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GLOSSARY

Added value of LEADER Defined as the benefits that are obtained through the proper
application of the LEADER method, compared to the benefits that
would have been obtained without applying this method?.

Administrative burden Refers to the costs associated with administrative processes. High
administrative complexities can lead to higher overall
administrative burden, which translates into time and money.
Administrative burden occurs at the level of ESIF beneficiaries who
are asked to comply with information obligations of ESIF
regulations. Such obligations include gathering information on the
progress and results of projects; preparing and submitting
payment claims accompanied by supporting documentation;
fulfilling information and publicity requirements including labelling
with logos; keeping records; preparing and submitting data and
documentation for control purposes; providing information for
evaluation purposes (EC — Evaluation support study on the
impact of LEADER on balanced territorial development,
2021).

Administrative burden can hinder some type of beneficiaries
(especially those, who are not used to bureaucracy) from applying
for LEADER funding. The opposite case is also possible, where the
support provided by the LAG-management may facilitate
applicants and reduce the administrative burden relating to the
preparation of support applications. In addition, support provided
by the LAG to potential applicants can have the effect of increasing
the number of applications. Depending on the complexity of
administrative procedures, administrative burden also affects the
workload for the LAGs, MAs and PAs, to set up and run the
programme (crucial are selection and approval of projects as well
as payments and controls).

Administrative Are related to the type and set-up of the delivery model. The local
complexities level of the decision-making process through the LEADER bottom-

up approach should allow decisions to be taken quickly and in a
flexible manner. However, in some LEADER implementation
models, the projects selected at local level are still subjected to
eligibility checks and administrative controls very similar to those
applied to RDP measures implemented under the traditional "top-
down" approach. This means that the entire decision-making
process under LEADER is sometimes slower, rather than faster,
than other RDP measures?.

Costs: ICs are defined as costs at the level of RDP Managing
RDP implementation Authority/Paying Agency, including (i) personnel input by public
costs (ICs) authorities, agencies and entities that are charged with

implementing the RDP (that is, operational staff and technical and

! European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development. “Guidelines: Evaluation of LEADER/CLLD”, August 2017.
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/evaluation-leaderclld en.

2 https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/leader-clld/leader-toolkit/working-leader-delivery-system it
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administrative support) for measure-specific tasks, as well as
cross-functional tasks, so-called ‘programme overhead’; (ii) the
costs for contractors charged with performing the tasks, such as
banks and engineering consultants (Fahrmann and Grajewski,

2013)3,
Costs: General administrative costs of LEADER are the costs of
General administrative implementing LEADER at both RDP and LAG level.
costs of LEADER AT RDP level, administrative costs of LEADER include costs for the

MA and for the PA, namely 1) the costs associated with
implementing LEADER projects (including cooperation projects),
which are assimilable to the costs of implementation of the other
RDP measures (nhon-LEADER); 2) the costs associated with
selection of LDS/LAGs (establishment of selection criteria, of
decision-making bodies and of the selection procedures) and 3) the
costs associated with networking and providing technical
assistance to LAGs. The latter costs in 2) and 3) can be considered
as LEADER-specific costs since such costs do not arise for other
RDP measures.

At the LAG level, general administrative costs are financed through
sub-measure 19.4 and include the costs of personnel and external
resources employed by the LAG for administrative tasks.

Costs: Can be defined as the additional administrative costs linked to 3
Specific costs of LEADER | aspects of LEADER that distinguish it from non-LEADER measures:
at LAG level a) bottom-up selection of projects which requires the preparation

of the LDS, b) breadth of projects (i.e., different types of projects,
such as specific projects, multi-measure projects, umbrella
projects, cooperation projects), ¢) animation activities and network
character, as LEADER funding is not exclusively about individual
projects, but also about animation activities and networking within
a region and between regions.

Specific costs of LEADER therefore include the costs involved in
setting-up the LAG and in the preparation of the LDS (funded
through sub-measure 19.1); the costs associated with inter-
territorial and transnational cooperation (funded through sub-
measure 19.3); Running costs and animation costs are also specific
to LEADER and are financed through sub-measure 19.4. Running
costs include: “operating costs, personnel costs, training costs,
costs linked to public relations, financial costs, networking costs”
(defined in Article 61, Reg. (EU) No 1305/2013 as “Eligible
expenditure”), while animation costs are related to further
activities especially for activating local actors, which are financed
by the LAG-budget but are not part of the running costs. The
largest part of running and animation these costs are personnel
costs for the LAG-management.

Delivery mechanism of Refers to the set of rules, procedures and administrative
LEADER arrangements employed to ensure that the objectives of LEADER
are translated into the final implementation of projects by the
beneficiaries

Effectiveness The effectiveness of a single measure of a LAG is defined as the
proportion of the planned objective which has been attained. It can
be measured as the ratio between the realised objective and the
planned one.

3 Fahrmann B., Grajewski R. How expensive is the implementation of rural development programmes? European
Review of Agricultural Economics Vol 40 (4) (2013) pp. 541-572.
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Efficiency Each LAG achieves its overall objective through a series of n
measures. Efficiency is the ratio between the objective realised by
a specific measure and the financial budget.

Governance Defined as the institutions, processes and mechanisms through
which public, economic and civil society stakeholders articulate
their interests, exercise their legal rights, meet their obligations,
and mediate their differences in order to manage public affairs at
all levels in a collaborative manner” (Rhodes, 1997: 109)4.

The LEADER approach acknowledges that governance involves
actors from government (MA, PA, different public actors at local
level) and beyond government (LAG, local/regional business and
third sector actors) dependent on each other for creating added

value and solving societal problems (Stoker, 1998)5 like
community cohesion, quality of life, job creation, transparent and
inclusive decision-making and communication activities related to
this in a multi-level governance setting.

Governance is an organising framework (Stoker, 1998) that
emphasises that responsibilities for addressing social and economic
issues involves actors from government (MA, PA, different public
actors at local level) and beyond government (LAG, business
actors, community actors, etc.) dependent on each other for
creating added public purpose value in a transparent and inclusive

way.
Governance: Multilevel governance concerns authority to and coordination
Multi-level governance between many levels of governance. It emphasises that often one

level of governance is nested within those at other levels. (Marks
and Hooghe, 2004); Hooghe and Marks (2003)6. In addition, the
EU White Paper on Governance (CEC, 2001)7 specifies that ‘each

governance level should contribute in line with its capabilities to
the success of the overall governance’.

LEADER projects: Complex projects are multi-measure integrated projects shared by
Complex projects groups of local beneficiaries covering a more or less wide range of

interventions. These projects can play a strategic role in favouring
the concentration of support planned with LDS on strategic themes
that are key for local development and integration between actors
and sectors of the local economy.

LEADER projects: Projects funded under operations from sub-measures 16.3 to 16.9
Cooperation projects and under sub-measure 19.3.

LEADER projects: Defined as projects that bring something new to the local area or
Innovative projects to the individual company. "New for the area" is interpreted in

comparison with the initial situation: new offers, services or types

4 Rhodes, R. A. W. (1997). Understanding governance: policy networks, governance, reflexivity, and
accountability. Buckingham Philadelphia: Open University Press.

5 Stoker, G. (1998). Governance as theory: five propositions. International Social Science Journal, UNESCO, 155
(1), pp. 17-28.

6Marks, G., & Hooghe, L. (2004). Contrasting Visions of Multi-level Governance. In: Bache, I. & Flinders, M., eds.
Multi-level Governance (pp.15-23), Oxford University Press.

Hooghe, L. & Marks, M. (2003). Unraveling the central state, but How? Types of Multi-level Governance. American
Political Science Review, 97(2), 233-243.

7 CEC (2001). Communication from the Commission of 25 July 2001 “European governance - A white paper”,
Official Journal Cc 287 of 12.10.2001. (available at http://eurlex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=URISERV:110109&rid=1 ).
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of workplaces. new collaborations and strengthened relationships
between actors in local communities.

LEADER projects:
Ordinary operations

Defined as those operations directly related to the operations
programmed under standard RDP measures.

LEADER projects:
Specific operations

Defined as operations that cannot be assimilated to standard RDP
operations (i.e., measures not foreseen in Reg. EU No. 1305/2013
or measures foreseen but not activated in the RDP or measures
foreseen but modified/adapted when implemented by LAGSs).
These operations are specifically designed for the LEADER territory
concerned?.

LEADER projects:
Umbrella projects

Also called “"LAG-led LEADER Specific Actions” can be seen as a
package of small operations to be funded together (e.g., related to
a specific theme - culture, tourism - or type of beneficiary), which
is treated as a single project, thus simplifying the application for
support. They involve local actors (especially small municipalities
and small businesses) with LAGs coordinating their actions,
facilitating implementation procedures in order to shorten the time
it takes to approve and implement the project, reduce
administrative burden by grouping together a large number of
small applicants present in the LAG area and networking the offer
(e.g., cultural, touristic).

Platform for change

A platform for change can be a new tourism/business network, a
new association established, a new cooperation between
municipalities on which future development can be built and
spread.

Response bias

Response bias is the tendency of a person to answer questions
(e.g., in a survey) untruthfully or misleadingly or simply
inaccurately. For example, people may feel pressure to give
answers that are socially acceptable as they want to portray
themselves in the best light. Response bias can also generate from
the way questions are formulated, as respondents may not answer
the questions in the way the researcher intended.

Self-selection bias

It refers to the bias introduced when participants choose whether
to participate in a project, as the group that chooses to participate
may not be equivalent (in terms of the research criteria) to the
group that opts out. Self-selection bias is a very common bias
difficult to avoid when doing research based on collection of
primary data.

Social capital

Various definitions are found in the scientific literature. Below the
main approaches and related definitions:

Social capital consists of the features of social organisation, such
as trust, social norms and networks that can improve the efficiency
of society by facilitating coordinated actions” (Putnam et al.,
1993, p. 167)°.

Social capital is the aggregate of the actual or potential resources
which are linked to possession of a durable network of
institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance and
recognition, which provide each of its members with the backing of
collectively-owned capital, a ‘credential’ which entitles them to

8 Rete Rurale Nazionale, 2020. Tassonomia dei progetti LEADER: definizioni e iter procedurali (Italian National
Rural Network, 2020. Taxonomy of LEADER projects: Definitions and procedures).

® Putnam, R. (1993). Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy. Princeton: Princeton University

Press.
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credit [in the economic, social and cultural domain (Bourdieu,
1986, pp. 249-250)10,

Social capital is defined by its function. It is not a single entity but
a variety of different entities, with two elements in common: they
all consist of some aspect of social structure, and they facilitate
certain actions of actors -whether persons or corporate actors-
within the structure. Like other forms of capital, social capital is
productive, making possible the achievement of certain ends that
in its absence would not be possible. Like physical capital and
human capital, social capital is not completely fungible but may be
specific to certain activities. A given form of social capital that is
valuable in facilitating certain actions may be useless or even
harmful for others (Coleman, 1988, p. 302)!1,

Social capital: Structural social capital represents the tangible side of social
Structural social capital capital and is associated with defined roles and networks,

supported by rules and procedures, which facilitate mutually
beneficial collective action (Uphoff, 200012; Krishna & Shrader,

200213),

Social capital: Normative-cognitive social capital is considered to be the least

Normative-cognitive tangible side of social capital, due to its reference to norms and

social capital values that circulate in networks and strengthen cooperation for
common objectives (Krishna & Shrader, 2002).

Sustainability Sustainability of the projects implemented and of jobs created is
understood as the ability to persist even after the end of the
support.

Transaction costs Transaction costs are the costs associated with making an

economic exchange and are defined as the overall expenses of

carrying out a transaction, including planning, deciding, changing

plans, resolving disputes, etc. According to O.E. WiIIiamson14,

transaction costs are the costs of running a company's economic
system, as opposed to production costs.

Utilisation of resources It is expressed as a commitment capacity indicator. It relates to
the capacity of a decision group to manage co-financed project
work and is expressed by the proportion of financial resources
really used.

10Bourdieu, P. (1986). The forms of capital. In: Richardson, J., Handbook of Theory and Research for the Sociology
of Education. Westport, CT: Greenwood: 241-58.

1 Coleman, J. S. (1988). Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital. American Journal of Sociology, 94,
S595-5120. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2780243.

12 yphoff, N. (2000). Understanding social capital: learning from the analysis and experience of participation. In
P. Dasgupta & I. Serageldin (Eds.), Social Capital. A Multifaceted Perspective (pp. 215-249). Washington, DC:
The World Bank.

13 Krishna, A., & Shrader, E. (1999). Social capital assessment tool. Paper prepared for the Conference on Social
Capital and Poverty Reduction. Washington DC: The World Bank.

t4Williamson, O. (1979). Transaction-cost economics: The governance of contractual relations. Journal of Law
and Economics, 22, 233-261.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Under Additional Task 12, the European Evaluation Helpdesk for the CAP undertakes ad-
hoc comprehensive research and analytical activities on issues related to the
implementation and management of the CAP or on any topic related to it, including the
collection of complementary information to support interim and ex-post evaluations.

This is the Final report of the “Evaluation support study of the costs and benefits of the
implementation of LEADER”, carried out under activity 1.7.2 "Complementary research and
analytical activities” of the Additional Task 12 of the 2022-2023 Annual Work Programmes.

The “Evaluation support study of the costs and benefits of the implementation of LEADER”
is organised in different Work Packages as illustrated in the Concept Note: WP1-
Structuring; WP2-Observing; WP3-Analysing and judging and WP4-Finalising the LEADER
evaluation report.

The contents of the present report cover tasks and activities carried out under all WPs and
completing WP4-Finalising the LEADER evaluation report.

1.1 Objectives and scope of the evaluation support study

The objective of the assignment is to assess the added value of LEADER and the extent
to which the increased costs of implementing the LEADER approach are justified by its
additional benefits.

This overall objective is broken down into the following working objectives:

e Assess the costs incurred for the implementation and management of local
development strategies (LDS) and the consistency with the actions implemented
(i.e., relevance with respect to territorial needs and effectiveness of implemented
projects relative to LDS objectives);

e Assess the additional costs of LEADER implementation through comparison with non-
LEADER measures. This allows to use costs of non-LEADER measures as a baseline
to examine the additional costs of LEADER;

e Assess the additional benefits (i.e., added value) of LEADER implementation in terms
of improvements in social capital and in local governance at the local level;

e Assess the additional benefits of LEADER projects in terms of enhanced results
compared to similar projects implemented through measures of Rural Development
Programmes (RDP), i.e., not under LEADER, if comparable measures are available
and eligible.

The geographical scope of the analysis is the EU27 and the United Kingdom until
December 2020. The analysis covers the 2014-2022 Rural Development Programming
period.

The evaluation support study provides answers to three Evaluation Questions (EQ): the
first EQ aims to assess costs and cost drivers of LEADER and to compare LEADER and non-
LEADER implementation costs. In addition, the analysis focuses on the possible effects of
governance models on administrative complexities; the second EQ aims at assessing
LEADER benefits in terms of improved governance and social capital; the third EQ aims at
assessing the extent to which LEADER projects bring additional benefits in terms of
enhanced results compared to analogous non-LEADER projects funded by RDPs.

Results obtained from the analysis under the three EQs are brought together to answer
the overall question "To what extent the additional costs of implementing the
LEADER approach are justified by its additional benefits?”, to satisfy the main
objective of the specific assignment.
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1.2 Contents of the report
The contents of the present report are organised in the following chapters.

The second chapter provides a description of the regulatory framework of LEADER in the
programming period 2014-2022 (including transition as of Reg. EU 2020/127) and reports
the findings of the literature review - focussing on evidence offered from studies at EU or
at MS level on the assessment of the added value of LEADER, complemented with the
results from documentary research to provide an overview of the context (i.e., LEADER
implementation during the 2014-2022 RDP programming) in which the evaluation exercise
is conducted.

The third chapter illustrates the methodological approach to the evaluation exercise,
including the case study approach. This chapter describes (i) the evaluation design:
Evaluation questions (EQ) and for each EQ the judgement criteria (JC) and indicators used;
the scope and levels of the analysis, (ii) the types of data used and sources, and the data
collection tools, (iii) the methods to carry out the empirical analysis under the evaluation
questions and (iv) the limitations of the study (methods and data).

The fourth chapter presents the answer to each evaluation question and to the overall
question described above. Each EQ is introduced by a part describing the comprehension
of the EQ, its aims and required analysis.

The fifth chapter presents the overall conclusions of the evaluation support study.

The sixth chapter provides some recommendations stemming from the findings of the
evaluation support study.
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2 DESCRIPTIVE CHAPTER

This chapter describes the regulatory framework under which LEADER is implemented, it
establishes the conceptual framework to the evaluation support study and illustrates the
evaluation background through a review of the literature relating to assessing the costs
and benefits of LEADER and LEADER added value according to its key features. It also
reports on the advancement in the execution of LEADER up to December 2022.

2.1 The regulatory framework of LEADER

LEADER is an intervention approach aimed at mobilising and developing local communities
through public-private partnerships (Local Action Groups - LAG). LEADER programming is
aimed at all local actors and, considering the endogenous development potential of local
areas, aims at an integrated and innovative development of the interested territories.

As a community initiative LEADER exists since 1991, but it was included as an integral part
of the EU’s rural development policy since the 2007-2013 programming and became a
mandatory component of RDPs, alongside the other rural development instruments. In the
programming of EU funds 2014-2020, LEADER can be supported in terms of co-financing
exclusively by the EAFRD, but it can also benefit from a multi-fund approach which, in
addition to resources for rural development, includes resources from the Structural Funds
and the EMFF (Community-Led Local development - CLLD).

Programming and implementation of LEADER is regulated at EU level by the following main
legislative instruments for the 2014-2022 period:

e Common provisions regulation: Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 laying down common provisions
on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the
Cohesion Fund, the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and laying down general provisions on the
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion
Fund and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (Chapter 2, Articles 32-35 on
Community-Led Local Development - CLLD).

e Rural development regulation: Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 on support for rural
development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD).
Articles 42, 43 and 44 respectively provide the additional operational features of
LAGs, establish the LEADER start-up kit measure and the provisions for cooperation
activities under LEADER.

e Horizontal regulation for ESI Funds: Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 17 December 2013 on the financing, management
and monitoring of the common agricultural policy, as amended by
Regulation (EU) 2016/791 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
11 May 2016.

¢ Implementing and delegating acts: Regulation (EU) No 821/2014, Regulation (EU)
2015/207, Regulation (EU) No 808/2014 and Regulation (EU) No 834/2014.

Article 34(c) of the horizontal regulation for ESI Funds specifies the tasks of the Local
Action Groups based on the provision that "Member States shall define the respective roles
of the local action group and the authorities responsible for the implementation of the
relevant programmes, concerning all implementation tasks relating to the community-led
local development strategy”. The LAGs tasks are illustrated in the figure on the next page.
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Figure 1 - Tasks of local action groups (Article 34(c) Reg. (EU) No. 1303/2013)

__(a) building the capacity of local actors to develop and implement operations including fostering their project

management capabilities;

ps

" selection criteria;

==(e) receiving and assessing applications for support;

Tasks of the Local
Action Grou

body responsible for final verification of eligibility before approval;

Source: own elaboration

(b) drawing up a non-discriminatory and transparent selection procedure and objective criteria for the selection
—=0f operations, which avoid conflicts of interest, ensure that at least 50 % of the votes in selection decisions are
cast by partners which are not public authorities, and allow selection by written procedure;

__(c) ensuring coherence with the community-led local development strategy when selecting operations, by
prioritising those operations according to their contribution to meeting that strategy's objectives and targets;

(d) preparing and publishing calls for proposals or an ongoing project submission procedure, including defining

__(f) selecting operations and fixing the amount of support and, where relevant, presenting the proposals to the

.__(g) monitoring the implementation of the community-led local development strategy and the operations
supported and carrying out specific evaluation activities linked to that strategy.

Article 35 of the common provisions Regulation establishes the support from the ESI Funds
for CLLD. The support from the ESI Funds covers four main points, coinciding with the four

sub-measures of M19-LEADER, as illustrated in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2 - Support from ESI FUNDS for community-led local development (CLLD)

Support from ESI Funds for
community-led local development

(a) the costs of preparatory support
consisting of capacity building,
training and networking with a view to
preparing and implementing a community-
led local development strategy.

Such costs may include one or more of the
following elements:

(i) training actions for local stakeholders;
(ii) studies of the area concerned;

(iii) costs related to the design of the
community-led local development strategy,

including consultancy costs and costs for (b) implementation of (c) preparation and
actions related to consultations of operations under the implementation of the
stakeholders for the purposes of preparing community-led local local action group's
the strategy; development strategy; cooperation activities;

(iv) administrative costs (operating and
personnel costs) of an organisation that
applies for preparatory support during the
preparation phase;

(v) support for small pilot projects.

Such preparatory support shall be eligible
regardless of whether the community-led
local development strategy designed by the
local action group benefitting from the
support is selected for funding by the
selection committee set up under Article
33(3).

19.1 19.2 19.3

Source: own elaboration

(d) running costs linked to the
man, t of the impl
tation of the community-led local
development strategy consisting of
operating costs, personnel costs,
training cost, costs linked to public
relations, financial costs as well as the
costs linked to monitoring and
evaluation of that strategy as referred
to in point (g) of Article 34(3);

(e) animation of the community-led
local development strategy in order
to facilitate exchange between
stakeholders to provide
information and to promote the
strategy and to support potential
beneficiaries with a view to
developing operations and preparing
applications.

(Not exceed 25% of the total public
expenditure incurred within the
community-led local development
strategy)

19.4

the tasks are the ones
specified in the previous
image
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Article 35 of the same common provisions regulation establishes that the support for
running costs and animation as referred to in points (d) and (e) of paragraph 1 and
shall not exceed 25 % of the total public expenditure incurred within the community-
led local development strategy.

2.2 The conceptual framework

Implemented under Rural Development Programmes (Measure 19), LEADER is primarily
aimed at stimulating the local development of rural areas (focus area 6B), but through
LEADER projects it also contributes to other objectives (i.e., focus areas), for example
Improving competitiveness of primary producers by better integrating them into the agri-
food chain (3A), Facilitating diversification, creation and development of small enterprises,
as well as job creation (6A). LEADER/CLLD also contributes within the RDPs, to the EU2020
Strategy’s objective for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, thus also contributing to
some of the RDP’s impact indicators that, according to the CMEF, define this objective: 114
- rural employment rate, 115 - rural poverty rate, and 116 - rural GDP per capita.

The analysis to assess the extent to which higher costs of implementing the LEADER
approach are justified by its additional benefits, needs to consider both levels at which
LEADER operates: the RDP level and the local level through LAGs.

Administrative costs are defined as the costs associated with the implementation of a
programme. Such costs are borne by the bodies in charge of implementation (e.g.,
managing authorities) and include costs for the staff working for the programme
implementation, the costs for external services and overhead costs. LEADER
implementation entails both general and specific administrative costs. General
administrative costs of LEADER are borne at both RDP and LAG level, whereas specific
costs are borne by the LAGs alone (further detail on the definition of different types of
costs is provided in the Glossary).

At both RDP and LAG levels, costs are affected by the delivery mechanism with which
LEADER is implemented (see Glossary for definition). The delivery mechanism adopted at
RDP level affects the application of LEADER at the local level. The effectiveness of the
delivery mechanism at LAG level largely depends on the ability of LAGs to shape it, but it
is affected by rules and administrative arrangements set up at RDP level for the
implementation of M19 LEADER (e.g., level of autonomy given to LAGs, whether additional
functions are delegated to LAGs by the MA and/or the PA).

In connection with the delivery mechanism, the administrative burden that may be created
needs to be considered when evaluating the cost-effectiveness of LEADER. An example of
administrative burden are the costs borne by beneficiaries for complying with the
information obligations imposed by the legislation at EU and at national level (see
Glossary).

The added value of the LEADER measure is defined as the benefits that are obtained
through the proper application of the LEADER method!>, compared to those benefits, which
would have been obtained without applying this method.

15 Defined as the combined application of its seven principles: area-based local development strategies; bottom-
up approach; public-private partnerships (LAGs); multi-sector approach: innovation; networking; territorial
cooperation.
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According to the conceptual framework proposed by the European Evaluation Helpdesk for
Rural Development in the Guidelines for evaluating LEADER/CLLD?®, the added value of
LEADER results from the combination of three elements:

= Improved social capital, which is understood as a multidimensional concept,
including features of social organisations such as networks, norms, and social trust
that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit.

= Improved governance comprises the institutions, processes and mechanisms
through which public, economic and civil society stakeholders articulate their
interests, exercise their legal rights, meet their obligations, and mediate their
differences to manage public affairs at all levels in a collaborative manner.

= Enhanced results and impacts of projects in terms of increased leverage, more
sustainable projects, more innovative projects and new project promoters, as they
compare to implementation without the LEADER method.

The figure below provides a schematic representation of costs and benefits of LEADER.

Figure 3 — Costs and Benefits of LEADER

COSTS — BENEFITS

General costs of M19 implementation: calls for
proposals; LAG/LDS selection; networking and technical

assistance to LAGs; implementation of LEADER
including cooperation projects

Improved
social capital

RDP level TEfﬁ‘[_)E:.‘_ C'a? WA :‘ WA RE‘)‘P‘_!;‘WQZ' Addedvalue of | _ Improved
(Measure 19) |- support to + delivery ltiJlevel
mplementation AGs mechanism LEADER/CLLD multi-leve

" - governance
7

.

Enhanced
Y RDP results
| Application of the LEADER method |
Improved
A local social
Y N capital
m ou strategy | | AP0 | LA detvery |:> Addedvalue of | | | MProves
mplementatiol building mechanism LEADER/CLLD governance
Enhanced
CLLD Strategy

results

Specific costs of LEADER/CLLD
implementation: bottom-up

General costs

LEADER/CLLD

e approach, thematic diversity/broad

partnerships, networking

Source: adapted from European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development

A fourth added value element can be also included, as the European Commission considers
that one of the core benefits of LEADER is in “bringing the EU closer to citizens"’,

16 European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development. “Guidelines: Evaluation of LEADER/CLLD”, August 2017.
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/evaluation-leaderclid en.

17 European Commission. Replies of the European Commission to the European Court of Auditors’ special report
“LEADER and community-led local development facilitates local engagement, but additional benefits still not
sufficiently demonstrated” (2022).

23


https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/evaluation-leaderclld_en

Evaluation support study of the costs and benefits of the implementation of
LEADER

which entails increasing public awareness about the initiatives carried out in rural areas
using public EU funding, about the relevance of such initiatives for the interested population
and about the “inclusive” nature of LEADER initiatives carried out by LAGs; and to some
extent also increasing trust towards EU institutions.

The proposed common evaluation framework to assess the added value of LEADER is not
binding for Member States. Rather, it is left to Member States and evaluators to define it.

2.3 Background to the evaluation support study: Findings of the
literature review

This part of the report presents the findings resulting from reviewing relevant literature
specifically focusing on assessing the added value and the efficiency or cost-effectiveness
of LEADER (i.e., evaluations at EU and MS level and other scientific studies). Review of the
literature also aims at identifying data sources and analytical approaches that can be used
in the present LEADER evaluation support study.

EVALUATING THE ADDED VALUE OF LEADER

The definitions of what is meant by “added value of the LEADER measure” and of the
composing elements that allow for assessing it (i.e., improved local governance,
improved social capital, and enhanced results/impacts of LEADER implementation)
provided by the Evaluation Helpdesk in the 2017 Guidelines (see ch.2.2 above) are used
in the present evaluation support study as working definitions. Other definitions can be
found in the literature, for example OECD (2013) provides different definitions of social
capital's,

As it emerges from recent work, such as the Good Practice Workshop on assessing the
added value of LEADER/CLLD organised by the European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural
Development (Helsinki, 17-18 May 2018) and the “Social Innovation in Marginalised Rural

Areas - SIMRA” projectlg, the main contributions to the three added value elements are
fostered by improved communication, innovation, and long-term relationships between
Local Action Groups’ (LAG) members. Indeed, the added value of LEADER goes beyond
economic results, as it encompasses social and also environmental benefits that are
relevant for rural areas. Such benefits, especially the social ones, are often intangible as
they relate to investing in people, in networking and in collective learning processes, which
allow to foster social capital and specifically trust among local actors. Thus, the availability
of monitoring tools able to depict the longitudinal evolution of social capital could help to
better understand how the social pre-conditions for the positive economic effects evolve
thanks to the activity undertaken by a specific LAG. These are different examples of this
specific type of monitoring systems (e.g., Pisani et al. 20172°; Nardone et al. 201321).

18 OECD (2013). Four Interpretations of Social Capital: An Agenda for Measurement. OECD Statistics Working
Papers 2013/06. Authors: Scrivens K., Smith C. https://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5jzbcx010wmt-en.

19 Ravazzoli, E., Dalla Torre, C., Streifeneder, T., Pisani, E., Da Re, R., Vicentini, K., Secco, L., Gorriz-Mifsud, E.,
Marini Govigli, V., Melnykovych, M., Valero, D., Bryce, R., WeiB}, G., Ludvig, A., Zivojinovic, I. and Lukesch, R.
2020. Final Report on Cross-Case Studies Assessment of Social Innovation. Deliverable 5.4, Social Innovation in
Marginalised Rural Areas (SIMRA). Report to the European Commission, pp. 119. DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.3666742.

20 pisani et al. (2017) Social Capital and Local Development: From Theory to Empirics. Palgrave McMillan Springer
Nature.

21 Nardone, G., Sisto, R., & Lopolito, A. (2010). Social Capital in the LEADER Initiative: a methodological approach.
Journal of Rural Studies, 26(1), 63-72.
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A study carried out in Denmark (Thuesen A.A., Nielsen N.C., 201422), investigating the
added value of the LEADER approach in a multi-level governance setting, argues that each
of the seven principles on which the LEADER approach is based (see footnote 1),
contributes to generating added value in different ways. In this work, the identified forms
of added value under each principle are supported by evidence found in the literature. The
study uses focus groups to elicit information about LEADER added value directly from
Danish LAGs and it shows that pursuing the LEADER method at the LAG level enhances
rural development in the form of leverage, democratisation and bottom-up decision making
that none of the other levels in the multi-level governance setup of LEADER would be able
to provide with the same level of efficiency or effectiveness. On the other hand, the study
finds that not all LEADER’s seven concepts are fully valued, with a clear lower value
assigned by focus group participants to regional and cross-sectoral cooperation, economic
gains, area-based development and innovation.

The evaluation of the LEADER approach of the Mainland Finland RDP (Ministry of
Agriculture and Forestry, 20202%) also investigates the added value generated by applying
the LEADER principles to the benefit of local development, focusing also on the quality of
local development strategies. The evaluation also entails an assessment of the role played
by local governance in supporting the implementation of the LEADER principles and the
added value of LEADER. The main conclusions of the study are that the greatest added
value of the LEADER approach lies in enhancing social capital and the creation of local
knowledge and that the LEADER governance mechanism works relatively well in supporting
LEADER principles, but tensions remain, also due to limited funding available to
simultaneously allow for development of rural areas, innovation, networking, etc. and a
reform may be needed. The assessment relies on a wealth of primary and secondary data
collected at LAG level using different methods. Interestingly, this evaluation includes a
detailed description of the LAG/LDS selection process and the criteria used.

An evaluation of the 2014-2020 RDP of Hungary?* was carried out to assess relevance,
efficiency, effectiveness and results of the LEADER measure, focusing on demonstrating
the added value created using the LEADER method and on measuring and analysing the
achievement of the objectives set out in LDS. Based on analysis of monitoring data
(operation database) and primary data collected through a survey, interviews and LAG
case studies, the study concludes that implementation of LDS and the operation of the
LAGs have brought significant added value: the presence and activities of LEADER LAGs
have contributed greatly to providing funding to actors who would not have had the chance
to do so without the concrete assistance of the LAG; the creation and operation of networks
within the region took place in about a quarter of the LAGs. This ratio and the proportion
of truly regional integrated projects should be increased; the animation activities of the
LAGs and their own facilitation projects, bringing together sectors and development
projects, can encourage the realisation of integrated projects at regional level; the
objectives set out in LDS are expected to be met and the implementation of LDS also
results in employment growth.

22 Thuesen A.A., Nielsen N.C., 2014. A territorial perspective on EU’s leader approach in Denmark: the added
value of community-led local development of rural and coastal areas in a multi-level governance setting. Europ.
Countrys. 4 — 2014, p. 307-326. DOI: 10.2478/euco-2014-0017.

23 Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (2020). Evaluation of the LEADER approach - Rural Development
Programme 2014-2020 (carried out by MDI and University of Helsinki Ruralia Institute). Publications of the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 2020:1.

24 Ministry of Agriculture of Hungary (2019). “Added Value Assessment of the CLLD (Community-led Local
Development) approach”.
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A recent evaluation study in France relating to the implementation of LEADER within the
framework of the EAFRD (Region Occitanie - Tériteo, 20222°), observes the evolution of
LEADER in two French regions (Languedoc-Roussillon and Midi-Pyrénées, 38 LAGs in total)
and examines LEADER’s first results and effects on the territories, the share of change
attributable to LEADER and its added value for the territories. This evaluation focuses also
on effectiveness and efficiency of the governance model employed. The main results in
terms of effectiveness and efficiency of LEADER report a significant financial leverage effect
on projects and territories: a “trigger effect” and/or “accelerator effect”; a strong and
shared effect on the qualitative improvement of operations (stronger ambition, improved
quality of project); transversally, a leverage effect of LEADER in terms of engineering, skills
and leadership. In spite of questioning certain key principles of LEADER (e.g., low level of
partnerships with private entities), the results of the concerned RDPs remain positive and
particularly visible on 3 themes: sustainability and local economy, services and quality of
life and the promotion of the territory. The intensity of the programming contributes, on
these themes, to the achievement of the expected results and changes particularly in terms
of improving brand awareness and attractiveness, the development of the offer of tourist
services and products, start-up of economic activities and assets. On the negative side,
innovation and cooperation have faced several obstacles to this programming due to strict
rules in legal and administrative aspects, and lack of coordination and networking of LAGs.

An evaluation study conducted in Lithuania?® examines the added value of LEADER based
on case studies at the level of individual LDS/LAGs. The study adopts the same conceptual
framework and definitions proposed by the Evaluation Helpdesk 2017 Guidelines (see
previous ch. 2.2). The analysis of improved local governance, social capital and of LEADER
enhanced results uses data collected through a survey of case study LAGs, which replicates
a similar survey carried out in 2014, therefore enabling comparison and assessment of
changes occurred in the LAG areas. The reported results are solely based on LAG members
and LAG management perceptions of changes occurred in the examined added value
dimensions. Local governance appears to have improved with respect to LAG's relations
with socio-economic partners operating in the LAG area, with local regional and national
governments, with rural communities and other NGOs and municipal administrations.
Social capital has also improved in many respects (e.g., participation of the rural population
in local development decisions, rural population’s involvement in social and voluntary
activities), but not in terms of mutual trust within the local population. The LEADER
approach is found as most beneficial for rural community-based organisations and
businesses, especially non-agricultural businesses and, for individual groups, the LEADER
approach is considered to be most beneficial for women and the elderly, less for the young.

In a recently published evaluation (EC - Evaluation support study on the impact of LEADER

on Balanced Territorial Development, 2021)27, the combined findings indicate that LEADER
has been most effective in improving local economies, with all economic activities
implemented in a territory through LEADER funding representing a direct effect of the
programme. The same evaluation also points to clear evidence of LEADER’s effectiveness
in respect of participation, social inclusion and social innovation at local level, as well

25 Region Occitanie — Tériteo. Etude évaluative relative a la mise en ceuvre de LEADER dans le cadre du FEADER
- Rapport d’évaluation - 19 avril 2022 https://www.europe-en-
occitanie.eu/IMG/pdf/rapport d evaluation leader.pdf.

26 Estep Vilnius (2021). “The impact of the Lithuanian Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 measure
LEADER programme on promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic rural development in 2014-
2020”. Final report, 7 July 2021.

27 European Commission. Evaluation Support Study on the Impact of Leader on Balanced Territorial Development.
Final Report, October 2021 (Written by CCRI, ADE S.A. and OIR).
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as evidence that LEADER projects and activities help to improve the incomes of some direct
and indirect beneficiaries within LAG territories. LEADER and LAGs achieve their impacts
through a mix of activities, including animation and networking, as well as funding projects
with a diverse range of goals that help meet their LDS priorities.

The contributions of LEADER to achieve rural policy objectives can be improved with a more
effective and better integrated approach in targeting the needs of rural areas. The proper
application of the bottom-up approach can, for example, generate more sustainable
jobs. These jobs are more suited to local needs, provide better income opportunities for
the local population and may, in turn, help to stop depopulation of rural areas The proper
application of the innovation principle can help to generate more innovative products. In
turn, with these products it may be possible to reach niche markets inside and outside of
the LEADER areas (EC - Evaluation support study on the impact of LEADER on Balanced
Territorial Development, 2021)%!,

The same evaluation study suggests that LAGs have achieved relevant outcomes in local
governance and innovative approaches. Different types of local governance effects
were identified, from close relations between LAGs and local actors to multi-level relations
with MA and PA, or with other areas and LAGs at transnational level. In general, there are
strong links between the quality of governance relations between LAGs and MA-PA and
quality of local governance achievements.

None of the studies reviewed above makes a comparison between LEADER and non-
LEADER projects for the purpose of assessing possible enhanced results of LEADER. For

the past programming period, a study by Fahrmann, B., Grajewski, R., & Reiter, K. (2014)28
compares the implementation costs of LEADER and non-LEADER projects to some extent
(Germany — RDP 2007-2013 of the federal state Hessen). This study finds that for some
measures, LEADER implementation costs are higher compared to the costs of similar non-
LEADER measures (e.g., M322 Village development), but in other cases LEADER project
costs are lower. The former case is largely due to LEADER higher overhead costs; the latter
case can occur for non-LEADER measures implemented with small financial budget or
requiring high administrative effort on the part of the paying agency.

An interesting approach to the evaluation of LEADER added value was proposed by Austria

for the 2023-2027 programming periodzg. The method aims to ensure that the effects of
daily networking and awareness-raising work can be mapped to identify a set of added
value indicators that measure changes in the effects of LEADER projects before, during or
after. Furthermore, to make these effects visible in a summarized form at national level,
each LAG must use all developed indicators.

The examined evaluation studies focus on different elements of added value of LEADER
(perceived as relevant for the specific LEADER areas under examination and the specific
LDS), which are generally not directly comparable across studies. In terms of “"enhanced
results and impacts”, a few studies assess the costs (in terms of project expenditure under
M19.2 or FTE employed) versus the number of financed projects.

28 Fahrmann, B., Grajewski, R., & Reiter, K. (2014) Ex-post-Bewertung Hessischer Entwicklungsplan fir den
landlichen Raum 2007 bis 2013: Implementations (kosten) analyse der Umsetzungsstrukturen des hessischen
EPLR; Modulbericht 9.1 im Rahmen der begleitenden Evaluierung. Braunschweig.
https://literatur.thuenen.de/digbib extern/dn056119.pdf.

29 Bundesministerium Landwirtschaft, Regionen und tourismus 2021- Eine neue Methode fur LEADER
Wirkungsorientuierung in der Periode 2023-2027.
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EVALUATING EFFICIENCY AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF LEADER

Concerning the key factors that help explain the cost-benefit relationship of LAG activities,
the recent EC evaluation study (2021)'' shows evidence that “Internal technical and
managerial staff and resources devoted to animation represent the most relevant tools to
promote innovative and participatory approaches at local level and outreach as much as
project promoters is possible” (p.139) and also that “animation and information activities
are very specific instruments that LAGs can use to increase their efficiency in achieving
results” (p.140), in particular, compared to the usual RDP measures managed through
public procedures. Further to this, evidence shows that the time allocated to animation and
information is relevant to achieving good results for certain activities (service provision,
social inclusion initiatives and developing new and existing business), since LAGs spending
more time in animation and information activities perform better than LAGs spending less
time.

Evidence also shows the positive effects of employing higher human resources on achieving
a higher share of innovative projects and that scarce time resources limit the ability of
LEADER to generate added-value activities such as networking and support/animation. In
regions with low resources and with correspondingly low work capacity for tasks such as
networking and support for project promoters, the value added generated by LEADER is
lower (Fynn L-L., Pollermann K., 2022)3°,

On the other hand, the complexity of collective projects (e.g., more infrastructure/social
oriented) can increase animation and running costs. Administrative efforts tied to funding
may reduce the potential of LEADER to generate key outputs. In the context of social

innovation, Dax et al. (2020)31 note how administrative conditions of LEADER funding
(primarily, the effort involved in reporting and claiming payments and the maximum
project duration) reduce its effectiveness. Analysis of transaction costs of LEADER projects

in the 2007-2013 programming (Berriet-Solliec et al., 2016)32 in Auvergne and Burgundy
(France) found that most such costs were borne by project beneficiaries, due in particular
to the complexity of the financial arrangements.

Fahrmann and Grajewski (2018)33 observe that in certain circumstances higher
implementation costs (ICs), indicating a reduced efficiency, are necessary for improving
the effectiveness of a specific measure. On the other hand, low relative ICs indicating an
improved efficiency can translate in low effectiveness of a specific measure. So, when
evaluating the costs and benefits of LEADER, it is necessary to consider a possible trade-
off among efficiency and effectiveness.

30Fynn L-L, Pollermann K., Transnational report on the implementation of Leader in the 2014-2022 funding period
- Comparative study in the context of the ongoing Evaluation of rural development programmes in the Lander
Hessen, Lower Saxony, North Rhine-Westphalia and Schleswig-Holstein, 5-country evaluation 5/2022, Thiinen
Institute.

3t Dax, T., Egartner, S., Ludvig, Al., Lukesch, R., and Oed|-Wieser, T., Niedermayr, J., Wagner, K., Weiss, G.,
Zivojinovi¢, 1. Soziale Innovationen im landlichen Raum. Ergebnisse aus dem EU Horizon 2020-Projekt SIMRA
und der LEADER Evaluierung (Social Innovation in Rural Regions. Results from the EU Horizon 2020-project
SIMRA and the LEADER evaluation), 2020.

32 Berriet-Solliec et al. (2016). Innover en territorialisant quel est le prix a payer Analyse des co(its de transaction
du programme LEADER 2007-2013 en Auvergne et Bourgogne.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316001150.

33 Fahrmann B. and Grajewski R. (2018). Will the future CAP lead to less implementation costs and higher impacts
of Rural Development Programs? Paper prepared for presentation for the 162nd Seminar “The evaluation of new
CAP instruments: Lessons learned and the road ahead”. April 26-27, 2018, Corvinus University of Budapest,
Hungary.
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“Some of the implementation costs (ICs) incurred are to be seen as an investment in
effectiveness. For this reason, targeted, effective measures in particular tend to have high-
to-very-high relative ICs due to their sophisticated design and differentiated approaches,
advising intensity, etc. Conversely, high implementation efficiency of individual measures,
as expressed by low relative ICs, indicates a low effectiveness of measures, combined with
higher deadweight risks arising from low funding requirements” (Fahrmann and Grajewski,
2018:6).

In the EC evaluation (2021)'!, LEADER efficiency was analysed at different levels: LAG
selection; implementation of LDS distinguishing between RDP level (PA and MA) and LAG
level, taking into account differences across countries and regions adopting different
delivery systems. LEADER efficiency is improved by setting a clear division of tasks and
roles between MA, PA and LAGs and LAG efficiency improves through the provision of clear
guidelines and specific support provided by the central authorities. The evaluation also
found that “at the LAG level, higher budget resources allocated to animation and
information activities contribute to improve the efficiency since they allow to devote more
time to reach local beneficiaries and increase the number and quality of projects financed".
The cost-benefit analysis contains an assessment of the average delivery cost per new job
created at RDP level (based on AIR 2020 data) and at LAG level as only one aspect of
possible added value. The results show that, apart from large differences across MS, the
type of investment and project promoter contribute to differences, with projects promoted
by SMEs and other private firms showing lower costs than public bodies and NGOs.
Efficiency also strongly depends on the types of projects implemented by LAGs. The LAG
survey suggests that “the higher the efficiency of LAGs, the higher their capacity to achieve
outcomes in terms of economic impact, innovation and economic coherence. There is a
less evident relation between efficiency and social impact, but high efficiency helps
interventions for social inclusion and social services”.

In a recent audit examining the extent to which LEADER/community-led local development
has delivered benefits that justify its additional costs and risks, the European Court of

Auditors (ECA)34 argues that local action groups facilitate local engagement to an extent,
but involve additional costs, projects are approved more slowly than anticipated and, in
general, the additional benefits of LEADER and community-led local development are still
not demonstrated. The ECA report acknowledges that a range of challenges exist in trying
to measure improvements in the less tangible benefits of LEADER, such as enhanced social
capital and local governance as reported in various scientific literature. Nonetheless, ECA
recommended that the European Commission (EC) should comprehensively evaluate both
the costs and benefits of LEADER.

ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN AND SIMPLIFICATION IN LEADER

In its observations, the ECA Report (2022)!8 specifies that “The Member states should
create the right conditions for local action groups to fulfil their tasks, particular to bring
different local stakeholders together and to support them in developing projects that
provide benefits for local development. In order to do so, they should give local action
groups autonomy and keep their administrative burdens to a minimum” (p. 18).

The EC Evaluation Report (2021)!! identifies through a number of case studies across
Europe (i.e., Austria, Belgium, Czechia, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Romania, Slovenia, and
Spain) that : “Survey data also showed that a majority of respondents agreed or strongly
agreed that the overall administrative burden for both Mas (61 %) and LAGs (67 %)

34 European Court of Auditors. Special Report - LEADER and community-led local development facilitates local
engagement but additional benefits still not sufficiently demonstrated, no 10/2022.
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increased in the 2014-20 period, compared to the previous programming period” (EC
Evaluation Report, 2021: p. 34)!!. The administrative burden was analysed in relation to
12 tasks undertaken differently by LAGs, MAs, and PAs: Support for project applicants -
Develop project idea and project application; Preparation of calls; Project selection criteria;
Publication of calls; Project assessment and ranking; Project ranking; Project approval:
Checking eligibility of support; Contract preparation: Contract signing; Claims payment;
Control task; Project monitoring.

The analysis of case studies done in the same evaluation evidenced that a hindering factor
in the effectiveness of the LAGs is the “increased administrative burden taking resources
off animation”, this negative aspect is leveraged by the “insufficient human and financial
resources for animation and capacity building” (p. 81).

The evaluators conclude that “eligibility checks in project assessment and approval, strong
rigidity and complexity of software platforms, and disproportionate control activities all
contribute to LAGs’ increasing administrative costs”. In some cases, governance and
procedural innovations that have been introduced, have contributed to lowering the
administrative burden: stronger support to LAG activities by Managing Authorities through
technical assistance and a closer monitoring of LAG projects; closer cooperation /
collaboration between MA and LAGs; broader use of SCOs by LAGs, not only in sub-
measure 19.1 and 19.4 (as in the EU survey) but also 19.2. However, results of this
evaluation suggest that the use of SCOs particularly for preparation, animation and running
costs, brings significant efficiencies to LAG operations.

Limited funding and the administrative burden were recognised as a challenge for effective
implementation of LEADER at both RDP and LAG levels.

ASSESSING COST DRIVERS AND MEASURING COSTS FOR LEADER

In the literature, there are few examples of assessing Implementation Costs® (ICs)
concerning individual RDP measures, rather than entire policy programmes (definition is

given in the Glossary). As Fahrmann and Grajewski (2013)36 pointed out, in most of the
studies (which are however few) that examine the ICs of a wider range of support measures
within the CAP, the main criteria used by national audit agencies is the magnitude of the
relative ICs: “[...] such studies however seldom relate these costs to the specific objectives
of the measures or their impacts”. This restricted approach might lead to the conclusion
that measures with low relative ICs are favourable, whereas those with a high ratio should
be phased out, regardless of their impacts.

Even the most recent evaluation of ESIF administrative costs and burden at EU level

(2018)37 points out that administrative costs or burden do not say anything about
performance, which would require a cross-analysis of administrative costs or burden with
the results and achievements of the funded operations. So, in other words, both efficiency
and effectiveness analyses are required.

35 ICs are primarily defined as costs at the state level, including (i) personnel input by public authorities, agencies
and entities that are charged with implementing the RDP (that is, operational staff and technical and
administrative support) for measure-specific tasks, as well as cross-functional tasks, so-called ‘programme
overhead’; (ii) the costs for contractors charged with performing the tasks, such as banks and engineering
consultants (Fahrmann and Grajewski, 2013).

36 Fahrmann B., Grajewski R. How expensive is the implementation of rural development programmes? European
Review of Agricultural Economics Vol 40 (4) (2013) pp. 541-572.

37 European Commission. New assessment of ESIF administrative costs and burden. Final Report — October 2018
(Written by Spatial Foresight & t33).
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The same 2018 evaluation of ESIF administrative costs and burden presents the new
baselines for ESIF administrative costs and burden (pages 37-38) covering each task
performed by public authorities and beneficiaries for the implementation of ESI funded
programmes. Specifically, for EAFRD:

e EAFRD administrative costs are on average 83 100 EUR per million EUR of eligible
funding or 2.18 FTE per million EUR. EAFRD administrative costs, in both monetary
and workload terms, are more than double the overall ESIF figure. Approximately
68 % of the overall administrative costs are paid out of the Technical Assistance
budget. The remaining 32 % are financed by national or regional resources.

e The higher costs for EAFRD authorities can be explained by the relatively small size
of most operations. EAFRD has many beneficiaries and small operations, but in
reason of guaranteeing the overall performance of the policy, paying agencies carry
out administrative checks on 100 % of beneficiaries, regardless of the size of the
operations. Consequently, administrative costs for LEADER as well as for non-
LEADER are highest for the Paying Agency (PA: 52 200 EUR per M EUR or 1.18 FTE
per M EUR; MA: 26 600 EUR per M EUR or 0.91 FTE per M EUR), which not only
certifies expenditures, but also includes tasks covered by Managing Authorities in
the other funds.

e The most demanding tasks are the checks for each application of reimbursement,
which require the highest workload38, followed by the selection of operations and
information to beneficiaries.

e Reduction potential lies mainly in reducing the number of checks (that could reduce
the workload by 4-6 %) and in greatly expanding the scope of SCOs to cover 50 %
of the budget that would allow for a more substantial decrease in the workload (i.e.,
by up to 38 %).

2.4 Advancement in execution of LEADER under the 2014-2022 rural
development programming

Under the 2014-2020 (then extended to 2022) programming period, Rural Development
Programmes were approved by the European Commission between Dec 2014 and Nov
2015. At the start of the programming period, RDP Measure 19-LEADER was allocated in
total 9.7 billion EUR at EU28 level (including EAFRD allocation and national co-financing).
Considering the additional funds for the extension of the programming to 2021-2022, the
total financial allocation to M19 over the entire 2014-2022 period amounts to
approximately 11.9 billion EUR. Measure 19 - LEADER represents just under 6 % of EAFRD
financial resources at EU level (including 2021-2022 additional resources).

By end 2022, the financial execution of M19 reached an overall 56 % at EU27 level, or
57.4 % if also considering the UK that by end 2020 had used nearly the whole allocated
resources. The figure on next page shows financial execution of M19 across the EU Member
States.

38 To be noted that these are tasks falling outside the core tasks of LAGs.
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Figure 4 - Financial execution M19-LEADER, 2015-2022 (EU-27) (total public expenditure

as % of total financial allocation)
56% EU27
average

i

Source: DG AGRI - ESIF Finance Implementation, 2014-2022
At the end of 2022, advancement in execution is very differentiated across RDPs, with
18 Member States above EU average for M19 spending overall.
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In over half RDPs (i.e., 61), the spending level is below EU average, with considerable
variation in the execution rates of regional RDPs within Member States. This is particularly
true in France and in Italy, where in only 2 RDPs financial execution is above EU average
(respectively, FR-Auvergne and FR-Nord-Pas de Calais, IT-Puglia and IT-Veneto).
Conversely, in Spain and Germany some regions (respectively, ES-Cantabria, ES-La Rioja,
ES-Aragon, ES-Galicia, ES-Catalufia and DE-Niedersachsen-Bremen, DE-Nordrhein-
Westfalen, DE-Thiringen, DE-Hessen, DE-Mecklenburg-Vorpommern), register much
higher than average execution (>70 %).

Figure 5 — Financial execution by Member State and RDP up to 31/12/2022 (total eligible
expenditure as % of total financial allocation)
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Source: DG AGRI - ESIF Finance Implementation, 2014-2022
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Figure 5 shows for each Member State the % of total eligible expenditure over the total
allocated amount. In case of Member States with regionalized RDPs, the box plots show
mean values (“x”) and median values (*-") of this ratio across the Member State regions
and the quartile distribution of the data. The “whiskers” extending below and above the
boxes indicate the magnitude of the variability below the bottom quartile and above the
top quartile. In practice, the boxes provide information about the distribution and therefore
the variation among individual regional RDPs in the level of financial execution.

Based on the latest available data disaggregated by sub-measure (AIR 2021%), the figure
below shows that LAGs started spending substantially on LEADER overall and on financing
projects (i.e., sub-measure 19.2 of RDPs) between 2018 and 2019. Only few RDPs (e.g.,
Denmark, few German federal states, Romania, Spain) started implementing LEADER
projects earlier than 2018.

Figure 6 - Evolution of financial execution of M19 by sub-measure, 2015-2021 (M EUR)
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Source: Annual Implementation Reports (AIR), 2015-2021

Based on AIR 2021 data, total public expenditure for management and animation (sub-
measure 19.4) amounts on average to 22 % of the total M19 expenditure at the end of
2021, therefore below the 25 % of threshold set by the rural development regulation for
total public expenditure.

In some Member States, this ratio is much higher than average (e.g., Bulgaria, Greece,
Italy, Cyprus and Portugal). In these MSs, high expenditure on sub-measure 19.4 may well
be driven by low levels of spending on sub-measure 19.2. In some Member States, sub-
measure 19.1 and/or sub-measure 19.4 are funded through ESI funds other than EAFRD,
therefore data for these sub-measures are not reported in the AIR.

39 AIR 2021 refers to data up to 31/12/2021, which are the latest available AIR data at the time of carrying out
the evaluation.
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Figure 7 —Rate of financial execution of M19-LEADER by sub-measure, in %, 2015-2021
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Source: Annual Implementation Reports (AIR), 2014-2021

A total of 2 894 LAGs have been selected (2 783 for EU27), for a corresponding total
financial allocated amount of 12.36 billion EUR (11.96 billion EUR for EU27). The total
population covered by local development strategies across the EU s
184 529 303 inhabitants (nearly 172 M inhabitants for EU27).

In relation to Focus Area 6B which refers to LEADER/CLLD, the Common Evaluation
Question in the 2014-2022 programming period is CEQ no. 17: “To what extent have RDP
interventions supported local development in rural areas?” (Regulation (EC) No. 808/2014
Annex V). The same Regulation details the indicators for this Focus Area. Result indicators
correspond to percentage or rural population covered by local development strategies
(R22-T21), percentage of rural population benefiting from improved service
/infrastructures (R23-T22) and jobs created in supported projects (LEADER) (R24-T23).
These indicators are also considered target indicators.

The table below shows the main financial and physical execution indicators of M19 LEADER
up to December 2021.

Table 1 - LEADER financial and physical execution up to 31/12/2021

% Rural
population
benefiting from

Total public No. jobs Rural population
No. LAGs expenditure M19 created covered by LAGs
(EUR) (R24/T23) (R22/T21)

Member
State new/improved
services

(R23/T22)

77 166 340 300 2114 4672784 94.4
32 38 081 431 389 2 959 817 64.2
64 20 233778 0 1 646 588 46.1
4 4 