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Fiche 2: CLLD implementation options
There are two major options for the implementation of CLLD:

· A MS can decide to fully use the opportunities provided for CLLD and offer a flexible support that can combine funding from several Funds into a single strategy in an integrated way. This would demand coordinated management structures of the involved funds with joint calls and selection procedures. This framework should be presented in the Partnership Agreement. 

· A MS/region can also decide to support strategies funded by one fund only, reducing the scope of integration. 

If a MS offers the possibility for jointly-funded local development strategies (supports by more than one of the CSF-Funds), the choice to opt for a strategy funded by only one or several Funds will be made by the LAGs themselves. In its decision, The LAG will take into account the broader scope of possibilities opened by the integration of funding but also the higher level of complexity in the implementation of a jointly-funded strategy.

1. Local development strategies supported by several Funds

By defining a common method for all CSF Funds, the Commission's proposal enables MS to set a framework for CLLD which allows complete integration, i.e. integrated multi-sectoral area-based local development strategies drawn up by a broad group of partners representing a great variety of local interests. A local action group in a given territory could thus develop and implement a strategy receiving support from several CSF Funds. 

Strategies supported by several Funds: 

· permit local development strategies to have a broader scope as the strategies may address a larger number of issues and sectors and can be better adapted to specific territorial features, making use of the opportunities offered by all the funds involved;

· imply involving a wider variety of partners that can together better define and deal with common cross-cutting challenges;

· help to avoid artificial demarcation or overlaps between strategies receiving support from different funds;

· enable streamlining and simplifying the implementation of the local strategy, taking advantage of the harmonisation of the delivery rules among the Funds;

· increase the total budget available for local development, given that a LAG will have access to several sources of financing.

However, this choice requires a solid experience in the delivery of local development and a group of partners that have already established working relationships. The decision whether to opt for a strategy supported by several funds or to use only one of the Funds to implement a LDS should be steered by the following considerations:

· It should ideally be based on the individual needs and capacity of the area concerned.

· It is important to let the LAGs themselves reflect on the size of territory they wish to cover and the type and degree of integration they wish for their area.

· Strategies supported by several funds are more complex to design and implement and could prove difficult to implement for groups experimenting local development for the first time. It will therefore be crucial to analyse the LAGs' capacity and to choose an appropriate division of tasks between the LAGs and the authorities responsible for the design and implementation of the programme. Solid preparation and capacity building actions should be organised to enhance LAGs' administrative capacity.

· Local development takes time. In previous programming periods a considerable investment has been made at all levels to create delivery structures (LAGs and FLAGs, but also at the level of the administration) and mobilise local actors around a shared strategy. It is essential to safeguard the results of this investment, including the existing local dynamic. The creation of any new framework should take into account the already existing structures and strategies.
2. Local development strategies funded by one Fund only

MS or regions can decide to offer a framework using only one Fund for the support of CLLD in specific types of areas. 

This solution is initially simpler from a management point of view. The implementation is done by a single administration at national or regional level. Reporting and financial management follows a single procedure. Controls are easier and the risk of double funding is lower. Coherence with the other areas of intervention of the fund is easier to ensure. Locally, the partnership can be more limited, leading to less internal difficulties. The team running the group and supporting projects on the ground could be smaller and easier to manage.

However, this option excludes broader strategies and limits the achievement of synergies between Funds. A more limited partnership is less likely to be able to address broad cross-cutting challenges. Consequently, the full potential of diversified and inclusive local development strategies is not achieved. The budget is likely to be smaller, limiting also the size of the technical team supporting the LAG since they will only have access to a maximum of 25% of a more limited budget.

In some cases a LDS supported by one Fund only can also be an obstacle to the creation of territorially homogenous strategies. For example, in the current period, small towns (for example with over 30.000 inhabitants) are sometimes excluded from LEADER strategies, if these are not part of the Member State's definition of rural areas. These small towns could now become part of the strategy area, should CLLD funding from ESF and ERDF be made available for them. In this way the homogeneity of the LAG intervention area could be improved.

3. Coordination between overlapping LAG areas in both implementation options
In some cases MS may see a need to have parallel strategies on partially overlapping territories due to the function that these territories fulfil. 

For instance, in the current period there are cases where a LAG area (or several LAG areas) supported by LEADER partly overlap(s) with a FLAG area supported by the EFF. This stems from the fact that fisheries areas, especially the strong ones, are determined by the spatial distribution of the sector, e.g. along the coastline. In these cases it may not be appropriate to break up a fisheries area to fit several LAG areas since it is crucial to preserve the critical mass of fisheries related activity to bring about change for the fishing community. 

Under these circumstances, two parallel strategies could be run on the overlapping territory. This can concern strategies supported by several Funds (e.g. one by the EAFRD and the ESF; another by the EMFF) but also strategies supported by one Fund only (e.g. one funded by the EMFF and another by the EAFRD)
. They would have to be complementary, co-ordinated and aim at synergies. In any case, they should be defined in a way which excludes implementing the same type of actions. 

In these cases, the LAGs should demonstrate that there are effective coordination mechanisms in terms of strategy design and implementation, operational procedures, functioning of the partnership and areas of intervention.

� These fiches are extracts of the draft guidance document on CLLD which is currently being elaborated by the four DGs dealing with the CSF Funds (AGRI, MARE, REGIO and EMPL). The guidance document will aim at helping the authorities in the Member States to deal with CLLD in their Partnership Agreements (PA), to design it in the respective programmes as well as helping to achieve the potential added value of the CLLD approach. The content of the fiches is non-binding in nature. They have been drawn up on the basis of the proposals for regulations adopted by the European Commission in October and December 2011. They do not prejudge the final nature of the act which is agreed by the Council and the European Parliament, nor the final content of any delegated or implementing acts that may be prepared by the Commission.


� Please note that these are only examples!
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