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1 Introduction

The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development entrusted the Consortium led by Ernst & Young Europe (through Ernst & Young offices in Budapest, Paris and Rome) in cooperation with BirdLife, AND International and a Hungarian expert with conducting the ex-ante evaluation of the Hungarian National Rural Development Plan (NRDP) covering the 2004-2006 period. 

The evaluation process has been launched in mid-December 2003.

An inception report presenting the approach followed during the evaluation process has been submitted to the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development on January the 15th, a preliminary report on February the 18th, and a draft final report on March the 19th. 

The present final report concludes the ex-ante evaluation process of the Hungarian National Rural Development Plan. 

1.1 Objectives of the ex-ante evaluation

With a view to submit the Hungarian NRDP to the services of the European Commission for approval, the Terms of reference for this evaluation set forth the following objectives:

· Assessing whether the overall Programme is an appropriate means for addressing the issues confronting the region or sector;

· Evaluating whether the Programme has well defined strategic axes, priorities and objectives and whether they are relevant and can actually be achieved.

The purpose of the present final report is to provide the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development with complete analysis, conclusions and recommendations on the different elements that an ex-ante evaluation has to cover, according to Article 41 of EC Regulation 1260/1999.

1.2 State of play in Hungary

The 10th draft version of the NRDP was approved on the 8th of January 2004, taking into account the observations made by the European Commission on Version 9. 

Version 11 of the plan has been submitted to the European Commission on the 15thf of January.

A 12th version of the NRDP has been submitted to the Commission in March including the preliminary ex-ante evaluation report.

The final version of the programme should be submitted to the Commission by the beginning of April including a specific chapter explaining how the recommendations of both the preliminary and the draft final ex-ante evaluation reports have been taken into account.
1.3 The evaluation process: an on-going process

The analysis presented below is the result of an evaluation process conducted in tight collaboration with all parties involved in the drafting of the programme, including officials of the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, officials responsible for the programme in DG AGRI and the evaluation team. 

The regular interviews conducted with the officials in charge of drafting the programme gave the evaluators the opportunity to gather specific data, but also to exchange on different elements already analysed by the evaluators in their documentary review. 

The Ministry has thus immediately taken into account some of the first recommendations given during some interviews conducted on the 1st and 2nd of February. The preliminary report submitted to the MARD on the 15th of February was thus in line with the version 11 of the plan and included already some additional statements on a revised version on some chapters (i.e. the priorities and objectives).
Some recommendations were also done during the interviews with the officials responsible in the MARD and the VATI institute (planning institute) at the beginning of March concerning the evaluation indicators. The suggestions have been taken over immediately. The ex-ante evaluation draft final report submitted to the MARD on the 19th of March was thus in line with version 12 of the NRDP submitted to the Commission.

A last meeting between the MARD and the evaluation team on the 25th of March allowed exchanging on the analysis, conclusions and recommendations presented in the preliminary and draft final reports and to analyse to what extent those recommendations could be taken into account in the NRDP final version.

Therefore, the present final version of the ex-ante evaluation report is in line with the version 13 of the plan submitted to the evaluators on March the 31st. The additional changes that may occurred on this last version submitted to the evaluators will thus not entered in the framework of the ex-ante evaluation report. The analyses have been updated and the recommendations revised considering the way they have been taken into account by the MARD. 

Therefore, this final report presents 

· the analyses conducted for both the preliminary report and the draft final report, which are covering the different items that have to be covered by an ex-ante evaluation process, 

· the conclusions and recommendations formulated in these both reports,

· an explanation of what extent the recommendations for the drafting of the Plan were taken into account
,

· an explanation of what extent these recommendations were taken into account,

· a final assessment.

1.4 Content of the final report

Thus, the present report contains the following elements: 

· an introduction,

· a brief summary of the ex-ante evaluation methodology presented in the inception report,

· the evaluation questions set forth to conduct the ex-ante evaluation process and the method foreseen to answer them, 

· a detailed presentation of the work done and the time schedule followed during the ex-ante evaluation process, between 15th of December 2003 and 30th of March 2004, 

· for each of the following items,

· Lessons learned from previous experiences, 

· Assessment of the situation and the SWOT analysis 

· Assessment of the external coherence of the NRDP with the ARDOP, the EIOP and the NAEP

· Assessment of the internal consistency,

· Assessment of the system of monitoring and evaluation indicators,

· Assessment of the implementation system (selection, information and publicity, assistance, monitoring and controlling procedures and the overall institutional organization), 

· Assessment of the expected impacts, including an analysis on the adequacy with the EU priorities on employment strategy, equal opportunities and environment. These EU priorities are also taken into account in the assessment of the other implementation procedures, the evaluation indicators and the expected impacts of these three EU priorities.

the analyses conducted, the conclusions and recommendations based on the versions 11 and 12 of the NRDP and a final assessment based on the version 13 of the NRDP, which updates the conclusions of the previous reports.

· analytical developments sections, which present the tools used to conduct the analysis;

· annexes including a glossary, a bibliography, the name of the persons involved in the data collection process.

2 Summary of the methodology

2.1 Summary of the approach used

With a view to provide answers in respect of all the major themes to be covered by this evaluation, the following approach has been used:
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As planned, all steps outlined in the inception report have been followed. They consisted mainly in:

· Step 1: setting up the evaluation framework
This phase consists, in particular, of:

· Gathering primary data (existing documents) 

· Formally preparing the evaluation questions based on the terms of reference, 

· Setting up an analytical methodology to deal with the evaluation questions:

· Breakdown of the evaluation question into intermediate questions, which allows to better understand the main question and answer it in several stages

· Definition of criteria for judgment and/or evaluation (system of reference) which allow us to measure the relevance, consistency implementation quality and expected effectiveness of the NRDP
· Detailed presentation for each criteria for judgment of the type of analysis foreseen
· Detailed presentation for each type of analysis of qualitative indicators (descriptors) and quantitative indicators 
· Detailed presentation of the information sources that will allow to feed the indicators (documentary review, type of actors to interview, etc.
· Definition of expected results by criteria for judgment
· Designing the tools for gathering primary data (interview guides) in order to collect the information initially identified as unavailable but required for the analysis,

· Conducting interviews with key persons involved in the programme.

· Step 2: gathering primary and secondary data, in particular by means of:

· Specifically targeted interviews: EU officials, Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Labor, Experts involved in the setting up of the NRDP,  

· Detailed interviews with the key persons in charge of the programme within the Ministry (officials responsible for the different programme measures), 

· Detailed interviews with officials of the Paying Agency ARDA

· Gathering of secondary data: 

· Mid-term evaluation on SAPARD programme, ex-ante evaluation of ARDOP, Environmental Protection and Infrastructure Operational Programme, National Agri-environmental Programme, etc.

· Specific documents on the implementation procedures: Cooperation Agreement between the Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, written procedures, etc.

· Step 3: analysing the data gathered based on the information compiled and in accordance with the criteria set out in the evaluation questions.

This step allowed us to answer seven evaluation questions and to draw intermediate conclusions for each of them.

· Step 4: Executive summary and recommendations

The final step allowed drawing conclusions and defining operational recommendations to adjust the weaknesses identified and to improve the NRDP.

This final step allowed also to analyse whether the recommendations have been taken into account or not and to update the conclusions.

2.2 Evaluation questions

You will find below the list of evaluation questions set up on the basis of both the terms of reference and our bid. Our methodology has been based on these questions. They have been presented in the inception report. This final report gives an answer to all of them.

1. Assessment of the situation and the SWOT analysis:

Does the SWOT analysis address adequately Hungary's effective strengths and weaknesses and its potential, and if so, to what extent? To what extent is the NRDP strategy (in terms of priorities, objectives and measures) appropriate with regard to Hungary's effective stakes?

2. Lessons learned from previous experiences:

Are the experiences of the pre-accession instruments (PHARE, SAPARD) taken into account in the programme?

3. Assessment of the internal consistency:

Are the objectives and priorities set forth in the NRDP consistent with each other; are the measures of the programme consistent with its objectives/ priorities; and is the allocation of resources relevant to meet these objectives/ priorities?

4. Assessment of the external consistency:

Is the NRDP consistent with other major policies currently in effect, i.e. the National Agri-Environmental Programme (NAEP), the Agricultural and Rural Development Operational Programme (ARDOP) and the Environmental Protection and Infrastructure Operational Programme (EIOP), and, if so, to what extent? 

5. Assessment of the system of indicators and the quantification of objectives:

To what extent are the monitoring and evaluation indicators and the data collection procedures relevant?

6. Assessment of the implementation arrangements

Are the mechanisms for managing, implementing, and controlling the different phases of the programme suitable?

7. Assessment of the expected impacts

What is the potential effectiveness of the programme in terms of results and socio-economic impacts? Is the NRDP in line with the EU priorities related the European Employment Strategy, Equal opportunities and Environment?
2.3 Approach followed

The methodology presented in the inception report has been followed in a systematic way by the evaluators. The analytical methodology set up to answer each of the evaluation questions has been respected in all parts: 

· all expected sources of information have been exploited; 

· the data collection allowed us to complete the envisaged descriptors and to carry out the different types of analysis;

· the results are presented bellow. 

You will find below an answer to all the evaluation questions or sub-questions, as well as a final assessment per evaluation questions given the eventual changes implemented in the plan given the ex-ante evaluation recommendations. 

3 Work done between December 2003 and March 2004

3.1 Timetable of activities

	Date
	 
	Tasks
	Evaluation team 
	MARD
	Other

	11/12/2003
	 
	Kick off meeting
	
	
	

	22/12/2003
	 
	Meeting with DG AGRI
	
	
	
DG AGRI

	08/01/04 to 09/01/04
	2 days
	First interviews
	
	

Officials responsible for the measures
	

ARDA

MEW

	15/01/2004
	 
	Inception report
	
	 
	 

	26 – 27/01/2004
	
	Negotiations between DG AGRI and the MARD

Interviews: 

- monitoring indicators 
- implementation (selection, information and publicity)
	
	
	

DG AGRI

	02 – 03/02/2004
	
	Interviews: 

- internal consistency

- previous experiences
	
	
	

People involved in PHARE projects, in the SAPARD programme

ARDA

VATI


	06/02/2004
	 
	Meeting with DGAGRI
	 
	
	
DG AGRI – evaluation unit

EC official responsible for SAPARD

	18/02/2004
	 
	Preliminary report
	
	 
	 

	01/03/04
	 
	Meeting on the preliminary report
	
	
	

VATI

	01 - 02/03/04
	
	Interviews :
- evaluation indicators
- implementation (assistance and monitoring procedures, controlling)
- expected impacts
	
	
	
ARDA

VATI

	02/03/04 – 18/03/04
	
	- Documentary review

- Interviews with external experts on the expected impacts
	
	
	

External experts

	19/03/04
	 
	Draft final report
	
	 
	 

	25/03/04
	 
	Final meeting
	
	
	

VATI


	01/04/04
	 
	Final report
	
	 
	 


3.2 Documentary review

The list of documents that have been used during the evaluation process is presented in Annex 2.

3.3 Interviews

Interviews have been conducted between the 15th of December and the 25th of March. The evaluators met the following relevant stakeholders from several institutions
:

· Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development

· Officials in charge of the drafting of the NRDP

· Officials in charge of the drafting of SAPARD 

· Officials in charge of SAPARD implementation

· Officials in charge of ARDOP implementation

· Officials involved in the NAEP

· Official in charge of the European affairs in the Ministry

· Ministry of Environment 

· Official in charge of the Agri-environmental measure and the representation of the Ministry in the MARD working groups

· Agricultural and Rural Development Agency

· Officials responsible for the afforestation measures implementation

· Official responsible for the county offices

· Official responsible for the IT system development

· Official responsible for the human resources 

· Official responsible for the accompanying measures.

· External experts

· Expert involved in PHARE projects

· Expert of the planning institute (VATI) involved in the drafting of the situation and SWOT analyses, the objectives, priorities and global strategy of the plan.

· External Hungarian and French experts

· At the European Commission

· Official responsible for SAPARD in DG AGRI 

· Officials responsible for NRDP in DG AGRI

· Official from the evaluation unit in DG AGRI

· Officials of the EC Delegation in Budapest

3.4 Meetings 

The evaluators participated in the two-days negotiation meeting between the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and the European Commission that took place on the 26th and 27th of January in Budapest.

In addition, as mentioned above, several meetings have been hold between the evaluation team and the officials responsible for the NRDP in the MARD and the VATI institute at the different stages of the evaluation process (at the beginning of January, beginning of February, beginning and end of March). They allowed a clear and precise organisation of the evaluation process (share of tasks, time schedule, etc.) as well as exchanges on the content of the different evaluation reports.
A last meeting between the MARD and the evaluation team took place on the 25th of March.
4 Answer to the evaluation questions 

4.1 Assessment of previous experiences

( Evaluation question: Are the experiences of the pre-accession instruments (PHARE, SAPARD) taken into account in the programme?

4.1.1 Assessment of the coherence between the results of pre-accession aids and the NRDP measures

( Key questions:  Could the NRDP build on experience gained in the framework of pre-accession instruments? Are the NRDP measures coherent with results of relevant instruments of pre-accession aid? 

4.1.1.1 Analysis of the results of pre- accession aids related NRDP measures

a List of pre-accession aids dealing with agri-environmental, animal welfare, food safety issues

The two instruments of pre-accession aid that deal with NRDP related issues are SAPARD and PHARE. 

Of both programmes, primarily SAPARD allowed to gain experience for the setting up and implementation of the NRDP. The four measures launched under SAPARD, however, were not of NRDP type and could therefore not provide any content related experience.

The programmes carried out under PHARE aimed at institution building. They mainly contributed to finance the establishment of instruments and tools that will contribute to the implementation of the NRDP (e.g. the setting up of the State Forestry IT-system, the preparation of the paying and financial reporting to the EU), or consultancy services that were meant to ease the drafting of the NRDP. 

Besides the pre-accession instruments, the preparation of the ARDOP, operational programme concerning agriculture and rural development to be implemented under the CSF of Hungary, also allowed to gain experience for the preparation of the NRDP, as its finalisation preceded the one of the NRDP.

In this chapter, we will therefore focus on the lessons learned from the SAPARD programme, and we will also refer to relevant experience gained in the process of the preparation of ARDOP.

( Conclusion: The main pre-accession instrument that allowed to gain experience for the drafting and implementation of the NRDP is the SAPARD programme. The finalisation of ARDOP that preceded the one of the NRDP also helped to ease the preparation of the latter.

b Content and main results related to NRDP measures in the pre-accession aid

The SAPARD programme was launched in Hungary with delay in 2002 due to an unduly long programming and accreditation process. At present, the programme is phasing out.

The SAPARD Agency has only been accredited to implement four of the nine measures set forth in the Hungarian SAPARD. Apart from the measure “Technical assistance”, the measures concerned by the SAPARD programme are similar to the ones that will be implemented under ARDOP, but not to the ones to be carried out under the NRDP. They include the following measures:

· Investment in agricultural holdings

· Processing and marketing of agricultural and fishery products

· Development and improvement of rural infrastructure

· Technical assistance.

Had they been implemented, some of the measures foreseen in the SAPARD plan could, however, have provided valuable experience for the designing and implementation of the NRDP. Particularly the implementation of the following measures could have been of interest:
· Setting up of producer groups,

· Agricultural production methods designed to protect the environment and maintain the countryside.

The content and conditions of the measure “Agricultural production methods designed to protect the environment and maintain the countryside” had been prepared, notably by means of seminars organised by DG Agriculture, but had not been drafted in detail
.
As a consequence, the results achieved through the different SAPARD measures did not allow to draw lessons as to fine-tuning of the NRDP measures with regard to their relevance as to target groups’ needs or their effectiveness.

( Conclusion:  Little content related experience has been acquired through the setting-up and implementation of the pre-accession instruments, which could have helped to guide the designing of the NRDP.
4.1.1.2 Analysis of the extent to which the results of previous experiences have been taken into account

As the SAPARD programme did not involve any NRDP-type measures, the design of the NRDP could not be built on experiences drawn from results achieved during the implementation of these measures.

Valuable lessons were, however, learned in the process of defining programme objectives/ priorities and measures, as well as in the field of setting up implementation mechanisms. These lessons learned with regard to organisational matters are likely to reinforce the effectiveness of the future intervention of NRDP financed activities.

These experiences are pointed out in the next section. 

( Response to the key question: Could the NRDP build on experience gained in the framework of pre-accession instruments? Are the NRDP measures coherent with results of relevant instruments of pre-accession aid? 

The main pre-accession instrument that allowed to gain experience for the drafting and implementation of the NRDP is the SAPARD programme. The four measures launched under SAPARD, however, were not of NRDP type. The results achieved through these SAPARD measures did therefore not allow to draw any content related lessons regarding the fine-tuning of the NRDP measures (relevance of the measures as to target groups’ needs and effectiveness). Experience made in the process of setting-up and implementing the SAPARD programme is, however, likely to have a positive impact on the NRDP’s relevance and effectiveness.

Analysis of the coherence of the NRDP with experiences related to the setting-up and implementation of pre-accession aids

( Key questions:  Are experiences concerning the setting-up and the implementation of pre-accession instruments taken into account in the NRDP?

4.1.1.3 Analysis of the experiences related to the setting up and implementation of pre-accession aids.

a Experiences related to the setting/ planning up of the pre-accession instruments

According to the mid-term evaluation of the SAPARD programme, the overall programming process of this programme was not clearly organised or effective. In particular, the planning process was carried out in parallel at micro regional and national level and did not allow the needs expressed at micro regional level to be taken into account. Moreover, it seems that the involvement of social partners was rather weak and that the one of MARD representatives at regional and county level was poorly organised and occurred too late. 

Concerning the design of the measures, it appears that the needs and requirements of the agricultural and rural sectors have not been ranked according to their level of urgency at first. As a result, the priorities of the programme could only partly meet the needs of the Hungarian agriculture and rural areas.
 According to officials of the MARD, this situation was partly due to the fact that no census had been carried out when drafting the SAPARD programme, so that no up-dated data was available that could have allowed to fully take into account the real needs of the sector and precisely characterize the measures. Moreover, human resources allocated to the drafting of the programme were rather restricted (two persons) due to the limited weight and role given to the programme.
 Later modifications of the plan seem, however, have led to improved objectives. 

To overcome these difficulties, the mid-term evaluation of the SAPARD programme made the following recommendations that appear relevant to the design of the NRDP:

· to better quantify needs of rural areas and to calculate the possible up-take in order to achieve a more appropriate budget allocation,

· to base the strategic planning process on an in-depth analysis assessing the extent and level of urgency for identified needs,

· to draft a strategy on prioritisation of needs according to budget allocation,

· to set up a strategic planning process in an appropriate institutionalised way,

· to improve the efficiency of the programming through the creation of a motivated workforce and a much-improved working environment. 

Besides, some MARD officials pointed out the useful experience made by the team in charge of the ARDOP, who was accompanied by a twinning expert in the framework of a PHARE financed project. The expert provided valuable help while drafting the programme and was available to the team on a regular basis for practical questions and review of the document. The experience made by the team in charge of drafting the NRDP in the framework of the same twinning project (but within a different component than the one for ARDOP) seems to have been less positive. Due to timing difficulties, the expert seemed not to have been fully available at the moment of drafting the NRDP, which undermined the usefulness of the advice provided.

( Conclusion: The experience made with setting-up the SAPARD programme showed the importance of a well organised planning process and the necessity to conduct an in-depth analysis and ranking of the needs of the programme target groups. The experience of drafting ARDOP highlighted the relevance of external advice when it is provided on a regular basis.

b Experiences related the implementation

Several difficulties have been encountered during the implementation of the SAPARD programme. 

First, the SAPARD Agency seems to have suffered from a high turn over of its staff. According to the mid-term evaluation, this situation, if it was to persist, risked to have a negative impact on the efficiency of the programme and its implementation.

Moreover, according to different officials in the MARD, implementation procedures seem to have been overly complicated and not sufficiently flexible. In particular, the application and control procedures are considered fairly adapted by them. A dynamic management of the programme has therefore been difficult.
 According to the mid-term evaluation, a majority of applicants felt that the application guide was not sufficiently clear and that deadlines for submitting applications were too tight.
  

In addition, problems seem to have been encountered in the field of information, promotion of the programme and assistance provided to the applicants. According to the mid-term evaluation of the programme, the applicants lacked information on the general eligibility and assessment criteria and were also short of clear instructions and guidance, which lead to a high rate of ineligibility of applications. Moreover, promotion activities on the programme seem to have started relatively late, partly due to a late opening of the “technical assistance” measure that contributed to the financing of these promotion activities. As a result, few applications were being received at the launch of the programme. 

In this context, MARD officials stressed that several training activities had been organized through county offices and village advisers for potential beneficiaries, but that the results of these activities remained below expectations. In addition, information sessions organized by the paying agency often seemed to have concentrated on the role and tasks of the paying agency itself, rather than on useful advice for drafting applications. Moreover, MARD officials pointed out that competition from other national schemes of subsidies better well known and subject to simplified application procedures lead to a more limited interest of the rural population in the SAPARD measures. 

In order to avoid these difficulties in the future implementation of the NRDP, certain MARD officials believe that the relevant financial resources need to be made available for the organization of external assistance to help farmers prepare their applications. Others also underlined the importance to rely on the existing network of micro-regional managers to provide information and assistance. 

A further problem met during the implementation of SAPARD lies in the fact that no data related to indicators has been collected, due to the absence of an IT supported monitoring system and due to the fact that no data collection process had been foreseen. The only data that can be used for monitoring activities are the ones included in the business plans set up by applicants.

Finally, MARD officials pointed out difficulties of cooperation between the ministry and the SAPARD agency. The division of tasks between them seems not to have been perfectly clear and perfectly organized at all times. Moreover, they underlined the ambiguities created by the double role of the SAPARD agency, in charge of both management and paying procedures.

As a response to these different difficulties, the mid-term evaluation of the SAPARD programme made the following recommendations relevant to the design of the NRDP:

· to inform applicants whose applications have been rejected on the relevant reasons and to provide precise guidelines on how to avoid any mistakes,

· to develop clear and simple guidelines for applicants,

· to organise forums providing detailed information for potential application on a continuous basis,

· to provide an upgraded advisory system to potential beneficiaries to help in the development of project ideas and to assist in the elaboration of applications,

· to accelerate the application process by simplifying the administration system (better allocation of tasks between central and regional offices) and to ease the application procedure for small and medium sized companies,

· to improve the communication flow between central and regional offices,

· to develop a tailor-made IT system,

· to improve the internal and external communication to take account of the experience and lessons learned from practice,

· to establish a facility for interactive communication with applicants,

· to define result and impact indicators for monitoring and evaluation,

· to establish and IT supported monitoring system and to increase staff dealing with monitoring.

( Conclusion: The main lessons learned from the implementation of the SAPARD programme concern:

- the necessity of simple implementation and management procedures,

- the importance of well-organised information and promotion activities and the relevance of professional assistance for potential beneficiaries,  

- the importance of a well-defined division of tasks and good cooperation between services and institutions

- the necessity to set up an IT supported monitoring system.

4.1.1.4 Analysis of the extent to which the previous experiences have been taken into account in the implementation

a Setting-up/ planning of NRDP

According to MARD officials responsible for the setting-up and management of both SAPARD and the NRDP, the main lessons learned from the SAPARD programme, i.e. the importance of a well organised planning process and the necessity to conduct an in-depth analysis and ranking of the target groups’ needs, have been taken into account when planning both ARDOP and the NRDP.

· Different working groups have been set up for drafting each measure of the ARDOP and the NRDP. According to MARD officials, synergies in the planning of the two programmes are being achieved by the involvement of representatives of most MARD departments in both working groups. Moreover, coordination meetings are frequently organised and external institutions are associated to these working groups in order to guarantee their involvement in the programme’s future implementation:

· Representatives from the Paying Agency ARDA are directly involved in the defining of the implementation procedures  (which was not the case in the framework of the SAPARD planning process). 

· Representatives from the Ministry of Environment are invited to participate in the Agri-environmental and LFA measures’s working groups, the Ministry of Labor and the Ministry of Minorities are invited to participate in the Early Retirement measure’s working group.

According to the MARD officials, the establishment of these working groups led to the setting up of a real informal “network” inside the Ministry and also with external institutions that allows sound cooperation between these different services and the institutions.

A general working group, in charge of the supervision of the overall planning process, has been set up alongside the working groups responsible for the drafting of the different measures of the programme. The different parts of the plan seem however not always to be drafted in a perfectly coherent way. 

Some participants in this working group were involved both in the planning processes of NRDP and ARDOP. So the institutional conditions were given for a good cooperation. However, some inconsistencies between definitions used in the ARDOP and in the NRDP lead to believe that the coordination of the two planning processes has not always been perfectly effective.

· A countrywide open discussion has been carried out in order to identify specific needs of the sector and to get the opinion of the potential beneficiaries on the programme. It appeared, however, that ever-day farmers still do not have any in-depth opinion on these kinds of programmes and that their feedback thus is of limited interest for the planning process. They expressed mainly a strong need for information. Inversely, the relevant lobby groups (professional organisations, NGOs, main representatives of associations) participated more actively in the consultation and provided useful comments on it.

· In addition, a specific agricultural census allowed gathering official data, which were used as basis for the characterization of the measures.

The SWOT analysis carried out in the programme does however not include any explicit ranking of the target groups’ needs. As a result, the first draft of the objectives and priorities set forth for the programme (version 10) did not seem perfectly consistent with the main strengths and weaknesses of the sector as outlined in the SWOT analysis.

( Conclusion: Main lessons to be taken into account in the setting up of the NRDP related to the importance of a well organised planning process and the necessity to conduct an in-depth analysis and ranking of the target groups’ needs.

Different working groups have been set up in the MARD for the definition of each NRDP programme measure. Representatives of relevant external institutions (e.g. ministry of Environment, ARDA) participate in these working groups. A general working group, in charge of the supervision of the overall planning process has been set up.  Certain inconsistencies between the different parts of the programme and between the ARDOP and the NRDP lead to believe that the coordination of the planning processes has however not always been perfectly effective.

A countrywide open discussion has been carried out to identify specific needs of the sector and a agricultural census allowed gathering official data with a view to characterising the measures. The SWOT analysis carried out in the programme does however not include any explicit ranking of the target groups’ needs. The initial orientation of the programme’s objectives and priorities (version 10) did this not seem perfectly in line with the main strengths and weaknesses of the sector as outlined in the SWOT analysis.  

b Implementation mechanisms of the NRDP

Concerning the information and publicity activity, the SAPARD Programme dispose of a specific Communication plan outlining a clear communication strategy. The mid-term evaluation of the programme thus recommended the dissemination of the information through a continuous media and promotional campaign. Taking into account this past experience, an information and publicity strategy was formalised for the NRDP in a Communication Plan, that seems relatively adequate. It notably foresees a “permanent communication stage” that should last until the end of the NRDP in order to provide a continuous flow of information. The Communication Plan seems, however, to lack clarity in the definition of the specific relationships between each objective, target and tool
.

According to the mid-term evaluation, the SAPARD programme did not provide for a quality cost effective advisory service for all potential applicants. The officials in charge of SAPARD implementation agree on this issue, underlining the need for better assistance procedures through small regional managers, village assistants. The NRDP might represent an improvement as compared to this past experience since the Communication Plan foresees the development of a nationwide information distribution network, involving the small-regional rural development managers among its members. Concerning concrete assistance procedures – beyond distribution of information material - however, we do not dispose of sufficient information at the time being, in order to assess if lessons learned from the SAPARD experience have been taken into account.

The SAPARD experience showed the need to simplify the selection procedures in order to speed them up and to make them clearer to the applicants. In order to achieve this, several changes have been introduced in the NRDP:

· Most of the measures do not envisage a ranking system;

· If foreseen, the selection criteria have been chosen in an as simple and understandable way as possible;

· The application forms will be simplified, reducing the amount of documentation requested to the applicants. In this view, a wider utilization of a self-declaration is foreseen.

However, the selection process does still not appear to be adequately defined for most NRDP measures, notably with regard to the principle used for procedure selection: ranking system or first come-first served basis and the methods of application submission (continuous basis or prescription of a deadline)
.

· According to the mid-term evaluation of SAPARD, another weakness of the implementation of the Programme was the lack of an IT system for monitoring the Programme. The definition of an IT system within the NRDP (there has not been any within SAPARD) might be a preliminary requirement for the establishment of an effective monitoring information system and draws a lesson learned from the inadequacies encountered in the previous experience

Lessons have been also taken into account with regard to definition of monitoring and evaluation indicators of the Plan. According the mid-term evaluation of SAPARD, the monitoring system could mainly collect data on the status of the application / approval/ rejection/ contracting/ payment / control procedures and on the financial management procedures. As result, the output and the evaluation indicators stated were almost useless for the monitoring and evaluation of the SAPARD Programme. In order to get over this, the definition of the indicators of NRDP was driven also by the actual capability of the monitoring system to collect the necessary data. On the whole, these indicators seem to be adequate in terms of coverage, balance, selectivity and relevance. There is however some room for improvement in a limited number of cases, through the introduction of additional indicators based on the information requirements of an ex-post evaluation
.
Concerning the distribution of tasks between the different authorities involved in implementation, further interviews are necessary for the assessment of whether previous experiences have been taken into account.

( Conclusion:  Main lessons to be taken into account in the setting up of the NRDP related to:

-  the necessity of simple implementation and management procedures,

- the importance of well-organised information and promotion activities and the relevance of professional assistance for potential beneficiaries,  

- the importance of a well-defined division of tasks and good cooperation between services and institutions

- the necessity to set up an IT supported monitoring system.

Several lessons learned under the SAPARD programme seem to have been taken into account, but there is still room for improvement.

The NRDP notably recognises a more important role to information and publicity. An overall Communication Plan has been defined that outlines a communication strategy in a substantially adequate manner. The Plan seems, however, to lack clarity in the definition of the specific relationships between each objective-target-tool. 

The selection procedures of the NRDP have been modified as compared to SAPARD in order to speed them up and to make them clearer to the applicants. However, the selection process still does not appear to be adequately defined for most NRDP measures, notably with regard to the principle used for procedure selection: ranking system or first come-first served basis and the methods of application submission (continuous basis or prescription of a deadline).

Moreover, an IT system for monitoring the Programme has been defined in the framework of the NRDP. 

Lessons have also been taken into account with regard to the definition of monitoring and evaluation indicators, which appear be adequate in terms of coverage, balance, selectivity and relevance. 

For some issues (i.e. assistance and procedure, distribution of tasks), however, we do not dispose of sufficient information at the time being in order to be able to assess whether all lessons learned during the SAPARD experience have been taken into account.

( Recommendations: 

There is however some room for improvement in a limited number of cases, through the introduction of additional indicators based on the information requirements of an ex-post evaluation. 

( Response to the key question: Are experiences concerning the setting-up and the implementation of pre-accession instruments taken into account in the NRDP?

With regard to the planning process, several, but not all lessons learned under the SAPARD programme have been taken into account:

Different working groups have been set up in the MARD for the definition of each NRDP programme measure. Representatives of relevant external institutions (e.g. ministry of Environment, ARDA) participate in these working groups. Moreover, a countrywide open discussion has been carried out to identify specific needs of the sector and a agricultural census allowed gathering official data with a view to characterising the measures

However, no general working group, in charge of the supervision of the overall planning process has been set up.  Certain inconsistencies between the different parts of the programme and between the ARDOP and the NRDP lead this to believe that the coordination of the planning processes has not always been perfectly effective.

With regard to implementation mechanisms, several lessons learned under the SAPARD programme seem to have been taken into account, but there is still room for improvement.

The NRDP notably recognises a more important role to information and publicity. The Plan seems, however, to lack clarity in the definition of the specific relationships between each objective-target-tool. 

The selection procedures of the NRDP have been modified as compared to SAPARD in order to speed them up and to make them clearer to the applicants. However, the selection process still does not appear to be adequately defined for most NRDP measures.

Moreover, an IT system for monitoring the Programme has been defined in the framework of the NRDP. 

Lessons have also been taken into account with regard to the definition of monitoring and evaluation indicators, which appear be adequate in terms of coverage, balance, selectivity and relevance. There is however some room for improvement in a limited number of cases.

For some issues (i.e. assistance and procedure, distribution of tasks), however, the version 11 of the NRDP did not provide with sufficient information in order to be able to assess whether all lessons learned during the SAPARD experience have been really taken into account.

4.1.2 Recommendations implemented and final assessment 

4.1.2.1 Recommendations implemented 

The NRDP chapter related to the previous experiences has been completed in order to confirm that several previous experiences have served the NRDP setting up. It is now underlined that,

· a special effort has been made during the planning process to define better and simpler application, selection and management procedures;

· to ensure that the NRDP IT system will be adequate to gather the monitoring data and that the related indicators were defined taking into consideration the IT system ability to gather them.

· a concrete effort has been made to achieve a more concrete and efficient coordination among the bodies involved in the planning process.

Moreover the following elements are better underlined in the text:

· the importance of well-organised information and promotion activities and the relevance of professional assistance for potential beneficiaries, by the development of a nationwide information distribution and advisory network involving the micro-regional managers among its members.

· the definition of monitoring and evaluation indicators according to their capability of covering the common questions for ex-post evaluation. 

· the necessary improvement of the selection process, notably with regard to the clarity of the application, selection and management procedures in order to speed up the support process, the principle used for procedure selection: ranking system or first come-first served basis and the methods of application submission (continuous basis or prescription of a deadline).

4.1.2.2 Final assessment

Therefore, the NRDP sub-chapter on the previous experiences related to the SAPARD and PHARE programmes are now complete and explain clearly which lessons learned from previous experiences have been taken into account along the NRDP drafting process. 

4.2 Assessment of the situation and SWOT analysis

4.2.1 Logical character and exhaustiveness of the SWOT analysis

( Key question: Is the SWOT analysis logical and well-constructed ?

4.2.1.1 Analysis of the structure of the SWOT analysis

a Existence of a clear and logical presentation of the SWOT analysis

The SWOT analysis is contained in Section 1.9 of the NRDP, at the end of Section 1, “Overview of the current situation”, which provides a detailed description of the present situation of Hungarian agriculture. Therefore, the SWOT analysis is correctly given as a conclusion and summary to the general analysis contained in Section 1. However, it is not said that the SWOT analysis summarises the evaluations on the conditions of the background in which the programme operates. The logical links between the overall description and the final conclusions reported in Section 1.9 are not clearly described as well. In addition, there is no adequate presentation of the SWOT that suitably explains its rationale, purposes and structure.

Actually, there is an introduction of this sort in the foreword to Section 3 of the NRDP, “Objectives, strategy and priorities (2004-2006)”, which we suggest to better report at the beginning of Section 1.9. 

b Existence of traceable foundations of well-documented situation analysis for the SWOT

The Section 1.9 underlines also that the source for the conclusions reported in the SWOT analysis is identified in a “detailed status survey”, but it is not said if reference is being made to the analysis reported in Section 1 of the NRDP or to another survey.

Therefore, the foundations of the SWOT analysis cannot be identified clearly, and as a result the conclusions in Section 1.9 seem to be a list of sentences derived from a brainstorming, rather than coming from a log-frame matrix. 

We recommend that the source for analysis should be mentioned as often as possible (i.e. footnotes referring to a table or a paragraph in Section 1 of the NRDP) to support each conclusion contained in the SWOT analysis, as below:

“The age composition of the population in agriculture is extremely unfavourable: the proportion of young generations (below 40) is very low as regards employees and private farmers (see table no.11)”.

Moreover, in the introduction it has to be mentioned that the NRDP itself declares the organic relationship of its SWOT analysis related to the SWOT analysis of Agricultural and Rural Development Operational Programme (ARDOP) within Community Support Frame (CSF) supplementing with the specific elements of rural development.

The internal structure of the SWOT seems to give a good frame to a good joining of the conclusions to the distinct measures. The articulation of the SWOT analysis to general fields (agriculture and forestry; environment; rural areas) could be useful to give more clarity in providing the conclusions. At the same time, the current articulation is not in harmony with the structure of the Section 1 and of Section 3, which presents the strategy of the NRDP. 

A clearer structure would appear if the elements of the SWOT analysis were listed firstly referring to the general issues and later according to the priorities and measures. The conscious application of this frame might help the planning process of measures with the aim of improving the existing strengths, eliminating the weaknesses, exploiting the opportunities and avoiding the threats. 
( Conclusion: The introduction of the SWOT analysis neglects some elements useful for a clear description of its rationale, purposes and structure, especially regarding its logical links with other relevant sections of NRDP. The internal structure of the SWOT seems to give a good frame to a good joining of the conclusions to the distinct measures, even if further improvements are still possible.

( Recommendations: We recommend to: 

-  mention the source for analysis as often as possible,

- mention in the introduction that the NRDP itself declares the organic relationship of its SWOT analysis related to the SWOT analysis of Agricultural and Rural Development Operational Programme (ARDOP) within Community Support Frame (CSF) supplementing with the specific elements of rural development,

- list the SWOT analysis firstly by referring to the general issues and later to the priorities and measures in order to give a clearer structure to the SWOT analysis.

4.2.1.2 Exhaustiveness of the analysis in terms of fields covered

a Field covered by the SWOT analysis

As mentioned above, the SWOT analysis covers the following fields:

· agriculture and forestry;

· environment and landscape; 

· rural areas.

b Exhaustiveness of the fields taken into account and level of details

On these terms, the exhaustiveness of the SWOT analysis is relatively correct but its internal balance amongst specific field could be improved, by paying more attention to the fields connected to the measures early retirement and meeting standards, which currently are lesser analysed than agri- environment, less favoured areas and afforestation measures.
This unbalanced situation is also due to the fact that there was not any former Hungarian experience and there was lack of financial supports or limited sources related to the measures of 1257/1999 EC regulations dealing with the items below NRDP schemes. It is mainly true for the measures aiming to improve the incomes of farmers (early retirement, semi- subsistence farm and producer group). The approach behind this situation can be related to the limited implementation of the national agro- environmental programme due to financial problems, or to the contradictions between the afforestation plan and the level of its implementation, or to the underestimation of financial frame of the measures “ producers’ group” or delaying of the internal legislation related to this measures starting only with the expected SAPARD sources. 

According to the experts involved, the NRDP is based on the official Hungarian databases (mainly the database of Central Statistic Office). These data were the basis of the negotiations with EU. The elements of this statistic database (mainly physical data such as: areas, yield, environmental indicators etc.) are directly comparable with the EU database. At the same time this conclusion related to the socio- economic data need further supplementary remarks. From the situation of transitional economy the data involves a lot of different situations, which do not have any direct transition to the EU- system. This is typical of the data of employment and on this basis the identification of the target population /target groups has many uncertainties. Typical example is in list of the strengths the 50 000 private farmers although the subchapter 1.3.1 and 1.3.2, deals with other data.

In many cases, the different legal statuses of farmers do not imply different activities, so that there is not any solid information to understand to what extent farming activity is either a full time job or a part- time activity
It would be important for a better interpretation of the situation related to the multicolour legal status of farming practice in Hungary, if the short summary of the different legal statuses of farmers will be described in footnote or in separate annex.

c Clear identification of target groups

Based on the above-mentioned elements, the identification of target groups is often difficult, especially for less favoured areas, semi- subsistence farms and early retirement measures, which seem to need further explanation and analysis during the implementation phase as well. 

( Conclusion:

In general terms, the exhaustiveness of the SWOT analysis is relatively correct but its internal balance amongst the specific field is weak. Due to the quality of socio-economic data available, the identification of the target groups of less favoured areas, semi-subsistence farms and early retirement measures seems to need further explanation and analysis during the implementation phase also.

( Recommendation: We recommend to introduce a short summary of the different legal statuses of farmers in footnote or in separate annex so as help a better understanding of the situation related to the multicolour legal status of farming practice in Hungary.

( Response to the key question: Is the SWOT analysis logical and well-constructed?

The introduction of the SWOT analysis neglects some elements useful for a clear description of its presuppositions, purposes and structure. The internal structure of the SWOT seems to give a good frame to a good joining of the conclusions to the distinct measures. 

In general terms, the exhaustiveness of the SWOT analysis is relatively correct but its internal balance amongst the specific field is weak. Due to the quality of socio- economic data, the identification of the target groups of less favoured areas, semi- subsistence farms and early retirement measures seems to need further explanation and analysis.

4.2.2 Assessment of the adequacy of the SWOT analysis with regard to the Hungarian situation

( Key question: Is the SWOT analysis still adequate with regard to the Hungarian situation ?

4.2.2.1 The harmony of priorities, objectives and measures related to the SWOT analysis and identified Hungarian demands

In order to identify the main Hungarian stakes, the analysis has focused on the Weaknesses and Threats of the given SWOT analysis. The approach followed is based on the assumption that each public intervention should aim principally at removing weaknesses and fighting the possible challenges that characterize the reference background.

Therefore, weaknesses and threats were at first classified according to the intervention frameworks below: 

1. Agriculture structure 

2. Forestry

3. Agri-environment and landscape

4. Population and labour market in the rural areas 

Then the given weaknesses and threats in the SWOT already mentioned in the NRDP were reviewed according to the following criteria:

· Aggregation of Ws and Ts related to the same issue, avoiding any duplication;

· Breakdown of given Ws and Ts in additional Ws and Ts, if related to different issues;

· Reclassification of certain Ws under Ts;

· Proposal for a better description of the given Ws and Ts.

As emerged during the negotiations too, a better description of the linkages between the SWOT analysis and the strategy of the NRDP appears necessary.

On this view, we compared the reviewed weaknesses and threats with the priorities, objectives and measures of the NRDP.

The chosen approach was as analytical as possible, in order to underline any possible linkage between each W and T and each priority, objective and measure.

Each priority of the NRDP shows direct connections with the weaknesses and the threats, so all the priorities are in line with the specific needs of intervention of the Hungarian agricultural and rural background, but there are some issues that do not appear to have been adequately taken into consideration in the priorities.

All specific objectives appear to be able to directly affect the weaknesses and threats of the Hungarian background, even if some of them appear to be only indirectly affected, or not affected at all by the specific objectives of the NRDP.

All the measures act directly on the identified weaknesses and threats, but each of them with a different level of relevance. 

The allocation of financial resources may be improved. At this stage a higher amount of resources has been allocated to those fields that show a minor need for strong intervention in the SWOT analysis.

4.2.2.2 Adequacy of the situation and SWOT analysis with regard to the socio-economic situation

The Hungarian socio- economic situation related to the agricultural sector is presented in Chapter 1.of the NRDP. This chapter introduces with special attention:

· the role of agriculture in the national economy;

· the characterisation of the Hungarian rural areas;

· aspects of the employment situation related to the sector.

The socio- economic situation is introduced by the 1.1- 1.3 and 1.5. subchapters, describing both the evolution of the main elements of the situation and their relationship. The data presented and the analyses of those subchapters demonstrate:

· the successive declining of the weight of agriculture within the national economy;

· the decreasing employment in the agricultural sector;

· the increasing poverty and worse age composition in rural areas;

· the significant change of land property and land use in the last 14 years.

The description of the main tendencies in the NRDP Chapter 1 is rather general, without systematically providing cause-result relationship’s analyses. Therefore, in many cases, the support of the SWOT analysis is indirect.

The main elements
 of the SWOT related to the socio- economic situation in Hungary are the following:

1. Strengths

1.1 About 50 thousand individual farms in the agri-sector have a perspective in providing full-time employment.

2. Weaknesses
2.1. The age composition of the labour force is unfavourable, the vocational skills of private farmers are deficient, the production, processing and sales of raw materials are not properly organised.

2.2. Agricultural incomes are typically lower than national economy and industrial average, permanently low profitability of agriculture.

2.3. There is a great degree of  “forced (involuntary) farming”, many of them producing mainly for self-subsistence, lots of farmers struggling with permanent difficulties, small number of economically viable holdings.

2.4. The market position of producers is poor; their level of dependence is high; they have an uncertain vision of the future.

2.5. There is a limited and lacking cross-training and further training opportunities for entrepreneur farmers. There is also a lack of marketing services.

2.6. Due to the lack of capital, low profitability and lack of cover enterprises have limited access to credits and national funds.

2.7. There are constrained opportunities in rural areas for employment and earning an income: high rate of unemployment, very low economic activity.

2.8. The ratio of disadvantaged social groups within the population in rural areas significantly exceeds the national average.

3. Opportunities
3.1. Human resources potential for developing high standard agricultural or other commercial activities in rural regions.

4. Threats
4.1. Further suppression of agricultural employment due to missing technological development aimed at increasing efficiency and the diminishing importance of the sector, slow growth of employment opportunities outside agriculture.

4.2. Small-scale semi-subsistence farms will lose market, further decreasing in agricultural employment and rural incomes.

4.3. As a consequence of the absence of the development of a market institutional infrastructure based on the producers’ interests, the current disadvantages attributable to the lack of producer organisation may escalate.

4.4. Further outflow of labour force from agriculture, thus further migration from rural regions and continued ageing of population and farmer society, continuation of depopulation and ageing in rural areas, increasingly unfavourable conditions.

The listed items are partly verified by the Chapter 1. Therefore, our present assessment focuses on the harmony between the situation analysis and the SWOT, and adds further arguments in order to verify the SWOT to a greater extent.

a Adequacy of the employment situation analysis

Both the database and the description in the NRDP demonstrate that the role of the agricultural sector within the national economy is decreasing in line with global trends. The Table 2 of the NRDP adequately demonstrates the national trend both in terms of GDP and added value. At the same time, the decreasing of agricultural employment shows lower rates, implying the decline of efficiency within the agricultural sector. In addition to this, the lower efficiency could imply a limited increase of the incomes as well. 

It has also to be underlined that the majority of the data (like the one on incomes in Table 27) need a more complex analysis. The NRDP description of the employment situation has significant contradictions, as between Table 9-10 and Table 12. In this framework, the footnote on page 27 is a limited explanation. A clarification and more precise highlighting on the employment situation are therefore important. Indeed, many statements in the SWOT analysis need a more detailed analysis.
The forms and possibilities of agricultural employment before 1990 were totally modified due to the change of ownership, but the employment situation in rural areas was also influenced by other factors. Besides the changing of agriculture structure and ownership relations, the manpower balance also became negative due to difficulties in other sectors as well (mining, industry etc.). Both this process and the possibilities to privatise land property made the Hungarian manpower moving towards agricultural sector at the beginning of the nineties. 

The rearrangement of manpower towards agricultural sector was opposite compared to the tendencies of the world economy, which heavily influence the pure economic solution within agriculture. This relationship is not described in the Chapter 1, but at the same time the items 2.3; 2.7; 4.1 and 4.4 of the SWOT analysis can be verified and is in direct correlation with this process. Since the NRDP measures can indirectly reduce (and the adequate ARDOP measures directly) the general troubles of employment situation, the long- term existence of this problem should be illustrated more precisely in Chapter 1.

The analysis describes many elements of the employment situation, at the same time the picture of the real and potential market players, related to the full-time and part time farmers, is unclear, making difficult the estimation of the volume of the potential semi- subsistence farms. This contradiction arising from the transitional situation of agriculture in Hungary is also due to the yearly variable support system, which favoured the individual farmers (until 1994), the legal entities (1994-1998) and the “family-farms” (after 1998). Therefore, the producers changed the economic form (individual farmer, entrepreneur, family farm, small- farmer, legal entity etc.) of their activities to reach the optimal amount of support. 

The uniform and long-term registration system of farmers for the EU supports will eliminate this uncertain situation, expressing a real and transparent demand based on the land- use. This – together with the impacts of some measures to increase the effectiveness- will help to make quantitative estimation related to the long-term perspective of the full- time employment (see 1.1. statement of SWOT, which is not justified in quantitative way)
. According to the elements mentioned above, the problems of socio- economic tension in rural areas will not be solved by the significant amount of land- users who mainly produces for their own consumption. Therefore, the statement 4.2. of the SWOT analysis can worse in a short or medium- term process if a specific support is not provided. At the same time the progress of this process can be calculated more precisely after the farmers’ registration process because the present database has significant contradictions (e.g. in comparison of Table 9-10 and Table 16 the farm unit significantly differs from the number of farmers.)
 

b Adequacy of the characterization of rural population 

Given the general description of the employment situation in Chapter 1 and the statement 2.1. of the SWOT analysis, the rural sector is characterized by the unfavourable age- composition of rural population. The proportion of the different age- group illustrates this fact but, by comparing Table 9 and Table 11 of version 11 of the NRDP, we can conclude that the decreasing of manpower (in head) in different age- groups was higher in the elder population than in the younger age- class
.

From this picture, two conclusions are arising:

· First of all, the higher proportional rate of elder population is also due to lack of younger generations of farmers, that prefer to migrate from the rural areas in order to find job opportunities in other sectors.  

· At the same time there are complex causes behind outflow of the larger amount of elder population from agricultural activity, which include emotional causes and also the inflexible training system according to the specialised working system before 1990. The manpower demands on the large-scale farming was fulfilled well by the narrow specialisation of training, but in the changed situation gave a significant disadvantage to the elder population. The need related to the development of human resources and related services (see statements 2.5 and 3.1 of SWOT) also make effect to the farmers who remain in the sector as forced, involuntary entrepreneurs as well.

c Adequacy of the analysis related to the competitiveness

The Tables 27-29 precisely highlighted the problems of profitability and relative competitiveness in the agricultural sector. These data directly underline the statements 2.2 of the SWOT analysis respectively in correlation with the statements 2.4 and 4.3. At the same time the weak position of producers (statement 4.3) is not described in Chapter 1. The situation can be well characterised that there is not any branch in the Hungarian processing industry with significant farmers’ ownership. By this way the weak bargain position also effects the producers’ financial situation including the statements 2.2 and 2.4. The low profit generating ability of the sector and the weak bargain position of the farmer results also from unfavourable position related to the credits and loans. The commercial banks ask extreme high guarantee conditions to the loan, which reduces to access to the financial sources. This problem (see 2.6. statement) realised in different way in the practice of commercial banks, but in general the small- and medium size farms and entrepreneurs are in heavy situation. 

On the basis of the listed relationship, the main items of SWOT analysis in the NRDP seem adequate with the socio-economic situation of Hungary, since direct and/or indirect relations can be drawn up between the statements of SWOT and the NRDP Chapter 1 also according to our additional remarks. 

At the same time, we mention two further elements in relation to the socio-economic situation and SWOT. 

d Adequacy of the analysis related to the disadvantaged social groups and the women

The SWOT analysis states that the ratio of disadvantaged social groups within the population in rural areas significantly exceeds the national average. This statement is not verified by database of Chapter 1 with regard to all rural areas, although the sentence can be verified on some territorial database.

The subchapter 1.3.1 characterises the declining of employment situation of women like as it exists to the whole manpower situation. On the basis of the calculation of data on page 24, the outflow of women manpower from the sector is more significant, because the ratio of women within employees in 1992 was 31,2 % and in 2000 only 24,4%. This fact underlines the importance of measures in ARDOP, which aim at generating alternative incomes and also underline the importance of further attention to the gender issues in the NRDP as well
.

( Conclusion:  The description of the main tendencies in the NRDP Chapter 1 is rather general, without systematically providing cause-result relationship’s analyses. Therefore in many cases the support of the SWOT analysis is indirect. 

On the basis of additional remarks, however, the main items of SWOT analysis in the NRDP seem adequate with the socio- economic situation of Hungary, since direct and/or indirect relations can be drawn up between the statements of SWOT and the NRDP Chapter 1. 

( Recommendation: We recommend to:

Introduce a better description of the linkages between the SWOT analysis and the strategy of the NRDP,

Clarify the employment situation. Indeed, many statements in the SWOT analysis need a more detailed analysis.

4.2.3 Adequacy of the situation and SWOT analysis with regard to the environmental situation

Section 1.7 of the NRDP analyses the Hungarian environmental conditions, which are also described in the statements of the SWOT analysis. 

In order to assess the adequacy of this analysis, we verified its capability of answering to a set of environmental questions. 

4.2.3.1 Answer to a set of environmental questions

Each question can be answered in the following way: 

Not at all
0 score

Hardly

3 scores
Properly
5 scores

According to this methodology, the plan:

· is not established environmentally, if it does not get the minimum of 50% of the total scores;

·  is acceptable, if gets at least 50%;

· is  well established, if it gets a percentage above 75%.

	Assessment 
	0
	3
	5

	Has the situation analysis…
	
	
	

	Examined the level of environmental awareness of the affected people? 
	
	X
	

	Explored the availability of environmental information?
	
	X
	

	Explored the situation and efficiency of the institutional system of environmental education and vocational training?
	
	X
	

	Explored and assessed the relation of people to their environment? 
	
	X
	

	Examined the traditional knowledge and its environmental relations (e.g. traditional farming)? 
	
	
	X

	Examined the state of each environmental element? 
	
	
	X

	completed a natural capital / resources accounts system? 
	
	X
	

	completed an environmental problem map (incl. biodiversity hot pots in agricultural environment)? 
	
	X
	

	Examined the environmental effects of present production and consumption patterns? 
	
	
	X

	Examined the environmental effects of the sectors? 
	
	X
	

	explored the agro-ecological potential? 
	
	
	X

	Examined the spatial distribution of the existing habitats? 
	
	X
	

	assessed the conflicts of nature conservation with human activities? 
	
	X
	

	explored the ratio of natural / not natural habitats? 
	
	X
	

	explored the factors threatening the coherence of the habitats? 
	
	X
	

	explored the diversity of the starting point (biological, product, cultural diversity)? 
	
	X
	


On this basis, the NRDP gets 70% of the total score (56 points out of 80), indicating that the most specific environmental issues were taken properly into account in the analysis of the Hungarian situation but some environmental issues could be better taken into account during the implementation of the plan together with the other programmes in frame of the Community Support Framework.

4.2.3.2 Extent to which the situation analysis takes into account the sustainability 

We also examined how does the analysis of the present situation connect to the scale of values of sustainability
 and how do the statements of analysis cover the proposed scale of values.

	Elements of the scale of values of sustainability
	Is it included in the analysis of the present situation?
	Sustainability of the present situation in Hungary

	1.
Correction and preservation of potentially renewable environmental elements
	YES
	++

	2.
The desirable level of resort of the natural resources
	YES
	+

	3.
The amount and the level of threat of waste should decrease
	YES
	--

	4.
Protective methods should be used during development
	YES


	+

	5. 
Preservation of biological variety
	YES
	+

	6. Preservation of the landscape, cultural and architectural values should be provided, 
	YES


	-

	7. 
Grow and consumption has to be adapted to the environmental needs
	YES
	-

	8.
The opportunity of choosing the way of living
	NO EXPLICITE
	-

	9. 
Subsidiarity at the level of activities 
	NO EXPLICITE
	--

	10.
Local resources serve local people
	NO EXPLICITE
	--

	11.
A region must not jeopardize other regions to achieve the above mentioned
	NO EXPLICITE
	-

	12.
The principal of sustainability should be a part of moral
	NO
	--

	
	
	

	Signal code:
	++
	Good possibilities of changing to sustainability

	
	+
	It is possible to change to sustainability

	
	-
	Present situation is unfavourable for sustainability

	
	--
	Present situation must be changed


The NRDP situation analysis presents explicitly or implicitly the sustainability of the present situation and the related environmental issues. Therefore, the NRDP analysis with regard to the environmental situation seems adequate as a whole.
4.2.3.3 Other elements related to environment

According to the Hungarian environmental experts involved in the ex-ante evaluation, we drafted an additional environmental SWOT analysis in order to provide a wider range of elements to be taken into account in the NRDP. The suggested additional environmental SWOT is presented on annexe 1.2
.

( Conclusion:  The SWOT analysis seems adequate with regard to the Hungarian environmental situation as a whole, but some specific environmental issues were not taken properly into account.  On this basis, an additional environmental SWOT analysis has been drafted to provide a wider range of elements on the issues less focused.

( Response to the key question: Is the SWOT analysis still adequate with regard to the Hungarian situation?

Concerning the socio-economic situation, the NRDP description of the main tendencies is rather general, without systematically providing cause-result relationship’s analyses. Therefore in many cases the support of the SWOT analysis is indirect. 

On the basis of additional remarks, however, the main items of the SWOT analysis in the NRDP seem adequate with the socio- economic situation of Hungary, since direct and/or indirect relations can be drawn up between the statements of SWOT and Chapter 1 of the NRDP.

Concerning the environmental situation, the SWOT analysis seems adequate as a whole with regard to the Hungarian environmental situation.  

The harmony of priorities, objectives and measures related to the SWOT analysis and identified Hungarian demands

( Key question: Are the NRDP, its priorities, objectives and measures in adequacy with the SWOT analysis and the identified Hungarian stakes?

4.2.3.4 Main stakes that have to be addressed by the programme

In order to identify the main Hungarian stakes, the analysis has focused on the Weaknesses and Threats of the SWOT analysis. The approach followed is based on the assumption that each public intervention should aim principally at removing weaknesses and fighting the possible challenges that characterize the reference background.

Therefore, weaknesses and threats were at first classified according to the intervention frameworks below: 

5. Agriculture structure 

6. Forestry

7. Agri-environment and landscape

8. Population and labour market in the rural areas 

Then the given weaknesses and threats in the SWOT already mentioned in the NRDP were reviewed according to the following criteria:

· Aggregation of Ws and Ts related to the same issue, avoiding any duplication;

· Breakdown of given Ws and Ts in additional Ws and Ts, if related to different issues;

· Reclassification of certain Ws under Ts;

· Proposal for a better description of the given Ws and Ts

The tables on analytical developements 1.3
 show the results of the reclassification, which was aimed at building a more organic framework to assess the adequacy of NRDP priorities, objectives and measures compared to intervention requirements.

( Conclusion:  The review of the given weaknesses and threats shows that the main Hungarian stakes could be related to: Agriculture structure, Forestry, Agro-environment and landscape, Population and labour market in the rural areas.

4.2.3.5 Relevance of the priorities with regard to the SWOT analysis

a Coverage of the SWOT by the priorities of the programme

As emerged during the negotiations too, a better description of the linkages between the SWOT analysis and the strategy of the NRDP appears necessary.

On this view, we compared the reviewed weaknesses and threats with the priorities, objectives and measures of the NRDP.

The chosen approach was as analytical as possible, in order to underline any possible linkage between each W and T and each priority, objective and measure.

On the basis of the depth documentary review performed and taking into account the opinions of the experts involved, the table in the analytical developments section 1.4 shows the links between the reviewed weaknesses and threats and the priorities on NRDP. The links were distinguished between direct and indirect ones in order to classify their strength by means of a qualitative approach.

The complete table is presented in the analytical developments section 1.4.

b Conclusions on the relevance of the priorities given the SWOT analysis

The analysis allowed us to evaluate:


· the weaknesses and the threats that NRDP priorities deal with to a greater or lesser extent;

· the relevance of the priorities identified by the NRDP compared to the SWOT analysis;

Weaknesses and threats were also classified by the nature of their connections with NRDP priorities, distinguishing between:

a) weaknesses and threats to which no connections, or only indirect connections are associated,

b) weaknesses and threats to which multiple direct connections are associated.

The former W and T do not appear to have been adequately taken into consideration in the priorities, and are:

· Extremely low reproduction rate of the population in rural areas, with unfavourable and deteriorating age composition of the population and the labour force;

· The ratio of disadvantaged social groups within the population in rural areas significantly exceeding the national average;

· Land ownership and land use structures differ significantly, short-term lease contracts are an obstacle to multi-annual programmes (agri-environmental management, afforestation), the land structure is imbalanced;

· Due to the lack of a developed institutional and consultancy network, the flow of information is not improved, thus acquiring the resources becomes even more difficult.

· Lack of monitoring of the (nitrate, phosphate and pesticide) pollution of surface and subsurface waters from agricultural origins

The latter W and T appear to have been taken in adequate consideration in the definition of priorities, and are:

· Further suppression of agricultural employment due to missing technological development aimed at increasing efficiency, and to the decreasing importance of the sector

· Low efficiency of the agricultural activities: agriculture reaches only one third of the efficiency index value of the EU-15

· Agricultural incomes and profits typically lower than national and industrial average

· Great degree of “forced (involuntary) farming”, many of them producing mainly for self-subsistence and not economically viable

· Poor market position of producers, also due to the lack of marketing services, which implies high level of dependence and uncertain vision of the future

· Increasing global competition

· The inefficient and technically outdated holdings will lose market because of  the increasing operational costs due to the newly introduced standards come into force with the accession

· Disappearing knowledge of traditional, organic production methods

· Cessation of cultivation in some locations and low rate and utilisation of grasslands within agricultural areas,

· Outdated technology of animal husbandry, unsolved situation in manure processing and outplacement

· Soil degradation processes (erosion, acidification, alkalinisation, compaction), negative nutrient balance, lack of environmentally sensitive nutrient management

With reference to priorities, it should be noted that each priority shows direct connections with the weaknesses and the threats, which means that there are no priorities that are not in line with the intervention needs of the Hungarian agricultural and rural background.

In particular, assuming that the number of direct connections may provide an indication of the relevance of a given priority, priorities were classified by descending order of importance (see below):

· supporting the conversion of the production structure towards better matching to the ecological and market conditions

· increasing the economic viability, financial conditions and market positions of producers,

· maintaining and improving agricultural activities hereby providing additional income and job opportunities for farmers active on areas with weaker ecological endowments,

· safeguarding and improving the conditions of the environment.

( Conclusion:  

Each priority of the NRDP shows direct connections with the weaknesses and the threats, which means that there are no priorities that are not in line with the intervention needs of the Hungarian agricultural and rural background.

However, some issues do not appear to have been adequately taken into consideration in the priorities, while others shows many links with the given priorities. 

( Recommendation: We recommend to:

Introduce a better description of the linkages between the SWOT analysis and the strategy of the NRDP

4.2.3.6 Relevance of the objectives with regard to the SWOT analysis

a Coverage of the SWOT by the objectives

Considering the number of general objectives and their overall content, we focused our assessment on the specific objectives of the NRDP.

On this basis, we compared the given specific objectives with the reviewed weaknesses and threats, in order to identify the direct and indirect links between them. 

The complete table is presented in the analytical developments section 1.5.

b Conclusions on the relevance of the objectives given the SWOT analysis 

Also in this case, the analysis was aimed at assessing:

· the weaknesses and threats that are most or the least likely to be affected by the specific objectives of the NRDP;

· the relevance of the specific objectives identified in the NRDP compared to the SWOT analysis.

As to individual weaknesses and threats identified in the SWOT Analysis, those that appear to be only indirectly affected or not affected at all by NRDP specific objectives are:

· Deficient vocational skills of private farmers, also due to the limited and lacking cross-training and further training opportunities for entrepreneur farmers;

· Land ownership and land use structures differ significantly, short-term lease contracts are an obstacle to multi-annual programmes (agri-environmental management, afforestation), the land structure is imbalanced

· Lack of monitoring of the (nitrate, phosphate and pesticide) pollution of surface and subsurface waters from agricultural origins

Conversely, the specific objectives identified tend to affect, directly and in a complementary manner, the following weaknesses and threats:

· The production, processing and sales of raw materials are not properly organised, also because of the low degree of producer organisation

· Lag in EU product quality, food safety, environmental protection, animal welfare and hygienic standards

· Agricultural incomes and profits typically lower than national and industrial average

· Great degree of  “forced (involuntary) farming”, many of them producing mainly for self-subsistence and not economically viable

· Increasing global competition

· A significant proportion of cultivated areas subject to flooding, undrained internal waters and drought damage

· Cessation of cultivation in some locations and low rate and utilisation of grasslands within agricultural areas

· Soil degradation processes (erosion, acidification, alkalinisation, compaction), negative nutrient balance, lack of environmentally sensitive nutrient management

As evidenced for priorities, all specific objectives appear to be able to directly affect the weaknesses and threats of the Hungarian background.

In particular, according to the direct connections identified, specific objectives were sorted by the following order of decreasing relevance: 

· Setting up of appropriate production structures that match the characteristics of the corresponding cultivated areas, environmentally aware farming and sustainable landscape management;

· Strengthening the market position of producers;

· Extension and improvement of income opportunities, strengthening rural employment, establishment of new alternatives for agriculture in compliance with the requirements of environmental protection;

· Improving the viability and the production efficiency of farms;

· Increasing forest cover and thereby strengthening the economic, social and public welfare role of forests;

· Improvement of the quality of the environment, reduction of environmental contamination of agricultural origin.

( Conclusion:

All specific objectives appear to be able to directly affect the weaknesses and threats of the Hungarian background.

However, some of weaknesses and threats appear to be only indirectly affected or not affected at all by NRDP specific objectives.

4.2.3.7 Relevance of the measures with regard to the SWOT analysis

The measures represent the tools to be used to carry out the strategy and to achieve the objectives of the NRDP. 

With this view, a specific focus of our assessment was to verify the consistency between the relevance of a given measure with regards of Ws and Ts and its relevance in the allocation of the financial resources of the NRDP.

a Coverage of the SWOT by the measures

The first part of this analysis consisted of describing the direct and indirect links between the measures of the NRDP and the SWOT Ws and Ts. 

The complete table is presented in the analytical developments section 1.6.

b Conclusions on the relevance of the measures given the SWOT analysis

The following weaknesses and threats seems to be only indirectly affected or not affected at all by the implementation of the NRDP measures:

· Deficient vocational skills of private farmers, also due to the limited and lacking cross-training and further training opportunities for entrepreneur farmers;

· A significant proportion of cultivated areas subject to flooding, undrained internal waters and drought damage

· Lack of monitoring of the (nitrate, phosphate and pesticide) pollution of surface and subsurface waters from agricultural origins

On the other hand, the implementation of the NRDP measures is likeable to affect in an additional and direct way the following weaknesses and threats:

· Further outflow of labour force from agriculture, due to the better conditions of employment opportunities outside agriculture

· Low efficiency of the agricultural activities: agriculture reaches only one third of the efficiency index value of the EU-15)

· Agricultural incomes and profits typically lower than national and industrial average, PSE index is 30-40 % of EU

· Changing (increasingly intensive) farming methods and strong specialisation

· Further deterioration of the quality of agricultural areas: reduction of fertility, increase of weed penetration, increasing probability of drought (due to global climatic changes)

· Further deterioration of the quality of the environment: impoverishment of landscapes, narrowing of biodiversity·

· Lands becoming unsuitable for economically viable agricultural production·

· Delayed fulfilment of rural development and agricultural land utilisation programmes conforming to the EU directives on sustainable farming

· Soil degradation processes (erosion, acidification, alkalinisation, compaction), negative nutrient balance, lack of environmentally sensitive nutrient management·

Moreover, all the measures appear to be capable of acting directly on the identified Ws and Ts, although with a non homogeneous level of relevance.

According to the direct connections identified for each measure, these may be sorted by decreasing order of relevance (see below):

1. Agri-environment 

2. Support of Less Favoured Areas and areas under environmental restrictions

3. Support for semi-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring and Supporting the establishment and administrative operation of producer groups 

4. Meeting standards

5. Afforestation of agricultural land

6. Early retirement

From a comparison with the provisional budget of measures we see that the financial resources allocated to a given measure are not always consistent with the relevance assessed. In particular, the allocation of financial resources among measures might be improved with respect to:

· Support for semi-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring;

· Supporting the establishment and administrative operation of producer groups.

In fact, the Ws and Ts identified by the SWOT analysis show more important intervention requirements in the contexts affected by these measure than others’ ones, to which at the moment a bigger amount of resources is being allocated.
( Conclusion:

All the measures act directly on the identified Ws and Ts, but each of them with different level of relevance. 

The allocation of financial resources may be improved. In fact at this stage a bigger amount of resources has been allocated in fields that do not seem to justify such a consideration. This fact causes lack of funds in contexts in which the SWOT analysis has shown more important intervention requirements. 

( Response to the key question: Are the NRDP, its priorities, objectives and measures  in adequacy with the SWOT analysis and the identified Hungarian  stakes ?

The main Hungarian stakes could be related to: Agriculture structure, Forestry, Agro-environment and landscape, Population and labour market in the rural areas.

Each priority of the NRDP shows direct connections with the weaknesses and the threats, so all the priorities are in line with the specific needs of intervention of the Hungarian agricultural and rural background, but there are some issues that do not appear to have been adequately taken into consideration in the priorities.

All specific objectives appear to be able to directly affect the weaknesses and threats of the Hungarian background, even if some of them appear to be only indirectly affected, or not affected at all by the specific objectives of the NRDP.

All the measures act directly on the identified weaknesses and threats, but each of them with a different level of relevance. 

The allocation of financial resources may be improved. At this stage a higher amount of resources has been allocated to those fields that show a minor need for strong intervention in the SWOT analysis
.

Recommendations implemented and final assessment 

4.2.3.8 Recommendations implemented 

Consistently with our recommendations to the drafting of the Plan, the final version of the NRDP introduces: 

· an presentation of the situation and SWOT analyses, describing adequately its rationale, purposes and structure;

· the relationship between the SWOT in the NRDP and the one in the ARDOP, explaining adequately the reasons of this relationship;

· the reference to the overall foundations of the situation analysis (the status survey in Chapter 1 of the NRDP). 

· Moreover, it provides also the sources of most of the conclusions contained among the Strengths and the Weaknesses of the SWOT analysis (referring to the appropriate sections of the Chapter 1 of the NRDP).

4.2.3.9 Final assessment

Concerning the logical character and exhaustiveness of the situation and SWOT analyses, the final version of the NRDP provides a clear and logical presentation of the analysis, a better indication of references making at the same time more traceable the linkages between the situation analysis in NRDP Chapter 1, the conclusions contained in the SWOT and the NRDP Chapter 3 (objectives, priorities and strategy). Therefore, the general and the specific foundations of the SWOT analysis can be identified clearly, allowing that the conclusions in Section 1.9 of the NRDP derived from a log-frame matrix. 

These improvements have been made according to the ex-ante preliminary and draft final reports and personal negotiations and working groups between the MARD, the planning institute and the ex- ante evaluation team.
4.3 Assessment of the internal consistency of the NRDP and the rationale of the strategy 

( Evaluation question: Are the objectives and priorities set forth in the NRDP consistent with each other, are the measures of the programme consistent with its objectives/ priorities and is the allocation of resources relevant to meet these objectives/ priorities?

4.3.1 Assessment of the internal consistence of objectives, priorities and programme measures

( Key questions:  Are the objectives set forth in the NRDP consistent with each other? Are the measures of the programme consistent with its objectives/ priorities? Is the strategy clearly defined?

As mentioned in the introduction, a meeting between the evaluation team and the officials responsible for drafting the programme’s and measures’ objectives and priorities allowed analysing them in detail. 

The discussion and comments aimed at:

· Achieving a better logic between the SWOT analysis’ conclusions and the priorities set forth in the programme,

· Clarifying both the relationship between general objectives of the plan and the priorities (taking into account that the general objectives of the plan are the same as the ARDOP objectives and set up for both programmes in the ARDOP),

· Clarifying the logical link between the transversal objectives of the plan and the objectives set forth for each of the measures,

· Avoiding the link made between specific objectives and priorities, considering the fact that the priorities are to be considered in a transversal manner. The priorities have to be in line with the main weaknesses pointed out in the SWOT analysis and should serve to legitimate the allocation of resources between the measures.

The Ministry redrafted the objectives and priorities taking into account the evaluators’ comments. Therefore the remarks and the analysis conducted below are based on a revised version of the objectives (of the programme and its measures) and the priorities.

4.3.1.1 Analysis of the definition and clarity of objectives and priorities 

a Existence and clarity of objectives

The third part of the plan presents the objectives, strategy and priorities set forth for the programme.

· Two general objectives are set forth:

· Environment-friendly development of agriculture, rationalisation of land-use, landscape management

· Improving income possibilities and safeguarding employment in rural areas.

· Environment-friendly development of agriculture, rationalisation of land-use, landscape management

This general objective has been determined, when the ARDOP objectives have been set up. It has been defined for both the ARDOP and the NRDP in the ARDOP plan:

“The objective entitled “Environment-friendly development of agriculture, rationalisation of land-use” is to be realised partly by the environmental requirements built into the measures of OPARD and partly the rural development programme titled “National Rural Development Plan for the measures of the EAGGF Guarantee section”
.

As mentioned in ARDOP, this objective is in line with the national objective of “Better environment and basic infrastructure”.

This general objective is clearly defined, but could be better formulated “To ensure an environment-friendly development of agriculture and the rationalisation of land-use and to encourage landscape management”.

· Improving income earning possibilities and safeguarding employment in rural areas

This objective is more oriented to economic and social needs. It is linked to the previous one, and  their order should probably be inverted, so as to stress this second objective as the ultimate one of the programme.

It could be formulated in the following: “to improve income and safeguard employment in rural areas”

The introduction of this more economically oriented objective allows for a good balance of the NRDP general objectives. This balance of the general objectives ensures the balance of the specific objectives and the measures that follow. They are to be linked to the two others objectives set up for both ARDOP and NRDP, i.e.: “improving the competitiveness of agricultural production and food processing” and “assistance to the realignment of rural areas”.

· Following these two general objectives, six specific objectives have been formulated 

· Setting up of appropriate production structures that match the characteristics of the corresponding cultivated areas, environmentally aware farming and sustainable landscape management;

· Improvement of the quality of the environment, reduction of environmental contamination of agricultural origin;

· Extension and improvement of income opportunities, strengthening rural employment, establishment of new alternatives for agriculture in compliance with the requirements of environmental protection;

· Increasing forest cover and thereby strengthening the social and public welfare role of forests;

· Improving the viability and the production efficiency of farms;

· Strengthening the market position of producers.

These objectives could be formulated more clearly by being introduced by: “to set up”, “to improve, to strength”, etc.

There is a good balance between the objectives that are environmentally oriented and those more economically oriented. The general objectives are thus correctly broken down into the specific objectives. The latter are concentrated on four main themes: 

· quality of production,

· environment protection and forest,

· income opportunities and efficiency,

· employment.

Moreover, the objective “extension and improvement of income opportunities, strengthening rural employment, establishment of new alternatives for agriculture in compliance with the requirements of environmental protection” cover several issues. To reinforce the lisibility of these objectives and to avoid some overlaps with other objectives, it is recommended to break it up into three parts:

· extension and improvement of income opportunities, 

· strengthening rural employment, 

· establishment of new alternatives for agriculture in compliance with the requirements of environmental protection.
In addition, the scope of the objective related to the “improvement of the viability and the production efficiency of farms” could be extended to the “improvement of the viability and the economic efficiency of farms”.

· Operational objectives

No particular operational objectives have been set up for the programme as six measures are playing this role. 

The part of the plan dedicated to the objectives and priorities could present a brief description of the measures, so as to provide a complete and global overview of the plan’s structure.

· The priorities

Four priorities have been set up. They are clearly formulated.

As regards their content, the logical between them and the findings of the SWOT analysis now appears to be more logical
: they reflect the main economic issues that are stressed by the weaknesses of the SWOT analysis and that the NRDP has to tackle. Two of them stress also the environmental aspects.

In addition, the four priorities set up for the plan are very broad. Priorities should reflect a political choice to put emphasise on one or several issues focusing on one specific field, on one or several rural areas, one or several target groups, etc. It would be preferable to precise the priorities taking into account the global strategy followed by the NRDP as well as the agricultural policy of the government.

However, we think that the priorities should be justified in a detailed way. This could be done in part 3.2 when describing the strategy of the NRDP in tight connection with the one of the NDP and the ARDOP. 

( Conclusion (with regard to the existence and clarity of objectives): 

The general and specific objectives of the plan as well as the priorities have been clearly formulated..

They show a good balance between the environmental issues and the economical issues that the plan has to cover. General and specific objectives are in line with the objectives set up at a national level and particularly in the National Development Plan.

The priorities however could be justified in a more precise way according to the SWOT analysis. 

( Recommendation:
Both general and specific objectives should be reformulated by using a “to-form” in order to use a more appropriate formulation.

- The specific objective “extension and improvement of income opportunities, strengthening rural employment, establishment of new alternatives for agriculture in compliance with the requirements of environmental protection” should be divided into three parts in order to reinforce the lisibility of these objectives and to avoid some overlaps with other objectives.

- A brief description of the measures should be added to the Chapter 3 “Objectives, strategy and priorities” so as to provide a complete and global overview of the plan’s structure.

- It would be preferable to precise the priorities taking into account the global strategy followed by the NRDP as well as the agricultural policy of the government in order to underline that the NRDP’s priorities reflect a political choice.

Consistency and logical link between the general, specific objectives and priorities of the programme 

Logical link between the general and the specific objectives can be drawn:
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· Existence of logical links between the objectives

Logical links can be set up between the two general objectives and all the different specific one.

These logical links should be explained.

In addition, the general objective “improving income earning possibilities” is clearly formulated but remains probably to narrow when considering the specific objective “extension and improvement of income opportunities”. The consequence of achieving this latter objective (and therefore the general objective) could be “improving income”.

Thus, the general objective could be reformulated as such: “to improve income and safeguard employment in rural areas”.

· Consistency and logical link between the objectives and the priorities

Moreover, all of the four main issues covered by the specific objectives (employment, income, environmental protection and quality of production) are repeated in the priorities. The priorities are thus in line with the objectives.

( Conclusion (with regard to consistency and logical link between the general and specific objectives of the programme and specific objectives of the measures):

The logic between the general and the specific objectives should be more clearly defined.  

The priorities are in line with the objectives: both are covering the same main issues.

( Recommendation :

- Logical link between the general and the specific objectives should be explained

- The general objective “improving income earning possibilities” should be reformulated using a “to-form”.

4.3.1.2 Analysis of the prioritisation of objectives (and priorities) 

a Existence of a ranking of the objectives/ priorities according to their importance

No specific ranking is made between the objectives. The priorities are however hierarchised. This ranking allows to avoid considering the objectives to be at the same level. 

However, the presentation of the specific objectives in a specific ranking could guide the reader and gives an idea of what are the main objectives followed by the plan.

Moreover, the high number of priorities may prevent from understanding which priority is the most important one and therefore which objectives related to the priority the plan will mainly focus on. 

But this hierarchy between the priorities should be explained in a more accurate way.

b Relevance of the ranking 

The priorities should contribute to justify the allocation of resources. The latter is analysed below. However it can be underlined at this stage that 40% of the resources are allocated to the agri-environment measure. To be in line with the allocation of resources and to take into account some results of the SWOT analysis, it appears therefore more logic to change the priorities’ order:

9. safeguarding and improving the conditions of the environment (third priority in version 11),

10. maintaining and improving agricultural activities hereby providing additional income and job opportunities for farmers active especially on areas with weaker ecological endowments (second priority in version 11),

11. supporting the conversion of the production structure towards better matching to the ecological and market conditions (fourth priority in version 11),

12. increasing the economic viability, financial conditions and market positions of producers (first priority in version 11).

( Conclusion: No specific ranking is made between the objectives. The four priorities are hierarchised. 

( Recommendation:

- A justification of the hierarchy should be added to help understanding the implicit hierarchy between the objectives.

- The hierarchy should be revised to better justify the allocation of resources.

4.3.1.3 Analysis of the consistency of the measures of the programme with its objectives/ priorities

a Existence of a logical relationship between the general and specific objectives of the programme and those of the programme measures

It has been decided with the Ministry to link the specific objectives of the programmes with to the different measures.

The general objectives of the programme are thus well broken down into the several specific objectives of the different measures.

Some additional specific objectives have been defined for some measures, which are not consolidated at the programme level. These specific objectives can be considered as adequate to one particular measure and not to the whole plan. We understand that their achievements will not fully participate to meeting the general objectives of the plan.

However, the objectives set forth for the “early retirement measure” and for the “support for semi-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring measure” set forth as general objective “improving the viability and the economic efficiency of farms. This objective is not really linked to a transversal specific of the programme. 

Therefore, as mentioned above, the scope of the transversal specific objective related to the improvement of the viability and the production efficiency of farms could be extended to the improvement of the viability and the economic efficiency of farms.

The same remark can be formulated for the transversal specific objective related to the forests: the scope of the objective can be enlarged as such: “increasing forest cover and thereby improving the ecological conditions and strengthening the economic, social, public welfare role of forests as well”.
( Conclusion:

The links between the general objectives of the measures and the general and specific objectives of the measure are clear and logic.

(Recommendation:
However, some specific objectives set forth for the measures could be more emphasised in the transversal objectives. We suggest: 

- to extent the scope of the objective related to the improvement of the viability and the production efficiency of farms  to the improvement of the viability and the economic efficiency of farms.

- to extent the scope of the objective related to the increase of forest cover: “increasing forest cover and thereby improving the ecological conditions and strengthening the economic, social, public welfare role of forests”.

b Existence of a logical relationship between the priorities of the programme and the programme measures

The presentation of the measures does not refer to the four priorities set up for the plan, whereas the priorities are a means to emphasize one measure or another. The only concretisation of the priorities can be the allocation of financial resources between the measures
.

The measure dedicated to the support for semi-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring draws a link with the former priorities
. This has to be reviewed taking into account the new priorities.

The description of the measures should start by explaining to which priorities the measures contribute to. The paragraph entitled “justification of the measure” could be added or completed when it already exists (as in the presentation of the LFA measure).

A table in the analytical developments section 1.7 shows the link between the measures and the priorities.

( Conclusion:

The measure’s description does not mention any reference to the priorities, whereas the priorities should help understanding the measure’s characterisation (allocation of resources, eligibility criteria, selection criteria, target groups).

c Existence of a logical relationship between the objectives in each measure

It has been decided that some improvements in the presentation of the measures are needed and that three levels of objectives per measure would allow clarifying the measures’ objectives and their links with the plan’s transversal objectives.

In theory, the three levels of objectives should be formulated in the following way:

· the general objectives of the measure should correspond to one or several specific objectives of the programme (given in the third part of the report),

· the specific objectives of the measure should be related to the expected results of the measure,

· the operational objectives should describe the real support forecast by the measure and precise the target groups of the measure or its sub-measures.

We have established objectives’ trees
 for each measure in order to show the logical links between the objectives and to give a global overview of the internal logic followed in each measure. The following remarks can be made:

· On the measures’ general objectives

As mentioned before, the general objectives of the measures are related to the specific objectives of the programme. They should be formulated in the same way: ”to encourage, to improve, to reinforce, etc.”.
· On the measures’ specific objectives and the logical link with the operational’ ones:

Some objectives have not been set in the appropriate level: some of them are referring to concrete action and are included the specific objectives, whereas some expected results of the measures are among the operational objectives. It is especially for instance the case for the Producer groups measure.

The objective’ trees, presented in the analytical developments section 1.8 put the objectives in the appropriate level and try to show the logical link between the different level of objectives per measure.

( Conclusion:

Generally speaking, the links between the measures’ general, specific and operational objectives are logic.  For some measures, small adjustments have to be done to allocate the objectives in the right level (specific or operational).

( Recommendation: We recommend reclassifying some objectives and to put them at a more appropriate level.

4.3.1.4 Analysis of the consistency between the different measures of the programme

a Existence of a logical relationship between the measures, potential synergies and complementarity

Theoretically, a specific paragraph is dedicated to the link with the other measures in each description of the measure. In fact, this paragraph exists only for three measures namely
 : 

· Afforestation of agricultural land

· Compliance with EU standards

· Supporting semi-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring

We note also that the paragraphs only briefly mention the links with other measures without really detailing the purpose and content of these links. It is therefore hardly possible to understand the possible complementarity between the different measures’ objectives.

It is recommended to better explain the potential relationships between the measures with regard to the objectives, the target groups and the eligibility criteria and to mention the specific relationship in the two measures concerned.

( Conclusion:

The programme describes only a few links between the measures. As some measures contribute to the same objectives and as some concrete links still exist in terms of target groups, their complementarity should be better emphasised by describing in detail the links between them.

( Recommendation: It is recommended to better explain the potential relationships between the measures with regard to the objectives, the target groups and the eligibility criteria and to mention the specific relationship in the two measures concerned.

b Risks of duplication and conflict between the measures

The measures are well defined according to regulation 1257/99. There is no risk of overlap between the measures in terms of objectives.

A clear definition of the implementation procedures (distribution of tasks between the different bodies involved, selection process) and a clear information campaign should help clarifying and underlining the complementarities between the measures.

4.3.1.5 Analysis of the consistency between the rules and the objectives and priorities of the measures

Some remarks can be made:

· The semi-subsistence measure gives priority to the farmers located in the LFAs. It appears to be not very clear how this priority will be implemented as the present organisation plans to give support to the first applicants
.

· One of the criteria taken into account to define the LFA areas is the population density. Whereas for the MARD, some areas with high population density (especially where Roms population are located) have to be considered as LFAs area.

( Response to the key questions:  Are the objectives set forth in the NRDP consistent with each other? Are the measures of the programme consistent with its objectives/ priorities? Is the strategy clearly defined?

The general and specific objectives of the plan as well as the priorities have been clearly formulated with regard to their content and are consistent at programme level. In addition, the links between these transversal objectives of the programme and the specific objectives of each measures are relatively logic and contribute to the overall consistency of the programme.
However, in order to improve the internal consistency: 

- the priorities and the ranking between them should be justified in a more precise  way,

- the links between the measures with regards to the objectives and target groups should be systematically mentioned and better described in order to point out their potential synergies.

Assessment of the internal consistency of the allocation of resources

( Key question: Is the allocation of resources foreseen in the NRDP relevant to meet the programme's objectives/ priorities?

4.3.1.6 Analysis of the allocation of resources to the different programme measures

a Relative weight of the different measures 

The allocation of resources presented in version 11 is the result of several negotiations and arbitration between the different services of the MARD. It has been set up taking into account:

· the resources allocated to the NAEP, which is phasing out and will be replaced by the NRDP,

· the characterization of the measures, their potential number of beneficiaries (when it is known), and their expected success,

· the rules given the regulation 1257 /99 on both eligibility criteria and ceilings laid down for the individual support in some measures (semi-subsistence, meeting standards, etc.).

The allocation has been also decided taking into account the fact that a financial reallocation between the different measures is allowed by the Commission, even by the end of the year. The success of some measures is sometimes difficult to evaluate, as they are completely new in Hungary.

We recommend to add a specific paragraph explaining this allocation of resources and the link with the priorities set up in part 3 of the report.

However, some remarks can be made when analysing the current allocation of resources as regards to the priorities, some eligible criteria, and the evaluated potential number of applicants for each measure.

The current resources ventilation is the following:
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	Measure
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Total

	Agri-environment
	83,39
	100,04
	123,89
	307,32

	Less Favoured Areas
	24,71
	27,63
	29,08
	81,42

	Afforestation of agricultural land
	20,09
	24,21
	35,38
	79,68

	Early retirement
	0
	0
	19,37
	19,37

	Support for semi-subsistence farms
	4,21
	7,16
	12,63
	24

	Setting up of producer groups
	7,6
	12,4
	14
	34

	Meeting standards
	71,5
	68,44
	29,66
	169,6

	Technical assistance
	15
	12,5
	10
	37,5

	TOTAL (EU/National):
	226,5
	252,38
	274,01
	752,89


     source :version 11 NRDP in millions euros

· Agri-environment measure

40% of the resources have been allocated to this measure that counts several sub-measures and is highly sophisticated and complex. The measure integrates and will replace the measures of NAEP which is phasing out.

As mentioned before, the SWOT analysis does not highlighted the environmental issues as the main weakness of the Hungarian agricultural situation but insists on the economic weaknesses of the sector. 

However, two out of the four priorities, i.e.:

· “safeguarding and improving the conditions of environment”,

· “supporting the conversion of the production structure towards better matching to the ecological and market conditions”

are mainly focusing on agri-environmental issues. This can partly explain the large amount of budget allocated to this measure (as a political choice).

In addition, some sub-measures of the agri-environment measure also follow specific objectives linked to socio-economic improvements of the agricultural population (organic production and income opportunities for instance).

The economic objectives of the agri-environmental measure should be emphasised to better justify the 40% allocation of resources to an environmental oriented measure.

This confirms also the advice to put the priority “safeguarding and improving the conditions of the environment”(third priority in version 11) at first.

· Support of Less Favoured Area and areas under environmental restrictions

11% of the resources are allocated to the less favoured area measure. 

The Ministry had to deal with several difficulties to define the areas that will be eligible under this new measure. 

Only 9% of the territory (which includes no mountain area) met the criteria (fertilization of the land, low productivity, population density or population decline, agricultural income, which is not available –under Article 19, and special handicaps –under Article 20).

Considering the eligible territory and taking into account that LFA population will be given priority in the semi-subsistence measure, this measure seems to be adequately allocated.

· Meeting standards

The SWOT analysis points out the “lack of capital and additional operational assets for small and medium-sized farms, which hinders the implementation of developments and operations in compliance with EU requirements in the fields of environmental protection, hygiene, product quality, food safety and animal welfare”
.

22% have been allocated to this measure, which is the second highest amount allocated to a measure. This allocation reflects the priority given to address the issue underlined by the SWOT analysis with regard to the EU requirements respect, especially regarding the environmental protection, hygiene, product quality, food safety and animal welfare.

A higher amount could have been allocated to this measure given the strengths and weaknesses highlighted in the SWOT analysis. But:

· the measure imposes a ceiling of 10 000 euros per farm unit, that the national authorities considered to be very low. It was therefore decided to limit the amount allocated to the measure;

· in addition, due to the lack of details from the Commission concerning this measure and the ceiling that will limit the support to non profit investments to 10 000 euros per farm unit and taking into consideration that it will have strong political and economical impacts, no publicity and information campaign on this measure has been provided on this measure so far. It is therefore hardly known by now. This could have an impact on the success and the consumption of the measure over the first months of implementation.

· given the ceiling of 10 000 euros and as an estimated 20 000 keepers
 could apply for this measure, 169,6 millions euros can be considered as reasonable.

· Support for semi-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring

One of the main issues pointed out by the situation analysis is the living conditions of the numerous semi-subsistence farmers’ population.

3% of the financial resources, i.e. 24 millions euros over 3 years have been allocated to this measure.

This 1 000 amount is considered very low by the Hungarian authorities and not sufficient to cover the investments.

It has to be considered that the EU regulation lays down:

· a ceiling of 1 000 euros per farmer,

· that a minimum or a maximum holding size has to be defined.

However, the Hungarian authorities defined a minimum and a maximum ceiling. There is not clear justification of the reason why both a minimum and a maximum have been set up.

The current eligible criteria stated that the farm size has to be between five and ten hectares. This eligible criteria is not suited to the sectors with more labour intensive farming (horticulture, animal husbandry). 

In Hungary, 60% of all private farms are involved in semi-subsistence farming
. Accordingly if no minimum ceiling had been introduced, an additional 831 666 individual farms
 with a cultivation size of less than 5 hectares would have been eligible (42 371 have a 5 to 10 hectares farms).

The above-mentioned remark highlights the remaining uncertainty of the potential number of the target population : 4,2 millions euros for the first year is not enough to cover the potential 42 371 beneficiaries (1 000 euros per farm). This can lead to high social pressure concerning this measure. 

It could therefore be important to detail the reason of the eligibility criteria in order to justify the current allocation of resources to this measure.
· Afforestation of agricultural land

11% of the budget is allocated to this measure, i.e.79,68 millions euros. 

The minimum required afforestation area was 3 hectares in the national regulation and will be 1 hectare in the new one. This should encourage the farmers to apply. But the support remains the same as in the national regulation. 3 500 farmers
 should be concerned. 

The budget allocation of this measure may appear not to be sufficient as compared to its objectives.

Supporting the establishment and administrative operation of producer groups

	 M€
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Setting up of producer groups
	7,6
	12,4
	14


5% are allocated to this measure. 

150 producer groups get a preliminary recognition and are ready to apply on the first of May. The number of submission is supposed to increase over the next three years. However the measure will be less allocated. This decrease in the amount has to take into account that the already recognised groups will get a decreasing amount of money over their 5 years contract.

150 producer groups get a preliminary recognition and are ready to apply on the first of May. The number of submission is supposed to increase over the next three years. The preliminary recognised producer groups were entitled in 2003 for 12 million euros according to the Hungarian legislation, which provide the same conditions as the present NRDP measure. The final and increasing volume of beneficiaries and financial demands highly depend on the reaction of producers inducted by market challenges and socio- economic pressure.

The decreasing amount of the support over the 5 years contracts will probably not be enough to balance the increasing number applications.

These elements underline that the financial allocation of this measure both in timing and in volume has to be monitored continuously and potentially reallocated according to the identified applications.

The main problems listed in the SWOT analysis and in other parts of the programme have proportionally more weight related to the weak market position and the need of producers’ co-operation. Therefore this measure is unbalanced when comparing these elements with the measure’s financial weight.

· Early retirement

As mentioned before the SWOT analysis insisted on the structural problems the Hungarian agricultural sector has to face, especially when considering the “extremely unfavourable age composition of the rural population”
. The low allocation of resources to this measure does not appear to be consistent with the SWOT analysis. It can however be explained by the fact that the measure will be implemented in 2006 at the earliest.

But this priority has to be kept in mind when envisaging the resources allocation for the next programming period.

( Conclusion and recommendation:

The allocation of resources should be described in the programme and should focus on the link between the priorities and the amount dedicated to each measure.

However, when analysing the priorities, the main issues presented in the SWOT analysis, the eligible criteria and the expected beneficiaries for each measure and without having more clearer explanation, it appear that:

- The 40% allocation to the AE measure have to be justified,

- It would be important to detail the reason of the eligibility criteria set forth for the semi-subsistence measure in order to justify the current allocation of resources to this measure,

- The Afforestation measure could appear as too poorly allocated with regard to its objectives, 

- Allocation to the semi- subsistence farms and producer groups seems be underestimated, therefore the Monitoring Committee will have to keep attention to the evolution of the applications number,

- Early retirement has to be kept in mind for the next programming period.

b Level of co-funding per measure

All measures are financed at 80% by EU and at 20% by national funding.

4.3.1.7 Analysis of the consistency of the allocation of resources and eligibility criteria with the objectives/ priorities of the programme

This question is answered when analysing the expected impacts with regard to the objectives and priorities set forth for the programme..

(Response to the key question: Is the allocation of resources foreseen in the NRDP relevant to meet the programme's objectives/ priorities?

The allocation of resources shows a certain unbalance between the measures:  40% of the resources are allocated to the agri-environmental measure and 20% to the “meeting standards” measure, whereas between 5 and 11% are allocated to the other measures.

A clear explanation of the priorities and a specific link between the priorities and the measures should help justifying the current allocation of financial resources, even more so as that the results of the SWOT analysis put emphasis on the economic weaknesses of the Hungarian agricultural sector and not on the environmental issues and risks. 

Thus, some measures seem to be under-allocated, such as the “producer groups measure” and “the support for semi-subsistence farms measure”. The eligibility criteria of the latter have to be clarified in light of the EU regulation. The allocated amount may be reviewed in consequence.

4.3.2 Recommendations implemented and final assessment 

4.3.2.1 Recommendations implemented 

The all chapter 3 of the NRDP has been reviewed in order to take into account most of the ex-ante evaluation recommendations. Thus:

· Some objectives have been effectively reformulated.

· A specific paragraph presents the measures right after the objectives and priorities presentation.

· The hierarchy between the priorities has been reviewed following the ex-ante evaluation recommendations. It is now better in line with the situation and SWOT analyses. In addition, those priorities and the hierarchy between them are better explained and justified, as well as the link between them and the different measures.

· The allocation of resources is a bit more clearly justified. 

However, the financial allocation did not change according to the ex-ante evaluation recommendations to better balance the environmentally oriented measures with the economic oriented measures and thus give a direct answer to the main weaknesses underlined by the SWOT analysis.

The ex-ante evaluation considers mainly that the AE financial allocation remains risky:

The gap between the NAEP 2003 total amount available (23 M€) and the approved amount (4 M€) is not clearly explained. The amount of the budget allocated to the AE measure is however partly explained on the basis of these figures. In addition, the calculated demand in Table 35 is only 64,1 M€, which is significantly different compared with the planned allocation in 2004 (83,4 M€), all the more as this calculation is based on the total areas instead of the approved one. This contributes to increase the doubts with regard to the success of the AE measures.

· The number of sub-measures is much higher compared to the NAEP. In addition, the EU rules with regards to the control and monitoring procedures are severe and somehow more demanding compared to those implemented under the NAEP. The monitoring and control requirements are thus higher. The ex-ante evaluation express some doubts on the efficiency of the AE implementation procedures to fulfill these requirements, if no appropriate training and information period is conducted before starting the measure implementation.

4.3.2.2 Final assessment

The global internal consistency of the NRDP has improved, especially with regards to the objectives and priorities (hierarchy, justification, links with the measures, etc.).

The financial allocation did not change, although the internal consistency of the plan still suggests more significant financial weight to the socio-economic measures of the NRDP. Its justification is more clearly stated. But:

· it has to be taken into account that a reallocation of the resources is possible after one year implementation. 

· it is also strongly advised to put emphasis on the AE measure communication and training for the involved bodies and potential beneficiaries.

4.4 Assessment of the external coherence of the NRDP with the ARDOP, the EIOP and the NAEP 

4.4.1 External coherence with EIOP

( Key question: Is the NRDP consistent with the Environmental Protection and Infrastructure Operational Programme (EIOP) and, if so, to what extent?

4.4.1.1 Analysis of the coherence and consistency of the objectives and priorities

a General and specific objectives of the programme

The overall objective of the Environmental Protection and Infrastructure Operational Programme (EIOP) is “to improve the transport infrastructure and to protect the environment.”

Therefore, the EIOP’s specific objectives are:

· the protection and improvement of the environment that will improve (a) the quality and coverage of environmental services and utilities, (b) nature conservation and (c) energy initiatives.

· the improvement of the transport network through investments in upgrading the national transport infrastructure.

These two objectives of the EIOP are translated into two specific priorities:

· Environmental Protection 

· Transport Infrastructure Development.
b Existence of interaction, complementarity, risk of duplication or conflict between the objectives and priorities of the programmes

The table on Analytical developments section 1.10
shows the links between the global and specific objectives of the NRDP and EIOP, showing their complementarity (when these intervene in different environments but are essential for the general development of Hungary) and interactions (when they converge to similar intervention frameworks) at implementation stage.

As a preliminary assessment, we may say that the two programmes are mostly complementary to each other, and that there is no risk of overlapping their objectives. In fact, the global objective of the NRDP “Environment-friendly development of agriculture, rationalisation of land-use, landscape management” relates to the achievement of specific objectives that are not directly pursued by EIOP. At the same time, the improvement of the transport network (a specific objective of EIOP) does not fall within the scope of NRDP interventions, although this will indirectly contribute to achieve it’s the NRDP’s specific objectives. For instance, the upgrade of the road network may improve the market position of agricultural producers in the long term, thanks to better connections and access to markets.

The opportunities for both programmes to interact can also be seen on the environment side. 

In fact, EIOP pursues the protection of the environment through interventions that could contribute to sustainable development. For example:

· Water quality improvement;

· Animal waste management;

· Treatment of healthcare, construction and demolition waste;

· Protection of groundwater and drinking water aquifers;

· Nature conservation and sustainable flood management;

· Development of air and noise monitoring;

· Environmentally friendly development of energy management.

At the same time, the NRDP promotes an environmentally sustainable agricultural production, by means of:

· Establishment of a production structure in line with habitat features;

· Environmentally aware farming;

· Sustainable landscape use;

· Improvement of environmental conditions;

· Increasing forest cover.

It is clear that the results that the NRDP will obtain in terms of establishing a production structure in line with habitat features will be affected by the EIOP’s ability to foster a more efficient management of natural resources (water quality improvement) and of production inputs (animal waste and energy management). Similarly, the achievement of the NRDP objective aiming at the improvement of environmental conditions will strongly rely on EIOP effectiveness in terms of protecting groundwater and drinking water aquifers, or nature conservation and sustainable flood management.

There is another connection between the two programmes with respect to Hungary’s network of NATURA 2000 sites. While EIOP contributes to the creation of the network by implementing investments within NATURA 2000 areas, the designation of Natura 2000 sites is a pre-condition for including the areas provided for by article 16 of Reg. 1257/99 among the ones eligible for benefiting from the compensatory allowance established by the NRDP. Therefore, the two programmes may positively interact in maintaining the natural landscape and a viable rural community in order to reduce migration from Natura 2000 sites.

Another goal in common to both programmes is raising environmental awareness and environment-friendly behaviour, particularly among farmers (through the support granted by the NRDP for meeting the standards on environment, public, animal health and welfare) and students (through the forest academy programme to be developed by EIOP). In this case there is a clear interaction of the two programmes in pursuing the same goal, while acting on different target populations and avoiding possible duplications.

( Conclusion: 

The consistence of the two programmes depends mainly on their complementarity, for which there is no risk of overlapping in all the given priorities.

Both NRDP and EIOP provide for interventions that are likely to contribute to eco-sustainable development. Some opportunities therefore exist for the two programmes to interact, especially on environmental matters. 
4.4.1.2 Analysis of the coherence and consistency of implementation arrangements, tools and procedures

a Type and nation of relations of implementation bodies

The interviews have shown that early in 2003 the two authorities involved in the programmes (MARD for NRDP and Ministry of Environment and Water for EIOP) entered into a master agreement related to the implementation of National Agro-environmental Program at national level and under the 1257/1999. This agreement establishes the collaboration of two Ministries and also appoints the persons and organisations in charge of harmonising the tasks at national and regional level. 

However, the agreement does not provide for any detailed rules concerning common activities, so at the moment there is no signal that this collaboration is working (i.e. partnership between two authorities). 

We suggest that the agreement between the two Ministries reach a full operational status, especially in the light of the multiple interaction opportunities of the two programmes.

Another tool by which these two authorities may work together could be the NRDP Monitoring Committee of which the Ministry of Environment and Water (MEW) is a member. 

We suggest selecting a MEW representative who is also involved in EIOP implementation, so as to achieve a pro-active collaboration on environmental issues, which has proved to be an important point of contact between the two programmes.

( Conclusion: 

The coordination between the two programmes during the implementation stage is ensured by two tools: the master agreement between MARD and MEW related to the implementation of the National Agro-environmental Programme and under the 1257/1999, on the one hand, and the NRDP Monitoring Committee, on the other. However, in both cases, in order to achieve an effective and pro-active coordination between the two programmes, other appropriate measures would have to be taken.

( Recommendation:

We suggest that the agreement between the two Ministries reach a full operational status, especially in the light of the multiple interaction opportunities of the two programmes.

We suggest selecting a MEW representative who is also involved in EIOP implementation, so as to achieve a pro-active collaboration on environmental issues, which has proved to be an important point of contact between the two programmes.

( Response to the key question: Is the NRDP consistent with the Environmental Protection and Infrastructure Operational Programme (EIOP) and, if so, to what extent?

The consistence of the two programmes is seen mostly in their being complementary to each other, as  there is no risk of overlapping in the objectives pursued.

There are other opportunities for the two programmes to interact, especially on environmental matters, since both the NRDP and the EIOP provide for interventions that are likely to contribute to eco-sustainable development.

There are two tools capable of ensuring that the two programmes are properly co-ordinated during the implementation stage: the master agreement between MARD and MEW related to the implementation of National Agro-environmental Programme, and the NRDP Monitoring Committee. However, in both cases certain measures will have to be taken in order to achieve an effective and pro-active coordination.

External coherence with ARDOP

Key question: Is the NRDP consistent with the Agricultural and Rural Development Operational Programme (ARDOP) and, if so, to what extent?

4.4.1.3 Analysis of the coherence and consistency of objectives and priorities

The NRDP contains an exhaustive description of the coherence of NRDP with ARDOP, that enables understanding of the relationships between them. 

a General and specific objectives of the programmes

The two programmes represent the main tools to pursue agricultural and rural development objectives in Hungary. These general objectives are:

· improving the competitiveness of agricultural production and food processing;

· promoting multipurpose, environmentally sustainable agricultural production, improve employment and income possibilities;

· promoting the realignment of rural areas.

These general objectives are broken down into specific objectives as presented in the table below.

	Objectives

	General
	Specific

	Improving the competitiveness of agricultural production and food processing
	Modernisation of agricultural production

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	Improving the human conditions of production

	
	Modernisation of food processing

	Environment-friendly development of agriculture, rationalisation of land use
	Establishment of a production structure in line with habitat features, environmentally aware farming and sustainable landscape use 

	
	

	
	Improvement of environmental condition

	
	Increasing forest cover, strengthening economic, social and welfare role of forests

	Improving income earning possibilities and safeguarding employment in rural areas
	Extension and improvement of income opportunities, strengthening rural employment, establishment of new alternatives for agriculture in compliance with the requirements of environmental protection

	
	Improved economic viability and production efficiency of farms

	
	

	
	Improved market position of producers

	Promoting the realignment of rural areas
	Improvement rural economic potential, improvement of employment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	 NRDP

	
	 ARDOP


b Existence of interaction, complementarity, risk of duplication or conflict between the objectives and priorities of the programmes

In first place we may say that the global objectives of agricultural and rural development were defined by the Programmes in accordance with the European ”agricultural model” formulated in the course of the latest CAP reform. 

As displayed by the table above, the Programmes show a high level of consistency and complementarity, because the ARDOP focuses on the above mentioned general objectives 1) and 3), while the NRDP aims at objective 2).

Even in pursuing their own specific objectives, the programmes appear capable of exercising complementary effects, as the objectives defined should be pursued by each programme on an exclusive basis, i.e. the modernisation of food processing (ARDOP) and the improvement of environmental conditions (NRDP). At the same time, they may contribute jointly to improving income opportunities and increasing rural employment.

In order to avoid an overlapping of the two programmes, it is important to make sure that the NRDP measures enhance the effects of the structural measures of the ARDOP. The two programmes were therefore subject to an in-depth documentary review in order to identify the specific links between NRDP and ARDOP measures.

The opportunities for an interaction between NRDP and ARDOP are even more evident if we analyse programme priorities. The table and the analysis presented in the Analytical developments section 1.11
 illustrate it.
The results of the review are shown in a table presented in the Analytical developments section 1.12
. The following distinction has been made:

· Strategic Connections: when two measures pursue the same goal (S);

· Operational Connections: when applying for measure leads to gaining priority in the selection of another (O).

( Conclusion:  At measure level, there is consistency between the two Programmes especially in terms of interaction, as NRDP aids aim at strengthening and supporting the effects of ARDOP structural interventions. Thanks to this distinction between supplementary (NRDP) and structural measures (ARDOP), there is no particular risks of duplication and overlapping of the two Programmes, even for those measures aiming at the same goal (i.e. “Setting up producer groups” and “Improvement of processing and marketing of agricultural products”, “Support to Less Favoured Areas” and “Renovation and development of villages and protection and conservation of rural heritage”, “Early retirement” and “Setting up of young farmers”). 

For instance, in the case of LFAs, NRDP only grants a compensatory allowance to farmers, while ARDOP co-funds structural investments (i.e. for the construction of rural infrastructures and the purchase of equipment). 

( Recommendation:

In the light of the above, there is however room for improving  the NRDP in order to increase its consistency with ARDOP and avoid any possible redundancy or conflict:

Define accurately the costs eligible for measures “Meeting standards” and “Supporting semi-self-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring”, to avoid, for example, duplications with measures “Assistance to investments in agriculture” (arisen during NRDP negotiations) and “Assistance to vocational further training and retraining” (i.e. training should not be included in the support granted by NRDP to semi-self-subsistence farms )

Provide a single definition for the economic viability required from farmers, given the present inconsistency arisen during negotiations between NRDP’s “Supporting semi-self-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring” and ARDOP’s “Assistance to investments in agriculture”;

Give priority, in the selection criteria for “Agro-environment” and “Afforestation of agricultural land”, to farmers who also apply for ARDOP measures (i.e. participants in training course on the subject).

4.4.1.4 Analysis of the coherence and consistency of financial provisions

The aggregate provisional financial endowment of the two programmes amounts to some 1 133,33 million Euros (less TA measures), allocated to NRDP (63%) and ARDOP (37%).

From a comparison of resources
, we noticed a certain imbalance between resources allocated to the setting up of young farmers and those allocated to early retirement, that are strongly related to each other as shown by the review presented above. This is true also if we consider that, although the NRDP measure will only be implemented in 2006, it relies on greater resources than the ARDOP measure. If the effects of the turnover of farm generations are to be maximised, the two measures should be implemented at the same time. Therefore, there is a risk that the resources left with ARDOP in 2006 to support young farmers may not be enough to achieve that synergy. 

( Conclusion: ARDOP and NRDP both contribute to the Hungary’s rural and agricultural development objectives with a different financial weight.  

Comparing the financial resources at measure level, some inconsistencies are perceptible, notably with regard to the “Early retirement” measure of NRDP and the “Young farmers” one of ARDOP.

4.4.1.5 Analysis of the coherence and consistency of implementation arrangements, tools and procedures

a Comparison of implementation tools and procedures

One of the main differences between the implementation procedures for the two programmes lies in the fact that while selection criteria have been defined for ARDOP measures, almost all NRDP measures (except for “Agro-environment” and “Afforestation of agricultural land”) select applications according to the “first come, first served” principle.

This difference is seemingly in line with the different nature of the interventions provided by the two programmes, as the interventions co-funded by ARDOP appear to require an assessment of project quality and of the possible impact of submitted applications by the prospective beneficiaries.

In any case, in order to guarantee a greater interaction between the two programmes also at implementation stage, selection criteria should be further connected to one another, so as to privilege, where practicable and justified, applicants for both NRDP and ARDOP (i.e. LFAs and Assistance to investments in agriculture).

Other considerations may be made with respect to individual players involved in the implementation of the programmes, as shown in the table below. 

	Body
	NRDP
	ARDOP

	
	Presence/absence and name of the structure in charge

	Management Authority
	Not envisaged
	Integration Directorate of the (MARD)

	Programme Management Unit
	Department of Rural Development Programmes
	Not envisaged

	Management Committee
	Envisaged
	Not envisaged

	Monitoring Committee
	Envisaged
	Envisaged

	Paying Authority
	Agricultural and Rural Development Agency
	Ministry of Finance

	Intermediate Bodies
	· Agricultural and Rural Development Agency

· State Forestry Service

· Plant and Soil Protection Service of MARD

· Animal Health and Food Control Stations of MARD
	Agricultural and Rural Development Agency


b Type and nature of relations between implementation bodies

1. Distribution of competencies on implementation, to prevent any risk of work overload for the players involved in both programmes;

ARDA is present in the implementation systems of both Programmes, albeit with different tasks and duties. However, in order to guarantee a clear distribution of competencies within ARDA, we suggest to:

· detect in a specific manner the ARDA Units assigned to each Programme;

· if there are Units involved in both programmes, consider human resources available according to the tasks required;

· identify separate contacts within ARDA (Units or individuals) for NRDP and ARDOP.

2. Patterns of co-ordination of the players involved in both programmes, to ensure consistency in programme implementation.

The NRDP envisages “A Co-ordination Committee within the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, that will ensure consistency in implementing the two programmes. This committee will have its meetings on regular basis as necessary. The composition of the committee will be based on the responsible units of the Ministry (implementation, planning, control, legal) and the Managing Authority of the ARDOP of both programmes. The committee will take the necessary steps to avoid inconsistency in implementing the programmes”. The decision to have a Co-ordination Committee is certainly positive; however, in order to ensure the actual effectiveness of this tool, we suggest developing an internal regulation to define in an accurate manner its operational mechanisms, including meeting schedules and composition.
Moreover, as pointed out during the negotiations a better co-ordination in the implementation of both programmes, including representatives of the ARDOP Management Authority in NRDP’s Monitoring Committee and vice-versa could be a good option. This could guarantee more precise distinctions and more conscious interactions between the measures of two programmes.
( Conclusion:  A consistent implementation of the two programmes may be reached through the envisaged institution of a Co-ordination Committee within the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development.  In order to prevent any risks of work overload for the players involved (especially for ARDA) in both programmes, we recommend a better distribution of competencies on implementation. 

( Recommendation: In order to guarantee a clear distribution of competencies within ARDA, we suggest to detect in a specific manner the ARDA Units assigned to each Programme; if there are Units involved in both programmes, consider human resources available according to the tasks required; to identify separate contacts within ARDA (Units or individuals) for NRDP and ARDOP.

Response to the key question: Is the NRDP consistent with the Agricultural and Rural Development Operational Programme (ARDOP) and, if so, to what extent?

Both Programmes show a good strategic consistency, expressed in terms of complementarity of objectives, and of interaction among measures.  Thanks to the distinction between supplementary (NRDP) and structural measures (ARDOP), there is no particular risk of duplication and overlapping of the Programmes, albeit a more specific definition in this respect is advisable.

Comparing the financial resources at measure level, some inconsistencies ate perceptible, notably with regard to the “Early retirement” measure of NRDP and the “Young farmers” one of ARDOP

As to implementation, a Co-ordination Committee will be set up within the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, in order ensure a consistent implementation of the two programmes; however, its operating mechanisms should be further defined. We also recommend adopting measures in order to prevent or at least minimise ARDA’s work overload, as that body will be involved in the implementation of both programmes.

4.4.2 Assessment of the external coherence of the NRDP with the NAEP

Key question: Is the NRDP consistent with the NAEP and, if so, to what extent?

The implementation of the NAEP (National Agri-environmental Programme) is phasing out. The NAEP beneficiaries are invited to submit a proposal under the NRDP and will be given priority. This transfers in done on a voluntary basis. Therefore the two programmes will be implemented in parallel for some years until all NAEP contracts will be finished. However, no new contract will be signed under the NAEP.

However the assessment of the external consistency should not only cover the transition between both programmes with regards to the procedures and implementation bodies. 

It has indeed to be stated that the NAEP constitutes the basis as a strategic frame of the development and implementation of the agri-environmental policies, plans and programs in Hungary. In this way it is not really phasing out. That is why the NRDP is considered as the operational level, while the NAEP is the strategic level. 
It will therefore be analysed whether the NRDP as the “operational level” serves the implementation of the policy and overall orientation stated by the NAEP or not.
4.4.2.1 Analysis of the coherence and the consistency of the objectives and priorities

A complete table on Analytical developments section 1.14
 illustrates the interactions between the objectives of the Hungarian NAEP (National Agri-environmental Programme) and those of the NRDP. Some interactions have been identified and are presented in details on Analytical developments section 
.
( Conclusion:
All the general and specific objectives of the NRDP are either complementary or in synergy with at least one main objectives of the NAEP. Thus, the two programmes reinforce one another to a large extent. In this condition, the NRDP should benefit from the existence of such complementarities or synergies.

4.4.2.2 Analysis of the coherence and the consistency of the measures

The objectives of the Hungarian NAEP measures are presented in the table on Analytical developments section 1.15
, as well as their interactions with the objectives of the NRDP measures in order to assess the operational and strategic connections between the two programmes. Several links have been identified and are presented in details on Analytical developments section 1.15
.

( Conclusion:
Several connections between the measures of the two programmes (NRDP/NAEP) can be highlighted. They are either strategic, especially in the case of the agri-environment measure, or operational. However, the early retirement measure of the NRDP seems quite isolated with regards to the NAEP measures. 

In any case, the measures of both programmes will not be implemented at the same time, as no new contracts will be performed under the NAEP.

4.4.2.3 Analysis of the coherence and the consistency of the financial resources

The Hungarian National Agri-environmental Program (NAEP) constitutes the basis for a strategic frame of the development and implementation of the agri-environmental policies, plans and programs (PPP). The agri-enviromental programming was introduced in Hungary in 1999 under Government Resolution 2253/1999 on the introduction of the National Agri-environment Programme, but the implementation of the measures only began in year 2002. In the frame of NAEP, the introduction of the agri-environmental measures, with financial plan and without wider rural development aspects was developed an optimal way. The NAEP contains the financial plan of the agri-environmental program only for years 2000-2002 taken into account the possible EU accession in year 2002.

The previous table presented the external coherence between the NAEP and NRDP. It is difficult to compare these two programs, because on the one hand, the NAEP refers to a higher strategic level than the NRDP and, on the other hand, the NAEP focused only on agri-environmental aspects, while the NRDP aimed at wider rural development aspects most of the agri-environmental measures. The following table presents the national co-financing of the measures. The NAEP contains only national financial provisions.
According to the different scopes of the programs has the assessment of the connections and coherence of the two programs relevance in agri-environmental aspects and their complementary tasks from financial point of view too. The special rural development aspects were impossible to be assessed because the NAEP does not contain relevant measures with direct connection.
According to the NAEP: before one year (in 2001) the planed EU accession envisaged to ensure the 46,2 million € for the agri-environmental measures without the complementary tasks (training, demonstration, resource, advisory work, development). In real life: before one year (in 2003) the real EU accession date was 18,91 the eligible sum. For the first year in the EU planed in the NAEP 147 million € only for the agri-environmental measures (the planed date was 2002), in the NRDP 16,68 million € (see the table 3). Information sources: Nemzeti Agrár-környezetvédelmi Program (National Agri-environmental Program), FVM, November, 1999, Budapest and the NRDP 12. version

The NRDP will rely on greater resources than the realised NAEP measures in 2002 and 2003, but the national financial background of the agri-environmental measures are significantly lower than the NAEP determined proposed cost as illustrated in the following table ((in case of EU accession):

	Financial background of agri-environmental measures
	2002
	2003
	2004

	NEAP proposed sum
	147(
	-
	-

	NEAP realised sum
	9,24
	18,91
	-

	NRDP proposed sum
	-
	-
	16,68


( Conclusion:
The NRDP will rely on greater resources than the realised NAEP measures in 2002 and 2003, but the national financial background of the agri-environmental measures are significantly lower than the NAEP determined proposed cost. 

Analysis of the coherence and complementarity of implementation arrangements and tools
The NRDP should give more importance to the complementary tasks (training, demonstration, resource, advisory work, institutional development) according to the NAEP requirements. 

The experience gained by 2 years of NAEP implementation could improve the implementation of the NRDP especially regarding the needs of communication, needs and results of demonstration, needs of institutional development, and the capacity building the advisory work. The possible useful results of the NAEP implementation could be summarised by the following examples:

· The experiences gained with the good examples of those designated demonstration farms, which are representing the real values of the good agri-environmental management practices.

· The experiences of the corporation between different authority form the good basis to implement the NRDP measures.

· The participation and the partnership role of the Ministry of the Environment especially the Nature Conservation Authority are a good opportunity to gain more results, and strengthen the effectiveness of the implementation of agri-environmental measures, therefore it should strengthen the corporation between two ministries.

· The coordination and corporation of authorities, regional offices (of MoE and MARD) based the good implementation possibility for NRDP.

· The NGOs (as for instance WWF Hungary, Biokultúra Society) and the Environmental and Landscape Management Institute of Szent István University has long time experiences (more than 10 years) in demonstration and communication of the value and the role of the agri-enviromental measures and methods.

Response to the key question: Is the NRDP consistent with the NAEP and, if so, to what extent?

The NAEP mainly concentrated on the agri-environmental tasks, measures on strategic level of planning and attached importance to the complementary tasks (training, demonstration, resource, advisory work, institutional development). The NRDP aimed at wider rural development aspects in main part of the agri-environmental measures.

However, the analysis of the potential synergies and complementarities, firstly between the objectives and priorities of the two programmes and, secondly between the objectives and contents of their measures, underlined that the NRDP is in adequacy with the strategic agri-environmental policy set forth by the NAEP.

4.4.3 Recommendations implemented and final assessment 

4.4.3.1 Recommendations implemented 

Consistently with our recommendations to the drafting of the Plan, the final version of the NRDP introduces: 

· a clear distinction between the cost eligible for the NRDP (“Meeting standards” measure) and for the ARDOP (“Assistance to investments in agriculture” measure), since the eligible farmers are different for the two Programmes;
· the Managing Authority of the ARDOP among the members of the Monitoring Committee of the NRDP.
4.4.3.2 Final assessment

According to the analyses conducted, the NRDP and the EIOP are consistent to each other. 

Concerning the external consistency between the NRDP and the ARDOP, we do not envisage any risk of overlapping of the support, since the final version of the NRDP provides a distinction between farmers eligible under the two Programmes. In fact, the already existing farms can have support from the NRDP “Meeting standards” measure, while the new farms can be supported from the ARDOP for the same type of investment.

In addition to this, the co-ordination in the implementation of both programmes seems to be improved, since the Monitoring Committee of the NRDP includes the Managing Authority of the ARDOP. 

However, according to our recommendations, we underline that there are further possibilities to improve the synergic effects between the two Programmes during the implementation, by giving priority, in the selection criteria for the “Agri-environment” and “Afforestation of agricultural land” measures, to farmers who also apply for ARDOP measures (i.e. participants in training course on the subject).

With regards to the NAEP, the NRDP is line with the overall strategy set forth in the NAEP. On the operational level, a cooperation agreement is still under negotiation between ARDA and the National Parks Directorate.

4.5 Assessment of the system of indicators

4.5.1 Assessment of the system of monitoring indicators  

( Key question: Are the monitoring indicators adequate, logic and complete? Do they allow to guarantee an adequate monitoring of the NRDP implementation?

4.5.1.1 Adequacy of the monitoring indicators chosen

In order to assess the adequacy of the monitoring indicators chosen, we:

· first classified them according to two different categories (output/ resource indicators),

· then analysed them according to four different criteria (coverage, balance, selectivity, relevance),

· compared them to indicators chosen in previous programmes and

·  concluded on their adequacy with a view to the ex-post evaluation. Based on this analysis, different proposals for modification of the indicators are made.

a Classification of indicators 

Concerning the classification of the indicators, we took into account the following two categories. 

· output indicators, showing the progress and the physical and material implementation of the interventions;

· resource indicators, which refer to the budget allocated to each level of assistance of the Plan.

The table in Analytical developments section 1.16
 illustrates the classification.

( Conclusion: The classification presented in the table above shows that at least one output indicator and one resource indicator has been defined for each NRDP measure, and that there are no evident gaps in the monitoring indicators system.

b Coverage, balance, selectivity and relevance of the aggregate indicator system

The analysis of the aggregate indicator system was carried out in terms of: 

· Coverage, which implies that indicators must cover a sufficiently large proportion of the NRDP measures,

· Balance, between output and resource indicators;

· Selectivity, which implies that the number of indicators should not be too high in order to respect the Monitoring Committee’s capacity to gather the needed information;

· Relevance, which implies that indicators are developed primarily for those measures which have significant implication in terms of potential effects (i.e. measures with very high budget)

The adequacy of the indicators system was made according to the quality range below:

· ++: very adequate

· +: quite adequate 

· -: partially inadequate

· --: inadequate

The table below shows the results of the analysis concerning the monitoring indicators as a whole.

	Criterion 
	Assessment

	Coverage
	++

	Balance
	+

	Selectivity
	+

	Relevance
	+


In particular, the analysis has lead to the following findings:

· Coverage: Monitoring indicators, 66 in total, were identified for all NRDP measures, and proved to be very adequate in terms of coverage. It is worth noting that the coverage of all measures is ensured both with respect to output indicators and to  resource  indicators.

· Balance: The balance appears to be adequate, considering the distribution by type of indicator: about one third of indicators (23) relate to resources, the other two thirds (43) to outputs. The prevalence of output indicators is consistent, as they may provide a broader array of information and a greater level of use also for evaluation purposes.

· Selectivity: The selectivity of the monitoring indicators as a whole is adequate, especially for those measures where the number of indicators is proportional to the information requirements of Plan implementation, such as “Agro-environment”, “Less Favoured Areas”, “Afforestation of agricultural land”, “Early retirement”, “Meeting standards” and“Technical assistance”. On the other hand, output indicators for “Support for semi-subsistence farms” and “Setting up of producer groups”, seem to be too few, and there may be room for improvement.

· Relevance: The relevance of the indicators selected appears to be adequate when comparing the number of indicators for each measure to the corresponding budget allocation.
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As shown by the table above, in almost the totality of cases the number of indicators per measure is proportional to the measure’s budget, as in the case of “Agro-environment” (the first in the NRDP by size of funding) on the one hand, and of “Support for semi-subsistence farms”, “Setting up of producer groups” and “Early retirement”, on the other. The main exceptions (“Afforestation” and “Meeting standard”) should be seen also in the light of the strategic importance that they have in the Hungarian rural environment. Afforestation, for instance, has long been one of the main thrusts of rural development.

( Conclusion:  The assessment of the monitoring indicators as a whole pointed out that they are very adequate in terms of coverage and quite adequate in terms of balance, selectivity and relevance

c Comparison with indicators chosen in previous programmes

The comparison with the monitoring indicators identified in the previous plan was available only for the measures Setting up producer groups and Technical assistance, the only SAPARD measures also present in the NRDP. 

For the first measure, the monitoring indicator identified in the SAPARD is basically similar to the one for NRDP (number of producer group), but broken down further by sector (cereal, pork, milk, fruits, etc.). This classification is correct, as long as it identifies a distribution by sector that will be useful for ex-post evaluation. Therefore we suggest adopting this structure in the NRDP, at least making a distinction between animal and vegetal producer groups. 
Conversely, as far as the Technical Assistance measure is concerned, the NRDP represents a remarkable improvement over the SAPARD, where there were no monitoring indicators.

( Conclusion: From the comparison between NRDP and SAPARD monitoring indicators emerged that using previous experience was possible in very limited extent, due to differences between the two Programmes. Moreover, even when possible, experience gained was used only partially.

(Recommendation: We suggest to adopt the SAPRD presentation of the monitoring indicators broken down by sector.

d Conclusion on the adequacy of the monitoring indicators with a view to the ex-post evaluation and proposals for modification

Below is an overview of the monitoring indicators per measure level, including a summary of our assessment and proposals for possible modifications of the existing pattern. Indicators were also assessed according to their potential usefulness in the framework of the ex-post evaluation of NRDP.

	Agro-Environment

	N. of monitoring indicators
	16

	N. of output indicators
	14

	N. of resource indicators
	2

	Proposal for change 
	We suggest breaking down at least the number of contracts, also according to the planned schemes:

· Entry level scheme

· Integrated management schemes

· Organic farming schemes 

· High nature value area schemes

· Supplementary agro-environmental measures

	Summary opinion
	Output indicators appear to give information of high relevance (no. of agreements and agricultural land area), broken down by measures, and also appear to be adequate with respect to ex-post evaluation activities.

The additional indicators we propose would allow for an assessment of the level of commitment of farmers, which may vary according to the scheme applied for, providing indications also on the possibility to fulfil the specific objectives of each scheme. 

	Support to LFAs

	N. of monitoring indicators
	10

	N. of output indicators
	8

	N. of resource indicators
	2

	Proposals for change 
	As was evidenced during the negotiations, the combination of the criteria per articles 19 and 20 of Reg. 1257/99 to create a third category of LFA, is not acceptable. Therefore the indicators relating to the joint enforcement of both articles must be deleted.

The negotiations also showed an interest in applying for support under article 16 of Reg. 1257 after the designation of the Natura 2000 sites. If this is the case, the breakdown of indicators should include the detail of Natura 2000 areas.

	Summary opinion
	Output indicators provide a fair measure of initiative progress in terms of number of beneficiaries and area affected by the NRDP, making a distinction between less favoured areas and areas affected by specific handicaps, also with an adequate detail in terms of the information requirements for the ex-post evaluation.

	Meeting standards

	N. of monitoring indicators
	8

	N. of output indicators
	3

	N. of resource indicators
	5

	Proposals for change
	· Involved large animal unit (LAU), 

· Size of areas treated by organic manure (ha).

	Summary opinion
	The indicators can give a measure of the material and financial progress of the two sub-measures planned, in consistency with the information requirements of the ex-post evaluation.

The indicators proposed are already present among evaluation indicators, but are characterised more as monitoring indicators, since they are the basis of the allocation of support.

	Afforestation of agricultural land

	N. of monitoring indicators
	16

	N. of output indicators
	10

	N. of resource indicators
	6

	Proposals for change
	-

	Summary opinion
	There is a fair balance among output and resource indicators, these in turn are broken down according to specific criteria: type of cultivation (no. of beneficiaries and size of supported areas) and type of support. This classification appears to be adequate for the ex-post evaluation.

	Early retirement

	N. of monitoring indicators
	4

	N. of output indicators
	2

	N. of resource indicators
	2

	Proposals for change
	-

	Summary opinion
	The indicators are adequate especially considering the limited funds available to this measure. They provide key information (no. of beneficiaries, size of the released agricultural land) that are also useful for the ex-post evaluation.


	Support for semi-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring

	N. of monitoring indicators
	3

	N. of output indicators
	1

	N. of resource indicators
	2

	Proposals for change
	While the measure benefits from limited funds, we suggest nevertheless that other output indicators with regard to the type of support be added, identifying a number of macro-categories of costs incurred by beneficiaries (i.e. purchase of handbook, attendance at tradeshows and workshops, purchase of ITC equipment, etc.)

	Summary opinion
	The existing indicators are not sufficiently numerous and would be insufficient for the ex-post evaluation of the measure. 

The indicator proposed gives useful information for the use of the support received. 

	Setting up producer groups

	N. of monitoring indicators
	3

	N. of output indicators
	1

	N. of resource indicators
	2

	Proposals for change
	While the measure benefits from limited funds, we suggest nevertheless that other output indicators be added, such as:

· number of farmers participating in producer groups

· land size of farmers participating in producer groups (ha)

· number of livestock units of farmers participating in producer groups (LU)

	Summary opinion
	The existing indicators are probably too few in number and insufficient for the ex-post evaluation of the measure. 

The indicators proposed are already present among evaluation indicators, but are characterised more as monitoring indicators.

	Technical assistance

	N. of monitoring indicators
	8

	N. of output indicators
	6

	N. of resource indicators
	2

	Proposals for change
	Many of the existing monitoring indicators are also identified as evaluation indicators. We suggest considering as monitoring indicators:

· Number of information leaflets prepared (separating the “Number of information leaflets distributed”, which should be included among evaluation indicators)

· Number of coordinated meetings, workshops

We also suggest adding the following indicators:

· Number of on-the-spot checks

· Type of expenditure, separating Sub-measure 1 from Sub-measure 2

	Summary opinion
	The existing indicators are adequate, although a few of them are characterised more as evaluation indicators (and are in fact also classified as such).

The indicators proposed can provide key information as to monitoring activities and resource use.


( Conclusion: The monitoring indicators as a whole appear adequate to the aims of the ex-post evaluation, even if in limited cases additional indicators might assure a more complete framework for assessment.

4.5.1.2 Adequacy of data collection procedures 

a Existence, clarity and completeness of the procedures

Section 5.2.5 of the NRDP describes the system to be adopted for data collection. In particular it is based on the use of the computerised information system of ARDA, using the Integrated Administration and Control System (IACS). The system should contain the data of all projects financed in the framework of the NRDP, in order also to generate the monitoring indicators. Accuracy and updating of the data in the information system should be ensured by using it as an integrated part of daily work processes.

The interviews have shown that the persons in charge of defining indicators have acted in agreement with ARDA, in order to check the system’s ability to gather the required data.

b Comparison with procedures applied in previous programmes

It is worth noting that the procedures envisaged in the SAPARD Programme have shown certain weaknesses (absence of proper data collection procedures and tools), as a consequence of which the monitoring indicators envisaged in the SAPARD Programme were not collected by the monitoring information system. In this sense we may state that the definition of an IT system within the NRDP (there is none in the SAPARD) might be a preliminary requirement for the establishment of an effective monitoring information system and draws a lesson learned from the inadequacies encountered in the previous experience.

c Capability, uniformity and frequency of the procedures applied

Concerning the monitoring system, the data collected will be registered in the IACS, which should gather them in order to collect the monitoring indicators. Currently, we cannot assess the capability nor the suitability of such procedure since the IACS software is still under development
. 

( Conclusion: The definition of an integrated Administration and Control System represents a first correct stage and an important improvement as compared to the previous experience in order to ensure an effective monitoring of the Plan’s physical and financial outputs. There is still a lack of information about the concrete capability of the envisaged system to provide the required information, as it was not possible to verify at this stage its working status.

( Response to the key question: Are the monitoring indicators adequate, logic and complete? Do they guarantee an adequate monitoring of the NRDP implementation?

NRDP monitoring indicators as a whole appear to be adequate in terms of coverage, balance, selectivity and relevance. In particular, the definition of output and resource indicators for each measure appears to be functional to the material and financial progress of the Plan.  

Our review at measure level showed that there is room for improvement in a number of cases, through the introduction of additional indicators based on the information requirements of an ex-post evaluation.

The data collection procedures provided for the identification of monitoring indicators appear consistent as they are based on the use of the computerised information system of the ARDA, that could represent a significant improvement as compared to the SAPARD programme. Furthermore, in order to verify the system’s ability to collect the necessary data, the definition of monitoring indicators was shared with ARDA. 

So far we do not have specific information on the operational features of the system, still under development. 

4.5.2 Assessment of the system of evaluation indicators 

( Key question: Are the evaluation indicators adequate, logic and complete? Do they allow to measure the achievement of the objectives?

4.5.2.1 Adequacy of the evaluation indicators chosen

In order to assess the adequacy of the evaluation indicators, we proceeded to:

· classify them according to two different categories (result/ impact indicators),

· assess each of them according to two different criteria (relevance and availability),

· assess their priority degree according to both criteria above 

We carried out such analysis with regard to the given evaluation indicators of the NRDP and to the additional ones proposed in order to select the best indicators to use for the evaluation of the Plan.

Concerning the given indicators, most of them were consistently chosen according to the STAR Document VI/12004/00 “Common Evaluation Questions with Criteria and Indicators”. 

Even if the assessment of the evaluation indicators was scheduled for the Final Report, the evaluators agreed with the Ministry and the VATI Institute (planning institute in charge of the definition of the indicators of the Plan) to anticipate on informal basis some of the envisaged analysis, in order to answer to specific need for support coming from the Ministry.
a Classification of indicators

Concerning the classification of the indicators, we took into account the following two categories. 

· result indicators, which represent the immediate advantages of the Plan for the direct beneficiaries and are observed in the short or medium term (usually when the operator has concluded the action and closed off the payments);

· impact indicators, which represent the consequences of the Plan beyond its direct and immediate interaction with beneficiaries. They could refer to the effects for direct beneficiaries, which appear in the medium-long period (specific impacts), or alternatively to the consequences that affect in the medium-long term the entire territory eligible for the Plan.

According to this classification we have verified the presence of at least one result indicator and one impact indicator associated to each evaluation question/criterion. Therefore, where one of the two types of indicators was missing, we supplemented the set with an indicator having such characteristics.

b Relevance and availability of the indicators 

The analysis of each evaluation indicator was carried out in terms of relevance and availability, which were both valued according to a quality scale comprising three levels:

· high (green box),

· medium (yellow box), 

· low (red box).

Concerning the relevance, we assigned to the indicator:

· “high relevance”, wherever the indicator is, on the one hand, considered as strategic compared to the objectives of one of the measures in the Rural Development Plan or to the objectives defined at EU level (in Regulations or in the STAR VI/12004/00 document) and, on the other hand, particularly appropriate to explain the ability of the measure to achieve certain objectives (e.g. in the case of agro-environmental measures the indicator “SAU hectares affected by the initiative” describes better measure results than the indicator “number of initiatives undertaken”);

· “medium relevance”, wherever the indicator, on the one hand, further details (i.e. being a “of which”) another indicator provided earlier in aggregated form and classified as “high relevance” and, on the other, is less capable than other indicators of explaining the measure's ability to achieve certain objectives. These are in any case strategic indicators compared to the objectives of any given measure in the NRDP;

· “low relevance”, wherever the indicator is deemed non-strategic for the objectives of the NRDP. Moreover, the indicator is excessively detailed compared to other “high” or “medium relevance” indicators.

Concerning the availability of the data related to the different indicators, we asked assessing them to the VATI Institute, responsible for the evaluation indicators, and to the MARD officials responsible for the measures of the NRDP. Such approach aimed at gaining the assessment of who will be in charge of collecting the evaluation indicators.

c Priority of the indicators 

The priority of each indicator was assessed by means of a cross-reference analysis of the opinions expressed on relevance and availability, as shown in the first table in Analytical developments section 1.17
. In our evaluation of priorities, we gave a greater weight to availability and considered it as a “guiding criterion” to assess the actual utilization potential of the indicator within the evaluation of the NRDP. 

d Evidence of the analysis

The second table in Analytical developments section 1.17
 summarises the final result of the analyses above and concerns both the given evaluation indicators of the NRDP and the additional ones proposed.

The main reasons on which our proposals on additional indicators are based are the following: 

· Agro-environmental measure:

· Farmland under agreements preventing/reducing soil loss (ha)/Total UAA (ha) and Farmland under agreements reducing soil contamination (hectares)/ Total UAA (ha). It is a correct option to provide indicators capable of weighing the impact of the measure compared to the intervention framework. The use of farmland (UAA) as a denominator appears to be the most appropriate solution for information availability and for the possible “regionalisation” of the indicator.

· Farmland under agreements preventing/reducing soil loss (ha)/ Total UAA with problems of soil loss (ha). The indicator proposed is similar to the prior one but more accurate, inasmuch as it weighs the impact of the measure in a more specific intervention framework. In a theoretical scale of priorities it lies at an intermediate level, because the data on the farmland used (UAA) with soil loss problems might not be immediately available and require ad-hoc surveys.

· Evidence of a positive relationship between assisted preventing/reducing soil loss measures and effective reduction of soil loss. It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of the measure in terms of soil loss reduction. The indicator proposed is qualitative and can be re-used through case studies or focus groups in the implementation of agro-environmental initiatives having the same purpose. Therefore we do not feel that it is too costly in terms of availability, as the MARD has seemingly assumed.

· Evidence of a positive relationship between assisted preventing/reducing soil contamination measures and effective reduction of soil contamination. It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of the measure in terms of soil pollution reduction. The indicator proposed is qualitative and can be re-used through case studies or focus groups in the implementation of agro-environmental initiatives having the same purpose, or through interviews with environment experts. Therefore we do not think that it is too costly in terms of availability, as the MARD has seemingly assumed.

· Evidence of a positive relationship between assisted input reduction measures on the targeted land and contamination of water. It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of input use reduction on aquifer pollution. The indicator proposed is qualitative and can be re-used through case studies or focus groups. Therefore we do not feel that it is too costly in terms of availability, as the MARD has seemingly assumed.

· High nature-value farmland habitats that have been protected by supported actions (total hectares) / HNV Hungary Area (total hectares). It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of the measure compared to the intervention framework, i.e. capable of relativising the absolute values obtained by the programme. The use of areas of high natural interest in Hungary may be a useful term of comparison

· Hectares cultivated (broken down to variety) due to agro-environmental schemes/ Total cultivated hectares before the NRDP (broken down to variety). It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of the measure compared to the intervention framework, i.e. capable of relativising the absolute values obtained by the programme. The use of farmland (UAA) cultivated with a variety under risk of extinction as a denominator appears to be the most appropriate solution for theoretical information availability. 

· Heads of animals reared (broken down to breed) due to agro-environmental schemes/ Total heads of animals reared before the NRDP (broken down to breed). See the justification of the indicator above.

· Breeds/varieties drawn from international lists of species under risk of extinction. It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of the measure. While the indicator can be easily obtained in the case of animal breeds, there may be greater difficulties in the case of plant varieties, where the evidence of a risk of extinction is normally backed by scientific studies.

· LFA

Result and impact indicators linked to the ability of compensatory allowances to ensure the maintenance of farming activities and soil use in disadvantaged areas should be introduced. We propose the following:

· Farmland (UAA) under compensatory allowances (ha)/Total UAA in LFA (ha). It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of the measure compared to the intervention framework, i.e. capable of relativizing the absolute values obtained by the programme. Therefore, we propose a ratio of the area involved by the support to the total disadvantaged area, that will give the relative weight of compensatory allowances in disadvantaged areas;

· Variation of UAA in LFAs (ha e %). Maintaining the agricultural use of the soil is one of the main objectives of the measure. Therefore, we propose the absolute and percentage variation of UAA as an indicator of that phenomenon;
· Variation of farms in LFAs (%). Maintaining agricultural activities in disadvantaged areas is one of the main objectives of the measure. Therefore, we propose the absolute and percentage variation of active farms in disadvantages areas as an indicator of that phenomenon;
· Meeting standards 

· Size of areas treated with organic manure / total UAA (ha). It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of the measure compared to the intervention framework, i.e. capable of relativizing the absolute values obtained by the programme. The use of farmland (UAA) as a denominator appears to be the most appropriate solution for information availability and for the possible “regionalisation” of the indicator. 

· Number of standards supported / Total Hungarian farms. It is a correct option to provide an indicator capable of weighing the impact of the measure compared to the intervention framework, i.e. capable of relativising the absolute values obtained by the programme. In particular, the indicator aims at verifying the measure's ability to reach all prospective beneficiaries.

· Afforestation 

· Additional average annual increment of stock thanks to assistance (m³/hectare/year). It is a correct option to introduce an impact indicator to measure the increase of tree volumes thanks to afforestation. This indicator is reported in the STAR document VI/12004/00 (VIII.1.A-2.1);

· Area planted/managed with a view to protective functions (hectares). The environment protection objectives of the measure are strategic both within the RDP and at EU level. Therefore, the proposed indicator is aimed at measuring the ecologic feature of the measure under the profile of protection;

· UAA planted/improved with indigenous tree species (hectares). The environment protection objectives of the measure are strategic both within the RDP and at EU level. Therefore, the proposed indicator is aimed at measuring the ecologic feature of the measure under the profile of protection and valorisation of biodiversity;

· UAA planted in zones with low or missing forest coverage (hectares). The environment protection objectives of the measure are strategic both within the RDP and at EU level. Therefore, the proposed indicator is aimed at measuring the ecologic feature of the measure in areas with low forest coverage or that have suffered a considerable reduction in forest coverage.

· Support for semi-subsistence farms

· Ratio of beneficiaries that achieve the business plan’s proportional objectives after 3 years. The operating principle of the measure is based on the possibility to continue to grant the support only to those farms that have achieved certain given objectives provided for in the business plan;

· Increase of ratio of farm production sold in markets, to assess the ability of the farms affected by the measure to improve their market position and increase the share of produce marketed.

· Trend in specialisation of holdings (description), shifts to market-oriented production. We suggest a qualitative indicator describing the shifts in the production structure of the beneficiaries of the measure towards more market-oriented products.
· Producers associations 

· Amount of products sold by associations under long term agreements. One of the objectives of the measure is to improve the farms' marketing potential; therefore, we recommend introducing an indicator to assess the ability of producers associations to obtain more stable marketing terms;

· Amount of products sold by associations in foreign markets (EU and non-EU). Again with reference to marketing potential, there should be an indicator to assess the ability of producers associations to sell their produce to more profitable markets (EU and non-EU);
· Amount of products sold by associations through wholesale traders. Again with reference to marketing potential, there should be an indicator to assess the ability of producers associations to sell their produce through more profitable channels (wholesale trade).
· Technical assistance

· Evidence of utility of Monitoring Committee meetings/year. We suggest a descriptive indicator to show the main results achieved by the Monitoring Committee.

e Conclusion on the adequacy of the evaluation indicators and proposal about their selection

The chart below shows the distribution of given NRDP indicators compared to priority levels.

Priority of given evaluation indicators of the NRDP
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Almost two-thirds of the given evaluation indicators were associated to a high priority level, with an ideal combination of relevance and availability, which is significant of their adequacy.

Concerning the additional evaluation indicators suggested, an even greater percentage (70%) fell in the high priority range (see chart below). On the other hand, the share of low-priority indicator was also greater (26%), often due to the evaluations formulated by MARD about their availability. As mentioned above, however, we do not think that identifying descriptive indicator (“Evidence of…”) is excessively burdensome, as these may be obtained through case studies and focus groups with experts.

Priority of additional evaluation indicators
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Since the overall number of evaluation indicators seems excessive, we recommend selecting “high priority” indicators, since they are:

· the ones most capable of answering to the Common Evaluation Questions set up in the STAR Document VI/12004/00);

· particularly suitable to explain the measure's ability to reach certain objectives;

· particularly easy to use due to their availability.

If necessary, further selection could concern only the indicators with both high relevance and high availability. 

At the same time, we suggest deleting “low priority” indicators from the NRDP, as they do not seem to be adequately relevant nor available.

As to “medium priority” indicators, we suggest that the MARD should select which ones to keep and which ones to discard. 

( Conclusion: 

Concerning the given indicators, most of them were consistently chosen according to the STAR Document VI/12004/00 “Common Evaluation Questions with Criteria and Indicators”.

Almost two-thirds of the given evaluation indicators were associated to a “high priority” level, with an ideal combination of relevance and availability, which is significant of their adequacy.

( Recommendation: Since the overall number of evaluation indicators seems excessive, we recommend selecting only “high priority” indicators, also among the additional ones suggested.

4.5.2.2 Analysis of the quantification of evaluation indicators

a Adequacy of the quantification of evaluation indicators

The forecast/targeted figures for 2006 of almost all the NRDP given evaluation indicators are quantified, supporting definitely the ex-post evaluation of the Plan. 

According to the interviews, the quantification was carried out within working groups involving the VATI Institute, MARD officials responsible for the measures and the ARDA officials. In order to quantify the indicators, they took into account: 

· the budget of the measures;

· the amount of potential beneficiaries of the measures;

· the past experiences (especially with regard to the Afforestation measure).

Such procedure seems adequate in terms of skills involved and criteria taken into account.

However, we found some inconsistencies about the quantifications, as showed by the table below.

	Agri-environment
	Basic data
	Forecast/targeted figure 2006
	Evaluator’s notes

	Farmland under agreements reducing soil contamination (hectares)
	-
	550 000
	

	  (a) of which reduced use of plant protection substances (%)
	-
	100
	We doubt both indicators would have the same figure. If so, we propose to join them.

	  (b) of which reduced use of plant nutrient/manure (%)
	-
	100
	

	  (c) of which the object of assisted actions explicitly targeting soil contamination (%)
	-
	90 000
	The figure must be quantified in percentage terms (90.000/550.00=16,3%)

	Area subject to input-reducing actions thanks to agreement (hectares)
	-
	550 000
	We doubt the indicator would have the same figure of “Farmland under agreements reducing soil contamination (hectares)”

	  (a) of which with reduced application per hectare of chemical fertiliser (%) 
	-
	100
	The (a) and (c) indicators cannot be both 100%

	  (b) of which with reduced application per hectare of manure or reduced livestock density (%)
	-
	40
	

	  (c) of which with crops and/or rotations associated with low inputs or low nitrogen-surplus (in case of fertiliser) (%)
	-
	100
	The (a) and (c) indicators cannot be both 100%

	  (d) of which with reduced application per hectare of plant protection products (%)
	-
	55
	

	Area not irrigated thanks to agreement (hectare)
	-
	65.000
	We doubt all these indicators would have the same figure. 

	Area of farmland under agreements targeting particular wildlife species or groups of species (hectares)
	-
	65.000
	

	High nature-value farmland habitats that have been protected by supported actions (total hectares)
	-
	65.000
	

	LFAs
	Basic data
	Forecast/targeted figure 2006
	Evaluator’s notes

	Change in UAA in LFAs (ha)
	-
	330.000
	The forecast figure seems too high, since it is 30% of the total size of area receiving LFA payments in 2004 (see monitoring indicators of the NRDP) 

	Afforestation
	Basic data
	Forecast/targeted figure 2006
	Evaluator’s notes

	Increase of forest cover (ha)
	1 823
	1 853
	If the indicator is quantified in hectares (instead if thousands of hectares), an increase of 30 ha seems too low.


b Proposal for the quantification of evaluation indicators of Meeting standard measure

The NRDP lacks the quantification of the evaluation indicators only with regard to the Meeting standard measure.

Therefore, we suggest adopting the following methodological approach:

· Quantification of the amount of potential beneficiaries: Budget of the measure/ maximum amount of support

· Starting from the minimum number of potential beneficiaries, at least some of the evaluation indicators could be quantified on the basis of the Hungarian average size of farms (in terms of hectares and animal units).
( Conclusion: 

The forecast/targeted figures for 2006 of almost all the NRDP given evaluation indicators, are quantified, supporting definitely the ex-post evaluation of the Plan. Indeed, the NRDP lacks quantification of the evaluation indicators only with regard to the Meeting standard measure. 

The procedures followed for the quantification of indicators seems adequate in terms of skills involved and criteria taken into account, even we found some inconsistencies about the quantifications.

( Recommendation: We suggest a specific mythological approach.

4.5.3 Adequacy of data collection procedures 

a Recognition of the procedures foreseen to collect the data

According to Section 3.4 of the NRDP, the following sources will be used for collecting data:

· monitoring system;

· Institutional Bodies: AIR (Agri-environmental Information and Monitoring System, MARD - Department of Agri-Environment), NPD (National Park Directorates, Ministry of Environment and Water), SFS (State Forestry Service);

· Statistical Offices: AKII
 (Research and Information Institute for Agricultural Economics), CSO (Central Statistical Offices).

In more details, the monitoring system will be the source for almost 90% of the evaluation indicators.

However, according to the NRDP, the data collection of a given evaluation indicator will not be based only on a single source, as shown by the chart below.

Distribution of evaluation indicators on the basis of number of data sources
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Such approach could hamper the data collection, since a coordination of the different sources shall be required.

Therefore, we suggest assessing whenever multiple sources would be really necessary in order to collect the data related to a given evaluation indicator.

b Capability and suitability of the procedures to collect the data for evaluation indicators

Concerning the monitoring system, the data collected will be registered in the IACS, which should gather them in order to collect the evaluation indicators. The data collection will be also based on the forms distributed among the beneficiaries along with the payment claims. 

Currently, we cannot assess the capability nor the suitability of such procedure since the IACS software is still under development. The forms still have to be drafted
. 

In this framework, we recommend drafting separate forms to collect the monitoring and evaluation indicators. The latter ones should be distributed only in 2006, in order to avoid an excessive amount of information requested to the beneficiaries.

Concerning other envisaged sources (Institutional Bodies and Statistical Offices), we underline that some of the evaluation indicators have already been collected before the NRDP, especially with regard to the “Afforestation” and “Setting up of producer groups”
. In these cases, the procedures have been tested in the past, strengthening their capability and suitability to collect the requested data.

However, most evaluation indicators will be only collected for the first time on the occasion of the implementation of the NRDP. 

Therefore, we recommend selecting them according to their priority, as underlined above, in order to reduce their size.

( Conclusion: 

The monitoring system will be the source for almost 90% of the evaluation indicators, even if, according to the NRDP, the data collection of a given evaluation indicator will be based not only on a single source. Such approach could hamper the data collection, since a coordination of the different sources shall be required.

Currently, we cannot definitely assess the capability nor the suitability of the procedure envisaged for collecting data through the monitoring system, because it is still under development.

( Recommendation: We recommend to:

- assess  whenever multiple sources would be really necessary in order to collect the data related to a given evaluation indicator,

- draft separate forms to collect the monitoring and evaluation indicators. The latter ones should be distributed only in 2006, in order to avoid an excessive amount of information requested to the beneficiaries,

- select the evaluation indicators according to their priority so as to reduce their size.

( Response to the key question: Are the evaluation indicators adequate, logic and complete ? Do they allow to measure the achievement of the objectives?

Concerning the given indicators, most of them were consistently chosen according to the STAR Document VI/12004/00 “Common Evaluation Questions with Criteria and Indicators”.

Almost two-thirds of the given evaluation indicators were associated to a “high priority” level, with an ideal combination of relevance and availability, which is significant of their adequacy.

The forecast/targeted figures for 2006 of almost all the NRDP given evaluation indicators, are quantified, supporting definitely the ex-post evaluation of the Plan. 

The procedures followed for the quantification of indicators seem adequate in terms of skills involved and criteria taken into account, even though some inconsistencies have been found in  the quantifications.

According to the NRDP, the data collection of a given evaluation indicator will not only be based on a single source. Such approach could hamper the data collection, since a coordination of the different sources shall be required.

Moreover, most evaluation indicators will be collected for the first time on the occasion of the implementation of the NRDP, without having tested the procedures in previous Programmes. 

Therefore, we recommend selecting them according to their priority, also among the additional ones proposed, in order to reduce their size.

4.5.4 Adequacy between evaluation indicators and objectives

The main objective of this analysis is to assess the coverage of the objective by the indicators in order to evaluate the possible assessment of the achievement of the different objective stated in the NRDP. 

In order to assess the adequacy between the indicators (monitoring / evaluation) and the objectives we have constructed a matrix. This matrix
 allows us to visualize the indicator allocation by objective (operational, specific, general) for each measure, and thus, to assess the coverage of the objectives by the indicators.

The coverage of the objective by the indicators is high (86%). All the objectives of the following measures are linked to at least one indicator: “Less favoured areas”, “Meeting standards”, “technical assistance”.  The indicators of these measures are well defined as they all give information about at least one objective and as they cover all the objectives of these measures. 

However, 10 objectives do not have an indicator
. They refer to the specific and general objectives of the following measures: “Agri-environment”, “Afforestation”, “Early retirement”, “Semi-subsistence” and “Producer groups”. 

We note that the two general objectives of the agri-environment measure without agri-environment indicators mentioned in the table can be analysed with indicators attached to the “Less Favoured Areas”, “Afforestation”, and “Semi-subsistence”. All other objectives of this measures without indicators are not linked to any indicators with regards to all the indicators defined in the NRDP. 

In addition, it is important to highlight the fact that all the objectives without indicator are economical. As a result, it will be more difficult to assess the achievement of the economical objectives than the achievement of the environmental objectives, which are all linked to an indicator. 

In terms of indicators, we note that some indicators do not allow us to assess the achievement of any of the defined objectives of the NRDP. The following indicators are not linked to an objective: 

· Early retirement: Proportion of women among transferors (%) and Proportion of women among transferees (%)

· Semi-subsistence: Ratio of female beneficiaries, Ratio of young farmers, Ratio of beneficiaries joining other support schemes, Number of new contracts

It appears that all indicators referring to equal opportunities for men and women are not linked to any objective of the NRDP. 

( Conclusion:

The coverage of the objective by the indicator is high (86%). However, 10 economical objectives set forth for the agri-environment, afforestation, early retirement, semi-subsistence and producer groups’ measures are not linked to at least one of their indicators. As a result, it would probably be more difficult to assess the achievement of the economical objectives than the achievement of the environmental objectives, which are all linked to an indicator. 

We also note that the indicators referring to equal opportunities for men and women are not linked to any objective of the NRPD.

4.5.5 Recommendations implemented and final assessment 

4.5.5.1 Recommendations implemented 

Consistently with our recommendations to the drafting of the Plan, the final version of the NRDP introduces: 

· a reviewed set of monitoring indicators, taking into account most of the additional indicators we proposed.

· a reviewed set of evaluation indicators, selected according to their “priority” level.

· most of the additional evaluation indicators we proposed, also quantifying them.

· more realistic and consistent targeted figures for some of the evaluation indicators.

· a better identification of the sources for the collection of the evaluation indicators. 

In addition, some additional indicators have been created to allow the evaluation of the achievements of all objectives set forth for each measure.

4.5.5.2 Final assessment

The monitoring indicators, which seemed adequate already in the previous version of the Plan, have been further improved with regard of their potential usefulness in the framework of the ex-post evaluation of NRDP. In particular, the additional monitoring indicators adopted for the AE measure could allow for an assessment of the level of commitment of farmers and of the achievement of the specific objectives of different schemes. 

Compared with the previous version of the NRDP, the evaluation indicators seem more suitable for answering to the Common Evaluation Questions set up in the STAR Document VI/12004/00) and for explaining the measures’ ability to achieve their specific objectives, since the most relevant and accessible were selected. At the same time, most of the “low priority” indicators were discarded from the Plan, reducing the overall size of evaluation indicators and making more feasible their collection. The adequacy of the evaluation indicators seems improved also because of the additional ones introduced on the basis of our proposals. We underline that the additional indicators have already been quantified in the final version of the NRDP, making them definitely usable for the ex-post evaluation of the Plan. In these terms, we also underline that the inconsistencies we found in the quantification of some of the given evaluation indicators seem solved. Moreover, the adequacy of data collection procedures seems to be improved because of a less demanding coordination of the different sources related to some indicators.

4.6 Assessment of the provisional implementation procedures

4.6.1 The selection procedure

( Key question: Are the envisaged procedures for selecting projects relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

4.6.1.1 Definition of the selection procedure

a Existence of a written procedure

An entire section of the NRDP, “Control and sanctions” (Section 5.3), describes the general procedure followed for application selection.

The procedure is described relatively clearly and in detail in all its administrative steps from the selection of applications to approval, the phase of ranking applications includes, however, a few contradictions. 

The general procedure is applicable to all NRDP measures, except for the Afforestation measure. This distinction is specified in Section 5.3, which refers to paragraph 5.1.6.2 of the NRDP where the role of the State Forestry Service in assessing applications for the afforestation measure is described. The precise procedures that will be followed are however not specified.

Conversely, the definition of the selection procedure for individual measures is not always given and/or sufficiently clear. 

( Conclusion: An entire section of the NRDP describes the general procedure the selection of applications, while, the definition of the selection procedure for individual measures (except for the Afforestation measure) is not always given and/or sufficiently clear.

b Clarity and relevance of eligibility/ selection criteria and of the selection process

The table in Analytical developments section 1.20
summarises the evaluations expressed with respect to:

· eligibility criteria: presence of a clear, articulated description;

· selection criteria: presence of a clear, articulated, functional description, definition of scores;

· selection process: presence of a description of the principle followed (ranking system or first come-first served basis) and method for application filing (continuous basis or deadline)
In more detail, it appears that:

· Agro-environment: the general eligibility criteria are described, together with the criteria for different schemes. However, a clear reference to the Annex 2 of NRDP (which describes the specific eligibility criteria) could be useful for an immediate identification. The selection criteria (reported in Annex 10 of the NRDP) appear to be correctly defined and sufficiently articulated. In particular, the criteria relevant to applicant characteristics are separate from those relevant to schemes. The former are aimed at privileging those applicants who:

· introduce the greater portion of land in the scheme;

· live in the area for which support is required, assuming that they may be more motivated;

· employ a greater number of people;

· have participated in the NAEP, in order to motivate their shift to NRDP;

· are located in Natura 2000 sites or Nitrate Sensitive Areas, in consideration of the greater environmental vulnerability of these latter areas. 

We recommend strengthening the liaisons with ARDOP, for instance by adding as another selection criterion the participation in the training that fulfils the needs of agro-environment management programs. 

The criteria related to the applied scheme are correctly aimed at giving priority to applicants joining those schemes that imply a greater level of commitment for farmers (i.e. High Nature Value Area schemes, Organic Farming schemes).

It should be noted that also the scores associated to each criteria are correctly identified, and articulated according to the various sub-measures provided.

On the other hand, there is no description of the selection process adopted, as the use of the ranking system is not mentioned and there is no clear reference to Annex 10 of the NRDP, where selection criteria are described. 

· Support to Less Favoured Areas: eligibility criteria have been clearly defined. Conversely, the selection criteria have not as no ranking system is provided for the selection of applications. In fact, the interviews carried out have shown that the selection process takes place on a first come – first served basis. There is, however, no reference to this system in the description of measures given in the NRDP. 
The report should state whether the applications will be submitted on a continuous basis or a specific deadline will be established.

· Meeting standards: General eligibility criteria and specific ones for the two sub-measures have been determined in the Plan (and articulated by type of support for sub-measure „A”). The criteria are very well detailed and indicate clearly the documents that applicants are required to submit (also stating which bodies will release the certificates). Selection criteria are not described because there is no ranking system for application selection. However, the NRDP, provides an adequate description of the selection process and of how applications will be submitted and assessed on a continuous basis
· Afforestation of agricultural land: the eligibility criteria set forth relate to the definition of „arable land” and „farmers”. As was pointed out during the negotiations stage, both definitions do not seem to be clear enough. Concerning the definition of agricultural land, we suggest that the minimum number of years of agricultural regular use should be stated. As to the definition of a “farmer”, apart from the share of income deriving from agricultural activities, the time dedicated to agricultural activities should be also taken into account. Selection criteria are present, but are in part described in too general terms and may scarcely be assessed in an objective manner (i.e.”effect of the new forest on increasing the potential for rural tourism”).
Therefore, the criteria should be better focused and proxies should be provided indicating if one criteria has or not been met, so as to facilitate the assessment of the applications. For the criterion “effect of the new forest on increasing the potential for rural tourism”, for instance, priority might be given to those farmers who have also joined the ARDOP measure “Expansion of rural income earning opportunities” (in order to strengthen the liaisons between the two programmes). We also recommend defining additional criteria: for example, the negotiation stage showed that the application ranking system should prioritise those farmers who plant taking into account bio-diversity aspects instead of monoculture. 

As the score associated to individual criteria is missing, the ranking system used for project selection is unclear. 

However, the description of the selection process appears adequate and shows the difference between administrative checks and application assessment, and between regional ranking and national ranking. 

· Early retirement: the eligibility criteria are adequately described and distinguished among those applicable to transferors, transferees and assisting family members employed by transferors. So far the selection criteria or the description of the selection process are not provided and will be introduced in the NRDP before implementation of the measure (planned as from 2006).
· Supporting semi-self-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring: eligibility criteria are present, albeit not sufficiently clear. The negotiations have shown that it would be appropriate to specify the content of the requested business plan and to establish the maximum revenue from the agricultural activity of eligible farms. The selection process is not adequately described and there is no indication of whether there is a ranking system or a deadline for application submission. 
· Supporting the establishment and administrative operation of producer groups: the only foreseen eligibility criterion is the document issued by MARD on recognition of the producer group. Actually, only producer groups formally recognised within the period from 1 May 2004 to 31 December 2006 may benefit from this support, while producer groups in the fruit, vegetable and tobacco market sectors are excluded.
Both these elements represent further eligibility criteria and should be indicated as such. The NRDP describes the selection process quite properly, defining the application period and showing that no application ranking system is used (i.e. no selection criteria are provided). On the other hand, the mechanism of reallocation of the remaining resources is not sufficiently clear, as it should start while the application period is not over yet (and hence there is no indication about the resources used).

( Conclusion:  

The selection process does not appear to be adequately defined for most NRDP measures. 

( Recommendation:

We recommend strengthening the liaisons with ARDOP, for instance by adding as another selection criterion the participation in the training that fulfils the needs of agro-environment management programs. 

Concerning the definition of agricultural land, we suggest that the minimum number of years of agricultural regular use should be stated.

Concerning the agri-envrionment measure, a clear reference to the Annex 2 of NRDP (which describes the specific eligibility criteria) could be useful for an immediate identification.

Concerning the afforestation measure, the criteria should be better focused and proxies should be provided indicating if one criteria has or not been met, so as to facilitate the assessment of the applications. For the criterion, “effect of the new forest on increasing the potential for rural tourism”, for instance, priority might be given to those farmers who have also joined the ARDOP measure, “Expansion of rural income earning opportunities” (in order to strengthen the liaisons between the two programmes). We also recommend defining additional criteria: for example, the negotiation stage showed that the application ranking system should prioritise those farmers who plant taking into account bio-diversity aspects instead of monoculture. 

Therefore, as a general recommendation with a view to improving clarity of the selection procedure, we suggest including a paragraph for each measure indicate at least:

- the principle used for procedure selection: ranking system or first come-first served basis. 

- the methods of application submission (continuous basis or prescription of a deadline).

This paragraph could also refer simply to the general procedure described in chapter 5.3 of the NRDP, in this case evidencing the differences among individual measures.

4.6.1.2 Envisaged methods for processing applications 

a Envisaged method for organising the evaluation/ selection process, for assessing the conformity of applications to eligibility criteria, checking written evidence and for ranking applications

The standard procedure for the selection of applications (described in Section 5.3 of the NRDP) is presented and assessed in the table below 

	Stage of processing
	Envisaged method
	Evaluators’ notes

	Submission of application to ARDA
	Use of the application forms made available for the individual measures
	The preparation of separate application forms for each measure is encouraged, in order to include all the information needed to assess the application.

	Formal and administrative checks of the applications
	Exhaustive checks and cross-checks (wherever appropriate), inter alia with the data from the Integrated Administration and Control System (IACS). 

The work of each ARDA administrator shall be reviewed by the next administrator.

All administrators shall record the checks they perform in writing on the checklists, they shall sign them and place them in the file.

The ARDA centre shall implement further process controls in order to maintain the quality of the processing of applications.
	The method allows for multiple control levels that are likely to succeed in ensuring that eligibility criteria are met by beneficiaries and applications.

Therefore, written (signed) evidences of the activities carried out by the administrators should also be provided.

The control procedures to be implemented by the ARDA centre should be better detailed.

	Formal and administrative checks of the applications: area-based support
	Specific attention devoted to checking whether the area specified in the application meets the criteria of the measure.

The identification data of the area shall be verified against the data of the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS, a part of the IACS).
	The method aims at verifying the entitlement of the applicant to use the area applied for. This specific control is aimed mostly at avoiding double financing for the same area. 

However, there is a risk of stalemates (see below)

	Ranking of applications
	In case of more applications than financial means available, the ARDA shall then rank the applications according to the ranking system - based on priorities by measures - defined in the call for applications.

On this basis, the ARDA shall also make decisions concerning the approval of applications with the highest scores and the rejection of applications that cannot be financed due to the shortage of funds or on account of formal deficiencies or deficiencies of content.
	The method is not suitable, as it does not seem to be compatible with the implementation of some measures (see below)

	Approval of applications
	The approval of applications and the contracting procedure can only go ahead after all the necessary checks are completed and the applications comply with the legislative requirements of the measure. 
	The method appears to be adequate; however, certain elements should be detailed (see below) 


( Conclusion: Application-processing methods as a whole appear to be suitable to guarantee the quality of selection.

b Weaknesses identified

The envisaged method for processing applications, although adequate as a whole, shows a number of possible weaknesses:

· Administrative check of area-based applications: the interviews have shown that if there is an overclaim for a given area (i.e. the owner and the user), the decision is left to farmers. 

In order to avoid that the failure to reach an agreement may give rise to a stalemate in the use of funding resources, a priority administrative principle should be defined, or at least a mandatory deadline for settling the controversy.

· Ranking of applications: the provision contained in Section 5.3, whereby the ranking system will be applied in case the applications exceed the financial means available, may be applied to only for those measures that provide a deadline for application submission. If applications are approved on a continuous basis, the resources will be used progressively and it will not be possible to assess their consistency with the number of applications. 

This issue is to be seen particularly in the case of the “Supporting semi-self-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring” measure, which is supposed to prioritise farmers applying from less favoured areas if the resources available for support are over-subscribed. As the interviews have shown that the approval of applications will be on a continuous basis, the only criterion that seems to be actually applicable to application selection is the order of submission, while priority to LFAs would not be respected. 

Therefore, we suggest establishing a ranking system from the start (taking in consideration the LFAs) to select the applications for the measure, also on grounds that, according to the forecasts of the measure managers, the financial endowment of the measure might not be able to cover applications of all prospective beneficiaries.

Considering the small amount of support granted by the measure, the selection criteria should not be too stringent, in order not to discourage beneficiaries from submitting their application.

As an alternative, if a priority is to be given to LFAs, we suggest:

· establishing a deadline for application submission, after which applications will be approved by order of submission and location of applicant farmers;

· defining a portion of the measure budget to be reserved exclusively to the farmers applying from less favoured areas. If this portion exceeds the applications received, it may be re-allocated among all farmers.

· Approval of applications: it is not said whether rejected applicants can appeal against ARDA’s decisions, which might be the case especially if the assessment is based on a ranking system. This issue should be dealt with by the NRDP, referring as required to the description of the procedures to follow for application claims. Also, the procedures for disclosing the results of the selection to applicants should be described.
( Conclusion: 

On the whole, the envisaged method for processing applications appears to be adequate. However, some weaknesses have been identified in the field of administrative checks of area based applications, of the selection process applied to the measure “Support to semi-subsistence farmers” and of the procedure concerning the approval of applications. 

( Recommendation: We suggest to:  

- define a priority administrative principle concerning the administrative check of area-based applications,

- establish a ranking system from the start (taking in consideration the LFAs) to select the applications for the measure,

- to complete the description of the procedures to follow for application claims and for disclosing the results of the selection to applicants

As an alternative, if a priority is to be given to LFAs, we suggest:

- establishing a deadline for application submission, after which applications will be approved by order of submission and location of applicant farmers;

- defining a portion of the measure budget to be reserved exclusively to the farmers applying from less favoured areas. If this portion exceeds the applications received, it may be re-allocated among all farmers.

c Profile of persons in charge of processing applications

The personnel of ARDA will be in charge of processing the applications for all the NRDP measures (except for the Afforestation measure). So far we the information we dispose of is not sufficient to identify the specific profile of the persons who will select the applications. This issue will be dealt with in the Final Report after additional interviews with ARDA officials. 

As to the Afforestation measure, the State Forestry Service (SFS) Directorates will perform administrative and professional checks, data registration and assessment of application on the basis of ranking system. The experience acquired by the SFS personnel in recent years concerning afforestation in the country should be a guarantee in terms of an effective selection of NRDP applications.

( Conclusion: This issue will be dealt with in the Final Report after additional interviews with ARDA officials.

4.6.1.3 Distribution of roles

a Type of players to be involved in the selection procedure

According to the general procedure, ARDA is expected to manage the entire selection procedure, from submission to approval.

As to the Afforestation measure, the regional SFS Directorates will perform administrative and professional checks, data registration and assessment of application on the basis of ranking system. Based on the regional rankings, the central office of SFS shall submit recommendations for the national ranking to the ARDA. 

b Type of players to be involved for the different tasks of the selection procedure

So far the NRDP has not identified the specific Units of ARDA that will be responsible for the various tasks of the selection process. 

As evidenced by the negotiations, we recommend adding a flow chart to the NRDP describing the organisation of ARDA Units with respect to selection procedures.

In order to be as clear as possible, the flow chart should state the procedures in common to all measures (i.e. administrative checks) and those applicable only to a few of them (i.e. ranking system).

Furthermore, the relationships among the various ARDA Units involved in application selection should be clearly described.

By way of example we present in Analytical developments section 1.21
 the flow chart for the Afforestation measure, where the description of the distribution of roles between SFS and ARDA appears to be appropriate enough.

( Conclusion: 

According to the general procedure, ARDA is expected to manage the entire selection procedure, from submission to approval. So far the NRDP has not identified the specific Units of ARDA that will be responsible for the various tasks of the selection process.

As to the Afforestation measure, the regional SFS Directorates and the central office of SFS will be involved in the selection of applications.

( Recommendation: We recommend adding a flow chart to the NRDP describing the organisation of ARDA Units with respect to selection procedures and to describe more clearly the relationships among the various ARDA Units involved in application selection.

c Relationship between the different players involved

Paragraph 5.1.6.2 of the NRDP describes the relationship between the different players involved in selection procedures of Afforestation measure. The SFS, which is under the professional supervision and control of the MARD Forestry Authority, shall accept, evaluate and approve the applications as a delegated body. The delegation of the authorisation function will be performed according to Commission Regulation 1663/1995/EC and the national Act 73 of 2003. The final authorisation decision shall remain to the responsibility of the ARDA.

( Conclusion: The SFS shall accept, evaluate and approve the applications submitted in the framework of the Afforestation measure as a delegated body. Since the final authorisation decision shall remain to the responsibility of the ARDA, the relationship between SFS and ARDA seem to be adequate.

4.6.1.4 Relevance, possible effectiveness and efficiency of the selection procedure

a Benchmark with other European countries

The comparison with the Rural Development Plans for certain European Regions considered as typical
 has confirmed that the NRDP does not describe the selection procedure with adequate clarity. In fact, the majority of Plans reviewed describe procedures at measure level with:

· a specific paragraph in the section describing the measure;

· the specific features of each measure in the description of the general procedure.

b Comparison with procedures applied in previous programmes

The mid-term evaluation Hungarian SAPARD Programme pointed out the need to simplify the selection procedures in order to speed them up and to make them clearer to the applicants. If the NRDP, by privileging the first come-first served selection, seems capable of reducing the delays for processing applications, there is still room for improvement as far as a detailed explanation of the procedure is concerned. 

( Conclusion and recommendation: The comparison with the Rural Development Plans for certain European Regions and with SAPARD experience has confirmed that the NRDP should describe the selection procedure with more clarity. 

( Response to the key question: Are the envisaged procedures for selecting projects relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

The selection procedures of the NRDP appear to be correctly defined as to eligibility and selection criteria. The selection process, however, is not specifically described for each measure.  In particular, it is not always indicated whether the selection is made on a ranking system basis or on a first come-first served basis.

Application processing methods as a whole appear to be suitable to guarantee selection quality, even though there are certain weaknesses, especially with regard to the use of a ranking system.

Moreover, the distribution of roles within the ARDA during application processing also appears to be unclear.

In light of the SAPARD experience, we thus recommend improving the clarity of selection procedure.

4.6.2 Information and publicity

( Key question: Is the envisaged strategy for information and publicity relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

4.6.2.1 Definition of the strategy on information and publicity

a Existence of a strategic document / communication plan

The NRDP includes the programme’s Communication Plan, detailing the communication strategy for the information measures to be performed between 2004-2006. The general objectives of the Plan are:

· “Informing the general public about the short-, medium- and long-term rural development policy of Hungary and the role that assistance from the European Union plays through the NRDP”.

· “Informing the different target groups of the NRDP about the possible support-schemes and the conditions thereof”.

The Plan also identifies the following specific objectives:

· “To ensure continuous publicity and transparency of the assistance from NRDP and, through it, the Guarantee Section of EAGGF, and to raise awareness about equal opportunities”.

· “To provide exhaustive and targeted information to the prospective beneficiaries, target groups about the possibilities, criteria and application procedures”.

· “To inform the general public about the role of the European Union in cooperation with Hungary in the assistance concerned and the results achieved”.

· “To inform those who participate in the implementation of the projects about the goal, role and means of the information activity they are expected to perform”.

b Clarity of the strategy and guidelines

The analysis of the communication strategy will allow to identify the relationship between the general and specific objectives of the Plan, as detailed in the chart below.

	GENERAL OBJECTIVES
	
	
	SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	To ensure continuous publicity and transparency of the assistance from NRDP and, through it, the Guarantee Section of EAGGF and to raise awareness of equal opportunities

	Informing the general public about the short-, medium- and long-term rural development policy of Hungary and the role that assistance from the European Union plays through the NRDP
	
	
	

	
	
	
	To inform the general public about the role of the European Union in cooperation with Hungary in the assistance concerned and the results that it achieves

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	To provide exhaustive and targeted information to the potential beneficiaries, target groups about the possibilities, criteria and application procedures

	
	
	
	

	Informing the different target groups of the NRDP about the possible support-schemes and the conditions thereof”
	
	
	

	
	
	
	To inform those participating in the implementation of the projects about the goal, role and means of the information activity they are expected to perform


The correct break down of the general objectives into corresponding specific objectives is a first evidence of the validity of the Plan’s strategy in terms of internal consistency. There is also consistency between the Plan’s main objectives and the objectives defined by Council Regulation no. 1159/2000 on information and publicity measures to be carried out by the Member States. 

The communication strategy as a whole is adequately described in terms of objectives to be pursued and seems capable of meeting the main information requirements related to NRDP implementation. In fact, the specific objectives are based on certain key elements that need to be included with respect to the interventions co-funded with Community Funds: the role of the European Union and the contribution of EAGGF’s Guarantee Section, the equal opportunities, the possibilities, criteria and application procedures of the NRDP. 

However, the specific objective “To inform those participating in the implementation of the projects about the goal, role and means of the information activity they are expected to perform” does not seem to be clearly defined. The term “projects” might refer to projects supported by NRDP Measures or to communication projects developed by the Plan. In the first case, the recipients might coincide with the beneficiaries of the Measures, leaving some doubt on the scope of their involvement in terms of communication activities, or they might coincide with the entities in charge of implementing the Plan. In the second case, the recipients are supposed to be the entities outside the Programme Management Unit involved in the performance of communication activities. Therefore, this objective should be better formulated, as the alternatives taken in consideration would have different implications in the Plan strategy. 
The Communication Plan’s target groups also appear to be in line with the two main objectives of the Plan, as two target groups have been identified:

· General public

· Professionals, including:

· prospective applicants, 

· professional, advocacy groups and civil organisations,

· regional and local authorities (governments),

· training institutes and bodies, and bodies concerned with employment,

· environmental protection and forestry offices,

· organisations promoting equal opportunities.

Prospective applicants may appropriately be identified as an independent target group, given their need for specialised and more technical information.

The communication strategy is organized according to a Time Schedule outlined in the Plan, which is structured as follows:

· Preliminary Communication Stage (until 1 January 2004 or, for the general public, up until 1 May 2004), for overall communication involving the introduction of the NRDP and preliminary general information on the assistance policy of the European Union.

· Full Communication Stage (between 1 January and 1 May 2004), during which prospective beneficiaries will need to receive specific information on how to access the NRDP, on application opportunities – with special regard to the LFA and GFP conditions – and on the contact details of customer service points.

· Permanent Communication Stage (after 1 May 2004), during which communication activities relating to the NRDP will have to cover all details, as set out in the Communication Plan.

Plan scheduling are seemingly aimed at improving Plan management and implementation, especially if specific objectives, targets and tools will be selected for each stage of communication activities.

With regard to the already launched stages, some communication activities have started. For instance: 

· Preliminary Communication Stage: the open public consultation was performed between 16 and 30 April 2003, to present the draft NRDP and gather the impressions and opinions of meeting participants

· Full Communication Stage: provisional booklets were prepared, containing a description of the basic principles and features of NRDP Measures, especially with reference to the essential elements (LFA, Good Farming Practice, Agro-environmental measures).

The decision to launch communication activities pending of NRDP approval by the Commission may increase the Plan’s success opportunities, since information of a provisional nature were chosen in order not to fuel excessive expectations among the recipients. 

( Conclusion: 

The NRDP’s Communication Plan describes the planned communication strategy in a substantially adequate manner. Objectives, targets and tools appear to be appropriate and consistent also with the purposes set forth in Council Regulation 1159/2000.

( Recommendation: 

The specific objective “To inform those participating in the implementation of the projects about the goal, role and means of the information activity they are expected to perform” should be better formulated.

Prospective applicants may appropriately be identified as an independent target group, given their need for specialised and more technical information.

4.6.2.2 Distribution of roles

a Type of players involved in information and publicity

The implementation of the measures of the NRDP Communication Plan is the responsibility of the Programme Management Unit (PMU) that also defined the Plan’s structure and organization. 

The Plan will be implemented with the support of contracted specialised service providers that will be in charge of most of the communication activities. At the time being, however, these providers have not yet been identified.

A nationwide information distribution network based on “training for trainers” will also be developed and will involve:

· the general customer service of ARDA;

· the county offices of MARD (general information),

· members of the extension service registered in MARD,

· agricultural chambers,

· small-regional rural development managers,

· others (NGOs or professional firms).

These options are aimed at maximizing the effectiveness of communication activities, as they provide for the contribution of specialist know-how (i.e. external providers) and a widespread presence over the territory (i.e. the county offices of MARD, agricultural chambers, small-regional rural development managers).

b Relationship between these different players

In to avoid implementing actions not perfectly in line with objectives of the Plan, the activities will be regularly monitored and supervised by the PMU. In particular, the PMU will designate one person responsible for communication and public awareness, in order to ensure coordination among the various players involved in the implementation of the Plan. For that purpose, a person experienced in information and publicity should be sought, or, as an alternative, a similar position should be created within the Management Committee to support the PMU in its communication activities.
( Conclusion: The choice of having all the activities monitored and supervised by the PMU seems to be effective in order to avoid the implementation of actions that are not in line with the objectives of the Plan.  

( Recommendation: It is important that the PMU designate a person experienced in information and publicity to grant the coordination among the players involved in the implementation of the Plan.  

4.6.2.3 Envisaged tools for information and publicity

The NRDP communication Plan will use the following communication tools:

· Internet:: The NRDP shall have its own homepage within the site of the Ministry, including a description of the Plan, the organisations involved in the implementation of NRDP, their structure, tasks and activities, the calls for applications and later the list of supported applications and the financing allocations from EAGGF and the national budget.

· Press and electronic media: a special media plan will have to be elaborated with respect to the following sub-measures:

· Issuing press releases about important events relating to the launch and the implementation of the NRDP, especially the approval of the Plan by the Commission, before launching tenders and upon the completion of their primary implementation phase;

· Publishing supplements in the most suitable periodicals and publications about interpretation, sample documentation, best practices, successful projects and applications;

· Creating television and radio advertising spots, and broadcasting them in programmes specialising in agriculture or as public information segments.

· Publications: brochures, leaflets, information publications, reports, newsletters and project reports about the NRDP in general and individual measures in particular shall be prepared and distributed. Special booklets will be published about the GFP conditions and the LFA and agro-environmental support options.

· Personal advisory services: the general costumer service of ARDA, occasional events of information distribution about all the prospective services of MARD and nationwide networks will be involved in the information distribution network, as described above. The information distribution system will be based on “training for trainers”.

The planned communication mix is likely to support the success of the communication strategy in terms of:

· Accessibility and updatability, through the use of the Internet;

· Specificity, as in the case of theme booklets dedicated to the most innovative features of the NRDP (GFP, LFAs and agro-environmental measures);

· Territorial spread, through the use of information distribution networks;

· Efficiency, through the development of a media plan to maximise financial resource use and the resort to “training for trainers” to distribute “cascading” information over the territory.

However, we suggest adding a section on the Website that is expressly dedicated to describing the role of the EU in the Hungarian rural development process.

( Conclusion: The success of the communication strategy is likely to be supported by the planned communication mix in terms of accessibility and adaptability, specificity, territorial spread and efficiency. 

( Recommendation: It would be useful to dedicate a section of the Website to the description of the role of the EU in the Hungarian rural development process.

4.6.2.4 Relevance, possible effectiveness and efficiency of the strategy on information and publicity

a Perception of players to be involved

The interviews have shown that the MARDA personnel involved in NRDP development and implementation are strongly focused on information and publicity. They seem to be aware of the importance of communication for to the success of the NRDP and seem to they to have adopted a proactive approach, not only a must-do one, while designing the Communication Plan.

b Benchmark with other European countries

The comparison with the Rural Development Plans has regarded Ireland CAP Rural Development Plan, England Rural Development Plan, Lombardia Rural Development Plan and Sicilia Rural Development Plan. The Plans reviewed provide only a single short section dedicated to the communication. Therefore, the presence of a Communication Plan is a factor that characterises the NRDP positively compared to the other plans reviewed. The formalisation of the information and publicity strategy is also a step forward from the SAPARD experience in Hungary, under which the communication initiatives were described in general terms.

c Comparison with strategies applied in previous programmes implemented in Hungary

In particular, compared to the Rural Development Plans of other Regions and to the SAPARD, even the definition of the Plan’s output and impact indicators represents a useful tool to measure the effectiveness and efficiency of the NRDP Communication Plan.

( Conclusion: On the whole, the Plan seems to lack clarity in the definition of the specific relationships between each objective-target-tool, which does not allow us, at the moment, to express a final opinion on the overall consistency of the communication strategy. We recommend preparing a cross-reference table like the one shown below by way of example, to fully describe the strategic structure of the Plan. 

	Tools
	General Objectives
	Specific Objectives
	Target groups

	
	A
	B
	I
	II
	III
	1
	2
	3

	Internet
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Press and electronic media
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Publications 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Personal advisory services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


( Response to the key question: Is the envisaged strategy for information and publicity relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

The Communication Plan describes the planned communication strategy in a substantially adequate manner. Objectives, targets and tools appear to be appropriate and consistent with the purposes set forth in Council Regulation 1159/2000. The choice of tools, the involvement of external players in the Plan’s implementation and the definition of output and impact indicators are seemingly aimed at improving the effectiveness and efficiency of communication activities. 

However, the Plan seems to lack clarity in the definition of the specific relationships between each objective-target-tool, which does not allow us, at the moment, to express a final opinion on the overall consistency of the communication strategy. 
Strategy for assistance with setting up projects

( Key question: Is the envisaged strategy for (applications) relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

4.6.2.5 Definition of the strategy on assistance with setting up projects

The NRDP does not provide a specific Section dedicated to assistance with setting up projects; the reference strategy may be found in the description for the Technical Assistance measure
. Such measure, aiming at assisting the management, implementation, monitoring, control and evaluation of the Plan, includes among its main objectives that of “supporting the preparation of potential beneficiaries of the other NRDP measures, with special regard to the citizens living in underprivileged areas, informing the citizens of disadvantaged groups and providing information to the public in line with Commission Regulation (EC) No.1159/2000”.

Section 4.8 includes also the NRDP Communication Plan, detailing the communication strategy for the information measures to be performed between 2004-2006.  One of the general goals of the Communication Plan is “Informing the different target groups of the NRDP about the possible support-schemes and the conditions thereof”. In addition, two of the specific goals of the Communication Plan appear to be:

· To provide exhaustive and targeted information to the potential beneficiaries, target groups about the possibilities, criteria and application procedures.

· To inform those participating in the implementation of the projects about the goal, role and means of the information activity they are expected to perform.

Such a breakdown of the above-mentioned general objectives into corresponding specific objectives seems a first evidence of the clarity of Plan strategy in terms of assistance activities in setting up projects. 

Moreover, the overall strategy concerning the assistance in setting up projects is adequately described in terms of objectives to be pursued and seems consistent with the needs to provide exhaustive information to the potential beneficiaries of the support of the Plan. In fact, the specific objectives are based on certain key elements such as the possibilities, criteria and application procedures of the NRDP.

The Plan describes also the tools through which assistance to project set-up may be granted and the persons in charge of performing these activities. This aspect contributes to increasing Plan clarity regards to the strategy followed to make a suitable IT and support system available to prospective applicants, and regards to the description of the means through which the strategy may be implemented.

( Conclusion: The NRDP describes the envisaged strategy for assistance with setting up projects in a substantially adequate manner. General and specific objectives appear to be appropriate and clearly indicated. They also seem to be consistent with providing exhaustive information and assistance to prospective NRDP applicants.

4.6.2.6 Envisaged tools for assistance with setting up projects

The strategy for the assistance in setting up projects is based on the following tools:

· application Packages
, including the filling instructions concerning how the application for grants should be filled in. With respect to this, we consider that the choice to develop a specific application package for each measure is adequate. It should provide targeted and useful information to prospective beneficiaries. The “Accompanying Measures” Unit of ARDA, which drafts the filling instructions, is satisfied with the level of detail achieved.;

· a brochure
, describing the opportunities offered by the NRDP, the required requirements to be fulfilled in order to obtain the grants available for each measure, the eligibility criteria of each measure. The purpose of this tool is to support prospective applicants in the choice of the measure(s) that best suit their status and development needs. Moreover, the exact indication of eligibility criteria allows the prospective beneficiaries to apply only for those grants which they are actually entitled to. This may help reducing the amount of rejected applications, and as a consequence the administrative workload for the ARDA personnel.

The brochure will be distributed to the 19 Local County Offices of ARDA across the territory of Hungary, as well as to the County Offices of MARD. This is of paramount importance, as it should ensure a capillary territorial spread of project set-up assistance activities and contribute to guaranteeing that all regions of Hungary have fair access opportunities to the NRDP;

· general information services, to be managed by the County Offices of MARD and by the general customer service of ARDA. These services will provide a merely administrative support, i.e. information on the documents required to tender in the calls for grant allocation;

· personal advisory services, to be managed by a nationwide network. This network will include members of the extension service registered in MARD, agricultural chambers, small-region rural development managers and others bodies (NGOs or professional firms).

This type of service should be mostly of a strategic/operational nature and guide prospective applicants towards those measures that are more appropriate to their specific needs and suit best their potential in terms of prerequisites for funding.

The last two types of assistance in setting up projects will be based on “training for trainers”. This appears to be a correct approach, as it is supposed to guarantee that those who will provide support to the prospective beneficiaries are properly trained on the methods for obtaining access to the grants and hence act as useful guides for the beneficiaries themselves. This should also contribute to the efficacy of the strategy as long as it favours a cascading distribution of information over the territory. Furthermore, the training for trainers could achieve a minimum level of homogeneity of the information services made available to the prospective beneficiaries across the Hungarian territory and contribute to pursue fair access opportunities to NRDP support.

The option of focusing assistance activities in the first year of Plan implementation seems positive to us, as information requirements about the Plan will be greater in that period. On the other hand, we believe that the provision to extend the assistance in setting up projects throughout NRDP implementation period is appropriate, even if it will have a limited spread.

We recommend carrying on the assistance especially with respect to the most innovative features of the NRDP (GFP, LFAs and agro-environmental measures) that might not be understood completely by prospective applicants.

( Conclusion:  The strategy of assistance in setting up projects appears to be well supported by adequate information and assistance means capable of ensuring a good penetration in the territory and equal access to the opportunities offered by the Plan for prospective beneficiaries. Using the "training for trainers” approach might be fundamental here.

( Recommendation: We recommend carrying on the assistance especially with respect to the most innovative features of the NRDP (GFP, LFAs and agro-environmental measures) that might not be understood completely by prospective applicants.

4.6.2.7 Distribution of roles

The implementation of the NRDP Communication Plan is the responsibility of the Programme Management Unit (PMU). Also the activities related to the assistance in setting up projects, that fall within the scope of the overall communication strategy, are led by the Programme Management Unit.

The assistance in setting up projects will be managed through the distribution information network, that is supposed to include:

· the county offices of MARD,

· members of the extension service registered in MARD, or professional experts credited to the Ministry; 

· agricultural chambers. These are 200 and have already completed their training for trainers activities. This is a positive aspect: agricultural chambers are already in a position to perform their assistance tasks;

· small-region rural development managers. These are around 150, one for each small region in Hungary;

· others (NGOs or professional firms).

Having the activities monitored and supervised by the PMU, in order to avoid implementing actions not perfectly in line with objectives of the Communication Plan, seems to us a reasonable provision.

This approach, with the territorial network on one side and the supervision by the PMU on the other, will guarantee the possibility to diffuse the information in a capillary and equal manner across the territory (thanks to the network), without any loss of the actions dedicated to the main objectives pursued (thanks to the PMU).

We recommend studying forms of awareness raising to be implemented at the bodies in charge of issuing the certifications required for the submission of certain applications related to Meeting standards measure (County Animal Health and Food Quality Control Offices and the regional offices of Ministry of Water and Environment Affairs) in order to meet the potential applicants. 

With this view, we further recommend including among the providers of the general services also other institutional bodies involved in the implementation of the NRDP (Plant and Soil Protection Service, Animal Health and Food Control Stations, National Park Directorates).

( Conclusion: The creation of a distribution information network ensuring support all over the territory to the prospective beneficiaries of NRDP grants appears an appropriate option. The PMU's supervision and monitoring function appears to be effective in order to avoid the implementation of actions that are not in line with the objectives of the Plan.

( Recommendation: We recommend including among the providers of the general services also other institutional bodies involved in the implementation of the NRDP (Plant and Soil Protection Service, Animal Health and Food Control Stations, National Park Directorates).
4.6.2.8 Relevance, possible effectiveness and efficiency of the strategy on assistance

Concerning the previous experiences, the SAPARD programme did not provide for a quality cost effective advisory service for all potential applicants.

The main obstacles facing applicants included: 

· the need for better assistance procedures through small regional managers, village assistants;

· the high cost of application preparation for SMEs;

· the complex application procedures including difficulties encountered in obtaining necessary paperwork; 

· the lack of confidence on the part of some applicants

· the lack of information on the general eligibility criteria and of clear instructions and guidance; 

· the late opening of the “technical assistance” causing that few applications were being received at the launch of the programme due to the lack of assistance and information.
The NRDP might represent an improvement as compared to this past experience since: 
· the Communication Plan foresees the development of a nationwide advisory network, involving the small-regional rural development managers among its members;
· the distribution information network will be supported in this difficult task by the distribution of information materials (application package, brochures), aimed at allowing the prospective beneficiaries to have a clear picture of the eligibility requirements right from the start of the Programme; 
· the involvement of other institutional bodies in the advisory network apart from professional firms, that may contribute to reducing the costs incurred by farmers in setting up projects;
· some of the assistance activities have already been launched in order to increase the confidence of Hungarian farmers with EU requirements. In fact, provisional booklets were prepared, containing a description of the basic principles and features of NRDP Measures, especially with reference to such issues as LFA, Good Farming Practice, Agro-environmental measures.
 ( Conclusion:  The NRDP has provided for tools that are reasonably capable of minimising those issues relevant to the preparation of applications by the prospective beneficiaries that had been encountered in the implementation of the SAPARD. In this sense, the MARD has succeeded in taking advantage from the lesson learned in the previous programme experience.

( Response to the key question: Is the envisaged strategy for (applications) relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

The NRDP describes the envisaged strategy for assistance with setting up projects in a substantially adequate manner. 

The strategy of assistance in setting up projects appears to be well supported by adequate information and assistance means. Using the "training for trainers” approach might be fundamental here.

The creation of a distribution information network ensuring support all over the territory to the prospective beneficiaries of NRDP grants appears an appropriate option. The PMU's supervision and monitoring function appears to be effective for the functioning of the Plan.

The MARD has succeeded in taking advantage from the lesson learned in the previous programme experience. So the NRDP has provided for tools that minimise those issues relevant to the preparation of applications by the prospective beneficiaries that had been encountered in the implementation of the SAPARD. 

Monitoring

( Key question: Is the envisaged strategy on project monitoring relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

4.6.2.9 Definition of a monitoring strategy

There is no specific section dedicated to the monitoring of the Plan in the NRDP. However, the following sections refer to: 

· section 3.4 “Quantification and impacts of the NRDP objectives”, providing monitoring and evaluation indicators of the Plan
;

· section 5.1 “Appointment of responsible bodies”, describing the bodies in charge for the monitoring activities and their tasks;

· section 5.2 “Measures facilitating effective and appropriate implementation of the NRDP”, describing some of the tools (Annual progress report and IT system) foreseen for the monitoring of the Plan.

Such a lack of a specific section seems to hamper the clarity of the monitoring strategy, requiring a horizontal reading of the sections above.

On the basis of such a reading, we identified the establishment of a Monitoring Committee as the most important feature of the monitoring strategy. The setting up of Monitoring Committee is not a mandatory requirement under EU Commission Regulation 445/2002, but its establishment aims at facilitating the precise and professionally controlled execution of the Plan to a great extent. More precisely, the Monitoring Committee shall be in charge of coordinating the monitoring and evaluation tasks associated with the NRDP implementation. 

Therefore, the establishment of the Monitoring Committee, together with its responsibility, tasks and composition
 seem to strengthen the overall effectiveness of the strategy for the monitoring of the Plan.

On the other hand, the NRDP lacks the description of the involvement of the final beneficiaries during the data collection for the monitoring of the Plan. Actually, application and payment schemes will be extensively used for collecting monitoring and even more evaluation indicators
.  

We suggest to add in the NRDP a specific section concerning the monitoring of the Plan and, above all, to describe in which terms the final beneficiaries shall provide the information for monitoring the implementation.

( Conclusion:  

There is no specific section dedicated to the monitoring of the Plan in the NRDP, even if some sections refer to it. Such a lack of a specific section seems to hamper the clarity of the monitoring strategy, requiring a horizontal reading of the Plan.

The establishment of a Monitoring Committee is the most important feature of the monitoring strategy because its establishment aims at facilitating the precise and professionally controlled execution of the Plan to a greater extent.

( Recommendation:  We suggest to add in the NRDP a specific section concerning the monitoring of the Plan and, above all, to describe in which terms the final beneficiaries shall provide the information for monitoring the implementation.

4.6.2.10 Envisaged methods and tools for monitoring

The monitoring strategy of the NRDP is based on the following main tools:

· Application and claim forms

· IACS,

· Annual progress report.

The application and claim forms should include a specific section aimed at collecting data among the final beneficiaries of the NRDP. Such forms are one of the main sources for the collection of the evaluation indicators, as well as the monitoring indicators. The envisaged frequency for the data collection should be once a year, on occasion of the submission of the applications/payment claims
. 

We recommend to underline such additional commitment of the beneficiaries in the NRDP and also in the calls for application, with particular regard to the frequency of the data collection activity. In addition to this, we suggest also to apply sanctions to those beneficiaries who do not comply with such commitment in order to ensure its fulfillment. If so, the applicable sanctions shall be specified in the NRDP and in the call for applications.

According to Section 5.2.5 of the NRDP, “the IACS should contain the data of all projects financed in the framework of the NRDP, in order also to generate the monitoring indicators. Accuracy and updating of the data in the information system should be ensured by using it as an integrated part of daily work processes”.

Actually, the software of IACS is still under development at the moment. As a result, the system is not functioning yet. 

On the basis of the documentary review performed
, there is no clear evidence of the extent to which the IACS is capable of collecting the monitoring data. According to the interviews with the ARDA officials, the further development of the software is taking into account such requirement, too. Moreover, the persons in charge of defining indicators acted in agreement with ARDA and the software designers, in order to check the system’s ability to gather the required data
.

For the time being, we cannot make a final assessment on the forms and the IACS, but they seem adequate to strengthen the efficiency of the monitoring strategy, reducing the costs related to data collection, processing and storage. 

Concerning the Annual progress report, it shall be submitted to the Commission by 30 June of each year and cover
:

· any change in the general conditions which is of relevance to the implementation of the Programme; 

· progress in the implementation of the measures, expressed by quantified financial and physical indicators; 

· the financial implementation of the Programme, summarising for each measure the total expenditure actually paid out by the Paying Authority and a record of the total payments received from the Commission;

· the actions taken by the Programme Management Unit and the Monitoring Committee to ensure the quality and effectiveness of the implementation of the programme; 

· the steps taken to ensure compatibility with Community policies (public procurement, environmental protection and equal opportunities) and to ensure co-ordination of all the Community structural assistance;

The contents of the Annual report seem consistent with the art. 53 of EU Commission Regulation 445/2002, providing the key-information for the monitoring of the Plan.

However, we strongly recommend to envisage further reports on the implementation of the Plan. Such reports should be considered as internal tools for the monitoring of the Plan, to be discussed within the Monitoring Committee. Concerning the coverage of such further progress reports, they  should focus mainly on the financial and physical implementation, as expressed by advancement of the monitoring indicators of the Plan. Concerning their frequency, we suggest to prepare them at least once a year in addition to the Annual progress report.

( Conclusion:  

Currently a final assessment of the forms used for data collection and the IACS cannot be made, but they seem adequate to strengthen the efficiency of the monitoring strategy, reducing the costs related to data collection, processing and storage. 

The contents of the Annual report seem consistent with the art. 53 of EU Commission Regulation 445/2002, providing the key-information for the monitoring of the Plan. 

( Recommendation: 

In addition to the Annual report, it is important to envisage further reports on the implementation of the Plan considering them as internal tools for the monitoring of the Plan, to be discussed within the Monitoring Committee.

We also recommend to underline the envisage sanctions for the beneficiaries who do not comply with their obligation to provide data.

4.6.2.11 Distribution of roles

a Type of players involved in the monitoring process of projects

According to the Section 5.1 of the NRDP, the following bodies are involved in the monitoring activities:

· Monitoring Committee, responsible for coordinating the monitoring and evaluation tasks;

· Programme Management Unit, responsible for organising and coordinating (with the assistance of the Management Committee) the collection and analysis of the information  necessary for the constant monitoring of the implementation of the Plan;

· ARDA, responsible for providing the data and information necessary for the implementation of monitoring tasks.

b Type of players to be responsible for the different tasks of project monitoring

In details, the division of the monitoring tasks within the ARDA is the following
:

· The ARDA County Offices (and the SFS Directorates with regard to the Afforestation Measure) shall perform the data registration in the IACS on the basis of the application/claim forms;

· The IT Directorate of the ARDA shall gather the data registered in the IACS;

· The Monitoring Unit of the ARDA shall be in charge of collecting data from the IT Directorate and of providing them to the PMU;

· The Accompanying Measures Unit of the ARDA shall supervise the gathering process, approving the data collected for the monitoring indicators of the Plan.

The overall monitoring strategy seem adequate with regard to the division of responsibilities related to the main stages of the monitoring process, as showed by the diagram below.
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c Relationship between these different players

Moreover, the effectiveness of the monitoring strategy is likely to be improved by:

· the supervision of the Accompanying Measures Unit of the ARDA. The required approval of the progress of the monitoring indicators should enable to control the overall quality of the data collected.

· the advisory service provided by the Management Committee to the PMU in processing the data. The experts involved in the Management Committee shall analyse the monitoring data in order to add their assessments in the reports to be presented to the Monitoring Committee. As result, the Monitoring Committee should have a wider range of elements on which basis examining the progress made in implementing the Plan.

However, the division of tasks between the Monitoring Unit of the ARDA and the PMU is not clear with regard to the first organisation of the collected data. Along the interviews we have found some inconsistencies about which of them will be responsible for it. 

( Conclusion:  

The overall monitoring strategy seems adequate with regard to the division of responsibilities among bodies involved in the main stages of the monitoring process.

The effectiveness of the monitoring strategy is likely to be improved by the supervision of the Accompanying Measures Unit of the ARDA and by the advisory service provided by the Management Committee to the PMU in processing the data.

4.6.2.12 Relevance, possible effectiveness and efficiency of the monitoring procedure

a Benchmark with other European countries

By comparison with the Rural Development Plans forcertain European Regions considered as benchmarks
, we note that that only the Ireland CAP Rural Development Plan provides for a Monitoring Committee, whose responsibility, tasks and composition are similar to the ones of the NRDP. The England Rural Development Plan provides for a National Strategy Group, which combines the roles of the Monitoring Committee and the Management Committee of the NRDP. 

Therefore, this confirms that the establishment of a Monitoring Committee represents an important additional feature of the monitoring strategy of the NRDP.

On the contrary, all the reviewed Plans provide a specific section about the monitoring of the Plan.

Therefore, we recommend again to add such a section to the NRDP, which should describe (also referring to other parts of the Plan):

· the bodies in charge of the different tasks of the monitoring of the Plan;

· an overall description of the monitoring and the evaluation indicators in terms of categories (resource, output, result, impact) and scope;

· the envisaged sources (including the beneficiaries) and the tools for the collection of the monitoring data.

b Comparison with procedures applied in previous programmes implemented in Hungary

According to the mid-term evaluation of SAPARD, one of the main weaknesses of the monitoring strategy of the Programme was the lack of an IT system. Therefore, the IACS could be an important step forward for the monitoring of the NRDP compared to the previous experience.  

Moreover, the SAPARD Programme did not provide for an institutional advisory body, such as the Management Committee, which is likely to strengthen the monitoring of the NRDP, as mentioned above. 

( Conclusion:  

The establishment of a Monitoring Committee represents an important additional feature of the monitoring strategy of the NRDP, since such feature is not present in the Rural Development Plans for certain other European Regions considered as benchmarks.

Moreover, all the reviewed Plans provide for a specific section about the monitoring of the Plan, while this section is not present in the NRDP.

The IACS could be an important step forward for the monitoring of the NRDP compared to the SAPARD since one of the main weaknesses of the monitoring strategy of the previous Programme was the lack of an IT system.

( Recommendation:  

We recommend to add a section to the NRDP, which should describe (also referring to other parts of the Plan):

- the bodies in charge of the different tasks of the monitoring of the Plan;

- an overall description of the monitoring and the evaluation indicators in terms of categories (resource, output, result, impact) and scope;

- the envisaged sources (including the beneficiaries) and the tools for the collection of the monitoring data.
( Response to the key question: Is the envisaged strategy on project monitoring relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

The lack of a specific section dedicated to the monitoring of the Plan seems to hamper the clarity of the monitoring strategy, requiring a horizontal reading of the Plan.

The establishment of a Monitoring Committee is the most important feature of the monitoring strategy since it facilitates the precise and professionally controlled execution of the Plan.

The forms used for data collection and the IACS seem adequate to strengthen the efficiency of the monitoring strategy, 

The contents of the Annual report, according to the art. 53 of EU Commission Regulation 445/2002, provide the key-information for the monitoring of the Plan. However, It could be useful for the monitoring and evaluation goals, to envisage further reports on the implementation of the Plan. 

The overall monitoring strategy seems adequate with regard to the division of responsibilities related to the main stages of the monitoring process.

The effectiveness of the monitoring strategy is likely to be improved by the supervision of the Accompanying Measures Unit of the ARDA and by the advisory service provided by the Management Committee to the PMU in processing data. 

The establishment of a Monitoring Committee represents an important additional feature of the monitoring strategy of the NRDP, since such feature is not present in the Rural Development Plans for certain other European regions, but, on the other side, all the reviewed Plans provide for a specific section about the monitoring of the Plan, while this section is not present in the NRDP.

The IACS could be an important step forward for the monitoring of the NRDP compared to the SAPARD since one of the main weaknesses of the monitoring strategy of the previous Programme was the lack of an IT system.

4.6.3 Controlling procedure

( Key question: Is the envisaged strategy for performing controls  relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

4.6.3.1 Definition of the procedures for control

a Existence of a written procedure

A whole section of the NRDP, Section 5.3 “Control and Sanctions”, describes the general control procedure.

This procedure is managed by ARDA and is described with respect to the three stages of control:

· formal and administrative checks of applications (initial applications to join a scheme);

· formal and administrative checks of claims (subsequent applications for payment);

· on-the-spot checks.

In addition to the general procedure, there are specific sections dedicated to the control of the measures Afforestation and Support for semi subsistence farms undergoing restructuring.

b Clarity of the procedures

The general procedure is sufficiently clear in describing control patterns with respect to the administrative stages followed.

However, the description of elements to be reviewed is not always detailed, especially with regard to the processing of payment claims. In fact, the NRDP states that:

· the payments shall be based on some unit of support (e.g. land area, livestock unit, holding), which shall be defined in the support contract;

· the ARDA shall draw up a checklist for the purpose,

· the observance of all the requirements of EU and Hungarian legislation associated with each measure  shall be verified.

At present the formulation appears to be too general and does not provide sufficient information as to the actual scope of application of controls. 

Therefore, we suggest specifying the basic elements to be reviewed before the authorisation of the payment, among which:

· the compliance with expenditure eligibility rules;

· the proper implementation of the activities and compliance with the agreement;

· the execution of the expenses in the period of eligibility;

· the completeness of documents supporting the payment claims.

Concerning on-the-spot checks, the NRDP states that:

· detailed guidelines shall be elaborated for each type of on-site inspection. They shall contain the facts to be checked, the procedure of the visit and the methods used;

· report templates shall be created for each type of check and each measure, indicating in particular the following items: supported measures, persons in attendance, methods and results of measurements, subjects of measurements, comments of the beneficiary inspected and any other control actions taken.

In this case the procedures are described clearly enough, and the elements to be developed in the guidelines and report templates (which we are not able to evaluate for the time being) are reasonably well detailed.
The control procedures provided for each measure shall be described also in the Operational Manual that will be distributed to the Local Units of the ARDA in charge of the control. At present, the Operational Manual is still being drafted and thus, we cannot evaluate its adequacy. The “Accompanying Measures” Unit of the ARDA that is drafting the Manual, is however satisfied with the level of detail achieved.

( Conclusion: 

It seems adequate that the general control procedure, managed by ARDA, is described in Section 5.3 “Control and Sanctions”. There are also specific sections dedicated to the control of measures Afforestation and Support for semi subsistence farms undergoing restructuring.

The general procedure is sufficiently clear in describing control patterns with respect to the administrative stages followed, but not regarding the description of elements to be reviewed, that is not always detailed, especially with regard to the processing of payment claims. This depends on the fact that the formulation appears to be too general and does not provide sufficient information as to the actual scope of application of controls.

In case of the spot check, the procedures are described clearly enough, and the elements to be developed in the guidelines and report templates are reasonably well detailed. 

It seems adequate the provision of describing the control procedures envisaged for each measure in the Operational Manual that will be distributed to the Local Units of the ARDA in charge of the control. At present, we cannot evaluate the adequacy the Operational Manual since it is still being drafted.

( Recommendation: We suggest specifying the basic elements to be reviewed before the authorisation of the payment (among which the compliance with expenditure eligibility rules; the proper implementation of the activities and compliance with the agreement; the execution of the expenses in the period of eligibility; the completeness of documents supporting the payment claims).
4.6.3.2 Envisaged methods and tools for performing controls

a Envisaged method for controlling the payment claims and for performing on-the-spot checks

The standard procedure for the control of payment claims (described in Section 5.3 of the NRDP) envisages:

· the submission of claims to the ARDA by those holding valid contacts once a year;

· the formal and administrative checks of all the claims. Claims will be approved for payment only if all the required checks have been performed and documented in the checklist provided by ARDA. 

· Cross checks inter alia with data from the Integrated Administration and Control System (IACS), in the case that claims are based on plots and/or animals registered in the IACS system.

· Approval of payments, based on some unit of support (e.g. land area, livestock unit, holding). 

The method provided appears to be adequate to prevent errors or irregularities, as long as:

· the computer system that supports the processing of claims shall monitor payments continuously, which should prevent the double financing of individual units of support or, in the case of area-based types of support, the excessive supporting of individual physical blocks;

· in the Local Units of the ARDA, the work of each administrator shall be checked by the administrator who is next in line, which should ensure that only truly eligible claims are authorized;

· the authorisation of claims for those selected for on-site checks shall have to be postponed until the controls and their assessment are completed.

In addition to this, the ARDA centre shall implement further process controls to maintain the quality of the processing of claims.

This option appears to be correct. Indeed, a supervision over Local Units by the Central Office of ARDA seems essential since it is responsible for the implementation of the NRDP. 
The standard procedure for the on-the-spot checks  provides that: 

· the central offices of ARDA will select the beneficiaries to be checked so as to furnish a representative sample based on the risk-assessment criteria prescribed in Article 19 of Commission Regulation 2419/2001 and other relevant risk-assessment criteria prescribed for the individual measures of the NRDP;

· the sample should cover at least 5% of beneficiaries each year of all the different types of rural development measures prescribed in the NRDP;

· on-the spot checks will be carried out by field inspectors of the local offices of the ARDA;

· checks shall cover all the commitments and obligations of beneficiaries that can be checked at the time of the on-the-spot checks;

· the inspector has to create a report containing all irregularities and all phenomena that are at odds with the rules applicable to the given measure;

· on-the-spot checks shall be assessed at central offices of the ARDA. All irregularities found shall result in sanctions such as the reduction of the support amount, repayment orders, disqualification from support or other measure-specific sanctions.

The method provided seems adequate, because:

· the ARDA shall select from 20 to 25% of the minimum number of beneficiaries to be checked at random, in order to ensure that the sample is representative (as prescribed by the Commission Regulation 2419/2001). Moreover, no beneficiary of any NRDP measure will be automatically excluded from the checks, further strengthening the representativeness of the sample;

· further checks in excess of the obligatory 5% of all beneficiaries will be conducted by the ARDA, if any circumstance emerges which can jeopardize the legal utilization of the support. This provision seems adequate in order to face major risk positions;

· the inspectors will be fully trained in order to carry out on the spot checks. The training on this topic has already been started in the Local Units of ARDA, involving about the 3/4 of the new recruited personnel
;

· those who carry out administrative tasks associated with the processing of applications and claims may not participate in the annual compliance check procedures, in order to comply with the separation of functions;

· if necessary, the checks shall include the verification of compliance with Good Farming Practice;

· the date of the on-the-spot checks shall be determined so as to ensure that the facts to be controlled are available for control during the period of the checks, in order to avoid useless checks;

· the period of on-the-spot checks can vary between individual measures, in order to optimise the time scheduling of on the spot checks.

· the inspectors shall fill detailed reports in order to give evidence of the results of their activity;

· the central offices of ARDA will be in charge of the assessment of on-the-spot checks, in order to keep the overall supervision of the checks and to decide on the final approval of payment claims.

· as a measure of quality management of the work of inspectors, the ARDA shall repeat on-the-spot checks in some cases.

The control procedure will be supported by an IT system, the IACS. The software of IACS is still under development, so as the system is not functioning yet. Moreover, it cannot be completed before the final approval of the NRDP in order to comply with its provisions. 

The software of IACS provides for three modules (“authorization”, “payment” and “on-the-spot control”), which seem to be able to follow the main stages of the implementation of the NRDP
.

More precisely, the IACS should be able to support the following tasks
:

· application registry and filling;

· application selection;

· administrative controls;

· payment calculation;

· risk analysis;

· on-the-spot control support;

· approvals.

The ARDA shared with the provider of the software the fields to be covered by the IACS, in order to pursue its capability and accuracy to support the different tasks required by the personnel of ARDA. Moreover, according to the software designers, the flexibility of the software should allow to add further fields in order to cover new issues emerged during the implementation of the NRDP
. 

Also concerning the hardware of the IACS, the furniture of the PC workstations is still an on going process and will be completed by the approval of the NRDP. At that time, each local office of ARDA will have a workstation, while the database server will be at the central office of ARDA
. 

b Weaknesses identified

The envisaged method for controlling, although adequate as a whole, shows a number of possible weaknesses.

Concerning the control of payment claims, also on the basis of the interviews carried out, the practices by which process controls will be implemented by the central offices of ARDA to maintain claim processing quality have not been identified yet.

With regards to this, we recommend adopting a simplified “second level control” procedure, adapting and redesigning the guidelines provided in Art..10 of the Commission Regulation no. 438/2001. This level of control should be aimed at verifying the efficacy of the control system implemented at the Local Units of ARDA, checking for instance: 

· match between books and documentary evidence,

· compliance with contractual procedures, 

· compliance with expenditure eligibility rules,

· expenditure reliability, 

· accuracy of the expenditures reported, 

· compliance with the ceilings established for Community and national funding and with Community and state laws,

Such an activity should refer to a significant sample of operations performed in the Local Units (i.e. at least 5%), selected on the basis of risk analysis, and could be drawn up by the “Accompanying Measures” Unit of the ARDA (in charge of the coordination of the tasks related to the implementation of the NRDP). Actually, it would be better that the second level control would be performed by a subject (i.e. external provider) or a department (as the Internal Audit Department) functionally independent from the ARDA Units designated as the paying authority of the NRDP.

Concerning on-the-spot checks, the sample to be checked should cover all the counties gaining the support from a given measure. Therefore, we suggest to select the beneficiaries also on the basis of geographical criterion, by fixing, for instance, a minimum amount of them for each county. Such a criterion could be useful also for a better allocation of work among local offices of ARDA.

Moreover, we suggest to specify in which cases on-spot-checks will be repeated by ARDA to measure the quality management of the work of inspectors.

Concerning the IACS, currently we do not have evidence of its functioning because it is still under development. In the light of the essential role played by IACS, the software needs to be completed before NRDP implementation (especially before the submission of the applications), also considering the time required for:

· IACS testing,

· training of ARDA personnel on the software;

· IACS accreditation.

In this framework, it is worth noting that the specifications of IACS software are subject to changes before the NRDP is approved by the EC.

Another question at issue and that remains to be cleared out is the additional equipment (i.e. hardware and software) to be provided to the other Institutions (i.e. State Forestry Services) in charge of implementing the NRDP and which will operate with the IACS.

( Conclusion:  

The method provided for the control of payment claims appears to be adequate to prevent errors or irregularities thanks to three elements. At first, the computer system that supports the processing of claims shall monitor payments continuously. Secondly, in the Local Units of the ARDA, the work of each administrator shall be checked by the administrator who is next in line. Third, the authorisation of claims for those selected for on-site checks shall have to be postponed until the controls and their assessment are completed. In addition to this, the ARDA centre shall implement further process controls  to maintain the quality of the processing of claims. Finally, it also seems essential a supervision over Local Units by the Central office of ARDA, since this one is responsible for the implementation of the NRDP. 

However the procedure of control of payment claims has also some weaknesses. The practices by which process controls will be implemented by the central offices of ARDA to maintain claim processing quality have not been identified yet. 

The method provided for the control of the spot check seems adequate because of a series of elements studied to guarantee a procedure of selection to properly chose a sample of beneficiaries to be monitored in order to control the legal utilization of the support.

The control procedure will be supported by an IT system, the IACS. The software of IACS is still under development and it cannot be completed before the final approval of the NRDP in order to comply with its provisions. The software of IACS provides for three modules (“authorization”, “payment” and “on-the-spot control”), which seem to be able to follow the main stages of the implementation of the NRDP. Also the furniture of the hardware of the IACS is still an on going process and will be completed by the approval of the NRDP. 

In this framework, it is worth noting that the specifications of IACS software are subject to changes before the NRDP is finally approved by the EC.

( Recommendation: Regarding to this, it would be adequate to institute a second level control that would have to be performed by a subject (i.e. external provider) or a department (as the Internal Audit Department) functionally independent from the ARDA Units designated as the paying authority of the NRDP.

Concerning on-the-spot checks, it seems adequate that the sample to be checked should cover all the counties gaining the support from a given measure, using a geographical criterion for the selection of the beneficiaries. It would have also to be specified in which cases on-spot-checks will be repeated by ARDA to measure the quality management of the work of inspectors.

Another issue still to be cleared out is the additional equipment to be provided to the other Institutions (i.e. State Forestry Services) in charge of implementing the NRDP and which will operate with the IACS.

4.6.3.3 Distribution of roles

a Type of players to be involved in performing controls

Concerning the payment claims, the general procedure envisages that ARDA manages the whole control process, from the submission of claims to the approval of payments. 

In the case of the Afforestation measure, the State Forestry Service (SFS) Directorates will receive, check administratively and primarily authorize the payment claims. According to the NRDP
, the final authorization decision, as well as the execution of payments and accounting shall remain the responsibility of the ARDA. Such a division of functions seems to be adequate in order to respect the ARDA’s role as only a Paying Agency for EAGGF funds in Hungary. 

We suggest underlining properly this principle in the NRDP, because currently some misunderstandings seem still to be possible  (i.e. “the State Forestry Service (…) shall (…) authorise annual payment claims”
).

Concerning the on-the-spot checks, besides the ARDA, the following bodies will be involved in the control process:

· the SFS in relation to the Afforestation measure
;

· the Plant and Soil Protection Service (PSPS) of MARD in relation to Agro-environment and Meeting standard measures
;

· the Animal Health and Food Control Stations (AHFCS) of MARD in relation to the Meeting standard measure
;

· the National Park Directorates (NPD) of the Ministry of  Environment and Water (MEW) in relation to the Agro-environmental measures in high sensitive areas
.

Besides the SFS, all the bodies above will perform their tasks together with the inspectors of local offices of ARDA, who will supervise on-the-spot checks. Moreover, during on-the-spot checks, the PSPS, AHFCS and NPD shall examine the control criteria set by the ARDA, generate certificates and/or reports and send them to the ARDA. This provision seems to be adequate to give homogeneity and transparency to the procedure.

In any case, the central office of ARDA will be also responsible for:

· the selection of the beneficiaries to be checked and the risk assessment;

· the evaluation of result of the on-site checks and the drawing of consequences.

Such a division of functions seems to be adequate to enable the ARDA to maintain the planning, the coordination and the final assessment of on-the-spot checks. At the same time, the technical assistance provided by other bodies to the ARDA could support properly the implementation of the Plan, while their excessive autonomy could jeopardise the quality and the transparency of the whole control process.

However, the NRDP has not identified the specific Units of ARDA that will be responsible for the different tasks of the control process.

Actually, according to the interviews, flow charts are planned to be included in the NRDP in order to describe the organisation of ARDA Units with regard to control procedures.

We recommend adding such flow charts to the final version of NRDP (in the Annex), describing also the division of task within the Central Office of the ARDA.

b Relationship between these different players

The SFS, which is under the professional supervision and control of the MARD Forestry Authority, shall process the payment claims and perform on-the-spot checks as a delegated body. The delegation of the authorisation function will be performed according to Commission Regulation 1663/1995/EC and the national Act 73 of 2003. 

The PSPS, AHFCS and NPD will be involved in on-the-spot checks as external providers of technical assistance to the ARDA. More in details, The PSPS and the AHFCS are under the direct responsibility of MARD, which shall grant their support to the ARDA. 

Concerning the NPD, the MARD is drafting an agreement with the MEW in order to set the terms of the technical assistance in the control process
.

As mentioned above, the final authorisation decision shall remain to the responsibility of the ARDA.

c Profile of persons to perform controls

The personnel of local office of the ARDA who will be in charge for the process of claims and for on-the-spot checks, are classified as “agricultural experts”. According to the Hungarian legislation, at least one of the following degrees, Agricultural engineering, Technical engineering, Economics, is required in order to attend the exam giving such status. Moreover, some of the personnel actually working in the local offices of ARDA come from the County Offices of MARD
. Therefore, the level of education and the background of the personnel seem adequate to perform the required tasks. 

With regard to the on going process for recruiting new personnel in the ARDA, the eligible job positions are related to application/claim management and on-the-spot controls
. Therefore, the new personnel seem to be selected in order to comply with the main requirements of the implementation of the NRDP.

Currently, the ARDA is organising a training plan for 2004 in order to face the specific tasks required to the personnel. The training will concern all the personnel of the ARDA local offices involved in the implementation of the NRDP, by an introductory module and operational modules (i.e. about on-the-spot control). As mentioned before, some of the training has already been started, involving about 3/4 of the new personnel recruited so far
.

Additional training will be mandatory for all the ARDA personnel operating with the IACS, in order to get them used with the IT system
.

We consider the training as a critical success factor to face properly the implementation of the NRDP, especially with concern to the personnel:

· who does not have any background about the envisaged implementation procedures;

· who will operate with the IACS.

Therefore, we recommend to:

· differentiate the training according to the required tasks (i.e. personnel involved in the process of claims should not need training about on-the-spot checks) and the time-scheduling of the implementation of the NRDP (introductory and IT modules should have priority compared with training about on-the-spot checks);

· carry on the training also as a continuous process during the implementation of the NRDP, in order to comply with further emerging needs;

· identify within the central Units of ARDA (“Accompanying Measures”, “On-the-spot Control” and “IT” Units) people responsible for providing remote support to the  local offices personnel. 

Concerning other bodies involved in the control process, the SFS, PSPS, AHFCS and NPD were chosen because of their specialised skills. Therefore, they should be able to comply with the needs required for performing on-the-spot checks in relation with the Afforestation, Agro-environment and Meeting standards measures.

Nevertheless, the SFS Directorates, who will also process the payment claims, shall operate with the IACS. Therefore, we recommend involving them also in the training on the IT system besides the personnel of the ARDA.

( Conclusion:  

The division of functions existing between the different Bodies involved in performing controls seems adequate to enable the ARDA to maintain the planning, the coordination and the final assessment of on-the-spot checks. At the same time, the technical assistance provided by other bodies to the ARDA could support properly the implementation of the Plan, while their excessive autonomy could jeopardise the quality and the transparency of the whole control process.

The personnel of local office of the ARDA who will be in charge for the process of claims and for on-the-spot checks, seem adequate to perform the required tasks in terms of  level of education and background. Moreover, as result of the on going process for recruiting and training. the ARDA should be fully able to comply with the main requirements of  the implementation of the NRDP.

( Recommendation:  

We recommend adding a flow chart to the final version of NRDP (in the Annex), describing also the division of task within the Central Office of the ARDA.

We recommend to improve the training programmes so as to : 

- differentiate the training according to the required tasks (i.e. personnel involved in the process of claims should not need training about on-the-spot checks) and the time-scheduling of the implementation of the NRDP (introductory and IT modules should have priority compared with training about on-the-spot checks);

- carry on the training also as a continuous process during the implementation of the NRDP, in order to comply with further emerging needs;

- identify within the central Units of ARDA (“Accompanying Measures”, “On-the-spot Control” and “IT” Units) people responsible for providing remote support to the  local offices personnel. 

4.6.3.4 Relevance, possible effectiveness and efficiency of the control procedure

a Benchmark with other European countries

The comparison with the Rural Development Plans for certain European Regions considered as typical
 has confirmed the overall adequacy of the control procedures foreseen in the NRDP. However, the Plans reviewed show a major level of detail on the some topics, as following:

· measure-specific control procedures, describing whenever the compliance with Good Farming Practice must be verified during on-the-spot checks (Sicilian Rural Development Plan) or defining measure-specific percentages of applications to be inspected (Ireland CAP Development Plan);

· the elements to be checked during the processing of claims, such as the ones suggested above (Lombardia Rural Development)

· the mechanisms foreseen to grant the quality of the control procedures, also concerning the data entry in the IT system: no data will be entered, modified or validated except by authorised officials to whom individual passwords are given;  the identity of each official entering or modifying data or programmes will be recorded in an operations log (England Rural Development Plan).

b Comparison with procedures applied in previous programmes

The Hungarian SAPARD Plan did not foresee a specific section describing the control procedures. Therefore, the formalisation of such procedures in the NRDP seem to be an improvement compared with the previous experience.

Moreover, the implementation of SAPARD suffered from an excessive administrative workload of the Paying Agency, due also to the lack of an IT system
. With this view, the IACS, as well as the technical assistance of other bodies might be important additional tools to support the personnel of the ARDA in performing controls related to the implementation of the NRDP.

( Conclusion: 

The comparison with the Rural Development Plans for certain European Regions considered as typical has confirmed the overall adequacy of the control procedures foreseen in the NRDP.

The Hungarian SAPARD Plan did not foresee a specific section describing the control procedures. Therefore, the formalisation of such procedures in the NRDP seem to be an improvement compared with the previous experience.

Moreover, the IACS, as well as the technical assistance of other bodies might be important additional tools to support the personnel of the ARDA in performing controls related to the implementation of the NRDP.

( Response to the key question: Is  the envisaged strategy for performing controls  relevant and likely to be effective and efficient?

The general procedure is sufficiently clear in describing control patterns with respect to the administrative stages followed, but not regarding the description of elements to be reviewed, that is not always detailed.

In the case of the spot check the procedures are described clearly enough, and the elements to be developed in the guidelines and report templates are reasonably well detailed. 

It seems adequate the provision of describing the control procedures provided for each measure in the Operational Manual that will be distributed to the Local Units of the ARDA in charge of the control

The method provided for the control of payment claims appears to be adequate to prevent errors or irregularities and it also seems essential a supervision over Local Units by the Central office of ARDA, since this one is responsible for the implementation of the NRDP. 

The procedure of control of payment claims has also some weaknesses regarding the practices by which process controls will be implemented by the central offices of ARDA and the necessary institution of a second level control that would have to be performed by a subject (i.e. external provider) or a department (as the Internal Audit Department) functionally independent from the ARDA Units designated as the paying authority of the NRDP.

The method provided for the control of the spot check seems adequate, even if it could be improved by using a geographical criterion for the selection of the beneficiaries. 

The division of functions existing between the different bodies involved in performing controls seems to be adequate to enable the ARDA to maintain the planning, the coordination and the final assessment of on-the-spot checks. 

The personnel of local office of the ARDA who will be in charge for the process of claims and for on-the-spot checks, were selected on the basis of the level of education and background, and, in this sense, they seem adequate to perform the required tasks. 

The comparison with the Rural Development Plans for certain European Regions considered as typical has confirmed the overall adequacy of the control procedures foreseen in the NRDP.

The Hungarian SAPARD Plan did not foresee a specific section describing the control procedures. Therefore, the formalisation of such procedures in the NRDP seems to be an improvement compared with the previous experience.

Moreover, the IACS, as well as the technical assistance of other bodies might be important additional tools to support the personnel of the ARDA.

Institutional organisation

( Key question: Is the envisaged institutional organisation  relevant and likely to be effective and efficient, with particular regard to the ARDA?

4.6.3.5 Institutional bodies

a Responsibility, tasks and composition

According to the Section 5 of the NRDP, the main bodies involved in the implementation of the NRDP are the following:

· Competent Authority of the EAGGF Guarantee Section, identified in the MARD;

· Programme Management Unit (PMU), established in the Department of Rural Development of MARD as an independent unit from the Competent Authority;

· Monitoring Committee;

· Management Committee;

· ARDA, established on the 1stof July 2003 as an independent body under the supervision of MARD.

A table in the Analytical developments section 1.22
 describes responsibility, tasks and members of the mentioned bodies.

Concerning their adequacy, we underline the following comments:

· Responsibility: the division of responsibilities among the institutional bodies seem to be adequate, since each body is in charge of one of the main functions related to the overall implementation of the NRDP (management, implementation, monitoring). 

· Tasks: the division of tasks between the institutional bodies seem adequate, since we do not envisage risk of overlapping. We suggest to detail more the tasks of the PMU with regard to the implementation of the TA measure (i.e. issuing of applications, call for proposal, etc.). Moreover, according to the interviews, the ARDA shall also collect the data among beneficiaries for the monitoring and the evaluation of the Plan. We recommend underling properly this further task of ARDA.
· Composition: the membership of the Monitoring Committee seem adequately wide, including delegates of the main “internal” and “external” stakeholders of the Plan. We suggest to list also delegates from the Local Authorities in the partnership. Concerning the Management Committee, the interviews underlined that also external and internal experts of the MARD should be involved in it. We suggest including them among the members but above all, to describe the Management Committee as an “open” body, whose members could change according to the requested advisory issues. In addition, according to the interviews, only two people will composed the PMU: that seem too few to carry out all the tasks of the PMU.
b Relationship between these different bodies

In Chapter 5 of the NRDP, a diagram describes adequately the relationship between the different institutional bodies involved in the implementation of the Plan, distinguishing between:

· control relationship (from Competent Authority and Monitoring Committee to the ARDA)

· reporting relationship (from ARDA to PMU and Competent Authority, from PMU to Monitoring Committee)

· consultation relationship (between PMU and Management Committee).

However, the extent of the control of the Monitoring Committee over the ARDA is not clear, even because such task is not included among its activities
. Therefore, we recommend detailing this issue, also in order to avoid any overlapping/conflict between the Monitoring Committee and the Competent Authority in controlling ARDA.

In addition to this, we suggest to include also the EU Commission in the diagram in order to give a full picture of the relationship between Hungarian and European bodies.
The following diagram focus on the relationship between the institutional bodies with concern of the process of amending the NRDP, which is one of the most important step in the overall implementation of the Plan.


The process seems adequate, since no particular risk of bottleneck either stalemate could be envisaged.

However, we suggest issuing an internal regulation for the Monitoring Committee in order to grant the efficiency of such body. In particular, the regulation should define the detailed list of the members, the rules for its governance (i.e. on which basis it will assume the decisions? By a majority vote. Each member will have right to vote?) and the frequency of the meeting (at least twice a year).

( Conclusion:  

The division of responsibilities among the institutional bodies seem to be adequate, since each body is in charge of one of the main functions related to the overall implementation of the NRDP, in order to avoid any risk of overlapping.

The membership of the Monitoring Committee seem adequately wide, including delegates of the main “internal” and “external” stakeholders of the Plan.

The NRDP describes adequately the relationship between the different institutional bodies involved in the implementation of the Plan, but the extent of the control of the Monitoring Committee over the ARDA is not clear enough.

The process of amending the NRDP, which is one of the most important step in the overall implementation of the Plan, seems adequate, since no particular risk of bottleneck either stalemate are envisaged.

( Recommendation:   

We suggest including delegates from Local Authorities among the members but above all, to describe the Management Committee as an “open” body, whose members could change according to the requested advisory issues

As the extent of the control of the Monitoring Committee over the ARDA is not clear, we recommend detailing this issue, also in order to avoid any overlapping/conflict between the Monitoring Committee and the Competent Authority in controlling ARDA.

In addition to this, we suggest to include also the EU Commission in the diagram in order to give a full picture of the relationship between Hungarian and European bodies.

We suggest issuing an internal regulation for the Monitoring Committee in order to grant the efficiency of such body.

4.6.3.6 The ARDA

a The overall organisation

The ARDA was established on the 1st of July 2003 in accordance with Government Decree 81/2003 (VI. 7.). The ARDA was established by the merger of the SAPARD Agency accredited for the implementation of support under the SAPARD Programme and the Agricultural Intervention Centre that managed with national aid schemes. 

The ARDA is composed of a Central Office and 19 County Offices, of which 7 were the offices of the former SAPARD Agency. The organisational chart of the ARDA with all its Units is portrayed in the NRDP
.
The ARDA is currently under a process of new personnel recruiting, which should be concluded by the 1st of May 2004.

Currently, 350 people work in the Central Office; 30 work in each of the former SAPARD local offices; 20 in each of the other County Offices
.

By the 1st of May, 1.100 people are planned to work in the whole ARDA; 60 are planned for each of the former SAPARD local offices; 20 are planned for each of the other County Offices
.

Therefore, the whole recruiting process should over triple the current personnel of the ARDA, doubling the personnel of the County Offices. 

b The Units involved in the implementation of the NRDP

The “Accompanying Measures” Unit of the ARDA shall coordinate the others Units involved in the NRDP, which are:

· the County Offices;

· the “On-the-spot Control” Unit;

· the “Payments” Unit;

· the “Monitoring” Unit

· the IT Directorate

The following organisational solutions seem to be adequate with the effective implementation of the NRDP:

· the definition of two different units in the County Offices, one in charge of the application process and the other in charge of on-the-spot checks. Such division of functions could improve the specialization of skills, avoiding at the same time an excessive workload;

· the definition of a “responsible for the NRDP” inside each of the Units involved in the NRDP. Such solution could favor the coordination task of the “Accompanying Measures” Unit;

· the allocation of the personnel of the “Accompanying Measures” Unit among the different measures of the NRDP.

Concerning the last point, currently the Unit is composed of 10 people (17 by the 1st of May), of which
: 

· 3 people (4 by the 1st of May) appointed to the implementation of the Agro-environmental measure;

· 3 people (4 by the 1st of May) appointed to the implementation of the Meeting standards measure;

· 1 person (2 by the 1st of May) appointed to the implementation of the other measures.

Such solution could set up working groups specialized on the different measures, especially in the case of Agro-environment and Meeting standard measures. Moreover, the allocation of people seems consistent with the current financial weight of the measures of the NRDP.

However, according to the interviews, no formal responsible for the NRDP implementation is foreseen within the ARDA. Actually, the “Accompanying Measures” Unit is at the same hierarchic level of the other Units, so it couldn’t have enough formal authority over the others if necessary.

Therefore, we suggest appointing such a responsible, who shall also be in charge of coordinating with other institutional bodies involved in the implementation of the NRDP.

Most of the activities for the implementation of the NRDP will be assigned to the County Offices of the ARDA, since they shall:

· process the applications;

· process the payment claims;

· perform on-the-spot checks;

· collect the monitoring data.

These tasks could imply an excessive administrative workload for the personnel of the County Offices, which could slow down the implementation of the Plan, as the SAPARD experience showed
.

For instance, according to the monitoring indicators, the 19 County Offices shall approve 12.418 applications (more than 650 application per Office) in 2004 only with regard to Agro-environment, Support for semi-subsistence farms and Supporting producer groups
. In order to estimate the expected workload for the County Offices in the selection process, we have also to consider the time required for:

· processing the rejected applications;

· ranking the applications (when such activity is envisaged);

· processing the applications of LFAs and Meeting standards measures.

Moreover, such personnel will not work “full time” on the NRDP, since they shall be involved in other tasks, concerning, for instance, the implementation of the external market measures. The 7 bigger County Offices will also be involved in the implementation of the ARDOP, but different people will be planned for each of the two Plans
.

Even if the IACS should avoid a “paper-based system”, reducing the additional administrative load, we envisage the risk of a dangerous overwork for the personnel of the County Offices of the ARDA. 

In order to reduce such risk, we strongly recommend a detailed time scheduling for the implementation of the NRDP, aiming at avoiding any kind of overlapping of tasks for the County Offices with regard to:

· the processing of applications related to different measures of the NRDP;

· the processing of applications and the processing of claims related to contracts of the previous year;

· the execution of on-the-spot related to different measures of the NRDP;

· the tasks related to the NRDP and other tasks (i.e. external market measures).

( Conclusion: 

The organisational solutions chosen seem to be adequate with the effective implementation of the NRDP and, moreover, the allocation of people within “Accompanying Measures” Unit of the ARDA seems consistent with the current financial weight of the measures of the NRDP.

However, according to the interviews, it seems not adequate that no formal responsible for the NRDP implementation is foreseen within the ARDA. Actually, the “Accompanying Measures” Unit (in charge of coordination of other Units involved) is at the same hierarchic level of the other Units, so it could not have enough formal authority over the others if necessary.

Most of the activities for the implementation of the NRDP will be assigned to the County Offices of the ARDA and this fact could imply a strong administrative workload for the personnel of the County Offices, requiring a big effort in the human resources planning and in the coordination performed by the ARDA Central Office.  

( Recommendation: We recommend the appointment of a responsible, who shall also be in charge of coordinating with other institutional bodies involved in the implementation of the NRDP and a detailed time scheduling for the implementation of the NRDP could be necessary.

( Response to the key question: Is  the envisaged institutional organisation  relevant and likely to be effective and efficient, with particular regard to the ARDA?

The division of responsibilities and of tasks among the institutional bodies seem to be adequate, since each body is in charge of one of the main functions related to the overall implementation of the NRDP and it is not envisaged risk of overlapping.

The membership of the Monitoring Committee seems adequately wide.

The relationship between the different institutional bodies involved in the implementation of the Plan is adequately described in the NRDP, but the extent of the control of the Monitoring Committee over the ARDA is not clear enough.

The process of amending the NRDP seems adequate since no particular risk of bottleneck either stalemate could be envisaged.

The organisational solutions chosen and the allocation of people seem to be adequate with the effective implementation of the NRDP and with the current financial weight of the measures.

However, according to the interviews, it seems not adequate that no formal responsible for the NRDP implementation is foreseen within the ARDA. 

Most of the activities for the implementation of the NRDP will be assigned to the County Offices of the ARDA and this fact could imply an could imply a strong administrative workload for the personnel of the County Offices, requiring a big effort in the human resources planning and in the coordination performed by the ARDA Central Office.  

In addition to this, a detailed time scheduling for the implementation of the NRDP could be necessary.

4.6.4 Recommendations implemented and final assessment 

4.6.4.1 Recommendations implemented 

Consistently with our recommendations to the drafting of the Plan, the final version of the NRDP introduces: 

· a clear description of the selection procedures related to each single measure, with regard to the method for application filling (continuous basis or deadline), the principle of selection (ranking system, normative system, first come-first served basis) and the ranking criteria (if envisaged). 
· concerning  the ranking criteria of the Agro-environment measure, a reference to the Annex 10 of the NRDP, which further describes criteria and related scores.

· concerning the selection procedures of “Supporting semi-self-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring” measure, a ranking system in order to give priority to young farmers and farmers in LFAs.

· a more clear division of tasks between the ARDA  and the SFS with regard to the final authorization decision of payment claims.

· an adequate description of the basic elements to be checked during applications and claims processing. 

· the description of the process control to be performed by the “Accompanying Measures” Unit of the ARDA, adopting a simplified “second level control” procedure.

· flow charts that adequately describes the organisation of ARDA Units with regard to selection and control procedures, and the division of tasks between the Central Office and the County Offices.

· the description of the Management Committee as an open body, which allows to select its composition according to the requested advisory issues.

· the representatives of Hungarian Local Authorities among the member of the Monitoring Committee.

· a more consistent description of the relationship between the Monitoring Committee and the ARDA.

· a specific Chapter about the monitoring of the Plan.

· the prevision of sanctions for those beneficiaries who don’t comply with the commitment to provide the information for the collection of evaluation and monitoring indicators.

· the identification of the prospective applicants as an independent target group of the Communication Plan of the NRDP.

4.6.4.2 Final assessment

Concerning the selection procedures, the final version of the NRDP has widely improved their description, especially with regard to the selection process related to the individual measures. At the same time, some of the weaknesses present in the previous version of the Plan seem to have been solved (i.e. the selection method envisaged for “Supporting semi-self-subsistence farms undergoing restructuring” measure). However, some specific recommendations related to the “Afforestation” and the “Supporting the establishment and administrative operation of producer groups” measures don’t seem to be taken into account. As a result, the clarity of eligibility/ranking criteria of these measures could be still improved.

The clarity of applications and claims processing seem to have been improved since the final version of the NRDP describes adequately on which basis the administrative checks shall be carried out, providing a range of elements to be taken into account on this purpose (i.e. the completeness of documents supporting the application/claim).

Moreover, the added description of the process control performed by the ARDA Central Office seems adequate to maintain the quality of applications and claims processing. In fact, the “Accompanying Measures” Unit will select a representative sample of applications/claims to review the work done by the ARDA County Offices. In addition to this, the ARDA Internal Audit Department should supervise the work of the County Offices and that of the Accompanying Measures Unit.

The distribution of roles within the ARDA seems clear since the flow charts added in the final version of the NRDP show adequately the division of tasks between the Central Office and the County Offices with regard to the selection of applications, the control of payment claims and the execution of on-the-spot checks. According to our recommendations, a further improvement could be reached describing also the division of tasks among the Units within the Central Office of the ARDA.

Moreover, the potential effectiveness of the overall institutional organisation seems strengthened, because of a better description of tasks, composition and relationship of the Bodies involved in the implementation of the Plan.

Concerning the information and publicity of the NRDP, the Communication Plan seems adequate to provide specialised and more technical information to the prospective applicants, that now are identified as an independent target group of the NRDP communication strategy. However, if, according to our recommendations, the specific relationships between each objective-target-tool were better described, the clarity of the strategic structure of the Communication Plan could have been improved.
The final version of the NRDP strengthens the clarity of the monitoring strategy, adding a specific Chapter, which adequately describes the Bodies in charge of the different tasks and the sources for the collection of the monitoring data. We also underline that the monitoring strategy of the Plan seems more effective since sanctions have been introduces for those beneficiaries who don’t comply with the commitment to provide the information for collecting data. With this view, we still recommend envisaging further reports on the implementation of the Plan, besides the Annual Report requested by the EC.

4.7 Assessment of the expected impacts

4.7.1 Assessment of the social, economic, environmental expected impacts

4.7.1.1 Analysis of the expected impacts

a Existence of expected impacts in the NRDP

The first step in order to assess the expected impacts has been to identify them in the core of the NRDP or per interviews with some experts and officials in the MARD.

The NRDP does not present any paragraph specifically dedicated to the presentation of the expected impacts. Indeed, chapter 3.4 entitled “Quantification and impacts of the NRDP objectives” focuses on the monitoring and evaluation indicators and does not say a word on the expected impacts as such. In addition, there is no specific paragraph dedicated to the expected impacts in the measure presentation section. The only measure for which there is a clear paragraph presenting the “expected results” is the measure for supporting the establishment and administrative operation of producer groups. This reveals that the consequences of implementation of the NRDP are not clearly anticipated. 

However, the paragraphs 3.5 entitled “Integrated approach” as well as the different paragraphs presenting the measures provide us indirectly with information on the expected impacts. 

Other impacts have been identified thanks to interviews conducted in Hungary between the 15th of January and the 15th of March 2004 with officials in the MARD or with some external experts.

This ex-ante identification of expected impacts reveals that the consequences of the implementation of the NRDP are not clearly defined and anticipated. However, several expected impacts have been listed thank to: 

· the NRDP document and the identified objectives of the NRDP,

· the interviews of officials in charge of the NRPD and external experts.

They cover the impacts directly or indirectly found in the NRDP as well as the other transversal impacts (side effects), which are not directly linked to a specific measure. 

b Types of expected impacts

The NRDP is based on an integrated approach that aims at ensuring “the parallel and coequal development of society, economy and environment”. Thus, the expected impacts of the NRDP cover the three following categories: economic, social and environmental.  

In order to visualize the different expected impact an impact trees is presented in the analytical developments section 1.23
. It illustrates the expected impacts and highlights the three different categories for each level of effects:  results, intermediate and general impacts. 

The analysis focuses on the expected intermediate impacts that could be effective thanks to several measures and the direct results of these are not taken into account in the analysis. 

· Environmental impact

Ten direct and indirect expected environmental impacts have been identified both in the text and during the interviews. They concern the quality of the environment and more broadly the maintenance of the countryside. 

Environmental impacts that should ensure the preservation of the quality of the environment:

· Prevention from water and wind erosion: the NRDP measure should contribute to a better usage of the land either by maintaining agricultural activities (in LFA for instance) or by increasing the forest coverage. The NRDP should therefore diminish the area of abandoned lands and as a result prevent from soil erosion.

· Contribution to the preservation of living creatures and biological diversity
: the combination of the preservation of low input farming system and environmentally friendly farming practices should affect on a long-term basis the preservation of the biodiversity. 

· Maintenance and improvement of the quality of environment: the NRDP is by nature environmentally oriented. The introduction of the Good Farming Practice and the agri-environment measures directly aim at the preservation of the environment. The prevention of water and wind erosion as well as the preservation of biological diversity contribute to the maintenance and improvement of the quality of environment. 

· Effect on the environmental conditions of the entire Central European region: this impact is considered in the NRDP document as an impact resulting from the implementation of the NRDP. 

Environmental impacts that concern the maintenance of the countryside:

· Sustainable landscape management: the introduction of the NRDP should have both short-term and long-term impacts. The long-term perspective is taken into account in the NRDP as it introduces the idea of a sustainable development of the agriculture. 

· Landscape preservation and maintenance of countryside: this impact is the long-term result of the previous one. Some measures aim at, directly or indirectly, maintaining the countryside (measures on afforestation, on semi-subsistence).

The NRDP will be implemented in a context of increasing international environmental commitments. The implementation of the NRDP should allow Hungary to meet European and international environmental standards stated in the following international and EU convention and directives: the Kyoto Summit and the treaty concerning greenhouse gases, the European water directive, the European Nitrate directive and the Good Farming practice, the Convention on Biological Diversity, the European Directive on the conservation of wild birds, natural habitats and wild fauna and flora among others.  

As a result, several indirect impacts have been identified in terms of achievement of international environmental commitments.

· Reduction of nitrate emission (Nitrate Directive): decrease of surface and sub-surface nitrate contamination of agricultural origin. 

· Ensure the good ecological condition of water (Water Directive): the reduction of fertiliser and pesticide use should indirectly contribute to the preservation of the water. 

· Protection of wild birds, plant and animal species and their habitats (Directive on the conservation of wild birds and of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora).

· Economic impacts

The economic impacts concern the evolution of the economic situation of the Hungarian agricultural sector. The NRDP should contribute to eliminate its structural weaknesses. Therefore, the expected impacts cover the main economic weaknesses mentioned in the SWOT analysis: the level of farmers’ income, the employment situation in rural areas, the market position of farming products and the agricultural population. 

Economic impacts that affect the income of farmers: 

· Development of alternative sources of income: this refers to both the creation of new sources of income and the growing level of income. On one hand, the support to strengthen the economic viability of farms should contribute to increase the profitability of the farming production and thus the increase of farming incomes. On the other hand, the strengthened market position of farmers leads to sell additional agricultural products, which should generate new sources of income. This should contribute to increase the still particularly low income level and the permanently low profitability, which characterise the Hungarian agriculture. 
· The increase of profitability and the economic viability of the farms cannot be achieved without investments. These investments are provided by ARDOP and could contribute effectively to the NRDP. The investments supported by ARDOP should supplement the NRDP measures and could serve the realization of the expected economic impacts of both plans. ARDOP and NRDP are particularly complementary with regards to the economic impacts.
Economic impacts that affect the rural employment:

· Development of job opportunities: it covers the possible creation of new job positions. The improved viability of the farms (through structural changes and through the creation of producers groups) and the growing use of the land (through maintenance of agricultural activities in Less favoured areas for instance) should encourage the creation of new job opportunities. 

· Improvement of the situation of agricultural employment: it is broader than the previous impact as it covers both the maintenance and the creation of job positions. The creation of new job opportunities thanks to the implementation of the NRDP should also contribute to an improvement in terms of quality. Indeed, several measures imply a better acquaintance with management skills. Thus, the level of qualification should also increase. 

Economic impacts that affect the production and the position market

· Transition of farming units to market oriented production: the NRDP should favour the structural change of the production process and encourage a diversified production of higher quality products (organic food) in order to meet the market demand. However, this impact will depend on the capacity of the external and domestic markets to integrate quality added products.

· Strengthened market position of farmers: the development of an environmentally friendly agriculture and therefore the production of high quality product could reinforce the market position of Hungarian farms both on the domestic and the European market. 

· Structural change of farming units that are not economically viable at present. There are more than 800 000 farms, which have less than 10 ha. These farms are by nature not viable in terms of competition with foreign markets.

· Better efficiency and productivity of farms: the efficiency refers to a better quality production at a better cost whereas the productivity refers mainly to an improvement in terms of quantity. However, both elements imply an increase of the farming income and are expected by the different measures.

· Quality of products, which concerns both high quality product (organic food) and the production of region-specific products of exceptional quality. This impact could reinforce the strengthened market position of farmer, especially in term of exportation and also the development of tourist potential by providing an attractive image of the region.

Economic impacts that affects the population

· Improved age composition of the farming population: It aims at making the population younger. Indeed, one of the main weaknesses of the Hungarian agriculture is related to the extremely low rate of reproduction and thus the high level of elderly in the rural population (especially in the small settlements). 

· Preservation and development of the tourist potential of rural areas: This impact covers both maintenance and development of the tourist potential. This impact is not a direct consequence of the implementation of the NRDP. However, the improvement in terms of landscape management and the production of region-specific products of exceptional quality should emphasize the attractivity of rural areas for tourist purposes. 

· Social impacts

As mentioned above, the NRDP is based on an integrated approach covering rural development as a whole. As a result social impacts are also expected. In a nutshell, the social expected impacts would affect three specific targeted population groups namely the farmers struggling with subsistence difficulties, the women and the Roma population
. In details, the following expected social impacts have been identified:

· Quantitative and qualitative improvement of employment for agricultural entrepreneurs struggling with subsistence difficulties. As mentioned above, the NRDP should have economic impacts, which may improve the viability of rural areas especially those confronting structural difficulties. The measure aiming at “less favoured areas” and the one concerning the “semi-subsistence farms” directly focus on this specific population. 

· Quantitative and qualitative improvement of employment for women. According to the European requirements, the NRDP has to take into account aims the equal opportunities issue for men and women. Thus, “women” are mentioned among the objectives of the NRDP. However, there is no concrete action that targets women as such. This impact can be considered as a side effect. 

· Quantitative and qualitative improvement of employment for Romas. According to the European requirements, the NRDP should aim at the equality of chances of disadvantaged groups. The Roma population are concentrated in the so-called “Less favoured areas”. 

· Improved social cohesion of rural population. This should results from the effective improvement of the economic viability of farms and the improvement of the living conditions of particularly disadvantaged rural population and the safeguarding of employment in rural areas.

As a whole, the social expected impacts focus on combating some social inequalities among specific groups. 

There is one general impact, which covers the economic, social and environmental sides of rural development: 

· Contribution to the sustainable development of society, in particular in the field of rural development, renewable resources and the protection of local and global environment

c Other impacts (side effects)

Parallel to these expected impacts per measure some other impacts are expected by the officials responsible for the planning process in the MARD. These impacts are not described as such in the programme. They are not related to the specific or general objectives of the programme nor to the objectives of the measures themselves.

Therefore, these impacts can be considered as transversal “side” effects. They are mainly related to the implementation system itself. 

· Identification and knowledge of the target groups

Some measures are implemented for the first time in Hungary. They affect new types of target groups. These target groups have been defined through the setting up of eligibility criteria, taking into consideration Hungarian socio-economic data as well as the requirements of the EU legislation. 

However:

· some potential beneficiaries have not been located yet

· some specificities of these target groups are still hardly known.

The programme started by a compulsory registration process for all farmers. Each farmer has to be get registered and has to provide personal information  (location, area, activities, etc.). 

A first side effect of the programme is the identification of its potential beneficiaries (and among them the semi-subsistence farmers) and the setting up of complete data bases.

In addition, the first problems faced by the applicants should allowed: 

· to get a better knowledge of these target groups and their characterizations,

· to get a better knowledge of their needs.

· Growing awareness of the programme

The implementation of the NRDP started also with the implementation of a communication plan that should contribute to improve the education and information of the target groups, their “absorption capacity” and thus lead to a better acquaintance with the measures and instruments (application form, eligibility criteria, etc.) of the plan.

The officials met in the MARD underlined that the communication plan and the related promotion activities should increase the attraction of farmers towards some measures and especially the agri-environmental measures.

These tasks could be conducted by the Hungarian advisory and authority network for example from governmental side, the network of MARD representatives per municipalities (falugazdász hálózat) and from NGO side. It would be also important to introduce the agri-environmental advisory experts accreditation like it exists for the conventional agriculture.

· Growing motivation of the beneficiaries given their five years commitments

Some of the officials expect a higher motivation of the farmers (and above all of the semi-subsistence farmers) who commit themselves for a five year period when they apply for financial support. This financial support could create a higher willingness of farmers to achieve additional results and, on a second step, could led them to apply for another five years period under the next programming session.

· Improved operation of the programme itself

The setting up of the NRDP required the creation of a specific implementation body (ARDA), the coordination between different bodies in charge of the follow up of some measures (Ministry of Environment, county offices, State Forestry services, etc.). These types of working methods are rather new. Thus, a three-year period of implementation should lead to an improvement of the operation of the programme gained by the experiences.

· Setting up of a “measurable” system

In addition to the farmer’s registration process, the definition of clear monitoring and evaluation indicators and the setting up of an adequate data collection system should allow to follow up the implementation of the NRDP in a systematic way and to assess the achievement of its objectives in terms of realizations, results and impacts. As mentioned previously, this has not been the case for some of the previous programmes implemented in Hungary. No data collection process has been  for instance foreseen for the SAPARD programme.

d Hierarchy between the impacts 

The purpose of this section is to assess the level of importance of the different expected impacts in order to treat them on a hierarchical basis. To do so, experts have been asked to give a weight to each impact considering its level of importance between 80 and 120. The following chart summarizes the results of this consultation.

Only the impacts that are presented above have been submitted to the experts to be hierarchised. Thus, the analyse conducted below is focusing on some impacts (the social impacts are especially focusing on some target groups) and does not point out the logical links between the economic, environmental and social impacts and the way some of them could contribute to some others. 

In any case, the general transversal impact of the NRDP is expected on society (“Improving income earning possibilities and safeguarding of employment in rural areas” and thus improving the living conditions of rural societies): both the economic and environmental measures of the NRDP are expected to contribute to the highest possible impacts on society.

Source: Expert consultation – March 2004

· The transversal impacts are the most important

The answers of the different experts reveal that the transversal side effect are the most important. They represent the side effect expected by the officials responsible for the planning process of the NRDP in the MARD. 

They are mainly related to the implementation process itself. Indeed, they refer to a better knowledge of the Hungarian agricultural situation especially through the necessary registration process imposed by the implementation of the NRDP (Identification and knowledge of the target groups, Improved operation of the programme itself, Setting up of a “measurable” system) as well as the growing awareness of the programme among the farming population (Growing awareness of the programme, Growing motivation of the beneficiaries given their five years commitments). 

Thus, the content of these transversal impacts make them a key condition for a successful implementation of the NRDP, which justifies their level of importance. 

· The economic impacts represent the second most important category 

The economic expected impacts are also of a relatively high importance. They represent the second category. 

This is quite coherent with both the strategy stated in the NRDP document and the SWOT analysis, which shows that the main weaknesses of the Hungarian agricultural sector are economic ones. Therefore, the rural development in Hungary is first of all a question of economic development.  The main objectives of the Hungarian agricultural policy also underline this economic priority. They are reminded in the NRDP strategy section
: 

· “to improve the efficiency of agricultural production and to ensure more favourable and safer competitive market and income positions for producers by making use of comparative advantages” 

· “to pursue an agricultural policy that targets on sustainability and multifunctionality in areas less suitable for compatible economic development”

Furthermore, the number of NRDP economic oriented measures also justifies the rank of the economic impacts. Indeed, four measures out of seven
 are mainly economic oriented: Less Favoured Areas, Early retirement, Semi-subsistence and Producer groups.

Among the economic impacts, the development of alternatives sources of income is considered as a priority. 

· The environmental impacts represent the third category in terms of importance

The environmental expected impacts are considered as slightly less important than the economic impacts. They are presented as the third category in terms of importance. 

Two main elements explain the position of the environmental impacts. On the one hand, the SWOT analysis shows that the environmental issues should not be considered as the main weaknesses of the Hungarian agricultural sector. The need for environmental preservation is thus secondary compared to the necessity of the existence of a viable agricultural sector. This could explain why the environmental expected impacts are considered as a little less important than the economic impacts. 

· The social impacts are the less important

The social expected impacts on specific target groups are considered as the less important ones. This is quite coherent with both the NRDP’s main objectives and the number of social oriented measures. Indeed, the equality of changes is not the main focus of the NRDP. The only group specifically targeted by the NRDP’s measures is the group that gathers the farmers struggling with subsistence difficulties. In addition, the only measure which is directly socially oriented is the Early retirement which will not be implemented before 2006. 

However, the impacts tree presented below shows that some economic as well as some environmental results and intermediate impacts could lead to social positive impacts on rural populations. Economic measures have to concentrate both to the increase of income revenues and to the improvement of the employment in rural areas on both qualitative and quantitative aspects. 

However, both have to be considered separately, as they could have different effects on the long-term. 

A impact limited to the improvement of rural employment would not mean that the impact on society is strictly positive: impact on employment could be the results of structural changes of landownership (concentration of farms, decrease of the small landowners) and does not necessary mean that the income are affected. In addition, employment strongly depends on local possibilities. It does therefore not necessary guarantee the maintenance of population in rural areas if no income increase comes in addition. 

Moreover, to concentrate on employment and indirectly to encourage the modification of the landownership and the land concentration could lead to negative impacts on environment (abandonment of land, increase of the risks of erosion for instance). 

The environment could also be affected if migration of population is to important. This is precisely one of the NRDP objective: since the naturally valuable areas needs farming, they can not be abandoned. Abandonment of the land cannot be an acceptable result of measure towards employment.

These elements explain the expected transversal impact related to one of the NRDP specific objectives : “extension and improvement of income opportunities, strengthening rural employment, establishment of new alternatives for agriculture in compliance with the requirements of environmental protection” and the socio-economic general objective “Improving income earning possibilities and safeguarding of employment in rural areas “. They confirm also that economic, environmental and social impacts are very closed to each other and could not be considered separately.

All in all, the hierarchy between the expected impacts is coherent with the purpose of the NRDP and their main objective as well as it is coherent with the type of NRDP measures. This emphasizes the internal coherence of the NRDP.

( Conclusion:

The analysis of the impacts shows that expected impacts are not clearly defined. However, several expected impacts have been listed thanks to the NRDP document and the interviews of officials in charge of the NRDP. It covers the impacts directly or indirectly found in the NRDP as well as the other transversal impacts (side effects), which are not directly linked to a specific measure. 

These expected impacts are divided into three categories: economic, social and environmental expected impacts. In addition, there are 8 transversal side effects, which are mainly related to the implementation process of the NRDP. 

The hierarchy between the expected impacts shows that the transversal side effects are considered by the experts and officials involved as the most important. They appear as a key condition of a successful implementation of the NRDP. The economic impacts are considered the second most important ones and they are closely followed by the environmental expected impacts.  The social expected impacts on specific target groups are considered as less important. 

However, the economic, environmental and social impacts have to consider in a transversal manner by taking into consideration the logical links between them. The expected impacts on rural employment could lead to some negative effects on society and environment if they are not backed up with increase of income and with alternative income possibilities that affect a wide range of the rural population.

All in all, the analysis of the level of importance of the different expected impacts reinforce the internal consistency analysis of the NRDP. 

4.7.1.2 Assessment of their possible occurrence

a Level of occurrence of the expected impacts per measure and analysis of the different measures’ contribution to the impacts (potential synergies)

The purpose of this section is to assess the possible occurrence of the different expected impacts in order to analyse to what extent each measure contributes to the different type of expected impacts and also to highlight the impacts which have a better chance to happen. To do so, experts have been asked to evaluate the level of occurrence of each impact per measure. The scale used is the following:
	3: very significant positive impact 

	2: positive impact 

	1: limited positive impact

	0: neutral impact

	-1: limited negative impact

	-2: negative impact

	-3: very significant negative impact


The following comments are based on the results of this consultation.

· Agri-environmental measure

The objectives of the agri-environmental measure are focusing on environmental aspects. When assessing their possible occurrence, it appears that some expected environmental impacts should be very positive and among them those related to the quality of environment (water and wind erosion, soil conservation and fertility, biodiversity, etc.). The effects on the countryside should be also positive. This measure will highly contribute to the sustainable development of the society, in particular in the field of the rural development, renewable resources and the protection of local and global environment.

However, these environmental impacts should be effective only after a rather long-term implementation period given the measure’s complexity, which requires a transition period to be implemented in an efficient way. There are thus strongly tied to the effectiveness of the information and assistance provided to the final beneficiaries. Anyway, the measure’ characterization itself would not have led to any short-term environmental impact.

Moreover, this measure will contribute:

· positively to the reduction of surface and sub-surface nitrate contamination of agricultural origin (contribution to the Nitrate Directive respect),

· positively to the ensure the good ecological condition of water (contribution to the Water Directive respect),

· positively to the protection of wild birds, plant and animal species and the rehabilitation of their habitats, and the landscape structure according to the requirements of the landscape characters (contribution to the respect of the Directive on the conservation of wild birds and of natural habitats of wild fauna and flora, especially Natura 2000 network)

· positively to revive the traditional farming methods, which are environmental friendly methods

Only few positive economical impacts are expected from the AE measure. 

· The development of alternative sources of incomes as well as the impacts related to the rural employment should be effective but only to a very limited extent given that the main part of the sub-measures is focusing on non-profit investments, which could not have a direct impacts either on the revenues, nor on the employment. The only the measure which could lead to a new type of income, is the one that supports apiculture cropping. 

· The improvement of the efficiency and productivity of farms is difficult to assess. Non-profit investments lead to a lower efficiency on a short-term basis. The impact should be either neutral or negative given the capacity of the domestic market to accept higher prices. 

· The impact on the structural changes in agricultural production towards environmental- friendly and organic farming should be very effective rather quickly. 

· The quality of product should be consequently improved. 

· The market position of farmers should thus be improved thanks to the AE measure. However, this impact is strongly tied to the market’s reaction towards the new products resulted from the new methods supported by the AE measure.

The social impacts of this measure on specific target groups (women, Roms) should be very limited as no special treatment is planned for them. However, on a very global extent, the measure should contribute to the social cohesion of rural population.

· Less favoured area.

With regards to the LFA measure, positive impacts are also rather likely to be effective on the environmental field and especially on the maintenance of the countryside and the landscape management, that both participate in the sustainable development of the rural society. 

The contribution to the quality of environment including soil conservation, fertility and preservation of living creatures and biological diversity should be also positive. These impacts are long-term impacts. 

The economic impacts should be less effective. However, the support to farmers located in LFA could encourage them to a limited extent in the transition of their farms to a better market oriented production and thus improve their market position.

The assessment of the economic impacts’ occurrence has to consider that farmers located in LFA are given priority in the selection procedure of the semi-subsistence measure.

With regards to the social impacts, given that one of the criteria taken into account to define the LFA is the population decline, it can be presumed that some disadvantaged groups, such as the agricultural entrepreneurs struggling with difficulties or the Roms located in LFA. The impacts on these groups should be rather positive.

· Afforestation

The objectives of the measure are covering environmental, economic and social aspects.

The economic impacts should be positive with regards to the development of alternative sources of income, but rather limited for the other envisaged economic impacts of the other measures.

The highest positive impacts of the afforestation measure are expected on environment, if the nature conservation requirements and conditions are more taken into account: the measure should contribute to prevent from water and wind erosion, to improve the quality of environment, and the landscape preservation, to preserve the living creatures and biological diversity. The achievement of the related objectives could be effective on a long-term basis.

The afforestation could also have many negative impacts: degradation of the important grasslands, degradation of the soil for further agricultural use (Robinia pseudo-acacia), threat of invasion of not native species.

The measure also contributes to the implementation of the European directives Nitrate, Water and Protection of Wildbirds, plant and animal species and their habitats.

All impacts related to this measure are long-term impacts.

· Meetings standards

The non-profit investments encouraged by this measure will probably lead firstly to a decrease of the farms’ productivity on a short term basis. However, on a second stage, and with regards to the market willingness and readiness to accept a higher quality of the products (positive expected impact) and higher prices, the farms’ revenues could improve. The measure could thus lead to an improved viability and production efficiency of the farms. The related objective on viability and efficiency could be achieved. The market position of the farmers could be strengthened by this way.

With regards to the environmental impacts, the measure should contribute, on a short term basis and to a greater extent, to the soil conservation and fertility (thanks to a higher utilization of organic manure) and thus to an increased quality of environment. The impacts on the countryside are less expected and should be more limited.

By encouraging the achievement of European quality standards, the measure should contribute positively to the sustainable development of society, in particular in the field of rural development, renewable resources and the protection of local and global environment.

· Semi-subsistence

The objectives of this measure are economic. The amount of 1000 euros will improve logically  the farmers’ income (the average revenue is estimated at 8 000 euros per year), but without creating alternative sources of income; and should thus be enough to contribute to safeguard the employment in rural areas on a short term basis. The impact of the measure on both the quantitative and qualitative improvement of employment for agricultural entrepreneurs struggling with subsistence difficulties should be significant. 

On a short-term basis, the measure should have also a positive impact on the structural changes of both the production and the farming units and thus improved the market position of farmers.

However, on a long-term period, it is not sure that the semi-subsistence farmers will remain competitive enough to survive.

The quality of product could be improved but to a limited extent.

The effects on the environment are more limited: nothing in the measure is clearly planned to have environmental impacts. However, the measure should contribute to the maintenance of small agricultural activities in rural area and thus participate in the preservation of the countryside.

Anyway and more generally speaking, the measure should contribute to the sustainable development of society in rural areas and to strengthen the social cohesion of rural population.

· Producer groups

The measure should lead to significant sort term impacts on the structural changes of the farming units’ organization and production that should be more market oriented. The efficiency of farms should be also strengthened, thanks to a common organization and use of materials.

The effects on the environment are not especially expected and should remain very limited.

More generally speaking, the measure should contribute to the sustainable development of society in rural areas and to the improvement of the social cohesion of rural population.

· Early retirement

No impact is expected before the end of the programme, as the measure should be implemented at the earliest in the year 2006. 

The more significant long term impact of the measure should be on rural employment: by encouraging the replacement of elderly farmers and thus improving the age composition of farming population, the measure (together with the ARDOP measure supporting the setting up of young farmers), should improve the quality of agricultural employment conditions.

Moreover, the measure could have some limited but negative impacts on environmental issues. The setting up of young farmers will lead to the grouping of lands, which could somehow affect the countryside and encourage the wind erosion.

( Conclusion:

Chapter 3.5 of the plan underlines that:

“Apart from the beneficial impacts on employment and economy, some of the measures remarkably improve the state of environment and plays a role in landscape preservation as well. The agri-environmental management, the support of less favoured areas, the facilitating compliance with EU standards and the afforestation of agricultural land has direct positive effects on environment”. However, the afforestation could have negative effects on environment (e.g. degradation of the important grasslands, degradation of the soil for further agricultural use), if the territory of this measures is not carefully designated. 

In the case of the other measures, impacts on environment are indirect, however the beneficial consequences for economy and society (since the target groups of these measures are the agricultural producers, mainly semi-subsistence farmers, elderly people) are significant.

The above analyses on the possible occurrence of the expected impacts confirm these remarks and help to specify them. Indeed, with regards to the possible cross impacts between the measures, the NRDP could add some details.

The impacts on environment of the economically oriented measures should be rather limited. The measure “semi-subsistence” should help maintaining the countryside as well as a sustainable landscape management. The “early retirement” measure could however lead to some negative impact on environment following the grouping of land.

On the opposite, the economic impacts of the environmentally oriented measures should not be underestimated. The “AE” and “Meeting standards” measures should have a positive impact on the products quality. These measures as well as the LFA and the Afforestation measures should also have an impact on the structural changes of farming units (production and methods) and should participate in the reinforcement of their market positions. These impacts are not formally expected and are rather long-term impacts.

( Recommendation: Given the above analyses, the NRDP text could present a small paragraph per measure on the expected impacts and their possible occurrence.  

b Level of occurrence of the expected impacts per impact

The previous assessment of the impacts by measures demonstrated that several measures could contribute to the same impact. Therefore, the combination of the NRDP measures could reinforce the occurrence of such or such impact. The purpose of this section is, thus, to analyse the global impacts of the NRDP in order to assess which impacts are more likely to happen. To do so, we consolidated the occurrence scores given by the experts as illustrated in the tables in the analytical developments section 1.24
. The numbers correspond to average scores.

The analysis per impact shows that all together the NRDP measures should have an equally positive impact in terms of economic and environmental changes (1,2) regardless of the difference between short term and long term occurrence and of the financial resources allocation.. This underline that there is a rather good balance of the measures in terms of the achievement of the two main objectives of the plan namely “environment-friendly development of agriculture, rationalisation of land-use, landscape management” and “improving income possibilities and safeguarding employment in rural areas”. 

Moreover, we note that within the economic impacts, the impacts concerning the market position (“Transition of farming units to market oriented production” and “Strengthened market position of farmers”) are considered by the experts as the most likely to happen. The structural changes in the production process especially in livestock farms as well as the one concerning the semi-subsistence farms and the producers groups are aiming to a certain extant to the develop or initiate the orientation of the farms towards market productions. We also note that the economic impact not directly linked to the agricultural production namely the preservation and development of the tourist potential of rural areas seems to have little chance to occur given the conclusion of the experts.

In terms of environmental impacts, it appears that the experts are quite skeptical regarding the effect of the implementation of the NRDP on the environmental conditions of the entire Central European region. Indeed, it seems rather difficult to assess to which extent the implementation of the NRDP and especially of the afforestation measure should affect the global environment conditions of the entire Central European region.

However with regards to the other environmental expected impacts, and especially those concerning the biodiversity, a specific analysis has been conducted to assess to which extent the plan should meet the expectations on this item
. It appears that the implementation of the NRDP should have several positive impacts in terms of preservation of biodiversity with a rather high level of occurrence.

Concerning the transversal side effects, we note that they have a higher expected occurrence by comparison with the environmental, economic and social impacts as previously analysed. Thus, the implementation of the NRDP should have a first and foremost impact in term of an improved knowledge of the rural data and an improved acquaintance of the farmers with economic and environmental European standards.

On the contrary, the implementation of the NRDP measures seem to have almost none impacts in term of social changes. The occurrence is considered as almost neutral.

( Conclusion:

The analysis by impact reinforces the previous analysis by measure. Indeed, it appears that the implementation of the NRDP as a whole (impacts of all the different measures) should have firstly an impact in terms of transversal side effects and secondly on the rural environment and economy. 

The detailed analysis also demonstrates that the following economic impacts should be more likely to happen, even more that they are considered as short-term impacts, as mentioned above: 

- “Transition of farming units to market oriented production” 

 - “Strengthened market position of farmers”

The specific analysis of the environmental impacts affecting the preservation of the biodiversity shows that the implementation of the NRDP should have quite diverse impacts in this field and that their occurrence is rather high. 

c Potential time of occurrence (short term, long term)

The potential time of occurrence of the expected impacts has been analyzed above when considering the type and level of occurrence the different impacts per measure.

It has to be pointed out that the economic impacts could be already effective and sometimes significant only after few years of implementation. On the contrary, the environmental impacts have to be expected after several years of implementation (the only short term environmental impact is a better soil conservation and fertility achieved thanks to the Meeting standards measure).

However, these periods of occurrence have to be considered with some precautions and are highly tied to the quality and the effectiveness of the implementation system.

( Conclusion:

The expected economic impacts should rather be effective on a short-term basis. Three years of programme implementation should already lead to some concrete results with regards to the structural changes of the farms and consequently to their market position. 

However, the environmental impacts are rather long-term impacts. They cannot be effective very quickly given the environmental measures’ characterization and their related objectives.

( Recommendation: The text should introduce the potential term of occurrence of the expected impacts. 

d Level of occurrence of the transversal side effects

The transversal side effects presented above are highly expected by the officials responsible for the NRDP in the Ministry. 

These impacts should occur in a short-term period and be relatively significant within the end of the current programming period. 

Some of them are assessed to occur in a very significant positive manner. It is the case for those impacts related to education and information of the final beneficiaries. 

The expected impact related to the beneficiaries’ awareness of the programme and their better acquaintance with the measures should also be effective, but in a weaker extent. It has to be pointed that the acquaintance with the measures and instruments is more important to be achieved for the trainers and all people involved in the beneficiaries information and assistance process than for the final beneficiaries. Moreover, a higher attraction of farmers towards agri-environmental measures is strongly related to the occurrence of a strong positive impact of the programme on the trainer’s (trainings, first experiences, etc.).

The setting up of a measurable system follows an on-going process (setting up of monitoring and evaluation indicator, software development, registration data bases) and should be finalised for the beginning of the programme implementation. The existence and effective operation of the system depend on the adequacy of the data collection process and the way the data bases are filled in. However, the better knowledge of the beneficiaries’ needs depends both: 

· on the good functioning of the software and the data bases’ completion and exhaustiveness, and 

· on the adequacy of the information and assistance procedures and a good reporting of the people working closely to the final beneficiaries to the operational and political institutions.

Two and a half years of implementation should allow achieving a good programme’s operation level, above all with regards to the implementation of the new measures, which require that new bodies get familiar with new sets of rules and procedures. This impact will be positive and should be rather significant.

However, it is more difficult to state on the impact with regard to the motivation of the semi-subsistence farmers. The first results, and among them the number of these semi-subsistence farmers who will achieve more than 5 farming units by the end of the programme are impossible to assess at this stage as these potential beneficiaries are hardly known. At least, the launch of the programme and the registration process will allow their precise identification.

· Transversal side effects versus direct effects of the measures

As mentioned above and given the conclusion on the assessment of the different implementation procedures, the launch of the NRDP requires the setting up of a highly sophisticated implementation system, which involved many stakeholders and bodies. 

After three years of implementation, the main impacts of the programme should therefore concentrate on the implementation rather than on the measures. It is indeed a clear objective of the different stakeholders to focus on the setting up of an adequate and operational implementation system and by this way to strengthen the effectiveness of the programme implementation.

( Conclusion:

The transversal side effects of the NRDP are highly expected by the officials responsible for the NRDP in the Ministry.

Some of them are estimated by the experts to occur in a significant positive manner. It is the case for the impacts related to: 

- the education and information of the trainers involved in the assistance procedures and then of the final beneficiaries ,

- the operation of the programme and the acquaintance of people responsible for its implementation with  the measures,

- the setting up of a measurable system.

These first short-term impacts should contribute to strengthen the global effectiveness of the programme implementation and therefore of the different measures.

Response to the key question: What is the potential effectiveness of the programme in terms of results and socio-economic impacts?

The expected impacts of the NRDP cover economic, environmental as well as social aspects and are in line with the objectives determined of each measure. Some of these expected impacts are likely to be achieved by different measures. External experts have assessed their level of occurrence.

The economic oriented impacts should occur after a rather short-term implementation period compared to the environmental impacts. The measures “Semi-subsistence” and “Producer groups” are likely to have the quickest effects whereas the impacts related to the measures “AE” , “LFA”, “Meeting standards” and “Afforestation”, which are more environmentally oriented should rather have long-term impacts.

This statement reinforces the importance given by the experts to the economic impacts of the NRDP, which answer directly to the Hungarian weaknesses pointed out in the situation and SWOT analysis.

Anyway, the side effects of the programme expected by the officials responsible for the NRDP are the most likely to be quickly effective. Two years and a half of implementation should allow a better knowledge and acquaintance with the programme and its rules for all bodies involved and as a consequence for the final beneficiaries. The higher expected awareness should contribute to strengthen the global effectiveness of the different measures.

Employment strategy and equal opportunities

4.7.1.3 Analysis of the place of these European priorities in the NRDP

Following the EU regulation, the NRDP has to be in line and take into account the European Employment Strategy based on four pillars and among them the equal opportunities and the Environment.

a Employment strategy and equal opportunities

Some objectives and priorities of the NRDP are explicitly oriented towards employment. One of the two general objectives of the programme is “to improve income earning possibilities and safeguard employment in rural areas”. One of the priorities is “maintaining and improving agricultural activities hereby providing additional income and job opportunities for farmers active on areas with weaker ecological endowments”. 

In addition, a complete paragraph in Chapter 3 (Objectives, strategy and priorities) of the plan is dedicated to the equal opportunities question. It strengthens that NRDP pays special attention to improve the situation and equality of chances of “disadvantaged groups”, including the “women living in rural areas”, the “agricultural entrepreneurs struggling with subsistence difficulties” and “Romas living in rural settlements”. The texts also underline that the plan does not follow a positive discrimination orientation towards these groups.

Thus, no adequate attention is paid to the equal opportunities at priority and objectives level. The latter are focusing on employment in general without giving any details on particular target groups. Moreover, the references to the equal opportunities question are also seldom in the individual measure’s description. No special eligibility criteria are giving priorities to women or Romas population (which are difficult to identify). It will therefore be very difficult to assess the effective weight given to these target groups.

The agricultural entrepreneurs struggling with subsistence difficulties seem to be more precisely taken into consideration in the measure’s characterization. The measures “Semi subsistence” and LFA are directly oriented towards this disadvantaged group. 

However, the text points out that the implementation procedure and precisely the assistance procedure will pay a special attention to the women and the Romas population.

Concretely, the plan underlines that “during the implementation, these groups will be supported by special awareness-raising and information channels with the involvement of their representatives and organizations as compared to the other applicants”
.

However, no targeted tool/channel is clearly envisaged in the Communication plan on this purpose, even if their representatives and organizations could be in the network involved in providing advisory services to the potential applicants. 

Moreover, only two of the indicators of the NRDP (both related to Early retirement measure) refer to the percentage of women among the beneficiaries. Therefore, the implementation system does not seem capable to monitoring and evaluate the overall effects of the Plan with regard of the equal opportunities.

However, the availability of the data remains a first problem to be solved. At this stage, the place of the target groups mentioned above and the potential results of the NRDP on these target group will be hardly possible to assess: the Romas population are hardly located, few data exist on women situation in rural areas.

( Conclusion:

The NRDP is partly focusing on employment in rural area. The equal opportunities question with regards to specific disadvantaged groups is mentioned in the NRDP but remains very theoretic. The agricultural entrepreneurs struggling with subsistence difficulties are well considered in the measures’ objectives and eligibility criteria whereas the women and the disadvantaged groups (Romas population, youngsters and handicapped people) seem to be less taken into account by the NRDP. 

( Recommendation: It is recommended as it is already done in the ARDOP ex-ante evaluation report:

- to check if the equal opportunities question cannot be mentioned in particular cases in the measures’ description, objectives and/or eligibility criteria,

- to have an integrated approach on this issues and regroup, in a transversal manner, the pieces of information which are disseminated in the different measures and are related to employment and equal opportunities  

- to develop the monitoring on employment for various groups: men, women, Romas, etc.

- to involve their representatives and organizations in the network appointed to provide advisory services to the potential applicants,

- to develop targeted indicators in order to monitoring and evaluate the overall effects of the Plan with regard of the equal opportunities.

b Environment 

The NRDP is partly focusing on environmental issues. The presentation of the measures’ objectives and the analysis of the expected environmental impacts and their possible level and type of occurrence show that the environment is highly taken into account in the NRDP and that the compliance with the EU rules on environment should be ensured. The NRDP is indeed in line with the EU Water Directive
, Nitrate Directive
: some of its measures should participate in assisting indirectly the respect of these Directives in Hungary.

The chapter 3.7 underlines the environmental commitments towards the European and international recent rules in a clear and adequate way.

4.7.1.4 Analysis of the expected results of the plan with regards to these priorities

The analyses drawn above assessed the potential occurrence of the economic, social and environmental impacts and among them those related to these EU priorities.

( Conclusion:

The impacts towards better equal opportunities between men and women as well as towards disadvantaged groups (Romas, entrepreneurs struggling with subsistence difficulties) should be rather limited given the weak consideration given to this question in the measures’ objectives and eligibility criteria. However, the assistance procedure should ensure a special attention to these specific target groups.

The environment priority is highly taken into account. The impacts on environment should be effective but rather after a long term period of implementation.

Response to the key question: Is the NRDP in line with the EU priorities related the European Employment Strategy, Equal opportunities and Environment?

The NRDP is partly focusing on employment in rural area. The equal opportunities question with regards to specific disadvantaged groups is mentioned in some transversal parts of the NRDP but remains very theoretic. The agricultural entrepreneurs struggling with subsistence difficulties are well considered in the measures’ objectives and eligibility criteria whereas the women and the disadvantaged groups (Romas population, youngsters and handicapped people) seem to be less taken into account by the NRDP following the wish to avoid positive discrimination. However, the implementation procedures and among them the assistance procedure should pay a special attention to the women and the disadvantaged groups.

With regards to the environment, the NRDP seems to take this EU priority highly into account and is thus in line with the EU requirements all the more as the impacts on environment should be significant (after a rather long-term implementation period).

Recommendations implemented and final assessment 

4.7.1.5 Recommendations implemented 

The expected impacts are now more clearly described as the chapter 3 presents some of them to justify the allocation of resources. Some “cross impacts” are thus described: a measure could lead to impacts which were not specifically mentioned as objectives for this measure.

In addition, a specific paragraph called “justification of the measure” presents the expected results and impacts per measure.

The reference to their time of occurrence is sometimes also underlined. Some economic impacts should occur rather on a short time, whereas the environmental impacts are rather expected on the long term.

In addition to the programme itself, the ex-ante evaluation provides a detailed analysis on the possible level and time of occurrence of the expected impacts. 

Concerning the equal opportunity priority, the mention to it remains seldom in the measures’ description, objectives and/or eligibility criteria. It was clearly decided to put emphasis on this EU priority on the programme implementation rather than on the content of the measures.

Only few monitoring indicators are related to the EU priorities. The monitoring of the Romas population is anyway difficult, as a specific data gathering for this group is very difficult. It will be consequently difficult to evaluate the overall effects of the measures with regard to EU priorities, especially with regard to the equal opportunities.

Finally, the ex-ante evaluation report gives the integrated approach on the EU priorities, as it regroups, in a transversal manner, the pieces of information related to employment and equal opportunities, which are disseminated in the different measures and chapters of the plan.

For the implementation, the recommendation to involve the representatives and organizations of the disadvantaged groups in the network appointed to provide advisory services to the potential applicants remains the same.

4.7.1.6 Final assessment

The plan together with the ex-ante evaluation analysis of the expected impacts contribute to give a clear picture of what should be the impacts as well as their level and time of occurrence.

The NRDP took into account most of the recommendations. The expected impacts are more clearly presented. The plan shows also a better balance between the economic and the environmental expected impacts.

5 Conclusion

The final version of the NRDP has improved compared to the previous versions. It takes into account the main parts of the recommendations formulated by the evaluation team in the preliminary report, the draft final report as well as during the interviews and working meetings. A tight coordination between the MARD and all the people involved in the planning process and the evaluation team allowed a rapid and efficient evaluation process in a short time period.

First, some important efforts have been made to clarify the internal consistency of the programme. 

The structure of the situation analysis is more logical in itself. The logical links between the situation analysis, the SWOT and the NRDP objectives, priorities and strategy are clearly stated. 

As a consequence, the NRDP presents now another hierarchy between the priorities, which is in better adequacy with the situation and the SWOT analysis. It explains also how the measures should contribute to follow these priorities. 

In addition, the plan includes also a justification of the financial allocation between the measures by explaining what are the main expected impacts per measure. 

However, the financial allocation between the measures did not change, although the internal consistency of the plan would have lead to a higher financial weight of the socio-economic oriented measures. It has therefore to be taken into account that the reallocation of the financial resources between the measures is possible after one-year implementation. In addition, it is strongly advised to put emphasis on the AE measure communication and training for the involved bodies and potential beneficiaries.

Concerning the EU priorities and especially equal opportunity, the mention to it remains seldom in the measures’ description, objectives and/or eligibility criteria. It was however clearly decided by the MARD to put emphasis on this EU priority on the programme implementation rather than on the content of the measures.

With regards to the implementation, the overall description of the provisional procedures seems more adequate and consistent. In particular, the clarity of the selection and control procedures has been widely improved, reaching a very notable level of detail. Moreover, a specific chapter dedicated to the monitoring have been introduced in the Plan, providing an adequate description of the envisaged monitoring strategy in terms of Institutional Bodies, sources and tools involved in this activity. 

However, it is still to be verified the actual capability of the IACS to support the implementation of the Plan, also with regard to the collection of monitoring and evaluation indicators. On the other hand, it is important to underline that the final set of indicators has been chosen according both to their accessibility and their relevance for answering to the Common Evaluation Questions and for explaining the measures’ ability to achieve their specific objectives.

Finally, it has to be underlined that the first two and a half years of implementation should also allow to increase the programme awareness among the beneficiaries thanks to a developed Communication plan and to adapt, if necessary, progressively the different procedures and structures in order to achieve the best efficient implementation system to launch the plan under the next programming period.
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The PMU submits the approved amendment to the EU Commission





The amendment is proposed to the Monitoring Committee, which discusses and approves it





The PMU shares the proposed  amendment with the Management Committee, which can suggest changes





Preparation by the PMU  of  analyses and recommendations for amendment
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� We formulated also recommendations for the implementation stage of the NRDP, that are not supposed to be taken into account in the text of the Plan. 


� See Annex the detailed list of the persons met


� Interviews.


� Mid-term evaluation of the SAPARD programme, p.124..


� Idem


� Interviews at the MARD.


� Idem, p. 125.


� Inter


� Mid-term evaluation report of the SAPARD programme, p. 126.


� Interviews.


� Mid-term evaluation of the SAPARD programme, p. 126


� Interviews.


� Mid-term evaluation of the SAPARD programme, p. 128-129.


� See evaluation question on information and publicity


� See evaluation questions 


� See evaluation question on monitoring indicators


� The present assessment is based on the 12th official version of NRDP and listed only the statements of SWOT related to socio- economic situation.


� It is remarkable that the whole plan doesn’t seem to solve the contradiction related to the employment status: the statistical data includes both the persons, who are employed by a separate employer and the individual entrepreneurs as well.


� The updated data of registration is 260 thousand registered farmers although yet 600 thousand ha land is not registered.


� See Analytical developments section 1.1


� See analysis of the place of these European priorities in the NRDP p. � PAGEREF _Ref68489887 �189�


� See the Pilot Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Regional Operative Program of the NDP, ÖKO Rt et all., 2003.


� See Final report, Analytical developments 1.2


� See analytical developments section 1.3


� See assessment of the internal consistency of the allocation of resources p. � PAGEREF _Ref66162267 \h ��73� 


� See ARDOP p. 79


� See consistency between the SWOT analysis and the objectives and priorities p. � PAGEREF _Ref64779451 \h ��16�


� See analysis of the resources allocation p.� PAGEREF _Ref64792400 \h ��73�


� See p. 155 of version 11


� They are presented in the analytical developments section 1.8 


� See Analytical developments section 1.9


� See analysis of the selection procedure


� See 1.9 SWOT analysis


� Number given during the interviews


� See NRDP version 11 p. 30 


� As stated in table 16 of version 11


� Source: estimation interviews MARD


� See 1.9 SWOT analysis


� See; Analytical developments section 1.10


� See Analytical developments, section 1.11


� See Analytical developments, section 1.12


� See Analytical developments, section 1.13: eligible cost of the measures of both programmes (NRDP and ARDOP)


� See Analytical developments, section 1.14


� See Analytical developments, section 1.14


� See Analytical developments, section 1.15


� See Analytical developments, section 1.15


� See. Analytical developments, section 1.16


� For any further information on these topic, we refer to the assessment made with regard of monitoring and control procedures  (see paragraph 5.4.3 of the Report)


� See Analytical developments section 1.17


� See Analytical developments section 1.17


� For any further information on these topic, we refer to the assessment made with regard of monitoring and control procedures  (see paragraph 5.4.3 of the Report)


� See „Basic data” column on table in Section 3.4 of the NRDP.


� See Analytical developments section 1.18


� See Analytical developments section 1.19


� See Analytical developments section 1.20,


� See Analytical developments section 1.21


� The Plans reviewed were: Ireland CAP Rural Development Plan, England Rural Development Plan, Lombardia Rural Development Plan and Sicilia Rural Development Plan.


� See Section 4.8 of the NRDP.


� Interviews


� Interviews


� For the assessment of the monitoring indicators, see the Ex-ante evaluation Preliminary Report.


� See paragraph “Institutional organization” of the Report


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Inception Report for Technical assistance for development of IACS for Hungary


� Interviews.


� See paragraph 5.2.3 of the NRDP


� Interviews.


� The Plans reviewed were: Ireland CAP Rural Development Plan, England Rural Development Plan, Lombardi Rural Development Plan and Sicilian Rural Development Plan.


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Inception Report for Technical assistance for development of IACS for Hungary


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Paragraph 5.1.6.1 of the NRDP.


� Paragraph 5.1.6.2 of the NRDP.


� Paragraph 5.1.6.2 of the NRDP.


� Paragraph 5.1.6.3 of the NRDP.


� Paragraph 5.1.6.4 of the NRDP.


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� The Plans reviewed were: Ireland CAP Rural Development Plan, England Rural Development Plan, Lombardia Rural Development Plan and Sicilia Rural Development Plan.


� Mid-term evaluation Report of SAPARD


� See Analytical developments section 1.22


� See paragraph 5.1.5 of the NRDP.


� See Paragraph 5.1.6.1


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Interviews.


� Mid-term evaluation Report of SAPARD


� See paragraph 3.4 of the NRDP.


� Interviews.


� See Analytical development section 1.23


� Nature conservation convention


� Mentioned in chapter 3.6 NRDP version 12


� See 3.3 Strategy section of NRDP version 12


� The technical assistance measure is put aside as it focuses on the technical implementation of the NRDP and only refers to the transversal impacts.





� See Analytical developments section 1.24


� See Analytical developments section 1.25


� Source : NRDP version 12: Section 3.2


� Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2000


� Directive 91/676/EC
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		Measure		2004				2005				2006				2004-2006

				EU		national		EU		national		EU		national		EU		national		Total public contribution		measure / total public contribution

		Agri-environment		66.71		16.68		80.03		20.01		99.11		24.78		245.85		61.47		307.32		41%

				83.39				100.04				123.89

		Less Favoured Areas		19.77		4.94		22.1		5.53		23.26		5.82		65.13		16.29		81.42		11%

				24.71				27.63				29.08

		Afforestation of agricultural land		16.07		4.02		19.37		4.84		28.3		7.08		63.74		15.94		79.68		11%

				20.09				24.21				35.38

		Early retirement		0		0		0		0		15.5		3.87		15.5		3.87		19.37		3%

				0				0				19.37

		Support for semi-subsistence farms		3.37		0.84		5.73		1.43		10.11		2.53		19.2		4.8		24		3%

				4.21				7.16				12.63
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		TOTAL (EU/National):		181.2		45.3		201.9		50.48		219.2		54.81		602.3		150.59		752.88

		TOTAL		226.5				252.38				274.01				752.88				752.88		100%
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