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Executive summary

Subject, objectives and scope of the evaluation

This evaluation commissioned by the DG Agriculture and Rural Development of the
European Commission (‘the Commission’) aims at providing an overall independent
assessment of the implementation of the Farm Advisory System. It takes the form of a mid-
term evaluation, as the FAS is mandatory since January 2007.

The FAS is a system advising farmers on land and farm management. The setting-up of the
FAS is an important element of the 2003 Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reform. The
advisory activity has to cover at least the statutory management requirements (SMR) and
the good agricultural and environmental conditions (GAEC) included under the scope of
cross-compliance that farmers benefiting from CAP payments have to respect.

The overall objective of the evaluation is to examine the effectiveness and efficiency of the
FAS with respect to achieving the objectives laid down in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003.
The relevance of the instrument and its coherence with other measures in achieving the
objectives of the CAP have also been assessed.

The evaluation was carried out between January and October 2009. It is composed of two
parts: a comprehensive description of the establishment and implementation of the FAS in
the EU Member States (MS) and the evaluation part itself.

The evaluation covers the instrument as envisaged in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, as
well as the support from the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
(EAFRD) for the setting-up and use of advisory services (Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005).
Both regulations, complemented by Commission Regulation (EC) N°1974/2006', form the
legal architecture of the instrument. The relevant amendments to Regulations (EC)
N°1782/2003 concerning the FAS, as introduced by Regulation (EC) 73/2009°, have also
been considered.

The evaluation covers the 27 MS and the period from January 2005 until 2009.

1 Commission Regulation (EC) N°1974/2006 of 15 December 2006 laying down detailed rules for the application of
Council Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for
Rural Development (EAFRD)

Council Regulation (EC) No 73/2009 of 19 January 2009 establishing common rules for direct support schemes for
farmers under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes for farmers, amending
Regulations (EC) No 1290/2005, (EC) No 247/2006, (EC) No 378/2007 and tepealing Regulation (EC) No
1782/2003
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Methodology

The evaluation project was developed in four phases: structuring, observing, analysing and
judging. It combined both desk and field work. The descriptive part was mainly based on
the desk phase, supported by three sources of information:

* Documentation provided to the evaluator during the kick-off meeting in January 2009,
and the responses received to a country questionnaire sent out by the Commission
(DG Agti) to all MS and related to the implementation of the FAS during 2008;

* Additional documentation gathered directly by the evaluator, including various studies,
research papers, articles, and statistics; and

* Country Reports (CR), which were drafted by country correspondents for the 27 MS
(including the regional level, where necessary). The information collected in the CR
also supported the answer to the evaluation questions. The limited quality of the
information available in the MS has represented a major constraint in the compilation
of these CR’.

In addition, case studies and farmer surveys conducted in five MS or regions* supported
primary data collection, especially for the evaluation part:

» Case studies allowed deepening specific investigation issues for answering the
evaluation questions — various specific tools have been developed for implementing the
case studies;

= A postal survey sent to around 400 farmers, mainly beneficiary farmers in case study
arcas, and with a response rate of 70%°, allowed collecting additional qualitative
information at the level of beneficiaries.

A typology of the different approaches in the implementation of the FAS by the MS,
aiming at structuring both the evaluation part and the descriptive part, has been defined.
However, due to the high observed variation in implementing the FAS by the MS, it has
not been possible to use the typology as initially foreseen. Nevertheless, it has been helpful
for the identification of case study areas.

The evaluation is structured around 14 Evaluation Questions, which cover the following
seven themes:

Effects on land and farm management;

Effects on farmers' income;

3. Achievement of global objectives in terms of meeting the standards of modern,
high quality agriculture (also presented in chapter 1.4);

N —

3 Country correspondents have encountered difficulties in collecting robust data especially in relation to all cost
clements (cost of advice, cost for farmers, setting-up costs of the FAS, running costs, etc.) and counting of
beneficiaries, of operational bodies and advisors. Figures often are aggregates or refer to different ways of counting,
or are expressed in local currencies, etc.

4 Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Lower-Saxony (DE), and Veneto (IT)

5 The survey has been sent to farmers in BE, DE (NSC) and DK. It has been distributed to farmers at focus groups in
CZ and IT (VEN) during case studies.
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Other impacts and unintended effects;

Efficiency analysis;

Relevance and coherence of the instrument;

Administrative requirements for the Member States and the farmers.

N s

Answers to the Evaluation Questions (by themes 1 to 7)

Theme 1:  Effects on land and farm management

Theme 1 examines the following issues: 1) support provided by the FAS in increasing the
awareness of Community farmers of the impact of their farming practices on the
environment, food safety and animal health and welfare; ii) support provided by the FAS in
facilitating the implementation of cross-compliance requirements (Statutory Management
Requirements -SMR- and Good Agriculture and Environment Conditions -GAEC);  iii)
support provided by the FAS to the implementation of standards going beyond cross-
compliance; and iv) the contribution of the FAS to the development of management skills.

For the single year 2008, the overall outreach of one-to-one advice is around 5% of farmers
receiving direct payments’ in the 20 MS for which information was available’. In
MS/regions where the FAS has been implemented since 2007 (ot eatlier in some MS) the
outreach is stabilised around 5-10%, with a maximum rate of 20%. In the same year on-
farm small group advice was provided in 10 MS®, and reached around 5% of beneficiaries
of direct payments in these MS.

The evaluator considers that the establishment of the instrument by Regulation (EC) N°
1782/2003 and the approaches taken by the MS (mainly one-to-one advice based on
checklists, or integration of the FAS into pre-existing extension systems), establish a
general framework favourable to providing technical advice on land and farm management
to Community farmers.

Several elements (regulatory scope, case studies, suggestions from MS in country reports,
etc.) tend to indicate that large farms, already familiar with existing advisory services,
are the main users of the FAS.

The early stage of FAS implementation was a challenge for drawing conclusions in
this evaluation. Furthermore, the limited availability of monitoring data and the very
scarce information provided by MS regarding various domains addressed or targeted by the
FAS, have not always allowed a detailed assessment.

¢ When calculating the share of farmers reached by FAS advice, the evaluator wanted to compare it to all beneficiaries
of CAP payments. Data were available for beneficiaries of all direct payments for each of the 27 MS (including all
decoupled and coupled payments, but without payments from the second pillar). These data have been used.

7 Data are not available for MT and SK; Data are not correct (double counted) for FR; FAS was not implemented in
2008 in CY, EL, PL and PT.

8 AT, BG, CZ, ES (6 regions only), IE, LT, MT, NL, RO and the UK. Five other MS provided small group advice in
2008 however data is not available in 4 of them (EE, IT, SI and SK) and data from FR could not be used as there are
double counts. More information in section 5.1.2 of the descriptive part.
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Answers to the four specific Evaluation Questions under this Theme 1 are presented
hereafter:

i) Environment, food safety and animal health/welfare

The core FAS approach, that is on-farm, mainly one-to-one advice, supported by checklists
contributes to awareness raising at the level of beneficiary Community farmers about the
three above-mentioned themes in a comprehensive way. Awareness raising is often
facilitated by structuring the advice by means of checklists, which translate regulatory
provisions into handy information for the farmers. This FAS core approach is likely to
increase in the near future, once the FAS is fully operational in all MS.

On-farm thematic and small group advice contribute to awareness raising in a more
thematic way, especially on the environment and on animal health and welfare.

Where the coverage of the FAS is broader than the strict cross-compliance requirements
(in 12 MS and 4 regions), this additional advice mainly targets environmental awareness
raising and rural development priorities.

In the EU15, awareness raising has been conducted in a more or less important way
since early 2000 on environmentally sustainable farming practices, food safety (hygiene,
traceability etc.) and animal identification. Major incidents and developments (such as the
dioxin crisis, mad-cow disease, foot-and-mouth-disease outbreaks, etc.) have strengthened
and given more focus to these concerns, which have since then been largely addressed by
extension/advisory setvices. The situation is less clear for the EU12. However, the Special
Accession Programme for Agriculture and Rural Development (SAPARD) and the
2004-06 Rural Development Plans have already accompanied the transition process,
including some appropriation of the new legal frameworks linked to accession to the EU.

Qualitative information from the case studies and the survey show differentiated results on
the contribution of the FAS to farmers’ awareness raising, according to MS/regions and to
the specific way the FAS was implemented. According to the beneficiary farmers surveyed,
34% of the farmers consider that their awareness has improved over recent years. This
change in awateness is attributed in similar proportions to the society/media, to the FAS
and to the CAP payment mechanism.

The FAS’ contributes to awareness raising among Community farmers, of material
flows and on-farm processes related to the environment, food safety and animal
health/welfare, through its core approach (one-to-one advice supported by checklists),
along with other external elements and instruments including existing
extension/advisory services.

ii) Implementation of cross-compliance requirements (SMR and GAEC)

Opverall, the different requirements related to the Statutory Management Requirements and
the Good Agriculture and Environment Conditions are comprehensively covered by the
different approaches and tools that the MS have established and that they are currently
implementing.

9 FAS is fully operational in 24 MS
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The FAS is mainly implemented through "one-to-one" and to a lesser extent "small group"
approaches, which are in both cases "on-farm" approaches. The core FAS approach, on-
farm one-to-one advice and to a lesser extent on-farm small group advice, are
considered as very effective. Indeed, being very individual, specific to the farmers and
their holding, they are considered as very effective compared to off-farm approaches and
to one-to-all approaches.

Regarding the content of advice, this varies among the MS, also reflecting the manner in
which the MS have transposed the various SMR and GAEC requirements into obligations
for farmers.

Based on the results of the survey, the main motivation for farmers to request FAS advice
is to get specific information about cross-compliance and improve the capacity of the
farmer to respect the requirements. The survey also showed that most farmers are
satisfied with the advice provided.

Checklists are the most used tool for providing advice. While checklists offer the advantage
of covering comprehensively the different requirements, the farmers may perceive them as
being associated with the control systems linked to cross-compliance, if they are not
appropriately approached and advised. Furthermore, when implemented as a
comprehensive full package (to cover all requirements), the time available for the advice
and the complexity of the checklists may hinder an effective support.

The core FAS approach, on-farm one-to-one advice linked to the major tool
(checklists) that is used in most MS (foreseen in 23 MS and operational in 18 MS),
supports the implementation of cross-compliance requirements through its
comprehensive coverage of all regulatory aspects, their translation into
understandable questions for the farmers, and the induced discussions with
advisors on the rationale of the different requirements. Improving the capacity to
respect cross-compliance requirements is also the main motivation from farmers of
making use of this advice. The extent to which this happens is primarily driven by
the content of the advice (technically skilled advice should be brought to elements
which raise problems) and the ways through which the advice is delivered (devoting
time to questions and answers raised by the farmer). Thus, different impacts can be
expected in the different MS.

i) Support to implementation of additional standards beyond SMRs and GAEC

In those MS that make use of EAFRD in relation to farm advisory services, the minimum
scope of the advice has to cover occupational safety standards in addition to cross
compliance requirements. The FAS may also provide advice on minimum requirements for
the use of fertilisers and plant protection product (PPP), which are part of the scope of
cross compliance for the farmers benefiting from agri-environmental payments. The FAS
may also support the implementation by farmers of animal welfare commitments
mentioned in art. 40 of Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005.

Overall, regulatory provisions concerning occupational safety issues have been
considered by most MS, and occupational safety standards have been integrated in the FAS

advice and checklists if EAFRD has been used. However, the content and type of advice
provided in this context varies greatly: in most cases the advice concerning these standards
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is provided through conformity checks, while only few MS seem to have established
specific operational programmes to address the issue at the level of the agricultural sector.
Furthermore, health and safety hazards are intertwined, which makes it difficult tackling
them in the agricultural sector through specific action plans. In this context, the provision
of the advice is made difficult by the complex set of regulations, the constantly evolving
legal framework, and the very nature of the uncertainty about the concrete rules to be
applied (binding employees rights versus 'non binding' recommendations to independent
workers).

Minimum requirements on the use of fertiliser and plant protection products have

been mostly addressed through other advisory services, with limited direct contribution
from the FAS.

As for other Community-based standards, neither the documentary review nor the
country reports or interviews have provided a clear view at Community level.

iv) Management skills

The FAS provides an opportunity for Community farmers to improve their
administrative skills, especially in relation to the documentary aspects that are
required by cross-compliance. Administrative skills are mainly supported through one-
to-one on-farm advice with checklists, which support the coherent documentation of all
on-farm processes. However, there is little evidence that the FAS contributes to
integrating and linking these considerable data collections in an overall (technical
and economic) advice on farm management (with the exception of BE-FLA).

Support to wider management skills is very limited, and focuses mainly on financial
management.

The advice provided through forestry advisory services to forest holders mostly covers
elements concerning forestry plantations and production, the role of the forests-ecosystems
and technical forestry management skills (felling, rotations, etc.). The support to forestry
owner groups is clearly a priority in 10 MS. However, investigations carried out in
preparation of the various country reports have not been conclusive on the way forestry
services are organised to provide these services.

Theme 2: Effect on farmers’ income

The costs of on-farm one-to-one advice are determined by various factors, including the
time spent for the advice. The cost for an “advisory package”, which ranges from a
simple ticking of boxes of a checklist to a detailed and comprehensive advice, varies
between € 275 and € 2,400. However, the public subsidies through national and EAFRD
funding offset these costs to a considerable extent. The typical public support intensity
varies between 70% and 80% of the cost. The cost remaining for the farmer after
subsidies varies between a minimum of € 55 (ES-CAN) to almost € 1,000 (NL). In addition
some MS/regions provide advice for free.
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The time spent by farmers on advice ranges between 2-3 hours for thematic advice to up to
8-18 hours when a comprehensive checklist approach is used. This opportunity cost for the
farmers, which largely differs between MS, regions, and types of farming, has not been
estimated.

A rough estimation of the unit cost for an “advice package” per MS/region compared to
the average net farm income of farmers from the FEuropean Farm Accountancy Data
Network (FADN) (referring to all farmers covered by the FADN and not only to FAS
beneficiaries) shows a share of around 1 % (based on information available for 14 MS and
some regions only).

Thus, overall, the costs that farmers have to face for benefiting from one-to-one advice are
relatively low compared to their average net farm income. Nevertheless, the need to
prefinance the advisory cost might still be a constraint for some farmers.

The effects of the FAS are generally positive, even though they are difficult to
quantify. Overall, the main benefit of the core FAS approach (one-to-one on-farm
advice) is the contribution to beneficiary farmers’ awareness raising on the effects
of their farming practices related to the environment, food safety and animal
health/welfare. Additionally the FAS contributes to:

* Build up farmers' understanding of SMR and GAEC requirements and thus increase
their acceptability to farmers. It provides a concrete interface with all obligations
through the developed checklists;

* Improve farming practices that contribute indirectly to the income of farmers through
a more rational use of input factors and nutrient management (reduction in loss and
waste) and higher productivity. However, in some cases, the advice might reveal the
need for making specific investments;

" A better overall hygiene on the farm. For farms with livestock, application of animal
health and welfare standards can lead to increased productivity or lower losses; and

" A reduced risk for penalties from the cross-compliance controls.

Overall, the use of farm advisory services does not significantly affect the average
farmers’ income directly, neither through costs (largely off-set by public support) nor
through immediate positive returns. The contribution of the FAS to improved farming
practices leads to a more sustainable production in an environmental as well as in an
economic sense. This might also lead to an effect on the income of farmers, even though
this has not been the driving force for the farmers for using the FAS.

Theme 3:  Achievement of global objectives

Under this heading, the effectiveness of the FAS is assessed in meeting the standards of
modern high quality agriculture. The concept of modern, high quality agriculture (MHQA) has
been defined by the evaluator for that purpose as multifunctional and resting on three
principles: environmental sustainability, competitiveness and adjustment to the needs and
priorities of EU society.

Environmental issues are a significant element of FAS advice, especially those relating to
cross-compliance (soil/water). This is consistent with the balance of the environmental
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focus in cross-compliance. Delivering advice and raising awareness on standards and issues
going beyond the ones under the scope of cross compliance is included into the FAS in
some MS (especially those making use of EAFRD). These concern mainly issues linked
with the implementation of agri-environmental measures.

Despite the potentially large scope of the FAS, only few MS have directly integrated the
issue of competitiveness in the scope of their FAS advisory activities, (when this has
happened it has generally been in connection with the mobilisation of EAFRD funds). This
is linked with the fact that the MS have tended, so far, to shape their FAS around the
minimum objective of covering at least the SMR and GAEC included in the scope of
cross-compliance, as requested by Regulation (EC) No 1782/2003.

However, these kinds of services are available to farmers outside the FAS, e.g. through
other (existing) advisory /extension setvices, and sometimes through vocational training
supported by the EAFRD under wmeasure 111. Currently the FAS tends to address
competitiveness indirectly, through improved documentation and the application of
specific cross-compliance requirements linked to the rational use of inputs, better overall
hygiene on the farm and, for farms with livestock, the application of animal health and
welfare standards (see theme 2).

In terms of societal concerns, food safety and animal health are well integrated into
regulatory aspects of cross-compliance and thus covered by the FAS. Animal welfare issues
are covered to a lesser extent.

As regards forest holdings, no comprehensive conclusions can be drawn, due to the
inadequate available information on the content and methods of the advisory services to
forest holders.

Theme 4:  Other impacts and unintended effects

This section considers other impacts that could arise from differences in the
implementation of the systems between MS or within a MS (for example free or charged
advice, priority groups of farmers, etc.).

Assessing potential specific impacts of the FAS that have not been covered by previous
themes is organised around four topics, namely (i) differences in the treatment of farmers,
(ii) change in farmers' perception of the CAP, (iii) awareness raising on sustainable farming
practices, and (iv) other possible effects.

The FAS provides Community farmers with differentiated access to advice, not only
due to specific local conditions, but also to differences existing between the MS as regards
the approach, costs and content of the advice. Overall, however, the access to the FAS
seems de facto to have been open so far to any farmer requesting advice, even if some MS
considered specific target groups, including the initial regulatory priority group of farmers

receiving more than € 15,000 of direct payments, during the process of establishing their
FAS.

Interviewed stakeholders generally felt that the FAS has little impact on improving farmers’
perception of the CAP. The association with cross-compliance often leads to a negative
view by the farmers, despite their often positive judgments on the quality of the advice
provided by the FAS. In general terms, the benefits of the advice tend to be attributed to
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the regional/national organisations operating in the agricultural sector, rather than to the
FAS, and therefore to the CAP.

A series of interesting other effects were highlighted during case studies:

a) the opportunity to establish and strengthen a trust relationship that can facilitate the
interfacing between farmers and operating bodies/advisors;

b) the continual search of extension services of how to ensure access to groups of farmers
that are not used to ask for advisory services, in contrast to the current situation which
seems to focus on farmers who are already very familiar with advisory services;

¢) the farmer's continued doubts about the disconnection between advice and cross-
compliance controls; and

d) a number of different observations such as reluctance towards written advice and
insurance for advisers against the risk of eventual penalties for farmers that could be
referred back to a wrong advice.

The last major side-effect is that some MS have taken the opportunity of FAS to rethink
and review their wider advice and knowledge information systems in the
agricultural sector.

Theme 5:  Efficiency analysis

Analysing the efficiency of the FAS concerns the relationship between the various
resources employed in pursuing the objective and the results obtained. The factual costs
incurred in relation to FAS (administrative costs for the MS and costs for the farmers)
should be compared to the identification and appreciation of the expected benefits from
FAS.

Available data did not permit to assess with an adequate level of precision the costs
incurred by the MS for the establishment and implementation of their systems;
benefits expected from the FAS could only be appreciated in a qualitative way.

Despite the scarce information available (only few MS have recorded the costs incurred
in relation to the FAS), the MS consider that the costs for setting-up the FAS have
been modest overall. This is explained by either considering that these costs have
represented a very limited part of the overall ministerial budget, or by the fact that the FAS
has been integrated into comprehensive advisory systems already operating for a long time.
This could also explain the limited uptake of measure 115.

Costs for the setting-up of the FAS have tended to be more important in those MS
that have planned a detailed needs assessment at the level of the farmers or a
tendering process for selecting the operating bodies and accreditation of the
advisors.

Overall, the costs incurred by the MS for running the FAS are mainly linked to
funding or co-funding of the advice. No data are available for MS providing advice for
free. In MS co-funding advice, the national contribution to the costs incurred by the
farmers for benefiting from the FAS can be considerable, especially when the uptake by
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farmers is high (e.g. in Hungary, which shows the highest amount with some 2.7 million
Euro in 2008").

Even though the quantitative data on the costs incurred and the benefits of FAS are
limited, qualitative information lead us to conclude that the benefits secured by the FAS
are proportionate to the costs incurred for its implementation and use by the
farmers.

Another aspect of the efficiency analysis is whether the EAFRD is an efficient means of
providing support and has an added value in comparison of not using this fund.

EAFRD contribution to support the setting up of the FAS (measure 115) has been currently
used by only three MS (ES, IT, PT). No meaningful data are available allowing to conclude
about the efficiency of EAFRD for supporting the setting-up of the FAS, apart from the
above consideration relating to the overall very limited use of this measure.

Measure 114 concerning support for the use of advisory services has a larger uptake, with
over half of the MS (15 MS at national level and some regions in 4 MS) making use of it.
Supporting the use of advice by the farmers has well eased the cost burden for beneficiary
farmers (funding between 60%-80% of the total unit cost of advice). However, no
meaningful elements are available, allowing to conclude that the use of EAFRD
leads to a less expensive use of the FAS for farmers. The advice is indeed for free in
some MS and the unit cost of advice is sometimes lower in those MS where the cost of
advice is fully charged to the farmers.

Additional outcomes from EAFRD support for the use of FAS are the comprehensive
coverage of all cross-compliance requirements. MS that are not using the funds have in
general a thematic approach. However, notwithstanding the opportunity of discussing all
cross-compliance requirements (and occupational safety), this type of advice might
discourage farmers that are already aware of SMR and GAEC to ask for the advice. In
addition, such an advice could not be sustainable over time, since farmers having benefited
of advice activities once or twice may not be interested in further advice.

Using the EAFRD helps MS in providing the core FAS approach that is one-to-one
on farm advice, which we see as an effective approach, although it might be a rather
costly one.

Additional value added is further provided by MS using the fund for enlarging the
scope of the FAS to other regulatory requirements linked to national, regional
legislation or to quality insurance systems, or for integrating economic advice on the farm.
Other MS have added specific topics (energy, environment, quality insurance systems) to
their farm advisory services.

In sum, even though EARFD support provides additional outcomes, the information
available does not allow providing a definitive conclusion on the efficiency of EARFD
support.

10 Including EAFRD contribution.
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Theme 6: Relevance and coherence

i) Relevance

The relevance of the objectives of the FAS, as outlined in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003,
have been assessed with respect to the needs and problems of the EU agricultural sector.
Considering that the objectives of the FAS are defined at EU level, and that a large degree
of flexibility is left to the MS in order to adapt the Community framework to the national
specificities, two main levels of relevance are distinguished, namely the Community level
and the MS level.

At Community level, when mirroring the needs of the EU agricultural sector and the
objectives of the FAS, it can be concluded that the FAS is relevant. The objectives of
the FAS are not only relevant regarding the current needs in the agricultural sector but also
as regards the emerging needs in the Community agricultural sector, in particular
those linked to climate change and price volatility. In addition, the FAS is relevant
with respect to the needs of farmers to be advised on cross-compliance related issues.

At MS level, during the first years of implementation of the FAS (and of cross-
compliance), the Community framework defining the objectives of the FAS has been
transposed in most MS by focusing especially on the support that the FAS can provide to
farmers for a correct application of the basic standards for the environment, food safety,
animal health and welfare and good agricultural and environmental conditions included in
the scope of cross-compliance. We notice a limited attempt, so far, to adapt the
Community framework to other specific national contexts and needs. However, 12 MS
have widened the coverage of the FAS beyond the scope of cross-compliance in various
ways by including: (i) other (national/regional) regulatory aspects and/or quality insurance
systems; (i) some innovative themes compared to the usual advisory business; and (iii)
specifically integrating economic advice into the FAS. Few MS have set-up the FAS as an
overall advice system integrating advice on various RDP priorities.

Currently, at MS level, for a large number of MS and regions, the FAS does not address
comprehensively the various needs of farmers, except cross-compliance advice. However,
other needs are usually covered by the existing advisory and/or extension services.

ii) Coherence

Coherence has been investigated in terms of synergies/complementarities between the
FAS, as defined in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, and other Community interventions in
achieving the objectives of the CAP and broader Community objectives.

The links between the FAS and other interventions/instruments applied especially under
Pillar one are clear. The FAS is defined under Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003, which refers
directly to the heart of interventions of Pillar one, and which establishes an explicit link
between the FAS and cross-compliance. The implementation at the MS level confirms this
strong synergy/complementarity, as all MS have set up the FAS firstly to address cross-
compliance requirements.

The FAS and rural development interventions referring to Pillar two are potentially
complementary, although the synergies/complementarities are less explicit in Regulation
(EC) N°1698/2005 than they ate in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003. They are however
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clearly underlined in the reconstructed intervention logic proposed by the evaluator.
Potential synergies and complementarities between the FAS and measure 111 (vocational
training) and measure 174 (support for the use of advisory services) are high. The FAS is
also complementary with axis 2 measures, aiming at improving the environment and the
countryside by supporting land management. The FAS provides advice with an important
focus on sustainable production methods (notably through the various cross-compliance
standards linked to the environment) whereas some measures of axis 2 support
environmentally friendly production methods going beyond the compulsory standards.

At MS level, the exploitation of those potential synergies/complementarities varies from
one MS to another. Although the FAS can be supported by two specific RD measures, this
financial linkage does not give a guarantee of synergies/complementarities with other RD
measures. In some MS, the use of EAFRD funds has triggered the widening of the FAS
advice to other RDP interventions and priorities. According to the evaluators’ findings
based on available documents, the concrete synergies between the FAS and other RDP
interventions, in particular vocational training, are currently limited.

The potential synergies and complementarities between the FAS and Community
interventions in the field of agricultural research are obvious. Nevertheless, at the MS level,
research activities have been involved as a contributor to FAS only in few cases. Feedbacks
from advisors to researchers would enhance research focused on practical issues at farm
level and, vice versa, more frequent contacts between both would ensure that practical
solutions developed by researchers find their way to the farming sector.

The review of several Community interventions/instruments supporting the objectives of
the Renewed Lisbon Strategy has revealed a  high potential of
synetgies/complementarities with the FAS in the following sectors: (i) employment and
long life learning, (i) environment and sustainable development, (i) innovation and
regional development, (iv) climate change, and (v) energy. Due to the recent
implementation of the FAS, concrete synergies could be analysed only to a limited extent.
However, the data available do not provide current evidence of synergies/
complementarities  exploited at the MS level with regards to those
instruments/interventions.

The synergies/complementarities between the FAS and other interventions related
to the CAP objectives under pillar one and two are potentially very high. The FAS is
also coherent with broader Community interventions supporting the objectives of
the Lisbon Strategy. At MS level, there is currently little evidence of concrete
synergies, partly explained by the recent implementation of the FAS.

Theme 7:  Administrative requirements

Administrative requirements considered in this context are those related to the organisation
and implementation of the FAS by the MS.

The administrative requirements that the setting up of the FAS has induced vary
significantly according to the type of selection process of operational bodies and advisors.
If the latter have been designated among existing public or private organisations,
administrative requirements for the MS have been marginal. Administrative requirements
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(and related costs) have been higher in those MS where an accreditation process through
call for proposals has taken place.

A similar situation is also noted concerning the implementation of the FAS. In case
EAFRD is mobilised, additional administrative requirements and human resources are
induced, due to yearly publication of applications, reaccreditation of advisors, monitoring,
reporting and control of the funds used.

The extent to which the FAS creates synergies in terms of reducing administrative costs for
farmers has also been considered. This has been approached through the analysis of the
possible links and synergies between FAS activities and the administrative requirements
that the farmers are facing.

Supporting and promoting a coherent documentation of all on-farm processes is at
the heart of the FAS approaches and tools in relation with the documentary aspects
that are required by cross-compliance. The improvement of administrative skills
(especially reporting and filing) is supported through on-farm one-to-one advice with
checklists.

First elements of synergies with the national/regional regulatory provisions and other
quality systems are present in DE and LU, thanks to the use of integrated check-
folders that include all legal and regulatory provisions. However, according to the
information from case studies, currently these synergies do not reduce the
administrative costs for farmers.

Recommendations

R1. The concept of “Farm Advisory System” should be maintained.
Efforts may be developed for going beyond cross-compliance
requirements, where appropriate

In the first years of implementation, FAS activities have been especially focused around
cross-compliance standards. However, as the concept of the FAS allows to go beyond a
pure “cross-compliance approach”, we see an opportunity for doing so in those MS
where this basic support is less needed. Depending on the respective needs of farmers
in the different MS to correctly understand and apply the requirements of cross-
compliance, FAS activities could be further targeted: a) towards an integration of
cross-compliance advice with economic advice increasing the usefulness of
documentary aspects that are required by cross-compliance b) towards other needs
and domains of advice (e.g. climate change, market oriented advice, etc). This
would further support the contribution of the FAS to the global objective of supporting a
Modern, High Quality Agriculture, and might enhance the overall confidence of the farmers
towards the system, which is currently still considered by most farmers as being linked to
cross-compliance requirements and controls.

R2. Recommandations towards MS for improving the effectiveness and
efficiency of the FAS

The recommendations in this area include:
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R.2.1. Carrying out needs assessments, in order to better respond to the specific
needs of the potential beneficiaries.

R.2.2 Exploring synergies with other instruments, in particular with agricultural
research activities and other extension services.

R.2.3 Further develop the monitoring systems, which should also provide feedback on
the issues where more advice is needed and/or on the most suitable tools for providing
advice.

R.2.4. Enhancing the access to the FAS for small farms by developing specific FAS
tools targeted to this population and by increasing the knowledge of the FAS and of its
potential benefits among these farmers.

R3 Recommandations towards the EC to support the MS in the
implementation of the FAS

Recommendations include:

R.3.1 Promoting the sharing of good practices on approaches and tools among the
Managing Authorities and the Operational Bodies in the MS.

R.3.2 Clarifying the rules concerning occupational safety standards. . In this respect,
two possible options could be envisaged:

1. The EC could better clarify the precise rules to be respected by the farmers in
terms of occupational safety standards;

2. These standards should not be included in the mandatory scope of FAS services
when measure 114 is mobilised by farmers.

R.3.3 Revising the scope of measure 114 in the sense of removing the obligation for
each individual service to cover all cross-compliance standards when this measure is

mobilised.
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Introduction

This report is the final report which concerns the evaluation of the implementation of the
Farm Advisory System (FAS) introduced by Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003. The FAS
has been mandatory for all EU Member States (MS) since January 2007.

This evaluation, examining the setting-up and the implementation of the FAS, takes the
form of a mid-term evaluation. It will contribute to a review of this instrument in 2010"" by
the Commission. The evaluation was carried out between January 2009 and October 2009.
It is composed of two parts: a comprehensive description of the establishment and
implementation of the FAS in the MS and the evaluation part itself, answering a set of
evaluation questions with conclusions and recommendations based on the findings.

The final report is structured according to the specific requirements of the ToR and is
made up of 2 parts. The current evaluation part includes a short historic overview and
description of the instrument, the methodology of the evaluation and answers to
Evaluation Questions. The descriptive part, presents a comprehensive review of the FAS
design and implementation until end of 2008 in the various MS.

This report concerns the evaluation part. The first chapter presents the historic overview
and description of the instrument. The methodology is described in chapter 2, including
the model of intervention logic. Key terms of the evaluation are defined in chapter 3.
Chapter 4 provides the answers to the 14 Evaluation Questions. The fifth chapter is the
closing chapter presenting conclusions and recommandations on the instrument.

11 Article 12 of the Regulation (EC) No 73/2009 mentioned that “by 31 December 2010 at the latest, the Commission shall
submit a report on the application of the farm advisory system, accompanied, if necessary, by appropriate proposals.”’
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1. Historic overview and description of
the instrument

1.1 Background

Since its origin, the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has constantly evolved in order to
reflect the changing needs of both the agricultural sector and European citizens. This
evolution has led to an improved recognition of and to a better support to the multiple
dimensions of European agriculture. Since the Mac Sharry reform in 1992, an increasing
emphasis has been put on the environmental dimension. Along the same lines, the “Agenda
2000” reform aimed not only at stimulating European competitiveness and ensuring fair
income for farmers, but also at taking stock of environmental and food safety
considerations. This reform was built on two pillars.

The first pillar is linked to market support and farmer income support. The second
concerns rural development. It aims at improving the competitiveness of agriculture and
forestry in an environmentally sustainable manner whilst preserving the rural landscape and
improving the quality of life in rural areas, as recently restated in Regulation (EC)
N°1698/2005 that defines the rural development policy for 2007-2013.

In 2003, a new fundamental reform of the first pillar (Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003) to
reinforce the different dimensions of the CAP was agreed. With this reform, linking
farming subsidies to production was to be discontinued. Since its implementation, producer
support is largely decoupled from production decisions. Farmers are entitled for support
independently from the level of production azd production choices'”.

However, farmers have to respect environmental, food safety, and animal welfare
legislation, as well as the maintenance of the farm in good agricultural and environmental
conditions. If these standards are not respected, farmers may be subject to reduction or
withdrawal of a number of CAP payments (first and second pillar). This /»k between the
payments to farmers and the respect of compulsory standard is called cross compliance.
The standards to be respected are part of the scgpe of cross compliance.

This regulation introduced the obligation for the Member States to set up a Farm Advisory
System (FAS) by 1 January 2007 (article 13 of Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003).

A review in 2007-2008 of this major reform of the CAP (“Health check revision of the
CAP”) led to an adaptation of the regulation (Regulation (EC) N° 73/2009") taking into
account the lessons learned from the first years of implementation of Council Regulation
(EC) N° 1782/2003. It appeared that certain elements of the support scheme needed to be
adjusted. Experience also showed that a number of requirements within the scope of cross-
compliance were not sufficiently relevant to farming activity or to farm land or were
concerning national authorities instead of concerning farmers (recital 3 of Regulation (EC)

N° 73/2009).

12 It should be noted that with Agenda 2000 support was decoupled from production levels but was still dependent on
the production choices.

13 Council Regulation (EC) N°73/2009 of 19 January 2009 establishing common rules for direct support schemes for
farmers under the CAP and establishing certain support schemes for farmers, amending Regulations (EC)
N°1290/2005, (EC) n°247/2006, (EC) n°378/2007 and repealing Regulation (EC)N°1782/2003.
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1.2 Cross-compliance
As laid out in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, farmers are required to comply with:

= 19 Statutory Management Requirements (SMR)'* based on Community legislative acts
in the areas of the environment; public, animal and plant health; and animal welfare
(Annex III of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003)". Most of these legislative acts are
directives that are applied in each MS through national legislation (See attached list in
Appendix 3).

» Specific requirements in relation to Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition
(GAEC) to be defined by each MS, taking into account their specific soil and climatic
conditions; existing farm systems, land use, crop rotations, farming practices and farm
structures (Annex IV of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003); and the overall obligation to
maintain land under permanent pasture. (See attached list in Appendix 4)

Since 2005, all farmers receiving direct payments have been subject to compulsory cross-
compliance. Moreover, since 2007 application of cross-compliance has been extended to
farmers benefiting from payments from eight Rural Development measures, mainly from
axis 2 of the Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005.

Cross-compliance is compulsory and non-respect can lead to a reduction (partial or full) of
direct aid. MS play the leading role in applying cross-compliance at national but also at
regional level, and it is their responsibility to inform farmers on the definition of GAEC in
their agricultural situation and to inform them on statutory management and GAEC
requirements.

Regulation (EC) N° 73/2009 slightly amended provisions concerning SMR and GAEC,
especially GAEC. They can be found in annex II and IIT of this Regulation. Regulation
(EC) N° 1782/2003 refetred to 11 GAEC. These were revised in Regulation (EC) N°
73/2009 to 15 GAEC subdivided into 8 compulsory standards and 7 optional standards.
However, these changes have not been taken on board in this evaluation, as MS have
planned and implemented FAS (until end 2008) using the previous regulatory framework.

1.3 The Farm Advisory System

The setting-up of FAS is an important element of the 2003 CAP reform. The FAS has been
introduced in order to help farmers to “meet the standards of modern, high-quality agriculture”.
Therefore, MS have to establish a comprehensive system offering advice to commercial
farms. Recital (8) of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 specifies that “The Farm Advisory System
should help farmers to become more aware of material flows and on-farm processes relating to the
environment, food safety, animal health and welfare”.

14 There are 19 SMR numbered from 1-18, with SMR 8 and 8a.

Respect of SMR in EU15 MS (including Malta and Slovenia) has become mandatory in 3 steps: 2005 — 2006 — 2007.
In new MS applying SAPS, SMR became mandatory as from 2009. Before that, only GAEC and requirements on
permanent pastures were mandatory.
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The FAS aims at least helping farmers to be compliant with cross-compliance, although, as
the term “at least” mentioned in the Regulation suggests, the FAS can not be solely limited
to SMR and GAEC. This implies that, under the discretion of the Member States, the FAS
could serve as a horizontal tool covering broader CAP issues.

Participation of farmers is voluntary. Under Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003, the possibility
of making the participation compulsory after 2010 for certain categories of farmers was
foreseen, but this possibility has then been removed through Regulation (EC) N° 73/2009.

The Farm Advisory System (FAS) has been gradually introduced since 2005 and Member
States were obliged to introduce it from January 2007.

Possible support from the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
for the use by farmers and forest holders of management and advisory services, and for the
setting-up of farm management, farm relief and farm advisory services for farmers and of
Forestry Advisory Services (FoAS) for forest holders is foreseen under Regulation (EC)
N°1698/2005.

Two measures are available for the MS to be possibly included in national/regional RDP:
measure 114 supporting the use of advisory services by farmers and forest holders (art. 24)
and measure 115 supporting the setting-up of farm management, farm relief and farm
advisory services for farmers and of FoAS for forest holders (art.25).

Following recitals 18 and 19 of Reg. 1698/2005, the objective of these measures is to help
farm and forest holders to improve the sustainable management and overall performance of
their holdings.

The two measures are part of a number of axis 1 measures, dealing with competitiveness of
the agricultural and forestry sector. They aim, together with other measures, more
specifically promoting knowledge and the improving human potential. In particular,
activities carried out in the context of measure 111 (vocational training and information
action) could cover issues also targeted by advisory activities.

When advisory activities are funded through the EAFRD, the mininmum coverage of these
activities is broader than what is stated in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 (occupational
safety standards based on Community legislation in addition to SMR and GAEC), as well as
the targeted beneficiaries (farm and forestry holders versus commercial farms'®).

In addition, detailed capacities are requested from authorities and bodies selected to provide
advisory services, in order to be selected or accredited (see art 15(2) of Commission
Regulation (EC) N° 1974/2006"). They include notably appropriate resources in terms of
staff, technical and administrative capacity. Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 requites strict
obligations in terms of data protection from advisors and advisory bodies.

16 'This has been changed by atticle 12 of Regulation 5EC) No 73/2009. Member States may determine, in accordance
with objective criteria, the priority categories of farmer that have access to the farm advisory system.

Commission Regulaton (EC) No 1974/2006 of 15 December 2006 laying down detailed rules for the application of

Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for
Rural Development (EAFRD)
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Advice does not start from scratch: national or regional extension and advisory systems
have a long history. Systems informing farmers of various pre-existing requirements existed
prior to FAS. Complementary to national or regional extension services, the 2000-2006
RDP (European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) funded), already
identified a “...particular effort...to educate farmers in and inform them of agricultural methods
compatible with the environment’ and a need for adequate training in “wew approaches to
management, production and marketing’*®. Ad hoc Farmers Advisory Services were thus provided in
some Member States in relation to agri-environmental measures and environmental

planning at farm level.

At Member State level the advisory system and the services provided are interwoven with
pre-existing agricultural extension services, certification systems, other business advisory
services, information channels, and so forth (as suggested in graph 1). Advising farmers in
relation to the Common Agricultural Policy is thus ultimately a combination of these three
levels: pillar one referring to FAS, pillar two and the existing MS extension services.

In this context, when considering the setting-up and implementing FAS, the following key
elements have to be considered:

* The field of the FAS-advice is at least "the whole" cross-compliance requirements at
farm level.

* Jf EARFD funds are mobilised under pillar two, in addition to the scope of cross-
compliance, occupational safety standards based on Community legislation" have also
to be covered as a minimum requirement.

* FAS can be operated by one or more designated authorities or by private bodies and
therefore is defined as a system rather than specific services.

* Under Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, the minimum target group for FAS were those
farmers receiving at least €15,000 of direct payments in line with provisions laid down
for the different payment systems in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003. However, this
condition was removed through Regulation (EC) N°73/2009.

" MS have the possibility to enlarge their FAS framework to other standards, such as
other good farming practices (even larger than GAEC) and standards relating to agro-
chemicals, or any other Community or national relevant standards.

* Advice and compliance control must remain separate, the farmer bearing the ultimate
responsibility for his actions in relation to cross-compliance, as indicated in the
following box:

Advisor Farmer Controller Member States
Helps Responsible for his | Controls can Have to inform farmers
farmer with | actions, has to lead to about the requirements
advice understand the sanctions included in the scope of

requirements cross compliance

Personal or individual information and data obtained during advisory activities cannot be
disclosed, with the exception of irregularities and infringements covered by an obligation
laid down in Community or national law.

" Recitals 22 & 21 — Regulation (EC) N°® 1259/1999

19 COM(2007) 62 final Improving quality and productivity at work: Community strategy 2007-2012 on health and
safety at work.
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PILLAR TWO

Objectives

The use by farmers and forest holders of managementand
advisory services should help them to improve the

sustainable management of their holding.
(EC 1698/2005 part of recital 18)

The setting up of farm management, farm relief and farm
advisory services for farmers and of forestry advisory services
for forest holders should help them to adapt, improve and
facilitate managementand improve overall performance of
theirholdings by further enhancing the human potential
operating in the agricultural and forestry sectors.

(EC 1698/2005 recital 19)
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2. Methodology

Three methodological issues, as requested in the terms of reference are presented; i) an
intervention logic for FAS based on the supporting regulations; ii) the manner in which
data, literature review and investigations have been done and iii) an attempt at a typology
aimed at structuring both the evaluation part but also the descriptive part for the 27 MS.
However, the huge diversity of systems has precluded this attempt. Nevertheless elements
examined have oriented the identification of case study areas.

2.1 Model of the intervention logic

Regulations (EC) N°1782/2003 and (EC) N°1698/2005 form the legal architecture that
determines the intervention logic for FAS which is presented in graph 2.

From the first Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 three major elements can be extracted: (i) the
obligation to set up a system of advising farmers on land and farm management, operated
by one or more designated authorities or by private bodies; advisory activities provided
shall cover at least farmer obligations under the scope of cross-compliance which is
considered a mandatory input in the intervention logic; (i) the fact that farmers are more
aware of material flows and on-farm processes (recital 8) which is seen as one specific
impact leading towards the global impact of (iii) meeting standards of modern and high
quality agriculture (recital 8).

Regarding the second Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005, direct reference is made to FAS in
two non mandatory measures: (i) article 20 a/iv addresses the possibility of supporting the
use of advisory services by farmers and forest holders (referred to as measure 114); and (ii)
article 20a/v addresses the possibility of support for the setting-up of farm management,
farm relief and farm advisory services, as well as of FOAS (referred to as measure 115). A
third measure (777) of this Regulation can be considered as indirectly relating to FAS and
has therefore been included in the possible inputs leading to the achievement of the global
objectives: article 20 a/i addresses vocational training and information measures, including
diffusion of scientific knowledge and innovative practices for persons engaged in the
agricultural, food and forestry sectors. Regulation (EC) No1698/2005 foresees a
differentiation between “training activities” (measure 117) and “advisory services” (measures
114 and 115). For the evaluation, measure 111 is considered as an input contributing to the
achievement of the global objectives and not as directly linked to FAS.

The second pillar regulation provides various objectives included at result and impact level
(specific and global) from recital 18 and 19. Based on these recitals, specific results, leading
to a number of specific impacts, have been earmarked by the evaluator: (i) beneficiary
farmers and forest holders are helped to assess the performance of their holdings; (ii)
beneficiary farmers and forest holders are helped to identify necessary improvements with
regard to SMR and occupational safety;” (iii) beneficiary farmers and forest holders are
helped to develop a more sustainable land management. This is complemented by (iv)
farmers are advised on various topics relating to value added, innovation, farm
management, and others (referring to measure 117).

20 GAEC are not mentionned in recital 18 although included in the scope of Advisory Services.
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One main output is expected from art. 13 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003: “Authorities
and/or private bodies are designated to operate the FAS”. These are complemented by
other outputs from Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005, although not directly linked to the
FAS, but contributing to achieving the global objectives.

Specific impacts are further organised by the evaluator around: (i) the farmers' awareness of
cross-compliance standards (recital 8 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003); (i), the capacity of
farmers and forest holders to adapt, improve and facilitate management and improve the
overall performance of their holdings (art. 19 of Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005); iii) their
implementation of more sustainable land management practices; and iv) their improved
labour productivity-competitiveness (recital 15 of Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 also
referring to measure 117).

The global impact is worded following recital 8 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003:"Farmers
meet the standards of modern, high quality agriculture”, and should be achieved through
sustainable managed farm and forestry holdings and improved overall performance of
these holdings (recital 18 and 19 of Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005).

2.2 Tools used for conducting the evaluation

Three main approaches were used for primary data collection supported by several tools,
namely:

* Country reports (CR) drafted by country correspondents supported with available
documentation and completed by face-to-face or telephone interviews with FAS
managers; these have been collected for the 27 Member States (including regional level
where necessary), in order to have a full description of the FAS and to have some
elements to answer evaluation questions;

* Case studies in five MS/regions of MS in order to deepen specific investigation to
answer evaluation questions; various specific tools have been developed for
implementing case studies;

" A postal survey of mainly beneficiary farmers in case study areas.

2.2.1 Documentary review

First of all, a synthesis of available data at 27 MS level has been completed. It was mainly
based on three sources of information: (i) the documentation provided to the evaluator
during the kick-off meeting in January 2009 and the responses received by mid-February to
a country questionnaire sent out by the Commission (DG Agri) related to FAS
implementation during 2008; (ii) additional information gathered directly by the evaluator
from different sources (internet, articles etc.).

The documentation received from the Commission at the kick-off meeting was sent to all
country correspondents, together with the responses to the country questionnaires sent by
DG Agri to the various MS. These documents were to be reviewed by the country
correspondents and elements incorporated by them into the respective country reports as
appropriate.
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2.2.2 Country reports

a)  First review and pre-filling of country reports

A country report format was developed by the evaluator based on the requirements of the
ToR and the contents of the Commission questionnaire for 2008. It is a pivot tool of data
collection at the 27 MS level. Each country report has been organised in three parts:

* The setting-up of the system,
* The implementation of the system, and
" Suggestions and recommendations from the MS.

Each country correspondent was provided with a set of basic documents and statistics
compiled by the Core evaluation team and the Commission questionnaire for 2008 when
available for that particular country. Correspondents were requested to screen this
information, collect additional data and to conduct all necessary phone interviews.

Report format and instructions were sent by mid-February to country correspondents.
Correspondents were requested to complete the format in two steps, the first step aiming
at obtaining a baseline picture of FAS and relevant documentation and a second step
aiming at compiling a series of additional materials or elements, in line with the overall
requirements of the Evaluation Questions and defined by the evaluator and the present
interim report.

b)  Screening of available information in country reports

The first baseline contributions were reviewed by the evaluator and discussed with
members of the lead evaluation team. Available information in these documents was
screened and classified in three categories: (i) the information is available; (i) the
information is available but not sufficient or not sufficiently clear and (iii) the information
is missing. Information gathered was of mixed quality.

In general, information received regarding the prior needs assessment, implementation
dates (and official communications of setting-up FAS), the lists of bodies (not their
comprehensiveness) and the listing of FAT (not the effective way they were implemented)
was more or less complete at this stage of the study. It was the case for most of the country
reports received. The information was usually based on phone interviews with those
responsible for FAS at MS level (prior needs assessment and other preparatory work) and
on documents such as PowerPoint from Joint Research Centre (JRC) or the Questionnaire that
DG Agti recently received (for some MS only).

Indicative information on the applied criteria for the selection of operating bodies
(including the criteria for ensuring and checking appropriate resources, qualified staff,
advisory experience and reliability), on funding of the setting-up of the system (including
the use of EAFRD where relevant or stating the reason for not using it), on the overall
organisation of the system (including interactions between stakeholders, with pre-existing
extension services and with the research community), and on the applied criteria for the
selection of priority beneficiary farmers, was provided in most country reports; but was
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neither clear enough nor sufficient for a complete description of the system or for
answering the Evaluation Questions.

Information as regards the effective tools used (if included, cost to the farmer whether free
of charge, or the percentage paid, but not the exact amount), percentage of farmers reached
and frequency of access to the system, funding of the functioning of the system (more
particulatly of the intervention, including the total amount per approach and the split
between national, EU and private funding), and the organisation of the monitoring,
coordination and steering was also available in a fair number of reports, but again was
neither sufficiently clear nor sufficient for a complete description of the system or for
answering the EQs.

An important category of information which was often, if not always, missing related to the
types of beneficiary (including percentage of farmers reached, preferred tools used for the
different types of farmer or the amount of direct payment received), and the description
and funding of the coordination and monitoring of the system (exact amount or estimate).

Some interesting data items such as the main focus of the FAS in the MS, the thematic
priorities in 2008, the implementation date, the method of informing farmers about the
FAS, MS observations on implementation, or suggestions for the coming five years at
MS/EU level, were usually available.

c) Needs for collection of additional information

In addition to the information collected through the first batch of country reports, the
following major needs for additional information were addressed:

1. Completing the information gaps in order to establish a series of basic common
data throughout the 27 MS in relation to the various thematic headings of the
country report. This was achieved through the second round of consultations with
the country correspondents as described in section 2.3.1.4.

2. Inclusion of a series of additional topics and issues such as more precise framings
of occupational safety activities, FOAS, management skills in order to be able to
provide a series of basic common data for the evaluator’s answers to the relevant
evaluation questions.

3. Gathering information directly from farmers on awareness needs for advice,
satisfaction, perception of CAP and cost-benefit elements. This was done in a
limited number of case study areas using the questionnaire that is described in
section 2.3.3.

4. Obtaining a closer and more precise picture on a series of essential elements in the
country reportts, to allow the evaluator to finalise his answers to, and judgement of,
the 14 evaluation questions.

5. An in-depth cross-checking of a series of issues, as highlighted in the following
tables, within a limited number of case study areas in order to provide the evaluator
with additional insights, to allow the evaluator to finalise his answer to, and
judgement of, the 14 evaluation questions.
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These various needs were streamlined through two major tasks:

* The completion of the country reports
* Conducting in-depth investigations and cross-checks of information provided in the
country reports in five case study areas

d) Second round to gather missing information at EU27 level

More in depth assessments were thus required for several important issues:

* More precise descriptions of what was effectively achieved with the various FAT (types
of services and advice) (section 2.7 of the CR);

* Costs (range) to farmers according to advice, services, service providers (section 3.3 of
CR);

* Correlating these activities and FAT to the expected outputs of the intervention logic
(section 3.4 of CR);

* The various costs to the MS for running the system, including its coordination (section
3.5 of CR);

* The monitoring and following-up on FAS (sections 3.6 of CR).

Additional sections have been included and covered in the country reports:

* How occupational safety at farm level is addressed in the MS and is this done with the
support of FAS?

* How are FoAS organised and provided in the MS/regions that have mobilised measure
114 of the EAFRD to do so?

* How was information on advice on the SMR and GAEC provided in MS prior to FAS?

During the second part of the completion of Country Reports (CR), this additional data
and clarifications have been collected:

" The types of activities or services provided to the farmers. Few country correspondents
have been able to go beyond the breakdown of FATSs as outlined in the country
format. The second batch gave much more information on this issue.

* The breakdown of bodies delivering advice. Lists were often extensive but firstly
provided little insight into the themes these bodies are specialised in, their internal
administrative and technical capacity and effective delivery during the years since FAS
was set up. The second batch gave a little more information.

* The description and present organisation of the extension services, of FAS as it is set
up and its inter-links needed to be cross-checked. This was often quite delicate and
complicated to obtain in countries which operate through regional or multiple systems
of advice providers. Information on how advice on the SMR and GAEC was provided
in MS prior to FAS has been usually clearly obtained.

* Information on how occupational safety at farm level is addressed in the MS and
whether this is done or not with the support of FAS has been clear.

* Financial information has often been quite difficult to obtain: figures were mainly
estimates of human resources, overall budgetary allocations for extension services,
inexistent or incomplete (only sometimes addressing coordination, monitoring, etc.), or
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mere indications of levels of co-funding without providing exact ranges of costs to be
co-funded;

* The criteria applied either for selecting farmers to be prioritised or for operating
through thematic and yearly action plans have been delivered more comprehensively.

» Criteria for selecting bodies or advisors were often not operational ones and
information on tender specifications and processes has been a bit more collated.

* The same lack of precision concerning the financial elements is still present in most
reports when addressing effective numbers of farmers concerned by types of FAT or
activities. Frequency of using the advice was significantly difficult to obtain, and this
might be linked to the idea generated by measure 114, that support can only be provided
for one piece of advice/audit.

» Little information was initially gathered regarding FAS activities, which go beyond
cross-compliance. The second batch gave a bit more information but most MS FAS
coordinators seem to consider that cross-compliance is the sole purpose of FAS.

" Description of overall monitoring and coordination were quite often weak, more
particularly when the overall system description of the FAS and extension services is
confused or complex. When the latter is comprehensive, more information has been
addressed and assessed but in many MS no real monitoring was in place.

* As for concerned Member States/regions (those that have mobilised easure 114 of the
EAFRD for forestry holders) information on how FoAS are organised and provided
has been delivered.

2.2.2 Case studies
a) Topics investigated in case studies

Fieldwork relating to the various investigations in the selected case study areas combined a
series of tools in order to provide additional elements to those contained in the national
country reports and specific element for answering EQ. These inputs are the basis for
addressing evaluation questions. They focus on the following major topics:

Major topics investigated in the case study areas

= Farmers awareness

= FAS support to the implementation of cross-compliance requirements by
community farmers

®  ‘Occupational safety’, ‘fertilisers — plant protection products’ and ‘other
community standards’ obligations

*  Cost-benefit elements at farmer level

*  Unexpected results

= Cost-benefit elements at MS level

=  RDP’s mobilisation

"  Wider context (CAP and Lisbon strategy)

= Reduction of administrative costs for farmers thanks to the FAS

»  Forestry advisory setvices
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b)  Tools used to gather information

In addition to the completion of country reports the fieldwork required by a case study
was articulated around the following tools:

* A face to face interview with the national/regional management of FAS,

" Face to face interviews with FAS operational bodies (managers and mainly advisors),

* Focus groups (if possible) with various stakeholders involved in the setting-up and
running of FAS; and with farmers (where possible depending on timing).

Interview of FAS national/regional management

This interview was conducted with the national or regional FAS managers or management
teams; and more particularly the following persons: (i) the FAS responsible at the Ministry
of Agriculture (eventually regional Ministry) and (ii) one or two officers within the Ministry
dealing with extension and agricultural research.

This interview has been conducted at least once in each case study area, sometimes more.
Often additional questions were asked by phone or email.

Each interview lasted around 2 hours and covered the following major topics:

" The overall system and the way FAS was set-up and is monitored,

* The specific activities of FAS,

* The uptake of FAS, (including discussion about advantages and disadvantages of the
system as set-up),

® The costs — utility of the advice and the use of EAFRD

* And a wider discussion on FAS’s overall objective and the management’s of ‘a modern
and high quality agriculture’.

Interviews with FAS advisory bodies

Face-to-face interviews with FAS advisory bodies (managers and/or advisors), lasting more
or less one to two hours, dealt with the following topics:

* The overall system and the way the FAS was set-up and is monitored (focusing more
on the day to day issues of planning, implementing and running the instrument; the
coordination of activities with farmers on the one hand and the FAS management on
the other),

* The specific activities/results of the FAS (focussing more on the impacts on farmers,
changes in farming processes and respect of obligations, changes in overall awareness,
value added of the FAS system as seen by the advisor bodies),

* The cost ranges to farmers for different advice or services & the utility of the advice,

* The eventual use of EAFRD measure 114.

Depending of the Member state/region visited the FAS bodies’ visits included farmers’
associations or farmers’ unions, chambers of agriculture, cooperatives, private (profit or
non-profit) companies (specialised or more generalist), environmental or civil society
NGOs, individual accredited advisors and sometimes university or research centres. In
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each case study area, an appropriate mix of advisors of these groups were interviewed as far
as it was possible in the time for case study.

Additionally, when, in a particular Member State or region visited, a major stakeholder in
farm advisory was not part of the FAS, the Evaluator also tried to meet him. It was the
case in BE-WAL with the farmers’ union and the public local extension advisory services.

Focus groups with FAS stakeholders and farmers

It was firstly planned to try to organise two focus groups in each case study: one dealing
with FAS stakeholders and one with farmers (and eventually a final one with the FAS
stakeholders again serving as a restitution of the team’s findings).

Due to timing problems (June and July was not the best moment to organise such focus
groups either with stakeholders or with farmers) only in the Czech Republic, Denmark and
Italy did the consultant manage to organise proper focus groups. However, in Germany
and Belgium the consultant met more stakeholders in individual face to face interviews and
met farmers in another way.

The focus groups lasted about two to three hours. A short power-point presentation,
prepared according to each case study’s particular situation, was used as a support.

In that of the stakeholders, the following topics were discussed:

* The specific activities (results) of the FAS,

* The various needs for advice at farm holdings,

* The way the FAS is monitored and activities eventually updated,

* The uptake of FAS, including discussion about the pro and cons of the system,
" The costs — benefits of the advice.

In that of the farmers, the following topics were discussed:

=  Farmers’ needs for advice,

®  Farmers awareness,

"  Specific activities (results) of the FAS as perceived by the farmers,
= Costs — benefits of the advice.

2.2.3 Farmer survey

A survey was realised in all five case study areas among mainly beneficiary farmers of FAS
advice. The survey was implemented in different ways according to MS/regions.

The purpose of the survey was to gather information at the level of the beneficiaries.
Around 400 questionnaires have been delivered to farmers. In three MS/regions, BE
(WAL), DK and DE (NCS), the questionnaire was sent by postmail to around 100 farmers

for each MS. In addition, 65 farmers in CZ and IT (VEN) were handed out the
questionnaire after focus groups organised during the case studies. The objective was to get
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back about 40 effectively completed questionnaires per case study area in order to have the
view of farmers. The rate of response was around 70%, with 285 valid questionnaires.

A 3 to 4 pages questionnaire addressed several qualitative statements or queries, in a closed

manner using a simple scoring scale, related to:

* farmers’ perceptions and awareness of their farming practices (and the evolution over
recent years), satisfaction, needs about FAS advice etc.),

* the specific activities and results of FAServices;

= cost — utility of the advice.

Farmers had the possibility to submit comments in an open section, possibility that was
largely used.

It is a qualitative survey, which usefully complements data collected during case study
interviews with major stakeholders, supporting the illustration of some specific elements at
farmers’ level.

The questionnaire was presented to the task manager of the steering group and has been
translated into national languages of case study countries after approval. It is not
quantitatively representative.

2.3 Typology and identification of case study areas

2.3.1 Purpose of FAS typology

The intention of an FAS typology is to facilitate the presentation and analysis of the diverse
situations encountered throughout the 27 Member States. It is principally based on the
approaches and ways used by the MS in setting-up and implementing FAS. It does not,
however, discriminate countries according to any other more economic, farming system or
natural resources based elements. It is thus purely geared towards the purpose of this
evaluation which is to assess the implementation and functioning of the FAS.

2.3.2 Elements of FAS typology

During the first steps several elements were retained for a FAS typology, namely: (i) farm
advisory approaches; (i) integration of FAS with pre-existing extension services; (iii)
percentage of farmers reached; (iv) targeted beneficiaries and priorities; (v) operating
bodies’ status; (vi) cost of the advice to farmers; and the use of EAFRD measures 114 (vii)
and 115 (viii) to co-fund the system.

Reviewing all these elements with the available information, it was found that the first four
elements could not be used any further, as for:

» Farm advisory approaches: all countries have so far reported using the major FAS
approaches (or Farm Advisory Tools — FAT) which are “one—to-one advice” (on or
off-farm), small group advice, websites, helpdesks and publications. Furthermore,
information provided at this stage is not detailed enough to be able to create or
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distinguish well-defined classes and groups of activities carried out through these major
tools or their combination.

* Integration of FAS with the pre-existing extension services: most countries seem to
have major problems in defining the exact scope of FAS. Therefore, clear linkages to
the existing extension systems have so far not been described in the documents
available to the evaluator.

» The percentage of farmers reached: the information provided in the country reports is
at this stage too dispersed. Furthermore, several countries do not differentiate between
implementation years and others provide only rough overall estimates.

* The targeted beneficiaries and priorities: the initially proposed target group of farmers
receiving more than €15,000 per year in direct payments was not adopted by most MS.
Furthermore the revised Regulation (EC) N°73/2009 from January 2009 removed the
mention of this target group. Member States could have opted for their own priorities
and implementation targets. This has generally not been the case, and even though
some countries seem to have highlighted priorities such as Nitrate Vulnerable Zones or
young farmers, this is done in a very ad hoc manner which precludes any attempt at
classification.

Consequently the remaining four items were considered as basic criteria :

"  Operating bodies’ status,

= Cost of the advice to farmers,

= Use of EAFRD wmeasures 114, and
= Use of EAFRD wmzeasures 115.

Operating bodies

The structure and organisation of the FAS among the Member States is characterised by a
high diversity and complexity. Indeed, each country has its own extension service history
and Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 left the countries free to choose the organisation of the
system most appropriate to their needs and characteristics. Therefore most Member States
assigned the competence for setting-up FAS and coordinating it to the local Ministry of
Agriculture or to a designated agency or centre within or outside the Ministry by January
2007.

Three main kinds of situations regarding Operating Bodies (OB) have been distinguished:
public bodies, private bodies and a mixed context (public and private bodies), with an
additional distinction between private profit and non-profit bodies. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 in
the descriptive part provide a more detailed description of the three major types of OB.

Cost of advice to farmers

The cost of advice to farmers was seen as an essential element in understanding the
outcomes of the FAS. This cost element has been limited to the cost of one-to-one advice
on the farm, as most other FAT are provided free of charge: (i) off-farm one-to-one is
most of the time linked to other extension opportunities such as advisors’ sitting days,
agricultural fairs etc; (i) small groups, have not been reported in all countries and are quite
often also provided free of charge; (iii) most other FAS approaches (web sites, publications
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and telephone helpdesks) are provided by the FAS national coordinator and access is free
of charge.

Three kinds of situations are distinguished: (1) the service is completely free of charge to
farmers (5 MS: BG, CY, LV, RO and SK), or (2) farmers have to pay a fee (flat rate or
subsidised through national or European funding) (15 MS), or (3) farmers have to pay the
‘full price’ of the advice. The latter situation is only encountered in two MS (DK and IE).

Use of EAFRD funds

The EAFRD has foreseen the possibility to support the use or the setting-up of the FAS
through measures 114 and 715 of Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005. Measure 115 has not been
widely used, only by six MS and not always for setting-up the FAS. Only Spain, Italy and
Portugal have significantly mobilised the measure. Measure 114 supporting the use of
advisory services at farmers’ level has been much more widely mobilised by 15 MS at
national level”’ and by 4 MS in some regions. Eight MS have not contracted it at all (see

graph 3).
The volume of funds mobilised by country varies significantly between Member States,

with Poland, Italy and Spain together mobilising approximately 70% of the total allocated
funds.

Graph 3: Countries using measure 114 for the period 2007-2013

®Fund=0:
AT BG,FI,FR,IE,RO,SE,SL

B Fund>0:
CY,CZDK,EE,EL,ESHUL
T,LU,LV,MT,NL,PL,PT,SK

O Fund differs according to
regions : BE,DE,IT,UK

(1) InFrance funds are not mobilized in the mainland;

(2) In Belgium funds are only mobilized in Flanders; in the UK only in England, Scotland and Wales; in Italy 17
regionsout of 21, in Germany 5 Landers out of 16. This still need to be confirmed by country correspondents.

(3) The country correspondents reported that in Sweden funds are contracted from measure 111 to support the
use of FAS and thatin Denmark although the RDP 2007-2013 is approved with a FAS measure, the measure is
notimplemented and will not be implemented in the period.

The table below summarises the four criteria of the typology analysed in the previous
section for all Member States, namely the status of operating bodies, the cost for farmers
and the use of measure 114 or 115.

21 Or in all regions —provinces of the country.
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Table 1: Summary table of the 4 criteria for each Member State

Cost for farmers Measure 114 Measure 115

Operating body status

Mixed (ptivate/public)

Mixed

No

;:]IE; Several systems Several systems  Differs upon region No
BG Public Free No No
CY Public Free Yes No
CczZ Mixed (ptivate/public) Mixed Yes No
DE Several systems Several systems  Differs upon region  Differs upon region
DK Private profit Real cost Yes No
EE Private mixed (profit/non-profit) Mixed Yes No
EL Private mixed (profit/non-profit) Mixed Yes No
ES Several systems Several systems Yes Yes
FI Private mixed (profit/non-profit) Mixed No No
FR Mixed (ptivate/public) Mixed No No
HU Mixed (ptivate/public) Mixed Yes No
IE Mixed (ptivate/public) Real cost No No
IT Several systems Several systems  Differs upon region  Differs upon region
LT Private non-profit Mixed Yes No
LU Mixed (ptivate/public) Mixed Yes No
LV Private non-profit Free Yes No
MT Private mixed (profit/non-profit) Mixed Yes Yes
NL Private profit Mixed Yes No
PL Public Mixed Yes No
PT Private non-profit No info Yes Yes
RO Public Free No No
SE Mixed (ptivate/public) Mixed No No
SK Mixed (ptivate/public) Mixed Yes No
SL Mixed (ptivate/public) Free No No
UK Several systems Several systems  Differs upon region  Differs upon region

The table clearly shows the complexity of grouping Member States into a number of
homogeneous classes representing the different ways of setting-up and implementing FAS,
as each country (and/or region) has different characteristics which do not converge into
homogeneous groups.
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2.3.3 ldentification of case study areas

In order to propose five case study areas where more in depth investigations for specific
issues had to be done, the above four criteria (operating bodies, cost for farmers, use of
measure 114 and 775) have been fine-tuned and grouped in such a way as to show that case
study areas cover a representative palette of MS.

a) Fine-tuning selection criteria for case study areas

In addition to the detailed description of the four selected ranking criteria, two additional
elements have been taken into consideration: (i) the regional dimension of several countries
(BE, DE, ES, IT and the UK) and (ii) the effective implementation of FAS’s in MS.

The first element has been addressed as follows, the basic criteria concerning the status of
operating bodies has been further disaggregated for these four countries. Ideally all regions
of these four countries should have been considered here, but due to the lack of detailed
information at regional level received during the first round of country reporting; only the
following regions have been considered:

e BE (FLA, WAL)

e DE (BDB, NRW, SWH, SAA, BDW, NSC, RHP, THU, SAN, MEV, HES,
BAY, SAC)

e IT (LAZ, PIE, EMR, LOM, VEN, CAM, VDA, SAR, BOL)

e ES(AND, ARA, CAN, CYL, CAT, CLM, GAL, LRI, NAV,PVA)

e UK (ENG, WAL, SCO, NIR)*

In all five countries, private bodies and public services intervene differently within each
region. This is reflected in the ranking table presented later and entitled “Grouping of MS and
indication of potential case study areas”.

The second element is summarised in the table below and it considers countries where FAS
is not yet operating or is still at the preliminary stages of the process. These countries will
thus not yield comprehensive information about how the system is de facto operating and
they are therefore not selected as potential case study areas.

Table 2: Countries/regions not considered for
the cases studies
Countries Date of implementation

1 Bulgaria Not yet implemented

2 Latvia January 2009

3 Poland March 2009

4 Portugal January 2009

5 Romania Not yet implemented

22 Jtaly IT (BOL: Bolzano, CAM: Campania, EMR: Emilia-Romagna, LAZ: Lazio, LOM: Lombardia, PIE: Piemonte,
SAR: Sardegna, VDA: Valle d’Aosta, VEN: Veneto)

Spain ES (AND: Andalucia, ARA: Aragén, CAN: Cantabria, CYL: Castilla y Leén, CLM: Castilla-La Mancha, CAT:
Cataluna, GAL: Galicia, LRI: La Rioja, NAV: Navarra, PVA: Pais Vasco)

Germany DE (BDB: Bradenburg, BAY: Bayern, BDW: Baden-Wiirttemberg, HES: Hessen, MEV: Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern, NSC: Lower Saxony, NRW: Nordrhein-Westfalen, RHP: Rheinland-Pfalz, SAA: Saarland, SWH:
Schleswig-Holstein, SAC: Sachsen, SAN: Sachsen-Anhalt, THU: Thiiringen)
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b) Case study area selection

Following a first attempt to group MS and regions as regards the four criteria, it appeared
that it was not possible to select a case study area where measure 115 had been used (due to
the very low number of MS and regions that used it). It has thus been decided to remove
this criterion from the case study area selection and to analyse this element using inputs
from country reports only.

The selection of case study areas is based on the following three entry grouping system of
MS:

e Entry one: status of the operating body

e Entry two: cost to farmers

e Entry three: use of EAFRD measure 114

Table 3 shows the grouping of MS (sometimes by regions for MS with several systems at
work in their regions) with entry one set on the first criteria of ‘status of operating bodies’.

Table 3: Grouping of MS and indication of potential case study areas
Status of operating Cost for Use of
: measure Member States
bodies farmers
Free No
_ v IT (VEN)
Private profit s IT (EMR, LOM, LAZ,PIE), NL.
Not free
N DK
© DE (BDB)
BE(WAL)
Free No UK (ENG, NIR)
Private non-profit Yes ES (AND, ARA, CAN, CYL, CLM, GAL,
LRI, PVA), LT, LV, PT
Not free
No DE (SWH, SAA)
Free No
Private mixed (profit/non- Yes BE(FLA)
profit) Not free EE, EL, ES (CAT), MT
No FI
Free No SL.
CZ, DE (NSC)
Mixed (private/public) Yes DE (BDW, NRW, RHP, THU), HU, IT
+ semi public bodies Not free (CAM), LU, SK, UK (WAL)
No AT, DE (SAN, MEV, HES, BAY, SAC), FR,
IE, IT (VDA), SE, UK (SCO)
Free No BG, RO
Public Yes CY, ES (NAV), IT (SAR), PL
Not free
No IT (BOL)
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Case studies were selected in such a way as to represent all possibilities of each of the three
criteria, they are indicated in bold within the yellow shaded lines. Countries/regions in
which FAS implementation is rather recent are shown in grey in the above table.

In countries implementing FAS through profit operating bodies (and charging farmers),
two case studies were suggested; one of a country-region using weasure 114: Italy, Veneto,
and one of a country not using any EAFRD funding: Denmark (full cost).

A country combining both private profit and private non-profit operating bodies was
proposed to be addressed through Belgium. In BE-FLLA, operating bodies are private
bodies (both profit and non-profit making) and measure 114 is mobilised whereas in BE-
WAL, operators are private non-profit making only and measure 114 is not mobilised.

In 21 MS/regions, FAS is operating through a mixture of private and public bodies. This
category is the most common situation encountered. According to the Evaluator, it was
therefore considered being relevant to devote at least two case studies to this category. The
use of measure 114 being considered as an important criterion, CZ and DE (NSC) were
suggested as case study areas for this group of operators.

Additionally, CZ and DE (NSC) were particularly chosen to study the impact of FAS on
forestry holders.

According to the evaluator, it was less relevant to conduct a case study in areas where only
public bodies were operating. First of all, few countries still rely only on these operators (7,
of which only 4 at national level). Secondly, three countries (BG, RO and PL) have not yet
(or only very recently — March 2009) started implementation of FAS.

The case study areas were the following:

DENMARK Denmark is one of the two EU countries where FAS
services are totally paid for by farmers. Denmark does
* Cost for the farmer: full | ot mobilise any EAFRD funds to support its

price extension and FAS services. Furthermore Denmark’s
" Measure 114: No overall organisation of extension services was
* Operating bodies : privatised in 2003 and is almost exclusively taken care
private bodies of by farmer-driven service providers.

Italy has one of the most complex FAS systems as it

covers all possible configurations. Its practical ITALY: VENETO

implementation is neatly totally devolved to the regions » Cost for the farmer :
and it is heavily funded through the use of all EAFRD Mixed

measures including measure 171. In most regions service »  Measure 114 : yes
providers are private operators, often including farmers’ = Operating bodies :

associations, cooperatives and local organisations. The
Veneto region is an interesting region as it is at good
stage in the FAS implementation (compared to some
other Italian regions). It implements weasure 114.

private bodies
* FAS at regional level
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BELGIUM

Cost for the farmer: free of
charge in Wallonia, mixed in
Flanders

Measure 114 not in
Wallonia, very high in Flanders
Operating bodies: private
non-profit in Wallonia, private
in Flanders

ADE - ADAS - AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU

Belgium has the advantage of combining two very
different payment methods for advice within the
same country: In BE-WAL the service is provided
free of charge. In BE-FLA farmers are required to
pay for the service and they can subsequently
benefit from EAFRD co-funding. Furthermore,
Be-WAL operates more through thematic advice
providers organised as non-profit associations
whereas BE-FLLA operates through mainly private
profit-making bodies providing modular services.

BE-FLA is also one of the countries that will

mobilise a high average amount of €150 per

holding from EAFRD.
The Czech Republic developed a rather
comprehensive agriculture extension system CZECH REPUBLIC

through previous Programme of Community aid to
the countries of Central and FEastern FEurope
(PHARE) and Special Pre-Accession Programme for
Agticulture and Rural Development (SAPARD)
support. This system involves several types of
service providers (NGOs, Universities, specialised
centres, private contractors, etc.). FAS is | ®
integrated with this system and EAFRD funds are
extensively used to co-fund the cost of advice
provided to the farmers. Measure 115, as in most
other Eastern European Countries has not been
mobilised. They also have a relatively developed
forestry sector and this served as a case study in
relation to forestry holdings.

= Cost for the farmer: mixed

® Measure 114 :very high

= Operating bodies: mixed,
L.e. private, public, NGO and
universities

2630 thousand ha of forest
and other wooded land
(15.9% private)

Germany is characterised by heterogeneous
agricultural advisory systems and services that are
the competence of the federal Ldnder. The latest
developments have been characterised more and
more by juxtaposed public and private advisory
services. Chambers of Agriculture play a major
role in some German ILdnder (those in the
northwest), as is the case in some other EU
Member States. Measure 174 is used in five (out of
15 Ldnder, Bremen being included in Lower
Saxony). Lower Saxony gathers more than 50% all EAFRD funds for measure 114
allocated to Germany. Lower Saxony is an interesting example of the pluralistic advisory
system and services. In addition, Lower Saxony has already largely implemented FAS with
around 15,000 farmers being trained since 2005 (one-to-one advice), while implementation
of FAS in the five eastern German Ldnder is more recent. FAS in Lower Saxony goes
beyond cross-compliance including notably energy management and organic farming and
this Ldnder presents an interesting amount of forestry hectares.

GERMANY: NSC

= Cost for the farmer: Mixed

" Measure 114 :Yes

* Operating bodies : Private or
mixed

= FAS at regional level
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3. Key-terms of the evaluation

3.1 Material flows and on-farm processes

Generally speaking, material flows and on-farm processes refer to the farming system and
to farming practices.

There are a multiple series of definitions for material flows, depending on the level these
flows are to be considered: (i) definitions relating to “analysing” the flows of inputs and
outputs of a given production cycle or process within a production unit® (such as farm
holdings); (ii) others relate to “impact assessments” of the above mentioned cycles or
processes on the environment™ (and thus including hidden flows and/or exiting flows);
and (iii) others still relate to “auditing’ of input and output flows within cycles and
processes to ensure tracing and certification according to specific standards and
regulations.

Regarding on-farm processes, the definition used by the evaluator is provided by FAO in
its farm management manuals.

“A process is the spectfic way in which a production operation is done, together with the levels or amounts of
resonrces used in doing it. A process specifies or implies the use of some operational technology, the types and
levels of resonrces used in its operation, and the types and levels of its resultant outputs.””

On-farm processes as defined here present two general analytical challenges: (a) the
selection of the 'best' or most appropriate technology; and (b) the effective operation of the
selected technology at its optimal level in terms of inputs and outputs.” The latter is
directly related to the first series of material flow definitions, i.e. those relating to analysing
production cycles and processes.

For the purpose of this evaluation the following concepts of on-farm processes and
material flows will be used as shown in graph 4 below:

- On-farm processes will cover the specific way in which farming production operations
are done and thus also the input-output flows. This is shown by the “horizontal”
production process level (i.e. inclusive of food-safety and animal health and welfare).

- Material flows are those flows from the farming system and practices which interact
with the environment, mainly water, soil and atmosphere and consequently on bio-
diversity and eco-systems (i.e. inclusive of all environmental flows). This is shown by the
“vertical dimension.”

2 And those that ate common in industrial layout planning, management of logistic centres, process management, etc.

24 Material flow analysis is considered as one of the major tools of environmental impact assessments (cfr
Environmental Accounts and Material Flow Analysis and other Environmental Systems Analysis Tools, by Géran
Finnveden and Asa Moberg — Stockholm University — Sweden)

25 Farm Management for Asia: a Systems Approach. (FAO Farm Systems Management Series - 13), 1997.
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Graph 4: On-farm processes and material flows

Eco-systems

impacts

Environmen

3.2 Farm Advisory System and Farm Advisory Services

Farm advice can be delivered in different ways and approaches, each of these bearing its
own and focused definition”® which include the following three elements:

* Information as the provision of facts that clarify issues without requiring any
individual follow-up actions:

- General information: Provision of basic information to farmers as regards SMR and
GAEC i.e. a list of farmers’ obligations as required by article 3.2 of Regulation (EC)
N°1782/2003: “the competent national authority shall provide the farmer with the list of SMR
and GAEC to be respected”. The provision of general information about cross-
compliance is excluded from the scope of the FAS.

- Specific information: Specific information goes beyond a simple list of SMR and
GAEC. Various farm advisory tools (FAT) are provided on the web, at meetings or
fairs (booklets, brochures, leaflets, etc.) or information through the media
(newspapers, newsletters, etc.) or telephone help lines could be included here (see
FAT hereafter).

" Adpvice as the provision of a technical skilled opinion on a specific subject (on or oft-
farm) to assist the farmer in his decision making:

- Product/ process-adpice: Provision of a technical or managerial skilled opinion in order
to facilitate the decision process relating to a product/process.

- Qwerall farm advice: Provision of an overall skilled opinion aimed at clarifying the
farm holding parameters (selection of processes, technologies, markets,
management, etc.) and interacting on the farmers’ assessment of his holding’s
strengths and weaknesses.

26 Inspired by Hermann Boland — Institut fiir Agrarsoziologie und Beratungswesen — Giessen 2006 — Die Vielfalt der
deutschsprachigen Linder — Slide 3.
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* Training: as the acquisition of competences to solve things through short thematically
focused training opportunities such as short workshops or farmers’ meetings led by
specialised trainers. Such group activities may improve performance of advisors using a
peer pressure learning concept as the group or the presence of peer examples may
convince a farmer to take up advice that he would not take up in case of specialised
information or personal advice. The use of training may reduce advice costs per farmer
but will focus less on the individual problems on a farm.

Farm Advisory System (FAS): concerns the system set-up by Member States in order to
comply with article 13 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003. It includes the overall
organisation of this system and the various operators (including various private and public
bodies) contributing to the delivery of the various FAServices to farmers required within an
MS.

Farm Advisory Services (FAServices): These include the various advisory activities,
called services, to be provided to farmers covering a# least SMR and GAEC, ranging from
information to training and advice and to overall farm advice (as defined above). If
EAFRD support from rural development (Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005) is provided for
the use of advisory services by farmers and forest holders, theses services shall cover
occupational safety and minimum requirements on fertilisers and Plant Protection Products
in addition to SMR and GAEC.

Farm Advisory Tools (FAT): are tools used to provide advice in the broad sense
including information, advice and training. As developed by the CIFAS study”’, FAT
include booklets/brochures/leaflets; newspapers/newsletters/petriodical news; checklists or
combined tools based on a checklist, power point presentations, plans or maps, manuals,
templates, help lines etc. Some tools are directly for farmers, others facilitate the work of
farm advisors and directly support the farmer’s own decision making process.

Forestry Advisory Services® (FoAS): these include the various advisory activities that are
provided for forest holders with support of measure 114 of RDP (Regulation (EC)
N°1698/2005) for the improvement of the overall performance of their holding.

27 Study on environmental cross-compliance indicators in the context of the Farm Advisory System (CIFAS), IfLS -
Institut fir Landliche Strukturforschung, (2000).

28 In principal these services are also organised as a system, even though the present regulations only mention services
in respect to forestry advice and do not refer per se to a Forestry Advisory System. Depending on MS, Forestry
Services are either streamlined through the Ministry of Agriculture or are housed within natural resource based
ministries or departments. The system through which Forestry Advice Services are provided may therefore often be
different from the one providing Farm Advisory Services.
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3.3 Assessment criteria for meeting the standards of “modern,
high quality agriculture”

According to recital (8) of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, the overall objective of FAS is
to help farmers in "meeting the standards of modern, high quality agriculture". There
are however no explicit definitions in the various official documents of these standards and
agriculture, and it is essential to this evaluation that one has a clear perception of what is at
stake in this vision of European agriculture.

If this overall objective is common to both the agricultural and forestry sector, it will need
to be fine-tuned based on the different regulatory frameworks that govern these sectors:
the 2003 reformed Common agricultural Policy for the agricultural sector and the 1998 EU
Forest Strategy and its 2007-2011 EU Forest Action Plan for the forestry sector. Two sets
of appropriate assessment criteria will thus need to be defined.

3.3.1 Agricultural sector

In the framework of decoupled payments, farmers are expected to meet a series of
minimum requirements contained in what is commonly referred to as cross-compliance.
The question is thus whether or not the standards of modern, high-quality agriculture are
strictly synonymous with respect to cross-compliance as set out in Regulation (EC)
N°1782/2003 or whether these latter standards are wider and therefore address issues and
criteria additional to those enclosed within the regulatory framework of cross-compliance.

The evaluator is of the opinion that, as suggested in the FAS intervention logic, modern,
high quality agriculture needs to be effectively viewed as going beyond the regulatory
framework for cross-compliance. This is based on a series of Council decisions and
regulations related to the CAP reform (Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003) and to the strategy
for rural development (Council Decision 2006/144/EC).

The objectives to reform the CAP have always been modernisation of the sector and
promotion of high-quality products to insure farmers’ revenues. Agricultural practices and
activities have evolved substantially in recent years in response to increased market
pressures, ever more demanding end-consumers and new technologies and opportunities
which may have major and lasting impacts on how food is produced and marketed.

The vision of a “modern and high quality agriculture” would thus rest mainly on the three
basic concepts of the reformed CAP: environmental sustainability, competitiveness, and
adjustment to the expectations of European citizens. These concepts will be used in this
evaluation as major judgement criteria.

* Environmental sustainability

Environmental concerns have taken on increasing importance in public debates and the
concept of sustainability can now no longer be dissociated from agricultural policies or
ignored. A farm is perceived as a system in which material flows interact with the
environment. This system needs to be adequately managed to ensure the long-term
protection of the EU's and world's natural resources. These on-farm material flows are
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closely linked to major environment concerns such as water, air (carbon flow) and soils.
The system is roughly illustrated in graph 5 below.

Graph 5: On-farm material flows linked to the environment
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Source: Debouche C. and Lambin ].2002, adapted by ADE
* Competitiveness

In the eatly years of the CAP, competitiveness was mainly driven by economies of scale,
owing to increased mechanisation and productivity, obtained through significant progress
in agronomic and farming techniques. The focus has now shifted to differentiating in
favour of products with higher value added, within an overall context of the global
competitiveness of agriculture production and new demands from consumers. This implies:

- Better linkages to increased demand for high-quality and value added products;

- Innovative production systems;

- Better integration within the agro-food chain, and in some cases developing niche
and shorter circuits;

- Developing new outlets for agricultural products (including non-food products).

* Other demands: expectations from European citizens

During the last ten to twenty years, European citizens have expressed growing concerns
about the way their food and environment are affected by European agriculture. Major
incidents and developments such as the dioxin crisis, mad-cow disease, foot and mouth
disease outbreaks, continued lobbying for more attention to animal welfare, and the
impacts of agro-chemicals on human health have strengthened and given more focus to
these concerns. Furthermore, agriculture's ecological impacts on biodiversity and
preservation of specific natural areas or biotopes (either through protection by appropriate
farming techniques or through negatively impacting on them), on landscapes, river basins,
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etc. cannot be neglected, and agriculture needs to address these issues and represents an
important and active player in these various fields.

If one considers this wider perception as the definition of “a modern and high quality
agriculture”, it can be put into perspective with cross-compliance as defined under
Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, (as illustrated in the following graph).

Graph 6: Modern, high quality agriculture
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Sonrce: Enropean Commission DG Agriculture and Rural Development, adapted by ADE

Cross-compliance, seen stricto senso, will only address parts of environmental sustainability
and EU citizens’ demands, some of which are captured in the 18 SMR and 11 GAEC.
Farmers that attain this compliance level can thus be considered as having reached a
minimum reference level, on which further activities can build in order to reach a modern
and high quality agriculture. But it is clear from the above that competitiveness, and aspects
of environmental sustainability and EU citizens’ demands, as defined above, will not be
met.

Thus going beyond cross-compliance on the way to modern, high quality agriculture
remains an important objective of the reformed CAP, and FAS should be a modality that
can eventually motivate and network existing actors to close this gap.
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Thus, it is proposed to address this question via the analysis of how activities implemented
through FAS (especially Farm Advisory Tools - FAT) lead to the overall objective of
meeting standards of modern, high quality agriculture. The judgement criteria proposed
are:

* FAT include activities addressing competitiveness of agricultural activities (value added,
high quality, new outlets, innovation, etc.)

» FAT include activities addressing sustainable natural resources management (including
above cross-compliance baseline requirements)

* FAT include activities addressing needs and priorities of EU society (animal health and
welfare, food safety).

3.3.2 Forestry sector

In relation to the forestry sector, the definition of “Modern, high quality agriculture” needs
to be understood in the light of the European Forestry Action Plan (FAP)(2007-2011)*
which is guided by the following overall approaches: sustainable forest management™ and
multifunctional forestry. This EU Forest Action Plan will be coordinated and implemented
through 27 national forest action plans. It is articulated around four major objectives:

* To improve the long-term competitiveness of the forest sector and to enhance the
sustainable use of forest products and services.

* To maintain and appropriately enhance diversity, carbon sequestration, integrity, health
and resilience of forest eco-systems at multiple geographical scales.

* To contribute to the quality of life by preserving and improving the social and cultural
dimensions of forests.

* To improve coherence and cross-sectoral cooperation in order to balance economic,
environmental and socio-cultural objectives at multiple organisational and institutional
levels.

The three major criteria developed above for the agricultural sector can thus also be used
for forestry:

* Environmental sustainability focussing on the elements of sustainable use,
enhancement of biodiversity, carbon sequestration and health and resilience of forest
eco-systems.

* Competitiveness focusing mainly on the first FAP objective which is to develop high
quality and value added products based on renewable raw materials, encouraging
research and technologies, promoting the use of forest biomass for energy, and
encouraging cooperation between forest owners and their training.

* Other demands: expectations from European citizens focusing mainly on
enhancing the protective function of the forests, their recreational and landscape
function and the overall public environmental education on forests.

2 Communication from the Commission COM(2006) 302 final on an EU Forest Action Plan

30 Which the Ministerial Conference in Helsinki defined in 1993 as: “the stewardship and use of forest lands in a way
that maintains their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, vitality and their potential to fulfill, now and in
the future, relevant ecological, economic and social functions, at local, national and global levels, without causing
damage to other ecosystems.
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Although cross-compliance has been extended to farmers and forest holders benefiting
from payments of RDP measures under axis 2, forest holders are s#rcto senso, less
concerned than farmers (some SMR (environmental and plant health) and some GAEC
contain elements that could impact on forestry activities). Another essential difference that
needs to be highlighted here is that forest ownership structures are complex and changing.
The share of non-farmer owners is increasing, and there are many small sized (in ha)
ownerships, thus imposing new forest management structures (such as grouping of owner
and contracted forest operators) and providing adequate vocational and elementary forestry
training to these owners and operators.

The evaluation will only be looking at forestry services in so far as they are provided and
set-up with the support of Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005. Possible advisory services can
be designed to focus on™:

- Advice concerning plantations and production operations

- Advice concerning forest management plans

- Advice concerning ownership and associative management practices
- Advice concerning management skills

- Advice concerning the role of forest in ecosystem

- Advice concerning sustainable forestry practices

- Advice concerning the recreational role of forests

It is thus proposed to address this question via the analysis of how the above activities lead
to the overall objective of meeting standards of “modern, high quality
agtriculture/forestry”. The judgement criteria proposed are:

* Advice provided addresses competitiveness of forestry activities (value added, high
quality, new outlets, innovation, associating forest owners, etc.)

" Advice provided addresses enhanced environmental protection (biodiversity, climate
change, resilient eco-systems, etc)

* Advice provided addresses priorities of EU society (protective and recreational
functions, public awareness of forests, etc).

31 DG Agri H4 — March 2009 - Report on the implementation of forestry measures under the rural development
Regulation 1698/2005 for the period 2007-2013 — Annex 111

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 30



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators. EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

4. Evaluation questions

Preliminary remarks

Limitations to the investigations

A number of problems have been encountered during the investigations that have lead to
the compilation of the CR and the synthesis thereof in the descriptive part. These problems
seriously limit the comprehensiveness of the latter documents, which represent one of the
basic inputs to answering the evaluation questions. Main problems are:

1. Collecting additional data to DG AGRI 2008 questionnaire; some country
correspondents have had difficulties to collect additional precision.

2. The implementation of FAS remains in its infants' stages and this has a direct
impact on the reporting by MS of FAS achievements.

3. During the second part of the country report investigations, correspondents were
confronted with a lack of official documents describing the existing extensions
services or framework in the various MS.

4., 'The same observation stands for official and detailed documents related to the
FAS, beyond hand-out brochures for farmers.

5. The absence of FAS content based monitoring or follow-up systems, most MS are
still contemplating how to organise and implement such systems. However, when
advices are subsidised, financial elements are collected but little qualitative
treatment of this information is available.

6. There is a problem of staff turn-over (regular staff rotations were encountered by
correspondents in several MS), whereby knowledgeable people on FAS is often
fragmented and discontinued in time.

7. As descriptive part showed, MS have variable perceptions of the scope and
objectives pursued by FAS.

Furthermore, the evaluation was conducted with a very tight time schedule. This has not
facilitated the cross-checking and eventual return to the various country correspondents in
due time to remain within the different deadlines of documented delivery. This has also
had implications on the way in which case studies have proceded as they were to be
implemented during a period of high on-field operations for farmers (the June to August
period). Meetings have had to rescheduled or cut shorter, and even for OB advisers and
managers timing was not always ideal.

The 2009 farmer survey

In three of the case study areas, BE-WAL, DE-NSC and DK the short questionnaire was
sent by post to farmers and in I'T and CZ the questionnaire was distributed to farmers after
focus group during case studies.

A total of 280 questionnaires were received back by the evaluator, of which 176
respondents had received FAS advice.
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Table 4: Number of questionnaires received

Case study Total questionnaires Whom FAS
received beneficiary

BE-WAL 120 20

DE-NSC 36 35

DK 59 59

IT-VEN 40 40

CZ 25 22

Total 280 176

BE-WAL is the only region where the majority of respondents had not used any
FAServices or did not know about it (100 out of the total 120). In all other surveys, very
few surveyed farmers had not received FAS advice.

It is a qualitative survey, supporting the illustration of some specific elements at farmers’
level (see 2.2.3).

Limitation in answering the Evaluation questions

Given that the FAS was implemented only recently, effectiveness (i.e. the extent to which
the intended impacts or objectives of the intervention are achieved) can only be assessed in
broad terms such as initial results and operational objectives rather than impacts which are
more difficult to assess at this stage. Thus in the general approach, the evaluator proposes
ezther to assess or directly appreciate the result or impact concerned, o7, whenever that is not
possible, to analyse the main features of implementation(s) in order to understand the
potential results or impacts.

Regarding the EQs in general, the difficulties of identifying the net effects of the FAS need
to be underlined. In numerous countries many farmers seem at least partially aware of
cross-compliance requirements, are improving their management skills, or are going
beyond basic requirements - and that is not only due to the FAS. Various types of
extension services have been in place and have a long history with important activities in
many Member States (particularly in the EU 15) and the impacts resulting from the FAS or
from existing advisory systems are hardly separable. In the new MS, programmes such as
SAPARD have contributed to laying the foundations of similar systems.
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4.1 Theme 1: Effects on land and farm management

4.1.1 Evaluation question 1.1 : Awareness raising

Question 1.1 To what extent did the implementation of the Farm Advisory System
increase the awareness by Community farmers of material flows and on-farm
processes related to:

=  Environment
= Food Safety
=  Animal Health / Welfare

Interpretation of the question

Following recital 8 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, increasing farmers' awareness of
material flows and on-farm processes relating to the environment, food safety, animal
health and welfare represents one of the specific objectives of the FAS as shown in the
intervention logic (section 2.1).

As defined in section 1.3.2, material flows and on-farm processes applied in the agricultural
holdings for producing and processing any agricultural commodity affect the relationship
between the biosphere (soil, water and atmosphere) plants and animals. This question aims
at assessing the extent to which the FAS has increased the understanding (awareness) of
Community farmers concerning the effects that agricultural (and processing) practices can
have with respect to the environment, food safety and animal health/welfare.

Approach and judgement criteria

Several difficulties were anticipated in addressing this question. The first is related to the
actual measurement of farmers’ awareness and its evolution over recent years. The second
difficulty lies in the attribution of changes to the FAS or to other services or external
factors. Indeed, farmers' awareness on material flows and on-farm processes - especially
regarding the environment and food safety - is likely to have also been influenced by other
factors and not only the FAS, before and during the evaluation period. Finally, the
assessment is hampered by the limited period of implementation of the FAS.

The following steps have been adopted to answer the EQ:

* Analysis of the advice provided by the FAS in the Member States (trying to
distinguish in which domains (the environment, food safety, animal health/welfare)
and through which tools (source: CR);

* Although a counterfactual situation could not be established at Community level,
external factors that could have contributed to awareness raising through enlarged
advisory services before and outside the FAS are briefly discussed;

* OQutreach of farmers by typical FAS advice, namely on-farm, one-to-one and small
group advice, in combination with considerations (expert judgement) on the
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potential contribution that these types of advice could have on raising awareness of
farmers on the different topics;

* Investigations at case study-level on the contribution of the FAS on changing
farmers' awareness in relation to environmental, food safety and animal
health/welfare issues (source: case studies and farmers survey).

The analysis is conducted using three major judgement criteria:

* Specific information on the environment, food safety and animal health and welfare
is provided by advisory bodies" (JC1)

* Farmers (or priority farmers) are reached by FAS activities (JC2)

* Evolution of beneficiary farmers’ awareness since FAS implementation (JC3)

In assessing the first JC, three elements have been considered concerning awareness
raising: 1) the contribution of the FAS through its core approaches of on-farm advice; ii)
the specific additional contributions that have been incorporated into the design of the
FAS in those MS that have stated to go beyond the minimum cross-compliance
requirements; and iii) the wider context of the pre-existing work already undertaken and
ongoing by the extension /advisory services.

Validity — limitations of the approach

Main data sources are the CR for the type of advice provided in all MS and the estimation
of the number of farmers reached. The information concerning the number of farmers
reached in CR is very fragmented and no data is available by domain. Case studies have
allowed the completing and deepening of these issues. An approach of the evolution of
farmers’ awareness rests on case studies (discussions with FAS advisors and managers) and
the farmers’ survey (see introductory disclaimer to all EQs on the way the survey was
conducted). Although a precise counterfactual situation could not be established, some
contextual elements are provided for the EU15, much less for the EU12. The main
limitation, as for the other EQ is the early stage of FAS implementation at least at
Community level.
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Summary Box

To what extent did the implementation of the Farm Advisory System increase the

awareness by Community farmers of material flows and on-farm processes related
to: i) environment; ii) food safety; and iii) animal health / welfare

The question about the extent to which the implementation of the FAS has increased
awareness by Community farmers of the impact of their farming practices on the
environment, food safety and animal health and welfare rests on the following JC. First,
possible impacts on awareness are inferred from the specific information on the
environment, food safety and animal health and welfare that is provided by advisory
bodies and the ways through which this information is provided (JC1). This is linked to a
general discussion about the already existing awareness of Community farmers. A second
criteria (JC2) is the current outreach of farmers followed by some qualitative indications
about the evolution of farmers’ awareness from the farmers’ survey (JC3).

The core FAS approach, that is on-farm mainly one-to-one advice supported by checklists
and to a lesser extent small group advice, currently contributes to awareness raising at the
level of beneficiary Community farmers about all three themes in a comprehensive way,
due to this very close and individualised method of implementation. Awareness raising is
often done via structuring of the advice by means of checklists which translate regulatory
provisions into understandable information for farmers. This contribution is likely to
increase in the near future, once the FAS are fully operational in all MS. On-farm thematic
- and small group advice contribute to awareness raising in a more thematic way especially
on the environment and animal health and welfare. In the MS that implemented FAS
going beyond the strict cross-compliance requirements (12MS and 4 regions), the
additional advice mainly targets environmental awareness raising and RDP priorities. In
four MS and some regions in three other MS (EE, IE, LT, SL, BE-FLA, UK-WAL and IT
17 out of 21 regions) the FAS has been set-up as an overall advice system integrating
economic farm advice to advice on cross-compliance as well as various other priorities
from RDP, sometimes by integrating the FAS in the existing extension services (IE, UK-
WAL, etc.). In these MS particularly, the FAS is an opportunity to increase awareness on
material flows and on-farm processes related to issues linked to the environment, animal
health and welfare going beyond cross compliance requirements.

In the EU15, awareness raising on environmentally sustainable farming practices, on food
safety (hygiene, traceability etc.) and on animal identification has been in place in a more
or less important way since the early 2000s. Major incidents and developments such as the
dioxin crisis, mad-cow disease, foot and mouth disease outbreaks, continued lobbying for
more attention to animal welfare, and impacts of agro-chemicals on human health have
strengthened and given more focus to these concerns that have since been addressed by
existing extension/advisory services. The situation is less clear for the EU12. However,
SAPARD programmes and the 2004-06 RDP have already accompanied the transition
process, including some appropriation of the new legal frameworks linked to the EU
accession.

Community farmers concerned by the FAS are beneficiaries of a number of CAP
payments (including direct payments)”. For the single year 2008, the overall outreach of

2 When calculating the share of farmers reached by FAS advice, the evaluator wanted to compare it to all beneficiaries

of CAP payments. Data were available for beneficiaries of all direct payments for each of the 27 MS (including all
decoupled and coupled payments, but without payments from the second pillar). These data have been used.
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one-to-one advice is 4.8% of farmers receiving direct payments in the 20 MS for which
information was available”. In MS/regions where the FAS has been implemented eatlier,
in some cases since 2005, the outreach is stabilised around a maximum rate of 20%. On-
farm small group advice was provided in 10 MS™ during 2008 to around 5.5% of the
beneficiaries of direct payments in these 10 MS.

Qualitative information from the case studies and the survey show differentiated results
on the contribution of the FAS to raising farmers’ awareness, according to regions/MS
and to the specific way the FAS was implemented. According to the beneficiary farmers
surveyed, 34% of the farmers consider that their awareness has changed (improved) over
recent years. This change in awareness is attributed in similar proportions to the
society/media, to the FAS and to the CAP payment mechanism.

In conclusion, the FAS contributes to awareness raising of material flows and on-farm
processes related to the environment, food safety and animal health/welfare among
Community farmers. The extent to which this happens is primarily driven by the content
of the advice and the ways through which the advice is delivered. Thus we can expect
variable impacts in the different MS. One-to-one advice supported by checklists (foreseen
in 23 MS and operational in 18 MS) has the advantage of comprehensiveness, while small
group advice (10 MS) and thematic advice (4 MS) is more focused on farmers’
needs/demands. The latter also allows expansion of the number of farmers supported by
advice. In 2008 the outreach of both one-to-one FAS advice and small group advice is
estimated at around 5% of beneficiaries of direct payments in MS where the FAS is
operational.

The already operational FAS™ contribute to awareness raising through its core approach
(one-to-one advice supported by checklists), along with other external elements and
instruments including existing extension/advisory services in place. These contribute to
awareness raising partly through other approaches.

However, drawing strong conclusions at EU level is made difficult by the short period of
implementation of the instruments (e.g. it is impossible to investigate on the concrete
changes in farming practices that the FAS has induced). We consider that there is potential
for an increase in the uptake of FAS in the long run. This is supported by the observation
that MS/regions having implemented the FAS from 2005 onwards have reached a higher
outreach (up to 20% of beneficiaries of direct payments).

The evaluator considers that the establishment of the instrument by the Regulation (EC)
N° 1782/2003 and the approaches taken by the MS, (mainly one-to-one advice based on
checklists, or integration of the FAS into pre-existing extension systems), establish a
general frame favourable to the awareness raising of Community farmers on
environmental, food safety and animal welfare/health issues.

33 Data are not available for MT and SK; Data are not correct (double counted) for FR; FAS was not implemented in
2008 in CY, EL, PL and PT.

M AT, BG, CZ, ES (6 regions only), IE, LT, MT, NL, RO and the UK. Five other MS provided small group advice in
2008 however data is not available in 4 of them (EE, IT, SI and SK) and data from FR could not be used as there are
double counts. More information on section 5.1.2 of the descriptive part.

3 Around 24 out of 27 MS (CY, EL, PL, PT) with additional differences among regions in MS (ES, IT).
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Analysis

Specific information on the environment, food safety and animal health and
welfare provided by FAS advisory bodies

On-farm one-to-one advice

As shown in sections 4 and 5 of the descriptive part, at Community level, FAS approaches
are very much focused on on-farm activities such as one-to-one on-farm advice (all MS
except UK-ENG) and small groups (UK-ENG as sole approach, whilst other have
implemented this approach as a complement to the one-to-one advice). In a large majority
of EU MS (23), the main tools supporting advice are checklists (auto-checklists, simple
checklists, modular checklists or more integrated check-folders delivered by advisors (see
section 5.1.1 of the descriptive part).

Checklists take the form of a list of questions or statements which are supposed to
translate the regulatory contents in understandable questions for the farmers. All themes of
cross-compliance are covered by these lists. Depending on the way these checklists are
used and the type of detailed advice that is provided, this tool enables the advisor and the
farmer to exchange views and to ascertain that they have a common understanding of each
of the requirements.

Developing awareness of farmers occurs through the questions raised by farmers when
going through the checklists and subsequent discussions with the advisor. This type of
finding can be generalised to all the MS that make use checklists as a tool for the
advice. The support delivered to be compliant with cross-compliance requirements
through checklists linked to advice includes raising awareness concerning the environment,
food safety and animal health and welfare.

On-farm thematic advice and small group advice

Thematic advice is provided as a leading element of the FAS advice in 5 MS (AT, BE-
WAL, DK, FR and IE) and as a complementary element in 5 regions or MS (ES, FI, IT,
LT and PT). This approach enables an enhanced focus on certain SMR and GAEC
standards that cause more concern to farmers. Also, according to EU regions and MS,
farmers already have a sound level of awareness (i.e. animal identification and food security
in MS affected by major food crises at end of the 1990s and the beginning of the 2000s).
For example in IE and BE-WAL nitrogen issues and animal health and welfare are the
most sought themes.

On-farm small group advice is mainly used in the UK-ENG and IE, as is discussed in
more detail under section 5.1.2 of the descriptive part. It enables expanding the outreach of
farmers of FAS advice. It is focused on areas around elements of environmental
sustainability or in response to specific issues where important cross-compliance breaches
have been recorded in countries or areas of these countries.

Contribution of a FAS designed to go beyond cross-compliance requirements

According to the CR covering the 27 MS, 12 MS and regions in another 4 MS (see table 1
in section 1.5 of the descriptive part) have designed their FAS to go beyond at /east cross-
compliance. Most of these MS have mobilised EAFRD funds to support the FAS for 2007-
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2013 (9/12 MS) (only BG, IE and SL have set-up a FAS going beyond cross-compliance
without using the EAFRD).

The concept of “going beyond” cross-compliance is of a different nature according to MS.
Some MS simply widened checklists and advice to the whole national/regional statutory
frame, including all quality assurance systems, in particular organic farming (DE, LU).
Other MS included in a very punctual way one or two specific themes considered as
innovative compared to usual advisory business such as advice on energy efficiency at farm
level. Very few MS (for example EE, IE, LT and SL) integrated the FAS into their overall
existing extension services, thus providing de facto all possible extension services (see
patticular sections 2.2 (existing extension/advisory systems) and 2.3 (overall organisation of
the FAS) in the descriptive part).

The forms of additional advice provided is differentiated among MS and illustrated in table
5 on the following page. Planned activities can be summarised as follows:

" The specific issues generally considered with respect to the envitonment are: energy
saving, alternative energy utilisation, organic farming, water protection schemes, agro-
environmental requirements, Natura 2000, pollution control and nitrate action
programmes.

* Jssues concerning specific quality standards, product certification or organic products.
These have been classified under food safety.

* To a lesser extent, some very punctual additional advice regarding animal
health/welfare centred on animal nutrition and/or breeding (UK, CY) and yield
management (IT).

Four MS and some regions in three other MS (EE, IE, LT, SL, BE-FLA, UK-WAL and IT
17 out of 21 regions) have set-up the FAS as an overall advice system integrating economic
farm advice to advice on cross-compliance as well as various other priorities from RDP,
some of them by integrating the FAS in their existing extension services.
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Table 5;

ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU

Additional advice activities planned by some Member States
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Details provided in CR in response to MS objectives assigned to FAS Details provided in CR when the various Farm advisory tools are reviewed
(cfr section 1.5 of descriptive part) (see tables in sections 3.7 of Country reports)
12 Member States
BG |Bulgaria
CY |Cyprus According to RDP program animal breeding
CZ |Czech Republic Other wider RDP related services Natura 2000
EE |Estonia Through the regional information centres cover the wider range of farm advice W;}ter Protection
schemes
ES |Spain Linked to the various RDP priorities
Agricultural
HU |Hungary Longer term priority: to enhance the competitiveness and performance of the farms. environmental
protection plans
T - FAS fully integrated into pre existing advisory services and covers other priorities such as
REPS, sucklers, ..;
7 |uithuani Agri-environment; holding accounting & management; preparation of business |Organic farming
Ithuania . . . . .
plans and project administration; on the implementation of ‘Leader’ method. Agro-
Linked to the RDP priorities, QM milk, quality labels in the meat sector, demands related
LU |Luxembourg . .
to the landscape and natural environment maintenance and safety at work
L |poland Rural population and public institutions perceive FAS as general advise to farmers on all
rural issues
SK  [Slovakia
Quality issues, landscape and settlement in the countryside, pollution prevention and Alternative energy |new products
Sl |Slovenia nature conservation, competitiveness, suitable and the landscape, economically
sustainable farm holdings Alternative energy |new products
Regions in 4 MS
X (Only in Flanders) - expand a series of regional priorities such as business economic
BE |Belgium-FLA . . . .
advice and environmental planning that were on-going.
Energy savings + organic farming are included in FAS in some Ldnder , checklists should all L Variols quality
DE |German cover all relevant legislation including quality systems even if FAS advice is limited to
v , & 4 Y sy standards checklists
cross-compliance
PIE - energy saving |9 regions - quality
SAR - farm energy |[systems &
IT |ltaly Linked to the various RDP priorities in 17 out of 21 regions production certification
all - Yield CAM-technology
managemnt innovation
UK [UK-WAL Linked to the RDP priorities

| One-to-one advice
|7 Small group
l:l Internet - telephone desk
,:lPaper publications
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Contribution of the existing extension activities and external elements to awareness

raising (counterfactual situation)

A precise counterfactual situation at Community level (type of advice received by
Community farmers before the implementation of the FAS, and/or type of advice that they
would receive in the absence of the FAS) could not be established. Nevertheless, the
following elements contribute to explain tendencies (trends) of current awareness raising
among Community farmers by disregarding the FAS.

In most of the EU-15, pre-existing extension
services already provide specific information
on the environment, food safety and animal
health. The 1992 reform of the CAP
introduced the very notion of sustainable
agriculture and opened the door to a number
of accompanying measures to promote
production methods that are compatible with
the environment and the maintenance of the
rural and natural space (Regulation (EC) N°
2078/92). This was the start of the Agro-
Environmental Measures (AEM); these have
been further confirmed and elaborated under
the RDP regulation for the programming
period 2000-2006 (Regulation (EC) N°
1257/1999). The different national extension

CTE in France:
In France, the concept of “sustainable territorial
user contract” CTE (Contrat territoriaux
d’exploitation) has been a major innovation of
agricultural and rural development policy
introduced by the Agrarian Law of 1999. This 5-
year contract was a major element of the 2000-2006
RDP. It rested on an overall farm approach,
including an economical approach of the farm,
employment, the environment and local territorial
aspects. The multi-functionality of agriculture is at
the heart of this concept. This contract associates
support to farm investment to the application of
environmentally sustainable farming practices. This
ambitious approach sparked deep debates at county
(département) level between the various agricultural
and non-agricultural stakeholders on agricultural
practices, environmental externalitiess of some
practices and mote sustainable approaches. It

OB have adapted to these reforms and
already provide advice to farmers on these
issues. The CTE in France introduced as a
major innovation for the 2000-2006

largely
environmentally sustainable agriculture.
Ex post evaluation of the French National RDP2000-2006

supported  awareness  raising  of

programming period is an example illustrating this change of approach (see box).

In the same way, the various sanitary crises around the year 2000 and eatlier in the animal
sector have paved the way in regards to food security (mad cow disease, the dioxin crisis in
BE and the foot & mouth disease outbreak in the UK in 2000). This has highlighted the
need and laid the foundations for traceability, including stricter animal identification.
Depending on the scale of the crisis in the different EU15 MS; significant measures were
taken and implemented at the beginning of the century; all these measures being supported

by the different veterinary services and strengthened
(or re-organised) food security agencies.

All  these factors have significantly supported
awareness raising in the EU-15 over the past 5 to 8
years at least. In this context, several countries have
developed a wide range of support tools, for
example:

* software and calculators (especially for nitrogen),
software for animal 1D

" thematic publications

* farm walks focusing on birds

* REPSin IE and farming plans.
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Awareness raising outside the FAS

BE-WAL): Since 2000, or even eatrlier, several private
non-profit organisations have covered issues on the
environment, food safety and animal health. Some of
these OB have recently been included in the FAS.
However, they still mainly deliver their advice
(unchanged due to the FAS) through direct contact
with farmers and only in a very limited way through
the FAS (in 2008, two of these main OB delivered
advice, approximately 3,000 advice sessions of which
only 77 were through the FAS).
IT-VEN): 100,000 copies of technical publications on
topics related to the environment, food security and
animal health were distributed during the 2000-2006
RDP. OB specialised in animal production supplied
specific support on animal health/welfare going
beyond cross-compliance.
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These have not been developed for or by the FAS, but are accessible to farmers on
demand (FAS advisors can of course use them). Some examples for existing advice
provided by OB disregarding the FAS are provided in the box on the right for BE-WAL
and IT-VEN.

In some MS (FR, IE, UK-SCO and UK-NIR) the FAS is inextricably linked to the existing
advisory framework (see section 2.3 of the descriptive part on the overall organisation of
the FAS) and the activities recently implemented by the FAS are an integral part of their
workload.

For the EU10 (12), first SAPARD programmes until the accession, then RDP programmes
(2004-2006) and the current programme (2007-2013) have accompanied the transition
process towards private farming and first appropriation of the new legal rules (cross-
compliance) at farm level. Both have contributed to the upgrading of farming and
processing practice and therefore also to awareness. According the evaluators appreciation,
differences on awareness of the impact of farming practices on the environment, on food
safety and animal health/welfare exist between managers of large farms (large enterprises
with a legal person: joint stock company, limited liability company or large co-operatives)
and holders of small family farms.

Farmers (or priority farmers) reached by FAS activities

An initial priority group through Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 were farmers receiving
more than €15,000 in direct payments per year (see section 2.5 of the descriptive part). The
EU counted approximately 13.7 million farm holdings in 2008. About 8.7 million farmers
received direct payments in 2006, At Community level, beneficiaries of direct payments
represent 63% of all farmers and about 83% of the UAAY. The remaining 37% that do
not receive direct payments are mainly small scale farms, sometimes part-time farmers or
non-professional farms that represent around 17% in terms of UAA. Despite this priority
group, in theory all farmers could make use of the FAS, with or without public support.

The proportion of farmers who do not receive direct payments varies a lot depending on
MS. In the EU15, overall more than 80% of farmers receive direct payments (except in the
UK where they represent 65%). In the EU 12, less than 40% of farmers receive direct
payments (except in LV: 73%, SL 72%, PL: 61% and CZ 51%)).

Farmer outreach is discussed for the year 2008 for most MS and additional data are
provided for those MS that have implemented the system from 2005 onwards.

Farmers’ outreach in 2008 at Community level

The average farmers’ outreach of FAS advice concerns the two main FAS approaches,
namely one-to-one and small group on-farm FAS advice. Figures at Community level are
available only in 2008 for almost all MS. These figures are shown hereafter.

36 No data on ditect payments for the 27 MS are available after 2006. Only data for the EU15 ate available but in order
to get a homogenous target group the evaluator decided to use 2006 data.

37 The UAA of EU 27 amounted to 173.517 million ha in 2007 according to Eurostat (Newscronos, data September
2009), the agricultural area under a single area payment scheme to 42.1 million ha (10 EU MS) and hectares from
EU15+2 accompanying a single payment scheme to 101.424 million ha.
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= One-to-one on-farm FAS advice

According to CR, in 2008, 152,056 on-farm one-to-one FAS advice sessions were provided
in 20 MS/regions™. The average outreach of this advice represents 4.8% of the 3.2
million™ beneficiaries of direct payments in 2006 in the 20 MS/regions concerned®’.

This outreach is also differentiated between Member States using Single Payment Schemes
(EU15 plus Malta and Slovenia) and those MS that have a special treatment with Single
Area Payment Scheme (SAPS) (EU12 minus Malta and Slovenia). This outreach is on
average 6.1%" for those using Single Payment Scheme (SPS) and 3.9%" for those using
SAPS. Graph 7 below presents the farmers’ outreach by one-to-one on-farm advice in 2008
for each MS.

Graph 7: Farmers reached by one-to-one on-farm advice in 2008

Farmers reached in 2008
as share of farmers that received direct payments in006
(one-to-one advice)

35%
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Some of EU15+ 2 | | Some of EU12- 2

Data not available for MT and SK; Data not cotrect (double counted) for FR; FAS not implemented in 2008 in CY,
EL, PL and PT; For BG and RO, the target group was not beneficiaries of direct payments in 2006 but target group
mentioned in RDP; For DE, ES, IT and the UK, the outreach concerns only some regions (DE: BAY, NSC, RHP,
THU; ES: CAT, CLM, LRI, NAV; IT: EMR, PIE, TOS, UK: SCO, NIR, WAL)

¥ Information that has been collected through CR for the 27 MS and is presented in section 5.2 of the descriptive patt.

Figures for France have been excluded as they show a major problem with double counting. In CY, EL, PL and PT
there were no beneficiaries in 2008 (see footnote No. 26). In MT and SK information is not available. In some MS,
information is available for a few regions only (DE: BAY, NSC, RHP, THU; ES: CAT, CLM, LRI, NAV; IT: EMR,
PIE and TOS).

3 The number of direct payment beneficiaries in 17 MS + some regions only in DE, ES and IT (see previous reference

note) — In BG and RO, the target group of the RDP is mentioned.
“ Indeed, no one-to-one on-farm FAS advice was implemented in four MS (CY, EL, PL and PT) and in some regions

of ES, IT and the UK. No information is available for MT, SK or some regions of DE. FR has been excluded due to
a problem with double counting. Beneficiaries of ditect payments of all these MS/regions have been excluded for the
calculation.

41 EL, FR, MT and PT have been excluded. As for FR, the data available is not cotrect (double counted), for EL and
PT, FAS did not start in 2008 and data for MT are not available.

42 CY, PL and SK are excluded as no information is available for SK and FAS didn’t start in 2008 in CY and PL.
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* On-farm small group advice

Off-farm advice or off-farm small groups are often reported together with existing
extension service activities and have been excluded from the typical FAS approaches.
However on-farm small group advice may be considered as a FAS approach. They have
been implemented in a limited number of MS (in some cases training activities that can be
assimilated to FAS activities are funded through RDP measure 111%). They often include a
strong FAS option but can also address wider issues.

More particularly, data on small group advice is available in 10 MS*. Five other MS
provided small group advice in 2008 however data is not available in 4 of them (EE, IT, SI
and SK) and data from FR could not be used as double counting has occurred.

129,282 farmers were provided small group advice during 2008 in these 10 MS. This
represents 5.5% of the 2.4 million direct payment beneficiaries of these 10 MS mobilising
this kind of approach.

In the UK-ENG, there were 212 small groups organised in 2008 allowing almost 8,000
farmers to be advised. Since the FAS implementation (2005), a total of 1,114 small groups
have been organised totalling 36,857 farmers reached. This represents an outreach of
almost 35%.

Farmers’ outreach in some MS/regions from 2005 onwards

A few MS/regions implemented the FAS before 2008 and provided comprehensive figures
in relation to farmers reached during previous years through one-to-one advice.

The following table presents an overall picture of the number of farmers reached between
2005 and 2008 for some regions or MS that implemented FAS before 2008.

43 Reg. 1698/2005 distinguishes between "training activities" (measute 111) and "advisory services" (measures 114-115)

“ AT, BG, CZ, ES (6 regions only: CAN, CAT, CLM, LRI, NAV, PVA), IE, LT, MT, NL, RO and the UK. More
information on section 5.1.2 of the descriptive part.
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Table 6: Overall picture of regions or MS implementing the FAS before 2008
Farmers reached by one-to-one advice from Farmers
2005-2008 receiving % of
direct farmers
2005 2006 2007 2008 Total  payments reached
in 2007
AT - - 2,000 2,000 129,430 1.5%
DE-BAY - - 10,000 10,000 122,000 8.2%
g;E -NSC 5,298 4,569 2,825 2,314 10,000 50,000 20%
DE-RHP 930 930 26,000 3.6%
DE-THU 300 300 5,000 6%
DK (2) - 3,886 600 600 5,086 63,200 8.0%
FI - - 800 1000 1,800 68,130 2.6%
HU - - 8,834 3,299 12,133 197,980 6.1%
IT-EMR - - 800 800 35,882 2.2%
IT-PIE - 3,984 3,984 40,856 9.7%
NL (3) 750 750 1,200 | 547 3,247 69,660 4.7%
SE - - 1196 1,196 81,380 1.4%
SI - - 485 | 4000 4,485 51,810 8.6%

(1) Several farmers introduced more than one request for advice. The MoA estimates the number of beneficiary
farmers at around 10,000 since 2005 leading to a reach of around 20%.
(2) FAServices were co-funded through RDP during the 2000-2006 programming period, since 2007, farmers have
to pay the full cost
(3) During 2005 and 20006, advice was co-funded through the national budget, from 2007 onwards RDP intervention
has been mobilised. In 2007, an additional 2000 farmers were reached through 300 to 350 small groups (of = 7
farmers)

Source: ADE-Consortinm Country reports

As shown in table 6, some regions or MS delivered FAS advice earlier than 2008 and
provided figures of beneficiaries. The proportion of farmers reached varies between 1-2%
(AT, IT-EMR and SE) to 8-10% (DE-BAY, IT-PIE and SI) up to 20% in DE-NSC.

FAS beneficiaries

Although no detailed monitoring data on the type of beneficiary farmers are available at
Community level, several elements provide indications about the main type of beneficiaries,
namely:

1) Regulation (EC)N°1782/2003 stipulates that MS shall give priority to farmers who
receive more than €15,000 in direct payments per year®; the size of this priority group
is not exactly known as statistics provide figures for various groups of payment, namely
morte than €10,000 or more than €20,000. In the EU25, 12.3% of beneficiaries of direct
payment receive more than €10,000 and 6.4% receive more than €20,000%.

45 This ptiotity gtoup was initially targeted by the MS, even if it was removed in Regulation (EC) N°73/2009.

40 This average is quite diverging according to MS. In eight MS (BE, DK, DE, FR, IE, LU, NL and the UK) between

33-63% receive more than €10,000 while this proportion is under 1% in six MS (CY, LV, LT, MT, PL and SI). Source
of statistics: Indicative figures on the distribution of aid, by size-class of aid received in the context of direct aid paid
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2) Although a significant number of MS have planned to address additional target groups,
9 MS and 13 regions have maintained this regulatory target group (see section 2.5 of
the descriptive part);

3) Among the suggestions from MS, some mention the difficulty for smaller and part-time
farmers gaining access to FAS advice;

4) Monitoring data in BE and discussions in case studies confirm that larger farmers
(according to the specific country/region) in close contact to advisory setvices in
general are those making the most use of FAS advice.

5) From case studies and discussion with advisors it seems that those farmers that are
already aware of major aspects of cross-compliance and willing to improve their
performance are mostly those that use FAS advice.

All these elements tend to indicate that mainly larger farms which are already in contact
with existing advisory services make use of the FAS.

Qualitative information about the evolution of farmers’ awareness since FAS
implementation from the survey

Reminder: As detailed in the preliminary remarks to EQ, questionnaires were delivered to around 350
Jarmers in 5 regions/ MS, beneficiaries of FAS advice’”. 280 farmers sent their questionnaire back. The
survey was launched in a qualitative approach aiming at collecting farmers’ opinions in regions covered by
case studies. It is not quantitatively representative.

According to the farmers’ survey conducted by post in BE-WAL, DE-NSC and DK in
June-July 2009*, farmers’ awareness of the impact of their farming practices on the
environment, food-safety and animal health and welfare has evolved and increased in
recent years.

to  producers according to  Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, financial year 2007.  Source:
http://ec.curopa.cu/agriculture/funding/directaid/distribution en.htm consulted on 26 November 2009.

47 BE-WAL represents an exception, because only some 20% of respondents knew the FAS as such. However, most of
the respondents were familiar with the main OB intervening through the FAS and already advising before the FAS
implementation.

4 The survey was conducted by post in BE-WAL, DE-NSC and DK. Questionnaires were distributed to farmers after
focus groups in Italy and throughout advisory bodies in CZ.
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Graph 8: Awareness of farmers surveyed in three case study areas
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Results indicate that farmers consider that they are aware of the impacts of their farming
practices independently from FAS activities. This awareness is very strong for water and
food safety in all three countries (BE-WAL, DK and DE-NSC). The proportion of farmers
considering themselves to be aware on biodiversity issues and animal health issues is less
significant, at around 50%. Existing awareness (without the FAS) of soil and animal welfare
issues is very strong in BE-WAL and low in DK.

The farmers’ assessment of FAS contribution to awareness, which is generally rated at 5 to
10% in DK and BE-WAL, is much higher in DE-NSC. This is likely to be linked to the
manner in which the FAS has been set-up and implemented in the regions.

This issue has also been discussed during interviews in case studies with FAS advisors or
managers™. In BE (WAL and FLLA) and DK, advisors tend to indicate that the FAS has
marginally impacted on farmers’ awareness. In BE-WAL advisors mention a change in
awareness but not thanks to the FAS (see box below). In BE-FLA and DK advisors
consider that no change of awareness has taken place as there was already a good level of
awareness among farmers.

On the contrary, in DE-NSC and in Italy-Veneto, advisors consider that the FAS has been
instrumental in improving the awareness of farmers that have mobilised the FAS. In DE-
NSC this finding is bound to the way the FAS has been set up and implemented since

49 In each case study region, between 5 and 15 FAS advisors and managers have been interviewed.

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 46



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

2005. Specific FAS cross-compliance advice has been developed with a specific tool, the
KKL checklist folder system that has reached 20% of the farmers to date. In BE-WAL
some of previously existing bodies in charge of extension services have been included in
the FAS OB. However, they deliver the same type of thematic advice that they delivered
before the establishment of the FAS.

According to the beneficiary farmers surveyed, 34%” of the farmers consider that their
awareness has changed (improved) in recent years. The farmers’ survey included a question
to those farmers that considered their awareness had changed in recent years about the
reason of this evolution (see table 7). Five answers were proposed to farmers including the
possibility of “ozher”. On average, the recent change of awareness of FAS beneficiaries
results from: 1) the society and the media; ii) the FAS; and iii) the CAP payment mechanism
in similar proportions.

Table 7: Source of change of awareness about farming practices
) ) Biodiversity, Animal Average case
Proposed answers of the questionnaire water and Food safety | health and BE-WAL
soil welfare study areas
The society/the media 39% 41% 33% 38% 38%
CAP payment mechanism 38% 29% 26% 31% 31%
Farm advice related to FAS 39% 30% 36% 35% 16%
Farm advice not related to FAS 20% 19% 20% 20% 17%
Other stakeholder in rural area 15% 13% 6% 11% 12%
Other 12% 16% 17% 15% 10%

Results from BE-WAL are separately presented because it is the only sample where a
limited number of farmers (less than 20%) did know and use the FAS.

50 This percentage varies by theme (water: 35%, soil: 32%, biodiversity: 28%, food safety: 34%, animal welfare: 37% and
animal health: 34%) and mainly by case study area (BE-WAL: 15%, CZ: 91%, DE-NSC: 38%, DK: 17%, IT: 72%); In
some MS the percentage in quite low because farmers claimed that they were already aware (BE-WAL and DE-NSC).
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4.1.2 Evaluation question 1.2 : Support on implementation of cross-compliance

Question 1.2 To what extent did the Farm Advisory System support the
implementation by Community farmers of cross-compliance requirements
(Statutory Management Requirements- SMR - and Good Agriculture and
Environment Conditions — GAEC)?

Distinguish between:

* GAEC
SMR referring to environment
SMR referring to animal welfare
SMR referring to public, animal and plant health

Interpretation of the question

Following article 13 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, the FAS advisory activity has to
cover at least the SMR and GAEC included under the scope of cross compliance.

While the provision to farmers of general information concerning SMR and GAEC has to
be ensured by the Member States independently from FAS activities (article 3 of Regulation
(EC) N°1782/2003), the FAS is expected to provide more focused advice on land and
farm management, in view of supporting farmers in correctly applying SMR and GAEC
standards. Thus, this question aims at assessing the effectiveness of the FAS in this respect.

The actual implementation of cross-compliance requirements obviously entails other
elements that are beyond the privileges of the FAS. Supporting the correct implementation
by Community farmers of cross compliance requirements is expected to contribute to the
overall objective of the FAS of supporting a sustainable EU agriculture (also see theme 3
and the intervention logic in chapter 1.2).

Approach and judgement criteria

In general terms, the methodological approach for answering this question will follow
similar steps as for EQ 1.1. Being at an early stage of the FAS implementation, it is mainly
the content and methods for the provision of specific information and advice that will be
analysed, as well as the uptake of proposed advice by farmers. The particular focus of this
question is the way FAS advisory activities and tools could support the implementation of
SMR and GAEC. The analysis also rests on a review of the literature.

An initial approach to the EQ based on statistics at EU level of main cross-compliance
penalties and their evolution since the implementation of the FAS could not be followed.
Indeed, an internal discussion at DG Agti showed that on the one hand breaches are very
common in relation to rather simple rules (e.g. animal registration "missing tags"), and on
the other hand low levels of breaches could be the result of difficulties in carrying out
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controls related to more complex rules (e.g. conservation of wild flora and fauna). Thus in
common agreement, this approach was deemed to be irrelevant and could not be
considered to appreciate the extent to which the FAS supports the implementation of
cross-compliance.

The following four judgement criteria are considered in the analysis:

e Specific information on SMR and GAEC is provided by FAS (JC1); this criteria
rests both on the actual presence of bodies (and advisors) and the core FAS
approaches;

e TFarmers are helped by the FAS to assess and improve the performance of their
holdings in respect to SMR and GAEC (JC2)

e Tarmers make use of advice delivered by the FAS on SMR and GAEC (JC3)

e TFarmers are satisfied with the advice provided by FAS (JC 4)

Validity — limitations of the approach

The main limitation, as for the other EQs is the early stage of FAS implementation in the
MS. The main data sources used are country reports (CR), case studies and the 2009 farmer
survey. The lack of monitoring data and the very scarce information provided by MS for
the CR regarding distinctly SMR related to the environment, animal welfare and public,
animal and plant health and GAEC have made a detailed assessement according to the
domains of SMR and GAEC impossible.

Answer Summary Box

Support by FAS to cross-compliance implementation

The question regarding the extent to which the FAS supports the implementation of
cross-compliance requirements rests on four JCs addressing the effectiveness of how
advice is provided to farmers. A first JC concerns the content of advice, namely specific
information on SMR and GAEC provided through the FAS. A second JC concerns the
method of delivering advice. It is based on analysing the way in which farmers are helped
by the FAS to assess and improve the performance of their holdings through a discussion
of the main tool, namely checklists. The first elements of the use of advisory services
(third JC) and qualitative indications from the farmers’ survey about the satisfaction of
advice (fourth JC) are then discussed.

As for EQ 1.1, the main limitation is the early stage of FAS implementation. Furthermore,
the low quality of monitoring data and information provided by MS regarding the various
domains addressed or targeted by the FAS do not allow for a detailed assessment
according to SMR and GAEC as asked for in the EQ wording,.

First of all, the FAS was set-up and is (or will be) implemented in a way to support the
implementation of all SMR and GAEC at Community level. Indeed, independently from
the use of EAFRD, tools and advisory bodies are in place to cover all requirements in a
comprehensive way. No robust data are available for the number of advisors per farm
holding (some MS have provided data for all accredited advisors and some in terms of
FAS full-time equivalent). Nevertheless, the specific information delivered is not
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homogenous throughout the MS, since it also depends on the manner in which each MS
has transposed the various SMR and GAEC requirements into Farmers’ Obligations.

The main FAS approach is on-farm one-to-one advice and to a lesser extent on-farm small
group advice. Being very individual, specific to the farmers and their holding they are
considered as being very effective compared to off-farm approaches and to one-to-all
approaches. The main farm advisory tools ate the various checklist/folder systems.
Checklists are not a very attractive advisory tool and require a period of adaptation both
for the advisors and for the farmers. However, this tool enables supporting of the
implementation of cross-compliance, provided that enough time is devoted to discussion
about issues raising problems and that technically skilled advice is provided on elements of
non-compliance, allowing to remediate to these shortfalls.

The overall uptake of the core FAS approach (one-to-one on-farm advice) in 2008 was
around 5%. In countries (regions) were the FAS has been implemented before 2007, a
higher outreach has been obtained, up to 20%. Several elements indicate that FAS advice
is mainly used by larger farms already familiar with existing advisory services.

The qualitative farmers’ survey (280 respondents from 5 regions/MS, mainly beneficiaries
of FAS advice), has shown that the main motivation for farmers to request FAS advice is
to get specific information about cross-compliance and improve the capacity of the farmer
to respect those requirements. The survey also showed that most farmers are satistied with
the advice provided.

As an overall conclusion, the core FAS approach, on-farm one-to-one advice linked to
the major tool (checklists) that is used in most MS (foreseen in 23 MS and currently
operational in 18 MS), supports current implementation of cross compliance
requirements through its comprehensive coverage of all regulatory aspects, their
translation into understandable questions for the farmers, and the induced discussions
with advisors on the rationale of the different requirements. Improving the capacity to
respect cross-compliance requirements is also the main motivation from farmers of
making use of this advice. The extent to which this happens is primarily driven by the
content of the advice (technically skilled advice should be brought to elements which raise
problems) and the ways through which the advice is delivered (devoting time to questions
and answers raised by the farmer). Thus, variable impacts can be expected in the different
MS. Other tools such as small groups usefully complete this approach in some MS with
more focused advice on some themes often chosen by farmers. On-farm small group
advice can be a cost-effective way to reach a significant number of farmers, and for
illustrating real situations and issues on the farms. In spite of this effective approach, it
must be underlined that farmers making use of the FAS seem to be among the larger
farms (according to the MS) that are already used to make requests for advisory services.
In addition, data from MS that largely limited the FAS to cross-compliance (with EAFRD
support — meaning a systematic coverage of all cross-compliance requirements) and that
have implemented it prior to 2007 tend to indicate a ceiling for that type of FAS request at
around 20% of farm holdings.
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Analysis

JC1 Specific information on SMR and GAEC is provided by the FAS

Major FAS approaches

According to CR (27MS) and in line with regulation requirements, all MS provide (1)
specific information on SMR and GAEC and (2) technical advice to implement cross-
compliance. The latter specific technical advice being understood as providing the
background, as well as technical or operational elements that will enable the farmers to
reach the decision as to how and what to do in relation to those elements of cross-
compliance on which advice was needed. As mentioned in the descriptive part (sections 4
and 5), one-to-one and small group advice — both on-farm are considered as the
specific approaches of FAS advice.

Both these approaches establish direct contact with individual farmers. This is essential as
each holding operates in its own socio-economic, market and environmental conditions.

On-farm one-to-one advice

All farmer obligations in relation to cross-compliance” are (or will be) covered
systematically in 22 MS/regions (all MS except BE-WAL, DK, FR, IE and UK-Eng, some
regions in I'T and no information for BG, CY and MT); whereas five MS have opted for a
more piecemeal approach™ whereby farmers can request advice on specific thematic cross-
compliance issues (AT, BE-WAL, DK, FR and IE). This enables to focus more on certain
SMR and GAEC standards that are of more concern to farmers.

We consider one-to-one on-farm advice as the most effective type of approach, taking into
consideration the complexity of the subjects and the necessity to deliver specific and
practical (usable) indications to farms. In implementing this approach as explained under
EQ 1.1, checklists have been extensively used.

Small group on-farm advice

Only one region (UK-ENG) has used it as the sole FAS approach, a number of other MS
(AT, BG, CZ, EE, ES (6 regions only), FR, IE, IT, LT, MT, NL, RO, SI, SK and the UK)
have used it as a complementary approach to one-to-one advice. Small group advice is in
general focused on specific themes. It enables the expansion of the outreach of farmers of
FAS advice. It is focused on areas around elements of environmental sustainability or in
response to specific issues where important cross-compliance breaches have been recorded
in counties or areas of these counttries.

51 Farmer obligations differ between MS and/or regions, as they are the expression of the way MS have transposed
SMR and GAEC as defined in Regulation (EC)N°1782/2003. The evaluation conducted in 2005 by DG AGRI on
cross-compliance has reviewed all these farmer obligations and detailed lists can be found in the various country
reports of this evaluation.

52 According to some EU regions and MS, farmers already have a sound level of awareness (i.e. animal identification
and food security in MS affected by major food crises at end of the 1990s and the beginning of the 2000s). For
example in IE and BE-WAL nitrogen issues and animal health and welfare are the most sought themes.
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Advice on cross-compliance requirements is not homogenous throughout MS as
farmers’ obligations are differentiated

Based on the literature review and case studies, it has to be noted that information is not
homogenous throughout MS. The kind of specific information that has been provided to
Community farmers is directly related to the manner in which each MS has transposed the
various SMR and GAEC requirements into Farmers’ Obligations (FO). Depending on MS
legislation, geographical or environmental specificities and Types of Farming (TF) these
farmers’ obligations have been adapted.

BE-W.AL.: The FAS has operated exclusively on SMR/GAEC. The information
and advice on cross-compliance is provided by private non-profit
organisations, farmers’ organisations or local representation of the Ministry
of Agriculture
CZ: Expectations on FAS concern more than just information on cross-
compliance requirement, thus also providing other specialised services.
DE-NSC: The FAS concerns information and advice on cross-compliance and,
since 2009, on energy management. As the FAS is co-funded by federal
funds, the scope is limited to cross-compliance and may not include other
technical or economic advice.

Short country case study notes - July 2009

OB and advisors are operational in all MS

According to the CR and as detailed in the descriptive part (section 4 and 5), all MS have
set-up and are implementing the FAS as covering as a way of supporting all cross-
compliance requirements. In most MS the operating bodies (OB) are able to cover all SMR
and GAEC, sometimes in establishing networks between OB (see section 3.2.2 major field
of activities reported by OB in the descriptive part). The number of advisors per farm
holding varies significantly among MS, however data does not seem to be fully reliable™
(see section 3.4 of the descriptive part). The number of farm holdings receiving direct
payments per advisor varies significantly: from 24 in Greece or 33 in Hungary up to
approximately 2,300 in LT and 2,700 in V. However the ratio remains under 300 in most
MS. More information is available in section 3.4 of the descriptive part.

JC 2 Farmers are helped by the FAS to assess and improve the performance of
their holdings in respect to SMR and GAEC

On-farm one-to-one advice with checklists

On-farm one-to-one advice with checklists is the major farm advisory tool
supporting the implementation of cross-compliance requirements in most MS.
Checklists compile the entire list of farmers’ obligations in the respective country. Advisors
are required to assess how the holding performs regarding each of these FOs through a
number of questions or statements as shown previously under EQ 1.1; and to provide ad-
hoc advice if eventual shortfalls are observed.

The number of advisors from FAS OB was included in the questionnaire to MS, asking to precise in case of part-time
advisors the number of full-time equivalents represented. However some MS included all advisors of OB (without
indicating if they are accredited FAS advisors) others provided very precise data on FAS advisors in full-time
equivalent.
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There are various forms of checklists:

1)  The simple check verification list (most MS), including only cross-compliance
elements (depending on MS also elements of occupational safety - see EQ 1.3). These
lists can be thematic or not. It is implemented in all MS except DE and LU (no
information for BG, CY and MT and it varies in the different regions in IT).

i)  The integrated folder checklist (DE and LU) embracing all regulatory aspects

including prevailing federal regulations, product certifications as well as cross-

compliance;

the modular and integrated approach, combining checklists as guidance elements and

other more economic or financial management issues as in BE-FLA (this approach is

described in more detail under EQ 1.4).

iii)

Access to checklists is either strictly linked to advice of an accredited FAS advisor (DE,
BE-FLA, etc.) or made available to all farmers on the internet as auto-check versions (BE-
WAL ...). The advice provided is either a simple ticking plus verbal (none written) advice
or more detailed (and at times very formal) advice (sometimes supported by a report
including outline of the advice provided to the farmer).

Timing and frequency of advice

A lot of MS have planned FAS as a single intervention that can be repeated, whereas BE-
FLLA has designed its FAS as a series of interventions over a two-year period. In DE-NSC
one FAS advice session means going through the whole checklist (over 150 questions).
One advice session may require between 8-18 hours, which is of course subdivided into
several farm visits.

It must be underlined that a minimal duration of several hours is required to go through all
the statutory aspects with appropriate discussions and advice.
Assessment of various types of checklists and their advice

Table 8 summarises some of the advantages and drawbacks of checklists used as support
tool for advice.

Table 8: Some pros and cons of a checklist as a support advisory tool

STRENGHTS WEAKNESSES

Preparedness of farmers — as some SMR
require documentary evidence and a FAS
intervention can prompt farmers to prepare
themselves

Similarity to control because similar
checklists are used for control purposes
(which could trigger a feeling of a lack of
confidence from the farmers)

Good comprehensive support for advisors
(and farmers) on regulatory aspects,
especially if they compile all regulatory
aspects, not only cross compliance

If the advice is conducted quickly and
without much tack, it strengthens the
control perception by farmers

Translate legislative texts in understandable
questions for the concerned, in particular
the farmers

Very voluminous collection of detailed
questions, which is tedious for farmers to
go through; but in some cases also for
advisors who in some regions for example
refuse to operate using these folders

Source: ADE

54 Wallonia has recently introduced an auto-check tool that helps the farmers decide whether or not advice is needed.
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Among the advantages, checklists constitute a good comprehensive support for farmers
(and advisors) about regulatory aspects, especially if they compile all regulatory aspects, not
only cross compliance. They are also supposed to translate difficult legislative texts in
understandable questions for the concerned, in particular the farmers.

It must be underlined, that further to the very numerous directives and regulations in place,
checklists consists of important collections of several hundred questions in often more
than 100 pages especially for mixed types of farming.

Among the disadvantages of such a tool, the similarity between checklists and control tools
must be stated (checklists are sometimes identified as a control tool and thus create a
reluctance among farmers to use it). In addition, checklists as such are considered as
unusual advice tools by advisors; the tool as such is not very attractive and needs to be
accepted firstly by the advisor and secondly by the farmer.

Checklists may be a good support method for both advisors and farmers, if they are
considered as a ‘point of entrance’ to the discussion with farmers. Indeed, we do not
consider a simple ticking of boxes as advice. To support advice, questions which raise
problems or generate questioning must be discussed with the advisor. Time is needed for
such a form of advice that can neither be delivered in 1 to 2 hours if all regulatory aspects
are to be covered, nor in one single farm visit. Discussions between the farmer and the
advisor help explain the rationale of cross-compliance and increase the acceptability for
farmers.

On-farm one-to-one thematic advice

Thematic advice is provided as FAS advice in a few MS (BE-WAL, DK, FR and IE). It is
often linked to a kind of pre-check (through auto-check paper lists or software packages on
certain OB or MS portals) by the farmer himself. He can then define those areas that he
thinks will be problematic and for which advice might be required.

In comparison with the provision of advice on @/ cross compliance obligations, we see the
advantage of thematic advice of allowing a more detailed advisory approach, focussing on
one or more specific themes. Indeed, this approach enables farmers to be provided with
more technical and appropriate advice.

For thematic advice, advisors often use a number of additional tools, such as ad-hoc
software or calculators developed on very specific topics (nitrogen, records of drugs and
products, livestock movements and identification etc.). No MS seems to have developed
these as a specific FAS activity. These additional tools are pre-existing and have been
developed by other agricultural services. FAS advisors are encouraged to use them (BE-
WAL, DK and FR). In fact, they provide their advice through the FAS in the same way as
they provided it before implementation of the FAS with the existing tools.
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During thematic on-farm visits the farmers may be provided with the necessary cross-
referencing to other service providers or agricultural services which can provide more
technical and cost related information the farmer would need if incremental investments
are required.

On-farm small group advice

As shown in the descriptive part in section 5.1.2, small group advice on the farm has
been an alternative approach to the on-farm one-to-one FAS advice. Individuals
participating in on-farm group walks can see first-hand how other farmers meet cross-
compliance requirements. The topics covered by the group walks depend on the
geographical area and the concerned relevant sectors. Some MS (AT, CZ, IE, LT, NL and
some regions of ES) have mobilised this approach more as a complementary approach to
the on-farm one-to-one approach. This has been the sole approach used in UK-ENG to
deliver FAS advice.

On-farm small group advice can be a cost-effective way to reach a significant number of
farmers, and to illustrate real situations and issues on the farms. Another key benefit is the
potential for interaction between farmers, as well as the influence of peers on farmers'
attitudes. However, on such occasions, the advisor cannot directly discuss the possible
specific problems pertaining to the farms of each of the participants. Furthermore, it must
be recognised that some farmers will not attend these events due to a number of issues,
including problems of accessibility or a reluctance to accept that they will benefit from such
visits.

A few of the key strengths and weaknesses that group activity offers are shown in the box
below.

STRENGTHS | WEAKNESSES

e Farmers enjoy meeting together e large groups can be difficult to
e Farmers learn from each other during the manage

event e 1:1 specifics are difficult to deal with
e DPeer pressure can take effect e Attracting sufficient numbers can be
e C(Can attract farmers due to an interesting site a problem
e Offers value for money if attendance is at | ® Must be arranged and planned in

target level. detail

Source: Evaluator, ADAS

Small group advice is seen by these MS as a rapid and effective means of addressing
farmers' queries and needs in relation to cross-compliance, thereby expanding the outreach
to farmers of FAS advice.
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Farmers make use of advice delivered by the FAS on SMR and GAEC

Number of beneficiaries of on-farm one-to-one and small group FAS advice at
Community level in 2008

Currently, the overall use of advisory services provided by the FAS at Community level is
overall limited (see previous question). Indeed the overall outreach of one-to-one advice is
4.8% of beneficiary farmers receiving direct payments for the 20 MS concerned™. On-farm
small group advice was provided in 10 MS™ during 2008, representing 5.5% of the
corresponding direct payment beneficiaries.

Number of beneficiaries of on-farm one-to-one FAS advice in some regions and MS

A more differentiated picture could be provided if one does not consider all the MS but
some specific regions, especially those who have set up the system since 2005. As for
example, the ratio for one-to-one advice is around 20% in DE-NSC (implemented since
2005), about 10% in IT-PIE (implemented since 2006) or around 8% in DE-BAY and SI
(both implemented since 2007).

The highest uptake is in DE-NSC where the FAS has been implemented since 2005, with
an uptake of around 20% of the farmers. In other MS or regions having implemented the
FAS since 2005 the uptake ranges from 5% to 10% (see also section 5.2.1 of the descriptive
part, tables 22 and 23). Indeed, the number of beneficiary farmers seems to reach a ceiling
at around 20% of farms.

5% The percentage concerns only 17 MS and some regions in DE, ES and IT (which correspond to 3.2 million
beneficiaries of direct payments in 2006). Information on FAS has been collected through CR for the 27 MS however
figures for France have been excluded as they show a major problem with double counting. In CY, EL, PL and PT
there were no beneficiaties in 2008. In MT and SK information is not available. In some MS, information is available
for a few regions only (DE: BAY, NSC, RHP, THU; ES: CAT, CLM, LRI, NAV; IT: EMR, PIE, TOS). 3.3 million
beneficiaries of direct payments in 2006 correspond to 17 MS and only some regions in DE, ES and IT.

% AT, BG, CZ, ES (6 regions only), IE, LT, MT, NL, RO and the UK. Five other MS provided small group advice in
2008 however data are not available in 4 of them (EE, IT, SI and SK) and data from FR could not be used as thete
are double counts. More information on section 5.1.2 of the descriptive patt.
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Graph 9: Trend in FAS interventions 2005-2009 in DE-NSC and NL
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in NL, the figures include one-to-one interventions (2005-2009) and small
groups (2007-2009). The latter was introduced with the new RDP. Figures for
small groups have dropped from 500 in 2007 to 7 for 2009)

In DE-NSC, the total number of beneficiary farmers is indicative (15,006 farmers have
requested FAS advice over the 2005-2008 period) because farmers had the possibility to
require supported “advice packages’™ for a maximum of 5 times. The Ministry estimates
that the number of beneficiaries (without double counting) is around 10,000 farmers which
means that farmers have on average requested 1.5 advice sessions.

As DE-NSC is mobilising the EAFRD for support for the use of advisory services (mzeasure
114), each advice session needs to cover all cross-compliance requirements. Since 2009,
energy management has been included in FAS advice but still with the obligation to cover
all cross-compliance requirements even if this advice has already been provided in the past
to the beneficiary. According to discussions with major stakeholders in DE-NSC
(managing authorities and advisors), the declining figures are explained by the fact that if
farmers have already been advised on cross-compliance (once or twice for some of them),
there is no longer a need to pursue this advice covering all requirements. Perhaps there
could be focused requests for one specific cross-compliance issue, but these are not eligible

for FAS advice according to Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 (art.24b).

In NL, in 2005-06 budgetary constraints limited available funds to 750 requests per year. In
2007 all requests were satisfied. According to FAS managers, the approach of a check-
advice of all cross-compliance requirements does not correspond to farmers’ demands.

In UK-ENG, in 2008 there were 212 small groups organised allowing the gathering of
almost 8,000 farmers. Since the FAS implementation (2005), a total of 1,114 small groups

57 An “advice package” requires at least 8 hours (thus at least 2-3 farm visits) but can take up to 15 hours or more.
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have been organised totalling 36,857 farmers reached. This represents an outreach of
almost 35%.

Priority groups of FAS advice

As it is developed under EQ 1.1, although no detailed monitoring data are available about
the type of beneficiary farms, several elements tend to indicate that farmers using the FAS
are mainly larger farms, beneficiaries of direct payments.

Why farmers make use of the FAS?*

The farmers’ survey conducted during June and July 2009 with farmers in the five case
study areas (see graph below), indicates that at least half of the interviewees had mobilised
FAS to improve their capacities to respect cross-compliance requirements, to assess and to
improve their holding performance in regards to cross-compliance requirements. The
lowest scores were found in BE-Wal, where the advice regarding cross-compliance is
provided piecemeal (see hereafter) instead of a whole range. Specific advice on other issues
going beyond cross-compliance does not seem to be directly associated with the FAS by
farmers.

Graph 10: Reasons for using FAS
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58 In the farmers’ survey conducted in June and July 2009, the question was the following “Are you using advice from
the Farm Advisory System for the following reasons?” For each item (see graph) the farmer had the possibility to

”» <

answer “yes”, “No, I don’t need it” or “No but I’'m thinking about it”. Also several reasons could be checked.
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Farmers are satisfied with the advice provided by the FAS

a) farmers survey
The 2009 farmers’ survey conducted in the
five case study areas indicates that a majority
of farmers are satisfied with the services they
have received (see graph 11). Interviews
during these same case studies with major
stakeholders tend to corroborate this

IT-IVEN: The comparison between the number of
applications received for 2000 — 2006 RDP and those
received for measure 114 shows that applications are
increasing, even if farmers complain about the
increased administrative burden;

DE-NSC: On the whole the level of satisfaction seems to
be good as farmers maintain contact with advisors for
further advice (FAS or other) and there are fewer

assessment. penalties through cross-compliance controls.
Short country case study notes - June/ July 2009
Graph 11: Farmer’s satisfaction with one-to-one advice
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b) Small group advice in UK-ENG

In UK-ENG, feedback is collected from all farm walks; 90% of attendees have rated the
event delivery, the content, the improved understanding as good or excellent. However,
there remains a question over the element of self-selection in attendees, that is, those who
wish to access information attend the events and value them, but the challenge is
influencing those who do not attend. Some of the latter may be more receptive to one-to-
one advice at their own farm.

4.1.3 Evaluation question 1.3: Support on standards going beyond SMR and
GAEC

Question 1.3 To what extent did the Farm Advisory System and Forestry Advisory
Services support the implementation by Community farmers and forestry holdings
of standards going beyond SMR and GAEC referred to in articles 4 and 5 and in
Annexes III and IV of Regulation EC N° 1782/2003?

Refer to:

* Occupational safety standards based on Community legislation
*  Minimum requirements on fertilisers and plant protection products
*  Other standards based on Community legislation

Interpretation of the question

When co-funding of advice by EAFRD is requested by the farmer, article 24 of the
Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 regarding this eventual co-funding, stipulates that the
advisory service shall cover as a minimum:

e the SMR and GAEC,
e occupational safety standards based on Community legislation.

Minimum requirements for fertiliser and plant protection products use are not included
under this minimum scope. They are mentioned under article 39 of the same regulation
relating to agri-environment payments, and become compulsory only for beneficiaries of
these measures in addition to occupational safety standards, and to commitments going
beyond relevant mandatory standards referred to in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 and
other relevant mandatory requirements established by national legislation and identified in
the RDP.

Similatly, atticle 40 of Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 establishes that animal welfare
payments can concern only commitments going beyond relevant mandatory standards
referred to in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 and other relevant mandatory requirements
established by national legislation and identified in the RDP.

Other standards based on Community legislation are not explicitly referred to in the two
regulations and have been interpreted by the MS in various ways.
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Approach and judgement criteria

This question covers all countries or regions, with a specific emphasis on those countries
and regions that did make use of EAFRD. The approach further includes the following
aspects:

e A literature review of occupational safety standards, minimum requirements on
fertilisers and Plant Protection Product (PPP) use and other relevant Community
standards (JC1);

e An assessment of the kind of advice that farmers receive through the FAS to assess
and improve the performance of their holding in respect to occupational safety
standards (JC2);

e An assessment of the kind of advice that farmers receive through the FAS to assess
and improve the performance of their holding with respect to minimum
requirements on fertilisers and PPP use (JC3);

e An assessment of the kind of advice that farmers can receive from FAS on other
Community-based standards; the latter include animal welfare standards beyond
cross-compliance ones, organic farming and other production based certification
products (JC4);

e A rapid assessment of how forestry holders are being advised by FoAS as regards
to occupational safety and minimum requirements on fertilisers and plant
protection products use (JC5).

Validity — limitations of the approach

The main data sources used are CR and case studies. CR did not enable the collection of
much information about other standards except the ones concerning occupational safety.
Investigations on these issues have been deepened through case studies. A very strong
limitation applies to FoAS. Although cross-compliance has been extended to forest holders
benefiting from RPD payments under axis 2, forest holders are strcto senso less concerned
than farmers. Elements of support for forestry holders on occupational safety are only
available from two case studies (CS) where measure 114 included private forest holders.

Answer Summary Box
Support by FAS and FoAS goes beyond SMR and GAEC

The analysis concerning the extent to which the FAS supports the implementation of
standards going beyond cross-compliance refers to a literature review on the various
standards (JC1) and to subsequent assessment of the kind of advice proposed by the FAS
about standards beyond cross-compliance (JC2-JC4). A final JC 5 is dedicated to the way
forestry holders are advised by FoAS especially on occupational safety.

In those MS that make use of EAFRD in relation to farm advisory services the minimum
scope of the advice includes occupational safety standards. Minimum requirements for
fertiliser and Plant Protection Product (PPP) use are not included under this minimum
scope. However, they are part of cross compliance requirements for farmers benefiting
from agri-environment payments. Animal welfare payments are also referred to in art. 40
of the regulation (EC) N°1698/2005. Thus, farm advisory setrvices have to refer, as a
minimum, to occupational safety standards in addition to cross compliance requirements
and can support the implementation by farmers of agri-evironmental and animal welfare
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commitments.
The literature review shows that:

®  Occupational safety (which is intrinsically linked to health hazards — forming the
concept of occupational safety and health (OSH)) contains elements of mandatory
obligations when hired employment is mobilised and elements that have a more
private or personal nature when addressing an independent labour force. Whereas, the
regulatory obligations aiming at securing safety and prevention of professional health
hazards can be enforced on the employer, those that concern him as an independent
labour force (which is the case of most farm holdings) are only recommendations and
not mandatory.

* Minimum requirements on fertilisers seem to be guided by a regulatory framework
articulated around enlarging good practices concerning nitrogen outside vulnerable
zones and nutrient balances, in particular with respect to phosphorus; minimum
requirements on PPP rely on MS regulations pertaining to PPP use.

* For other Community standards, those that have mostly been addressed by MS are
the ones related to quality assurance systems, including organic farming and energy
management. In addition, the FAS has supported the application of agri-
environmental commitments, in particular as regards the respect by the farmers
concerned of the relevant mandatory requirements established at national/regional
level and included in those commitments. This has occurred in 10 MS.

Regarding the extent to which the FAS has contributed to the implementation by
Community farmers of standards going beyond cross-compliance, the analysis shows:

* Occupational safety standards have been integrated by most MS in their advice and
checklists. It is however not clear how the advice concerning these standards is
provided, other than through conformity checks. Only a few MS seem to have a
specific programme operational within their MoA that addresses the specific issue of
OSH. Other Institutional Social partners have basically taken care of OSH in DE and
NL.

* Minimum requirements for fertilisers and PPP have been investigated through case
studies as CR did not provide sufficient data. As these requirements are directly linked
to the implementation of AEM”, advice on these issues could be dealt with by
advisory services supporting AEM. However, DE has included these elements in the
integrated checklist and some of these requirements are already integrated in the
national legislation; in BE some of the requirements are already covered by the
regional legislations; in IT these elements may be included in FAServices.

= As for other Community based standards, neither the documentary review nor the CR
or interviews have provided a clear view at Community level. Standards linked to agfi-
environmental commitments are referred to in 10 MS. Some MS have included quality
assurance systems (such as organic farming, labelling or other production
certification). Energy (audits, savings and renewable energies) have recently been
included in some regions of DE and IT.

® Regarding the extent to which FoAS has contributed to the implementation by

% AEM as such do not represent other Community standards, since they are voluntary measures. We refer here to the
minimum standards to be respected by farmers in the context of their respective agro-environmental commitments.
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Community forest holders of standards going beyond cross-compliance, available data
for the 2 regions that used EAFRD for FoAS do not provide consistent answers.

Occupational safety is addressed in the 2 CS mobilising measure 114 for private forest
holders.

In conclusion, the FAS has, at least formally, contributed to the implementation of
occupational safety by MS mobilising the EAFRD, less to other standards going beyond
cross-compliance.

Occupational safety has been included in the FAS of MS mobilising the EAFRD for the
use of advice, at least if regulatory elements are considered. The content and type of
advice provided varies greatly between MS.

Minimum requirements on fertiliser and PPP have been addressed when required, but
mostly through other advisory services and very little specific inputs from FAS have been
identified. Other standards have been mobilised on an ad-hoc basis depending on regional
and local priorities. Finally, there is no evidence that FoAS has specifically addressed the
above-mentioned issues with Community Forest holders.

Analysis
JC 1 Literature review

14 MS (CY, CZ, EE, EL, ES, HU, LT, LU, MT, NL, PL, PT and SK) and 4 regions in MS
(BE, DE, IT and the UK) make use of EAFRD for advisory services through measure 114 .
All these MS/regions have integrated occupational safety into their FAS (see section 5.4 of
the descriptive patt). Overall this corresponds to around half of the MS/regions.

a) Occupational safety

In the EU the agricultural sector is characterised by a predominance of family managed
holdings (where labour is mainly limited to direct family members®), as shown in the box
hereafter. These family farm holdings are operated by independents and generally are not
structured as formal SME; the reliance on hired outside labour is small (even if in some MS
with intensive small UUA type farming, it can reach around 20-25% of the total work force
(see section 1.4 in the descriptive part).

60 With occasional wider family or migrant labour at harvests or other intensive labour periods in the year.
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Table 9: Labour force in EU farm holdings®
Family labour force Non family labour force
persons: 16 088 500
of which, % women: 407
AWUs: 7351690 AWUs: 2272750
s f Other Regular non N I
Holders pouses o Family family labour on regutar
the holders labour force
members force
Persons: persons: persons: persons:
7517 300 4174 540 4 283 490 1757 260
aof which, of which, of which, of which,
% women: % women: % women: % women:
233 80.2 36.3 281
AWUs: AWUSs: AWUSs: AWUs: AWUs:
1694 540 731140 387 110 27 530 88 300

Source: Eurostat, Farm Structure Survey

(1) Labour force of holdings of less than 1 ESU not included.

Occupational safety according to the legal status
of the farm

DE-NSC: According to national legislation, there is a
major difference between occupational safety and
safety at work.

e Occupational safety only concerns farms with
“Permanent employment of non-family labour”.
Family labour, even labour with a contract is not
included. As such it only concerns a very small
part of farms in NSC (about 12% of farms).

® Safety at work is related to farms with family
labour and is directly related to the affiliation to
the "Institution for Statutory Accident Insurance and

Prevention in the Agricultural Sector”(Berufsgenossenschaft)
(it has existed since 1880).

As observed in some case studies (BE and
DE-NSC), this situation has direct implications
on the perception and mandatory obligations
that farm holdings need to address, in
particular as regards the obligations that
farmers have versus third parties (employees
and people operating on the farm) and those
that they should respect for their own personal
security and health. As shown in the box on
the left, in DE-NSC there is a clear distinction
between occupational safety and safety at work
(risks and occupational health), the latter being
perceived as a personal issue. Both issues are
addressed through the Institution for Statutory
Accident Insurance and Prevention in the
Agricultural sector but with different standards

to be respected”’. NL has argued that occupational safety is the responsibility of all social
partners in the sector and a clearer picture has to be set up concerning occupational safety

for ‘independent’ family farm structures.

The concept of occupational safety™ is closely intertwined with health hazards and forms
what is known as “Occupational Safety and Health” (OSH). The overall OSH frameworks
are directly related to employment conditions governed by sector agreements and/or
international agreements brokered through the ILO (International Labour Organisation).
The “acquis communantaire’ (as well as the national framework) is a complex series of legal
obligations aiming at employers in order to insure and protect their employees.

01 The regulations prescribe binding technical, organisational and personal measutes, aimed at securing the safety and
health of employees at work, in the form of general protection objectives which are different from the standards for

independent workers in the agricultural sector.

02 Occupational safety includes safety hazards at work, fire and other disaster or risk mitigation.
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Community strategy plans, the first for 2002-2006" and the second for 2007-2012,** have
been agreed and are implemented through a combination of MS national action
programmes and a specific EC action plan. In the second Community strategy plan,
attention is drawn to certain sectors which are still considered particularly problematic
(construction/civil engineering, agticulture, fishing, transport, health care and social
services). To support these programmes and national action plans, the EU has set up a
specialised institute “the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work,”® which
identifies the following priorities for the agricultural sector: i) Musculoskeletal disorders; ii)
Workplace transport; iii) Overhead power lines; iv) Dangerous substances (excluding
biological agents); vi) Biological Agents; and vi) Noise (see
http://osha.curopa.eu/en/sector/agriculture). No specific multi-annual Community action
plan targeted at improving OSH at farm and forestry levels seems to exist, apart from some
punctual endeavours by MS to focus on these issues (see hereafter).

b) Minimum requirements for fertiliser and plant protection products

Minimum requirements for fertiliser and plant protection product use are mentioned under
article 39 of Regulation (EC) n°1698/2005 related to agri-environment payments: “agri-
environment payments cover only those commitments going beyond the relevant mandatory standards of
regulation (EC) N°1782/2003..., as well as minimum requirements for fertiliser and plant protection
product use and other relevant mandatory requirements established by national legislation and identified in
the programme” (by “programme” meaning the respective Rural Development Programme).

Article 5.3.2.1 of Annex I of Regulation (EC) N° 1974/2006 mentions the detailed
description of the national implementation. For the specific purposes of Article 39(3) the
minimum requirements for fertilisers must include, inter alia, the Codes of Good Practice
introduced under Directive 91/676/EEC for farms outside Nitrate Vulnerable Zones, and
requirements concerning phosphorus pollution.

Minimum requirements for plant protection products must include, inter alia,
requirements to have a licence to use the products and meet training obligations,
requirements on safe storage, the checking of application of machinery and rules on
pesticide use close to water and other sensitive sites, as established in the national
legislation.

c) Other standards based on Community legislation

Other Community standards are not explicitly defined in Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005.
However, various other measures or activities that can be supported through the RDP
could be considered; e.g.

* animal welfare standards beyond cross-compliance standards (article 40),

" organic farming or other production based certification procedures,

= other measures such as Natura 2000, etc..

0 One of the major aspects of the previous Community strategy 2002-2006 was that MS were requested to draw up
strategies and national action programmes, which over the years have become more and more focussed. However,
the new community strategy still states that occupational hazards are not being reduced in a uniform way.

o4 COM(2007) 62 final - Improving quality and productivity at work: Community strategy 2007-2012 on health and
safety at work

65 http://osha.europa.eu/en

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 65



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators. EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

JC 2. Farmers are supported by the FAS on occupational safety

The situation regarding the contribution of the FAS to improving occupational safety on
Community farm holdings is the following:

"  Occupational safety is part of the FAS in 16 MS and various regions (see table 10
below); 4 of these MS (BG, RO, SE and SL) have considered this issue although
EAFRD funds have not yet been mobilised;

" Specific measures on occupational safety in agriculture are reported to be part of the
National Action Plans of 7 MS (DE, DK, EE, ES, HU, PL, RO and SE).

Table 10: Occupational safety in FAT

If occupational safety
is an integral part of Other wider extension tools used to

provide ad-hoc information

FAS, which FAT are
Specific utilised

measures in

MS occupational g §-‘ ) sg
safety ? ] 2 g —‘4: =
o &0 = < o 8
i 3 S
<] g v ) =
©) n = = = A~
BE-FLA Yes X
BG No X X X X X
CZ No X X X X
DE Yes X
EE Yes X X X X
ES Yes X X X X X
HU Yes X X
IT no X X X X
Training
LT no X for
farmers
LU no X
LV no Yes, but not specified in CR
NL no X
PL yes X
PT data not available
RO yes X X
SE yes X X X
SK no yes, but not specified in CR
SL no X X X X
UK-WAL no X X X X X

Source: Country reports
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The majority of MS that have included occupational safety as a FAS activity have done so
through the same tool as for other FAS activities, i.e. one-to-one on-farm advice and this
has been done by incorporating a series of farmers’ obligations in the checklists. In general
the different elements of safety of employed labour and risk management have been
systematically addressed, covering:

- Protective clothing

- Avoidable health hazards (biological and chemical hazards)
- Safety of children on-farm

- Heavy lifting

- Falling and stumbling

- Accidents with living animals

- Accidents with machines, tools and installations

- Third-party security.

However, from the CR and the interviews during the various case studies, it is not very
clear what kind of advice is provided, other than a conformity check. Our general
impression is that the issue is very sensitive, as most farmers declare they are very aware of
safety issues, but remain rather unconcerned. Even so, the 2009 farmer survey also clearly
indicates that FAS’s contribution to occupational safety is minimal (and in the same order
of magnitude as other sources of awareness outside the FAS), which might tend to confirm
that farmers are aware of possible problems, but view it more as a inevitability and do not
yet see the need or the possibility to engage in ‘do-able’ actions of prevention.
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Graph 12:
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Occupational safety on the farm — awareness in three case studies

Occupational safety on the farm
awareness in three case study areas
(BE-WAL, DE-NSC and DK)

farmers interviewed in 2008
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very aware because of through FAS knowledge

Little Not aware ~ No answer

ODK 0O Average sample

EE: Based on the national occupational safety strategy
Sor 2009-2013 according to EU requirements. Not all
of the centres currently offer this advice, but the number
of advisors who have participated in training on
ocenpational safety issues is growing.

LV national guidelines  for 2007-2013 of the
Ministry of Welfare for Occupational Safety are not
specific for each sector, but they cover all activities,
including agriculture.

PL: In 2008 the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development in conjunction with the National Advisory
Centre put in place guidelines on occupational safety for
Sarmers and special methodological guidelines for advisors
on managing training on issues related to occupational
safety.

RO: The Ministry of Labour and Social Protection is in
charge of the regulation, implementation and inspection of
occupational safety in all the fields of activity (including
agriculture)

SK: Based on the “Concept on safety and protection of
bealth at work in the Slovak Republic for 2008 —
2012”  (agriculture and  forestry included). The
responsibility is under the Ministry of Labonr, Social
Affairs and Family.

Occupational safety and some EU 10 MS — CR June
2009

BE-FI.A & WAI.: A federal non-profit organisation called
Preventagri was in charge of training and informing farmers
about their safety at work. 1t has now been taken over by both
regions. 1t provides training and spreads information via letters,
emails and brochures. These activities are not part of the FAS.
BE-FILA: All three interviewed OB are still organising their
occupational module. Advisors have been certified and basic
elements have been extracted from other sources and specialised
operators, but there is a lack of overall streamlining and
prioritising of these issues at regional level. Beyond the adpice
and regulatory frames, farmers still need to be convinced that it
is something 'do-able’ and that it can be implemented in a
reasonable and realistic manner.

IT-VEN: Adypisory bodies provided specific support from
2000—2006 concerning:

e claboration of safety plans and preparation of a

“risk assessment document”

e information to farmers on  normative
requirements on occupational safety
e application of procedures foreseen by safety plans

in the farms

Short conntry case study notes - June/ July 2009
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Occupational safety is a major concern to farm holdings, whatever their employment status
is, but a clear action plan framework seems to be missing in most MS, as the various
elements summarised from the EU10 CR and case study notes in the previous two boxes
seem to suggest.

Some MS, as DE and NL for example, have specific organisations in charge of safety at
work : the "Institution for Statutory Accident Insurance and Prevention in the Agricultural
Sector" in DE and the “Stigaz*”” system in NL, jointly developed by eight social partners of
the agricultural sector. These organisations have specially trained advisors who provide
high quality advice on safety at work to farmers. Some other MS have set up a specific
programme within their MoA that can range from a series of information brochures and
campaigns to a comprehensive website including advice, recommendations, contact
persons, emergency call centre numbers etc, but this is not a common feature.

Also striking is the difficulty encountered by some MS (BE, LU, FR etc.) in defining the
training curriculum for accredited advisors, as in most cases agricultural and FAS accredited
advisors have had to be specially trained; or a second more specialised advisor mobilised
just on the issues of OSH to assist the accredited FAS advisor in completing his job.

JC 3 Farmers are supported by the FAS in respect to minimum requirements
on fertilisers and plant protection products

As mentioned in the introduction to this EQ, CR did not provide detailed information
about specific advice on these two topics. Data collected rests on case studies; for case
studies at regional level (DE-NSC and IT-VEN) the findings can however be extended to
the whole respective countries.

Germany

In DE-NSC, agri-environmental measures are not addressed by FAS advisors but by other
advisors under the leadership of the Ministry of the Environment. Nevertheless, the overall
checklist (as in other Linder) includes under crop production the following specific
references for fertiliser:

- Establishment of nutrient composition of organic fertilisers, organic matters,
amendments etc. for phosphorous (see Diingemittelverordnung §4 (1))

- A yearly nutrient balance at farm level to be established for phosphorous no later
than the end of March (als Flichenbilanz oder aggregierte Schlagbilanz; erstellt)

- Other specific requirements on record keeping in addition to those applying in the
context of cross-compliance have been identified in relation to the application of
fertilisers, namely: 1) date of application; ii) reason of application; and iii) crop
development stage at time of application.

Regarding the use of PPPs, the German plant protection law (Pflanzenschutzgesetz §2a
und 9) goes beyond cross compliance requirements as specified in Annex III of Regulation
(EC) No 73/2009. Indeed, the user of plant protection products must be “adequately
qualified”. This adequate qualification or expert knowledge belongs to the "good
agricultural practice" of a farmer and is checked during conventional farm audits.
According to German national law, this specific requirement on the use of PPPs concerns
all farmers.

66 Stigas : Stichting Gezondheidszorg Agrarische Sectoren. Stigas is a prevention advisory service in the agricultural
sectof.
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Italy

In Italy, the implementation of AEMs (measure 214) implies strict control on fertiliser and
PPP utilisation. Different sub-measures/actions of weasure 214 (organic farming, integrated
farming systems, conservation of semi-natural agro-systems with high natural values;
improvement of soil quality) imply different requirements on the level/modalities of
utilisation of these products (the integrated farming system requires reduced quantities of
fertilisers and PPP, but not so strict as organic farming; as for the conservation of semi-
natural agro-systems, no such products are allowed). In general, farmers nevertheless have
to respect the following obligations:
e to carry out at least two complete soil analyses (during the 5 years of commitment
tor measure 214 including N, P, K and organic matters)
e prepare, on the basis of these analyses, a “farm fertiliser plan”, indicating quality,
quantity and timing for the utilisation of fertilisers;
e keep a “farm register” where all activities carried out on the farm are registered,

including of course those related to quality, quantity and timing of fertilisers and
PPPs used.

The PPP are classified in 5 groups, from the most toxic to the least toxic. A licence is
requested for the utilisation of the first two categories and the farmers have to pass an
exam (or have a specific scholar education, e.g. agronomist).

Supportt to measure 214 (including all linked specific requirements on fertiliser and PPP use)
is provided by specific technical advisors to this measure — and selected directly by the
farmers, usually based on previous advice experience during RDP programming cycles
2000-2006 or even 1994-1999. In this respect, actions carried out by advisory services in
the context of the application of measure 114 are therefore limited.

Czech Republic

In the Czech Republic, requirements covered by the FAS go beyond cross-compliance.
Indeed, agri-environmental measures are covered by FAS activities if EAFRD is used.
Nonetheless, very often the farmers receive information on utilisation of these products
from private fertiliser sellers or dealers. As an alternative, the farmers may receive general
advice on those themes (usually free of charge) from some FAS advisory bodies, e.g.
research institutes, the Crop Research Institute, or the Institute for Agricultural Economics
and Information.

Belgium

In Belgium, some of the requirements on PPP use, such as requirements on safe storage,
the checking of the application of machinery and rules on pesticide use close to water and
other sensitive sites, are included in national good agricultural practices.

JC 4 Farmers are supported by the FAS on other standards

No clear definitions could be found about these and other standards based on Community
legislation. MS have therefore considered, when they have planned to address additional
Community standards in their FAS, that these elements are provided by their existing
extension or agricultural advisory systems. It has therefore been very difficult to reach a
clear perception of what FAS additional services are through the CR and even the case
studies. A tentative list has been drawn up in table 11. These MS include advice on various
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topics linked to agri-environmental measures (AEM), organic farming, other quality
assurance systems, animal welfare, energy efficiency and the use of renewable resources.

Table 11: Type of advice on other standards provided by the FAS in MS

Other Energy
MS Agro- Organic  quality Animal efficiency/Use
environment farming assurance | welfare of renewable

systems resources

Cz

EE
DE (some

Lander)
HU

IT
(some
Regions)
LT

LU

SL

The table is based on the activities or tools planned by the MS. Information on advice delivered in 2008 and their breakdown
according to activities and content of adpice are not monitored by MS and therefore not available at this stage.

Advice on agri-environmental issues is included in the FAS by 6 MS, all of them having
used EAFRD to support the use of farm advisory services. Advice includes elements
related to Natura 2000 (CZ), water protection schemes (EE), agri-environmental protection
plans (HU) and agri-environmental requirements (LT).

Organic farming is covered by the FAS in three MS. Specific advice is provided in CZ and
LT, whereas a specific overall FAS checklist for organic farming has been developed in
Germany and accredited by the certification system.

Other quality assurance systems are covered by the FAS in 3 MS (IT, DE and LU). In IT,
this is the case in some regions, especially through a product traceability manual, support to
marketing strategies and support to quality systems and certification. In DE and LU,

specific requirements of quality assurance systems have been integrated into the integrated
folder checkfile.

Advice on energy efficiency is provided in some regions in DE (see box) and IT. Advice on
the use of renewable energy sources is also provided in some regions.

DE-NSC: Energy management at farm level has been recently included in FAS advice
(operational since 2009, pilot phase and training of advisors in 2008). It concerns a special
diagnostic about energy consumption at farm level and specific advice in order to reduce energy
consumption.
IT In many regions in Italy, farmers can choose between a “basic package” advice (including
SMR/GAEC and the other compulsory issues), and a “advanced package,” with additional
themes covered:

e innovation and ICT

e support for trade of products,

e participation in quality systems and certification,

e landscape conservation,

e energy saving and energy production from renewable sources
Short country case study notes - June/ July 2009
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JC 5 Forestry holders are being advised by Forestry Advisory Services as
regards occupational safety and minimum requirements on fertilisers and plant
protection products

It is unclear from the CR and the further investigations carried out during the case studies,
how FoAS are organised in response to the FAS framework which is the subject of the
present evaluation. An attempt has been made to assess the scope of these services (see
EQ 1.4). In relation to occupational safety and minimum requirements for fertilisers and
plant protection products, the former seems only to have been addressed in those two MS
which have mobilised RDP measure 114 for forestry services: i.e. CZ and IT-VEN.

CZ: Forestry holders are advised on occupational safety covering Czech and Community
legislation requirements. The Institute for Agricultural Economics and Information (IAEI), the
agency implementing the FAS, is responsible for advice on occupational safety standards in
forestry by training and accrediting private advisors. Forestry holders are advised on minimum
requirements on fertilisers and plant protection products by various advisory tools. Forest
Management Institute (FMI) provides a set of methodological papers on a website. The main
issues are water protection and nitrate vulnerable areas
DE-NSC: A large number of private forest holders or owners are individuals without any
experience in forestry, with small areas that delegate the management of forests to foresters in the
framework of associations of forest holders. Supporting associations of forest holders has been a
major issue of forest politics for decades. The existing 100 forest associations cover around 73%
of the forest area and 62% of private owners. Forest associations are supported with advice
through the official forestry structure, namely foresters. Foresters provide two types of support:

e advice, free of charge, available to any forest association (or individual holder)

e support/management (charged). Management concerns the specific advice for plantation

and its related management plan (usually for periods of 30 to 120 years).

These foresters are employees of the Chamber of agriculture (in other Linder of the department
of forestry in the Ministry of Agriculture or the Environment).
EAFRD has thus not been mobilised in NSC, because the beneficiaries of forestry advisory

services are not individual forestry holders but forestry associations. Forestry associations are not
eligible for EAFRD supported forestry advisory services.

IT-VEN: There is no specific Forestry Advisory System, but only the advisory service provided
by Measure 174 , that cover both agriculture and forestry farms. At present there are 12
applications of forestry holders for Measure 174 (out of a total of more than 1,300 applications).
All applicants must receive information/advice at least on the compulsory topics, SMR/GAEC
and occupational safety. Utilisation of fertilisers and of plant protection products are not
considered as a priority by forestry farmers.
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4.1.4 Evaluation question 1.4 : Improvement of management skills

Question 1.4 To what extent did the implementation of the Farm Advisory System

and Forestry Advisory Services improve the management skills of Community
farmers and forestry holdings?

Interpretation of the question :

The concept of management skills of farm/forestry holders is quite broad and can cover a
large variety of skills. Management skills cover ‘at least’ the organising, updating and
holding of the documentation or paperwork that is needed to substantiate the holding's
performance with regards to the various SMR and GAEC. But, as was shown in a recent
study on entrepreneurship in agriculture, co-financed by the EC, farmers need to possess
or develop a wider range of management skills in order to face recent trends and
developrnents(’7 in the agricultural sector. These include elements such as:

* TFinancial management and administration skills,
* Human resource management,

* Customer management skills,

*  General planning skills.

Financial management includes cost price calculation and decision making based on
economic factors. Administration skills include the capacity to manage the various current
administrative requirements for farmers from the various legislation (from local to EU
authorities). Customer management skills concern the link between agricultural production
and demand (including all aspects, negotiation and contracts with agro-industries,
promotion of farm products, direct sale, diversification, etc.). General planning skills cover
the general farm management that can also be called overall farm management. The latter
includes defining objectives for the farm development and capacity to plan various
resources to achieve defined objectives.

Approach and judgement criteria

The approach first focuses on assessing whether the core FAS approaches (on-farm one-
to-one and to a lesser extent, small group advice) have addressed and improved
management skills linked to administration, namely documentary skills of farmers who
used the FAS, before checking to what extent other wider management issues have been
covered. The analysis proceeds according to the following four judgement criteria:

e Advice on administration skills is delivered by the FAS (JC1)

e Specific advice on wider management skills (financial management, human
resource management, customers and general holding management skills) is
delivered by the FAS (JC2)

e Farmers’ perception of FAS’s contribution to improving management skills (JC3)

e Advice on management skills is delivered by FoAS to forest holders (JC4)

Recent trends and developments identified by the study are the following: globalisation of the market, changing EU
and national policy (CAP reform 2003, accession of new countries, etc.), changing consumer demand, changing
supply chain, changing environment, growing demand for functions and services, climate change and rising energy
prices). Additional trends within the agricultural sector were mentioned, namely cost reduction, scale increase,
product diversification and product packaging and processing (source: de Wolf, Pieter, Herman Schootlemmer,
(2007). Exploring the significance of Entrepreneurship in Agriculture).
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Validity — limitations of the approach

The main data sources used are CR and case studies. A very strong limitation applies to
FoAS.

Answer Summary Box

To what extent did the implementation of the Farm Advisory System and FoAS
improve the management skills?

The concept of management skills of farm/forestry holders is quite broad and can cover a
large variety of skills. Management skills cover ‘at least’ the organising, updating and
collection of farm holding paperwork and required registers considered as administrative
skills. However, a recent study has identified a series of wider management skills required
from farmers to effectively run their holdings: 1) financial management and administration
skills; i) human resource management; iif) customer management skills; and iv) general
planning skills. This question aims to determine to what extent the FAS has contributed to
developing these various skills.

Four JCs are considered, namely whether advice on administration skills is delivered by
the FAS (JC1), provision of specific advice on wider management skills (JC2), farmers'
perception of FAS's contribution to improve these skills (JC4) and the support of FoAS
for management skills of forest holders (JC4).

Administration skills are mainly supported through one-to-one on-farm advice with
checklists that support the coherent documentation of all on-farm processes. However
there is no evidence that FAS advice supports the integration and use of this documentary
work in a wider 'whole-farm' advice system (with the exception of BE-FLA).

Only 8 MS seem to have provided additional advice on wider management skills, mostly
focusing on financial skills. Market oriented advice, linking agricultural production to the
demand (including all aspects from contracts with agro-industries to promotion of farm
products, direct sale, diversification etc.) is pootly addressed by the FAS (2 MS), while
human resource management skills are generally not addressed. Support to developing and
following-up business plans is provided in three MS, and two other MS support farm
holdings for preparing applications to a number of RDP measures.

Overall, farmers perceive benefits from the FAS as regards the improvement of their
farming practices, less so with respect to the improvement of their management skills.

The advice provided through FoAS to forest holders mostly covers elements of forestry
plantations and production, the role of the forests-ecosystems and technical forestry
management skills (felling, rotations, etc.). Support to forestry owner groups is clearly a
priority in 10MS. However, investigations carried out in preparation of the various CR
have not been conclusive on the way Forestry services are organised to provide these
services.

As a general conclusion, the FAS provides an opportunity for Community farmers to
improve their administrative skills, especially in relation to the documentary aspects that
are required by cross-compliance. However, there is little evidence that the FAS
contributes to integrating and linking this considerable data collection in overall (technical
and economic) farm management and advice.

Support to wider management skills is very limited, and focuses mainly on financial
management. BE-FLLA shows that the FAS can be an opportunity to initiate a wider type
of advice to farmers, linking modular checklists with economic advice.
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Analysis
JC.1 Advice on administration skills is delivered by the FAS

The provision of advice on administration skills by the FAS has been identified through the
country reports (27MS). Advice on administration skills is only mentioned to be provided
in two MS through on-farm small group advice (EE and LT). In addition, it is rarely
specifically indicated for one-to-one on-farm advice (3MS — CZ, SL and ES).

However, several SMR and GAEC require that farmers keep and organise documentary
evidence (animal identification, various registers (medicines, phyto-sanitary products,
manure movements, etc.). The checklist system requires that the advisor assesses if this
documentary evidence is available and trustworthy. Advice can be provided to improve
data collection and classification. Thus, comprehensive advice on all cross-compliance
requirements through checklists leads to significantly improving the reporting system on all
on-farm processes. The evaluator thus considers that management skills linked to
organising and updating documentation on all on-farm processes are supported through
the core FAS approach, one-to-one on-farm advice supported by checklists.

This coherent support of the documentation of all on-farm processes supports
administrative skills. Little evidence is available on the extent to which this organised and

updated documentation is further used for farm management and improves the latter (see
also EQ 7.2).

Currently, FAS support to farmers' management skills depends on the way in which the
advisor interacts with farmers, with more benefits when the FAS supports farmers to make
a 'dynamic’ use of the records requested under cross compliance with a view to improving
their decision making process.

From the CR and case studies, there is little evidence that the manner in which check-lists
are used effectively assists farmers in their day-to-day decision making process, except in
BE-FLA, where the use of modular checklists is linked to economic advice.

The FAS in Flanders is closely linked to business advice or Analytical Accounting
Services (AAS); advice is provided over a two-year period in a series of steps as shown in
the following box. Beside financial management and administration skills, this type of
approach supports the general planning skills of the farmer, by enabling him to discuss
various production options and to compare his economic and environmental performances
with those of other similar holdings.

FAS in BE-FLA provides wider 'systemic' support to farmers

FAS advice is provided over a two-year period and combines support to overall farm decision making processes

by integrating economic-financial-environmental support (and benchmarking of farm holdings) and modular

cross-compliance checklists into FAS. Advice is provided by most OB step-by-step over a two-year period:

= Collection of all relevant economic (accounting) and environmental parameters

= Centralised result calculation and holding benchmarking

= First visit and exchange on holding's overall economic petformance

=  Preparation of documentation for all other modules — or initial self-evaluation of the holding's situation in
regards to 4 modules (3 relating to SMR an GAEC and one to occupational safety)

= Centralised assessment of the holding responses

= A second farm visit focused on cross-compliance modules (and eventual additional visit by an occupational
safety (OS) advisor)

= Updating the holding's economic and environmental performance for the second year.
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JC 2 Specific advice on wider management skills is delivered by the FAS

As mentioned in the interpretation of the question, wider management skills include the
following areas:

* Financial management and administration skills,
* Human resource management,

* Customer management skills,

*  General planning skills.

The situation concerning how these various fields of specific advice are covered by those
MS that designed FAS as going beyond ‘at least SMR and GAEC’ is shown in table 12.

Table 12: Type of specific advice on management skills provided by the FAS
in MS

Financial
management Human “Customer”

and resource management General planning skills
administration management skills
skills

X
e Business plan preparation
EE e Assistance RDP
applications
IT
(some regions) X
LT X e Business plan preparation
LU e Assistance for application
to other RDP measures
SL X

The table is based on the activities or tools planned by the MS. Information on advice delivered in 2008 and its breakdown
according to activities and content of adyice are not monitored by MS and therefore not available at this stage.

In 4 MS specific “support for financial management” is planned. There does not seem to
be any evidence from the CR and case studies, that MS have envisaged specific actions
relating to “human resources management” or “customer management skills”. General
planning skills have hardly been addressed, other than through assistance to business plans
and assistance for application of other RDP measures.

JC3 Qualitative farmers’ perception of FAS’s contribution to improving
management skills

Farmers were asked in the survey conducted in June-July 2009 how they viewed the
support or improved management skills after receiving FAS advice. The question was
“Following advice you received, do you think [your farming practices and] your
management skills improved regarding the following areas?” Results for the five case study
areas are presented in the following graph. On average 13% of the respondents indicated
that their management skills improved thanks to the FAS. 78% claimed that the FAS did
not improve their management skills (9% did not answer the question).
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Graph 13: Improvement of management skills

In average

13%

Farmers who mobilised FASin 2008

10% 1

. . | ,hﬂ,ﬁm.

Accounting Administrative management Globalplan for farm Marketing HR management
productivity
BEBE-WAL(1) BDE-NSC ODK OIT-VEN (2) BCZ(2) BAveragesample

(1) In BE-WAL 55% of the respondant did not answer the question
(2) For CZ and IT-VEN, the questionnaire was slightly different than from the other case study areas. The question was
asked for "Accounting and administrative management” together

JC 4. Advice on management skills is delivered by FOAS to forest holders

Possible advisory services that would be required to provide support to the implementation
of the Forestry Action Plan and that could eventually be streamlined with the EAFRD
funding are:*

- Advice concerning plantations and production operations

- Advice concerning forest management plans

- Advice concerning ownership and associative management practices
- Advice concerning management skills

- Advice concerning the role of forests in the ecosystem

- Advice concerning sustainable forestry practices

- Advice concerning the recreational role of forests

8 DG Agri H4 — March 2009 - Report on the implementation of forestry measures under the rural development
regulation 1698/2005 for the period 2007-2013 — Annex III
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They differ from the other kind of FAS advice considered so far for the farm holdings and
they all focus on capacity building of forest owners’ management skills. At present the MS
seem to deliver advice in the following major fields:

Table 13: Advice provided to forest holders but not through the FAS

Basic Advice for Assistance for
forestry private forest production Other
advice owners groups/assoc.
X X X
X
X X X
X X
Natura 2000, water resoutrces
X X X protection, occupational safety,
funding (EU and national)
X X XX
X X X
X
X X X
X X
X X X Assistance to forestry groups
General information only
X X X
X X Occupational safety, forestry
environmental issues
X X
X
X X
X X X
X X Advisory on RDP
X X X
X X

Information not available for F1, MT and PT and issue not covered in AT, DK, FR, SL and SE
XX: in DE assistance to private forest owners is only provided through forest associations

Existing forestry services are most often organised to deliver or to implement basic forestry
advice (this is the case in all MS in the previous table). They are also, depending on the MS,
engaged in wider public relation activities such as nature/forestry promotional activities,
natural park management and interaction with local communities.

The wider activities aimed at private owners are more recent and existing forestry
associations and forest owner syndicates are used as eventual vehicles to do so. These
private sector activities are directly confronted with the very small average size of holdings,
which has prompted a number of MS to engage in promoting forestry associations or
cooperative settings to reduce the number of actors and to be able to promote the
recruitment of a forester-manager.

The advice provided to private owners is a mix of the following priorities: i) forestry
plantations and production and ii) role of the forest ecosystems and iii) forestry
management skills (felling, rotations, etc.). The support to forestry owner groups and
associations is clearly a priority in 10 MS. The latter seems to be directly supported by the
MS themselves and the EAFRD funding seems to be channelled exclusively to private
individual forest owners (as suggested by the DE-NSC case study findings).
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Investigations carried out in preparation of the various CR have not been conclusive on the
way Forestry services are organised, their priorities and the eventual interaction with FAS
as being evaluated at present.

4.2 Theme 2: Effects on farmers’ income

4.2.1 Evaluation question 2.1 : Effects on farmers’ income

Question 2.1: To what extent did the use of the Advisory System by Community
farmers affect their incomes?

Develop the analysis with respect to:

Costs incurred by farmers for benefiting from the system,;

Possible contribution by the EAFRD in offsetting those costs;

Possible positive returns from the system (e.g. increased added-value of on
farm productions, reduced income losses linked to animal health/welfare
issues, improved management skills...)

Interpretation of the question

This question aims at appreciating the different costs and benefits related to the use of the
FAS on farmers’ income.

Most tangible cost elements emanate from the different costs incurred by farmers in
making use of Farm Advisory Services and the potential support from EAFRD (weasure
114) or national/regional public funding in offsetting these costs.

Possible positive returns of the FAS are rather indirect. Capacity-building and improved
understanding of how to make use of sustainable practices in commercial farming will lead
to improvements in income (for example through reduced income losses linked to animal
health/welfare issues, better management of inputs on the farm, improved management of
the farm, etc.). Nevertheless, advice given can also lead to costs for farmers, if new
techniques have to be developed for example, but also time spent on advice. However,
following the logic of the FAS, these can be considered as initial ("start-up") costs
generating financial benefits in the long run.

Approach and judgement criteria

The approach starts with the identification of costs incurred by farmers in taking advantage
of the system. Only the FAS core approach namely one-to-one on-farm advice has been
considered. Indeed, it is the most common approach across MS and the only one for which
specific cost elements are available for on-farm advice®”. Small group advice on the farm is
generally free of charge, a few MS request a limited participation’. The contributions by
the EAFRD or by national/regional funds in offsetting those costs are identified. These

0 As specified in the descriptive part, the one-to-one on-farm approach is used (or planned to be used) in all MS
(except one region in the UK) and data about the approach to cost, namely free of charge, partial payment or full
payment are available for all MS.

70 With the only exception of IE, where farmers pay the full cost of small group advice. The average cost is not known.
A few MS which request a limited participation express it as a percentage of costs of small group advice, without
indicating the amount (see also section 5.3.2 of the descriptive part).
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costs are compared to net farm income” from FADN data of the region or MS. It is thus a
rough estimation as it rests on all farm holdings represented by the FADN and not only on
FAS beneficiaries.

Besides, a gualitative assessment of the positive (or negative) effects of the FAS on the
income of farmers is carried out. Effects are classified as direct or indirect in respect to the
environment, food safety and animal health and welfare and other. The surveys and
interviews carried out in the context of the case studies also provide hints to this part of
the analysis.

The following judgement criteria have been foreseen:

* Costs incurred by farmers from accessing FAS one-to-one on-farm advice (JC1)

* Contribution of public funds in offsetting the costs (EAFRD funds (measure 114) or
other public (regional or national) without EAFRD (JC2)

* Comparison of average farm income (FADN) to cost of FAS advice (JC3)

* Positive (and negative) effects of the use of advisory system with potential financial
returns (direct or indirect) (JC4)

Validity — limitations of the approach

Data mainly rests on CR and case studies. Not all CR provide sufficient data in order to
make an adequate estimation of the costs incurred by Community farmers for the use of
the FAS. The problem is that many countries do not monitor the costs to farmers (see
section 5 of the descriptive report), and that several countries only very recently have
launched the FAS (see section 1.2 of the descriptive report). The unit costs of the orne-to-one
Sfarm advisory service are more or less comprehensively covered in the CR, while other tools
are usually free (e.g. one-to-all — see section 4 in the descriptive part) or information too
fragmented to be taken into account.

The assessment of possible positive returns from the FAS rest on a qualitative discussion
based on data collected in case studies.

Answer Summary Box

To what extent did the use of the Advisory System by Community farmers affect
their incomes?

The approach starts with the identification of the costs incurred by farmers in taking
advantage of the system (JC1). Only the FAS core approach, namely one-to-one on-farm
advice, has been considered. The contributions by EAFRD or by national/regional funds
in offsetting those costs are identified (JC2). These costs are compared to net farm income
from FADN data (JC3). A qualitative discussion about the positive returns closes the
question (JC4).

The most common situation concerning one-to-one on-farm advice is a partial coverage
by the farmers of the costs incurred for benefiting from FAS. Advice is for free in 5 MS
and 4 regions. In all other MS/regions, where farmers have to pay the partial or total cost,
the unit cost of an “advice package” (that may include several farm visits) varies between
MS and regions (for the 9 MS and 11 regions from MS were data are available) from €275
(ES-CAN) to €2,400 (ES-NAYV). The costs are determined by various factors, but the
public subsidies through national and EAFRD funding offset to a large extent the unit
costs of one-to-one advice. The typical support intensity varies between 70% and 80% of

71 Farm net income (SE 420) from FADN has been used.
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the unit cost (16 MS), while only three MS do not subsidise the FAS at all. The cost
remaining for the farmer after subsidies varies between a minimum of €55 (ES-CAN) to
almost €1,000 (NL).

One could add the time spent on advice that ranges between 2-3 hours for thematic advice
to up to 8-18 hours for the overall checklist in some MS. This opportunity cost, which
differs significantly, especially between MS, regions and types of farming has not been
estimated.

A rough estimation of the unit cost for an “advice package” per MS/region compated to
the average net farm income of farmers from FADN (referring to all farmers covered by
the FADN and not only to FAS beneficiaries) shows a share of around 1% (information
for 14 MS and some regions only). This share has small variations, from more than 2% in
a few countries without subsidy down to 0.3% in MS with public co-funding of the FAS.

Thus, overall, the costs that farmers have to face for benefiting from one-to-one advice
are relatively low compared to their average net farm income. Nevertheless, the need to
prefinance the advisory costs (with a maximum of €2,400) still might be a constraint for
farmers.

A qualitative assessment of the effects of FAS advice provides the following findings:

The FAS contributes to building up farmers' understanding of SMR and GAEC
requirements and thus increases their acceptability to farmers. It also provides a concrete
interface with all obligations through the developed checklists.

Overall, the core FAS approach (one-to-one on-farm advice) contributes to improved
farming practices that positively contribute (indirectly) to the income of farmers through a
more rational use of input factors and nutrient management (reduction in loss and waste)
and higher productivity. It also contributes to a better overall hygiene on the farm (both
for production and storage). For farms with livestock, the improved application of animal
health and welfare standards induced by the FAS leads to increased productivity or lower
losses. Finally, the FAS also contributes to a reduced risk for penalties from the cross
compliance controls. In particularly this last benefit plays a big role in the perception of
farmers of the benefits of FAS.

Overall, the use of the Advisory System does not significantly affect the average farmer
income directly, neither through costs (largely off-set by public support) nor through
immediate positive returns. The contributions of the FAS to improved farming practices
lead to a more sustainable production in an environmental as well as an economic sense.
This might also lead to an effect on the income of farmers, even though this has not been
the driving force for those farmers using FAS.

Analysis

Costs incurred by farmers from accessing one-to-one on-farm advice and
contributions by public co-funding (EAFRD) JC1 and 2

The most common situation at Community level (in number of MS/regions) is the one
where the costs for using the FAS for one-to-one on-farm advice is partly incurred by
farmers, and partly by the MS. 13 MS and 2 specific regions (BE-FLA and UK-Wal) rely on
this model. In all these countries and regions the public co-financing is provided through
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measure 114 of EAFRD, with the exception of FI, where the national budget alone provides
the public co-financing.

The one-to-one on-farm advice is free of charge in 6 MS and 2 regions (UK-ENG is only
delivering small group advice on-farm which is free of charge™).

Table 14: Cost of one-to-one on-farm advice for farmers

Distribution of MS according to payment
model for farmers using the FAS

. Adpvice is Advice is fully
Adpvice is free . .
partly paid for paid by
of charge b
y farmers farmers
AT BE-FLA DK
BE-WAL CZ (% FR
BG EE 1E
LV ES (all regions) UK-SCO
RO FI
SL HU
UK-NIR IT (all regions)
DE-BV LT
DE-SAC LU
MT
NL
PT
SE
UK-WAL
5MS &4 12 MS & 2 3MSand1
regions regions region
Varies according to regions
DE

(*) when delivered by a private advisor
PL regards the SMR and GAEC advice as free for farmers,
and any advice going beyond has to be charged to farmers.
Source: Countyy reports, EAS evaluation 2009. A number of countries
are not accounted for due to incomplete CR

DK, FR, IE and UK-SCO are the only MS where farmers pay for the entire cost of the
advice delivered (with however no cost indications for FR and IE). Mixed situations exist
in DE depending on the various Linder.

The unit costs of one-to-one on-farm advice varies significantly (see table 14), making it
difficult to use the calculated costs from countries with solid data as background for any
regression analysis in order to circumvent a lack of data in other countries. The variation is
from €275 (ES-PVA) to €285 (ES-CAN) to €300 (ES-LRI) in ES to around and even more
than €2,000 in NL and L'T. Some other regions in Spain have very high unit costs, with the
region of Navarra as the most expensive (€2400). The pre-financing of these costs might be
a constraint, even if these are later largely off-set by public subsidies.

72 This was also the case of NL during the two initial start up years of 2005 and 2006, where FAS was co-funded on a
50/50 basis between farmers and the government. NL opted for the use of measure 114 in the new 2007-2013
EAFRD in order to expand the co-funding basis and target more farmers. Co-funding became 50% farmer, 25%
EAFRD and 25% Government.

7 Small groups are earmarked as being free in LT, SE, UK-ENG; co-funded in the NL and paid for by

farmers in MT.
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Table 15 hereafter presents the unit costs for one-to-one on-farm advice for 2008, as well
as the actual cost for farmers after the contribution of public co-funding based on those
CR that provide sufficient cost information.

Table 15: Estimation of unit costs of one-to-one on-farm advice delivered by
FAS during 2008 in countries where FAS advice is partly of fully charged

Total unit costs

b
in 2008 Cost for the EAFRD Farm income in F:(iISI:(i)l‘fS
One-to-one on- farmer funding 2007 (FADN) (or advice /farm
farm (calculated) % 20006 if *) income
€/FAS advice
19801

500 500 No 44589* 1.12%

1,875 375 80% 58056 0.65%

CZ 1,350 432 68% 39184 1.10%
DE (NSC) 835 400 60% 41096* 0.81%
EE 500 125 75% 24681 0.51%
ES-CAN 285 57 80% 25334* 0.22%
ES-CILM 835 209 75% 20042* 1.04%
ES-CYL 1,165 233 80% 26024* 0.90%
ES-LRI 300 75 75% 24898* 0.30%
ES-NAV 2,400 480 80% 19484* 2.46%
ES-PVA 275 55 80% 17071* 0.32%
FI 381 80 No 28155 0.28%
HU 628 126 80% 11286 1.11%
IT-EMR 936 187 80% 21054 0.89%
IT-VEN 1,875 375 80% 47800 0.78%
LT 2,081 416 80% 19033 2.19%
LU 700 210 70% 50846 0.41%
NL 1,998 999 50% 44944 2.22%
SE 567 170 70% 29337 0.58%
UK-WAL 750 750 No 34762* 2.16%

* Farm income in 2006 (FADN)
Source: Country reports and case studies

The variation in unit costs can be explained by the following major factors: i) the overall
purpose of the advice provided; ii) the content of the advice; iii) the manner in which the
advice is delivered; and iv) the prevailing market unit costs in MS.

Purpose and content of advice: Some countries use FAS for targeting specific issues at the level
of beneficiary farms. DK and FI are good examples of this approach, where it is the
specific demand from the farmer regarding a specific issue, which triggers the request for
advice. In other countries FAS operate following a broader approach, with all the issues
concerning cross-compliance to be covered by each advice session. This is the case if
EAFRD co-funding is used for measure 114. This situation tends to trigger higher costs for
advice activities. For example, when DK implemented full FAS advice covering all GAEC
and SMR requirements in 2006, the unit cost was around €1,200 per farm visit, while the
unit costs of the targeted advice being implemented today is €400, i.e. one third of the cost
of the full package.
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Manner of delivery. The methods for delivering advice can vary from the simple ticking of a
checklist to a more complex utilisation of this tool, whereby specific advice is shared,
discussed and reported on. This can also include a specific phasing and complementary
package, as is the case in BE-FLA. In this country the advice is spread out over two years,
is provided in at least three steps and is closely combined and linked to a financial and
economic assessment of the performance of beneficiary holdings. In DE-NSC advice
needs at least 8 to 10, or sometimes up to 18 hours to go through the whole checklist and
provide advice on relevant issues. Thus, advice is subdivided into at least 2-3 (or even
more) on-farm visits.

Market unit costs. Cost structures (overheads) of the advice and the prevailing houtly costs of
advisors (from €40-50 to over €100 per hour) and consultancies vary from MS to MS and
according to the type of OB (profit making — association for its members — cooperative
structures).

Non-tangible cost elements.

Another point to be mentioned that impacts on the cost incurred by farmers for benefiting
from the FAS is the time spent with the advisors. Here again, the time is different
depending of the type of advice and the way it is delivered. As for example in BE-WAL,
where the advice is thematic, the farmer spends 3-4 hours with the advisor while in DE-
NSC, the overall cross-compliance advice on the farm, lasts between 8 to 10 hours or up to
18 hours. The latter is of course organised in several visits. This opportunity cost, that
differs according to types of farming, region and MS has not been estimated.

Comparison of average net farm income and cost of advice for farmers (JC3)

As shown in table 15, the average net farm income (based on FADN data (2007 - or 2006
data for the UK, DE and ES) is compared to the average tangible cost of one-to-one
advice for farmers (which may include one single visit, as in NL, or several farm visits, as in
DE-NCS), once public co-funding has partially off-set the unit cost of advice. According to
MS, it represents between 0.3% (FI) and 2% of the average net farm income of the region
or MS. In some other countries where no subsidies are provided to compensate for the
costs (e.g. DK and UK Wales) the ratio costs/income is above 2%. However, this is also
the case in LT, NL and ES-NAYV, even though the costs are subsidised.

Of course, this represents a rough estimation, based on average farm income without
taking into consideration differences according to type of farming, to the size of farm, etc.
and referring to all farmers represented by the FADN data and not only FAS
beneficiaries.

Although the cost of advice represents “only” 1% of the average farmer’s net income

(when advice is not free), the amount and its pre-financing may be considered as an
obstacle especially for smaller farmers.
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Returns to farmers from using the system (JC4)

Findings from CR did not provide detailed elements of financial returns to farmers who
have benefited from FAS advice, except the compliance with SMR and GAEC for
controls. Consequently, this issue has been focused on in more detail during case studies,
through in depth discussions with stakeholders, especially advisors. It has therefore been
addressed through the various interviews conducted during the five case studies in
June/July 2009 and the farmers’ survey.

Farmers’ survey
Graph 14 shows what the surveyed farmers perceive as benefits from FAS advice.

" Just over 70% of the surveyed farmers declare that avoidance of penalties due to non-
compliance with SMR and GAEC is the most important benefit they have derived
from the FAS.

* In IT-VEN, a majority (70%) indicate that they have developed more efficient
management skills; and 42% also indicate that they have improved the overall
management of their holdings.

* Time saving and the saving of money are not considered to be very important benefits,
although with a variation in replies. (in CZ where 73% found that they saved money
due to the FAS advice, and BE-WAL where this is clearly not the case).

* Reporting and accounting systems have not been perceived as improved as a
consequence of the FAS advice, except in DE-NSC where this improvement is very
significant. This is linked to the way the FAS advice is delivered and what topics it
includes.

Graph 14: Farmers' perceived benefits from FAS advice

Farmers perceived benefits from FAS advice
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The most perceived common benefit is thus the avoidance of penalties for non-compliance
with SMR and GAEC. If the benefits of FAS are compared to the costs incurred for
farmers, it is clear that an average cost of advice of €400 to the individual farmer provides
him with a higher degree of confidence that he will be able to operate his production at the
farm in compliance with the cross-compliance requirement.

Extracts of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003
concerning penalties for non-compliance with
SMR and GAEC.

“Where the SMR or GAEC are not complied with, as a
result of an action or omission directly attributable to the
individual farmer, the total amount of direct payments to
be granted in the calendar year in which the non-
compliance occurs, and after application of Articles 10
and 11, shall be reduced or cancelled in accordance with

the detailed rules laid down in Article 7”

Article 6.1
“In case of negligence, the percentage of reduction shall
not exceed 5% and, in case of repeated non-compliance,
15%”

Article 7.2
“In case of intentional non-compliance, the percentage of
reduction shall not in principle be less than 20% and may
o as far as total exclusion from one or several aid

This needs to be put into perspective.
Penalties as outlined in Regulation
(EC) N°1782/2003 can vary from a
maximum of 5% to 20% or total
exclusion in case of repetition (see art
6 and 7 in opposite box). If one
considers the full range of FAS advice
costs to be between €300 and €2400,
break-even for farmers, would roughly
be:
= In the case of a FAS cost of €300,
a level of direct payments of
€06,000 (in case of low penalties) or
€1500 in case of repetition.
= In the case of a FAS cost of €2400,

schemes and apply for one or more calendar years.”

Article 7.3

a level of direct payments of
€48,000 (in case of low penalties)
or €12,000 in case of repetition.

However, the calculations above only refer to the link between FAS activities and the
avoidance of penalties from cross compliance, without considering other possible benefits
for the farmers. Therefore, they only provide a rough indication, and have to be prudently

considered.

For example, even though the replies
from the farmer surveys do not indicate
that the FAS contributed to saving time
and money, evaluations of investment
support schemes, for example under
development programmes,
demonstrate that a more rationale use of
production input factors as well as
applications of animal health and welfare
principles lead to higher productivity and
lower losses of input factors, and
therefore also to higher income. So far it
has not been possible in this evaluation
to map these positive returns to farmers
from the investments in FAS, but the
Monitoring and Evaluation systems
being built up for RDP 2007-2013 in MS
will contribute to this in the years to
come, and as early as 2010 the Midterm
evaluations may be able to shed new
light on this issue through the
assessment of the implementation also
of measures related to the FAS.

rural
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BE-WAL: Better management of nitrogen can have a positive impact on

the cost of fertilisers. However in some vulnerable zones an intercrop

system is needed. In order to generate a positive benefit in nitrogen

management, the cost of managing the intercropped plants has to be

lower that the gain in lower use of fertilisers.

BE-WAL: An interesting positive effect of existing publicly supported

advisory services that have been mentioned by operating bodies is the

objectivity of advice provided by these non-profit organisations versus

that provided by commercial bodies or sales people.

BE-FLA: OB could not provide costs or financial elements of

appreciation. They did however insist on:

= The positive mirror to the farmer of his 'achievements' in relation
to his regulatory obligations

= The development of a relationship based on trust; positioning the
advisors as a go-between (farmer versus regulations and
authorities)

= That farmers mobilising FAS are already paying for other kinds of
advice — so they anticipate positive and financial returns from
advice and if BAS is mobilised it is generally to insure against
eventual cross-compliance penalties

IT-VEN: Among the most important negative financial returns can be

mentioned:

= direct costs of the advisory services;

= the investments necessary for the implementation of the
improvements on the farms as indicated by advisors.

Short country case study notes - June/July 2009
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From case studies and at Community level

Case study investigations have yielded various qualitative assessments of potential returns
to farmers in DE-NSC, BE and IT-VEN. These are shown in the boxes hereafter. They
include immediate benefits from being better prepared for controls, improvement in
documentation concerning all on-farm processes as well as more sector specific benefits
with respect to livestock, crop production and storage.

The following positive returns may be extended at Community level:

First of all, it is a general observation from the experts interviewed that the FAS
contributes to build up farmers' understanding of SMR and GAEC requirements and thus
increase their acceptability to farmers. The FAS provides a concrete interface with all
obligations through the developed checklists.

Opverall, the core FAS approach (one-to-one on-farm advice) contributes to a more
rationale use of production inputs and nutrient management. It also contributes to better
overall hygiene on the farm (both for production and storage).

DE — Lower Saxony

Many positive outcomes from the FAS advice, with direct or indirect positive returns, were mentioned by FAS advisors
and managers during interviews. Advisors consider that farmers who make a request for advice to a total cost of aronnd
€840 with self-financing of around €340 certainly expect a positive financial return. The following specific elements were
mentioned:

Direct benefits

o The holdings are better prepared for controls, they are much less subject to penalties; none of the farms that had
benefited from FAS advice had major penalties following cross-compliance control
o The holdings are also better prepared for specific quality standards and certification; the yearly anto-control through
the KKL are sometimes accepted by auditors of specific quality systems
o Respecting regulations (cross-compliance) helps prevents refusal of products (for excample respect for deadlines after
administration of antibiotics)
In-direct benefits
o Sionificant improvement in documentation and therefore in data collection; this improves “knowledge-based
management decisions”
® Routine action is questioned (what do 1 do, why do I do it, how do I work, ..)
Other
o [ndependence of advice (compared to very integrated agro-industries in the pig or especially poultry sector)

Negative financial inzpact other than cost of advice

o The time spent by the farmer on an FEAS advisory service is around 8 to 10 hours. However, if several production
areas are 1o be considered, the advice may need up to 18 hours (source: (Forderdaten BR Meppen).

Sector specific

Lavestock:
o [f animals feel better they produce more; in this respect the EAS support the corvect application of respective cc —
requirements. The following elements have been mentioned:
= Fewer animals in a stable (cattle grow better)
= More light and more air in stables: animals are less sick
= More and cleaner water: animal produce more and are less sick
= Cleaner food especially for cattle (less mould, less clay on fodder): animals are less sick and grow better
= Better litter and more space to lie down: animals feel better and produce more

Crop production:
® Potential reduction in use of fertiliser and plant protection products

Storage:

o Cleaner storage improves the quality of the product and may attract better prices
Short country case study notes - June/July 2009

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 87



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators. EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

For farms with livestock, application of animal health and welfare standards leads to
increased productivity or lower losses.

Interviews in other case study areas confirm the focus on returns in the livestock sector.
BE-WAL is the only region where the improved nitrogen management is quoted as a major
contribution from the FAS. However, this is a consequence of wider advice provided
through the existing extension set-up at the same time.

Surprisingly, based on the survey and the case studies, farmers rarely seem to perceive the
benefits induced by the FAS concerning environmental issues (except fertiliser and
pesticides).

4.3 Theme 3: Achievement of global objectives
4.3.1 Evaluation question 3.1 : Achievement of global objectives

Question 3.1: To what extent did the implementation of the Farm Advisory System
(and Forestry Advisory Services, as far as the EAFRD contribution is concerned)

help Community farmers (and forestry holdings, as far as the EAFRD contribution
is concerned) to meet the standards of modern, high-quality agriculture (MHQA)?

Interpretation of the question

Following the intervention logic of the FAS (see chapter 2.1), this instrument aims at
helping the Community farmers to improve the sustainable land management and the
overall performance of their holdings through the provision of technical advice. In other
terms, this is expected to contribute, together with other instruments of the CAP, to meet
the standards of a Modern, High-Quality Agriculture MHQA). The contribution of the FAS to
a Community MHQA is thus considered as the global objective of the instrument, an issue
which is targeted by the present evaluation question.

The concept of MHQA has been defined by the evaluator for the purpose of this
evaluation in section 3.3. This concept is implicitly integrated within the different Council
decisions related to the CAP reform and to the strategy for Rural Development. The
MHQA promoted by the CAP lays on the concept of multifunctional agriculture, and
mainly rests on three principles: environmental sustainability, competitiveness and
adjustment to the needs and priorities of the EU society.

The concept of MHQA needs to be adapted if one considers the support provided by the
FAS to forest holdings. In this case the objectives related to sustainable forestry and the
ones of the EU Forest Action Plan have to be considered (see chapter 6).
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Approach and judgment criteria

FAS implementation is still at an early stage and it is too early to measure any tangible
impact in relation to the ultimate and overall objective. Thus, the approach is focused on
preliminary observations on the extent to which the implementation of the instrument
might contribute to meeting the standards of MHQA by the Community farmers.

The answer will be based on the following judgement criteria: i) Farm advisory tools
include activities addressing the sustainable management of natural resources management
(JC1); ii) Farm advisory tools include activities addressing competitiveness of agricultural
holdings (JC2); iif) Farm advisory tools include activities addressing needs and priorities of
EU society (JC3) and iv) Advisory tools for Forestry holders include activities addressing
sustainable forestry activities in line with the EU Forest Action Plan (JC4).

Validity — limits of the approach

The analysis is based on information contained in CR and from case studies. RDP
monitoring reports covering the year 2007 or 2008 were not available. As already stressed
previously in EQ 1.3 and EQ 1.4, the FoAS remain problematic and it is not possible with
the evidence from the case studies and the CR to further extrapolate and assess whether
FoAS has contributed to help the Community forest holders to meet standards of MHQA
for forestry.

Answer Summary Box

Did the FAS help Community farmers to meet MHQA (achievement of global
objectives)

Answering the question about the achievement of the overall objective rests on the four
JC covering advice activities delivered in each of the three major standards of MHQA:
sustainable management of natural resources, competitiveness, and the needs and
priorities of the EU society. Forestry advisory activities are covered in a last JC.

From our analysis it can be concluded that environmental issues are a significant element
of FAS advice, especially those relating to cross compliance (soil/water). This is
consistent with the balance of environmental focus in cross compliance. Delivering
awareness and advice beyond this baseline is included into the FAS in some MS (especially
those making use of EAFRD); these mainly concerns agri-environmental measures.

Despite the potential large scope of the FAS, only few MS have integrated in the scope of
their FAS advisory activities directly addressing competitiveness, and when this has
happened this has been generally in connection with the mobilisation of EAFRD funds.
This is linked with the fact that the MS have tended, so far, to shape their FAS around the
minimum objective of covering at least the SMR and GAEC included in the scope of the
cross compliance, as tequested by Regulation (EC) No 1782/2003. However, these kind
of services are available to farmers outside the FAS, e.g. through other (existing) advisory
/extension setvices, and sometimes through measure 111. Currently the FAS tends to
address competitiveness indirectly, through improved documentation and the application
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of specific cross-compliance requirements linked to the rational use of input factors and
nutrient management, better overall hygiene on the farm and for farms with livestock,
application of animal health and welfare standards (see theme 2).

In terms of societal concerns, food safety and animal health are well integrated into
regulatory aspects of cross-compliance and thus covered by the FAS. Animal welfare is
less covered.

Taking into account that the low stage of maturity in the implementation of the FAS in
the EU has hindered a detailed assessment of the concrete effects of the FAS at the level
of global objectives, the following very preliminary conclusions can be drawn. By its own
nature (see the intervention logic of the instrument), the FAS is potentially a well suited
instrument for enhancing a MHQA in the EU. When looking at the main components of
the MHQA concept and at the ways through which the FAS has been implemented, we
consider that the FAS could be expected to be more effective with respect to the
enhancement of an environmental sustainable agticulture (including animal welfare/health
issues), mainly through the support to the correct application of the respective cross
compliance standards. Increased competitiveness of the agricultural sector could be
expected to be supported by the FAS to a lesser extent, and mainly indirectly. However,
the FAS is well complemented by other CAP instruments in this respect.

Another important element to be considered is the generalised low uptake of the FAS by
the farmers, especially as regards small farms. This could actually limit the overall
effectiveness of the instrument.

As regards forest holdings, no comprehensive answer can be provided to this question, as
the information on what kind of services is provided and how this is done, is inadequate.

Analysis

Farm advisory tools include activities addressing the sustainable management
of natural resources

As EU agricultural policy has developed over the last few decades, it has increasingly
recognised the complex interactions between food production and the natural resources
impacted in the process. Thus, on-farm material flows are linked to key environmental
concerns such as water, air (carbon flow) and soils. In response to both positive and
negative environmental impacts of farming practices, a variety of regulatory policy
instruments have been developed to steer European farming towards a new paradigm of
‘sustainable agriculture’. The FAS is only one component of a large and complex toolkit
used by the EU to address the sustainable management of natural resources. This evaluation
considers the extent to which the concept of sustainable farming has been embedded in the
implementation of FAS, rather than trying to quantify its effectiveness in delivering
sustainable practice; the latter being much more influenced by a number of other market
and policy drivers.
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From CR and case studies, there is a clear message that environmental issues are a
significant element of FAS advice and that those relating to cross compliance under Pillar I
(soil/water) are seen as more important than those relating to the instruments available
under axis 2 of Pillar II for promoting biodiversity. This is consistent with the balance of
environmental focus in cross compliance. Delivering awareness and advice beyond this
baseline is the challenge for advisers. In this respect, as shown in theme 1, farm advisory
activities going beyond cross-compliance have often concerned agri-environmental
measures, Natura 2000 measures or water protection schemes (see EQ 1.1).

Farm advisory tools include activities addressing competitiveness of agricultural
activities

According to Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
EAFRD “To achieve the objective of improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sectors it
is important to build clear development strategies aimed at enbancing and adapting human potential,
Physical potential and the quality of agricultural production’. The specific activities relating to
competitiveness are those funded under axis 1 of CAP Pillar 11, notably™:

"  Measure 111 - Vocational training and information for agricultural, food and forestry
sectors: this measure focuses on improving the overall level of skills in the farming,
food and forestry sectors as a means of improving competitiveness

" Measure 114 - Use by farmers and foresters of advisory services: this addresses the
need for farmers to become more responsive to new developments and techniques that
increase efficiency and economic viability whilst adopting more sustainable practices;
advisory services can cover many topics, they should however cover as a minimum
SMR, GAEC and occupational safety.

"  Measure 115 - Setting-up of farm management, farm relief and farm advisory services,
as well as of FoAS: this measure provides an incentive for farm advisory services to be
set up, including support for investments to strengthen institutional capacity.

Potentially, competitiveness can be targeted also by the activities of the FAS, even if
EAFRD contribution is not mobilised, provided that advisory activities going beyond the
minimum objective of covering a# least SMR and GAEC included in the scope of the cross
compliance are foreseen and implemented by the MS.

4 . . . . .
Source : Handbook on Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, Guidance document, Guidance
note E, Measure fiches September 2006, Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development,
European Commission
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Despite the potential large scope of the FAS and, even more, of the advisory services
supported by the EAFRD, only few MS have integrated advisory activities addressing
competitiveness in the scope of their FAS (see EQ 1.1 and EQ 1.4). However, these type
of services are available to farmers outside the FAS, mainly through other advisory
/extension services.

So far, the FAS has addressed the issues of competitiveness rather indirectly, mainly
through improved documentation systems in the context of the application of cross-
compliance (see EQ 2).

Few MS include advisory activities addressing competitiveness into their FAS

According to EQ 1.1, two MS and some regions in three other MS (IE, SL, BE-
FLA, UK-WAL, IT 17 out of 21 regions) have set-up the FAS as an overall advice
system integrating economic farm advice to advice on cross-compliance as well as
various other priorities from RDP. According to EQ 1.4, 8 MS seem to have
provided additional advice on wider management skills, most of these are focused
on financial and administrative skills. Market advice is poorly addressed by the FAS
(2 MS) and none address human resources. Support to developing and following-up
business plans is provided in 3 MS and two other mention support to application of
other RDP measures.

Source: Evaluation questions 1.1 and 1.4

Farm advisory tools include activities addressing needs and priorities of EU
society

During the last ten to twenty years, European citizens have expressed growing concerns
about the way their food and environment are affected by European agriculture. Major
incidents and developments such as the dioxin crisis, mad-cow disease, foot and mouth
disease outbreaks, continued lobbying for more attention to animal welfare, and impacts of
agro-chemicals on human health have strengthened and given more focus to these
concerns.

Most of these societal priorities have been translated in the CAP through cross compliance.

* Animal health : the checklists, major support instrument of the core FAS approach,
include topics on animal health and subsequent advice about SMR 10 & 12 to 15;

=  Animal welfare : SMR 16 to 18 concern animal welfare. However, several other
standards go beyond these regulatory requirements and concern other type of livestock.

* Food safety : SMR 6 to 8 cover animal identification and registration ; SMR 9
concerns plant protection products and their placing on the market ; SMR 10 adresses
the prohibition of certain substances in stockfarming ; SMR 11 concerns food safety
through the food law.

The FAS advice interacts with existing extension and food security agency activities, the
latter being most often identified as the main channel of communication with farmers on
these specific issues (follow-up of animal registers, herd-books, health declarations, etc).

Needs and priorities other than animal health, animal welfare and food safety do not seem
to be currently addressed by the FAS.
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4.4 Theme 4: Other impacts and unintended effects
4.4.1 Evaluation question 4.1 : Other impacts of the FAS

Question 4.1: What is the articulation and order of magnitude of other impacts of
the Farm Advisory System (e.g. differences of the treatment of farmers within and

among Member States, improved perception of the CAP, awareness raising of
farmers on sustainable and environmental friendly systems, ...)?

Interpretation of the question

Through the provision of technical advice, the FAS aims at helping farmers to improve the
sustainable management of material flows and on farm processes and the overall
performance of agricultural holdings. Impacts on farm and land management, on farm
income and on meeting standards of MHQA have been covered by previous evaluation
questions. This question opens a debate to other possible impacts.

Differences in the implementation of the systems between Member States or within a
Member State (for example free or charged advice, priority groups of farmers, etc.) can lead
to unintended impacts; these possible unintended impacts are targeted by this evaluation
question.

Approach and judgment criteria

The approach focuses on the three major issues suggested in the question namely
differences of treatment of farmers, improved perception of CAP, overall environmental
awareness. Some other impacts have been identified in the context of the case studies and
are highlighted briefly in the answer. Four judgement criteria have been used: 1) differences
of treatment between Community farmers have been induced by the FAS (JC1); i) farmers
perception of the CAP has changed (JC2); iif) awareness of sustainable farming systems has
increased; and iv) some collateral effects have appeared (JC4).

Validity — limits of the approach

The evidence for answering this evaluation question mainly comes from the case studies,
where the more in-depth interviews and farmer surveys were conducted.
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Answer Summary Box

What is the articulation and order of magnitude of other impacts of the Farm
Advisory System

Assessing potential impacts of the FAS that have not been covered by previous EQ is
organised around four JC, namely differences of the treatment of farmers (JC1), change in
farmers perception of the CAP (JC2), awareness raising on sustainable farming practices
(JC3) and other collateral effects (JC4).

Evidence from the descriptive part indicate, confirmed by stakeholder interviews in the
case study countries, that the FAS provides Community farmers with differentiated access
to advice, not only due to specific local conditions but also to differences existing between
the MS as regards the approach, costs and content of the advice. Overall, however, the
access to the FAS seems e facto to have been so far open to any farmer requesting advice,
even if during the process of establishing their FAS specific target groups were considered
by some MS.

In terms of other impacts of the FAS, the stakeholders’ interviewed in the case study
countries generally felt that the FAS has little impact on improving farmers’ perception of
the CAP; the association with cross compliance and respective regulation often led to a
negative view despite the often positive views of the advice service provided through the
FAS. The latter being more associated to regional/national organisations involved in
agriculture than with the CAP. It was felt by the stakeholders that the FAS increased the
awareness of environmental issues as well as sustainable farming by the farmers.

A series of interesting other effects were highlighted during case studies: a) the
opportunity to establish and strengthen a trust relationship that can facilitate the
interfacing between farmers and operating bodies; b) the continual search of extension
services of how to ensure access to groups of farmers that are not used to ask for advisory
services, in contrast to the current situation which seems to focus on farmers who are
already very familiar with advisory services; c) the farmer's continued doubts about the
disconnection between advice and cross-compliance controls; and d) a number of varied
observations such as reluctance towards written advice and the insurance for advisers
against the risk of farmers eventual penalties that could be referred back to a followed
wrong advice. The last major side-effect of the introduction of the FAS is that some MS
have taken this opportunity to rethink and review their wider advice and knowledge
information systems in the agricultural sector.

Analysis
The way in which FAS has been set-up has incidentally induced differences of
treatment between Community farmers

The regulatory framework of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 leaves latitude to MS to
design and implement their own FAS. The descriptive part of the evaluation and further
elements examined in the various answers to themes 1 and 2 (content, types of advice,
duration, price), clearly indicate that there are as many FAS as MS. This is in a way
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inevitable if one wants to adjust to each MS's specific conditions. Farmers thus receive
different kinds and levels of advice, which induces a difference in treatment between
farmers.

This can be illustrated by the conceptual difference between the FAS as provided in BE-
FLLA and DE-NSC, with both regions relying on the use of EAFRD co-funding for FAS.
In the former case economic advice is provided as part of the FAS package and considered
a topic that can be provided on a grant basis, while in the latter case such an approach is
excluded, as it is considered that economic services (however essential they may be) can
not be provided through a grant”.

Furthermore as outlined in EQ 1.2, some MS operate on full range advice concept and
others on a thematic (and on demand) concept. Similar observations can be made on the
manner in which the advice has to be reported and recorded, with some MS imposing full
reporting and archiving and others simply requesting prove of advice and payment. These
kind of observations can be made also between regions within the same MS (BE, DE, ES,
IT & UK).

If one looks at the intra MS (or intra-regional for those MS concerned) differences,
intended priority groups differ widely between MS as shown in graph 15 (see also section
2.6 in the descriptive part).

Graph 15: Planned target groups for each Member State

I - No t_arget Il - Farmers receiving more
groups: than 15000 Euros of direct
AT, BE-FLA, DE (11 support:

Lander), FI, FR, IE, IT (3
regions), LU, PL, SE, SK,
SI, UK-SCO, UK-WAL

DE (1 Lander), DK, HU, LV, NL

IV - Farmers receiving
more than 15000 Euros
direct support’+
different target groups:
BE-WAL, CZ, DE (1 Lander),
EE, EL, ES, IT (9 regions), LT,
UK-NIR

I11 - Different target
groups (as presented
intable 6):

BG, CY, IT (9 regions), PT,
RO, UK-ENG

Source: ADE-Consortium Country Reports

Some 40% of the MS do not have priority groups; therefore, there is no differentiated
access issue in these countries. For the countries with priority access to certain groups of
farmers (16% of which targeted farmers receiving more that €15,000 direct payment, 18%
targeted other priority groups and 25% targeted other priority groups plus those farmers

75 Indeed, in Lower Saxony these services have been subsidized over decades and only very recently privatised.
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receiving direct payment of more than €15,000), however, investigations during case studies
and answers contained in the CR, seem to indicate that during implementation, reality so
far has been quite different. The FAS has de facto been opened to all farmers that request its
support. There is therefore consistent evidence that there has been no differentiated access
to FAS for farmers.

Where the uptake is low (for example Walloon region in Belgium), it is often the case that
no differentiation between farmers has been made at all. This means that effectively all
farmers who have requested the service can get the advice regardless whether they are in
the priority groups or not. There is also no evidence from the case studies that the
differentiated access to advisory services has caused unexpected effects in those countries
where the uptake of the service is high.

Farmers perception of the CAP has changed

The evidence available from the stakeholder interviews in the case study countries
suggested that farmers perception of the CAP has not been changed by the engagement
with FAS. The FAS and its services are delivered by existing operating bodies, under the
supervision of regional/national authorities. The latter are more associated to the FAS than
the CAP.

Awareness of sustainable farming systems has increased

There is some evidence from the stakeholder interviews in the case study countries that the
implementation of FAS has increased the awareness of sustainable farming systems among
FAS farmers; this impact is less certain or to a lesser degree than the contribution of FAS
to increasing the awareness of environmental issues. This differentiation between
sustainable farming and the environment is important but for farmers, sustainable practices
relating to soil and water are key elements of ‘sustainable farming systems’.

Some other effects have appeared

During case studies, a series of other effects have been indicated. They all relate to very
specific and concrete concerns from farmers and advisers:

a. The check-list file approach in DE and LU has had as side effect of addressing with
farmers a wide range of other similar or complementary national or federal obligations and
opening up a_trust relation between the adyiser and the farmers. The BE-FLA and BE-
WAL even if they operate differently also strongly highlight the need for this
trust-relationship. The farmers are often confronted with a variety of regulations
and obligations, therefore FAS has served as a first attempt to create an interface,
which farmers in these MS seem to value.

b. In several case studies, the issue of "is FAS reaching the target group" was raised
and discussed. The advisers and interviewees often stated that those farm
holdings that had mobilised FAS where the same that were active on other fronts
too and were already open to paying for getting advice (even when not
subsidised). How to reach those holdings that are not already in the picture came up quite
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often_and poses the continual guestion of how to reach those groups of farmers that are not used
to _request adpisory services (agricultural, but also innovation etc) beside the
bestperforming farmers that are used to work with advisory services.

c. The distinction between FAS and cross-compliance controls remains a sensitive issue.
Farmers are not convinced of the disconnection between advice and control,
even though the regulation foresees it. For example in NL, in 2008 there have
been 25 to 30% of the accepted requests for on farm advice that have not been
claimed by the farmers. Reasons for this, according to the responsible agency, are
the farmers' “belief” that FAS and control might be interlinked and that if the
advice contains evidence of possible compliance breaches, they will be inspected
and fined. In many MS that operate FAS through a grant system, the authority
managing the FAS requests and the RDP contribution is under the same umbrella
department as the control services.

d. During some interviews advisers reported the reluctance of farmers to receive written
adyice; explanations provided were that it could be the warning element that might
be used by insurances and control to either reduce their intervention or to
increase the fine.

e. Discussion with advisors in DE-NSC showed that he uptake of the FAS s linked to
acceptance of the FAT (KKL folder in DE-INSC) by adyisors. Using a folder checklist
system as support for advice is quite different from the more usual advice
(technical or economic). It needs a certain time to become accustomed to it and
accept the need to work with it, and not all advisors do so. Advisors play a major
role in their constant contact with farmers to promote the FAS. If they are not
convinced by the system and their support tool, they will not promote FAS
advice.

f. Evidence from the DK case study indicates that there might be a zansfer of
responsibility to_adyisors in_case of wrong adpice. Therefore advisers or their OB are
supposed by the Ministry of Food to be covered by "a specific advice insurance"
to cover the risk of a farmer being penalized in spite he followed the adviset's
advice®. Strictly speaking, the transfer of responsibility to advisors is not related
with FAS provision per se. Whether there is a transfer of responsibility is more to
do with whether the advice is provided at a private cost to the farmers or
provided free of charge. If the advice/service is provided free to the farmers,
there should be no ‘transfer of responsibility’ issue; when farmers are charged for
advice the advisors could be held responsible for the quality of advice, but this
applies equally to all chargeable advisory services including FAS.

g. Last, the setting-up of EAS bas generated in_some case study areas a deeper process of
assessing adpice needs of farmers and the sector as a whole and of considering ways
to respond more efficiently and developing appropriate knowledge information
systems (BE-WAL discussions on the role and links between FAS and extension
services; DE-NSC discussions as to the future advice needs of farmers and how
to reach a wider public, BE-FLA..).

76 'This has so far never occurred.
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4.4.2 Evaluation question 4.2 : Voluntary-based access

Question 4.2: To what extent did the voluntary-based access to the Farm Advisory

System by Community farmers limit the effectiveness of the instrument?

Interpretation of the question

As specified in article 14 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, farmers may patticipate in the
FAS on a voluntary basis. Setting-up an instrument on a voluntary basis can lead to uneven
use of the instrument and thus limit its effectiveness. In particular, certain groups of
farmers who need advice may not use the FAS. On the other hand, forcing farmers to be
advised could lead to negative results, as farmers may be reticent to apply the advices
received, which would not result in the implementation of the actions that are most in need
to be taken. According to the evaluator's understanding, the voluntary access is also a basic
principle of advice activities; otherwise it would not be an advice anymore, but an
instruction in line with a control-certification system.

Approach and judgment criteria

The concept itself of advice is intimately linked to a voluntary request and should provide
advice that is tailored to the users’ need. Should it be seen as compulsory, then it is more an
instruction or an audit, conducted in order to ensure that an overall control system has
been adhered to. As explained in the introduction to the descriptive part (section 1.1), the
notion of FAS has evolved from an initial audit perception to an advice approach.

Nevertheless the answer to the present question tries to focus on whether there is a causal
link between the voluntary nature of access to FAS by farmers and its effectiveness. In
theory, an effective FAS system should achieve the following:

1. Satisfactory level of uptake

2. Intended changes made by farmers (in terms of awareness and/or farming
practice)

3. Outcomes that would not have been achieved in absence of FAS.

This needs to be kept in mind when trying to answer this EQ, which is done step wise.
The first will try to examine the link between uptake and cost of advice (JC1). The second
step will then examine whether the voluntary base limited the participation of some
categories of farmers (JC2). The last step concerns the effectiveness of FAS in achieving its
objectives/results and has been discussed in EQ of theme 1.

Validity — limits of the approach

The concept of advice is based on voluntary access, a fact which limits the potential of
answering this EQ (in terms of comparison with compulsory access).
It is based on CR and interviews during case studies.

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 98



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators. EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

Answer Summary Box

To what extent did the voluntary-based access to the Farm Advisory System by
Community farmers limit the effectiveness of the instrument

The relation between the voluntary access and a possible limitation of the effectiveness of
the instrument is done stepwise through two JC, first considering a possible link between
uptake and cost of advice (JC1) and second an analysis of the limited participation of some
categories of farmers (JC2).

We see the voluntary access to the FAS as a prerequisite of advice. Should this by any way
be changed, then the advice becomes an instruction delivered by a kind control-piloting
system.

Nevertheless the answer to the present question tries to focus on whether there is a
causal link between the voluntary nature of access to FAS by farmers and its
effectiveness, i.e. on whether the voluntary nature of access to FAS could have hindered
the participation of certain groups of farmers in need of advice.

Available evidence suggests that there is no discernable relationship between the
uptake of the FAS and the cost of the advice.

The voluntary base access to FAS can not be assessed directly as there is no MS where the
contrary exists. The uptake of one-to-one advice ranges around 5% of beneficiaries of
direct payments in 2008. The only MS (IE, UK-3 regions, ES-LRI) having reported high
figures of participation which contrast with all other MS have a FAS that is totally
embedded in the existing extension services and one-to-one on farm visits have been
aggregated with the 'standard' on-farm visits of the extension system.

As discussed under EQ 1.2, even without detailed monitoring data about the type of
beneficiary farmers at Community level, several elements tend to indicate that mainly
larger farms that are already in contact with existing advisory services make use of the
FAS. The participation of smaller farms is currently limited.

Evidence from the CR suggests that the majority of MS consider a voluntary basis as
essential over a compulsory form of FAS and suggest that rather than being a limiting
factor, voluntary basis is essential for the FAS to work.

The voluntary access to the system ensures that it remains an advice system. Should this
by any way be changed, then the advice becomes an instruction delivered by a kind
control-certification system. This would maybe ensure a greater uptake but jeopardize the
advice and one of the major positive side effects indicated in the answer to EQ 4.1, i.e. the
trust and interface element between the farmers and FAS advisors.

As a conclusion, no correlation between the voluntary access and the uptake has been
identified. However, according to qualitative appreciation of FAS beneficiaries (EQ 1.1),
the uptake of FAS advice seems to be lower for small farms. Other reasons evocated by
farmers potentially influencing the uptake relate to their concerns vis-a-vis cross-
compliance controls.
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Analysis

After discussions with the EU Patliament and MS, the notion of FAS has evolved from an
initial audit perception that would have ensured that farmers were in line with their various
cross-compliance obligations to an advice approach. This basic option has been settled by
the wording of Regulation 1782/2003 that has used the wording advice and foreseen its
consequent voluntary use. At the same time, following article 13 of Regulation (EC) N°
1872/2003, the FAS has to provide advice to farmers on covering at least the SMR and
GAEC included in the scope of cross compliance.

Some evidence from case studies and surveys carried out suggests that the FAS is still
associated by the farmers with cross-compliance. Elements of advice are thus advocated in
a framework which is seen by most MS and farmers as regulatory; and which foresee
penalties. Most MS have used some form of checklist to provide FAS related advice,
indirectly maybe strengthening a perception of audits by farmers, when simple and
minimum checklist advice is provided.

This is a factor that has to be considered when considering the uptake of FAS advice by
farmers.

How is the cost for advice (free or charged) correlated to the up-take of FAS by
farmers

The evidence suggests that there is no discernable relationship between the uptake of the
FAS and the cost of the advice (see table 10).
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Table 16: Cost and uptake of advice
Total unit = Cost for Uptake Uptake since
cost of advice | farmers 2008 in % 2005 onwards in
%
AT free Free or flat 0.8 1.5
rate (10€-20€)
BE
WAL free Free 0.3
FLA 1,875 375 4.0
BG free Free 13.4
CY free Free n.a.
CZ 2,160 432 5.8
DE
BAY free free 4.1 8.2
NSC 835 400 4.6 20.0
RHP n.a. n.a. 0.9 3.6
THU n.a. n.a. 1.5 6.0
DK 400 400 0.8 7.2
EE 500 125 4.2
EL Not implemented
ES
CAT n.a. n.a. 6.7
CLM 835 209 2.5
NAV 2,400 480 8.5
FI 381 80 1.5 2.8
FR n.a. n.a. 77.8
HU 628 126 1.6 6.0
1IE n.a. n.a. 19.3
IT
EMR 936 187 1.1 2.2
PIE n.a. n.a. 3.3 9.7
TOS n.a. n.a. 6.6 6.6
VEN 1875 375 n.a. n.a.
LT 2,081 416 0.1
LU 700 210 2.3
LV n.a. Free 0.0
MT n.a. n.a. n.a.
NL 1,998 999 0.5 3.2
PL Not implemented
PT Not implemented
RO n.a. Free 4.5
SE 567 170 0.7 1.4
SK 1875 375 n.a.
SI n.a. Free 7.6 8.5
UK
ENG Adv. Not used | Adv. Not used Adv. Not used
SCO 500 500 37.5
WAL 750 750 0.3
NIR n.a. n.a. 39.4

Source: Country reports, table 21 of the Descriptive part and answer to EQ 2.1.
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For countries with moderately high uptake of one-to-one on farm advice (say,
uptake>10%) such as BG, IE, and the United Kingdom, the FAS is not always free to
farmers and sometimes even fully charged like in IE. Equally, for countries that have low
uptake of FAS, farmers are not always charged for the one-to-one on farm advice. For
example, uptake is only 1% in Austria while the service is free of charge or almost free
(charged at 10€-20€). Therefore, there is no consistent evidence suggesting that the cost of
advice has been a barrier to uptake the FAS advice.

The voluntary based access limits participation of some categories of farmer

Average outreach

The voluntary based access to FAS can not be assessed directly as there is no MS where the
contrary exists. According to table 21 (descriptive part) concerning the outreach to farmers
of on-farm one-to-one advice during 2008, it ranges between 1% to almost 40% with on
average 4-6%. Two MS/regions (IE & UK-3 regions) have reported high figures of
participation (in % of reached holdings) that represent striking differences with all other
MS. What characterises these different countries or regions is that FAS is totally embedded
in the existing extension services and one-to-one on farm visits have been aggregated with
the 'standard' on-farm visits of the extension system.

Beneficiaries of FAS advice

As discussed under EQ 1.1 and 1.2, even without detailed monitoring data about the type
of beneficiary farmers are available at Community level, several elements tend to indicate
that mainly larger farms that are already in contact with existing advisory services make use
of the FAS. The participation of smaller farms is currently limited.

Considerations from MS

Further from CR, several MS in their conclusions and recommendations for the future of
FAS consider it essential to maintain voluntary access of FAS, regardless of the level of
uptake of FAS. Some countries, for example FR, DK, IE and NL even suggest that there is
no need for a separate FAS service. Only EE and SL prefer a compulsory basis for FAS.

One must also keep in mind the costs that would be associated (both for farmers and the
MS) of organising a compulsory system (in addition or in parallel with the existing
extension/advisory setvices). This is also a reason for MS to continue advocating the
voluntary access. In all payments configurations, as the uptake of FAS remains limited in all
MS, so the costs for FAS remain bearable for most MS.
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4.5 Theme 5: Efficiency analysis

4.5.1 Evaluation question 5.1 : FAS efficiency

Question 5.1: To what extent are the costs deriving from the establishment and
application of the Farm Advisory System proportionate to the secured benefits?

Detail the analysis with respect to:

Costs incurred by the Member States for the establishment of the system
(taking into account possible EAFRD co-funding)

Costs incurred by the Member States for the running of the system

Costs incurred by Community farmers for making use of the system (taking
into account possible EAFRD co-funding — refer to theme 2)
Secured benefits of the system as assessed under themes 1, 2, 3 and 4

Interpretation of the question

The question aims at analysing the efficiency of the FAS. It concerns the relationship
between the various resources employed in pursuing the objectives of the FAS and the
results obtained. The various costs incurred should be compared to the benefits secured.

Approach and judgement criteria

The answer to the question tends to compare and balance the various costs incurred by MS
to the secured benefits. The EAFRD contribution is taken into account in the analysis.

The answer is built on the two following judgement criteria: i) assessment of factual costs
incurred by the MS and the Community farmers in relation to FAS for 2008 (JC1); and ii)
the identification and appreciation of expected benefits from the FAS (JC2).

Validity — limitations of the approach

The analysis is limited by the low quality and incompleteness of both primary data collected
through the CR and the case studies, and secondary data available (DG AGRI
questionnaires).
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Answer Summary Box

To what extent are the costs deriving from the establishment and application of
the Farm Advisory System proportionate to the secured benefits?

The question aims at analysing the efficiency of the FAS through the comparison between
the resources employed in pursuing the objectives of the FAS and the results obtained. It
entails a comparison between costs incurred and benefits secured. The answer is built on
the two following judgement criteria: 1) assessment of factual costs incurred by the MS and
the Community farmers in relation to the FAS for 2008 (JC1); and ii) the identification
and appreciation of expected benefits from the FAS (JC2).

With the available data, costs incurred by the MS could not be assessed with an
adequate level of precision, and benefits expected from the FAS could only be
appreciated in a qualitative way.

Cost incurred by the MS for the establishment of the system mainly cover setting-up costs
(potentially including a needs assessment, a tendering process, development of specific
farm advisory tools (FAT), training of advisors, etc.), public relations and advertisement of
the FAS to farmers. Running costs incurred by the MS mainly concern their contribution
to the costs for the advice delivered to the farmers and the costs linked with the overall
coordination and monitoring of the system. Data collected are incomplete and do not
provide an overall or clear picture of the costs for establishing the FAS, nor the costs for
implementing it in 2008.

Costs incurred by the farmers for making use of the FAS (in 2008), and taking into
account possible EAFRD contributions have already been assessed under theme 2.

Despite the scarcity of available information (only few MS have recorded the costs
incurred in relation to the FAS), the MS consider that the costs to setting-up the FAS
have been modest overall. This is explained by either considering that these costs have
represented a very limited part of the overall ministerial budget, or by the fact that the
FAS has been integrated into comprehensive advisory systems which have already been
operating for a long time. This could also explain the limited uptake of measure 175 .

Costs for the setting-up of the FAS have tended to be more significant (however
remaining limited overall) in those MS that have foreseen a detailed needs
assessment at farmer level (e.g. some €300,000 in SE), or a tendering process for OB
and accreditation for advisors (e.g. some €100,000 in DK, €60,000 in FI, approximately
the full-time employment of one person over a two-year period in FR). Additional costs
for the MS have also to be considered if advisors have been trained by the public
authorities’” or specific FAT have been developed sometimes with associated ICT tools
(e.g. overall check-folder in DE). However no data are available to quantify the costs in
these cases.

Overall, the costs incurred by the MS for the running of the FAS are mainly linked
to the funding or co-funding of FAS advice. No data are available for MS providing
advice free of charge. In those MS co-funding advice, the national contribution to the
costs incurred by the farmers for benefiting from the FAS can be considerable, especially

77 Mainly in MS that have foreseen a formal accreditation process and particularly CY, CZ, DE, DK, EE, EL, HU, SE,
SK, UK-Eng and UK-Nir (see section 3.4 of the descriptive part).
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when the uptake by farmers is high (e.g. in HU, which shows the highest registered
amount of some 2,7 million Euro in 2008™).

In addition, there are the costs linked to the wages of public officials in charge of the
monitoring and follow-up of the FAS. However, only fragmented information is available
in the MS concerning this aspect. In general terms, the costs for the management of the
FAS are higher in the countries that make use of EAFRD funds than in those with no co-
funding.

The costs for farmers for benefiting from the FAS have been considered in theme 2. As
already shown, they represent a very limited part of the average farmers’ income.
Nevertheless, the pre-financing before public co-funding of the total cost of advice (up to
€2,400 in some regions of MS) might however be a constraint, especially for smaller farm
holdings.

The effects of the FAS are generally positive, even though difficult to quantify.
Overall, the main benefit of the core FAS approach (one-to-one on farm advice) is
the contribution to beneficiary farmers’ awareness raising on the effects of their
farming practices related to the environment, food safety and animal
health/welfare. Additionally the FAS contributes to:

* Build up farmers understanding of SMR and GAEC requirements and thus increase
their acceptability to farmers. It provides a concrete interface with all obligations
through the developed checklists.

* Improve farming practices that contribute indirectly to the income of farmers through
a more rational use of input factors and nutrient management (reduction in loss and
waste) and higher productivity. However, in some cases, the advice might have
disclosed the need for making specific investments.

® A better overall hygiene on the farm. For farms with livestock, application of animal
health and welfare standards leads to increased productivity or lower losses.

* A reduced risk for penalties from the cross compliance controls.

* A series of positive side-effects, the most interesting one being that some MS have
taken the opportunity of the FAS to rethink their wider advice and knowledge
information systems for farmers.

Comparing and balancing the various costs incurred by MS (inclusive of the eventual co-
funding by EAFRD) and farmers and the secured benefits is not possible with the
available data. The balance is under all circumstances country dependant and with big
variations among MS and regions.

78 Including EAFRD contribution.
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Analysis

Cost incurred by MS for setting-up the FAS

Cost incurred by MS in relation to FAS cover setting-up costs, public relations and
advertisement of FAS to farmers, the MS’s own contribution to the advice cost to the
farmers and the overall coordination and monitoring of the system. Data collected either
through the DG Agri questionnaire, or the CR and in instances cross-examined in the five
case study areas, are incomplete and do not provide an overall and clear picture of the cost
of FAS in 2008 for the MS. With the available information, it is clear that no conclusions
or detailed analysis can be made. This can only be achieved at a later stage, on condition
that clear and univocal financial data can be released by and collected from MS and regions.

The following major elements of cost may be incurred by MS for establishing and running
the FAS:

Indicative list of MS costs related to the FAS

1. Eventual costs linked to the setting-up, such as for example:
®*  Conducting a needs assessment
®  Tendering and selection process of operating
bodies/advisors
=  Developing main FAT (ot specific ICT) tools
®  Training for advisors and other staff
2. Public relations and advertising on FAS to farmers
3. Cost of advice delivered (share of total cost incurred by the
Government, including eventual EAFRD contributions)
. for one-to-one on-farm advice
u for small groups
=  for specific one-to-all tools mobilised
4. Coordination and monitoring costs
. Costs of steering meetings and events
=  Coordination and follow-up of advisors
®  Quality and satisfaction monitoring
=  Workshops and accreditation (renewal or updating)
. Others

Few MS have recorded their costs related to the FAS; furthermore, very few member states
have specific accounts for their costs related to administrative issues such as coordination
and monitoring of the implementation of the FAS. The major finding from the CR
suggests that a) MS consider, or considered, the costs related to setting-up, advertising and
coordinating FAS as insignificant and they have been covered as a part of the overall
ministerial budget or b) comprehensive advisory services were established a long time ago
and these services can cater for the incremental costs due to FAS.

The following problems complicate the interpretation of collected data: i) discrepancy in
CR information, such as indication of cost/expenditutes (e.g. CZ); ii) the use of aggregated
figures, such as aggregating several years (e.g. AT) or FAS and other extension costs (e.g.
SL, UK); iii) currency in local currencies (e.g. EE, UK) and thus fluctuations make it
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difficult to convert exactly to the euro. With all these limitations in mind and based on the
scarce information available and communicated by MS at the time of this evaluation, the
following findings are presented.

Costs indications for setting-up the FAS have been reported in 6 MS (AT, DK, EL, FI, LU,
MT, SE) as shown in the following table. No detailed breakdown of these costs was
communicated by these MS. DE-NSC implemented a pilot FAS involving 600 farmers; the
cost of this pilot phase was €350,000.

Table 17: Cost of setting-up of the FAS in some MS

Number of farmers Cost/farmer
receiving direct
Costs (€) ( =

payments in 2000) In €/farmer

250,000 133,030
100,000 70,600 1.50
1,310,000 868,080 1.50
60,000 65,020 1
170,000 2,000 85
300,000 82,990 4
350,000 50,000 7

Source: Country reports

From the CR, in France, the setting-up of the FAS at the level of the Ministry represented
about 1 full-time equivalent job in 2006 and 2007.

Essential components of the costs of setting-up the FAS are outlined below.

Needs assessment

Only one country, namely Sweden, that has reported with regards to_the costs of the
setting-up _of the FAS has carried out a comprehensive needs assessment (including a
survey, stakeholder consultations and the preparation of an action plan). The figure
indicated for the costs for the setting-up of FAS in SE is €300,000. If this figure is
compared to the indicated costs for setting-up of FAS in DK (€100,000) and FI (€60,000),
where the cost structures and country sizes are comparable and where no need assessments
were made, we find that the additional costs of carrying out the need assessment is around
€200,000 in SE. Information is not available for SE regarding the number of farmers
targeted by the surveys, the numbers and types of consultations of stakeholders etc, but the
costs are not judged to be high.

However data are not available for a clear conclusion on this issue.

Tendering and selection process of OB

No data are available on specific costs for the tendering and selection process in any MS.
These activities mainly include the time spent by managing authorities (possibly
outsourced) for implementing the selection process. In that context, the designation of
existing public service providers already operating with advisory services is less time
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consuming than an accreditation process including tendering and further selection. Overall,
wages are the main component of the costs for the process of selecting the FAS OB.
Tendering is more “time consuming’ in countries with a very large number of small service
providers (DE, ES, IT) compared to DK, NL and others, where the advisory market is
dominated by one privately driven major institution that emanates from former associative
organisations (see also descriptive part section 2.2).

Additional costs for the MS have also to be considered if advisors have been trained by the
public authorities.”

Developing main FAT (checklist)

The development of checklists, in particular those check-folders that integrate all legislative
aspects (national/regional) in addition to cross-compliance requitres human resources. No
specific data are available regarding this issue. Again wages represent the main component
of the overall costs.

Who supports FAS setting-up costs?

Only three MS really used EAFRD support to set-up the FAS (ES, IT (7 regions) and
PT)¥. In all other MS, the costs for setting-up the FAS have been totally integrated into the
overall ministerial budget.

The conclusion from the case studies is that the costs for setting-up the FAS are modest
overall. However, considerable human resources could have been devoted to this task as
long as:

® detailed needs assessment has been conducted;

" atendering process has been launched for selecting OB and advisors;

» advisors receive a special training; this has been implemented in several MS, but the
costs related to the training are not reported;

* advice was foreseen to be co-funded (thus including reimbursement of some costs), but
typically existing IT systems have been used, and no additional costs have been
incurred due to the fact that FAS is a part of the subsidised programmes;

* an overall checklist folder system was developed including all regulatory aspects.

7 Mainly in MS that have foreseen a formal accreditation process and particularly CY, CZ, DE, DK, EE? EL, HU, SE,
SK, UK-Eng and UK-Nir.

80 Three MS (ES, MT, PT) and some regions in DE, IT, UK, FR (Corsica, Guadeloupe and French Guyana) planned to
use measure 115 for the period 2007-2013 (DG Agri, EAFRD total allocation for measure 115°). Measure 115 includes
farm relief services and farm management along with the setting-up of farm advisory services. Regions in DE, UK
and Corsica & French Guyana have used the measure for other purposes than the FAS. MT planned to use the funds,
however, the measure has not been implemented and as of May 2009, no funds had been used. On the other hand,
three MS (ES, IT (7 regions, PT) and Guadeloupe did really use the measure for the setting-up of the FAS before
May 2009.
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Costs for public relations and advertising on FAS to farmers

Costs for public relations and advertising on FAS to farmers have not been reported by MS
and regions. The primary reason seems to be that in most MS PR activities regarding FAS
have been organised in the context of the general information policy, through websites,
electronic newsletters etc. Consequently, no registration of FAS specific public relation and
information activities has been recorded.

Costs incurred by MS to run the FAS

Costs of advice delivered in 2008"

Costs of advice delivered in 2008 have been reported by MS and regions (see EQ 2) but
only for one-to-one on-farm advice. Small group advice on farm is in general free of
charge, with the exception of IE and UK-WAL. Public subsidies through national and
EAFRD funding have been considered in EQ 2. The financial implications for the various
MS depends on the MS’s approach (free/shared/full cost).

For MS funding all costs of advice (delivery free of charge), no cost elements are available.
Indeed, none of the countries that provide the one-to-one on-farm advice free of charge to
farmers (BE-WAL, BG, CY, EL, LV, RO, SL, UK-ENG and UK-NIR) have provided
detailed figures on costs incurred by the National/Regional authorities for delivering advice
for free.

In MS were farmers’ bear the full cost of advice, there is no contribution from the MS
(DK, UK-SCO).

Thus, data regarding costs incurred by MS/regions are only available for those MS/regions
that co-fund the one-to-one on-farm advice. Data presented in table 18 show the amount
in euros represented by public co-funding in 2008. It must be underlined that figures
are indicative mainly based on CR. Some concern committed funds, some disbursed
funds.

The overall public support has been considetred, including national/regional and EU funds
if EAFRD funds have been used.

81 For those MS that are delivering advice based on a fee — see also section 1. 1.2 of the descriptive part.
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Table 18: Indicative public cost of the FAS for one-to-one on-farm advice
delivered in 2008

Public cofunding

Type of MS contribution e

1,470,000
EAFRD 2,925,000
EAFRD 1,190,000

Full cost for farmers
EAFRD 349,300
137,518
360,000
EAFRD 349,777
121,695
19,200
Only national contribution 300,000
EAFRD 2,694,811
1,048,000
EAFRD 1,500,000
EAFRD 406,906
EAFRD 21,000
EAFRD 545,000
EAFRD 840,000

Full cost for farmers
Subsidy 240,029

Source: Public contribution (EAFRD + national contribution) in 2008; CR

From the figures in table 18, it appears that co-funding advice represents a considerable
budget for some regions (BE-FL, DE-NSC, ES-CLM) and some MS (HU, LT).

Costs for coordination and monitoring in 2008

Indicatively, costs for coordination and monitoring in 2008 have been provided by AT,
BE-WAL, DK, FI, SL, UK-ENG, UK-SCO & UK-NIR as shown in the following table
(table 19). Except for BE-WAL, no detailed allocations of these financial figures have been
provided. In Slovenia and UK-SCO, the data cover coordination and monitoring for all
advisory services.
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Table 19: Indicative costs for coordination and monitoring of the FAS

Indicative costs (€)

1,600,000
450,000
40,000
300,000
9.550,000 ¢+
550,000
7,500,000 (9& ()
4,750,000
(*) costs cover all advisory services and not only the
FAS related advice.
(**) identical to the total cost of advice supported by the

farmers
Source: Country reports

Costs incurred by farmers for one-to-one FAS advice

Costs incurred by farmers for one-to-one on-farm advice are available for 12 MS, 16 regions
in ES and 2 regions in IT for advice in 2008. These costs have already included the public
support. Indeed, the total unit cost for an advisory package before public co-financing ranges
from €275 to €2,400 (see theme 2). A total of €16 million is invested in these countries and
regions by MS farmers to have access to advice from the FAS, see table below. For several MS
data are not available, because although the FAS was set-up in 2008, it was not yet operational
and no advice had been delivered (PT, PL, EL and some regions in ES).

Table 20: Cost incurred by farmers for FAS on-farm one-to-one advice in 2008

Cost for the Outreach of farmers Total costs incurred

MS farmer in in 2008 (one-to-one by farmers
Euro advice) (cost x outreach)

BE-FLA 406,500
(074 | 432 1,172 506,304
DE (NSC) | 400 2314 925,600
DK | 400 600 240,000
EE 125 803 100,375

| 209 3,000 627,000

\ 75 1,159 86,925

\ 480 1411 677280

\ 80 1,000 80,000
| 126 12,133 1,528,758

\ 187 400 74,800

\ 416 153 63,648

\ 210 45 9,450

\ 999 547 546,453

| 170 598 101,660

| 750 60 45,000

Source : CR
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Expected benefits from the implementation of FAS

A qualitative assessment of the secured benefits is provided based on related elements
under themes 1 to 4. These are summarised hereunder.

From theme 1: Effects on land management

Overall, the core FAS approach (one-to-one on-farm advice) contributes to awareness
raising among beneficiary farmers along with other external elements. The core approach
plays a role to build up farmers' understanding of SMR and GAEC requirements and thus
increase their acceptability to farmers. In this way, it supports current implementation of
cross compliance requirements through the comprehensive support of all regulatory
aspects, the translation into understandable questions and linked discussions on the
rationale of all requirements with advisors.

Through the FAS, and the checklist system developed by most MS as a support tool,
farmers have a concrete interface (and potential advisory services that are independent
from commercial firms) summarising the important number of requirements, at least from
EU level. In the few MS using an overall check-folder system integrating all regulations
(national, regional, quality insurance systems), the first steps of integration towards overall
quality systems (integrated checklists that include all regulatory aspects) have taken place.
The FAS provides an opportunity for Community farmers to improve their administrative
skills related to record-keeping that is required by cross-compliance.

From theme 2: Effects on farmers’ income

The FAS core approach contributes to improved farming practices that in turn indirectly
influence the income of farmers through a more rational use of input factors and nutrient
management (reduction in loss and waste) and higher productivity. It also contributes to
better overall hygiene on the farm. For farms with livestock, application of animal health
and welfare standards leads to increased productivity or lower losses.

The most direct benefit from the FAS is attributed to reduced risk for penalties from the
cross compliance controls.

From theme 4: Other impacts

A series of other effects were highlighted during case studies: a) the opportunity to
establish and strengthen a trust relationship that can facilitate the interfacing between
farmers and advisors; b) the continual quest of extension services of how to ensure spin-
offs to slower pace groups of farmers and the present situation which seems to focus on
those farmers that are in the front-running group; ¢) the farmet's continued doubts about
the water-tightness between advice and cross-compliance controls; and d) a number of
sundry Observations such as reluctance towards written advice and the insurance for
advisors against the risk of farmers' eventual penalties that could be referred back to. The
last major effect could be that some MS have taken the opportunity of the FAS to rethink
their wider advice and knowledge information systems for farmers.
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4.5.2 Evaluation question 5.2 : Support from EAFRD

Question 5.2: To what extent is the financial EAFRD support to the Farm

Advisory System and Forestry Advisory Services an efficient means of providing
support?

Interpretation of the question

This question aims at analysing whether the EAFRD is an efficient means of providing
support and has added value in comparison to not using this fund.

Approach and judgement criteria

In order to identify the potential value added of EAFRD support in achieving the FAS
objectives, the following judgement criteria have been considered.

The use of EAFRD leads to:

" less expensive setting-up of the FAS (JC1)
" less expensive use for the farmers (JC2)

* additional outcomes (JC3)

The efficiency of the EAFRD support to forestry holders is examined separately (JC4).

Validity — limitations of the approach

The evidence for answering this evaluation question comes mainly from the CR and from
the case studies, where more in depth interviews with FAS managers were conducted. The
analysis is limited by the low quality and accuracy of the data provided through the CR and
particulatly the limited available information as regards measure 115 .

Answer Summary Box

To what extent is the financial EAFRD support to the Farm Advisory System and
FoAS an efficient means of providing support?

In order to analyse the efficiency of the EAFRD support, the costs for setting-up the
FAS are discussed for both type of MS (with and without EAFRD) (JC1). The efficiency
for the use of advisory services for farmers is discussed in JC2 and additional outcomes
thanks to EAFRD are assessed in JC3. JC4 concerns support to private forest holders.

EAFRD contributions to support the setting-up of the FAS (weasure 115 ) has been
currently used by only three MS (ES, IT and PT). No meaningful data are available
allowing to conclude about the efficiency of EAFRD for supporting the setting-up of the
FAS, apart from the consideration above concerning the overall very limited use of
measure.
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Measure 114 concerning the support to the use of advisory services has a larger uptake,
with over half of the MS (15 MS at national level, 4 MS in some regions) making use of it.

Measure 114 supporting the use of advice by the farmers has well eased the cost burden for
beneficiary farmers (supporting between 060-80% of the total unit cost of advice).
However, no meaningful elements are available, allowing to conclude that the use of
EAFRD leads to a less expensive use of the FAS for farmers, since in some MS the advice
is for free, and the unit cost of advice is sometimes lower in those MS where the costs for
advice are fully charged to farmers.

Additional outcomes from EAFRD support for the use of FAS are the comprehensive
coverage of all cross-compliance requirements. MS that are not using the funds have in
general a thematic approach. However, notwithstanding the opportunity of discussing all
cross-compliance requirements (and occupational safety), this type of advice might
discourage farmers being already aware of SMR and GAEC. In addition, such an advice
could not be sustainable over time, since farmers having benefited of advice activities once
of twice may not be interested in further advice.

All MS that are using support from the EAFRD provide one-to-one on farm advice,
which we see as an effective approach, although it might by rather expensive for the
farmers.

Some MS make use of the fund for ecither enlarging the scope of the FAS to other
regulatory requitements from national/regional legislation or from quality insurance
systems, or for providing economic advice on the farm. Other MS add specific topics
(energy, environment, quality insurance systems) to FAS services (which is not the case in
those MS that do not use the EAFRD, with the exception of BG, IE, SI).

In sum, even though EARFD support provides additional outcomes, the information

available does not allow to provide a definitive conclusion on the efficiency of the
EARFD support.

Analysis

The use of EAFRD for the setting-up of the FAS by Member States

As described in section 3.6 of the descriptive part, overall measure 115 supporting the setting-
up of the FAS has not been widely mobilised by MS (three MS (ES, MT and PT). Total
budgetary means foreseen by these 3 MS amount to around €129 million for the 2007-2013
EAFRD programming period, of which nothing had been disbursed until June 2008%.
Mobilising measure 115  does not necessarily mean that funds will to go supporting FAS
setting-up, as other services such as farm relief and management services can also be

supported.

In volumes of mobilised funds, it is clearly Spain (all regions - €81million), followed by
Portugal (€33.9million) and Italy (€13.3million in 7 regions only), which have mobilised this
measure. Strikingly, none of the EU12 has drawn on this measure.

82 DG AGRI, EAFRD - total allocation 2007-2013 for measures 114 and 115 vs declarations of expenditure.
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Regarding the use of these funds, limited information is available and only for I'T and PT.

In PT, the intention of the three regional RDP was to provide support to operating bodies
and service providers. However, the accreditation process has not yet been completed (in the
Azores and Madeira, supportive legislation is still pending and on the mainland, legislation
has only recently been published (Ordinance n® 481/2009 of the 6" May).

In IT, major cost elements that were foreseen are related to expenditures for registration of
operating bodies; staff; purchasing, renting and maintenance of the technical equipment
foreseen for the setting-up of the FAS; renting and maintenance of the offices; and
specialised training for the staff. All these costs are degressive over the period. EARFD
funds that are engaged for the 2007-2013 period amount to €13.3 million. Support goes to a
wide range of OB: in Centre-North Italy (professional organisations, producer associations,
associated consulting organisations) and more public in the South (Agriculture Departments
of the Region, public service agencies, Associations of Mountain areas “Comunita
Montane”, etc).

Setting-up costs reported by MS that did not use the FAS (see EQ 5.1) appear smaller
than costs reported for IT, ES and PT. However, data are not all meaningful (due to
the aggregated way they are presented) and no conclusion can be drawn.

EAFRD for the use of the FAS by farmers

Measure 114 concerning the support to the use of advisory services has a large uptake with
over half of the MS (15 MS at national level, 4 MS in some regions). Support through weasure
7174 has eased the cost burden of advice for those Community farmers who have used FAS
advice (see EQ 2.1; total unit cost of advice compared to cost supported by farmers). It is
however not clear to what extent there is a more efficient delivery compared to those MS
that apply the full cost principle. In addition, there are still 6 MS and regions in 3 MS
providing advice for free.

The unit cost for one-to-one on-farm advice is calculated under theme 2, for those
MS/regions where data are available (number of farmers using the service and the costs for
them to use it).

The variation in unit costs of advice among MS and regions using the EAFRD is very
significant: from €275 in some regions of ES to around (and even over) €2,000 in BE-FLA,
CZ, IT, L'T, NL (see EQ 2.1). With the EAFRD contribution this leads to a cost for farmers
from 55 Euros (in ES-PVA) to 1000 Euros (in NL).

Thirteen MS (for some of them only some regions) have decided not to use measure 114. In
that case, either advice is free for farmers, or it is subsidised with National funds or fully
charged to farmers. When the advice is not free, the contribution for the farmer ranges from
a few euros (in AT) up to 750 Euros (in UK-WAL).

Table 21 hereafter presents the cost for farmers in all MS depending whether they are using
measure 114 or not.
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Table 21:  Cost of advice for farmers depending of the use of measure 114

ml\gszzn]g] y Cost of advice for farmers hf@:;:;s;?f Cost of advice for farmers
BE FLA 20% % 375 Euros AT Free or flat rate (10-20 euros)

CY n.a. BE WAL Free

CzZ 20-32% * 432 Euros BG Free

DE NSC 40% + 400 Euros DE rz;t(ljzs iug]iloc;)st or subsidised depending of the
EE 25% £ 125 Euros DK Full cost + 400 Euros

EL 25% FI 21 % = 80 euros

ES 20-25% ; from 55 to 480 Euros FR Elrizsor partly subsidised by National
HU 20% + 126 Buros IE E)rezesgrci(r]g:/o paid by farmers. From 30
IT rzggzg +20% + 187-375 Euros IT rzggzg Full cost

LT 20% * 416 EUR RO Free

LU 30% £ 210 Euros SE 30% = 170 Euros

LV n.a. SI Free

MT Co-funded with RDP UK Free or full cost £ 500-750 Euros

NL 50% % 1000 Euros

PL n.a.

PT 20%

SK 20% + 375 EUR

Source: ADE Consortinm : country reports - figures for 2008

One could argue that the farmers’ share is more or less the same between the full cost option
and the high costs registered in some of the MS using measure 114. Thus no meaningful
elements are available, allowing to conclude that the use of EAFRD leads to a less expensive
use of the FAS for farmers.

The use of EAFRD leads to additional outcomes

One needs to keep in mind aspects related to the content of advice (MS define it differently
according to the specificities of their agricultural sector and according to the use of EAFRD)
and the manner in which the one-to-one advice is delivered within MS. The advice
supported by the EAFRD, even if more costly in terms of unit cost, might be more
comprehensive.

Indeed, when measure 114 is mobilised, the advice for farmers needs to cover all SMR,
GAEC and occupational safety (see art. 24b of Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005). The
current value added of using measure 114 lies in the coverage of all cross compliance
regulatory aspects. MS that are not using the funds have in general a thematic approach (see
also section 5.1.1 of the descriptive part).
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However, notwithstanding the opportunity of discussing all cross-compliance requirements
(and occupational safety), this type of advice might discourage farmers that are already aware
of some SMR and GAEC. Also, the system could not be sustainable over time, since farmers
having participated once or twice may not be interested in further advice (see graph 9 EQ

1.2).

Using the EAFRD supports MS in providing
one-to-one on-farm advice, which we see as an
effective approach (see theme 1) although also a
quite costly one (see theme 2 and 5) (see box
from the case study in DE-NSC on this matter).

Finally, some of the MS using the EAFRD have
provided further value added by:

Al stakeholders in DE-INSC clearly mentioned that
the overall approach (all themes in the checklist folder
system) and the important reach of farmers (20%)
through one-to-one advice has only been possible thanks
to co-funding of EAFRD. Without co-funding, it is not
sure that an overall approach would have been adopted,
the coverage would have been less important, and
probably only little one-to-one advice would have been

" integrating cross-compliance in the overall delivered.

regulatory  scope  of  national/regional
legislation and quality insurance systems requirements (DE, LU)

" integrating organic farming, specific quality insurance systems (DE,IT, SL and LU)
" integrating cross-compliance in economic farm advice (BE-FL)

" integrating other specific issues, such as energy savings or renewable energy, agri-
environment, Natura 2000 (CZ, EE, DE, HU some regions in IT, LT, LU and SL).

Another point to underline is the monitoring of advice delivered to be done and the control
of EARFD that follows if measure 114 is used.

The use of EAFRD is efficient when used for Forestry Advisory Services

The CR (see EQ 1.3 & 1.4) and the complementary investigation carried out in those
case study areas that have in principle mobilised EAFRD support for FoAS (CZ and
IT) do not include sufficient data to provide an answer to this question at a general
level.

IT-VEN reports that 13 requests for forestry related advice have been received (out of 1,300
FAS requests in total), but more detailed data on subject and cost are not available. In DE-
NSC, EAFRD support for forestry has not been used, and information gathered from other
German Linder suggest that this is due in part to that fact that support to forestry
associations is not eligible to EAFRD funding under the 2007-2013 period. In CZ, no direct
contacts were possible with relevant forestry services as FAS management did not
distinguish any specific advice services in respect to forestry.
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46 Theme 6: Relevance and coherence
4.6.1 Evaluation question 6.1 : Relevance

Question 6.1 To what extent are the objectives of the Farm Advisory System (as

outlined in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003) pertinent with respect to the needs and
problems of the EU agricultural sector?

Interpretation of the question :

This question aims at assessing the relevance of the objectives of the FAS, as outlined in
Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 with respect to the needs and problems of the EU
agricultural sector.

Approach and judgment criteria

Considering that the objectives of the FAS are defined at EU level, and that a large degree
of flexibility is left to the MS in order to adapt the Community framework to the national
specificities, two main levels of relevance are distinguished. Relevance will be firstly
assessed at Community level, by examining the pertinence of the objectives of the FAS
with respect to meso-type needs (including a series of new challenges facing the sector in
the coming years) at Community level. In a second stage, relevance will also be assessed at
the level of the MS, by examining the relevance of the specific objectives of the FAS
defined at national level with respect to the specific needs and problems at national level
(the latter varying, e.g., according to the predominant types of farming in the different MS).

The analysis will therefore follow a stepwise argumentation based on the following
judgement criteria:

e Identification of the main needs and problems of the EU agricultural sector (JC 1).
e Comparison between the needs identified and the FAS objectives (JC 2).

e Relevance of the FAS objectives defined at the level of the Member States with
respect to specific national needs (JC 3).

The approach to this question is of qualitative nature, and is based on the set of objectives
of the FAS identified by the evaluator in the context of the definition of the intervention
logic of the instrument (see chapter 2.1), and on the interpretation of the global objective
of "meeting the standards of modern, high-quality agriculture", as given in chapter 3.3.

The analysis of the relevance of the objectives of FAS defined at MS level with respect to
national needs complements the approach.
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Validity — limits of the approach

A limitation concerning the analysis of the relevance of the FAS with respect to national
specific needs has been the lack of explicit documents, at MS level, providing a
comprehensive framework of the objectives established. Some elements of the focus of the
FAS at MS level have been therefore obtained from the questionnaires sent to the MS in
the context of this evaluation; other elements have been deducted by the evaluator based
on the advisory activities that have been set up in the different MS.

Answer Summary Box

To what extend are the objectives of the FAS as outlined in

Regulation (EC)N°1782/2003 pertinent with respect to the needs and problems of
the EU agricultural sector?

In order to answer this question of relevance, two levels of analysis have been
distinguished, the Community level and the MS level. The analysis rests on the following
JC, namely an identification of the needs and problems of the EU agricultural sector (JC1)
the extent to which the FAS objectives address these needs at Community level (JC2) and
MS level (JC3).

At Community level, the following aggregated needs and problems of the agricultural
sector, have been considered”: integration of environmental concerns into agricultural
policy (sustainable environmental farming); more market orientation and stabilisation of
agricultural incomes (increased competitiveness); food safety & quality, and developing the
vitality of rural areas (answering EU citizens expectations). New challenges have been
identified referring to the 2008 CAP health check that represent new needs for farmers in
the near future. They include climate change and the role agriculture will have to play in
the broader effort to reduce greenhouse gas emission, sustainable water management,
production of bio-energy®, and others such as more integration of innovation &
knowledge development, efficient energy management and ensure long term prospects to
attract future generations to farming®.

As mentioned in recital 8 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, the FAS has been introduced
to help farmers to meet the standards of modern, high-quality agriculture (MHQA). To
achieve this, the regulation emphasizes raising farmer's awareness of material flows and
on-farm processes relating to the environment, food safety and animal health and welfare.
This has been completed by other specific objectives, also based on article 13 of
Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, and on a number of considerata from Regulation (EC)
N°1698/2005, as the intervention logic presented in section 2.1 shows.

When mirroring the needs of the EU agricultural sector and the objectives of the FAS as
stated in Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003, it can be concluded that the FAS is relevant.
Those objectives are not only relevant regarding the current needs, but also as regards the
emerging needs in the EU agricultural sector, in particular those linked to climate change

83 Explanatory Memorandum (COM (2003) 23 final from 21.1.2003
84 Explanatory Memorandum (COM (2008) 306 final from 20.5.2008

85 Visions for the future of the agricultural policy in Europe” — Congress of European farmer - September 2008 -
COPA-COGECA
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and prices volatility. In addition, the FAS is relevant with respect to the needs of farmers
to be advised on cross compliance related issues.

Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003 leaves a considerable level of discretion for MS to fine
tune the Community framework of objectives in response to their own needs and
priorities.

At MS level, during the first years of implementation of the FAS (and during the phasing-
in period of cross-compliance), the Community framework defining the objectives of the
FAS has been transposed in most MS by especially focusing on the support that FAS can
provide to farmers for a correct application of the basic standards for the environment,
food safety, animal health and welfare and good agricultural and environmental conditions
included in the scope of cross compliance. We notice a limited attempt, so far, to adapt
the Community framework to other specific national contexts and needs.

However, 12 MS have widened the scope of the FAS beyond the scope of cross-
compliance. Two MS have done it by including other (national/regional) regulatory
aspects and/or quality insurance systems (DE, LU), keeping thus the link with material
flows and on-farm processes relating to the environment, food safety and animal health
and welfare. Some MS included a few innovative themes compared to the usual advisory
business or specifically integrated economic advice to the FAS (BE-FLA). Some
MS/regions have set-up the FAS as an overall advice system integrating advice on various
RDP priorities (EE, 1E, LT, SL, IT (some regions), UK-WAL).

Currently, at MS level, for a large number of MS and regions, the FAS does not address
comprehensively the various needs of farmers, except cross-compliance advice. However,
these needs are often covered by the existing advisory and/or extension setvices.

Analysis

The needs and problems of the EU agricultural sector

The overall needs and problems of the EU agricultural sector have been defined based on a
number of documents regarding the 2003 reformed CAP, as well as on more recent policy
debates. The needs identified include more market orientation and increased
competitiveness, food safety & quality, stabilisation of agricultural incomes, integration of
environmental concerns into agricultural policy and developing the vitality of rural areas.
They have been summed up in three major groups of needs:

* Environmental sustainability - A farm is perceived as a system in which material
flows interact with the environment. This system needs to be adequately managed to
ensure the long-term protection of the natural resources.

* Competitiveness — Farm holdings need to be competitive in the overall context of the
global market of agricultural production integrating production of higher value added
products and new demands from consumers, through e.g. innovative production

86 Explanatory Memorandum (COM (2003) 23 final from 21.1.2003
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systems, better integration within the agro-food chain or development of niche, shorter
circuits and new outlets.

* Expectations from European citizens” - During the last ten to twenty years,
European citizens have expressed growing concerns about food safety, animal welfare,
impacts of agro-chemicals. Furthermore, the impact of the CAP on biodiversity and
preservation of specific natural areas or biotopes - landscapes has also been a recurrent
topic in recent policy debates.

Since 2003 these needs of the EU agricultural sector have evolved, as illustrated by the
conclusions of the congress of European farmers held in September 2008 in Brussels,
highlighted in the following box.

New trends in the needs of the EU agricultural sector

In addition to the on-going priorities of the reformed and updated CAP, to i.a :

o Respond to rising food demand and face increasing price volatility.

o Help farmers both mitigate and adapt to the negative effects of climate change.

o Eunsure EU agriculture’s contribution to reducing CO, emissions and the EU’s dependence on
energy imports through the production of renewable non-food resources.

o Eusure a fair standard of living for agricultural producers

o Eunsure long-term prospects which will attract future generations of both men and women

Sfarmers to a career in farming.
Extracts of “Visions for the future of the agricultural policy in Enrope” —
Congress of Enropean farmer - September 2008
COPA-COGECA

87 This "group of needs" is not explicitly referred to in the Explanatory Memorandum of the CAP reform. However, we
consider it in this context, given the importance that this topic has in the current policy debate.

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 121



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

Some of these challenges have been incorporated in the explanatory note on the CAP
health check of 2008%, such as climate change, water management and bio-energy. Others
are indirectly addressed by the CAP reform such as energy flows and the entire 'social' or
long-term attractiveness of farming in the EU.

Innovation and ICT also pose a number of challenges and opportunities to the EU
farmers, as they will either directly assist farmers in meeting MHQA or provide them with
new production tools and product niches, and change the way business is conducted.

Furthermore, the needs of the EU agriculture can not be solely described or assessed
without taking into consideration each MS's specific context. These needs and their
respective weight vary of course in relation to elements such as : i) farms sizes, types of
farming and productions; ii) specific MS socio-economic frameworks in which the various
farm types operate; iii) the need in the EU12 to consolidate the farming system (with a
basic trend to either intensive small holdings or to further consolidate farm units), trend
which is less pronounced in the EU 15, where the focus seems to be more on
strengthening the knowledge base and decision making capacities; etc.

FAS objectives address Community meso-level needs and problems of the EU
agricultural sector

As mentioned in recital 8 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, the FAS has been introduced
to help farmers to meet the standards of modern, high-quality agriculture (MHQA) which
is considered as the overall objective of the FAS instrument. MHQA for the purpose of
this evaluation has been defined as responding to three major groups of needs (see a more
detailed definition in section 3.3):

* Environmental sustainability
*  Competitiveness
* Expectations from European citizens

The reconstructed intervention logic (see section 2.1) indicates that this should be achieved
through the improvement of the “sustainable management” and “the overall performance”
of farmers' and forest holdings.

Awareness raising on material flows and on-farm processes relating to the
environment, food safety and animal health and welfare, contributes to this as an
important element, and has to be supported by other specific elements as shown in the
intervention logic, such as support to adapt and improve overall performance, decision to
effectively implement sustainable land management and improved productivity and
competitiveness of farmers’ and forest holders.

According to the definition proposed by the evaluator of MHQA, the objectives of the
FAS are pertinent with the needs of the EU Agricultural sector at a global level. Those
objectives are also pertinent in regards of the emerging needs in the agricultural sector, in
particular the needs linked to climate change and prices volatility.

88 Explanatory Memorandum (COM (2008) 306 final from 20.5.2008
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More particularly, the FAS is relevant with respect to the needs of farmers to be advised on
cross compliance related issues. Indeed, these requirements are linked to environmental
issues and to expectations from European citizens.

However, the needs of the agricultural sector and the related operational objectives have to
take account of the specificity and the diversity of agriculture through Europe. The global
objective has thus to be declined in each MS.

Objectives of the FAS at MS level

Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003 leaves a considerable level of discretion for MS to fine tune
the Community framework of objectives in response to their own needs and priorities. By
doing so, the needs and problems of the ultimate direct beneficiaries can be addressed in
more detail than at Community level.

The analysis of the available documents at MS level show that few MS (BE-FLA, EE, IT,
LT, RO, SE) have done an overall needs assessment and published then a comprehensive
framework for the FAS in their MS/region (see desctiptive patt section 2.1). Some MS
have implemented a needs assessment, but without survey or action plan at MS level (BG,

DE, EL, ES, HU, LV, PL, PT, UK-WAL).

Overall, we notice that during the first years of implementation of the FAS, the MS
have mostly targeted the objective of supporting farmers in applying cross
compliance requirements (in particular as regards environmental issues — see answer to
EQ 1.1), without explicitly defining additional objectives to the ones mentioned in
Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003.

However, 12 MS have widened the scope. Two of them have done it by including other
(national/regional) regulatory aspects and/or quality insurance systems (DE, LU), keeping
thus the link with material flows and on-farm processes relating to the environment, food
safety and animal health and welfare).

Other MS added specific (innovative) advisory aspects like energy management in an
individual way. Seven MS/regions (EE, IE, LT, SL, BE-FLA, UK-WAL, IT) have set-up
the FAS as an overall advice system integrating economic farm advice to advice on cross-
compliance as well as various other priorities from RDP.

Currently, at MS level, for a large number of MS and regions, the FAS does not address
comprehensively the various needs of farmers, except cross-compliance advice. However,
other needs are usually covered by the existing advisory and/or extension services.
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4.6.2 Evaluation question 6.2 : Coherence with the other measures

Question 6.2 To what extent is the instrument coherent with other Community

interventions in achieving the objectives of the CAP and broader Community
objectives?

Interpretation of the question

This question concerns the coherence between the FAS, as defined in Regulation (EC)
N°1782/2003, and other Community interventions in achieving the objectives of the CAP
and broader Community objectives. Coherence will be investigated in terms of
synergies/complementarities between different instruments/interventions in achieving
determined objectives.

The overall objectives of the CAP can be assimilated into three broad issues identified by
the evaluator when dealing with the concept of MHQA (chapter 3.3): competitiveness and
innovation, environmentally sustainable farming, and sensitiveness to EU citizens'
expectations.

Other Community interventions linked to the objectives of the CAP are understood as the
set of instruments available under the two pillars of the CAP, namely the first pillar (based
on Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003) and the rural development measures as established in
Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005.

Broader Community objectives and interventions are expressed in the Renewed Lisbon
Strategy (2005) and its Programme for 2008-2010%; i.e. mainly:

- investing in people, ze. through lifelong learning (IL1.L);

- investing in research, development and innovation, ze. bio-technologies, I'TC and eco-innovation;

- creating a more dynamic business environment by #nlocking the business potential, particularly of
small and medium-sized businesses;

- moving towards a greener economy addressing climate change, an efficient and integrated EU
energy policy and environment friendly technologies.

In addition, the sustainable use of natural resources is also considered as a broad
Community objective, that has been integrated into the Renewed Lisbon Strategy.

Since the FAS obviously represents only one element among many others contributing to
the overall objectives of the CAP and, all the more reason, to the achievement of broader
Community objectives, the question investigates possible synergies and complementarities
between the FAS and other Community instruments in supporting these objectives.

¥ Sources: COM(2007) 804 final. 11 December 2010. “Proposal for a Community Lisbon Programme 2008 — 20107;
COM (2006) 816 final 12 December 2006. “Implementing the renewed Lisbon Strategy for growth and jOB.
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Approach and judgement criteria

Due to its qualitative nature, this question is mainly tackled by analysing available relevant
documents (document review), complemented by information from case studies.

Based on the definitions and the identification of EC instruments/interventions linked to
the CAP objectives on the one hand and those linked to broader Community objectives on
the other hand, the approach is based on two judgement criteria:

- JC1. Complementarities and synergies with Community interventions/instruments
leading towards CAP objectives;

- JC2. Complementarities and synergies with Community interventions leading
towards the Lisbon Strategy objectives.

For both criteria, the assessment is developed at two levels. One level assesses the potential
of complementarities and synergies, based on literature research; the second level examines
the extent to which these potential synergies and complementarities have been concretely
exploited by the MS in the organisation of their FAS activities.

Validity — limitations of the approach

By its own nature, EQ 6.2 is very broad and a detailed analysis is out of the scope of this
evaluation. The approach and the analysis provided for this question remains general and
focused on meaningful considerations to be taken into account (eventually through
additional investigations to be carried out in the future) in the context of the policy-making
process.

As the implementation of FAS has only just begun, the concrete synergies between the
FAS and other instruments in the MS could only be analysed to a limited extent.

Answer Summary Box

T'o what extent is the instrument coherent

with other Community interventions other in achieving the objectives of the CAP
and broader Community objectives??

The EQ is covered by two JC relating to synergies/complementarities, the first among
Community (CAP) interventions in achieving the CAP objectives, the second among
broader Community interventions (outside the CAP) supporting the renewed Lisbon
Strategy objectives.

From the two Regulations that form the legal architecture of the FAS the links
between the FAS and other interventions/instruments applied especially under Pillar one
are clear. The FAS is defined under Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003 which refers directly
to the heart of interventions of Pillar one and the Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003 made an
explicit link by creating the FAS to advise at least on cross-compliance. The
implementation of the FAS at the level of the MS confirms these strong
synergies/complementarities, as all MS have set up FAS firstly to address cross-
compliance requirements.
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The FAS and rural development interventions referring to Pillar two are potentially
complementaty, although the synergies/complementarities are less explicit in Regulation
(EC) N°1698/2005 than they are in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003. They are however
clearly underlined in the reconstructed intervention logic proposed by the evaluator.
Potential synergies and complementarities between mzeasure 111 (vocational training) and
measure 114 (support for the use of advisory services) are high. The FAS is also
complementary with axis 2 measures, aiming at improving the environment and the
countryside by supporting land management. The FAS provides advice with an important
focus on sustainable production methods (notably through the various cross-compliance
standards linked to the environment) whereas some measures of axis 2 support
environmentally friendly production methods going beyond compulsory standards.

At MS level, the exploitation of those potential synergies/complementarities vaties from
one MS to another. A number of MS have used the possibility to support the FAS
through RDP interventions, but only some of them seem to have looked for synergies
with other RDP interventions. According to the evaluators’ findings, based on available
documents, the concrete synergies between the FAS and other RDP interventions are
currently limited, in particular as regards the links established with vocational training
(measure 117).

The potential synergies and complementarities between the FAS and Community
interventions regarding research in the agricultural sector are obvious. Nevertheless, with
the exception of some MS, research activities have not been systematically involved as a
contributor to the FAS, nor feedback form the advisors has been exploited for orienting
ad hoc research activities targeting specific problems of the agricultural sector. Thus, the
potential role of the advisors as interface between the agricultural and the research sectors
remain mostly undeveloped.

The review of several Community intetventions/instruments leading to the objectives of
the Renewed ILisbon Strategy has revealed a  high potential of
synergies/complementarities with the FAS. Instruments/interventions identified by the
evaluator are related to the following sectors: (i) employment and lifelong learning, (ii) the
environment and sustainable development (iii) innovation and regional development (iv)
climate change and (v) energy. Due to the recent implementation of the FAS, concrete
synergies could be analysed to a limited extend. However, data available do not provide
current evidence of synergies/complementarities exploited at the MS level with regards to
those instruments/interventions.

The synergies/complementarities between the FAS and other intetventions related
to the CAP objectives, namely those included under pillar one and pillar two, are
potentially very high. The FAS is also coherent with broader Community
interventions leading towards the Lisbon Strategy. At MS level, there is currently
little evidence of concrete synergies. This is partly explained by the recent
implementation of the FAS.
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Analysis

JC1 Synergies and complementarities of the FAS with other Community
interventions leading to the objectives of the CAP

The overall objectives of the CAP were developed in chapter 3.3. The three main
identified objectives relate to improving the competitiveness of the agricultural sector,
enhancing environmentally sustainable farming, and matching EU citizens' expectations.
These overall objectives are supported by two pillars.

e Pillar one refers in particular to the interventions foreseen in Regulation (EC) N°
1782/2003.

e Pillar two refers to the rural development measures foreseen in Regulation (EC) N°
1698/2005.

In addition to these two main sets of interventions, the evaluator has also considered
specific Community interventions to support agricultural research, in light of their strong
links with the overall objectives of the CAP.

Interventions/instruments foreseen in Regulation EC N° 1782/2003

Pillar one, historically linked to market support and farmer income support evolved with
the 2003 reform especially (see section 1.1 background). Since the implementation of this
reform, implemented through Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003, the Community suppott to
farmers has been largely decoupled from production. Farmers have however to respect
basic standards for the environment, food safety, animal health and welfare and good
agricultural and environmental condition (recital 2 of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003). If
these standards are not respected, farmers may be subject to reduction of CAP payments.
This link between payments to farmers and the respect of compulsory standards is cross-
compliance.

The FAS is defined in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 (articles 13-15) and, as a minimum,
aims at supporting farmers by giving comprehensive advice about the compulsory
standards. It refers directly to the heart of interventions of Pillar one. The regulation
presents in particular an explicit link between the FAS and cross-compliance (recital 8,
article 13).

The implementation at MS level confirms the strong synergies/complementarities as all MS
have set up FAS firstly to address cross-compliance requirements.

At MS level, the strong synergies/complementarities are in patticular reflected in the core
FAS approach, namely on-farm one-to-one advice supported by checklists, implemented
(or foreseen) in 23 MS. As discussed under theme 1 (EQ 1.2) this core FAS approach
supports current implementation of cross-compliance requirements through its
comprehensive coverage of all regulatory aspects.
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Interventions/instruments foreseen in Regulation (EC) N° 1698/2005

Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 includes under axis 1 (aimed at improving the
competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector by supporting restructuring,
development and innovation) the support to the setting-up of farm advisory services, farm
management and farm relief, as well as for FOAS (art.20, a)(v). Under (art.20, a) (iv) the use
of advisory services by farmers and forest holders is supported.

The potential synergies/complementarities between the FAS and the RD measures,
although less explicit than those existing between the FAS and first Pillar interventions,
have however been clearly underlined in the intervention logic proposed by the evaluator
(see chapter 2.1). In particular, the latter includes complementarities with measure 111
concerning vocational training and information.

Potential synergies between measure 111 (vocational training) and measure 114 are high, if
one considers that both are aiming at improving competitiveness through labour
productivity”’. The approach of the two measures is different, but complementary: measure
114 supports farmers directly in the use of advisory services, while measure 111 supports
operators carrying out training or information sessions. Currently, the core FAS approach
is focused on one-to-one on-farm advice, whereas vocational training excludes one-to-one
advice. It only covers group advice (small to large groups).

The FAS is also complementary with axis 2 measures, aiming at improving the
environment and the countryside by supporting land management. The FAS provides
advice with a significant focus on sustainable production methods (notably through the
various cross-compliance standards linked to the environment) whereas the measures of
axis 2 support environmentally friendly production methods going beyond the compulsory
standards.

At MS level, among the 12 MS and regions in another 4 MS where the scope of the FAS is
broader than the strict cross-compliance requirements, there are 8 MS (BG, CY, CZ, EE,
LT, PL, SK and SL) and regions in 2 MS (ES and IT) for which the link to RDP priorities
is explicitly recognised (source: CR). These MS make use of EAFRD funds to support the
use of FAS, except BG and SL. Currently, based on the information collected in the CR,
little indications are provided concerning the concrete synergies and complementarities that
have been developed. However, the early stage of implementation, especially in these MS,
needs to be underlined”".

One MS (SE) uses measure 114 in combination with measure 117 to provide farmers with
relevant information and support about cross-compliance.

% Source : CE, Handbook on Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, 2006.

91 The FAS was not operational at the beginning of 2009 in BG and PL, and at different stages of setting-up according
to regions in ES and IT.
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Community intetrventions regarding research in the agricultural sector

Agricultural research and extension or advice services are de facto strictly interlinked,
although the nature and the degree of this linkage are highly variable. In general terms,
agricultural research can be considered as a potential provider of innovations to the
advisors.

Community interventions supporting agricultural research are streamlined through the
various instruments and tools implemented by the Community Research Framework and
the support provided by the EC to a number of research networks between MS.
Community research programmes support quite a number of agricultural research project-

92

programmes .

No direct links with research within the

Walloon FAS, however...

Several operating bodies have particular links with research
centres, organisations, or universities.

The board of NITRAW.AL is composed of the Walloon
Jfederation of agriculture as well as of two Walloon
unipersities. Their advice activities are thus linked to
research.

Conducting research on animal welfare is part of the
activities of the CER.

GIREA is composed of 10 persons employed by 5 Belginm
Universities. Their adpice activities are directly linked to the
researches they are doing.

Extract Case Study — Wallonia (BE) — OB interviews

92

Regarding synergies with agricultural
research at MS level, according to data
available from the CR, the linkages
between the FAS and agricultural research
have been limited (see section 2.4 of the
descriptive part). Research activities have
thus not played, so far, a significant role as
a contributor to developing and
strengthening FAS activities. Even so, as
the example of BE-WAL in the following
box shows, OB can maintain close ties to
research centres (or operate as extension
arms of research clusters).

More details are available on the European Commission portal AGRINET dedicated to EU-funded research in

agriculture, fisheries, forestry and rural development: http://ec.ecuropa.cu/research/agriculture/index en.html
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JC 2 Coherence of FAS with other Community interventions leading to the
objectives of the renewed Lisbon Strategy

The renewed Lisbon Strategy93 is articulated around three major axes: macro-economics;
micro-economics and employment. It is mainly the latter two axes that present a series of
potential links to the agricultural sector: i) innovation and research; ii) the environment
and sustainable use of resources™; iii) promotion and development of SME; iv)
employment and flexicurity’s” focus on comprehensive LLI; and v) quality and
productivity at work. During the spring Council of 2007, a framework for a European led
Energy Policy was adopted.” Focus on climate change has been growing in recent years,
with the Commission highlighting its overall strategy to curb and mitigate the effects of
climate change at EU level.

Based on the information gathered through the CR (which is rather limited on this
perspective) and case studies, there is no current evidence of exploited
synetgies/complementarities between the FAS and other interventions not related to the
CAP.

When considering the wide range of issues that the EU Lisbon Strategy embraces, a
number of existing or potential synergies and complementarities (i.e. programmes or
projects working in parallel with FAS addressing similar needs) have been identified
through literature and CR.

A number of potential synergies or project-programmes pursuing similar objectives and
needs have been identified by the evaluator’’. The purpose of providing this rapid overview
on the following pages is not to provide a long list of synergies but to highlight some
potential opportunities which have not been exploited.

93 Communication from the Commission to the Spring EU Council — Implementing the renewed Lisbon Strategy for
growth and jOB — a year of delivery — COM(2006) 816

94 Reference to the Sustainable Development Plans (SDPs).

% Flexicurity rests on the concept that rather than protecting job, the aim is to protect the wotker by helping him to
deal with rapid change in the labour market an to ensure secure employment. Source: (COM)2006 816.

%  Communication from the Commission “ An Energy Policy for Europe” — COM(2007) 1 & Presidency conclusions
Spring 2007 Council — 7224/1/07

97 It is possible that more such synergies exist and the present is far from being exhaustive.
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Employment

- The community occupational
safety action programme (2007-
2013), the European Agency for

Professional competencies and certifications of
agriculture advisors in the world of competitive

safety and Health at work market of service business - Agriculture Advisor
(Bilbao) and the wvarious MS Competencies (AAC) (Czech Republic)
National OS action plans (see This platform was set up by LAFI in Prague and involves six MS
EQ 13) (AT, CZ, DE, HU, PL. and SK). The project’s objective is to

spread and to share experiences and assess how to develop agriculture
advisory services and 1o provide background information, tools and

- LLL and the Leonardo da Vinci

programme have been tapped methods in order to constantly upgrade advisors’ capacities. It has
by CZ in collaboration with AT developed a series of e-learning and distant learning tools. The focus
and DE. in order to assist the is to support the advisory services to adapt to the new EU

frameworks and regulations (CAP and Lisbon — LLL; and to

FAS = coordinating unit in Jacilitate their understanding and use by partners.

developing e‘leafniﬂg materials) Co-funded by the Leonardo da Vinci programme
exchange of experience and bttp:] [ www.agroextension.net/ default. asp
specific training curricula for

advisors.

Environmental & sustainable development

- h -
The European Eco-Management The European Eco-Management and Audit System
and Audit System (EMAS) (EMAS)

coordinated by DG Environment , '
— which support various eco- Qualz@ assutrance schemes are now  commonplace n Eunropean

. . . industries and a number of these schemes are also available to the
certification systems in the EU agricnltural sector. One of these is the Eco-Management and Audit
which if compared to the DE Scheme (EMAS), which  promotes  quality  approaches  to
KKK files seem to be pursuing environmental performance. ENMLAS represents a new era in farm
similar objectives. EMAS farm management whereby environmental standards are established and
managed and eco-performances are improved on a continnous basis.

assessments aim at working out : :
g EMAS' farmers commit fo the voluntary process. An important

detailed multi-annual operational part of EMAS’s sustainability tool-kit is the life cycle assessment
plans to reach a common agreed (LCA), which involves the evaluation of a product system’s
eco-performance plan. “environmental footprint” throughont all stages of its life cycle.

bttp:/ [ ec.enropa.eu/ environment/ emas/ index _en.htm

- The Life + programme that

supports a series of on the LIFE on the farm: demonstrating good
ground projects with farmers in environmental practice

relation to sustainable A key challenge currently facing the industry is to identify
development through the sustainable solutions to macro issues, including: climate change;
promotion of life cycle environmental - impacts and  pressures on  natural  resources;

assessments of productions or g/oba/z'mm.n an.d increasing competition, de;.ﬁogmp/az': t/yaﬂg.ey; and
. ) advances in science and technology regarding crop and livestock
holdings.(also  based and in production. Innovation remains central fo the sector’s ability to move
connection with EMAS, for Sorward within a framework of sustainable development. DG
example in ES and IT) Environment’s LIFE  programme plays an important role in
promoting  environmental priorities by financing projects  that
demonstrate holistic solutions for complex and interlinked farming
problems. Since 1992, more than 162 agriculture related 1.IFE-

environment projects have been conducted.
http://ec.curopa.cu/environment/life/themes/soil/index.htm
bttp:/ [ ec.europa.eu/ environment/ emas/ index_en.htm

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 131



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

Innovation and regional development

- Innovation programmes and measures
implemented either through DG
Regio and the 2007-2013 structural
funds or through DG Enterprise that
aim at disseminating new technologies
at regional level and more specifically
with SME. The Ypaithros programme
in EL provides an interface ICT
platform to provide tailor made
advice to farmers and has been
supported through Objective 2. In

ADE — ADAS - AGROTEC- Evaluators. EU

YPAITHROS - Information and technology
transfer to enterprises in rural areas of Crete
(Greece)

This platform aims to bridge the digital divide in rural areas
of Crete, by providing tailor made information to people living
and working in rural and remote areas:  business
opportunities, important news (eg. weather warnings),
instructions for efficient plant treatment, national and EU
Sfunded programmes and subsidies (funding opportunities as
well as other events). The target groups are farmers (40% of
users) and rural SME (25% of users), persons working in
the public sector as well as other professionals active in remote

rural areas.
Funded by the CRINNO initiative
ERDF 2000-2006 programme

Cantabria, RFID systems were

adapted to the monitoring of
traceability of a local goat cheese through and Interreg IIIC programme (involving
DE, ES and IE); design of the system involved participation of farmers and specific
technical advice once the system was operational.

All of these examples (with the exception of the CZ-AT-DE Leonardo da Vinci
programme have in common that they are being implemented in parallel and that there is
no cross-breeding with FAS endeavours in the specific MS.

Other areas where synergies are possible, as they involve or will involve activities and
concerns that can overlap with EU farmers' needs for specific advice, could be, for
example;

Climate change

- BEuropean Climate Change Programme 11", which raises a number of questions and
issues that in time, will directly impact on farmers’ holdings and the CAP.
- The various National Sustainable Development Plans

Energy

- The EU’s 20/20/20” commitment and the issues pertaining to bio-fuels and
renewable energies

- The directive on Energy savings in buildings'” and its transposition at MS levels

- The Intelligent Energy programme

- The MS Energy action plans

The FAS is coherent with broader Community interventions leading towards the
Lisbon Strategy. At MS level, there is currently little evidence of concrete synergies.
This is partly explained by the recent implementation of the FAS.

% http://ec.europa.cu/environment/climat/eccp.htm

9 Communication from the Commission to the European Patliament, the EESC and COR - 20 20 by 2020, Europe's
climate change opportunity - COM(2008) 30

100 Energy petformance of buildings - DIRECTIVE 2002/91/EC of Dec 16-2002
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4.7 Theme 7: Administrative requirements

4.7.1 Evaluation question 7.1 : MS administrative requirements

Question 7.1 To what extent does the organisation and implementation of the Farm

Advisory System affect the Member States in terms of administrative requirements?

Interpretation of the question

Administrative requirements for the MS relate to the specific administrative actions that
have to be taken for the organisation and implementation of the FAS. This covers
increased staffing (in or out-sourced), new procedures or standards to be implemented,
monitoring, evaluation and auditing.

The assessment is made in terms of the human resources involved (leading to costs for the
MS, see theme 5) during the different aspects of the setting-up and functioning.

The possible use of the EAFRD is taken into account throughout the different phases.

Approach and judgement criteria

The approach to this question takes into consideration how the MS have established the
FAS with respect to existing similar activities (e.g. advisory systems).

Distinctions between the setting-up and running of the FAS (coordination and monitoring
arrangements) are made. More particularly, the organisation of FAS is analysed (e.g.
changes to the existing organisation of advisory services; delegation of administrative roles
to different public/private bodies, etc.) in respect to different aspects of setting-up and
functioning (coordination, monitoring, reviewing). The approach rests on:

* Analysis of the preparatory work and setting-up of the system (designing, accreditation)
in the different Member States. Assessment (estimation) of the human resources in
terms of number of persons involved and/or costs occurred (including the possible
contribution of EAFRD).

* Analysis of the organisation of the system, including coordination and monitoring.
Specific administrative requirements will be identified. Assessment (estimation) of the
human resources (time needed for the persons involved).

Two judgement criteria have been used, namely the administrative requirements induced
by: the setting-up of the FAS (JC1) and the running of the FAS (JC2).
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Validity — limitations of the approach

Administrative requirements have been assessed on the basis of information collected in
CR and especially in case studies. It must be underlined that the information collected is
rather limited in particular due to the fact that in a number of MS the FAS has been
integrated into existing administration services without necessarily adding new staff or
specific costs.

EQ 7.1 on the administrative requirements for Member States

Answer Summary Box

Administrative requirements are related to the organisation and implementation of the
FAS by the MS. They are considered with respect to the establishment of the FAS (JC1)
and their implementation (JC2).

The administrative requirements that the setting-up of the FAS has induced wvary
significantly according to the type of selection process of operational bodies and advisors.
If the latter have been designated among existing public or private organisations,
administrative requirements for the MS have been marginal. Administrative requirements
(and related costs) have been higher in those MS where the accreditation process through
a call for proposals has been chosen. In those cases, the EAFRD was generally used to
establish the FAS.

The same diversity of administrative requirements is also noted concerning the
implementation of the FAS. In case EAFRD is mobilised, additional administrative
requirements and human resources are induced, due to yearly publication of applications,
reaccreditation of advisors, monitoring, reporting and control of the funds used.

Analysis

Administrative requirements for the setting-up of the FAS

The administrative requirements for designing the system vary depending on the
preparatory work implemented by the MS and the type of selection process for the
operating bodies. FAS services have been entrusted to private or public bodies either by
accreditation or by designation. As defined in the descriptive part, the accreditation process
is linked to a published call for services and the designation process covers other cases in

which OB have been chosen without call for candidates'™".

In those MS that have chosen to go through a designation process, few additional
administrative requirements were needed compared to those who organised an open tender
with accreditation and selection of operating bodies. As mentioned in section 3.3 of the
descriptive part (“Selection process of operating bodies”), 14 MS (DK, EE, EL, ES, FI,
FR, IE, IT, HU, LT, LV, NL, PL, PT, RO) and regions in three MS (one in BE, several in

101 See also section 3.3 of the descriptive patt.
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DE and two in the UK) have accredited operating bodies through an open call for services
or through short lists. A majority of these MS (EE, EL, IT, HU, LT, LV, NL, PL, PT and
some regions (BE-WAL, some in DE and the UK) used EAFRD for the use of advisory
services.

Indeed, when EAFRD is used (or was planned to be used), the setting-up process has
involved more administrative requirements than without EAFRD, in particular with respect
to the accreditation of both OB and advisers.

The accreditation based on a call for proposals requires the setting-up of a formal process
and an explicit identification of the criteria to select OB. These criteria include the
qualification of their staff, their financial, material and administrative resources, as well as
potential additional criteria defined by the MS. The following box presents an example of
how these critetia are applied for the selection of public/private bodies in a concrete case.

In Spain, where EARFD is used, in order to be accredited the advisory bodies
must:

- have a legal status, be a non-profit organisation or cooperative (or, in both
cases, their unions or federations), and include in the definition of their
social aim the provision of assistance and advice to farmers.

- have offices that must open with a timetable suited to agricultural activity;
must have material resources, including information processing ones; and
must have equipment for the analysis of soil, water, waste and other
agricultural activity factors.

- have a workforce with, at least, one graduate holding an official degree in
each one of these areas: agronomy, veterinary science; and biological or
environmental sciences or forest engineering; the staff must prove that they
have received specific training or education in Farm Advisory (staff
accreditation process); and the required administrative staff. The advisory
bodies must demonstrate experience and reliability concerning Technical
Adpvisory.

Country report Spain 2009

Depending on the MS, the selection could be a long process involving a significant number
of staff in the managing authority. The example of the accreditation process in Lower
Saxony is given in the following box.

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 135



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

In Lower Saxony, where EARFD is used, administrative requirements for the
setting-up  process include the publication of the tender process, the whole
accreditation process of operating bodies, and advisors. Administrative requirements
during setting-up of the FAS were mainly the development of application procedures
of the calls for proposals (terms of reference, selection process) and checking of
applications. Over one hundred operating bodies and over 300 advisors have been
approved over the period. Advisory bodies had to satisfy the criteria established in
tendering documents (technical, logistic and human resources, experience of the
operating body and of its advisors, etc.) The setting-up process took place in 2004-
2005.

Case study investigations 2009

In MS where OB have been designated, administrative requirements are considered as
modest.

In conclusion, administrative requirements induced by the setting-up of the FAS show a
large diversity according to the type of selection process of the operational bodies and
advisors. If the latter are designated, administrative requirements for the MS are marginal.
They are however more important if an accreditation process has been chosen and if a
large number of participating operating bodies and advisors were involved.

Administrative requirements for the functioning of the FAS

Neither the CR nor the case studies or surveys have given evidence on the weight of the
administrative requirements for the implementation of the FAS (see 3.5 descriptive part)

In some MS (for example, BG, CZ, DE and HU) both the operating bodies and the
administration consider that the process of application and management of requests
requires considerable work.

In MS where measure 114 is used, specific administrative requirements are triggered mainly
by:

" the yearly management of applications for FAS advice;

* the potential re-accreditation process for advisors;

* the monitoring and reporting of data required by EAFRD.

The process in Lower Saxony is given as an example in the following box. In that specific
case, the time linked to the administrative management of requests is estimated at 1.5 hours
per application by the Chamber of agriculture (managing authority) and at around 1 hour
per application by the advisory body.

In some EU-12 (BG, CZ and HU), interviewed people highlighted an overall insufficient
administrative capacity. In these countries, the administrative burden linked with the use of
measure 114 is considered as not being proportionate to the relatively limited amounts of

R
subsidies™ ~.

102 Source Obsetvation from Member States — Country report
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In Lower Saxony, the process for the application and the management of requests can be
summarised as follows:

- yearly, the administration publishes the eligibility criteria and rules for applying to
EAFRD supported advice through the FAS;

- farmers, requesting support for receiving advice have to fill in a specific application
form indicating the advisory body they have chosen and transfer it to for the Chamber
of agriculture;

- the chamber of agriculture examines the application and informs the farmer about its
acceptance;

- after providing FAS advice, the advisor fills out a short preformatted report.;

- the advisor collects all necessary documentation (report of advice provided, copy of
invoice to the farmer, copy of bank statement of payment, etc.) in order to establish
the document for the farmer’s reimbursement to be sent to the Chamber of
agriculture.

Overall, the time linked to the administrative management of requests is estimated at 1.5 hours
per application by the Chamber of agriculture and at around 1 hour per application by the
advisory body.

Monitoring the EAFRD’s requirements

The recording of activities is mandatory for MS which are using the EAFRD. However,
most of the other MS do record activities as well.

MS using the EAFRD are supposed to record, at least the number of farmers (and forest
holders) supported (output indicator); this indicator should be subdivided according to the
type of advice given to the farmers, namely: by SMR, GAEC or other issues (by identifying
them, i.e. advice on AEM, on occupational safety standards, etc.). The indicator should also
be subdivided according to the amount of direct payments beneficiaries receive per year,
with two categories ( = €15,000 and > €15,000).

Further elements in terms of good practice of data collection are provided by the EC
Handbook and summarised in the following box.

Good practice regarding data collection from the CMEF Handbook

Assemble the number of supported farmers registered in a special database, created
and managed by the responsible measure manager. This database contains all relevant
information that is collected by means of registration forms. These forms are
established by the measure manager and need to be filled in by the project manager for
each farmer. This template should include minimally: a unique identification number of
the holding, the type of service provided, the amount of support, information on the
amount of direct payments received per year and a field indicating whether or not the
application is approved.

EC, Handbook on Common Monitoring and Evalnation Framework, Guidance note H, Septenber
2006
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It is too early to know if such good practices were applied by the managers of the measure.
Nevertheless, these practices illustrate the administrative needs connected to their
application.

In MS where EAFRD is used, regular inspections also have to be carried out at OB' level,
through direct visits and checks on a selected sample of the OB (from 5% to 20%). These
inspections aim at verifying: 1) if terms and conditions regarding the accreditation still
hold'”; and ii) if the advice provided through FAS is adequate (reliable advice and
correctness of invoices and substantiating documentation). This control can be done by the
organisation in charge of the FAS or can be outsourced.

When the FAS has been integrated into the existing advisory system (FR, IE, UK-WAL),
the costs of running the FAS can be considered modest. FAS activities are marginal
compared to the overall advisory services provided to farmers.

4.7.2 Evaluation question 7.2 : Administrative costs for farmers

Question 7.2 To what extent does the Farm Advisory System create synergies in

terms of reducing administrative costs for farmers (e.g. through improved
management skills, improved reporting/accounting systems...)?

Interpretation of the question

The FAS could help farmers to adapt, improve and facilitate the management of their
holdings. This might include skills that improve the overall management of their holdings
such as accounting, reporting or filing systems. The improvement in the overall holding
management might lead to a reduction in administrative costs for farmers.

The FAS might also help farmers to improve the administration of their holdings through a
different approach: general information on holding management via one-to-one or small
group advice, or by providing them with tools (e.g. folders, handbooks) to facilitate better
administration of holdings and thus reducing costs.

Approach and judgement criteria

The approach entails an analysis of support to reducing administrative costs through the
main FAS approach, followed by considerations about specific elements supporting the
administration of the holding. Two aspects will be particularly considered: (i) the provision
of specific advice providing information on the management of the holdings via one-to-
one or small group approach and (if) use of specific tools for farm management (folders,
handbooks, etc.).

103 For example: the compliance with the certification and registration requirements, the OB or advisot’s technical and
administrative facilities and the OB’s advisor’s participation in further education.
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The three following judgement criteria are used:
e The FAS supports administration of farm holdings (JC1);
e The FAS provides specific tools for the administration of farm holdings (JC2);

e Examples of reduced administrative costs of farmers making use of the system
from case studies (JC3).

Validity — limitations of the approach

The chosen JC do not cover all aspects allowing to fully answering the question in full.
Investigations into the third JC are mainly based on the outcomes of the case studies and
farmers’ surveys.

Reduction of administrative costs for farmers

Answer Summary Box

The extent to which the FAS creates synergies in terms of reducing administrative costs
for farmers is approached through three JC: the support provided through the main FAS
approach (JC1), potential specific tools related to the administration of the farm holdings
provided by the FAS (JC2) and qualitative information concerning administrative cost
reduction for farmers from case studies (JC3).

Supporting and promoting coherent documentation of all on-farm processes are at
the heart of the FAS approaches and tools in relation with the documentary aspects
that are required by cross-compliance, as already stated in EQ1.4. The improvement
of administrative skills (especially reporting and filing) is supported through on-farm one-
to-one advice with checklists.

The first elements of synergies with the national/regional regulatory provisions and
other quality systems are present in DE and LU using the integrated check-folders
that include all legal and regulatory provisions. According to the information from case
studies, currently, these synergies are not sufficiently recognised (between
certification organisms) and have not yet reduced administrative costs for farmers.

Only few MS include further aspects directly related to the administration of the holdings
in their FAS in terms of management. According to investigations in case study areas,
support to improved accounting systems and financial management is currently provided
by OB but usually not through the FAS. These services were already needed by the
farmers and in place before the FAS.

Analysis

Main FAS approach in respect to the administration of the holdings
As seen under EQ 1.4, the FAS significantly supports improved reporting and coherent

documentation of all on-farm processes in relation to the documentary aspects of cross-
compliance. The improvement of administrative skills (especially reporting and filing) is
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supported through on-farm one-to-one advice with checklists. All types of checklists
(simple checklists, thematic checklists, integrated check-folders (see section 5 of the
descriptive part) include the documentary aspects that are required by cross-compliance.

In DE and LU check-folder systems are used to summarise all legal and regulatory
provisions in understandable questions or statements, to indicate interfaces or linkages with
other legal provisions and quality systems and to avoid duplication of workload through
multiple documentation.

However, these are only the first elements of synergy. According to the information
available from case studies, the farmers continue to receive the individual visits of every
certification body of quality assurance schemes to which they adhere and each body verifies
the documentary aspects, including cross-compliance controls, without recognising the
documentation work implemented thanks to FAS (and verified) by one commonly
recognised body.

Aspects of the FAS related to the administration of the holdings

Only a few MS include further aspects directly related to the administration of the holdings
in their FAS in terms of management. As presented in the answer to EQ 1.4, in 4 MS
specific “support for financial management” is planned, and 3 MS provide assistance to
business plans and/or application of other RDP measures.

However, in most cases, in particular in former EU-15 support for accounting and financial
management of the farm holding is provided by the OB, but not in the framework of the
FAS. This is due to the fact that this kind of support for accounting and financial
management of the farm holding was required before the FAS (and before the 2003 CAP
reform). These services are largely provided by the same OB involved in the
implementation of overall advisory or extension services.

Some examples from case studies are provided in the two boxes hereafter.

In CZ, the FAS does not provide any specific tools for administration of
holdings. There are private advisors who, on request, assist farmers on
administration processes and farm management and accountancy. Individual
private farmers do not usually take an interest in FAS. The larger agricultural
holdings (legal persons) usually use their own experts in management,
accounting and other issues.

Case study investigations 2009

In the Veneto region, advice on farm management skills (accountability and
administrative organisation) are delivered via one-to-one and small group
approaches outside the farms.

During the investigation many stakeholders and farmers that participated in
focus groups stated that one of the fields in which the advice received under
the previous rural development programme (2000-2006 period) was more
successful was the one concerning the advice on farm management skills.

Case study investigations 2009
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Reduced administrative costs of farmers making use of the system from case
studies

Case studies and farmers’ surveys, although of a qualitative nature, tend to confirm the
previous findings. Although the core FAS approaches and tools support a coherent
documentation of all on-farm processes, synergies with other quality systems leading to
reducing administrative costs do not yet seem to be present.

The result of the survey suggest that the FAS did not significantly contribute to the
improvement of the situation of farmers as regards the administration, except in Lower
Saxony. For all the other case studies, less than 25% of the interviewed farmers state that
they have a better administrative organisation or that they have improved their
accountability or administrative management skills. Specific results are presented below. In
Lower Saxony, 77% of respondents (27 out of 35 respondents) specified that one of the
benefits of the FAS is that their reporting and accounting system has improved.
Furthermore, 54% (19 out of 35 respondents) indicated that their administrative
management skills have improved as a result of the FAS.

Table 22: Survey results about advice on holding administration

MS/ region (number of Lower Veneto

BE (20) CZ (25)

responses) DK (59) Saxony (35) | Region (40)

The reporting and

accounting  system has | 5% 9% 7% T7% 0%
Benefits from | improved
FAS advice I saved time because of
better administrative | 10% 23% 5% 33% 17%
organisation
Accountability or
administrative 5% 18% 17% 54% 25%
management has
improved
Improvement Global .plvan for'the farm 0% 24% 25%
. ) productivity has improved
in  farming
practices and Product and sales
management | Management '(contracts, 0% Na 3% 8% na
skills clients etc.) has improved
Human resources
management has | 0% 5% 5%
improved
I dont have better |, 9% 10% 17% 17%

management skills

Source: ADE survey about FAS, July 2009
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5. Closing Chapter : Conclusions and
Recommendations

This closing chapter reviews the conclusions derived from the various evaluation questions
and includes some major findings of the descriptive part when deemed necessary.

The order in which conclusions are presented differs from the order of the evaluation
questions. It is the evaluatot's perception of the graduation of the conclusions that has led
to proceeding from the relevance and coherence, to the effectiveness of the
implementation of FAS (including the cost effect on farmers' income and unintended
effects) before rapidly reviewing a number of EQ considered by the evaluator to be
premature at this stage of implementation.

5.1 Relevance and Coherence

5.1.1 Intervention Logic for the FAS

The intervention logic for the FAS, distinguishes an overall objective which is to help
farmers to meet the standards of Modern and High-Quality Agriculture (MHQA) and the

following four specific impact—objective5104:

= Farmers are more aware of material flows and on-farm processes relating to the
environment, food safety, animal health and welfare (Pillar one)

= Farmers and forest holders are supported to adapt, improve and facilitate
management and improve the overall performance of their holdings (Pillar two)

* Farmers implement more sustainable land and management practices (Pillar
two)

= Labour productivity and competitiveness of trained farmers and forest holders
are improved (Pillar two).

Regulations (EC) N°1782/2003 (Pillar one) and (EC) N°1698/2005 (Pillar two) form the
legal architecture of this intervention logic. Both regulations, complemented by
Commission Regulation (EC) N°1974/2006'” form the legal architecture of the
instrument. The relevant amendments to Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 concerning the
FAS, as introduced by Regulation (EC) 73/2009'", have also been considered.

104 Following the formulation of televant considerata of Regulaton (EC) No 1782/2003 ("Pillar one") and Regulation
(EC) No 1698/2005 ("Pillar two")

105 Commission Regulation (EC) N°1974/2006 of 15 December 2006 laying down detailed rules for the application of
Council Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for
Rural Development (EAFRD)

1% Council Regulation (EC) No 73/2009 of 19 January 2009 establishing common rules for direct support schemes for

farmers under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes for farmers, amending
Regulations (EC) No 1290/2005, (EC) No 247/2006, (EC) No 378/2007 and tepealing Regulation (EC) No
1782/2003
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5.1.1 Relevance of the FAS

At Community level, the following aggregated needs and problems of the agricultural
sector have been considered’”: integration of environmental concerns into agricultural
policy (sustainable environmental farming); more market orientation and stabilisation of
agricultural incomes (increased competitiveness); food safety & quality, and developing the
vitality of rural areas (answering EU citizens’ expectations). New challenges have been
identified referring to the 2008 CAP health check that represent new needs for farmers in
the near future. They include climate change and the role agriculture will have to play in
the broader effort to reduce greenhouse gas emission, sustainable water management,
production of bio-energy’”, and others such as more integration of innovation &
knowledge development, efficient energy management and ensuring long-term prospects to

attract future generations to farming'”.

When mirroring these needs of the EU agricultural sector and the objectives of the
FAS as stated in Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003, it can be concluded that the FAS is
relevant. Those objectives are not only relevant regarding the current needs in the
agricultural sector but also as regards the emerging needs in the agricultural sector, in
particular those linked to climate change and prices volatility. More particulatly, the FAS is
relevant with respect to the needs of farmers to be advised on cross compliance related
issues.

Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003 leaves a considerable level of discretion for MS to fine tune
the Community framework of objectives in response to their own needs and priorities.

At MS level, during the first years of implementation of the FAS (and during the phasing-
in period of cross compliance), the Community framework defining the objectives of the
FAS has been transposed in most MS by especially focusing on the support that FAS can
provide to farmers for a correct application of the compulsory standards for the
environment, food safety, animal health and welfare and good agricultural and
environmental conditions included in the scope of cross compliance. We notice a limited
attempt, so far, to adapt the Community framework to other specific national contexts and
needs.

However, 12 MS have widened the scope of the FAS beyond the scope of cross-
compliance. Two MS have done it by including other (national/regional) regulatory aspects
and/or quality insurance systems (DE, LU), keeping thus the link with material flows and
on-farm processes relating to the environment, food safety and animal health and welfare.
Some MS included a few innovative themes compared to the standard advisory business, or
specifically integrated economic advice into the FAS (BE-FLA). Some MS/regions have
set-up the FAS as an overall advice system integrating advice on various RDP priorities
(EE, IE, LT, SL, IT (some regions), UK-WAL).

Currently, at MS level, for a large number of MS and regions, the FAS does not address
comprehensively the various needs of farmers, except cross-compliance advice. However,
these needs are often covered by the existing advisory and/or extension setvices.

107 Explanatory Memorandum (COM (2003) 23 final from 21.1.2003
108 Explanatory Memorandum (COM (2008) 306 final from 20.5.2008

109 Visions for the future of the agricultural policy in Europe” — Congress of European farmer - September 2008 -
COPA-COGECA
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5.1.2 Coherence

In the framework of this evaluation, coherence has been investigated in terms of
synergies/complementarities between different instruments/interventions in achieving
determined objectives.

The links between the FAS and other interventions/instruments conducted especially
under Pillar one are clear. The FAS is defined under Regulation (EC) N° 1782/2003 which
refers directly to the heart of interventions of Pillar one and the Regulation (EC) No
1782/2003 made an explicit link by creating the FAS to advise on cross compliance
requirements at least. The implementation at the MS level confirms the strong
synergies/complementarities as all MS have set up FAS firstly to address cross compliance
requirements.

The FAS and rural development interventions referring to Pillar two are potentially
complementary although the synergies/complementarities are less explicit in Regulation
(EC) N°1698/2005 than they ate in Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003. They are however
clearly underlined in the reconstructed intervention logic proposed by the evaluator.
Potential synergies and complementarities between measure 111 (vocational training) and
measure 114 (support for the use of advisory services) are high. The FAS is also
complementary with axis 2 measures, aiming at improving the environment and the
countryside by supporting land management. The FAS provides advice with an important
focus on sustainable production methods (notably through the various cross-compliance
standards linked to the environment) whereas the measures of axis 2 support
environmentally friendly production methods going beyond the compulsory standards.

At MS level, the exploitation of those potential synergies/complementarities vaties from
one MS to another. A number of MS have used the possibility to support the FAS through
RDP interventions, but only some of them seem to have looked for synergies with other
RDP interventions. According to the evaluators’ findings, based on available documents,
the concrete synergies between the FAS and other RDP interventions are currently limited,
in particular as regards the links established with vocational training (measure 111).

The potential synergies and complementarities between the FAS and Community
interventions regarding research in the agricultural sector are obvious. Nevertheless, with
the exception of some MS, research activities have not been systematically involved as a
contributor to the FAS, nor has feedback form the advisors been exploited for orienting ad
hoc research activities targeting specific problems of the agricultural sector. Thus, the
potential role of the advisors as interface between the agricultural and the research sectors
remain mostly undeveloped.

The review of several Community interventions/instruments leading to the objectives of
the Renewed Lisbon strategy has revealed a high potential of synetrgies/complementarities
with the FAS. Instruments/interventions identified by the evaluator are related to the
following sectors: (i) employment and long life learning, (ii) environment and sustainable
development (iii) innovation and regional development (iv) climate change and (v) energy.
Due to the recent implementation of the FAS, concrete synergies could be analysed only to
a limited extend. However, data available do currently not provide evidence of
synergies/complementarities exploited at the MS level with regards to those
instruments/interventions.
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5.2 Effectiveness of the implementation of FAS

FAS contribution to overall awareness of environmental, food safety and animal
health/welfare issues.

The core FAS approach that is on-farm mainly one-to-one advice supported by checklists
and, to a lesser extend, small group advice, currently contributes to awareness raising at the
level of beneficiary Community farmers about environmental, food safety and animal
health/welfare issues in a comprehensive way, due to its very close and individualised way
of implementation. Awareness rising is often facilitated via structuring the advice by means
of checklists, which translate regulatory provisions into handy information for the farmers.
This contribution is likely to increase in the near future, once the FAS are fully operational
in all MS.

On farm thematic - and small group advice contribute to awareness raising in a more
thematic way, especially on the environment and animal health and welfare.

In the MS that implemented FAS going beyond the strict cross-compliance requirements,
the additional advice mainly targets environmental awareness raising and RDP priorities. In
these MS particularly, the FAS is an opportunity to increase awareness of material flows
and on-farm processes related to issues linked to the environment, animal health and
welfare going beyond cross compliance requirements.

For the single year 2008, the overall outreach of one-to-one advice is around 5% of the
farmers receiving direct payments in the 20 MS for which information were available'’. In
MS/regions were the FAS is implemented since 2005 onwards, the outreach is stabilized
around a2 maximum rate of 20%. On farm small group advices were provided in 10 MS'"
during 2008 with also an outreach of around 5% of beneficiaries of direct payments in
these 10 MS.

Qualitative information from the case studies and the survey show differentiated results
about the contribution of the FAS to farmers awareness raising, according to regions/MS
and to the specific way the FAS was implemented. According to the beneficiary farmers
surveyed, 34% of the farmers consider that their awareness changed (improved) over the
recent years. This change in awareness is attributed in similar proportions to the
society/media, to the FAS and to the CAP payment mechanism.

As a conclusion, the FAS contributes to awareness raising of material flows and on-farm
processes related to environment, food safety and animal health/welfare among
Community farmers. The extent to which this happens is primarily driven by the content of
the advice and the ways through which the advice is delivered. Thus we can expect variable
impacts in the different MS. One-to-one advice supported by checklists (foreseen in 23
MS and operational in 18 MS) has the advantage of comprehensiveness, while small group
advice (10 MS) and thematic advice (4 MS) allows expanding the number of farmers
supported by advice. Thematic advice could be effective in addressing specific

110 Data not available for MT and SK; Data not cortrect (double count) for FR; FAS not implemented in 2008 in CY, EL,
PL and PT.

AT, BG, CZ, ES (6 regions only), IE, LT, MT, NL, RO and UK. Five other MS provided small group advice in 2008
however data is not available in 4 of them (EE, IT, SI and SK) and data from FR could not be used as there are
double counts. More information on section 5.1.2 of the descriptive part.
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needs/demands from the farmers, while small group advice may show limits in addressing
the specific concerns of each of the participants, as well as in terms of accessibility and
possible reluctance by some farmers to participate in such events. As stand alone
instrument small groups advice may prove limited capacity of dealing with individual
problems at farm level, however, this approach may improve cost-effectiveness when it is
integrated with the one-to-one approach to advice. In 2008 the outreach of both one-to-
one FAS advice and small group advice is estimated at around 5% of beneficiaries of direct
payments in MS were the FAS is operational.

The established FAS (20 MS out of 27) contribute to awareness raising through its core
approach (one-to-one advice supported by checklists), along with other external elements
and instruments including existing extension/advisory setvices in place. These contribute
to awareness raising partly through other approaches.

However, drawing firm conclusions at EU level is made difficult by the short period of
implementation of the instrument (e.g. it is impossible to investigate at this stage on the
concrete changes in farming practices that the FAS has induced). We consider that there is
potential for an increase in the uptake of FAS in the longer run. This is supported by the
Obsetvation that MS/regions having implemented the FAS from 2005 onwatds have
reached a higher outreach (up to 20% of beneficiaries of direct payments).

The evaluator considers that the establishment of the instrument by the Regulation (EC)
N° 1782/2003 and the approaches taken by the MS, (mainly one-to-one advice based on
checklists, or integration of the FAS into pre-existing extension systems), establish a
general frame favourable to the awareness raising of Community farmers on
environmental, food safety and animal welfare/health issues.

Contribution of the FAS to implementing cross-compliance

Overall, the different requirements related to SMR and GAEC are comprehensively
covered by the different approaches and tools that the MS have established and that they
are currently implementing.

The FAS is mainly implemented through "one-to-one" and, to a lesser extent, "small
groups" approaches, which ate in both cases "on-farm" approaches.

Approaches that foresee a specific advice to the farmers, tailored around their specific
needs, can be seen as the most effective in supporting the implementation of cross
compliance. In this respect, the one-to-one on-farm advice shows a clear advantage with
respect to other approaches, such as small groups' approach and, even more, off-farm
approaches and one to all approaches.
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= One-to-one approach: can be very effective, although time
consuming It can provide a ‘wider package’ and promote a trust
relation between farmers and advisors, as well as a long-term
coaching

= Small groups approach: foresees a more thematic approach,
operates with a ‘positive’ mirror effect to farmers, and may reach
a wide outreach, however without necessarily targeting specific
individual needs. It can be considered a cost-effective approach
when it is followed by one-to-one advice addressing individual
farm issues.

= Auto-check approach: may be a good start-up option, but the
check-lists proposed are often complex, not always focused on
farm holding realities, and could allow for a more flexible
delivery of the advice

Different checklist/folder systems have been developed throughout the EU as main farm
advisory tools. The use of checklists as tool of advice is not very attractive, both for the
advisers and for the farmers. Adequately used, this tool allows however for a structured
delivery of the advice through a systematic check of all cross compliance requirements.
Checklists can represent an effective tool, provided that enough time is devoted to their
consideration, and that the questions which raise problems are accompanied with
technically skilled advice. We consider that if the coverage of the checklists is broadened to
other existing national requirements, in addition to the cross compliance ones, this could
particularly benefit the farmers, who would dispose of a comprehensive tool for facing
their different requirements.

However, the resort to checklist systems may generate mistrust by the farmers, who could
perceive them as being associated to the control systems linked to cross compliance, in case
they are not appropriately approached and advised. Furthermore, when implemented as a
comprehensive full package (to cover all requirements), the time available for the advice
may be not sufficient to provide an effective support, and the checklists could be
particularly complex for the farmers.

= FAS so far remains focused on the front-runners

In the absence of solid data from the monitoring systems at MS level, the data collected by
country correspondents does not allow to draw any conclusions on the focus of the advice
provided. When asked to differentiate between areas of advices and geographical coverage,
the majority of the MS have indicated that all SMR and GAEC were addressed, and that
this was ensured by nation wide OB. However, several elements (regulatory scope, case
studies, suggestions from MS collected in the CR, etc.) tend to indicate that larger farms
that are already in contact with existing advisory services are mainly making use of the FAS.

As an overall conclusion, the core FAS approach, on-farm one-to-one advice linked to the
major tool (checklists) that is used in most MS (foreseen in 23 MS and currently
operational in 18 MS), supports current implementation of cross compliance requirements
through its comprehensive coverage of all regulatory aspects, their translation into
understandable questions for the farmers, and the induced discussions with advisors on the
rationale of the different requirements. Improving the capacity to respect cross-compliance
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requirements is also the main motivation from farmers of making use of this advice. The
extent to which this happens is primarily driven by the content of the advice (technically
skilled advice should be brought to elements which raise problems) and the ways through
which the advice is delivered (devoting time to questions and answers raised by the farmer).
Thus, variable impacts can be expected in the different MS.

Contribution of the FAS to implementing additional standards

Overall, regulatory provisions concerning occupational safety issues have been considered
by most MS, and occupational safety standards have been integrated in the FAS advice and

checklists. However, the content and type of advice provided in this context varies greatly:
in most cases the advice concerning these standards is provided through conformity
checks, while only few MS seem to have established specific operational programmes to
address the issue at the level of the agricultural sector. Furthermore, health and safety
hazards are intertwined, which makes it difficult tackling them in the agricultural sector
through specific action plans. Minimum requirements on the use of fertiliser and plant
protection products have been addressed when required, but mostly through other advisory
services and very little specific inputs from the FAS have been identified.

If for minimum requirements on fertilisers and PPP, a regulatory framework can be easily
found and interpreted by MS, this is not the case with occupational safety standards, for
which the MS face a twofold problem: one relating to the content (and selection within a
complex set of regulations, recommendations and constantly evolving framework); the
other linked with the very nature and enforcement of the occupational safety framework
(binding employee rights versus 'non binding' recommendations to independent workers).

For other Community standards, those that have mostly been addressed by MS are quality
insurance systems including organic farming and energy management. In 10 MS the FAS
has also addressed agri-environmental commitments taken by the farmers in the context of
the implementation of RDP. Finally there is no evidence that FoAS has specifically
addressed the above-mentioned issues with Community forest holders.

Overall, the FAS has, at least formally, contributed to the implementation of occupational
safety standards by farmers in those MS that have made use of the EAFRD, less so with
respect to other standards going beyond the scope of cross-compliance.

Contribution of FAS to improving Community farmers' management skills

The FAS provides an opportunity for the Community farmers to improve their
administrative skills, especially in relation to the documentary aspects that are required by
cross-compliance. However, there is little evidence that the FAS contributes to integrate
and link these considerable data collection in an overall advice on (technical and economic)
farm management.

Administration skills are mainly supported through one-to-one on farm advice with
checklists that support the coherent documentation of all on-farm processes. However
there is no evidence that FAS advice supports the integration and use of this documentary
work in a wider 'whole-farm' advice system (with the exception of BE-FLA).

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 149



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

The FAS seem to have provided additional advice on wider management skills in eight MS,
mostly focusing on financial skills. Market oriented advice, linking agricultural production
to the demand (including all aspects from contracts with agro-industries to promotion of
farm products, direct sale, diversification etc.) is poorly addressed by the FAS (2 MS), while
human resource management skills are generally not addressed. Support to developing and
following-up business plans is provided in three MS, and two other MS support farm
holdings for preparing applications to a number of RDP measures.

BE-FLA shows that the FAS can be an opportunity to initiate a wider type of advice to
farmers, linking modular checklists with economic advice.

Overall, farmers perceive benefits from the FAS as regards the improvement of their
farming practices, less so with respect to the improvement of their management skills.

5.3 Effect of FAS on Farmers Income

Overall, the use of the core FAS approach, namely one-to-one on farm advice does not
seem to affect significantly the average farmers’ income, with an estimated effect in terms
of direct costs of around 1% of their average income.

The most common situation about one-to-one on farm advice is a partial coverage by the
farmers of the costs incurred for benefiting from FAServices. Advice is for free in 6 MS
and 2 regions. In all other MS/regions, where farmers have to pay partially or totally the
cost of the advice, the unit cost of an “advice package” (that may include several farm
visits) varies between MS and regions (for the 9 MS and 11 regions from MS were data are
available) from a minimum of € 275 (ES-CAN) to a maximum of € 2,400 (ES-NAV). The
costs are determined by various factors, but the public subsidies offset to a large extent the
unit costs of one-to one advice. On average, the public support covers between 70 % and
80 % of the unit cost (16 MS), while only three MS do not subsidize the FAS at all. The
cost remaining for the farmer after subsidies varies between a minimum of € 55 (ES-CAN)
to almost € 1,000 (NL).

The time spent by farmers on advice ranges between 2-3 hours for thematic advice to up to
8-18 hours where an overall checklist approach is foreseen. This opportunity cost for the
farmers, which largely differs between MS, regions, and types of farming, has not been
estimated.

A rough estimation of the unit cost for an “advice package” per MS/region compared to
the average net farm income of farmers from FADN (referring to all farmers covered by
the FADN and not only to FAS beneficiaries) shows a share of around 1 % (based on
information available for 14 MS and some regions only). This share shows little variations,
from more than 2 % in a few countries without subsidy down to 0.3 % in MS with public
co-funding of the FAS.

Thus, overall, the costs that farmers have to face for benefiting from one-to-one advice are
relatively low compared to their average net farm income. Nevertheless, the need to
prefinance an average advisory cost of around € 1,000 (with a maximum of € 2,400) might
still be a constraint for some farmers.

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 150



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

A qualitative assessment of the effects of FAS advice provides the following findings:

The FAS contributes to build up farmers understanding of SMR and GAEC requirements
and thus increase their acceptability to farmers. It also provides a concrete interface with all
obligations through the developed checklists.

Overall, the core FAS approach (one-to-one on farm advice) contributes to improving
farming practices that positively contribute (indirectly) to the income of farmers through a
more rational use of input factors and nutrient management (reduction in loss and waste)
and higher productivity. It also contributes to a better overall hygiene on the farm (both for
production and storage). For farms with livestock, the improved application of animal
health and welfare standards induced by the FAS leads to increased productivity or lower
losses. Finally, the FAS also contributes to a reduced risk for penalties from the cross
compliance controls, a fact which plays a major role in the perception by the farmers of the
benefits of the FAS.

Overall, the use of the Advisory System does not significantly affect the average farmers’
income directly, neither through costs (largely off-set by public support) nor through
immediate positive returns. The contribution of the FAS to improved farming practices
leads to a more sustainable production in environmental as well as in economic sense. This
might also lead to an effect on the income of farmers, even though this has not been the
driving force for the farmers for using FAS.

5.4 Achievement of Global Objectives

Taking into account that the low stage of maturity in the implementation of the FAS in the
EU has hindered a detailed assessment of the concrete effects of the FAS at the level of
global objectives, the following very preliminary conclusions can be drawn. By its own
nature (see the intervention logic of the instrument), the FAS is potentially a well suited
instrument for enhancing a MHQA in the EU. When looking at the main components of
the MHQA concept and at the ways through which the FAS has been implemented, we
consider that the FAS could be expected to be more effective with respect to the
enhancement of an environmental sustainable agriculture (including animal welfare/health
issues), mainly through the support to the correct application of the respective cross
compliance standards. Increased competitiveness of the agricultural sector could be
expected to be supported by the FAS to a lesser extent, and mainly indirectly. However, the
FAS is well complemented by other CAP instruments in this respect.

5.5 Unintended effects of the FAS

The FAS provides Community farmers with differentiated access to advice, not only
due to specific local conditions but also to differences existing between the MS as regards
the approach, costs and content of the advice. Overall, however, the access to the FAS
seems dk facto to have been so far open to any farmer requesting advice, even if during the
process of establishing their FAS specific target groups were considered by some MS.

One major side-effect of the introduction of the FAS is that some MS have taken this
opportunity to rethink and review their wider advice and knowledge information systems in
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the agricultural sector. We see the voluntary access to the FAS as a prerequisite of advice.
Should this by any way be changed, then the advice becomes an instruction delivered by a
kind control-piloting system.

5.6 Efficiency analysis

The efficiency analysis is built on the assessment of factual costs incurred by the MS and

the Community farmers in relation to the FAS and assessment of expected benefits from
the FAS.

With the available data, costs incurred by the MS could not be assessed with an
adequate level of precision, and benefits expected from the FAS could only be
appreciated in a qualitative way.

Despite the scarce information available (only few MS have recorded the costs incurred
in relation to the FAS), the MS consider that the costs for the setting-up the FAS have
been overall modest. This is explained by either considering that these costs have
represented a very limited part of the overall ministerial budget, or by the fact that the FAS
has been integrated into comprehensive advisory systems already operating since a long
time. This could also explain the limited uptake of measure 115.

Costs for the setting-up of the FAS have tended to be more important (however
remaining overall limited) in those MS that have foreseen a detailed needs assessment
at farmers level (e.g. some €300,000 in SE), or a tendering process for OB and
accreditation for advisors (e.g. some €100,000 in DK, €60,000 in FI, about a full time
employment for 2 years in FR). Additional costs for the MS have also to be considered if
advisors have been trained by the public authorities'"” or specific FAT have been developed
sometimes with associated ICT tools (e.g. overall check-folder in DE). However no data
are available to quantify the costs in these cases.

Overall, the costs incurred by the MS for the running of the FAS are mainly linked to
the funding or co-funding of FAS advice. No data are available for MS providing advice
for free. In those MS co-funding advice, the national contribution to the costs incurred by
the farmers for benefiting from the FAS can be considerable, especially when the uptake by
farmers is high (e.g. in HU, which shows the highest registered amount of some 2.7 million
Euro in 2008'").

In addition, there are the costs linked to the wages of public officials in charge of the
monitoring and follow-up of the FAS. However, only fragmented information is available
in the MS concerning this aspect. In general terms, the costs for the management of the
FAS are higher in the countries that make use of EAFRD funds than in those with no co-
funding.

112 Mainly in MS that have foreseen a formal accreditation process and particularly CY, CZ, DE, DK, EE, EL, HU, SE,
SK, UK-Eng and UK-NIR (see section 3.4 of the descriptive part).

113 Including EAFRD contribution.
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The costs for farmers for benefiting from the FAS have been considered in theme 2. As
already shown, they represent a very limited part of the average farmers’ income.
Nevertheless, the pre-financing before public co-funding of the total cost of advice (up to,
or even over 2,000 € in some regions of MS) might however be a constraint, especially for
small farm holdings.

The effects of the FAS are generally positive, even though it is difficult to quantify.
Overall, the main benefit of the core FAS approach (one-to-one on farm advice) is
the contribution to beneficiary farmers’ awareness raising on the effects of their
farming practices related to the environment, food safety and animal
health/welfare. Additionally the FAS contributes to:

* Build up farmers understanding of SMR and GAEC requirements and thus increase
their acceptability to farmers. It provides a concrete interface with all obligations
through the developed checklists.

* Improve farming practices that contribute indirectly to the income of farmers through
a more rational use of input factors and nutrient management (reduction in loss and
waste) and higher productivity. However, in some cases, the advice might have
disclosed the need for making specific investments.

" A better overall hygiene on the farm. For farms with livestock, application of animal
health and welfare standards leads to increased productivity or lower losses.

* A reduced risk for penalties from the cross compliance controls.

* A series of positive side-effects, the most interesting one being that some MS have
taken the opportunity of the FAS to rethink their wider advice and knowledge
information systems for farmers.

Even though the quantitative data on the costs incurred and the benefits of FAS are
limited, qualitative information lead us to conclude that the benefits secured by the
FAS are proportionate to the costs incurred for its implementation and use by the
farmers.

5.7 Efficiency of EAFRD support

The analysis of the efficiency of the EAFRD support has been based on the assessment of
the possible additional outcomes of the FAS when the EAFRD support is mobilised.

EAFRD contribution to support the setting-up of the FAS (weasure 115 ) has been
currently used by only three MS (ES, IT, PT). No meaningful data are available allowing to
conclude about the efficiency of EAFRD for supporting the setting-up of the FAS, apart
from the consideration above concerning the overall very limited use of this measure.

Measure 114 concerning the support to the use of advisory services has a larger uptake,
with over half of the MS (15 MS at national level, 4 MS in some regions) making use of it.

Measure 114 supporting the use of advice by the farmers has well eased the cost burden
for beneficiary farmers (supporting between 60-80% of the total unit cost of advice).
However, no meaningful elements are available, allowing to conclude that the use of
EAFRD leads to a less expensive use of the FAS for farmers, since in some MS the advice
is for free, and the unit cost of advice is sometimes lower in those MS where the costs for
advice are fully charged to farmers.
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Additional outcomes from EAFRD support for the use of FAS are the comprehensive
coverage of all cross-compliance requirements. MS that are not using the funds have in
general a thematic approach. However, notwithstanding the opportunity of discussing all
cross-compliance requirements (and occupational safety), this type of advice might
discourage farmers being already aware of SMR and GAEC. In addition, such an advice
could not be sustainable over time, since farmers having benefited of advice activities once
or twice may not be interested in further advice.

All MS that are using support from the EAFRD provide one-to-one on farm advice, which
we see as an effective approach, although it might by rather expensive for the farmers.

Some MS make use of the fund for either enlarging the scope of the FAS to other
regulatory requirements from national/regional legislation or from quality assurance
schemes, or for providing economic advice on the farm. Other MS add specific topics
(energy, environment, quality assurance schemes) to FAS services (which is generally not
the case in those MS that do not use the EAFRD).

In sum, even though EAFRD support provides additional outcomes, the information
available does not allow to provide a definitive conclusion on the efficiency of the EAFRD
suppott.

5.8 Administrative requirements

5.8.1 Administrative requirements for the Member States

Administrative requirements considered in this context are those related to the organisation
and implementation of the FAS by the MS.

The administrative requirements that the setting-up of the FAS has induced wvary
significantly according to the type of selection process of operational bodies and advisors.
If the latter have been designated among existing public or private organisations,
administrative requirements for the MS have been marginal. Administrative requirements
(and related costs) have been higher in those MS where the accreditation process through a
call for proposals has been chosen. In those cases, the EAFRD was generally used to
establish the FAS.

The same diversity of administrative requirements is also noted about the implementation
of the FAS. In case EAFRD is mobilised, additional administrative requirements and
human resources are induced, due to yearly publication of applications, reaccreditation of
advisors, monitoring, reporting and control of the funds used.

5.8.2 Synergies reducing administrative costs for farmers
The extent to which the FAS creates synergies in terms of reducing administrative costs for

farmers is approached through the analysis of the activities regarding administrative costs
and their potential synergies with other administrative requirements.
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Supporting and promoting a coherent documentation of all on-farm processes are
at the heart of the FAS approaches and tools in relation with the documentary
aspects that are required by cross-compliance, as already noticed. The improvement of
administrative skills (especially reporting and filing) is supported through on-farm one-to-
one advice with checklists.

First elements of synergies with the national/regional regulatory provisions and other
quality systems are present in DE and LU using the integrated check-folders that
include all legal and regulatory provisions. However, according to the information from
case studies, currently, these synergies do not reduce administrative costs for
farmers.

Currently, there is no evidence of synergies created by the Farm Advisory System in terms
of reducing administrative costs for farmers.

5.9 Recommendations

R1. The concept of “Farm Advisory System” should be maintained.
Efforts may be developed for going beyong beyond cross-
compliance requirements, where appropriate

During the first years of application of cross compliance, the activities of the FAS have
been especially focused around cross-compliance standards. As the phasing-in of cross
compliance follows a different timing for the different MS, the Community framework
could evolve over time (e.g. “Health Check” of the CAP reform) and new farmers may
enter the sector, this basic support activity may need to be maintained.

However, as the concept of the FAS allows to go beyond a pure “cross-compliance
approach”, we see an opportunity for doing so in those MS where this basic support
is less needed. Depending on the respective needs of farmers in the different MS to
correctly understand and apply the requirements of cross-compliance, FAS activities
could be further targeted: a) towards an integration of cross-compliance advice with
economic advice increasing the usefulness of documentary aspects that are
required by cross-compliance b) towards other needs and domains of advice
(climate change, market oriented advice, ..). This would further support the
contribution of the FAS to the global objective of supporting a MHQA, and might
enhance the overall confidence of the farmers towards the system. The latter being still
considered by most farmers as strictly linked to cross-compliance requirements and
controls.

Overall, the large margin of discretion to the MS in the establishment of their own FAS
should be maintained.

R2. Recommandations towards MS for improving the effectiveness and
efficiency of the FAS

MHQA is a broad concept, implicitly embedded in the rationale and principles governing
the whole CAP. Given the extreme variation of the agricultural systems and conditions
throughout the EU, we see room for improving the relevance of the instrument at MS
level.

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 Page 155



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

The MS should better target the FAS to the specific needs of the potential
beneficiaries and to the basic standards that each farmer has to comply with, in
order to move towards sustainable agriculture. We suggest enhancing further
development of needs assessment activities for doing so.

R.2.2 Further develop synergies with other instruments in particular with research
activities in agriculture and other extension services.

The FAS operates together with other instruments supporting the enhancement of
knowledge and the evolution and specialisation of agriculture and forestry technical skills.
Synergies between different instruments could be further improved, in particular by better
integrating those available instruments. The creation of formal or informal networks
between the FAS, research activities in agriculture and other extension setvices
could be promoted. Systematic feedback from advisors to researchers would enhance
research focused on practical issues at farm level and, vice versa, more frequent contacts
between both would ensure that practical solutions developed by researchers find their way
to the farming sector. In this respect, we see the advisor as an appropriate interface
between the research sector and the farming community. The integration of the FAS into
the broader extension systems operating in parallel on regional/national level represents an
option to be considered in this respect. The MS should also better assess the
potentialities and suitability of the different policy instruments in terms of
addressing particular needs and/or categories of beneficiaries, in view of improving a
targeted delivery of the advice.

R.2.3 Develop a comprehensive monitoring system

In order to follow the progress made, we suggest to further develop the monitoring
systems in the MS. This monitoring should not be limited to follow the level of uptake of
the FAS, but should also provide a feedback on the issues where more advice is needed
and/or on the most suitable tools for providing advice (e.g. in terms of specific targeted
tools to be developed such as farm walks around a theme).

R.2.4. Enhance the access to the FAS with respect to small farms

We consider that the access to the FAS by the farmers should be further enhanced,
especially as regards small farms. This could be obtained by developing specific FAS tools
targeted to this population and by increasing the knowledge of the FAS and of its
potential benefits among the farmers (e.g. through information campaigns).

R3 Recommandations towards the EC to support the MS in the
implementation of the FAS

R.3.1 Promoting the sharing of good practices

This evaluation has shown that a variety of different practices are currently developed in
the MS for approaching and implementing the FAS. We believe that some innovative
practices would deserve to be promoted at EC level. The Commission could facilitate the
sharing among the Managing Authorities and the Operational Bodies in the MS of
experiences and good practices on the approaches and tools for delivering the advice.
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R.3.2 Clarifying the rules concerning the occupational safety standards

We have noticed that the implementation of occupational safety standards when the
EAFRD is mobilised causes problems in the MS, due to the complexity of the respective
legal frameork. In this respect, two possible options could be envisaged:

a) The EC could better clarify the precise rules to be respected by the farmers in
terms of occupational safety standards;

b) These standards should not be included in the mandatory scope of FAS services
when measure 114 is mobilised by farmers.

R.3.3 Revising the scope of measure 114
The current functioning of measure 114 is potentially limiting the participation of some
farmers. In this respect, we suggest to revise the scope of measure 114 in the sense of

removing the obligation for each individual service to cover all cross-compliance
standards when this measure is mobilised.
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6. Closing Chapter: Forestry Advisory
Services (FOAS)

“Modern, high quality forestry” needs to be understood in the light of the various national
forestry plans and of the European Forestry Action Plan (FAP) (2007-2011)""* which is
guided by the following overall approaches: sustainable forest management'” and
multifunctional forestry. Regulation (EC) N°® 1698/2005 is the main instrument at
Community level for the implementation of the FAP. It foresees i.a. the possibility to fund
the use of advisory services for forestry (private forest holders) under weasures 174 and the
setting-up of FoAS under measnre 115 1.

According to the rationale of measure 114 """ “advisory services should allow farmers and forest

holders to improve the sustainable management of their holding by assessing the
performance of their agricultural holding and identifying necessary improvements with regard to SMR
and Community standards relating to occupational safety.”

This rationale already includes an ambiguity considering forest holders and their holdings
as similar to other in particular agricultural holding. This is not necessarily the case. The
notion of private forest holding should therefore be clarified.

The importance of private forest ownership varies significantly between MS, from Malta
(MT) where all forestry is public owned to Portugal (PT) where 93% of forestry is private
owned. Forest ownership structures are complex and changing. There are many small
sized (in ha) ownerships. This fragmented ownership pattern often results in owners not
being directly involved in the day-to-day forestry management, and most of the
time this outsourced to hired casual labour eventually supervised by a professional
forester. Major consequence is that “absentee owners” abound in this sector and in several
MS legal frameworks are being designed and extended whereby small owners are
encouraged to group themselves into ‘forest ownership associations’. One important
reason for this stems from inheritances which have over years broken up the forest
ownership pattern. This fact is underlined in the EU Action Forest plan mentioning that
“increasingly, EU’s forests are owned by urban dwellers, ..”.

In front of this realty, supporting forest associations or forest owners’ groups has
been a major issue and priority of forestry politics over decades in several MS.
These forest associations are not eligible to FoAS.

114 Communication from the Commission COM(2006) 302 final on an EU Forest Action Plan

115 Which the Ministerial Conference in Helsinki defined in 1993 as: “the stewatdship and use of fotests lands in a way
that maintains their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, vitality and their potential to fulfil, now and in
the future, relevant ecological, economic and social functions, at local, national and global levels, without causing
damage to other ecosystems.

116 DG Agri H4 — March 2009 - Report on the implementation of forestry measures under the rural development
regulation 1698/2005 for the period 2007-2013 — Annex III

117 . . . .
Source : Handbook on Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, Guidance document, Guidance

note E, Measure fiches September 2006, Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development,
European Commission
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However, advisory services under measure 114 have to target private forest holders and are
not eligible to forest owner groups.

The specific frame for FoAS is the following: advisory services can cover many topics such
as - production processes compatible with the enhancement of landscape or the wider
protection of the environment, - advice on ensuring quality standards, - sustainable forestry
practices, etc. They must however at least cover SMR, GAEC and occupational safety.

However, although cross-compliance has been extended to farmers and forest holder
benefiting from payments of RDP measures under axis 2, forest holders are st#icto senso, less
concerned than farmers as only some SMR (environmental and plant health) and some
GAEC contain elements that could impact on forestry activities as well as work safety.

As a first conclusion, private forest holdings are quite different in nature from farm
holdings. It is thus debatable whether or not the “Farm Advisory System” includes these
FoAS.

In respect to the various EQ pertaining to FoAS, the investigations made by the evaluator
on the four issues of occupational safety, management skills, achievement of global
objectives and support from EAFRD have been inconclusive even during case study
investigations. Access to OB implementing these services and coordinating services has
been limited to IT-VEN and some contacts with the forestry department in CZ and DE-
NSC. The latter is not making use of advisory services to private forest holders.
Conclusions of all relevant EQ are related only to investigations on case studies.

Indeed, it can be concluded that, in CZ and IT-VEN, advice on occupational safety is part
of FoAS. However, investigations carried out in preparation of the various CR have not
been conclusive on the way forestry services are organised to provide these services. EQ
1.4 on the contribution on FoAS on forest holders’ management skills could thus not been
answered, and even less EQ 3.1 on the contribution of these activities to meeting standards
of MHQA. 43 RDP integrated forest holders in their plans. However the specific
contribution of these regarding advisory services is not known, except in IT-VEN, DE
NSC and CZ. EQ 5.2 on the contribution of EAFRD could not be answered due to the
lack of information.

The evaluatot's overall conclusion regarding FoAS is that private forest holdings are quite
different in nature from farm holdings. Besides, there is no specific framework that
provides a clear guidance of advisory services especially for private forest holdings and
their connection with the forestry departments and forest action plan. The FAS
intervention logic remains entirely geared at farm holdings and forestry holding appear
only when they are mentioned in the Regulations (EC) N°1698/2005.

It is the evaluator's view that however important such services are to achieving
sustainable and modern high quality forestry, this would have merited a specific analysis
and consultation with relevant forestry actors in order to come to a more streamlined
perception and definition of FoAS.

The various EQ are therefore considered inappropriate at the present time, at least
premature and unanswerable in view of the present situation.
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» European Commission (2008), Joint Research Center, Angileri V.., FAS implementation
in the EU Setting-up, farm advisory bodies and rural development support, JRC
Scientific and Technical Reports

» Buropean Commission (2009), DG Agriculture and Rural Development,
Questionnaire 2009 Farm Advisory System pursuant to Article 13-15 of Regulation
n®1782/2003, from Member States

» European Commission (2009), DG Agriculture and Rural Development, EAFRD —
measure 114 and 115, allocations for each Member State, Excel sheet

» Buropean Commission (2009), DG Agticulture and Rural Development, FAS tools —
sources — final, examples of FAS tools used in Member States Excel sheet

» Buropean Commission, COM(2003), 23 final, Explanatory Memorandum, A long term
policy perspective for sustainable agriculture

» BEuropean Commission, COM(2007), 359 final Towards Common Principles of
Flexicurity

» Buropean Commission, COM(2007), 1 & Presidency conclusions Spring 2007 Council —
7224/1/07, An energy Policy for Europe

» Buropean Commission, COM(2007), 722 final Preparing for the "Health Check" of
the CAP reform

» BEuropean Commission, COM(2007) 62 final Improving quality and productivity at
work: Community strategy 2007-2012 on health and safety at work

» Buropean Commission, COM(2008), 816 final, Implementing the renewed Lisbon
Strategy for growth and jOB — a year of delivery

» European Commission, COM(2008) 306 final, Proposal for a Council Regulation
amending Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)

» Buropean Commission, COM(2008) 641 final, Green paper on agticultural product
quality: product standards, farming requirements and quality scheme

» European Commission, COM(2008), 30 final, 20 20 by 2020, Europe’s climate
change opportunity

» Institute for Rural Development Research (IfLS) at Johann Wolfgang Goethe University
Frankfurt/Main (2006), Study on Environmental Cross-compliance Indicators in the
Context of the Farm Advisory System — CIFAS, Final report for European
Environment Agency (EEA)

» Mayer Walter (2000), Integrated software for farm advisory services and farm level
traceability, PROGIS AG, JRC workshop ISPRA, PowerPoint presentation

» Official Journal of the European Union, Council Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003 of
29 September 2003 establishing common rules for direct support schemes under the
common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes for farmers
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» Official Journal of the European Union, Council Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 of
20 September 2005 on support for rural development by the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)

» Official Journal of the European Union, Commission Regulation (EC) N°1974/2006
of 15 December 2006 laying down detailed rules for the application of Council
Regulation (EC) N°1698/2005 on support for rural development by the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)

» Official Journal of the European Union, Council Regulation (EC) N°73/2009 of 19
January 2009 establishing common rules for direct support schemes for farmers under
the common agricultural policy and establishing certain support schemes for farmers

» Official Journal of the European Union, Council Decision (EC) N°144/2006 of 20
February 2006 on Community strategic guidelines for rural development (programming
period 2007 to 2013)

» A. Povellato and D. Scorzelli, “The Farm Advisory System: A Challenge for the
Implementation of Cross Compliance”, INEA (Instituto Nazionale di Economia
Agraria), August 2006

» Statistics: Indicative figures on the distribution of aid, by size-class of aid received in the
context of direct aid paid to producers according to Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003,
financial year 2007. Source :

http://ec.europa.cu/agriculture/funding/directaid /distribution en.htm consulted on 26
November 2009.

» Wolf (de), Pierre, and Schootlemmer, Herman, “Exploring the significance of
Entrepreneurship in agriculture”, FIBL, Applied Plant Research (Wageningen
University), Entrepreneurial Skills of Farmers (ESoF), September 2007

» Wood K., DEFRA UK (November 2005). Report on findings of a survey of member
states, investigating plans to implement the EU requirement for a Farm Advisory
System

National and regional level

List of documents used by each National correspondent in addition to the
followings:
» Buropean Commission (2007), JRC, Questionnaire 2006 Farm Advisory System

pursuant to Article 13-15 of Regulation n°1782/2003 (in form of PowerPoint
presentations)

» Buropean Commission (2008), JRC, Questionnaire 2007 Farm Advisory System
pursuant to Article 13-15 of Regulation n°1782/2003 (in form of PowerPoint
presentations)

» European Commission (2009), JRC, Questionnaire 2008 Farm Advisory System
pursuant to Article 13-15 of Regulation n°1782/2003 (in form of PowerPoint
presentations)
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» European Commission (2009), DG Agriculture and Rural Development, Questionnaire
2009 Farm Advisory System pursuant to Article 13-15 of Regulation n°1782/2003

> Excel files on EAFRD total allocations for all MS.

» FATS sources — information on some Farm Advisory tools in some MS. Available only
tor AT, CZ, DK, EE, FR, HU, PL, SE, SL and for some regions in DE, ES and UK.

» Bvaluation of the application of cross compliance as foreseen under regulation
1782/2003, Final report for DG Agriculture, National Reports. This document was
provided for information only. It has been prepared in 2005 and is describing the
intentions of Member States before the setting-up of the FAS.

» Buropean Commission (2005), Agricultural policy analysis and perspectives, background
note for each Member States. This note as been prepared by the unit G.1 of DG AGRI
(Directorate G. Economic analysis, perspectives and evaluations G.1.) in the framework
of the PAC Health Check.

Austria

» Lebensministerium (2007), Osterreichisches Programm fiir die Entwicklung des
Lindlichen Raums 2007-2013

Belgium
» CER groupe, prospectus d’information

» Direction Générale de I’ Agriculture, Direction du Développement et de la Vulgarisation,
lettre adressée au Ministre de ’Agriculture, de la Ruralité, de 'Environnement et du

Tourisme sur la mise en ceuvre du Systeme de Conseil Agricole en région Wallonne,
Mars 2007

» Direction Générale de I’ Agriculture, Direction du Développement et de la Vulgarisation,
lettre adressée a Nitrawal sur le Systéeme de Conseil Agricole, Mai 2007

» Direction Générale de I’ Agriculture, Direction du Développement et de la Vulgarisation,
lettre adressée a Nitrawal sur le Systeme de Conseil Agricole — Test de validation des
expertises, Mai 2007

» Direction Générale de I’ Agriculture, Direction du Développement et de la Vulgarisation,

Cahier des Charges et de Fonctionnement du Systeme de Conseil Agricole en Wallonie,
Octobre 2007

» Direction Générale de I’ Agriculture, Direction du Développement et de la Vulgarisation,

lettre adressée a Nitrawal sur le Systeme de Conseil Agricole — Synthése qualité, Juillet
2008

> Echange d’information par email entre la Direction du Développement et de la
Vulgarisation (Direction Générale de I’Agriculture) et Nitrawal, Mai a Décembre 2007

» Evolution de 'économie agricole et horticole de la Région Wallonne en 2002

» Fédération Wallone de I’Agticulture, revue de presse 2009, semaine du 02/05 au
08/05/2009
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» Les nouvelles, numéro spécial, Cahier d’autotests de conditionnalité — version 2009,
Service public de Wallonie, Direction Générale de I’Agriculture, des Ressources
naturelles et de ’Environnement, 2éme trimestre 2009

» Nitrawal/Sonecom, « Enquéte sur les pratiques agtricoles en matiére de gestion de
I'azote en Région Wallonne », Novembre 2006

Bulgaria

» Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry in Bulgaria, Bulgarian National Rural Development
Programme 2007-2013, 2006

» Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry in Bulgaria, Annual Agrar Report 2006, Annual
Agrar Report 2007

» Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry in Bulgaria, Ordinance 10/03.04.2008 of MAF

» Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry in Bulgaria, Twinning light project fiche
Strengthening the Capacity of MAF for Development the Farm Advisory System (2009)

» NAAS, National Agtricultural Advisory Service in Bulgaria, Operational information
from PA (number of project and application of payment for approved project and
successfully fulfilled advice services from NAAS)

» NAAS, National Agricultural Advisory Service in Bulgatia, Annual working programmes
NAAS

Cyprus

» Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources and Environment of Cyprus, Rural
Development Programme 2004-2006 and Rural Development Programme 2007-2013

Czech Republic
» Crop Research Institute (2008) (Czech Republic) Annual report 2007

» Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic (2004), Conceptual framework of the
Farm Advisory System for the years 2004-2010,

» Ministry of Agriculture (in Czech) (2007), Directive ref. no. 48975/2007 - 10000 of
Ministty of Agriculture CR (03/01/2008) on Accreditation of Advisors and the
administration of Register of Advisors to the Ministry of Agriculture

» Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic (in Czech) (2008), Conceptual framework
of the Farm Advisory System for the years 2009-2013,

» Ministry of Agticulture of the Czech Republic (2007), Rural Development Programme
2007-2013

» Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic (2008), National forestry programme to
the year 2013

» Ministry of Agticulture of the Czech Republic (2008), Annual report on implementation
of the Regional Development Programme 2007

» Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic, 2008 (in Czech), Practical handbook-
Guidelines laying down conditions for provision of subsidies for the year 2009
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Denmark

» Henning Lyngse Foged (2006), The Danish expetience in FAS implementation in 2000,
Danish Agricultural Advisory Service, JRC workshop ISPRA, PowerPoint presentation

Estonia

» Estonian advisory system and its compatibility with the goals of strategy of rural
development 2007-2013. Study report, 2008, 76 pp. with addendums, in Estonian

» Uuring: Satisfaction of agricultural producers with the quality of advisory setvices. Study
report, 2007, 52 pp., in Estonian

» Uuring: Agricultural producers’ needs for information, training and advising - in
Estonian, ordered by the Ministry of Agriculture, Estonia, was carried out jointly by
Estonian University of Life Sciences and Estonian Rural Development Institute in 2006-
2007, 137 pp

» Development plan of Estonian agicultural and rural economy advisory system for 2008-
2013. Working document, 36 pp. — in Estonian

» Estonian Rural Development Plan 2007-2013.

» Lemmi Maasing. - Activities of Coordinating Centre in the Second Half of 2008 and

Plans of the First 3 months of 2009 — presentation at information day in Vorumaa,
December 09, 2008

» Aret Vooremie. in Estonian. Overview of the Advisory Board — presentation at
information day in East-Estonia, September 11-12, 2008

» Lehd, in Estonian, Overview abaout the first application round of RDP measure 1.1 —
presentation at information day in Vorumaa, December 2008

» Ular Loolaid. Uuringu: Péllumajandustootjate teabe-, koolitus- ja ndustamisvajadus.
Ettekanne, 31.05.2007, Saaremaa. (Agricultural producers’ needs for information,
training and advising — presentation at information day in Saaremaa, May 31, 2007)

» Merry Aart, presentation “Farm Advisory system in Estonia” — in Estonian, information
days about multifunctional agriculture (25-27 February, 2009, Tartu-Polva-Ttri)

» H. Kreen, E. Lehtla. Advisory activities and information distribution. — Yearbook of
MoA. Agticulture and Rural Life. 2007 /2008.

> Kera OU, April 2009, Tartu, Development opportunities of Estonian Farm Advisory
System. Final report. Kera OU, April 2009, Tartu, In Estonian.

» Tartu 2008, Advisory systems and advisory products. Project final report, in Estonian
France

» APCA - Le Systéme de Conseil Agricole - Bilan 2008 et Propositions des CA (2009) —
power point presentation

» APCA — Guide méthodologique pour ’habilitation 2009 (2009)

» APCA — Le Conseil agticole en Europe : un atout stratégique pour 'avenir — Chambres
d’Agticulture n°983, Mai 2009
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» Coopérative de France “Développement durable”, ler congrés de Coop de France,
Novembre 2008

» Ministére de ’Agriculture - DGPAAT circulaire 210109 SCA
» Ministere de ’Agriculture - « Le diagnostic accompagné »
» Ministere de ’Agriculture - PDRs Réunion, Corsica, Guadeloupe, Guyana

» Uhl Frédéric (2006), FAS in France - Coordination of specialised advisory bodies, JRC
workshop ISPRA, PowerPoint presentation

Germany

» Boland H., Thomas A., Ehlers K., (April 2005). Beratung landwirtschaftlicher
Unternehmen in Deutschland”, Analyse unter Beriicksichtigung der Anforderungen von
Verordnung (EG) Nr.1782/2003 zu Cross Compliance

» BMELV (Bundesministerium fur Ernihrung, Landwirtschaft und Verbraucherschutz),
(April 2008). Implementation of Cross Compliance Consulting and on the Organisation
of the Farm Advisory System pursuant to Regulation (EC) 1782/2003 - Summary of the
particulars of the German Linder

» Ochme Robby (2005), Das Lebensministerium, Agricultural Consultation System in
Saxony — Germany, PowerPoint presentation

» Thomas A. (02/2007) Landwittschaftliche Beratung in der Bundestepublik Deutschland
— eine Ubersicht. B&B Agrar

Greece

» Joint Ministerial Decision (JMD) 303894 published in the Official Journal of the Greek
Government (OJGG) on September 14th 2006 (1375B/14-9-2000).

» JMD 223490 published in the OJGG on November 24th 2006 (1725B/24-11-2000).
» JMD 233629 published in the OJGG on September 5th 2007 (1230B/18-7-2007).

» JMD 267630 published in the OJGG on December 13th 2007 (2372B/13-12-2007).
» JMD 263514 published in the OJGG on October 1st 2008 (2029B/1-10-2008).

» MRDF — Rural Development Programme 2007 - 2013

» MRDF - Rural development Programme 2000 — 2006

» MRDF - Cross Compliance A Guide to Farmers (new version)

» AGROCERT — Manual for Farm Advisors on Cross Compliance

» AGROCERT - Internal Rules and Procedures for the Setting-up, Maintenance and
Operation of Farm Advisors Register.
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Hunga

» Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) - Hungary (2006),
Preparations for FAS in Hungary, PowerPoint presentation

» Memorandum for the deputy-ministerial meeting on the basic terms, the institutional
structure of the planned new extension service and the National Rural Network. (In
Hungarian) Provided by MARD.

» The memorandum was prepared by the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Development of MARD. Date: 01.10.2006 Source: MARD

» Summary of the experiences of the on-site monitoring of TACs re. their activity in
2007. (In Hungarian) Author: Zs. M. Varga Date: 30.10.2008 Source: www.vkszi.hu

» New Hungary Rural Development Programme 2007 — 2013, www.fvm.hu
» Relevant ministerial regulations

Italy

» Barbieri Stefano (2006), Farm Advisory Service Veneto’s expetience, Regione del
Veneto, JRC workshop ISPRA, PowerPoint presentation

» Atrticles of Agrisole (specialized newspaper of agti-economic subject);

» INEA (National Institute of Agrarian Economy) “I servizi di sviluppo agticolo tra
politiche pubbliche e azioni locali. Le regioni Obiettivo 17, (A. Vagnozzi, C. De Vivo e
G. Sanna) Operational Programme monographs, Roma, 2001;

» INEA “I servizi di sviluppo agricolo in Italia: problematiche aperte” ( A. Vagnozzi) in
“Rivista di Economia Agraria”, n. 3, Edizioni scientifiche italiane, Napoli, 2003;

» INEA “I servizi e il capitale umano” (A. Vagnozzi), in “La riforma dello sviluppo rurale:
novita e opportunita”, Roma, 2005;

» INEA “The Farm Advisory System: A Challenge for the Implementation of Cross
Compliance” (A. Povellato, D. Scorzelli), Deliverable 14, 2006 August;

» INEA “Il sistema della conoscenza e dellinnovazione in Italia: vecchi problemi e nuove
proposte” (A. Vagnozzi), in Convegno interregionale “I servizi di sviluppo agricolo in
Italia: le sfide per il futuro”, Bari, 2007 September 19-20th ;

» JRC Ispra “Status of the Farm Advisory System in the Member States” (V. Angileri),
14th MARS Annual Conference "Geomatics in support of the CAP“ - Ljubljana,
Slovenia, 3-5 December 2008

> National Rural Network 2007-2013 — Publication “Reconnaissance of 114 measure of
RDP — Use of advisory services”, April 14th 2008;

» Rural Development Programme of all Regions particulatly focusing the attention on
RDP balance sheets for each measure and on 114 and 115 measures;
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Ireland

» Statistics from the Compendium of Irish Agricultural Statistics, 2007
» Teagasc and DAFF websites

Lithuania

» Resolution of the Government of the Republic of Lithuania No 987 of 11 October
2006 On the Assignment of Public Institutions, Municipalities and Other Legal Entities
to be Responsible for the Implementation of the FEuropean Agricultural Guarantee
Fund Measures

» Rules for the Certification of Advisory Bodies and Advisors, approved by order of the
Minister of Agriculture No 3D-242 of 18 May 2007.

» Rules for the implementation of Measure ‘Use of Advisory Services” if the Lithuanian
Rural Development Programme 2007-2013, approved by Order of the Minister of
Agriculture No 3D-92 of 27 February 2008.

» Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania. Lithuanian Rural Development
Plan 2004-20006, 7 August 2006.

» Ministry of Agticulture of the Republic of Lithuania. Lithuanian Rural Development
Programme 2007-2013, 19 September 2007.

» Lithuanian Single Programming Document 20042006, approved by decision No 935 of
2 August 2004.

» Ministry of Agticulture of the Republic of Lithuania. RDP 2007-2013 implementation
report for the year 2007.

» Ministry of Finance of Republic of Lithuania. SPD implementation reports for the year
2006/2007.

» Rules of Procedure of the Commission for the Accreditation of Advisory Services and
Advisors, approved by Order of the Minister of Agriculture No 3D-310 of 26 June
2007.

» Lithuanian Forestry Policy and its Implementation Strategy approved by Order No 484
of the Minister of Environment of 17 September 2002.

Luxembourg
» Chambre d’agriculture, Agro Check folders

» Grand Duché du Luxembourg, loi du 18 avril 2008 concernant le renouvellement du
soutien au développement rural, Chapitre 5. Régime d’encouragement a 'amélioration
de la qualification professionnelle, a la vulgarisation et a la recherche agricoles et a
I'utilisation de services de conseil

» Rapport d’activités du Ministere de 2007

» Otganisation de 2008 de I'unité de controle
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Netherlands

» Brochure Randvoorwaarden GLB (NL webversie)

» Bedrijfsadvies over randvoorwaarden GLB Openstelling 2008
» Checklist Randvoorwaarden 2009 en Arbeidsveiligheidseisen
» Accreditatielijst bedrijfadviesdiensten

» Algemene voorwaarden DLV Intensief Advies BV

» DLV Agriconsult — Presentation Institutional Development, From agticultural
extension service to advisory group. Lessons learned from the privatisation of extension
in the Netherlands,

» Besluit van de Minister van Landbouw, Natuur en Voedselkwaliteit van PM datum, nr.

» TRCJZ/2008/2625, houdende openstelling —subsidicaanvragen en vaststelling
subsidieplafonds (Openstellingsbesluit LNV-subsidies 2009)

» Dienst Regelingen, Vereenvoudiging van EU-landbouwbeleid, Nieuwsbrief N°6,
December 2008

» Regeling van de Minister van Landbouw, Natuur en Voedselkwaliteit van 14 februari
2007, nr. TRCJZ/2007/388, houdende regels inzake de verstrekking van subsidies door
de Minister van Landbouw, Natuur en Voedselkwaliteit (Regeling LNV-subsidies)

» Besluit van de Minister van Landbouw, Natuur en Voedselkwaliteit van 22 november
2007, nr. TRCJZ/2007/3756, houdende openstelling subsidicaanvragen en vaststelling
subsidieplafonds (Openstellingsbesluit LNV-subsidies 2008)

Poland
» Act of 14 October 2004 on agricultural extension units;

» Act of 7 March 2007 on support for rural development with the participation of means
of the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (as amended);

» European Commission (2008), Joint Research Center, Angileri V., Implementation of
the Farm Advisory System in Poland, JRC Scientific and Technical Reports.

» Regulation of the Minister of Agriculture and Rural Development of 7 May 2008 on
accreditation of entities which provide advisory services under Measure “Using advisory
services by farmers and forest owners” included in the Rural Development Programme
for the years 2007-2013;

» Regulation of the Minister of Agriculture and Rural Development of 7 May 2008 on
trainings of entities whose activity is covered with the Rural Development Programme
for the years 2007-2013 and on advisory services as to preparing documentation
necessary to obtain financial support;

» Regulation of the Minister of Agriculture and Rural Development of 7 May 2008 on
detailed conditions and mode of granting financial support under Measure “Using
advisory services by farmers and forest owners” included in the Rural Development
Programme for the years 2007-2013;
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» Raport o stanie lasow w Polsce 2007 (Report on Polish forestry 2007).
http:/ /www.lp.gov.pl/media/biblioteka/raporty/raport-o-stanie-lasow-2007.pdf/ view

» Reports of Institute of Agriculture and Food Economics — National Research Institute,
http:/ /www.ietigz.waw.pl

Portugal
» Azorean Regional Ordinance n.° 92/2008, of the 26th December;

» FAS Azorean website — (within PRORURAL website);
http://prorural.azores.gov.pt/documentacao/default.aspxrid=26

» FAS Mainland website - http://www.dgadr.pt/saa/;

» Madeira’s Regional Ordinance n.® 217/2008, of the 17th Decembert;

» Notice of invitation to tender for the Mainland (3td July 2008);

» National Forest Strategy — 2006, National Forests Authority;

» National Strategy for Safety and Health at Work 2008-2012 — 2008.

» National Ordinance n.® 353/2008, of the 8th May;

» National Ordinance n.® 481/2009, of the 6th May;

» Notice of invitation to tender for the Azores (15th January 2009);

» PRODER - Rural Development Programme for Mainland Portugal 2007-2013;
» PRODERAM — Rural Development Programme for Madeira 2007-2013;
» PRORURAL — Rural Development Programme for the Azores 2007-2013;

» Terms of Reference for the certification of FAS advisory entities in the Azores (16th
February 2009);

» Terms of Reference for the certification of FAS advisory entities in the Mainland (July
2008);

Romania

» Annual report of ANCA

» Annual report of ANZM

» Data related to farms, extract from IACS database by APIA
» http://www.apia.org.ro/iacs_documente.htm

» http://www.apia.org.ro/dir_iacs/Formular_cerere_de_plata_pentru_schemele_de_sprij
in_pe_suprafata.pdf

» http:/ /www.apia.org.ro/comunicate_presa/apia%20.mp4
» http://www.apia.org.ro/dir_iacs/indrumar%20SAPS%2008%20mai%202008.pdf
» http:/ /www.apia.org.ro/dir_iacs/ghid%20fermieri%202Fv.pdf
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» http://www.apia.org.ro/legislatie_nationala/Ordin%20GAEC%20MADR-
MMDD%2015-56%20din%202008.pdf

» http://www.apia.org.ro/presa_materiale_ SAPS_2009.htm

» http://www.apia.org.ro/legislatic_nationala/Ordin80.pdf

» http://www.apia.org.ro/dir_iacs/cerere_unica_plata_suprafata_2009.pdf
» http://www.apia.org.ro/iacs_masuti_delegate.htm:

Slovenia

» COR T., JAGODIC A., TRUNKELJ B., SALOBIR — VILAR G., FILIPIC M,
ZGONEC U,, ZAJC M., OCEPEK M., dr. MAJER D. Cross-Compliance and the
Farm Advisory System in the Republic of Slovenia. Implementation Paper. Ljubljana,
Agriculture and Forestry Chamber of Slovenia, Farm Advisory Sector, 2006.

» Program of Activities of the Chamber 2006.

» National Strategic Rural Development Plan 2007-2013.

» Chamber of agriculture and Forestry Act (O] RS No 41/99 and 25/04).
> Agriculture Act (O] RS No 45/2008).

Slovakia

» 2007-2013 RDP

» Web site of Ministy of Agriculture

» Web site of Agtiinstitut Nitra

» Web site of National Forest Centre, Zvolen

» Reports/notes submitted of the Ministry of Agticulture, Agrolnsitut Nitra and National
Forest Centre Zvolen, in response to several questions from the evaluators, March —
June 2009

Spain

» Consejeria de Agticultura. “Orden de 26/02/2007”, Diario Oficial de Castilla-la
Mancha, nam. 52, pp. 5947-5956. March 9th, 2007.

» Consejetfa de Agticultura y Desarrollo Econémico. “Orden 20/2006 y 21/09 de 28 de
septiembre”, Boletin Oficial de la Rioja, num. 133, pp. 5938-5944. October 10th, 2006.

» Consejetia de Agricultura y Agua. “Orden de 30 de octubre de 2008”, Boletin Oficial de
la Region de Murcia, num. 2606, pp. 34872-34879. November 15th, 2008.

» Consejetia de Agricultura y Ganaderfa. “Orden AYG/51/2007, de 10 de enero”, Boletin
Oficial de Castilla y Le6n, nam. 15, p. 1350. January 22nd, 2007.

» Consejeria de Agricultura y Medio Ambiente. “Decreto 100/2006, de 30 de mayo”,
Diario Oficial de Extremadura, nam. 66, pp. 9992-10004. June 6th, 20006.

» Consejeria de Agricultura y Pesca. “Decreto 221/2006, de 19 de diciembre”, Boletin
Oficial de la Junta de Andalucia, nam. 10, pp. 35-39. January 15th, 2007.
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» Consejetia de Agricultura y Pesca. “Orden de 8 de septiembre de 2008”, Boletin Oficial
de las Islas Baleares, num. 131, pp. 61-63. September 18th, 2008.

» Consejetfa de Agricultura, Ganaderia, Pesca y Alimentacion. “Decreto 186/2008, de 2
de septiembre”, Boletin Oficial de Canarias, nim. 182. Septembre 11th, 2008.

» Consejeria de Ganaderia, Agricultura y Pesca. “Orden GAN/80/2006, de 21 de
diciembre”, Boletin Oficial de Cantabria, nam. 8, pp. 679-682. January 11th, 2007.

» Consejetia de Medio Rural y Pesca. “Decreto 20/2007, de 8 de marzo”, Boletin Oficial
del Principado de Asturias, pp. 5639-5641. March 29th, 2007.
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Appendix 2: Member State abbreviations

Abbreviation Member state’s name
AT Austria

BE (FLA) Belgium (Flanders)

BE (WAL) Belgium (Wallonia)

BG Bulgaria

CY Cyprus

Ccz Czech Republic

DE Germany

DK Denmark

EE Estonia

EL Greece

ES Spain

FI Finland

FR France

HU Hungary

1IE Ireland

1T Italy

LT Lithuania

LU Luxembourg

LV Latvia

MT Malta

NL Netherlands

PL Poland

PT Portugal

RO Romania

SE Sweden

SK Slovakia

SL Slovenia

UK (ENG) United Kingdom (England)
UK (SCO) United Kingdom (Scotland)
UK (NIR) United Kingdom (Northern Ireland)
UK (WAL) United Kingdom (Wales)
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Appendix 3: Abbreviations of regions
in DE, ES and IT

Abbreviation Region’s name

Italy

Abruzzo ABR
Basilicata BAS
Bolzano BOL
Calabrtia CAL
Campania CAM
Emilia Romagna EMR
Friuli Venezia Giulia EVG
Lazio LAZ
Liguria LIG
Lombardia LOM
Marche MAR
Molise MOL
Piemonte PIE
Puglia PUG
Sardegna SAR
Sicilia SIC
Toscana TOS
Trento TRE
Umbria UMB
Valle d’Aosta VDA
Veneto VEN
Germany

Baden-Wiirttemberg BDW
Bayern BAY
Brandenburg + Berlin BDB
Hamburg HAM
Hessen HES
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Mecklenburg-Vorpommern MEV
Lower Saxony + Bremen NSC
Nordrhein-Westfalen NRW
Rheinland-Pfalz RHP
Saarland SAA
Sachsen SAC
Sachsen-Anhalt SAN
Schleswig-Holstein SWH
Thiringen THU
Spain

Andalucia AND
Aragbdn ARA
Asturias AST
Baleares BAL
Canarias CAR
Cantabria CAN
Castilla La Mancha CLM
Castilla y Leén CYL
Cataluna CAT
Extremadura EXT
Galicia GAL
La Rioja LRI
Madrid MAD
Murcia MUR
Navarra NAV
Pais Vasco PVA
Valencia VAL

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 — Appendix 3 Page 180



EVALUATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION ADE — ADAS — AGROTEC- Evaluators.EU
OF THE FARM ADVISORY SYSTEM

Appendix 4: List of Statutory

Management
Requirements (SMR)

(According to Annex III of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003)

"Area" of protection of environment:

SMR 1

SMR 2
SMR 3
SMR 4
SMR 5

Conservation of wild birds (Council Directive 79/409/EEC): Art. 3, 4(1), (2), (4), 5, 7
and 8

Protection of groundwater (Council Directive 80/68/EEC): Art. 4 and 5

Use of sewage sludge (Council Directive 86/278/EEC): Art. 3

Protection of waters against nitrates (Council Directive 91/676/EEC): Att. 4 and 5

Conservation of natural habitats and of wild flora and fauna (Council Directive
92/43/EEC): Att. 6, 13, 15, and 22(b)

"Area" of public, animal and plant health:

SMR 6

SMR 7

SMR 8

SMR 8a

SMR 9

SMR 10

SMR 11

SMR 12

SMR 13
SMR 14

SMR 15

Identification and Registration of animals (Council Directive 2008/71/EC): Atrt. 3, 4
and 5

Identification and Registration of bovines (ear tags, holding registers and passports)
(Commission Regulation (EC) No 2629/97): Art. 6 and 8 118

Identification and Registration of bovines and labelling of beef and beef products
(Council and European Parliament Regulation (EC) No 1760/2000): Art. 4 and 7
Identification and Registration of ovines/captines (Council Regulation (EC) No
21/2004): Art. 3,4 and 5

Placing of plant protection products on the market (Council Directive (91/414/EC):
Art. 3

Prohibition of certain substances in stockfarming (Council Directive (96/22/EC): Att.
3,4,5and 7

Food law (Council and European Patliament Regulation (EC) No 178/2002): Art. 14,
15,17(1), 18, 19 and 20

Prevention, control and eradication of spongiform encephalopathies (Regulation (EC)
No 999/2001): Art. 7, 11,12, 13 and 15

Control of foot-and-mouth disease (Council Directive 85/511/EEC): Art. 3119
Control of certain animal diseases and specific measures against swine vesicular
disease (Council Directive 92/119/EEC): Art. 3

Control of bluetongue (Council Directive 2000/75/EC): Art. 3

"Area" of animal welfare:

SMR 16

SMR 17

SMR 18

Minimum standards for the protection of calves (Council Directive 91/629/EEC):
Art. 3and 4

Minimum standards for the protection of pigs (Council Directive 91/630/EEC): Att.
3 and 4(1)

Protection of animals kept for farming putposes (Council Directive 98/58/EC): Art. 4

118 Art. 6 and 8 of Commission Regulation (EC) No 2629/97 were repealed and replaced by Art. 6, 8 and 9 of
Commission Regulation (EC) No 911/2004 of 29 April 2004 implementing Regulation (EC) No 1760/2000 of the
European Patliament and of the Council as regards eartags, passports and holding registers, Art. 6, 8 and 9.

119 Art. 3 of Council Directive 85/511/EEC was tepealed and replaced by Art. 3 (1) (a) of Council Directive
2003/85/EC of 29 September 2003 on Community measures for the control of foot-and-mouth disease repealing
Directive 85/511/ EEC and Decisions 89/531/EEC and 91/665/EEC and amending Directive 92/46/EEC.
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Appendix 5: List of Good Agricultural &
Environmental Conditions
(GAEQC)

(According to Annex IV of Regulation (EC) N°1782/2003)

Issue

Standards

(a) Soil erosion:

Protect soil through appropriate measures

(GAEC 1) Minimum soil cover

(GAEC 2) Minimum land management reflecting site-specific

conditions

(GAEC 3) Retain terraces

(b) Soil organic matter:
Maintain soil organic matter levels through

appropriate practices

(GAEC 4) Standards for crop rotations where applicable

(GAEC 5) Arable stubble management

(¢) Soil structure:
Maintain soil structure through appropriate

measures

(GAEC 6) Appropriate machinery use

(d) Minimum level of maintenance:
Ensure a minimum level of maintenance and

avoid the deterioration of habitats

(GAEC 7) Minimum livestock stocking rates or/ and appropriate

regimes

(GAEC 8) Protection of permanent pasture

(GAEC 9) Retention of landscape features, including, where
appropriate, the probibition of the grubbing up of olive trees

(GAEC 10) Avoiding the encroachment of umwanted vegetation on

agricultural land

(11) Maintenance of olive groves in good vegetative condition

Final Report — Evaluation Part — December 2009 — Appendix 5

Page 183




