphasis on competitiveness will 

increase the long-term sustainability of projects.  
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The Sapard programme in Poland has a sector related orientation. It was intended to 

support the programme with a so-called regional contract to provide a regional 

dimension. Due to lack of time, the regional approach was not achieved. In Lithuania, 

however, the programme has mainly a structural character. Only 2 of the 8 measures are 

non-structural. These measures form a follow-up of measures of the previous 

programming period. All new measures are structural, for instance; the emphasis is on 

increasing competitiveness by starting alternative activities. 
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4. Review results and conclusions 

1. Are EU Rural Development Policies under Agenda 2000 really new? 

 

The general view among the interviewees in the various Member States is that in terms 

of contents the ‘new’ rural development policies are not really new. Almost all 

measures already existed before in some form or another. Some of the measures have 

been slightly adapted by strengthening and /or adding conditions. For some measures 

(e.g., the agro-environmental measure) financial means have been extended, whereas 

others have been given a lower priority (e.g., investment in agricultural holdings). 

Generally, almost all measures are continuations of previous ones, albeit with slight 

adaptations and alterations, and now being part of an overall integrated Rural 

Development Plan with the previous Objective 5b programmes being integrated.  

 

Most Rural Development Plans contain almost all eligible measures and actions that are 

‘permitted’ under Agenda 2000 and only differ in terms of accents and focus on some of 

these elements. In some instances, a ‘broader scope’ of rural development measures can 

be noted, e.g. in United Kingdom.  

New is first and foremost the form and the format of the rural development policy based 

on the experience and prime example of the Structural Funds approach. In particular: 

 

• all existing measures have been put together in one single reference framework 

• each Member State had to produce a Rural Development Programme which formed 

the basis for further programming 

• a programming period of 7 years was enforced 

• a comprehensive integrated strategy for rural development was introduced.  

 

The most eye-catching innovation in terms of organisation comes from France. The 

‘contrats territoriaux d’exploitation’ (CTE) is the key instrument of the national Rural 

Development Plan. This means a more integrated approach to rural development at the 

level of the agricultural holding. The CTE scheme is an attempt to ensure a smooth 

transition from the old to the new programme, avoiding the elimination of measures 

which are effective, and with which farmers are familiar. CTE create a new contractual 

relationship between the state and the farmer, encouraging the latter to integrate his 

holding, for a 5-year period, into a coherent and comprehensive programme with socio-

economic as well as environmental and regional development dimensions. 

 

In this new programming period, the role of the European Commission should in theory 

be a more distant one, focusing on global steering and control – i.e. main (out)lines - 

rather than detailed interference with the specific ins and outs of every programme. In 

practice, however, the latter occurs. Hence no changes with the previous period can be 

noticed. The role of the Commission has even become less clear, as in the earlier 

programming period the Commission was a member of the steering committee, whereas 

it now functions as an ‘advisor’. 
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Leader+ 

Compared to the ‘traditional’ rural development measures, Leader+ stood out in terms 

of innovativeness and was commonly appreciated as a success thus far. Leader+ is not 

really new in terms of content and measures, yet its current approach is more integrated 

as compared to the previous period, including issues like capacity building and quality 

of life. The novelty of Leader – being area based -  which made it an innovation in the 

last programming period, is no longer new. 

 

A significant change has occurred in the management of Leader+, e.g. in the UK where 

devolved responsibility is now being offered to Local Action Groups (LAGs). Under the 

Action Plan approach, LAGs are delegated the responsibility for issuing offer letters and 

paying grant claims up to a limit agreed by the relevant Regional Programme 

Monitoring Committee. The LAGs draw up annual plans detailing activities and 

funding arrangements, which will be managed by an accountable body nominated by 

the group. The fact that Leader + is now available to a broader number of areas has also 

been welcomed. 

 

Applicant Countries: Sapard 

In the Applicant countries no considerable difference appears to exist between the 

Sapard-period and the pre-Sapard period in terms of measure content. Earlier EU Phare 

and current Sapard programmes in the field of rural development are very similar to the 

national programmes carried out before. In terms of content, a slight shift can be noticed 

towards sustainable development. The Mad Cow and Foot & Mouth diseases have led 

to more attention being given to food safety and the environment in the Applicant 

countries. More than in the EU Member States the selected measures are sector-oriented 

rather than directed towards integrated rural development. A difference with respect to 

the previous period can be observed in programming, in the introduction of 

decentralised management procedures and in funding (co-financing, the setting up of 

paying agencies and EAGGF Guarantee Section financial management procedures 

including the clearance of accounts). Generally, more funds appear to be allocated to 

rural development than in the pre-Sapard period. 

 

2. Is the implementation of EU rural development policies encountering any     

    difficulties? 

 

Delays have occurred in the implementation phase in all Member States (on average 

about 1 year) as well as in the Candidate Countries (on average approximately 2 years). 

Procedural and administrative obligations laid down in the various measures have 

generally hampered greater transparency. Large differences in implementation exist 

between measures (e.g. LFA projects relatively quick, investment projects and art 33 

measures relatively slow) and between areas.  

 

Both in terms of timing and in terms of the amount of actions to be put into practice, the 

general picture across the Member States is one of high ambitions. The status for 

implementation of the RDP is that in most countries, the measures have been approved 

by the Commission and transposed into law. Most of the measures were started shortly 
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after Commission approval of the RDP. The Commission accepted early 

implementation in some cases (e.g. for the agri-environmental measures) if the Member 

States would ‘continue’ the old scheme after Council Regulation 2078/1999. On the one 

hand, this would seem beneficial to the success of a programme in terms of 

implementation and flexibility. On the other hand, this is not typically promoting 

innovation of measure content. One of the factors of delay is perceived to be the 

workload in the Commission. In general, however, both the Commission and the 

Member States have miscalculated the magnitude of the programming task at hand. 

 

The general impression is that the Commission has been eager to conduct a detailed 

technical examination of the RDPs in its effort to ensure some consistency across the 

EU Member States. This ‘programming approach’ from the Commission side has been 

very time-consuming. With regard to the Objective 2 programmes, these delays were 

more clearly anticipated because of the experience with bureaucratic programming 

procedures. 

 

In most Member States, the project pipeline is well under way for the RDP, and most 

measures are in the course of implementation in countries like Denmark, Germany and 

the Netherlands. The project pipeline has not been easy to (re)establish, even though the 

measures are – as mentioned – extensions of the former practice. Approval of projects 

had to wait until the RDPs were approved and the legal framework was in place. The 

‘Article 33’ actions have been mostly late in terms of start-up, mainly due to the lack of 

a legal basis and the time it took to define the content of this article in many Member 

States. Furthermore, the guidelines in the EC regulations were not very precise, leaving 

room for interpretation in the Member States. Finally, Article 33 is partly administered 

by regional authorities, and the involvement of the regions has been time consuming. 

 

Applicant Countries 

For obvious reasons no Sapard funds were flowing to the Applicant Countries under 

consideration in this study by the end of 2001. One of the reasons is that in only four 

Applicant Countries the formal procedures for approval of the decentralised 

management structure for Sapard funding had been finished (Bulgaria, Estonia, 

Slovenia and Lithuania). For Lithuania, Commission approval arrived at the end of 

November 2001. 

 

Delays may have occurred due to unrealistic expectations on the side of the Community 

(Commission), due to a rapid instigation. The Sapard plans (the National Rural 

Development Plan) have been produced and approved, and both the regulations on 

which the multi-annual financing agreement is based and the multi-annual financing 

agreements have been agreed. The actual implementation and funding will start with the 

accreditation of the Sapard Agencies. Funds are expected to become available in the 

course of 2002 for most of the Applicant Countries.  

 

Roughly speaking, the Applicant Countries have experienced about 2 years of delay. 

These delays are nothing new, though. Since 1998, with the idea of institutional 

twinning under Phare (which was a good idea), implementation and procedural 
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problems led to major delays (about 1,5 years). The adaptation of the EU legal 

framework followed by changes in national legal frameworks to enable the Sapard 

paying agency to function, account for the major share of the delay. The European 

Commission and the Applicant Countries have overcomplicated the process to the 

extent that EU accreditation has not been finalised yet in most of the Applicant 

Countries, sometimes despite even the positive conclusions reached by independent 

international audits. 

 

However, the implementation itself may also face various problems and obstacles. 

Agricultural reform, farm restructuring and modernisation call for large financial 

resources. A lot of agricultural entities experience a shortage of investment capital and 

working capital as result of the poor financial position of farmers and agricultural 

companies, low efficiency and slow turnover, and seasonality of production. Rather 

high interest rates for bank loans and insufficiently developed retail banking systems, 

create problems related with mortgage and subsequently reduce the possibilities to 

obtain loans.  

 

 

3. Subsidiarity and partnership. How do partners regard the rural development  

    programmes? 

 

In a formal sense, the programmes adhere to the official requirement of partnership. 

This is a sine qua non for approval of the RDP. Whether a true societal 

discussion/debate between potential stakeholders at Member State level has taken place 

remains unclear. In most cases this can be doubted, not least because of the relatively 

scarce time available for producing the RDP. In the Candidate Countries the absence of 

organised interests is clearly a barrier to true partnership.   

 

In general, the Agenda 2000 framework gives enough room to develop policies tailor-

made for and appropriate to the specific problems of the individual countries. The 

Council Regulation 1257/1999 is ‘an aggregated legal framework’ based on the separate 

legal texts in force prior to the Agenda 2000. Hence, Regulation 1257/1999 is not a 

revolution in terms of content, and the Member States are therefore used adapting their 

policy priorities within the instruments that Agenda 2000 provides. Moreover, the single 

legal framework has improved the flexibility and has made it more obvious to perceive 

rural development measures within the same context, also nationally. 

 

One aspect mentioned by several representatives in the Member States, is that the 

administrative provisions and regulations set by the Commission are too tight. These 

administrative provisions and regulations are perceived to have a negative impact on the 

flexibility of the programme and are generally thought to hamper the overall 

implementation of the programme.  

 

At regional level, it is felt that the central government influenced the priorities of the 

programmes to an excessive extent. As a result, the programmes do not always fully 
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reflect the needs of the regions. More flexibility in the national programmes is required 

to address these needs. 

 

4. Multiplier effects and spin-off: Do the EU rural development programmes  

    influence other activities? 

 

Rural development programmes offer a relatively large scope to manoeuvre for the 

Member States and give ample chance to introduce tailor-made solutions for country-

specific problems. At the same time, this has also had the effect – whether drawback or 

not - that existing national rural development policies have been “dressed up in EU 

clothes” and have become EU policy, the latter with the advantage of EU co-financing 

arrangements. To put this argument a step further: one could also assert that the ‘second 

pillar’ of rural development policy, in a way, has facilitated the process of 

renationalisation of the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy, with part of the financial 

burden passed on to the EU budget.  

 

 

5. How do EU rural development programmes score with respect to additionality  

and absorption capacity? 

 

With respect to absorption capacity, the experience with the internal preceding this 

programming period reveals optimism at all administrative levels – regional, national 

and EU. In the preparatory RDP phase, noticeable differences between Member States 

have occurred, in terms of contents, procedures and also financially. Because of the fact 

that the formulation of projects has only just started and therefore de facto 

implementation of the RDPs is just in its inception, no exact figures regarding 

absorption capacity could be gathered.  

 

There is a clear distinction between the activities funded through the RDP’s and 

activities funded under Objective 2 Programmes. In general, the rural component is not 

prominent in the Objective 2 Programmes. However, this does not mean that activities 

of Objective 2 cannot be directed towards rural areas, it is just that the measures are not 

explicitly directed to problems connected with rural areas. Some problems can be 

addressed through both programmes, like basic services for the rural economy and 

promotion of tourist and craft activities. 

 

6. Do the EU rural development programmes stick to accepted notions of  

    simplification and concentration of EU policies? 

 

In general, it can be said that the Agenda 2000 does not necessarily lead to a 

simplification of the programmes. Agenda 2000 provides a broad framework for 

national programming. It depends on the choices made at national level how the 

simplification works out. Therefore, opinions about whether or not Agenda 2000 has 

encouraged simplification differ.  
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In most countries, the transparency of the programmes has been improved in terms of 

objectives, measures and target beneficiaries. Lack of transparency in the Danish case is 

caused by the fact that the single legal framework has not yet been transformed into real 

life administration. The rural measures are still managed as largely separate initiatives 

and simplifying the framework has therefore not implied integrality between measures. 

 

7.  Do the EU rural development policies result in reorientation towards  

     structural interventions? 

 

The rural development policies reflect a mixture of regionally- and sector-oriented 

support measures. A large variety in policy solutions can be found between Member 

States. Across all programmes and measures more emphasis is laid on encouraging local 

competitiveness than previously. Apart from the emphasis on business development and 

diversification, rural projects are (expected to be) far better geared towards 

incorporating and meeting economic objectives. It is hoped that the emphasis on 

competitiveness will increase the long-term sustainability of projects.  

 

The answers to the basic questions formulated in this review give ample input for the 

further discussion. This discussion should focus both on the current status and progress 

of rural development policies in the European Union and EU Applicant Countries 

(where do we stand?), and on the question of whether rural development policies in 

Europe really have embarked in new directions (where are we heading for?). 

 

One important conclusion of this review is that the EU’s rural development policy as 

defined in the Agenda 2000 reforms offers a framework that in principle facilitates 

tailor-made programming by the individual Member States. The Rural Development 

Plan (RDP) offers a flexible framework in which needs and wishes of the Member State 

concerned can be addressed. There also appears to be ample and sufficient scope to 

readjust the Rural Development Programmes during their 7-year programming period. 

The way in which this is actually achieved and to what extent, is dependent on the 

actual behaviour of both the Member States and the European Commission. Ingredients 

in the success of the new EU rural development policies differ therefore from Member 

State to Member State, and from Applicant Country to Applicant Country. At the same 

time, this considerable room to manoeuvre and freedom of choice could also be seen as 

a weakness, when observed from a higher aggregated EU-level. 
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Annex 2. Checklist telephonic interviews 

[Function checklist within the study: The checklist was used as a structuring element 

to the interviewers of the consortium for the telephonic interviews carried out for the 

main study as well as the individual case studies.]  

 

Types of interviewees 

In each country at least the central government responsible for the national Rural 

Development plan (or its horizontal component) should be interviewed and / or the 

national STAR-committee delegate to Brussels. In addition, you should talk to regional 

representatives, both for one or two regional Rural Development plans and for an 

Objective 2 programme of which the rural component is especially prominent. 

Furthermore, attention should be given to important stakeholders in the rural 

development scene, for instance a lobby organisation for farmers, even if they have not 

played the important role they should have had in programming or implementation.  

 

Interview checklist 

The checklist is structured around the six questions to be answered by this study. Please 

try to differentiate your answers where appropriate and possible between the Rural 

Development Plans, the Structural Fund programmes (Objectives 2 and 5b) and Leader. 

 

I. Are the Agenda 2000 programmes really new? 

1. Ask for differences in the 2000-2006 period as compared to the 1994-1999 period in 

terms of: 

• Subsidiarity (is programming and implementation taking place at more 

appropriate levels than before?) 

• Transparency (is the structure of the new programmes more clear and is 

information on its contents and working more accessible?) 

• Flexibility (is it more easy now to adapt the strategy to changing circumstances 

or to differences in success between measures and consequently to shift 

resources between measures?) 

• Simplicity (has the overall picture of all rural development related measures 

become more easy to understand and is the categorisation into different types of 

action more apparent?) 

• ‘Integrality’ (do the rural development plans / programmes / actions form a more 

integral part of a broader picture of Structural and Sectoral Policies; is there 

more integration between e.g. EAGGF and ERDF as well as sectoral agricultural 

policies?) 

2. Are there any innovative measures in the new period? To what extent can we speak 

of a broadened scope of measures? 

3. Are there more or different financial resources (co-financing) underlying the rural 

development programmes in the new period? 

4. Are or were there more or different partners or stakeholders involved in the 

programming and implementation processes? 
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5. Has Agenda 2000 (as far as Rural Development is concerned) changed the balance 

between the 3 elements of sustainable development (environmental, social and 

economic)? 

 

II. Is their implementation encountering any difficulties? 

6. How large are the delays in the start-up of these programmes? 

7. What are the most important reasons behind these delays? 

8. Are there important differences in delays between the regions / programmes?  

9. What has caused these differences? 

10. What has been the influence of the national level on the efficiency of 

programming and the start-up of implementation? 

11. What is the progress made in terms of the project pipeline?  

• Promotion of the programme, information on eligibility, possibilities; 

• Project identification 

• Project formulation 

• Physical start up of projects 

12. Which kind of projects seem to be most successful in terms of starting up? 

13. To what extent has the ‘programming gap’ between the 94-99 and 00-06 

programmes lead to a drying up of the project pipeline? 

14. How would you describe the quality of the process of programme approval by the 

Commission? 

15. Would you say the communication between Member State and Commission has 

been optimal? 

 

III. How do partners regard these programmes? 

16. Do the programmes, measures (and possibly the projects) connect to the needs 

and wishes of the people that shape rural development policies at regional and 

local level and the more immediate stakeholders (the rural population, farmers, 

farm workers, consumers, etc…)? 

17. Within the Agenda 2000 framework, are the Rural Development Plans able to 

address the needs of this Member State specifically enough? 

18. Who exactly are / have been the partners in the programming and implementation 

processes? Are these the same parties as the stakeholders? Have important parties 

been left out? 

19. To what extent do these programmes respond to the Structural Fund principle of 

Partnership? 

 

IV. Do they influence other rural activities? 

20. Do you consider this kind of rural development policy to be more regionally or 

more sectorally oriented? 

21. How did the structure of horizontal vs. regional rural development plans come 

about and why has this structure been chosen? 

22. To what extent has the integration of rural development been successfully 

integrated into the new Objective 2 (and 1) programmes? Has the relationship 

between urban and rural development policies improved by means of this new 

structure? 
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23. Has the Agenda 2000 framework made you design a different policy mix than you 

would have done in a purely national context? 

24. Does Agenda 2000 give you enough room to develop policies for themes that you 

consider typical for your country? 

25. What is the influence of Agenda 2000 and the rural development policies that are 

based on it on: 

• Conservation of natural heritage and the environment; 

• Development of nature; 

• Water management; 

• ‘Liveability’ or the quality of the living environment. 

26. To what extent have regional and rural development policies been integrated 

successfully, e.g. within the framework of Structural Funds? 

27. How do you assess the interaction between Leader+ and the ROPs and/or 

Structural Fund programmes on rural development? Does Leader+ have the value 

added it is supposed to have? Does it bring anything extra? 

 

V. What influences absorption capacity? 

28. What are the differences in absorption rates and capacity between the regions, 

between the programmes and between the (types of) measures? 

29. How would you assess the absorption capacity in your country in the field of rural 

development: will the funds that have been committed be disbursed?  

30. How have the co-financing structures and agreements been drawn up? Does the 

interest rate influence the availability of co-financing? Are there differences 

between the regions as far as co-financing is concerned? Are the co-financing 

requirements feasible? Have they been a barrier in project identification or 

formulation? Which partners have proven to be the biggest bottleneck in terms of 

meeting the co-financing requirements? 

31. Which institutional and organisational factors determine the absorption capacity 

in your country? 

32. To what extent have legislation and institutions adapted to the needs of Agenda 

2000 and to what extent has Agenda 2000 fostered these developments (in the 

field of rural development)? 

 

VI. Do the programmes result in reorientation towards structural interventions? 

33. Do the programmes under Agenda 2000 have a larger contribution to external 

competitiveness of EU agriculture than the previous generation of programmes? 

34. Would you consider the current programmes to be more structural (i.e. aimed at 

the economic structure and competitiveness of the rural economy) in character 

than the previous ones? Why? What has been the influence of the shift from price 

support to direct income support? 
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Annex 3. Case Study Denmark:  

       The Agri-environment measure in Denmark 
 

By: Kvistgaard Consult, Copenhagen, Denmark 

 

 

1.  Introduction 

 

Based on our insight into the Danish Rural Development Program, its content, 

organization and development over the recent years, Kvistgaard Consult has selected the 

Danish Agri-Environment Measure as object for the case study.  

 

This report on the case study includes, besides a summary and this introductory section, 

the following sections:  

• Section 2 describes the agri-environment measure being part of the Danish 

agricultural policy tool box in the program period 1994-1999. The description 

covers the specific agricultural content as well as the administration of the measure. 

• Section 3 describes the new design of the measure as part of the integrated 2000-

2006 Rural Development Program. The new design concerns the content as well as 

the administration of the measure. 

• In section 4 ranges of issues are assessed concerning the lessons learned in terms of 

(anticipated) successes and failures of the new measure design. This is compared to 

the previous design and assessed in the light of the Agenda 2000 and the enhanced 

focus on rural development as part of a structural intervention differs from the 

production oriented interventions known previously. 

• In section 5 a short conclusion is presented on the case study. 

 

 

2. The agri-environment measure in Denmark 

 

Before going into any depth with the design and implementation of the new 2000-2006 

RDP agri-environment measure and its administration, this section will give a short 

presentation of the purpose of the agri-environment measure and why it is viewed as an 

important tool in the Danish agricultural policy. Furthermore, this section will give a 

short presentation of the former measure as it was implemented as part of the 1994-

2000 programme period (the so called 1997 model). 

 

This note is referring to ‘the Danish agri-environment measure’, as one overall measure 

comprised with a numbers of sub-measures. Farmers in Denmark can apply for a 

payment of grant (compensation) under this measure and sub-measures on condition 

that they fulfil fulfilling certain obligations concerning agricultural practice and 

management of nature that go beyond those that in Denmark are defined as Good 

Agricultural Practices. The agri-environment measure is an integrated part of the Danish 

Rural Development Plan. 



Rural development in the context of the Agenda 2000 

54    PE 311.439 

2.1.  The agri-environment measure 1994-2000 

 

The period from 1994 and up to the approval of the new Rural Development Plan 

(January 2001) can be divided into four phases each representing a new model for 

administration of the measure. The first phase is from 1994 - 1995, the second phase 

from 1996 till 1997. The third phase and model was operating from 1997 to 2000. In 

2000, the fourth and so far last administration model was introduced. 

 

The content of the agri-environment measure 

The agri-environmental measure and sub-measures are viewed as an important tool in 

terms of reaching the objectives set in the second national Aquatic Environmental 

Action Programme. In this programme, which runs from 1998 to 2003, the measures are 

planned to contribute to the reduction of the total amount of nitrate (N) leached from 

agriculture. Generally there are limits for the use of N in Denmark, which are based on 

defined Good Agricultural Practices. The agri-environment measure provides the 

opportunity for covering 258.000 hectares providing an additional reduction of N 

corresponding to 3.600 ton N per year. 

 

The overall aim of the compensation payment for agri-environment measures is to 

promote environmentally sustainable agricultural production. The scheme is intended: 

1. to promote utilisation of agricultural land consistent with the protection and 

improvement of the environment, the cultural environment, the landscape and its 

special features, natural resources, soil and genetic diversity; 

2. to promote an environment-friendly extensification of agriculture and continued 

use of low-intensity grazing system; 

3. to preserve threatened environmentally valuable agricultural areas; 

4. to maintain the countryside and historical assets on agricultural land; 

5. to promote the use of environmental planning on agricultural holdings. 

 

Administration of the agri-environment measure 

The administration of the agri-environment scheme has developed through several 

changes since its approval by the European Union in 1994. The changes and the 

developments have mainly been focused on the administration and the division of 

labour between the involved Danish implementing agencies: The Directorate for Food, 

Fisheries and Agri Business (Strukturdirektoratet) being the responsible central agency 

of the Ministry of Food Agriculture and Fisheries and the Danish Counties being 

responsible for the regional administration and implementation of the agri-environment 

scheme. 
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The 1997-model 

In 1997 the administration for the agri-environment scheme was changed from its 

original 1994 model according to recommendations from a Danish governmental 

assessment of the measure. In the 1997 model, the administration and division of work 

between the counties and Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business outlined 

was (broadly) as follows: 

The Danish counties should manage: 

• Consideration in connection with applications for grants or subsides 

• Decisions concerning statement of commitment or change of statement 

• Decisions regarding payment of subsidy/compensation 

• Decisions regarding annulment of commitment and refund payment of grant. 

 

The Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business was handling assignments 

concerning: 

• Control of the on-going arrangements together with The Danish Plant Directorate 

• Consideration of demonstration projects including processing applications and 

payment of subsides 

• Up-keeping agri-environment agreements from 1994-1996 

• Bigger projects. 

 

A circular from 18 February 1998 and a belonging appendix lay down the guidelines for 

the counties administrations procedures and for how to manage subsidy for agri-

environment arrangements/projects. 

 

The Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business administrated the EU co-

financing of the counties payment in accordance with a model for repayment. The 

budget was distributed to the counties as a frame depending on the numbers of areas for 

agriculture in a county. The administrative duties in terms of payment of subsidies were 

delegated to the counties. This was a change compared to the two previous periods and 

administration models. 

 

In 1998 the actual payment from the counties was 13,9 million DKK, corresponding to 

44% of the potential budget frame of 31,6 million DKK. In 1999 the actual payment 

was 17,4 million (55%). The amount of hectares under the programme did increase 

from 53.000 ha in 1996 to 72.000 ha in 1999. 

 

The administration cost of the 1997 model was approximately 15 million DKK at 

county level another 5-6 million were used for administration at the Directorate for 

Food, Fisheries and Agri Business. In total, the administration costs per year were about 

20 million DKK. Also, the administration cost for new hectares administered increased 

from 1.000 DKK in 1996 to 1.500 in 1997 and 1.200 DKK in 1998, while for the 

administration cost per new arrangement increased from 5.900 DKK in 1996 until 

above 8.000 DKK in 1997 and 1998. The administration cost in the counties per hectare 

and for new arrangements under the programme deceased from 970 DKK in 1996 to 
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690 DKK in 1997 and 440 DKK in 1998 pr hectares and from 5.900 DKK in 1996 to 

2.800 DKK in 1998. 

 

Success and failure of the 1997-model 

An overall problem with the 1997-model was the high administration costs. The total 

amount for administrating the agri-environment measure was 20 million DDK pr. year. 

Furthermore, the utilization of the agri environment measure was low in terms of the 

actual environmental effect gained from assisted projects.  

 

A third problem, which needs to be mentioned, concerns the function of the paying 

agency. Instead of having one central paying agency, this function was delegated from 

the Directorate of Food, Fisheries and Agri Business to the 14 counties at regional level. 

This is contrary to EU legislation generally not allowing delegation of economic 

responsibility and paying agency functions to the regional level. 

 

A positive consequence of the having both the implementing and paying body at 

regional level was an improved dialog and involvement of the local farmers. 

Furthermore, the administration model was successful in terms of establishing a close-

to-nature administration in the counties. This structure created more environment and 

nature activity than was experienced with a centralised administration practiced in the 

previous period.    

 

 

3. The year 2000 model for the agri-environment measure 

 

In 2000 a new administration model for the agri-environment measure was introduced. 

The implementation of the new administration model was based on recommendations 

from an internal evaluation in the Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business. 

Some of the recommendations concern a need for greater flexibility in administration of 

the measure. This should be achieved without ignoring the EU’s demand for 

comprehensive control. Furthermore, designing an administration model, which could 

ensure the optimal environmental impact (environment for money) and administration 

(administration costs compared to payments), was suggested.  

 

The evaluation report recommended moreover that the professional administration or 

implementing functions remained decentralised and close to the beneficiaries. The close 

contact and dialogue between farmers and the counties has been positive in terms of 

contributing to the positive effects on the environment and the promotion of the 

programme. The paying function should on the other hand be pulled back to the central 

level in according with EU regulation. 
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The content of the measure 

 

A new element compared to the former measure is the increased focus on environmental 

aspects. The new scheme contains besides organic farming several sub-measures, which 

indicate that the environment aspect is more in focus. The sub-measures on nitrogen 

contracts and green accounting are new compared to the former measure. The sub-

measures under the agri-environmental measure are: 

• Nitrogen contracts 

• Reduction of application of nitrogen 

• Year Set-Aside 

• Maintenance of extensive grassland 

• Environment and resource management (green accounts) 

• No use of crop protection products 

• Spraying free zones 

• Rye grass ground cover 

• Grassland upkeep (with mowing, grazing, mowing and clearance). 

 

The administrative procedures 

 

The aim of the new administration model is to ensure flexibility, economies of scale and 

eliminate the (double) burden of work. All considerations of contracts agreements are 

still placed at regional level and are agreed directly between the counties and the 

farmers. This means that counties have the responsibility for receiving the project 

application forms from the farmers as well as registering, assessing and recommending 

projects to the Directorate of Food, Fisheries and Agri Business, which may then 

approve the applications from the farmer. 

 

All application procedures and relevant data are registered and collected in a database, 

which besides easing the burden of work and the process generaly also gives the 

different authorities access to all assisted projects and information concerning them, e.g. 

payment of subsidies. The database is also used as a control function. 

 

The Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business has the economic responsibility 

and is the paying agency, while the counties have the professional responsibility in 

terms of the implementing function. Compared to the former administration models, the 

existing model is in line with the EU regulations concerning the payment of subsidies. 

 

 

4. Successes and failures 

 

This section assesses the agri-environment measure with respect to different topics and 

discusses the successes and failures of the new measure design compared to the 

previous design. The assessment will also take Agenda 2000 into consideration.   
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4.1.  New elements 

 

The main difference between the 1997 model and the new model concerns, first of all, 

the administration (and consideration) of the measure. Where counties in the 1997 

model had both the economic and professional mandate, today, the administration is 

divided between the counties and the Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business. 

The counties are not the paying agency anymore; this mandate is centrally placed at the 

Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business.  

 

Due to the complexity of the scheme and how to apply for subsidies, the application 

process is now available electronically. The farmers can apply through the internet for 

compensation and receive relevant information concerning the scheme. However, the 

electronic application system has not been fully implemented and in year 2001 the 

number of applications received electronically was quite low. The low number of 

applications received electronically may be ascribed to a lack of knowledge among 

farmers concerning this possibility. Furthermore, there have been some implementation 

problems with the database. Since the number of Danish farmers having a computer 

with internet access is rather high this cannot be considered as a constraint for the 

system. 

 

No social dimension is included in the agri-environment scheme. However, in the 

present agri-environment scheme the balance has been changed in favour of the 

environment. The content in the present model is more focused on environmental 

aspects due to changes in the measure as mentioned above. The nitrogen contract is one 

of these steps: farmers sign a contract with the Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri 

Business obliging them to reduce the level of nitrogen applied on the farm as a whole in 

accordance to the conditions/reduction listed in the contract. Up to now, 21 

demonstration projects have been implemented. The feed back to the Directorate for 

Food, Fisheries and Agri Business has mainly been positive. The farmers find grant 

payments and the conditions for these acceptable. 

 

Elements of success and failure 

The structure of the new model has not been able to reduce the administrative costs 

(DKK per hectare or DKK per environmental impact in terms of reduced use/input of 

nitrogen, pesticides etc.). The administration costs are still high partly because of the 

decentralisation, partly because the measure is small in terms of the amount of 

compensation money compared to administration expenses.  

 

In terms of the impacts on the environment (environment for money), and 

administration (administration costs compared to compensation payments) the new 

model is still expensive. This is partly related to the design of the calculation model, 

which is used to calculate the level of compensation given to the farmers. The example 

below illustrates this.  

 

Farmers have a fixed number of kilos of nitrogen per hectare available, which they can 

add to the soil depending on the type of crop they are growing. This standard is fixed 
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and based on various factors such as soil type, type of crop and rainfall during the 

preceding year. The fertilizer standard is set at 100%.  The aim is to diminish soil 

erosion into streams, ground water etc. The Danish Plant Directorate is the controlling 

agency and is competent to take the farmers to court if they are not following the 

standard. To avoid this, the farmers will often choose to use less than the 100% level, 

for example 80 %, which provides them with a buffer. If the farmers together with the 

county decide to reduce the amount of fertilizer to, for instance, 60% of the standard 

and thereby improve the environment, they get a compensation for lost profit per 

hectare. The excepted environmental effect will then be calculated as the difference 

between the 100% and the 60%. However, in some cases the farmers have not been 

using up to the 100% of the standard and the actual environmental effect will then not 

be as big as it was thought to be theoretically. In these cases, farmers receive too high a 

compensation, as they did not use up to the 100% standard of fertilizer.  

 

Another example is, that in particular sensitive areas such as close to streams or lakes, 

the farmers will often not use fertilizers at all, even though they are allowed to fertilize 

up to 100% standard. If the farmers make an agreement with the county under the agri-

environment measure to reduce the amount of fertilizes, he will still get compensation 

up to the 100% of the standard. 

 

The above indicates a shortcoming in the design of the existing calculation model. 

Farmers will in some cases receive a too higher compensation compared to the 

environmental effect, which will be lower than expected. It is not the picture in general, 

but in terms of designing the optimum administration model this can be considered a 

problem.  

 

4.2.  Efficiency in implementation 

 

The administration model has successfully been implemented in terms of establishing a 

close-to-nature administration in the counties. This structure creates more environment 

and nature, than would be (has been) the case with a centralized administration, as the 

country staffs know the district, the farmers and their situation. On the other hand, the 

on-going structure is not efficient when it comes to achieving a high value of output. 

The value of output is low compared to value of input, due to high administrative costs; 

due to control requirements from the EU concerning the implementation of EU 

measures etc. 

 

4.3.  Participation 

 

The regional county-based administration provides close relation and connection 

between the local environmental needs for protection from agricultural practices and the 

administration of the measure as well as its implementation. This connection is 

considered a positive aspect of the administration of the measure.  
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In balance, the practiced troubles farmers have in implementing the environment-

friendly production methods weigh negatively against the benefits they receive from 

doing so. The balance between practical troubles farmers have in implementing the 

environment-friendly production methods and the benefits from doing so is considered a 

negative factor. The regional administration and the farmers find the close-to-nature 

model positive and the only way to target the measure directly to the environmental 

problems. 

 

Success and failure 

 

The close regional cooperation and partnership gives good preconditions for positive 

environmental impacts and can therefore be stated as a success. But the agriculture 

organisations find the model to complicated and unattractive and the farmers need to put 

a lot of effort into the application process. This creates a negative attitude among the 

farmers towards the agri-environment scheme. The electronic application system could 

be a success in terms of simplifying the application process.  

 

4.4. Influence Agenda 2000 

 

The agri-environment measure has not been successful when it comes to integration of 

rural development. The measure focuses on environmental aspects and, as mentioned 

above, has no social dimension or purpose in terms of e.g. creation of new jobs or 

income generation. The measure has on the other hand been more successful in 

integrating regional as well as rural development policies. The agri-environment 

measure is part of the Danish Rural Development Plan although no close integration or 

coherence is experienced. Concerning the development of rural areas, the agri-

environment measure administrated regionally demonstrates integration into regional 

policies in general. 

 

The agri-environment measure is influencing Agenda 2000 in that it targeted the 

environment pillar of the Common Agriculture Policy, partly because the measure 

contributes to conservation, development of nature, water protection and management 

as well as sustainability in rural areas. 

 

Successes and failures 

 

The agri-environment measure is quite successful in terms of its integration into both 

regional and rural development policies. Additionally the measure is a part of the Rural 

Development Plan. The measure is in line with Agenda 2000 as it contributes to issues 

such as conservation, development of nature, water protection and sustainability in rural 

areas. 

 

Integration of the agri-environment measure in the rural development programme and 

its influence on  rural/urban development has so far not been a success. The reason why 

this has not been achieved is mainly due to the fact that the measure has its focus on 

environment and not on social or rural development. 
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4.5.  Absorption capacity 

 

The absorption capacity of the agri-environment measure is rather low. In 2001 the 

Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business received very few applications from 

farmers who wanted to collect payment of grant. The Directorate for Food, Fisheries 

and Agri Business received no more than 400 applications for green accounting. The 

Directorate expects an increase in applications in the future, however the information 

concerning payments of grants for green accounting has been rather low. 

To maintain or promote absorption capacity in the agri-environment measure, a 

regionally based administration is a precondition for absorption indicating that the 

absorption would be even worse with a centralized administration model. 

 

Elements of success and failure 

 

Briefly it can be stated that the absorption capacity of the agri-environment measure is 

rather low. The numbers of applications for payment of subsides were rather low in 

2001. This could be ascribed to the fact that farmers find it too complicated to apply, 

and they get too little compensation. The measure is often seen as unattractive and the 

procedure not worth the trouble of going through. However, if the administration was 

not regionally based, the relation between the farmers and the administration would 

properly be worse. 

 

4.6.  Reorientation towards structural intervention 

 

The measure does not contribute to the reorientation towards structural interventions. It 

is a measure restricting and limiting the production with an environmental objective and 

focus. In this sense, it is a move away from production support.  

 

There are no changes due to this measure design compared to the previous programme 

concerning contribution to external competitiveness compared to the previous 

programme. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

The overall conclusion of the case study concerning the Danish agri-environment 

measure is that the measure has been successful in integrating environmental aspects 

into the RDP context and creates contact and dialogue between the counties and the 

Danish farmers.  

 

Environmental aspects have been upgraded in the new model compared to the former, 

which the different sub-measures indicate. An example is the possibility for the farmer 

to draw up a nitrogen contract with the Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri 

Business, another example is organic farming. Both the nitrogen contract and green 
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accounting are new sub-measures focusing on the input side and contributing to a 

responsible management of input factors.  

 

Concerning administration cost the new measure is still expensive in terms of the 

impact on the environment (value for money) and administration (administration costs 

compared to payments). In some cases, the farmers can receive too high a compensation 

and the environmental effect will be lower than expected due to the design of the 

existing compensation model. This is not the picture in general, but in terms of 

designing the most optimal administration model it can be considered as a constraint. 

The administration cost is approximately the same as before meaning around 20 million 

DKK per year.   

 

The administration model has been successful in establishing a close-to-nature 

administration in the counties. This structure is of greater benefit to the environment 

and nature compared to a centralized administration as the county staffs have 

knowledge of the district as well as the farmers. This close cooperation and partnership 

provides constructive preconditions for positive environmental impacts. However, 

farmers and agriculture organisations find the model too complicated and unattractive. 

This creates a negative attitude among the farmers towards the agri-environment 

measure. An improvement compared to the former model is the opportunity to apply for 

a payment of grant electronically via internet. The system is still new and not well 

promoted yet, but this might be a step in the direction of simplifying the application 

process. 

 

In the former administration model the counties had the function of both the paying 

agency and as the implementing agency. With the introduction of the new 

administration model in year 2000 this structure was changed into a more centralised 

model, where the Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business has gained more 

power. Today, the Directorate for Food, Fisheries and Agri Business is the paying 

agency, which implies that the Directorate has the final say in which projects to support.  
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Annex 4. Case Study France: The setting up of CTE in the Baronnies  

       Mountains 
 

By: Reverdy Associes, Grenoble, France 

 

 

1. The initial context for the setting up of CTE in the Agenda 2000 scheme 

 

1.1. Geographical context 

 

Located in Drôme in the Provence, the territory called Baronnies is 1200 km
2
 in area, 

with an altitude ranging from 300 up to 1.600 meters. It is a mountainous area with 

plains, narrow valleys, canyons and cliffs. The climate is influenced by Mediterranean 

proximity. 

With 20.000 inhabitants, it is definitely a rural territory with 2 small towns: Nyons with 

6.700 inhabitants, and Buis les Baronnies with 2.200 inhabitants. 60 % of the districts 

have less than 100 inhabitants and the average density of the population is 16 

inhabitants per square kilometre. This average falls to 4 in the mountain areas. 

Baronnies benefits from a strong cultural identity and its inhabitants are conscious of 

belonging to this territory characterised by a homogenous geography and history. 

 

Economic and agricultural context 

 

Except for an old industrial firm - which existed for years but has now shut down -, 

industry has never been strong in Baronnies. With approximately 1200 farms, 

agriculture is of prime importance in the local economy. 

Agriculture is very diversified and most of the farms are not specialised in specific 

types of production. Actually, poly-culture is practiced, most often growing grapes, 

olive trees, apricots and lavender, which are typical to Mediterranean culture. Some 

farming traditions, such as the growing of lime (trees), have been abandoned due to a 

decrease in profitability. 

Until 1992, apricots were a good source of revenue, but now this fruit seems to be no 

longer commercially viable for farmers. This explains why the Baronnies encounter 

great difficulties today. The culture of olive cultivation seems to still be in good shape 

as well as that of grapes. Lavender is doing quite well even though this activity is quiet 

marginal. 

Thanks to the climate and beautiful landscape, Baronnies have been able to develop a 

tourism project in recent years. The kind of tourism targeted can be described as not 

harmful to the environment, as it concerns “green tourism” spread across the region. 

The activities proposed are hiking, cycling, and climbing. Hotel accommodation has 
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been developed and some farmers take part in offering Bed & Breakfast and farm visits. 

This new activity is well received and it has the capacity to raise revenues for farmers. 

 

Political context 

 

The 74 communes have a strong tradition of intercommunality. A specific structure, 

called SAB, has been created to manage intercommunality. SAB hires 6 people 

including one person for agriculture-related questions and another for environmental 

questions. SAB is managed by politicians representing their own communes. 

 

1.2. First experimentation in Baronnies 

 

SAB conducted an operation during the late 1990s, called Olae, in which a partnership 

was initiated between technicians from different institutions. SAB allowed the operation 

to run, providing the necessary information and inspiration from beginning to end. 

This operation is seen as having been a success, especially with regards to the formation 

set up, and the participation of a wide range of actors. New agricultural practices and  

methods were implemented, and everybody appeared to be positive about this 

experience. 

 

 

2. The National Rural Development plan (2000-2006) in Baronnies 

 

One of the innovative elements of the National Rural Development Plan is the CTE: 

“Contrats Territoriaux d’Exploitation”. The CTE is the main topic of this case study. 

The Contrats Territoriaux d’Exploitation can be regarded as one and – perhaps - the 

most important element of the National Rural Development Plan adopted in 2000. The 

main points of the CTE according to the national approach are described below. 

� Innovative aspect of CTE 

The CTE is innovative in the sense that it creates a new contractual relationship between 

the state and the farmer, encouraging the latter to integrate his holding, for a 5 year 

period, into a coherent and comprehensive programme incorporating a socio-economic 

dimension as well as an environmental and regional development aspect. For its part, 

the government undertakes to provide financial support for this approach for the same 

period of time. 

The CTE, which is based on a recognition of the multifunctional character of 

agriculture, is therefore a guidance and development tool which will eventually bring 

together under one umbrella a large number of measures directed at supporting 

agriculture. This new instrument has been designed to assist farmers who agree to 

implement systems of production providing services to the community, which can not 

be completely remunerated by the market and thus require a financial contribution from 

society, in return for the undertakings given. 
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The innovative character of the scheme, and the objectives defined for it in terms of 

development of sustainable agriculture in France, entail the provision of support within 

a national framework. For example, the agri-environmental measures have been defined 

previously at the level of the territorial Department, before being applied at national 

level, the concern being to ensure consistency. Standard contracts containing standard 

measures serve as a basis for the contracts presently signed by farmers. 

� Innovative financial aspect of CTE 

 

One of the principles that structures the programme is a substantial increase in the 

resources allocated to sustainable development and the protection of the environment. 

1/3 of rural development finance will be devoted to agri-environmental measures in 

France over the coming years. 

� New partnership involved 

CTE should make agriculture more concerned about society’s needs. Ideally, local 

politicians should be involved in the setting up of CTEs. In term of agri-environmental 

measures, partnerships with ecological associations are plausible. 

 

 

3. Definition of the standard CTE 

 

Initial choices 

Before farmers sign a CTE, a standard CTE has to be validated by regional institutions. 

A standard CTE is a selection of measures which represent the regional priorities in 

terms of sustainable development. The farmer has to take into account the standard CTE 

in order to elaborate his own CTE. The standard CTE is used as a framework.  

There are two kinds of standard CTE’s: those which are elaborated by sector and those 

which are elaborated on a territorial basis. In the Baronnies case, the institutions 

decided very early to work on a territorial basis for the setting up of CTE’s.  

The area has been split up into 9 territories, and SAB has been chosen to co-ordinate the 

whole operation. 

A partnership system 

A steering committee has been created to make sure that the operation goes in the right 

direction. The composition of this committee is decided on by agricultural 

administrations (DDAF), districts agency (communes, and intercommunality 

structures), professional organisations such as the Chambre d’agriculture, MSA, 

ADASEA, consumer and environmental associations. The steering committee has to 

think about the setting up of the CTE’s in Baronnies, and can possibly make suggestions 

to improve its implementation. 
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Main strong points regarding the standard CTE and the Baronnies case 

- A strong partnership 

- A wide consultation of actors at ground 'grass root’ level, thanks to the meetings 

organised by sector between all the partners mentioned above. 

- A large information campaign organised for farmers (128 farmers came to the first 

meetings). 

-  An evaluation of the operation with a reporting set up. A group is currently 

working on the financial difficulties that some farmers are facing. This group will 

propose a strategy for those concerned, both with applied general actions and 

individual support. 

- The CTEs are taking into account the economical and environmental questions, 

which is completely new. For instance, the operation Olae during the late 1990’s 

focused only on environmental questions. 

- During the first months, the standard CTE was not well shaped for the needs of the 

territory, but with the adoption of new measures by Brussels, the CTE standard is 

now well adapted to the territory. 

- The CTEs are supported by local politicians. It is a new tool to diversify the 

economy, for instance by developing tourism activities. 

 

 

3.1. Main weak points regarding the standard CTE and the Baronnies case 

- The operation is quite complex and, as a result, it is difficult to communicate on it. 

Moreover, the CTE has changed when it begun until the present, and some 

information delivered to farmers has been wrong.  

- Local actors believed at the beginning they could elaborate their own measures as 

was the case with Olae. Finally, they discovered that measures would be picked up 

from a regional list of priorities, which has been a deception at ground level. 

- The standard CTE is not well adapted to the Baronnies case. For instance, it does 

not allow a change in the type of production needed in order to counteract the 

apricot crisis. 

- The standard CTE is not very interesting for farmers who began making efforts a 

long time ago. Indeed, the CTE gives incentives for farmers undertaking new forms 

of agriculture. Those who have already made these efforts have no interests in 
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following a CTE. The sectoral approach is becoming more important than the 

territorial approach. It is more and more difficult to link CTE and territory. 

 

4. The setting up of the CTEs 

 

4.1. The different elements of CTEs 

 

� The intentional file 

Each farmer interested in a CTE must deposit an “intentional file” to one of the partners. 

Based on this file, the farmer will be directed towards one or more competent bodies to 

help him. 

 

� The local committee 

The local politicians want to keep an eye on the CTE; that is why they prefer to have a 

territorial approach. The rules of the CTE do not allow them to have this insight. For 

this reason, local committees have been created which function as a discussion platform 

between individual projects and territorial projects. They also give advice about other 

possibilities for financial support. 

 

� Individual coaching 

SAB says about the diagnosis that it is a “mandatory step for farmer who want to go 

further”. The farmer can realise his own ‘diagnosis’ and hand in his file on the basis of 

this. He can also benefit from technical and methodological support in the form of a 

three day learning course. 

 

� Evaluation and reporting are an objective 

Because the CTEs concern a very large number of farmers, it seems to be obvious that 

this demarche needs to be evaluated. Right now, some information is collected such as 

number of farmers, type of agriculture, diagnosis …  In December 2001, 72 intentional 

files were handed in and 30 CTE’s were signed in Baronnies. 

 

 

4.2. The main strong points regarding the setting up of CTE’s 

- Farmers can set up their project in different manners. They can participate in a 

course or they can do it on their own. If the first case, this participation permits the 

initiation of a collective demarche.  

- Until now, the potential number of CTEs is important. CTE could have a significant 

impact on the agriculture in the long term. In comparison to other territories, the 

territory of Baronnies is more advanced in the setting up of CTEs. 
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- Following the law LOA in 1999, the CTE can be signed by other actors than 

farmers. 

- It appears that CTEs have a real impact on environment. 

 

 

4.2.1. The weak points regarding the setting up of CTE’s 

- Because the approach by sector is more important, the economics of the CTE have 

become more important than the environmental side. The environmental measures 

chosen in CTE are often those which are more beneficial financially and which give 

less constraints for farmers. 

- The non-farmer actors encounter difficulties in bringing forward their point of 

view. 

- It is very difficult to check the coherence among the CTEs signed. The intrinsic 

quality of each CTE depends too much on the points of view of technicians. 

- When the CTE is signed in a very short time, it is often the case that the project is 

evaluated as insufficient. 

 

5. First impacts of Agenda 2000 based on the CTE case  

 

In the Baronnies territory, CTEs allow the mobilisation of actors in agriculture. This 

was partially achieved with the demarche OLAE. But CTE’s allow the actors to go 

further, because they do not only concern the environment, but also economic and social 

aspects. 

 

Until now, the dynamic initiated has mainly had an impact on the organisation: 

partnerships between the different actors are reinforced, the reflection on the place of 

agriculture in the society is being discussed. 

 

The discernable impact at ground level is not yet always visible and concrete, which is 

quite logical because the first CTEs were signed just one year ago. But the impression is 

that the setting up of these new methods, more respective for environment will follow. 

The real impact will depend on the quality of CTE signed. 

 

Influence Agenda 2000 on rural policy 

In Baronnies, there is a link between CTEs and other development policy. For instance, 

we have a strong link between the tourism policy and the CTEs, because CTEs help the 

area to offer more quality products which are very much in demand from tourists. 
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Absorption capacity 

All of the 1200 farms in Baronnies can in principle sign a CTE, except for those farms 

which are managed by farmers older than 55 years old, with no successor on the farm. 

Until now, 72 farms have shown an interest in signing a CTE, and 30 farms have done 

so. 

A CTE takes some time to be signed, and a farmer must be convinced that he will 

benefit from it. That explains why the number of CTE is quite low. But we expect a new 

“wave” of CTEs to be signed over the coming months, at least from those who had a 

contract with Olae that will be over soon. 
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Annex 5. CASE STUDY ON SPAIN: THE LEADER PROGRAMME  

                IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE REGION OF VALENCIANA -  

                ASSESSMENT OF THE CURRENT SITUATION 

 
 

 

1.  Introduction 

The case study concerns the implementation of the Leader programme in the 

administrative region of Valenciana. The survey on this particular region was done for 

two basic reasons: its importance for rural development at regional level and its 

importance in the current intensive debate on the regional design of Leader+. 

 

The report contains a precise analysis of the case study results, elaborates on the 

objectives achieved and assesses the strong and weak points of the Leader Programme 

in the administrative region of Valenciana. In particular, the study focuses on the 

Local Action Group (LAG) ¨Alto Palancia-alto Mijares¨ based in the province of 

Castellón. Finally, the influence of Agenda 2000 and Leader+ on the design of the new 

programme in the administrative region of Valenciana and its potential consequences 

are analysed.  

 

2.  The Initial Context: the Leader II Programme   

2.1.  Leader in Spain 

 

Spain has an area of 505.000 km
2
 and a population of 40 million inhabitants. The total 

density of the population is 77 inhabitants per km
2
 (in comparison, the figure for the 

EU is 115 inhabitants per km
2
). People 60 years old or more represent 19% of the total 

population. In 1997 the unemployment rate was 20,8% (10,7% in the EU) and the 

average GDP per capita was €11.887 (€18.874 in the EU). 

 

Rural areas in Spain occupy 470.000 km
2
 of the land, almost 93% of its total area (for 

the EU the figure is 79,6%). The rural population represents 30,3% of the total 

population (14% for the EU). This implies a density of population in rural Spain of 27 

inhabitants per km
2
, whose income levels are considerably lower, compared to these of 

the country as a whole (64% of the national average per capita). The population 

involved in agriculture, forestry and fishing represents 25% of Spain’s active 

population (for the EU the figure is 8%). 

 

The main ingredients of rural development policy in Spain include, firstly, local 

production of high quality with sufficient value-added and, secondly, development of 
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rural tourism and peripheral activities as an alternative source of income. For the 

period of 1994 - 1999, Leader II and its 17 regional programmes have been a powerful 

instrument stimulating endogenous development and economic growth of rural areas. 

All programmes were aimed at increasing levels of employment and income in rural 

areas and the quality of life. 

 

With a Community contribution of €354 million the global budget of the Leader 

programme reached approximately €1.200 million. Fifty percent of that came from 

private investments. The programmes were managed by 132 local action groups, 

which covered 45% of the country’s area. 

 

 

2.2.   Leader in the administrative region of Valenciana 

2.2.1.  Background, aims and measures 

 

The administrative region of Valenciana is an Objective 1 region with GDP of 73% of 

the Community average. It is one of the regions where the Leader Programme was 

implemented. It has an area of approximately 23.000 km
2
 and about 4 million 

inhabitants. Its territory, bounded by the Mediterranean Sea, consists of plains and 

valleys that connect the inner parts of the country with the Central Spanish Plateau. Its 

population density is 166 inhabitants per km
2
. Nineteen percent of these are people 60 

years old or more. It has 13 natural protected areas. The use of land is distributed as 

follows: cultivated areas - 34%; forest areas - 41%; meadows - 6%. 

 

The Leader II Programme in the administrative region of Valenciana involved 6 local 

action groups (LAG). They have managed a budget of €80,7 million, from which 

€26,7 million came from European Funds, €19,1 million came from public funds and 

the remaining €34,9 mill came from private beneficiaries. The distribution of these 

amounts for various measures goes as follows: 

 

A. - Acquisition of capacities: 0,13% 

B. - Rural Programme Innovation: 96,68 % 

C. - International co-operation: 2,75% 

D. - Follow-up and evaluation: 0,44% 
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In turn, the financial expenditures for Rural Programme Innovations were divided into 

the following groups: 

 

B1. - Technical support for rural development: 9,5% 

B2. - Vocational training: 7,1% 

B3. - Rural tourism: 27% 

B4. - Small and medium-sized enterprises and crafts: 29,8% 

B5. - Appraisal of agricultural production: 10% 

B6. - Environmental protection: 18,7% 

 

 

2.2.2.  Main results in the 1994-1999 period 

 

At the end of the 1994-1999 period, the available information showed a high rate of 

usage of public funds. Until 31 December 1999 (the closing date for commitments), 

the financial performance of the Leader Programme can be described as follows: 

 

 State of commitments to public expenditure: 105,34% 

 Total commitment: 159,34%. Of these, for measures: 

 

 A. - Acquisition of capacities (paid measure) 

  B. - Rural Innovations Programme: 161,08% 

 C. - International co-operation 104,43% 

 D. - Follow-up and evaluation: 116,95% 

 

The Alto Palancia-Alto Mijares was selected as a special case from among the existing 

groups to show the best management of funds and the highest number of payments. 

 

The approved actions accounted to 2.233. At the time of the closing date (31 December 

1999), 958 of these actions were already completed (in terms of investments, 

justification of expenses and payment of aids) and 1.275 were still ongoing. The 

distribution of measures is as follows: 

 

B1. Technical support to rural development: 152  

B2. Training: 530 

B3. Rural tourism: 351 

B4. Small enterprises: 600 

B5. Appraisal: 233 

B6. Environment: 311 

C.  Transnational co-operation: 56 

 

The final beneficiaries were 687 private persons, 489 companies, 401 public 

administrations, 396 associations and 196 co-operatives. 
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Some important quantitative indicators must be mentioned: 

 

Number of jobs created: 1.906  

Number of jobs consolidated: 1.376 

Number of companies created: 331 

Numbers of beds created for tourism: 2.133 

 

 

2.2.3.  Global assessment 

 

The “value-added” of the Leader Programme is the result of the combination of seven 

specific factors: a territorial approach, a bottom-up approach, the local group, 

innovative actions, links between actions (an integrated, multisectoral approach), a 

network approach (at regional, national and European level), transnational co-operation, 

as well as of new methods of management and funding. 

 

The primary aims of the Leader Programme can be summarised as a new approach to 

rural development, promotion of innovative and exemplary actions and use of 

possibilities for transferring and demonstrating ideas. The most important secondary 

aims are: 

 

1. Promotion of decentralised decision-making. 

2. Promotion of an integrated approach at local level. 

3. Involvement of the population in the decision-making process and adding value to 

local initiatives and resources. 

4. Stimulation of diversified rural economy and creation of jobs.  

5. Reduction of isolation and overcoming the lack of information through exchanges 

and co-operation. 

 

If we take these primary and secondary aims into account for an evaluation of the 

Leader II Programme in the administrative region of Valenciana, its performance level 

appears satisfactory: 

 

1. The decision-making process regarding the approval of projects has been adopted 

inside the LAG in all cases. The role of the administration has simply been to 

guarantee the legality of the process. 

2. The integrated approach started from the analysis of regional needs and the use of 

all the instruments of Leader. The important role of rural tourism in Leader I has 

changed, opening the door to the promotion of small firms, to conservation of  

cultural heritage and to environmental protection 

3. The involvement of the population in the programme has been obtained by the 

active participation of their legitimate representatives: the town councils, which 

have been present in the governance structures of the LAG.  
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4. Employment generation amounted to 1.906 new jobs. This means a total investment 

of €42.251 per job and a public expenditure of €24.040. The number of beds created 

was 2.133; taking into account that the budget for rural tourism was €20,5 million, 

the investment for every new bed has been €9.610. 

5. All groups have promoted diversification strategies and rural tourism. 

6. The six groups in the administrative region of Valenciana have formed a regional 

network. They have links with the other Spanish groups and two of them take part 

of a European network called Parallel 40.  

7. Considering the risk aversion of the most of the rural people, the public funds seem 

to have been very useful in stimulating investments. 

 

But some criticism may be expressed as well: 

 

1. In Leader I some groups clearly failed because of poor management of funds. This 

kind of problem did not arise with Leader II, but the process of hiring managers 

should have been more transparent. 

2. The rules established for the group were often too specific and did not permit 

decisions on some problems. 

3. There was no follow up (neither public nor by the group itself) of the actual 

investment results. But this final step in the control process constitutes the 

justification of expenditures. 

4. Given the excessive influence of municipal representatives, the political conflicts 

among the different parties tended to enter into the groups’ dynamic, disturbing its 

activities. In certain groups, very strong leadership contributed to concentration of 

power in too few hands. 

5. Every time an industrial issue arose, there were difficulties in overcoming a lack of 

dynamism focusing on new management initiatives. 

6. Co-operation was weak in the sense that participation in the programme resulted 

mostly from the availability of external financial resources rather than being 

directed to solving specific problems. This issue contributed to weak planning and 

co-operation finished once the programme was over. The basic idea that real co-

operation is essential for the development of rural areas needs to be stressed. 

7. There was a lack of technical advice and preliminary studies before taking decisions 

on the appropriateness of the selected kind of investment. 

8. Evolution of the group towards the inside. The groups shared common projects, but 

they have tended to become exclusive and enclosed projects as time passed. In 

general, the reason was the excessive influence of municipal representatives in a 

group formed almost exclusively of members with public mandates. 

9. The majority of grants for projects was given to a small number of towns, usually 

the towns where the group’s headquarter was or nearby. The consequence was a 

distribution of resources not spread over a wide enough area. 

10. There were difficulties in co-ordinating the aid from different sources and making it 

compatible. 

11. Inappropriate regulations for urban development limited the development of new 

initiatives in many cases. 
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12. There was a lack of appropriate ex ante indicators that would have permitted 

adequate planning and evaluation of measures ex post. 

13. The process itself suffered from delays. These happened when groups were 

appointed and when national funds were allocated. In general, the delays resulted 

from the Commission’s regulations and from the Members States’ lateness in 

implementing their own legislation. For example, in the genesis of Leader+ 

Programme, the Commission issued its Communication to the Member States in 

May 2000 (published in OJ on to be stressed 18.05.2000), the tender for the 

selection of groups in the administrative region of Valenciana was December 2001 

and the new groups were expected to get to work in May 2002. 

 

3. A particular case: the local action group “Alto Palancia-Alto Mijares” 

3.1.  Geographical, agricultural and economic background 

 

The area covered by the group is divided into two parts. The first one is Alto Palancia 

(the main city of which is Segorbe) and the second one is Alto Mijares, whose 

economic centre Onda is outside the Leader region. The area is 2.000 km² with 

approximately 37.000 inhabitants spread out in 60 towns and villages. The population 

density is 18 inhabitants per km
2
 and 32,2 % of its population are 60 years old or more. 

There are two natural protected areas: ‘Sierra de Espadán’ and ‘Sierra Calderona’. 

 

Dry farming has traditionally been the prime activity in the region. The main crops are 

almonds and olives and there is also the intensive pig. The hills, the small size of 

holdings and the farming low land productivity explain the low profitability of 

agricultural units and the increasing role of part-time farming. 

 

The unemployment rate has risen up to 14%. The distribution of the active population 

by sectors is 18,94% in the primary sector, 45,06% in the secondary sector and 36,01% 

in the service sector. 

 

3.2.  Structure of the local action group (LAG) 

 

LAG "Alto Palancia- Alto Mijares" was established as a non-profit organisation on 6 

February 1992. The management body is the Board of Directors (Junta Directiva) and 

the General Assembly (Asamblea General), which are responsible for the approval of 

the projects. 

 

The Leader II General Meeting included 23 members: 20 Town Councils and 3 private 

associates. The latter were one agricultural co-operative, one cattle co-operative and one 

financial institution (Savings Bank) of regional scale. Eight mayors and the President, 

who was also a mayor, formed the Board of Directors. 
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3.3.  Financial context and measures of Leader II 

 

The total budget for investments amounted to €12,6 million. It was sourced as follows: 

€5,5 million came from private beneficiaries, €3,8 million came from EU funds and 

€3,3 million came from national funds. 

 

The distribution of the budget by type of measure was2: 

Technical support for rural development: 9,5% 

Vocational training and employment aids: 9,5% 

Rural tourism: 24,6% 

Small enterprises, crafts and services: 24,6% 

Marketing of added-value products resulting from agricultural production: 9,5% 

Conservation and improvement of the environment: 19,8% 

Trans-national co-operation: 2,5%  

 

The main aim of the group was to promote a strategy for multi-sectoral development. 

As an extension of Leader I, preference was given to the creation of infrastructures for 

tourism, the creation and modernisation of small enterprises, adding value to local 

industry through products such as handicrafts, training and environment improvement. 

 

 

3.4.  Assessment: successes and failures 

3.4.1.  Results and new elements 

 

338 actions were approved under the Leader II Programme, which represented 15,1% of 

all the actions in the region. In total, the programme had 396 beneficiaries, of which 103 

were citizens (54 men and 49 women), 66 were private companies, 91 were public 

administrations, 48 were associations and 30 were co-operatives. Together they 

represented 1,5% of the whole population in the area (27.000 inhabitants). The 

financing of ‘one-person’ companies was one of the programmes attempting to promote 

the creation of new jobs. The demand for funds was greater than the supply and some 

interesting projects could not be approved. 

 

The group approved some innovative projects (e.g., the rehabilitation of the Navajas 

riverside, organic bakery, hunting). However, the innovations were not of importance 

from a technological point of view but rather as new businesses. 

 

                                                 
2  The group did not spend any money on acquiring skills as these came from LEADER 

I. 

 



Rural development in the context of the Agenda 2000 

77    PE 311.439 

Under the Leader I Programme, rural tourism was perceived as being the paramount 

tool for solutions of problems in rural areas. Under the Leader II Programme, rural 

tourism was considered only as one of the sources available for the diversification of 

income, being also important for the promotion of small firms and heritage 

conservation. Star projects included a supplier for new hotels in Segorbe, a nursery that 

has created lots of jobs for women and new investments promoting the production of 

local ham and olive oil. 

 

The Town Councils also used the Leader Programme as a means of preserving cultural 

heritage, although in some cases the political criteria and agreements on funds 

allocation were more important than technical priorities.  

 

The good standing of the group attracted new financial resources (coming from private 

companies and financial institutions) for local development. 

 

Transnational co-operation is an element of innovation but the possibilities of co-

operation are limited because of the languages and legal barriers and, especially, 

because of the differences in production patterns. On the other hand, it enhances the 

possibilities for trading handicraft products. However, supply is not always guaranteed 

and neither is market stability. 

 

 

3.4.2.  Effectiveness and efficiency in implementation of the measures 

 

In regard to the use of public resources, the main aims were achieved. The group was 

created just in time and in the due form, which enabled proper participation. The 

financial programme used up the whole budget, with an appropriate respect for 

accounting and financial requirements. 

 

The good performance of the group was enhanced by two factors. The first one was its 

manager, who is a public servant with a wide experience of rural affairs. The second 

one was the high level of consensus and stability among the different agents, both 

public and private. In order to avoid a concentration of public money on public projects 

or in certain villages, some absolute and relative limits were set as a function of the 

population. For stability reasons, the rules of the game were agreed ex ante between the 

political parties. 

 

 

3.4.3.  Process and participation 

 

In general, there was an adequate relation between the problems and the measures 

adopted. Planning was carried out according to the mechanisms of the Leader 

Programme and was based on the initiatives that arose in the different municipalities. 
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Many projects were presented because of the Leader I philosophy of accepting almost 

anything. Some were of little dimension and impact. In the future, the groups should be 

more selective. 

 

 

4. Agenda 2000 and Leader+: new perspectives and potential effects 

4.1.  Agenda 2000 and general priorities of Leader+ 

 

In spite of some application problems with the Leader I and II Programmes in some 

Member States, their positive global results led to the renewal of these programmes. On 

the other hand, some of the new CAP objectives, established in Agenda 2000, had to be 

adapted to the Leader Programme in order to get a better complementarity of measures 

and a and a greater impact for rural policy. The result was the creation of Leader+ for 

the period 2000-2006. 

 

The most important changes in Leader+, resulting from Agenda 2000, are: 

 

1. Synergy of Leader with the programmes for rural development financed under 

Regulation 1257/99.  

2. Addition of inter-territorial, as well as transnational, co-operation. 

3. Connecting all rural zones to networks, although they may not have access to 

Leader+.  

4. Extending the benefits of the initiative to all rural territories although the Member 

States could limit it. 

5. Ensuring that economic agents and associations represent at least 50% of the local 

agents in all the decision-making bodies of LAGs. 

6. Demonstration of the ‘pilot’ character of the development strategy.  

 

 

4.2.  The debate on the new design of Leader+ in the administrative region of 

Valenciana 

 

The regional government of the administrative region of Valenciana adopted recently its 

own regulation for applying Leader+ to its territory for the period 2000-20063. The 

process was delayed because the approval of the regional programme by the European 

Commission came only in October 20014. 

                                                 
3  This can be found in the regional DOGV, Orden CAPA de 02.11.2001 
4  Decision C (2001) 2761 of 01.10.2001 
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In its regulation, the regional administration adopted some rules that caused a debate 

with professional agricultural organisations because it introduced changes in the 

guidelines. The main modifications are: 

 

1. Application of the programme to the whole territory of the region, which involves 

extending the potential area of application, although the financial endowment has 

not been increased pro rata. 

2. An increment in the number of groups. Despite the fact that public funds have 

decreased in relation to Leader II, the regional administration is considering 

extending the number of groups to 8 or 9. This idea goes against the 

recommendations of the Commission that encourage a general reduction of the 

number of beneficiary groups. 

3. The transnational actions need to be approved by the regional administration in 

advance, which would limit the decision capacity of LAG. 

4. The transnational actions must absorb a minimum of 8% and a maximum of 12% of 

the public funds of the plan. 

5. When forming LAGs, the private members must have half the voting rights, both in 

the General Assembly and in the Board of Directors of the group. This does not 

coincide with the criterion of the Commission, which fixes the level at a minimum 

of 50%. In addition, the regional norm gives more power to the publicly-elected 

members of LAG5. 

6. The president of the group must be chosen by and from amongst the appointed 

members of the LAG. This reduces the role of the sector associations and limits the 

power of the group to choose its representative. 

7. The group must announce in advance the meetings of the General Assembly and 

Board of Directors. The regional administration will be able to send a representative 

with the right to speak, but without the right to vote. This possibility existed before 

but it resulted from an invitation of the group and not from a legal provision. 

8. The selection of the technical team of LAG and their contracts have to be approved 

by the regional administration. That new element of political control limits the 

action capacity of the group. 

9. In order to select the groups, a Committee of Regional Selection has been created. It 

consists of the regional and national administrations and the ‘Federación de 

Municipios y Provincias’, which is a local body. This innovative procedure gives 

more power to political agents and introduces political criteria for the groups’ 

selection. Furthermore, other bodies such as ‘Mancomunidades’ and ‘Diputaciones’ 

represent the political power at local level and may also represent private interests. 

 

                                                 
5  As already mentioned, experience shows that this can be a reason for failure, because it concentrates power and creates 

unnecessary political tensions in the group.  
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4.3.  New perspectives for LAG “Alto Palancia-Alto Mijares” and its potential 

impact 

The “Alto Palancia-Alto Mijares” group has presented its plan, which now awaits 

approval. In response to the new Leader+ design, the selected group is changing its 

approach. In the past it was open to a large number of projects, but in the future they 

intend that this process should be more selective. Moreover, less support will be given 

to infrastructures and more support to improvement of the quality of life by introducing 

new services available for companies and individuals (e.g. telework, retirement homes 

and kindergartens). Projects with a long lifespan (such as the building of centres for 

training and for product promotion) and which can open new sectors of activity (such as 

ecological agriculture and high quality production) should be given preference. 

 

The objective is to dedicate 50% of funds to developing outlets for existing projects and 

50% to projects promoted by the beneficiaries. 

 

In the government structure, the new Board of Directors will have 10 members and the 

new General Assembly will have 70 members, with a private representation of 50%. 

 

The new emphasis on inter-territorial co-operation should contribute to overcoming the 

lack of knowledge of actions by other Spanish groups and facilitate acquiring 

transnational associates. A stronger interregional co-operation can prepare the field for 

local products before tackling the transnational context. A higher level of integration 

with other aids of the CAP may also be expected. 

 

In order to succeed in this new programme, the management of the group needs to 

establish a closer relationship with the people living in the rural areas surrounding urban 

centres, which are increasingly important. Apart from that, it is necessary to promote the 

protected zones (e.g. Naturel Reserves); the new regulation on the Nature 2000 network 

may contribute to solving this problem. In fact, environmental protection has not yet 

been a priority for this group. For the rest of the region the situation is the same.  

 

11 towns that were under the Leader II Programme will not join Leader+. They will join 

Proder. 

 

Even if there is not a complete set of quantitative objectives, the management team 

expects to create approximately 150 new jobs and to increase the tourist services by 

10%  (e.g. services in hotels and rural housing). 
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5.  CONCLUSIONS 

 

The global assessment of the results and the management of the Leader Programme in 

the administrative region of Valenciana is positive. The selected case study group was 

one of the best in terms of efficiency of management of public Leader II funds and was 

especially appropriate for showing the weaknesses and strengths of the programme. 

 

The Leader+ Programme in the administrative region of Valenciana follows the Agenda 

2000 guidelines for rural development, environmental protection, integrated approaches 

and co-ordination of policies in the same territory. However, its design and 

implementation in this region are the object of disagreement because, in some points, 

they deviate from the guidelines of the Commission and increase the influence and 

control of the public sector. 

 

Although Leader+ is only in the early stage and it is not possible to evaluate its results, 

it may be noted that the model approved in the administrative region of Valenciana is a 

step backwards in the Leader philosophy based on endogenous development and 

bottom-up approaches. The increased power of regional policy-makers in the groups 

could be a source of instability. 

 

 
 


