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1. KEY INFORMATION ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMME AND ITS PRIORITIES
1.a) Financial Data
See annexed documents
1.b) Common and programme-specific indicators and quantified target values
1.b1) Overview table
Focus Area 1A
Target indicator name

T1: percentage of expenditure under
Articles 14, 15 and 35 of Regulation
(EU) No 1305/2013 in relation to the
total expenditure for the RDP (focus
area 1A)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

1.61

44.78

2014-2017

0.78

21.70

Target 2023

3.60
2014-2016

0.24

6.68

2014-2015

Focus Area 1B
Target indicator name

T2: Total number of cooperation
operations supported under the
cooperation measure (Article 35 of
Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013)
(groups, networks/clusters, pilot
projects…) (focus area 1B)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

791.00

65.37

2014-2017

655.00

54.13

2014-2016

328.00

27.11

2014-2015

86.00

7.11

Target 2023

1,210.00

Focus Area 1C
Target indicator name

T3: Total number of participants
trained under Article 14 of
Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013
(focus area 1C)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

92,598.00

82.97

2014-2017

67,689.00

60.65

2014-2016

24,730.00

22.16

2014-2015

549.00

0.49

Target 2023

111,600.00
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Focus Area 2A
Target indicator name

T4: percentage of agricultural holdings
with RDP support for investments in
restructuring or modernisation (focus
area 2A)

Measure

Period

Based on
approved (when
relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

2014-2018

2.66

29.18

2.66

29.18

2014-2017

1.38

15.14

1.37

15.03

2014-2016

0.57

6.25

0.57

6.25

2014-2015

0.37

4.06

0.37

4.06

Target 2023

9.11

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Period

Realised

Planned 2023

M01

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

14,380,000.00

57.52

8,862,202.45

35.45

25,000,000.00

M02

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

173,000.00

34.60

117,356.79

23.47

500,000.00

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

75,296,000.00

48.48

42,777,634.75

27.55

155,300,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

544,000.00

31.09

309,586.10

17.69

1,750,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

90,393,000.00

49.52

52,066,780.09

28.52

182,550,000.00

Focus Area 2B
Target indicator name

T5: percentage of agricultural holdings
with RDP supported business
development plan/investments for young
farmers (focus area 2B)

Period

Based on
approved (when
relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

2014-2018

1.16

40.57

1.16

40.57

2014-2017

0.41

14.34

0.41

14.34

2014-2016

0.04

1.40

0.04

1.40

Target 2023

2.86

2014-2015
Measure

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Period

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

83,097,000.00

72.89

47,008,027.00

41.24

114,000,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

1,201,000.00

36.95

796,484.33

24.51

3,250,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

84,298,000.00

71.90

47,804,511.33

40.77

117,250,000.00
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Realised

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Planned 2023

Focus Area 3A
Target indicator name

Period

Based on
approved (when
relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

Target 2023

2014-2018
T6: percentage of agricultural holdings
receiving support for participating in
quality schemes, local markets and short
supply circuits, and producer
groups/organisations (focus area 3A)

2014-2017
0.00
2014-2016
2014-2015

Percentage of agricultural holdings
supported under the animal welfare
measure (Farms)

2014-2018

14.42

60.08

2014-2017

14.79

61.63
24.00

2014-2016
2014-2015

Measure

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Period

Realised

Planned 2023

M02

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

100,000.00

33.33

M14

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

68,500,000.00

68.50

33,500,574.96

33.50

100,000,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

70,000.00

7.00

39,057.75

3.91

1,000,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

68,670,000.00

67.79

33,539,632.71

33.11

101,300,000.00

300,000.00

Focus Area 3B
Target indicator name

Number of Participants in Knowledge
Transfer Groups (focus area 3B)
(Persons)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

2014-2018

17,063.00

64.15

2014-2017

13,958.00

52.47

Target 2023

26,600.00
2014-2016
2014-2015

Measure

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Period

M01

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

14,380,000.00

57.52

8,862,202.45

35.45

25,000,000.00

M02

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

1,505,400.00

25.09

1,012,194.70

16.87

6,000,000.00

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

11,200,000.00

44.80

6,192,977.16

24.77

25,000,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1,000,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

27,085,400.00

47.52

16,067,374.31

28.19

57,000,000.00
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Realised

Planned 2023

Priority P4
Target indicator name

T12: percentage of agricultural land
under management contracts to improve
soil management and/or prevent soil
erosion (focus area 4C)

T10: percentage of agricultural land
under management contracts to improve
water management (focus area 4B)

T9: percentage of agricultural land
under management contracts supporting
biodiversity and/or landscapes (focus
area 4A)

Measure

Output Indicator

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

2014-2018

18.30

101.24

2014-2017

16.39

90.68

2014-2016

12.86

71.15

2014-2015

5.96

32.97

2014-2018

20.42

97.65

2014-2017

18.40

87.99

2014-2016

12.86

61.50

2014-2015

5.96

28.50

2014-2018

18.21

87.68

2014-2017

16.97

81.71

2014-2016

12.86

61.92

2014-2015

5.96

28.70

Target 2023

18.08

20.91

20.77

Period

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Realised

Uptake
(%)

Planned 2023

M01

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

26,161,000.00

71.28

M02

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

59,000.00

5.90

M04

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

74,574,000.00

74.06

23,785,021.08

23.62

100,700,000.00

M07

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

3,305,000.00

55.08

2,313,530.91

38.56

6,000,000.00

M10

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

1,245,990,000.00

107.73

799,650,237.41

69.14

1,156,605,630.00

M11

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

43,315,000.00

77.35

23,332,099.82

41.66

56,000,000.00

M12

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

44,570,000.00

60.85

44,556,890.90

60.83

73,250,000.00

M13

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

1,542,530,000.00

110.58

1,042,528,770.84

74.73

1,395,000,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

10,500,000.00

24.71

3,500,123.89

8.24

42,500,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

2,991,004,000.00

104.30

1,959,858,661.62

68.34

2,867,755,630.00
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20,191,986.77

55.02

36,700,000.00
1,000,000.00

Focus Area 5A
Target indicator name

Period

Based on
approved (when
relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

Target 2023

2014-2018

Number of Locally Led Environmental
and Climate Projects Operational Groups
(Groups)

2014-2017
1.00
2014-2016
2014-2015

Measure

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Period

Realised

Planned 2023

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

Focus Area 5B
Target indicator name

T15: Total investment for energy
efficiency (€) (focus area 5B)

Period

Based on
approved (when
relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

2014-2018

6,203,582.73

12.41

6,203,582.73

12.41

2014-2017

1,138,745.32

2.28

1,138,745.32

2.28

Target 2023

50,000,000.00
2014-2016

30,260.60

0.06

30,260.60

0.06

2014-2015
Measure

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Period

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

4,602,000.00

23.01

2,620,548.80

13.10

20,000,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

4,602,000.00

20.45

2,620,548.80

11.65

22,500,000.00
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Realised

Planned 2023

Focus Area 5C
Target indicator name

Period

Based on
approved (when
relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

Uptake
(%)

Target 2023

2014-2018

T16: Total investment in renewable
energy production (€) (focus area 5C)

2014-2017
0.00
2014-2016
2014-2015
2014-2018

Number of Locally Led Environmental
and Climate Projects Operational Groups
(Group)

2014-2017
1.00
2014-2016
2014-2015

Measure

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Period

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

100,000.00

4.00

27,739.99

1.11

2,500,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

100,000.00

4.00

27,739.99

1.11

2,500,000.00

11

Realised

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Planned 2023

Focus Area 5D
Target indicator name

T18: percentage of agricultural land
under management contracts targeting
reduction of GHG and/or ammonia
emissions (focus area 5D)

T17: percentage of LU concerned by
investments in live-stock management in
view of reducing GHG and/or ammonia
emissions (focus area 5D)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

2014-2018

12.45

115.40

2014-2017

11.17

103.54

2014-2016

7.87

72.95

2014-2015

4.73

43.84

2014-2018

1.22

613.97

2014-2017

0.45

226.46

2014-2016

0.08

40.26

Target 2023

10.79

0.20

2014-2015
Measure

Output Indicator

Period

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Uptake
(%)

Realised

Planned 2023

M01

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

24,795,000.00

63.41

M02

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

28,000.00

5.60

M04

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

11,801,000.00

118.01

6,778,290.11

67.78

10,000,000.00

M10

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

289,785,050.00

96.72

176,165,869.15

58.80

299,600,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public
expenditure

2014-2018

326,409,050.00

92.81

202,225,980.69

57.50

351,700,000.00

19,281,821.43

49.31

39,100,000.00
500,000.00

Focus Area 5E
Target indicator name

T19: percentage of agricultural and forest
land under management contracts
contributing to carbon sequestration and
conservation (focus area 5E)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

2014-2018

0.08

25.15

2014-2017

0.08

25.15

2014-2016

0.05

15.72

Target 2023

0.32

2014-2015
Measure

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Period

M10

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

72,000,000.00

96.26

39,356,837.07

52.62

74,800,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

72,000,000.00

93.14

39,356,837.07

50.91

77,300,000.00
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Realised

Planned 2023

Focus Area 6B
Target indicator name

T23: Jobs created in supported projects
(Leader) (focus area 6B)

Period

Based on
approved (when
relevant)

Uptake
(%)

Uptake
(%)

Realised

2014-2018

181.93

5.87

2014-2017

1.50

0.05

Target 2023

3,100.00
2014-2016
2014-2015
2014-2018

T22: percentage of rural population
benefiting from improved
services/infrastructures (focus area 6B)

2014-2017
0.00
2014-2016
2014-2015

T21: percentage of rural population
covered by local development strategies
(focus area 6B)

2014-2018

82.02

124.77

2014-2017

82.02

124.77

2014-2016

62.12

94.50

65.74

2014-2015
Measure

Uptake
(%)

Committed

Period

M19

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

76,650,000.00

30.66

36,079,300.80

14.43

250,000,000.00

Total

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

76,650,000.00

30.66

36,079,300.80

14.43

250,000,000.00
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Realised

Uptake
(%)

Output Indicator

Planned 2023

1.c) Key information on RDP implementation based on data from a) and b) by Focus Area
The purpose of this section is to explain the scheme data contained in the Monitoring Axes. The
legislative framework governing EU rural development policy for the current programming period has 6
objectives or priorities which are in turn sub-divided in 18 focus areas (FAs). For convenience, these are
enumerated along with the various measure and sub-measure codes in the legend at the end of the
Monitoring Annex to this document.
Total public of the operations which have additional contributions to other Focus Areas (AIR) CUMULATIVE

Indicator
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure
O1 - Total public
expenditure

Priority

Total public YEAR 2018
Cumulative
(total
programmed FA)

Focus Area

P1

63,000,756.65

P2

2A

52,066,780.09

P2

2B

47,804,511.33

P3

3A

33,539,632.71

P3

3B

16,067,374.31
1,959,858,661.6
2

P4
P5

5A

0.00

P5

5B

2,620,548.80

P5

5C

27,739.99

P5

5D

202,225,980.69

P5

5E

39,356,837.07

P6

6A

P6

6B

P6

6C

36,079,300.80
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Total public expenditure on the RDP in 2018 amounted to over €659m including approximately €46m in
additional national top-ups which are not co-funded by the EU. The additional national funding was
applied to the Areas of Natural Constraint Scheme under Measure 13 and the Sheep Welfare Scheme
under Measure 14. The highest levels of expenditure in 2018 were recorded for Measure 1 (€29m),
Measure 4 (€67m), Measure 10 (€277m) and Measure 13 (€229m).
The following information outlining the progress made in implementing Ireland’s RDP in 2018 is
structured according to the focus areas most relevant to each Programme scheme.

PRIORITY 1
Priority 1 of the RDP, which is sub-divided into 3 related FAs, concerns fostering knowledge transfer and
innovation in agriculture, forestry and rural areas.

Focus Area 1A
This FA is specifically concerned with fostering innovation, co-operation and the development of the
knowledge base in rural areas.

The combination of measures contributing to the target indicator for FA 1A are:
 Measure 1 - Knowledge Transfer (KT) Groups and training for BDGP and GLAS participants;
 Measure 2 - Targeted Advisory Service on Animal Health and Welfare (TASAHW) and
Continued Professional Development (CPD) for agricultural advisors; &
 Measure 16 - General European Innovation Partnership (EIP) projects and the Collaborative
Farming Grant Scheme.

For FA1A the realized expenditure at the end of 2018 was 45% of the 2023 target figure.
Cumulative expenditure on Measure 1 schemes amounted to €57.2m at the end of 2018. Measure
16 is discussed in the context FA 1B while Measure 2 is addressed in the context of FA 3B. KT is
the main contributor to this FA.

Measure 1 – Knowledge Transfer and Information Actions
This measure consists of:
 Sub-measure 1.1: support for vocational training and skills acquisition actions –Knowledge
Transfer (KT) Groups; and

15

 Sub-measure 1.1: support for vocational training and skills acquisition actions training delivered
in support of Measure 10 i.e. the Beef Data and Genomics Programme (BDGP) and the
Green Low-carbon Agri-environment Scheme (GLAS).

Knowledge transfer discussion groups for beef, sheep, dairy, equine, poultry and tillage sectors.

In 2018, payments amounting to €21.7m issued to over 17,000 beneficiaries. Approximately
€12.4m was paid to participating farmers for attendance at meetings and completion of farm
improvement plans in respect of years 1 and 2 of the scheme resulting in an average payment of
approximately €600 per farmer. In addition, €9.3m in payments issued to KT Group facilitators
for organisational and advisory activities relating to paid participants within their approved
groups. Farmers are paid for attendance at a combination of 5 meetings and/or approved national
events and for completion of a farm improvement plan for their specific enterprises relevant to KT
sector that they are participating in. At the end of 2018, almost 18,700 farmers remain actively
participating in around 1,100 groups facilitated by some 460 advisors.

Training for farmers in the BDGP
This training is provided to approved participants of the BDGP which is programmed under
Measure 10 of the RDP. It aims to optimize the implementation of the BDGP and while the
scheme intervention logic and contribution is linked to Measure 10, funding for this training is
allocated under Measure 1.

There are two elements to the BDGP training. The first element is a four-hour general course
designed to provide participating farmers with the information and skills necessary to meet their
scheme commitments and to improve their knowledge of genomics and breeding strategies. The
second element consists of two hours of personalised coaching on the use of the carbon navigator
– a compulsory element of the scheme that must be completed annually by each participant. The
carbon navigator is an online decision support tool to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
livestock production systems; it estimates the potential environmental and financial gains that can
be made on each holding through carbon-efficient farming practices (e.g. by turning animals out
to grass two weeks earlier in spring, a farmer can save on feed costs and increase herd
performance by getting more grass into its diet). Over, 1,200 farmers were trained and 220 carbon
navigators were completed in 2018.

Expenditure on BDGP training amounted to €0.4m in 2018. Additionally, a sum of €7.1m was
spent on GLAS training sessions which were attended by almost 23,000 scheme participants in
2018. Total expenditure on these training schemes (including some outstanding liabilities arising
from training undertaken during the previous RDP) was €21.8m for the period 2014 to 2018. At
the end of the reporting period, all active scheme participants had attended the general element of
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BDGP training and over 99% of GLAS participants had attended the compulsory one-day training
course for that scheme.

Focus Area 1B
This FA is specifically concerned with strengthening linkages between agriculture, food
production and forestry and research and innovation thereby improving environmental
management and performance.

The planned output indicators for FA 1B refer to the number of operational groups supported
under the EIP (sub-measure 16.1) and the number of co-operation operations supported under the
Collaborative Farming Grant Scheme (sub-measure 16.3). 65% of the programme target figure
was achieved by the end of 2018, mainly due to supported operations under the collaborative FGS
since the work of each EIP group is counted as a single co-operation operation.

Those Measure 16 schemes, for which cumulative expenditure amounted to €3.1m at the end of
2018, are described here.

Measure 16 – Co-operation

This measure is comprised of the following four elements.
 Sub-measure 16.1: support for the establishment of operational groups under the European
Innovation Partnership (EIP) for agricultural productivity and sustainability:
 General EIPs;
 Locally-led Hen Harrier and Freshwater Pearl Mussel Projects; &
 Locally-led environmental and climate projects.

 Sub-measure 16.3: Co-operation among small operators in organising joint work processes and
sharing facilities and resources – Collaborative Farming Grant Scheme.

EIP’s
EIP Operational Groups are clearly linked to supporting innovation and best practice. Specifically
17

they will be intended to address some or all of the following:
 promoting a resource efficient, productive and low emission agricultural sector, working in
harmony with the essential natural resources on which farming depends:
 improving processes to preserve the environment and agricultural landscapes, address biodiversity
challenges, enhance water quality, adapt to climate change and mitigate it; and
 creating added value by better linking research and farming practice and encouraging the wider
use of available innovative practices.

There are two funding streams for EIP groups depending on the themes they seek to address in their
project proposals. A general stream focuses on farm viability, economic performance, sustainable
forest management and innovative technologies, while environmental; biodiversity and climate change
issues are the main concerns of the locally-led stream. Open calls for proposals under were announced in
December 2016 and August 2017 resulting in 21 proposals from both streams being selected for
implementation. Two other locally-led projects on the conservation of the Hen Harrier and the Freshwater
Pearl Mussel were the subject of procurement competitions. Contracts for those projects were signed in
April 2017 and May 2018 respectively.

Approximately €34,000 was paid to four prospective general EIP groups; involving 125 partners, in 2018
to enable them develop their project plans. None of the general proposals emanating from the second
open call were approved to proceed to implementation. There are currently three general EIP groups
being implemented which were recruited from the first open call for proposals and running costs for these
supported operations will be included in next year’s report.

In 2018, approximately €2.9m was paid to 27 locally-led groups but 10 of those did not proceed beyond
project planning stage. Of the 17 projects that proceeded to implementation, 8 were funded for
operational activities in 2018. Most expenditure was absorbed by the Hen Harrier project with almost
€1.2m being paid to participating farmers. Apart from the Hen Harrier and Freshwater Pearl Mussel
projects, the other locally-led EIP operations funded in 2018 were:

 Biodiversity Regeneration in a Dairying Environment (BRIDE);
 Blackstairs Farming Futures;
 DANU Farming Group;
 The Conservation of the Breeding Curlew in Ireland;
 Sustainable Uplands Agri-Environment Scheme (SUAS); and
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 A Sustainable Agricultural Plan for the MacGillycuddy Reeks.

Collaborative Farming Grant Scheme
Collaborative approaches to farming can address some of the structural challenges facing Irish
agriculture such as limited land availability and intergenerational transfer. This scheme is
specifically aimed at encouraging the formation of new farm partnerships by contributing up to
50% of vouched legal, accounting and advisory costs incurred in drawing up a partnership
agreement, subject to a maximum payment of €2,500.

In 2018, around €181,000 was paid towards costs incurred in setting up of 129 farm partnerships
– 118 of these were to facilitate generational renewal and 11 to facilitate mergers. A cumulative
sum of €1m was paid to support the creation of 783 registered partnerships in the period to the
end of 2018.

Focus Area 1C
This FA is specifically concerned with fostering lifelong learning and vocational training in the
agricultural and forestry sectors.

The target indicator for FA 1A is the number of farmers trained under Measure 1. Almost 92,600
or 83% of the 2023 target figure for the total number of trained participants was achieved by end
of 2018. The number of participants in relevant schemes trained to date can be disaggregated as
follows:
KT – 17,063;
BDGP – 25,916 (revised data).
GLAS – 49,619;

It should be noted that KT training is repeated annually whereas training for BDGP and GLAS
participants occurs only once over the duration of those schemes. The information relevant to FA
1A is, therefore, equally applicable to FA 1C and is not repeated here.

PRIORITY 2
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Priority 2 of the RDP is concerned with enhancing farm viability and competitiveness and with
promoting innovative farm technologies.

Focus Area 2A
This FA is specifically concerned with improving the economic performance of all farms and
facilitating farm restructuring and modernisation with a view to increasing market orientation as
well as agricultural diversification.
The target figure for FA 2A is the number of agricultural holdings supporting investments in
restructuring or modernsiation calculated on the basis of holdings receiving grants under 4 strands
of the Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Scheme (see Measure 4 description below). At the end
of 2018, almost 30% of the 2023 target had been achieved.
The following RDP measures and schemes are programmed as contributing to FA 2A:
 Measure 1 - Knowledge Transfer (KT) Groups;
 Measure 2 - Continued Professional Development (CPD) for advisors;
 Measure 4 - Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Scheme &
 Measure 16 - General EIP projects and the Collaborative Farming Grant Scheme.

Measures 1 and 16 have already been described in relation to Priority 1 above. Measure 2 training
for agricultural advisors is relevant to this FA but TAMS supports collectively constitute the main
expenditure item.

Continuous Professional Development (CPD)
Advanced facilitator training for agricultural advisors was funded under this heading in calendar
year 2018. Expenditure on CPD for the year was €2,600. Cumulative expenditure on CPD until
the end of 2018 was around €117,000. Further CPD training in 2019 will be considered in
response to stakeholder requests.

The TAMS supports programmed, either partly or wholly, under FA 2A are animal housing and
nutrient storage, dairy equipment, organic and tillage capital investment schemes. With a budget
allocation of €155.3m, these schemes are expected to attract almost 13,000 supported holdings
over the duration of the RDP.
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Measure 4 – Investments in Physical Assets
This measure consists of:
 Sub-measure 4.1: support for investments in agricultural holdings – Targeted Agricultural
Modernisation Scheme (TAMS II); &
 Sub-measure 4.4: support for non-productive investments which are potentially available through
the GLAS and Burren schemes. As the underlying logic of this sub-measure is intrinsically linked
to the achievement of agri-environment objectives, funding is allocated under Measure 10.

TAMS II will make €395m available to Irish farmers for investment in infrastructure, facilities
and equipment under the suite of seven measures (listed below) which are opened for applications
in rolling three-month tranches.
 Young Farmers Capital Investment Scheme;
 Dairy Equipment Scheme;
 Organic Capital Investment Scheme;
 Animal Welfare, Safety and Nutrient Storage Scheme;
 Low Emissions Slurry Spreading; and
 Pig and Poultry Investment Scheme; &
 Tillage Capital Investment Scheme.

Of the €67.4m expended on Measure 4 in 2018, less than €30,000 related to sending on ongoing
TAMS 1 investments from the previous programming period. TAMS grants were paid to almost
4,200 farm enterprises and supported more than 4,500 investments worth €131.4m. The overall
number of TAMS beneficiaries at the end of 2018 was almost 9,800.

The main expenditure items for TAMS 2 were the Young Farmers Capital Investment Scheme,
the Dairy Equipment Scheme and the Animal Welfare and Nutrient Storage Scheme at €31.4m,
€12.6m and €11.3m respectively. A further €3.9m was spent on funding the acquisition of Low
Emissions Slurry Spreading equipment.

Transitional expenditure on AEOS non-productive investments accounted for less than €0.8m
compared to €11.8m in 2014-15. These investments carried out on around 1,300 holdings were
carried over from the 2007-2013 programming period. Transitional expenditure normally tapers
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off with the maturation of liabilities from the previous RDP.

Cumulative public expenditure on all Measure 4 investments in physical assets amounted to
€129.2m in the 2014-2018 period .

Focus Area 2B
This FA is specifically concerned with facilitating the entry of adequately skilled farmers into
agriculture and, in particular, generational renewal.
The target value for FA 2B is the percentage of holdings supporting investments for young
farmers. At the end of 2018, the percentage uptake of the 2023 target was 41%.
The following RDP measures and schemes are programmed as contributing to FA 2B:
 Measure 4 - TAMS II; &
 Measure 16 - General EIP projects and the Collaborative Farming Grant Scheme.

The relevant TAMS support is the Young Farmers Capital Investment Scheme for which 1,172
beneficiaries (97 of whom were female) received €31.4m in grant aid out of total investments
amounting to €51.4m. Total spend for Measure 4 under FA2B was €47m. Measure 16
collaborative Farming Grant Scheme was previously elaborated under Priority 1.

PRIORITY 3

Priority 3 of the RDP is concerned with promoting food chain organisation, including the
processing and marketing of agricultural products, animal welfare and risk management in
agriculture.

Focus Area 3A

This FA is specifically concerned with improving the competitiveness of primary producers by
better integrating them into the agri-food chain through quality schemes, adding value to
agricultural products, promotion in local markets and short supply circuits, producer groups and
inter-branch organisations.
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The target value for FA 3A is the percentage of holdings supported under Measure 14 (see below
for measure description). By the end of 2018, 60% of the 2023 target had been achieved.

The measures contributing to FA 3A are:
 Measure 2 - Support for Beef Producer Organisations;
 Measure 14 - Animal Welfare (Sheep) Scheme; &
 Measure 16 - General EIP projects.

None of the allocated money (€0.3m) for advisory services to Producer Organisations was drawn
down in 2018. EIP’s were discussed under FA1B.

The principal contributory measure to this FA is the Sheep Welfare Scheme.

Measure 14 – Animal Welfare

 Measure 14: payment for animal welfare – Sheep Welfare Scheme

The objective of the Sheep Welfare Scheme is to develop the Irish sheep production system
through targeted interventions that exceed mandatory standards. It contributes to improved animal
welfare by requiring farmers to carry out actions in the areas of lameness control, parasite control,
flystrike control pregnancy scanning, feeding lambs and appropriate mineral supplementation.
Sheep farmers with breeding ewes can apply for payment based on two actions they choose to
undertake from a menu of options appropriate to their flock type. Selected actions must be
undertaken for the duration of the scheme. Hill flocks are those with more than 50% hill type
ewes and lowland flocks have more than 50% lowland ewes.

Payment under the scheme, subject to fulfilling all scheme criteria, is based on the number of
eligible breeding ewes in an individual flock. In 2018, total public expenditure of €17.6m –
including additional national (i.e. non co-funded) financing of €8.8m – was paid to approximately
20,000 farmers in respect of over 274,000 livestock units (based on the number of eligible ewes
held by participants).
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Focus Area 3B
This FA is specifically concerned with supporting farm risk prevention and management. The
Targeted Animal Health and Welfare Advisory Service under Measure 2 is exclusively
programmed under FA 3B.
The target for FA 3B is based on the number of participants in KT groups and was calculated at
64% at the end of 2018.

Measure 2 – Advisory Services

This measure includes support for the use of advisory services (sub-measure 2.1) and support for
the training of advisors (sub-measure)

 Targeted Advisory Service on Animal Health and Welfare (TASAHW) incorporating
 Sub-measure 2.3: Animal Health & Welfare – Training for advisors; and
 Sub-measure 2.1: Animal Health & Welfare – On-farm advice.

TASAHW training and advice

This scheme aims to limit the costs associated with certain animal diseases. Animal Health Ireland
is responsible for setting up and organising the provision of an advisory service to farmers on the
control and prevention of diseases falling within the scope of the scheme which include Bovine
Viral Diarrhoea (BVD), Johne’s Disease (JD), Infectious Bovine Rhinotracheitis (IBR) and
mastitis in dairy herds as well as biosecurity and welfare issues in the pig and poultry sectors.
Specialist advice is provided on request to individual farmers by eligible private veterinary
practitioners (PVPs) who have undertaken TASAHW training on the relevant disease. The PVPs
are paid by DAFM for up to three hours of advice per visit.

In 2018, almost €257,000 was paid for the provision of on-farm advice and the training of PVPs.
A total of 794 herd health investigations were conducted, principally for BVD cases, and 33 PVPs
attended training sessions in CellCheck (for mastitis control), JD, BVD, Pig and Poultry
biosecurity with around two-thirds of trainees attending CellCheck and JD
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TASAHW expenditure to the end of 2018 amounted to over €1m and 3,205 farmers benefitted
from the advisory service in that period.

Cumulative expenditure on Measure 2 schemes amounted to €1.13m at the end of 2018.

PRIORITY 4
Priority 4 of the RDP is concerned with restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to
agriculture and forestry.
The 2023 target values for P4 are calculated on the basis of the percentage of agricultural land
under management contracts to support biodiversity, improve water and soil management. The
realised uptake for each of three tagets at the end of 2018 was 88%, 98% and 101% respectively.
Note:
The realised T10 value is 968,429 ha (GLAS water management actions) plus 50,808 ha (area
under OFS) giving a total of 1,019,237 ha. This area exceeds the output values for A-E schemes
in Table B3 which is calculated differently and includes other Measure 10 schemes – i.e. the
Burren Programme, transitional REPS / AEOS and transitional OFS – as well as OFS under
Measure 11.

Focus Areas 4A, 4B & 4C.


FA 4A deals with restoring, preserving and enhancing biodiversity, including Natura 2000 areas,
and areas facing natural or other specific constraints and high nature value farming, as well as the
state of European landscape. FA 4B deals with improving water management, including fertiliser
and pesticide management. FA 4C deals with preventing soil erosion and improving soil
management.

Although other schemes under Measures 1, 2, 4 and 16 also contribute to the objectives of these
FAs, the principal contributors are agri-environment-climate schemes – especially GLAS, organic
farming and support for areas facing natural or other constraints. It should be noted too that the
Traditional Farm Buildings Scheme, linked to GLAS is programmed under FA 4A only. All the
following schemes contribute to a greater or lesser extent to the goal of restoring, preserving and
enhancing ecosystems:
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 GLAS Traditional Farm Buildings (GLAS TFB) - Sub-measure 7.6;
 The Green Low-Carbon Agri-Environment Scheme (GLAS) - Sub-measure 10.1;
 The Burren Programme - Sub-measure 10.1;
 The Organic Farming Scheme (OFS) - Sub-measures 11.1 & 11.2;
 Natura 2000 payments – Sub-measure 12.1; (Transformed REPS/AEOS)
 Areas of Natural Constraints with specific support for offshore island farming (ANC) - Submeasures 13.2 & 13.3.

Measure 7 – Rural Services and Renewal
Sub-measure 7.6: support for investments associated with the maintenance, restoration and
upgrading of the cultural and natural heritage of villages and rural landscapes – GLAS
Traditional Farm Buildings Scheme

This scheme provides once-off grant aid for approved conservation work to traditional farm
buildings and associated structures that are now used for agricultural purposes or available for
such use. It ensures that traditional farm buildings and other structures are restored and conserved
for practical agricultural use and is administered by the Heritage Council on behalf of DAFM.
Participation in the GLAS is a primary eligibility condition for entry to the scheme.

In 2018, €0.84m was paid to support the restoration of 94 buildings and 3 other features on 54
farms. When private funding is taken into account, the total amount invested in these operations
was €1.2m. Total scheme spend, including private investment, at the end of 2018 was
approximately €3.3m with grant aid comprising approximately 70% of that figure.

Measure 10 – Agri-environment-climate
 Sub-measure: 10.1: payment for agri-environment-climate commitments

The table below provides a breakdown of all the schemes contributing to spending under Measure
10. The total spend for this measure in 2018 was €277.4m comprised of €270.7m on current RDP
schemes (i.e. the GLAS, BDGP and Burren Programme in order of importance) and €6.7m in
transitional spending related to the previous RDP.
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2018

Expenditure
(€m)

Total
Area
(ha)[1]

Number of
contracts

GLAS

224.9

1,175,442

48,020

BDGP*

44.8

331,574

22,901

Burren
Programme

1.0

11,012

304

REPS / AEOS
(2007-2013 RDP)

6.0

3,421

1,990

Organic Farming
Scheme (20072013 RDP only)

0.7

3,765

87

* See FA 5D for implementation information on the BDGP.
[1] Note that individual holdings may be counted under more than one scheme if different types of
agri-environment contracts are being implemented on the same area of land.

GLAS promotes agricultural production methods with environmental benefits related to climate
change mitigation, improving water quality and the preservation of priority habitats and species.
Scheme payments totalled €225m on 48,000 contracts in 2018 and the total scheme spend at the
end of 2018 was approximately €529m (excluding training).

The Burren Programme is focused specifically on the conservation of the unique limestone
landscape predominant in that region in counties Clare and Galway. It promotes a particular
farming model that couples traditional farming practices with scientific assessment of
environmental health at field level.
Public expenditure of €1m was paid on 11,000 hectares (ha) to 304 farmers in 2018. Total scheme
spend at the end of 2017 was approximately €2.1m.

Transitional payments for REPS / AEOS totalled €6m for 1,990 holdings in 2018. Transitional
payments for the OFS totalled €0.7m for 87 contracts in 2018. Transitional measures are ongoing
commitments from the previous programming period that are being funded from the current
Programme budget, particularly those related to Measures 4, 10 and 13 - this arrangement is a
normal feature of Programme implementation to ensure measure continuity over different
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programming periods.

Cumulative expenditure on all Measure 10 schemes amounted to €1,015m at the end of 2018.

Measure 11 – Organic Farming
Measure 11 consists of:
 Sub-measure 11.1: payment to convert to organic farming practices and methods; and
 Sub-measure 11.2: payment to maintain organic farming practices and methods.

The Organic Farming Scheme (OFS) aims to encourage farmers to convert from conventional to
organic farming methods and to maintain those methods after the initial two-year conversion
period.

Public expenditure of €9.8m was paid in respect of almost 51,000 hectares (ha) on 1,368 holdings
under the OFS in 2018. The area supported by maintenance payments accounted for the bulk of
supported area because the higher conversion rate for 2016 entrants expired after 24 months. A
residual conversion area of almost 1,800 ha in 2018 relates to additional land brought into the
scheme after the first year of the scheme.
 The total scheme spend at the end of 2018 was approximately €23.3m. Additionally, €0.7m in
transitional money, for 87 unexpired contracts relating to the previous period, is reported under
Measure 10 in the current Programme. Farmers receiving tranmsitional payments have the option
to transfer to the current OFS for 2019 and 2020.

Measure 12 – Natura 2000 payments
 Sub-measure 12.1: Compensation payment for Natura 2000 agricultural areas.

Natura 2000 is an EU-wide network of protected areas designated as being of special value and
importance for the endangered animals, plants and habitats that they contain. These sites comprise
both Special Protection Areas (SPAs) for birds and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) for
habitats and species. Some sites are designated as both an SPA and an SAC.
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The measure is programmed solely under FA 4A to provide for ongoing commitments from the
2007-2013 RDP as Natura sites are targeted under Measure 10 in the current RDP. The scheme
supports farmers in dealing with specific disadvantages arising from the conservation of natural
habitats and the effective management of those ecologically important sites. It thus contributes to
the appropriate environmental management of farmed Natura sites in compliance with EU rules.

A sum of €0.8m was spent on supporting the management of 515 ha on almost 644 holdings in
2018. Relative to previous years, a sizeable decrease in the number of beneficiaries has resulted in
a more substantial reduction in supported area. Total scheme funding in the current programming
period has so far amounted to €44.6m.

Measure 13 – Areas facing natural or other specific constraints
The measure consists of the following two sub-measures:
 Sub-measure 13.2: compensation payment for other (i.e. non-mountain) areas facing significant
natural constraints; and
 Sub-measure 13.3: compensation payment to other areas affected by specific constraints (referring
to island farming).

In terms of allocation and spend, the ANC is the largest RDP support available to farmers.
Support under these two sub-measures is disbursed nationally under a single Areas of Natural
Constraint (ANC) scheme similar to the previous Less Favoured Areas and Disadvantaged Areas
Schemes. The scheme provides important environmental and social benefits by compensating
farmers for additional costs and income foregone related to constraints on agricultural production
in the areas concerned. A separate category of support is available to compensate island farmers in
recognition of the specific constraints on agricultural activity in those locations.

Total public expenditure of €228.6m, including additional national financing of €37m and
transitional monies of some €0.2m, was paid to approximately 94,000 farmers in respect of 2.14m
ha under Measure 13 in 2018. This brings total ANC payments in the current programming period
to €1,042.5m
PRIORITY 5
Priority 5 of the RDP is the promotion of resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a
low carbon and climate resilient economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors.
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Focus Areas 5A, 5B & 5C
FAs 5A and 5B are specifically concerned with increasing water use efficiency in agriculture, and
improving energy efficiency in agriculture and food processing. FA 5C is about promoting
renewable energy sources as well as the use of by-products, wastes, residues and other non-food
raw material for development of the bio-economy.
The relevant Programme schemes are the tillage, pig and poultry strands of TAMS II and locallyled environmental / climate projects under the EIP.

Approximately €1.8m was paid in grant aid to 136 energy efficiency investments worth €4.3m in
the tillage sector during 2018. In addition, €0.4m was paid in grant aid to 31 energy efficiency
investments worth €0.8m in the pig and poultry sectors during the reporting period. Realised
uptake to the end of 2018 equates to 12% of the target for total investment in energy efficiency.

Most of the locally-led EIP projects are programmed under P4 for which expenditure totalled
€2.8m in 2018 with less €30,000 spent under FA 5C. The target values for FA 5A and FA 5C are
based on the number of locally-led EIP groups programmed under those FAs which is determined
by the themes addressed in their project proposals and whether they successfully negotiate the
selection process. There are currently no EIP groups operating under those FAs.

Focus Area 5D
This FA is concerned with reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) and ammonia emissions from
agriculture.
The targets for FA 5D are the percentage of agricultural land under management contracts to
reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) and / or ammonia emissions, and the percentage of livestock units
concerned by investments to reduce GHG / ammonia emissions. The 2023 target values have
already been achieved with uptake at 115% and 614% respectively.
Note:
 The difference between the realised and target values for T17 arises because the average number
of Livestock Units (LUs) per holding participating in the scheme turned out to be more than
6 times greater than the number originally anticipated.
 The Low Emission Slurry Spreading (LESS) equipment scheme provides grant-aid for
investments in mobile slurry tanks and umbilical systems with attached low emission spreading
equipment. The total number of supported operations in 2018 was 4,540. This strand of support
under the measure will not be subject to the overall investment ceiling applicable under the other
strands of support introduced under TAMS II in order to encourage the purchase of this
specialised equipment.
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While Measures 1, 2, 4 and 16 are programmed as contributing to this FA, the principal
intervention is the BDGP. Because other contributory schemes have already been described, the
state of play on the BDGP, which is entirely programmed under FA 5D, is discussed here.

The BDGP requires participating farmers to undertake a range of actions design to accelerate
genetic improvement in the beef herd resulting in climate benefits associated with lower
greenhouse gas emissions. Scheme payments were similar to 2017 levels with about €44.8m paid
to almost 23,000 beneficiaries in 2018. The total scheme spend at the end of 2018 was
approximately €169m.

Focus Area 5E
This FA is concerned with fostering carbon conservation and sequestration in agriculture and
forestry.
The target value is the percentage of agricultural land under management contracts contributing to
carbon sequestration and conservation. The achievement rate at the end of 2018 was 25% of the
2023 target.
GLAS is the only operational RDP measure contributing to that objective as no EIP projects are
programmed under this FA at present. GLAS actions on hedgerows (i.e. planting / laying /
coppicing) and traditional orchards and planting a grove of native trees are assigned to FA 5E.
Expenditure on those actions for the creation and upkeep of ecological features amounted to
€15.7m in 2018; and a total of €39.4m from 2014-2018.

PRIORITY 6
Priority 6 of the RDP is concerned with promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and
economic development in rural areas.

Focus Area 6B
LEADER is the only measure programmed as contributing to this FA which is specifically
concerned with fostering development in local areas.
The are two targets set out in the RDP for FA 6B: the percentage of the rural population covered
by local development strategies, which was 125% of the target; and the number of jobs created in
LEADER supported project, which stood at 6% of the 2023 target level.
Note:
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The implementing division is satisfied with the accuracy of the population data (i.e. 3.1m) for
T21 which is derived from aggregate population covered by the Local Development Strategies.
All the strategies were compiled on the same basis using CSO data which was checked by Pobal.

 Measure 19 – LEADER
There are 4 sub-measures to LEADER:
 Sub-measure 19.1: Preparatory support;
 Sub-measure 19.2: Support for implementation of operations under the Community-led Local
Development strategy;
 Sub-measure 19.3: Preparation and implementation of co-operation activities of Local Action
Groups; and
 Sub-measure 19.4: Support for running costs and animation.

LEADER aims to address local needs under the broad themes of economic development, social
inclusion and rural development. Local communities direct where this funding is provided
through their participation in Local Action Groups (LAGs) and the implementation of Local
Development Strategies (LDSs) formulated by the LAGs. LAGs have been selected in all 28 subregional areas covering a population of 3.1m rural dwellers.

LEADER expenditure in 2018 exceeded €22.2m with most of this sum provided for funding of
project implementation. Steps to improve the effectiveness of LEADER (see Section 3a for
details) have undoubtedly had a significant positive impact on measure implementation. This
effect is evidenced by substantial increases in the number of projects approved for funding in the
second half of 2017 and throughout 2018. Consequently, project payments have increased
considerably reaching €11.8 million in 2018 compared to €0.7 in 2017.

Given the growing pipeline of project approvals, it is anticipated that the momentum now evident
in LEADER will ensure a full drawdown of the available funding over the programming period.
Cumulative expenditure under Measure 19 amounted to €36.1m at the end of 2018.
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In addition to the scheme indicator data, presented annual or cumulatively in the Monitoring
Annex to this report, Table B2.3 refers to expenditure on the Technical Assistance budget.

Measure 20 - Technical Assistance
 Sub-measure 20.1: Support for technical assistance (other than the National Rural Network
(NRN));
 Sub-measure 20.2: Support for establishing and operating the NRN.

Technical assistance (TA) supports evaluation, information, communication and other activities
that contribute to the effective management of the RDP and strengthen stakeholder capacity.

Cumulative payments of €3.3m (excluding VAT) were made from the TA budget in the period
2014 to 2018. A sum of €1.2m was paid in technical support for Programme implementation in
2018. TA is reported under two distinct categories:
 support for establishing and operating the NRN; and
 non-NRN support comprised of administrative and other costs.

The 2018 spend was split equally between NRN support and non-NRN support with the latter
comprised mostly of administrative costs for the Burren Programme together with contract
payments for the GLAS evaluation project, the outputs of which are published on the DAFM
website.

NRN activities for 2018 included organising 8 consultation exercises with stakeholders, 6
meetings of thematic working groups and 9 events. It also disseminated 120 project examples as
well as 17 publications in printed and electronic formats (see Section 4a2 for more detail on NRN
activities in 2018).

Finally, Table E of the Monitoring Annex includes expenditure on the Early Retirement Scheme.

Measure 113 – Early Retirement Scheme
A sum of €0.81m was paid to 117 scheme beneficiaries in 2018. This compares to €2.4m paid to
235 beneficiaries in 2017. No transitional funding was paid on this scheme during the years 2014
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and 2015.Cumulative expenditure under Measure 113 amounted to €7.5m at the end of 2018

----------------------------------------------------------------------



1.d) Key information on achievements towards the milestones set in the performance Framework
based on Table F
The purpose of this section is to explain the Performance Framework used to review the implementation
of the Programme. In addition to its regular monitoring of the RDP through the Annual Implementation
Report, the EU Commission will conduct a formal performance review of Programme implementation in
2019 by measuring selected output indicators against predetermined milestones grouped by Priority
addressed in the RDP.

A proportion of the EAFRD allocation for the RDP, called the performance reserve, is considered to be
definitively allocated and made available to a member state on the basis of those milestones being
achieved by it. An achievement rate for each indicator is calculated annually on the basis of 2023 target
value. The 2018milestones and associated 2023 targets, collectively known as the Performance
Framework, are specified in Tables F1 and F2 of the monitoring annex to this report.

The Performance Framework for the Irish RDP consists of 13 financial and non-financial indicators
related to Priorities 2 to 6 of the RDP. Financial data relates to total public expenditure per Priority, while
non-financial data consists of the number of supported holdings/operations, areas under land management
contracts to promote environmental sustainability, and the population that could potentially benefit from
LEADER operations.

The governing legislation provides that a Priority is deemed to be achieved if all indicators for a
particular Priority have attained at least 85% of the milestone value at the end of 2018. If a Priority has 3
or more indicators, then it will be deemed to have achieved the 2018 milestone if all indicators attain at
least 85% bar one which must have achieved at least 75%.

The Performance Framework data for the Irish RDP can be summarised as follows.
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Priority 2
2018 milestones achieved for both indicators.
Priority 3
2018 milestones achieved for 2 of 3 indicators with spend of €33.89m (excluding national top-up of
€17.78m) equal to 76% of 2018 milestone of €44.48m, which means the 2018 milestones are deemed to
have been met for Priority 3.
Recorded P3 expenditure includes €2.1m in balancing payments made in 2019 relating to scheme year
2018 for the Sheep Welfare Scheme, 50% of which was non co-funded.

Priority 4
Spend indicator (excluding national top-up of €37m) exceeds 2018 milestone and the area indicator is
99% of the milestone.

Priority 5
2018 milestones exceeded for 2 of the 3 indicators with spend of €244.2m equal to 88% of the 2018
milestone of €277.8m, which means the 2018 milestones are deemed to have been met for Priority 5.
Priority 6
Population indicator exceeds the 2018 milestone. Financial indicator at €36.1m is equal to 90% of the
milestone of €40m.
The operational indicator equates to 75% of 320 milestones.
As a result, the 2018 milestones for Priority 6 are deemed to have been achieved.
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PF Table
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1.e) Other RDP specific element [optional]
Nothing to report under this heading.

1.f) Where appropriate, the contribution to macro-regional and sea basin strategies

As stipulated by the Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013, article 27(3) on the "content of programmes", article
96(3)(e) on the "content, adoption and amendment of operational programmes under the Investment for
growth and jobs goal", article 111(3), article 111(4)(d) on "implementation reports for the Investment for
growth and jobs goal", and Annex 1, section 7.3 on "contribution of mainstream programmes to macroregional and sea-basin strategies, this programme contributes to MRS(s) and/or SBS:
As per the Partnership Agreement, the Atlantic sea basin strategy does not apply to Ireland’s EAFRD.

 EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR)
 EU Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR)
 EU Strategy for the Adriatic and Ionian Region (EUSAIR)
 EU Strategy for the Alpine Region (EUSALP)
 Atlantic Sea Basin Strategy (ATLSBS)
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1.g) Currency rate used for conversion AIR (non EUR countries)
N/A.
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2. THE PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN.
2.a) Description of any modifications made to the evaluation plan in the RDP during the year, with
their justification
No changes were made to the evaluation plan as set out in chapter 9 of the RDP during the reporting period,
but changes were made in relation to indicator plan and Performance Framework Chapter 7.
Changes made to the Performance Framework in the Fourth Ammendment, approved August 2018
included:
 Priority 2: The 2018 milestone was reduced by 25% due to significant changes in the economic
conditions, resulting lack of appetite for investment, and the number of operations completed under
TAMS, Priority 2 and in particular the Dairy Equipment being nor as anticipated.
 Priority 3: The sum of €50 million was included in the adjustment top up column due to the
introduction of the Sheep Welfare Scheme (M14). However, no changes were made to the 2023
target or 2018 milestone percentage.
 Priority 4: The default indicator on agricultural land (under P3) was deleted after the inclusion of
alternative indicator, Total area of support under P4 for M10 GLAS and M13 ANC, which covers
more than 50% of the expected spend under the priority. Furthermore, change to the area included in
the 2023 target for the alternative indicator since the original target value included all area under
GLAS (Priorities 4 and 5) and all eligible area under M13: ANC. However, the calculatin of
progress towards the target on the European Commission's System for Fund Management (SFC)
includes area under GLAS (P4 only) and those paid under M13: ANC.

A fourth meeting of the RDP Monitoring Committee attended by 46 stakeholders was convened at the
Carlton Dublin Airport Hotel on 10 December 2018. The topics discussed included:
1. An update on Programme implementation followed by a presentation on European Innovation
Partnerships which included details of the approval process for Operational Groups (OGs), the
challenges facing DAFM and OGs, and a case study on the BRIDE (Biodiversity Regeneration in a
Dairying Environment) project;
2. An update on CAP negotiations for the post-2020 period which focused on the next steps in the
preparation of the CAP Strategic Plan.
3. The sixth Programme amendment providing for ANC re-designation based on biophysical criteria.
The fifth meeting of the Montoring Committee is likely to take place in the fourth quarter of 2019

2.b) A description of the evaluation activities undertaken during the year (in relation to section 3 of
the evaluation plan)
DAFM is committed to a number of specific initiatives as part of the RDP evaluation process, including an
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ongoing evaluation of GLAS, a spending review of the BDGP, a series of case studies on LEADER projects
and EIP OGs, and a mid term evaluation by Indecon Economic Consultants
The Economics and Planning Division of DAFM carried out a Spending Review on the efficiency and
effectiveness of the Beef Data and Genomics Programme (BDGP). The review followed the programme
logic model.recommended in the Public Spending Code. The logic model is a framework that depicts a
linear process towards impact. Initially the inputs are quantified followed by the key actions of the BDGP to
influence farmer behaviour. Next the outcomes are considered including the profitability, productivity,
efficiency and sustainability of the suckler herd. This enables the evaluation of the impact of the BDGP
compared to the intended objectives of increased genetic merit of the national suckler beef herd and lower
greenhouse gas emissions.
The preliminary evidencei s predominantly positive but ongoing monitoring of the BDGP will be necessary
to ensure that its objectives are being met. The review has been approved in by the Deptartment of Public
Expenditure and Reform and it is expected that it will be published in due course.

2.c) A description of activities undertaken in relation to the provision and management of data (in
relation to section 4 of the evaluation plan)
The IT Executive Project Board, comprised of RDP implementing divisions as well as Information and
Management Technology (IMT) Division, continued to meet on a regular basis to co-ordinate and determine
work priorities in relation to the provision and management of RDP measure data. The IT Executive Project
Board met at least onec/twice a month to oversees the development, implementation and maintenance of
information management systems to support the operation of RDP schemes. This forum also facilitates
communication between the Managing Authority, the Paying Agency and IMT. Any new requirements with
regards IT functionality are raised in this forum. It is also a useful mechanism for dealing with
interconnectivity issues between the many schemes – for example, IT functionality on M11 Organic
Farming Scheme is closely related to M10 GLAS. The Department’s Generic Claims Processing System
(GCPS) software supports RDP Implementing Divisions operating various RDP schemes with support from
its Geospatial Information System (GIS), Land Parcel Information System (LPIS) and Agriculture Field
Inspection and Testing System (AFIT). A number of steps were taken in 2018/2019 to enhance IT software
including shorter and more frequent releases of functionality (GCPS), alignment of the Testing process to
the best international standard - ISO 29119 and the introduction of a new Route Cause Analysis process to
identify cause of defects and best method of ensuring they don’t re-occur.

The data requirements for RDP measure monitoring and evaluation for the 2019 AIR and the evaluation
report were discussed at the IT Executive Project Board throughout the year. The relevant RDP
Implementing Divisions were tasked with liaising with IMT and in some instances with external bodies such
as the Irish Cattle Breeding Federation, Animal Health Ireland and the Heritage Council, to ensure the
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timely provision of the mandatory and additional indicator data. The mid-term evaluators, Indecon
International Economic Consultants, met with each of the RDP Implementing Divisions and the Managing
Authority in December 2018 to discuss the indicator data. The mid-term evaluators were also given access
to beneficiary level data in order to select their sample for primary research, in particular surveys of
Measure 1 Knowledge Transfer Group participants, Measure 13 ANC beneficiaries and Measure 19
LEADER Local Action Groups and LEADER beneficiaries. An explicit consent is included in the terms and
conditions of each scheme advising that information provided by participants can be used by DAFM or
other bodies for evaluation purposes . This explicit consent has also been used to exchange data with
Teagasc and ADAS using secure transfer protocols. The data provided to ADAS relates to the 300 farms
selected for the biodiversity field level evaluation and the data provided to Teagasc relates to beneficiaries
of Pillar 2 schemes participating in the National Farm Survey. The data provided to Teagasc was
subsequently made available to the mid-term evaluators to allow Indecon to conduct a counterfactual
evaluation on RDP beneficiaries to determine the net effect of RDP supports.
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2.d) A list of completed evaluations, including references to where they have been published on-line
Publisher/Edit
or

DAFM

Author(s)

ADAS

Title

GLAS

Abstract

Expected shortly

URL

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/ruralenvironmentsustainability/ruraldevelopmentprogram
merdp2014-2020/

Publisher/Editor

IGEES website

Author(s)

DAFM

Title

BDGP

Abstract

Expected shortly

URL

https://igees.gov.ie/publications/expenditure-reviewandevaluation/expenditurereviews1/

Publisher/Edit
or

NRN (National Rural Network)

Author(s)

NRN

Title

LEADER

Abstract

Case studies

URL

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/ruralenvironmentsustainability/ruraldevelopmentprogram
merdp2014-2020/

Publisher/Edit
or

DAFM
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Author(s)

Indecon

Title

Indecon Evaluation

Abstract

Expected shortly

URL

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/ruralenvironmentsustainability/ruraldevelopmentprogram
merdp2014-2020/
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2.e) A summary of completed evaluations, focussing on evaluation findings
Indecon summary.
Summary and follow-up actions to be included:
Indecon Mid-term evaluation of the RDP Ireland (2014-2020)
In line with European Commission guidance, Indecon used a range of advanced and rigorous methods to
empirically evaluate the impact of the 2014-2020 RDP for Ireland. They applied a ‘triangulation’ of
methodologies, with the objective of cross-confirming qualitative and quantitative measures and, where
possible, evaluated counterfactual impacts. It is also worth noting that this was an interim evaluation and
many of the impacts are not yet observable and the full results will therefore only be evident over time.
At the end of 2018, approximately 57% of the overall RDP allocation was spent. The allocation of RDP
2014-2020 funding was highest in Measure 13 (Payment to areas facing natural constraints or other specific
constraints), followed by GLAS under Measure 10 (Agri-environment and climate), and TAMS II under
Measure 4 (Investment in physical assets). Although good progress has been made on spend there are
measures where spend is significantly below the expected levels. Expenditure is expected to increase
significantly in 2019 and 2020.
A number of different economic models were employed to analyse the wider programme-level impacts of
the RDP expenditure. These included a Bio-Economy Input-Output model and a Two-Region Input-Output
model of the Irish economy. The supply-side impacts of RDP support were also examined by Indecon as
part of the evaluation. If the expected level of expenditure is assumed to be completely spent by the end of
the programme, it is estimated that there will be €3,217 million in direct and indirect impacts. If induced
impacts included, this figure rises to €3,629 million.
Using survey evidence, Indecon estimates that around 86% of the direct and indirect benefit of RDP
expenditure is within 35 km of the RDP beneficiaries thereby primarily benefitting the rural economy.
Estimates using an input-output model suggest that the expenditure impacts of RDP are likely to result in
approximately 4,881 jobs nationally, of which 4,178 are estimated to be in the rural economy.
The main measures under Priority Areas 4 and 5 include Green, Low-Carbon, Agri-Environment Schemes
(GLAS), Beef Data and Genomics Programme (BDGP) and Areas of Natural Constraint (ANC). These three
measures account for nearly 68% of the overall RDP budget. Other schemes include the Organic Farming
Scheme, the Burren Programme, the locally-led European Innovation Partnership Operational Groups and
the GLAS Traditional Farm Building Scheme.
Indecon’s counterfactual econometric analysis indicates that GLAS is likely to have a small positive impact
on farm income and output. Survey evidence suggests that GLAS achieved a number of key benefits
including maintaining hedgerows, increasing biodiversity on farms and improving water quality. Evidence
collected at the farm level by ADAS indicates that over 75% of required actions were completed. The
findings from the ADAS biodiversity report indicated that around 66% of sites were deemed to have
outcomes that could not be achieved without GLAS support. 88% of farms had implemented actions
appropriately with no missed opportunities. Modelling undertaken by ADAS on the environmental impact
of GLAS on water quality and pollutants suggested that GLAS will lead to a long-term annual reduction of
between 5-9% for nitrate, phosphorus, nitrous oxide and methane.
The Beef Data and Genomics Programme (BDGP) requires beneficiaries to undertake a range of actions
designed to deliver accelerated genetic improvement in the quality of the beef herd and, as a result, the
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associated climate benefits such as reduced Green House Gas emissions. This scheme will take a number of
years before impacts are measurable and it is therefore not possible for Indecon to make a definitive
conclusion on the success or otherwise of the BDGP at this stage.
The largest measure (in public funding terms) in the RDP is Measure 13 (ANC). New survey evidence
suggests that around 27% of ANC supported farms would have become abandoned without this support.
Based on survey evidence, it also likely that some of the farms would have had to be sold or taken over by a
family member without this support. In order to examine the public good aspect of the support, Indecon
surveyed farmer beneficiaries on the public good type features that exist on their farms. The results
indicated that of ANC farmer beneficiaries, 62% of farms have physical landscape features (stone walls, old
farm buildings etc.); 58% have landscape features such as lakes and rivers; 29% have cultural heritage
features; and 12% have walking trails used by the public. The indicative estimate of the landscape value
generated by RDP from 2014-2020 is around €285 million per annum.
The OFS has a budget of €56 million over the 2014-2020 RDP. The target for the RDP was to attract some
16,000 hectares of new land into production and to support 46,000 hectares of converted land. These targets
were achieved in 2016. The most recent result indicators show that around 2.7% of the total land area is
being maintained as organic. In the period 2014-2018, the total new organic land is estimated to be around
1.2% of the total land area which suggests progress is being made.
Priority Areas 1-3 and their associated focus areas include measures to foster knowledge transfer and
innovation, enhance the viability and competitiveness of agriculture, and to promote food chain organisation
and risk management in agriculture. Overall, the results of these measures were mixed. The number of
participants trained under measure 1 is likely to meet the planned target level and this is encouraging
considering the importance of training in the context of GLAS and BDGP. However, the percentage of
holdings who received support for modernisation is considerably below the planned target level for 2023.
There is a potential positive association between the receipt of the KT grant and farm output and agricultural
incomes. Indecon survey evidence also indicates that 57% of beneficiaries suggested they would not have
participated in a knowledge transfer group without the RDP support. This suggests that relatively low levels
of deadweight exist.
The largest measure directly relating to enhancing the competitiveness of agriculture is TAMS II which
involves investment in physical assets. Indicator data shows that €129 million have been spent as part of
TAMS I and TAMS II at the end of 2018. Econometric counterfactual modelling of TAMS II did not
indicate any significant impact to date on farm output or productivity, but these are expected to be seen over
time. However, new econometric counterfactual modelling which Indecon has completed and which
includes the capital investment in previous rounds of RDP leads to results that confirm a positive impact of
capital grants on farm output and productivity. The estimates of impact from this counterfactual
econometric model suggest a positive impact on output from 6 – 7% and an increase in productivity of the
order of 5 – 6%. Overall, modelling and analysis suggests that the RDP support will contribute to enhancing
the competitiveness of agriculture. This enhancement of competitiveness is likely to be mainly through
capital investment measures. Indecon analysis also found that the Knowledge Transfer Groups were likely
to have a small positive impact on competitiveness, but it was difficult to quantify the impacts at this stage
of the Programme.
The RDP had an objective of promoting balanced regional development and as well as measures to maintain
overall employment and farm viability in rural areas. This was supported through the implementation of
Measure 19 (LEADER). The initial overall allocation for this measure was €250 million between 20142020, which represents around 6% of the overall RDP allocation. At the end of 2018, the expenditure on
this measure was just over €36 million. However, it should be noted that the expected project spend, as
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outlined in the milestones developed for LEADER, was 16% at the end of 2018 (around €40 million). It is
likely that this will increase in 2019 and 2020 as a large number of projects have been approved since 2018.
Indecon survey of LEADER Groups indicated that around 31% indicated that it was difficult or very
difficult to attract good proposals. In terms of alternative funding, 77% of LEADER beneficiaries believed
that they would have not been able to secure alternative funding without the LEADER support.
Overall, Indecons mid-term evaluation suggested that the RDP performed well against its various key
targets. It introduced a number of new measures that have helped address some of the structural issues in
Irish agriculture.

2.f) A description of communication activities undertaken in relation to publicising evaluation
findings (in relation to section 6 of the evaluation plan)
Reference shall be made to the evaluation plan, any difficulties encountered in implementation shall be
described, together with solutions adopted or proposed.
Date / Period

30/08/2018 - 31/08/2018

Title of communication 166th EAAE Seminar on Sustainability in the Agri-Food Sector
activity/event & topic
of evaluation findings
discussed/ disseminated
Overall organiser
activity/ event
Information
format used

of European Association of Agricultural Economists and National University of
Ireland, Galway.

channels/ Presentation

Type of target audience

Academic and general public

Approximate number 50
of stakeholders reached
URL

https://ideas.repec.org/p/ags/eaa166/276181.html

Date / Period

12/12/2018 - 13/12/2018

Title of communication Evaluation Helpdesk Good Practice Workshop "Approaches to assess
activity/event & topic environmental RDP impacts in 2019", Bratislava, Slovakia.
of evaluation findings
discussed/ disseminated
Overall organiser
activity/ event

of Evaluation Helpdesk
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Information
format used

channels/ Presentation

Type of target audience

MA and evaluators

Approximate number 0
of stakeholders reached
URL

https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/good-practice-workshops/approachesassess-environmental-rdp-impacts-2019_en

Date / Period

14/06/2018

Title of communication Spending Review Conference
activity/event & topic
of evaluation findings
discussed/ disseminated
Overall organiser
activity/ event
Information
format used

of Department of Public Expenditure and Reform

channels/ Presentation

Type of target audience

Civil Servants

Approximate number 10
of stakeholders reached
URL

https://igees.gov.ie/events/igees-annual-conference-2018/
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2.g) Description of the follow-up given to evaluation results (in relation to section 6 of the evaluation
plan)
Reference shall be made to the evaluation plan, any difficulties encountered in implementation shall be
described, together with solutions adopted or proposed.
Evaluation
result No specific follow-up actions defined. However, Indecon have suggested a
relevant for follow-up number of recommendations which aim to maximise the impact of the RDP and
(Describe finding & to highlight issues of relevance for the design of the next programme.
mention
source
in
brackets)
Follow-up carried out

For the current programme, Indecon have recommended: - Monitor the
effectiveness of new action points to reduce administrative burden on LEADER,
- Areas where there is likely to be underspend should be identified by the end
2019, - Where underspend is likely funding should be reallocated, - Continue to
improve the indicators to facilitate RDP evaluations. These recommendations
will be addressed before the end of the current programme. Other
recommendations (which can't be listed here due to the 10000 character limit)
will be addressed as part of the next Rural Development programme.

Responsible authority Managing authority
for follow-up
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3. ISSUES

WHICH AFFECT THE PERFORMANCE OF THE PROGRAMME AND THE MEASURES

TAKEN

3.a) Description of steps taken to ensure quality and effectiveness of programme implementation
At the end January 2019, Ireland had spent 60% of its EAFRD allocation (excluding a performance reserve
sum for the achievement of certain milestones). This level of drawdown was the second highest rate of
cumulative expenditure for the current programming period and well above the 39% average figure for all
Member States.
Notwithstanding the effectiveness of Programme management evidenced in the drawdown figures, DAFM
has taken several initiatives to further enhance the quality and effectiveness of Programme implementation.
These action are desribed below.

The Department’s Generic Claims Processing System (GCPS) software supports business units operating
various RDP schemes such as GLAS, TAMS II, Knowledge Transfer and Organic Farming Schemes as well
as AEOS and TAMS I schemes under the previous Programme. Since 2014, DAFM has adopted a policy of
implementing fully digital end-to-end support for all but the smallest schemes. The vast majority of schemes
are delivered by enhancing the capability of GCPS software, with support from its Geospatial Information
System (GIS), Land Parcel Information System (LPIS) and Agriculture Field Inspection and Testing System
(AFIT).
Among the steps taken to enhance the IT software for processing scheme claims in 2018/2019 were:


Introduction of AGILE development to GCPS, providing shorter and more frequent releases of
functionality to Production;

Alignment of the testing process to the best international standard (ISO 29119); and

Introduction of a new Route Cause Analysis process to identify causes of defects and best
methods of ensuring that they do not recur.
Additionally, a new ‘Continuous Performance Testing’ approach will be introduced shortly within GCPS.
While Programme quality is addressed primarily at business area level, an internal Payments Delivery
Group (PDG) has been set up to monitor progress on application processing and payments with a view to
improving operational performance - particularly prompt payment to scheme beneficiaries - and
predictability of outcomes. The PDG, which began work in January 2017, is an oversight group comprising
senior management from Finance, IMT and business areas dealing with farm supports and controls.
It contributes to programme effectiveness by:
· optimising co-ordination within the department's farm sector supports and controls business areas,
including exploiting synergies and focusing on interdependencies between Pillar l and ll schemes; and
· facilitating, co-ordinating and planning best use of ICT resources to support delivery of RDP schemes.
It was considered successful in 2017, particularly with regard to the Control Report and GLAS payments,
and is continuing into 2018 / 2019 with a similar remit and additional focus on CAP 2020.
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A simple practical action to increase the TAMS drawdowen in 2018 was the issue of reminder messages to
applicants with outstanding approvals advising them to check the expiry date on thier approved investments
and to submit their payment claims at the earliest opportunity. A similar message was also sent to
agricultural advisors.
A strategic review of the organic farming sector was carried out in 2018 to assess the justification for a
targeted reopening of the Organic Farming Scheme. Based on this assessment, the OFS was reopened in
December 2018 for areas that are in deficit and where market demand is growing such as organic
horticulture, tillage and dairy. Successful applications will be given a 5-year contract with a
commencement date of 1 January 2019.

As noted in last year’s AIR, a LEADER Forum was hosted with representatives from all the Local Action
Groups (LAGs) and their Implementing Partnersin May 2017 to explore issues of concern to the LAGs and
to identify potential solutions aimed at streamlining the current administration and application procedures.
A series of 31 actions arising feom the Forum was implemented throughout 2017 and 2018. The actions
implemented cover all aspects of the LEADER programme and entail significant simplification for both
LAGs and project applicants.
The agreed actrions included:

o Substantially revised procedures for checking monthly expenditure by LAGs resulting in a 55%
reduction in the amount of paperwork that they have to submit;
o New arrangements for recording Expressions of Interest which means that those interested in
applying for LEADER funding can begin to complete their application form almost immediately;
o Allowed greater flexibility for LAGs in the approach they take to seeking project proposals (i.e.
through rolling and targeted calls);
o Creation of a standard application form for all LAGs to assist in streamlining the process;
o Introduction of a single Article 48 administrative check of project applications to replace the
previous two-stage process and a sharp reduction in the number of checks to be completed by LAGs
at application stage from 77 to 30;
o Revised and clarified procurement arrangements;
o Provision to allow projects to be approved for funding prior to the completion of procurement or
receiving planning permission.

The Department of Rural and Community Developmentalso engaged with the LAGs during the course of
2018 to build capacity of LAGs, Implementing Partners and Financial Partners under the specific themes of
Rural Environment, Social Inclusion and Broadband.

Furtermore, a second Ministerial Forum was held in September 2018 to consult LEADER stakeholders on
the content and delivery of the next LEADER programme following the publication of the European
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Commission’s proposals for the 2021-2027 period. The Forum was also afforded an opportunity to review
progress to date under the current programme.

3.b) Quality and efficient delivery mechanisms
Simplified Cost Options (SCOs) 1, proxy automatically calculated

Total RDP financial
allocation [EAFRD]

Fund specific methods CPR Article 67(5)(e)

2,190,589,653.00

[%]
[%] realised
planned
expenditure
SCO
through
coverage SCO out of
out of the
total RDP
total RDP
allocation
allocation2 (cumulative3
77.13

1

53.83

Simplified Cost Options shall be intended as unit cost/flat rates/lumps sums CPR Article 67(5) including the EAFRD specific methods under point (e)
of that article such as business start-up lump sums, flat rate payments to producers organisations and area and animal related unit costs.
2

Automatically calculated from programme version's measures 06, 09, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18

3

Automatically calculated from declarations of expenditure's measures 06, 09, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18

E-management for beneficiaries [optional]
[%] EAFRD funding

[%] Operations concerned

Application for support
Payment claims
Controls and compliance
Monitoring and reporting to the MA/PA

Average time limits for beneficiaries to receive payments [optional]
[Days]
Where applicable, MS
deadline for payments to
beneficiaries

[Days]
Average time for payments
to beneficiaries

Comments
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4. STEPS

TAKEN TO IMPLEMENT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PROGRAMME PUBLICITY
REQUIREMENTS

4.a) Action taken and state of play as regards the establishment of the NRN and the implementation
of its action plan
4.a1) Actions taken and state of play as regards establishment of the NRN (governance structure and
network support unit)
Irish Rural Link in partnership with the Wheel, NUI Galway and Philip Farrelly & Co. was awarded the
contract to run Ireland’s National Rural Network (NRN) for the current programming period in January
2016. Action plans detailing the NRN's annual work programme are agreed following discussions with the
MA and iare subject to regular performance reviews by DAFM.
NRN Advisory Sub-Committees

In late 2016, 5 advisory sub-committees were established to support the NRN's effective engagement with
the RDP under a number of specific themes including EIP-Agri, LEADER, viability of farming
communities, climate change, biodiversity and EU LIFE. The sub-committees will achieve this goal
through:
·

providing advice and support to the NRN;

·

sharing learning and identifying best practice examples;

·

identifying key thematic issues of concern to the NRN; and

·

providing input to the NRN Action Plan

Members of the sub-committees, which meet twice yearly, are selected by the relevant NRN project team
lead member for their expertise in the relevant thematic areas. They include individuals from DAFM,
farming bodies, agricultural advisors and third level institutions as well as Local Action Groups, Birdwatch
Ireland, the feed industry and LIFE projects.
In 2018, the various advisory met 5 times throughout the year. The number of meetings was lower in 2018
than in previous years because the biodiversity, climate change and EU LIFE subcommittees were
amalgamated as many of the issues were aligned. The subcommittees began working on a position paper on
the CAP Strategic Plan for the next programming period.
The NRN continues to update all subcommittee members every quarter between meetings on the work of
the consortium. The members are invited to share any information from their organisation relevant to the
wider NRN membership. Towards the end of 2018, the advisory subcommittee members were invited to
suggest actions that the NRN should include in their 2019 Action Plan.
The National Support Unit met 7 times through 2018 to monitor the action plan and ensure all actions are
completed to the highest standard. The NSU members met regularly with DAFM to ensure the highest
standards are being achieved for reporting. The NSU also complied with a yearly audit administrated by
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DAFM.

4.a2) Actions taken and state of play as regards the implementation of the action plan
The NRN's role is to increase the visibility of all aspects of the RDP. Highlights of its activities in 2018 can
be summarised as follows.
Website
 Innovative content added weekly to the NRN website, including interactive story maps, blogs and
videos.
 NRN website was completely redeveloped to address the increased functionality requirements.
 9,854 unique visitors to the website and 35,040 page views.
Social media and engagement
 Facebook and Twitter accounts for the NRN were updated daily by NRN partners.
 The following targets were achieved:
o 2,479 Facebook followers (an increase of 50% over the year); 491 Facebook posts reaching
an average 43,429 people per month
o 3,773 twitter followers (increase of 7% over the year); 586 tweets reaching an average of
52,667 people per month
 Monthly e-bulletins are designed and distributed to over 2,650 members.
 1,660 copies of the Quarterly Newsletter were designed and distributed in hard copy version to key
stakeholders along with an electronic version disseminated to the NRN membership.
Printed materials
 The NRN publications in 2018 consisted of 8 members’ e-bulletins, 4 quarterly printed newsletters,
1 LEADER newsletter, 2 EU LIFE newsletters, 10 blogs (Farm viability and EIP-AGRI); 1
infographic on NRN achievements; 2 GLAS infographics; 1 LEADER infographic; 2 LEADER
infographics; 27 EIP-AGRI operational group posters; 1 Farming for Nature poster; 4 LEADER and
Rural Environment posters; 4 LEADER and Social Inclusion posters; 12 press releases. In addition,
three NRN case studies were published in the Project Ireland 2040 report 'Strengthening Rural
Economies and Communities'. The EIP-AGRI posters featured profiles of each of the 23 operational
groups.
 These materials were distributed at events such as the National Ploughing Championships.

Implementation of the action plan
To operationalise the NRN, 8 work packages on a number of governing themes are outlined in the NRN
action plan. These are:
 Network Management;
 EU networking;
 Biodiversity and environmental challenges;
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Climate change and the farming community;
Viability and Competitiveness of the Farming Community;
LEADER;
The LIFE Programme and European Innovation Partnership for agricultural productivity and
sustainability.

Listed below are the main actions taken by the NRN to implement the plan in 2018.

Work Package 1 – Network Management






Held bi-monthly NRN consortium meetings to ensure the efficient operation of the network.
Grew the NRN membership to 2,656 members in Year 3.
Submitted quarterly financial and narrative reports to the Managing Authority.
Produced two videos: Biodiversity Farmer of the Year and Organic Farming.
Supported 5 sub-committees to advise the NRN on its work programme and to maximise the
dissemination of information on the RDP.
 17 press releases sent to local and national media.

Work Package 2 – EU Networking
 Attended 2 Smart Villages events in Brussels and added 3 Smart Villages videos to LEADER
section of website.
 Participated in LEADER Reflection Group, attended meetings and workshops – particular focus on
LEADER simplification.
 Participated in DG AGRI LEADER subcommittee and attended a meeting in Brussels.
 Shared 5 LEADER co-operation partner searches with Local Action Groups and Implementing
Partners.
 Attended National Rural Network meetings in Berlin, Tallinn and Prague; made a presentation on
Irish digital communications strategies; wrote and disseminated articles via website, social media
and newsletter.
 Attended ENRD evaluation workshop in Finland.
 Attended EIP-AGRI workshop on ‘Enabling farmers for the digital age: the role of AKIS’ in Latvia;
article in newsletter and e-bulletin.
 Completed 3 templates for the ENRD detailing various communication efforts carried out by the
NRN (i) Interactive Map of Irish LAGs’; (ii) the ‘LEADER and the Rural Environment Project
Database’ and (iii) ‘Young Trained Farmer Case Study’. This literature was prepared in advance of
the ENRD’s NRN Communication Worksop held in Prague, Czech Republic, on 1 June 2018 and
then distributed to over 70 Network Support Unit representatives dealing with rural development
communication tasks from across the EU in attendance at this event.
 10 Irish case studies have been shared with the ENRD for wider dissemination.
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Work Package 3 – Biodiversity and climate change
 Produced 6 case studies on these topics for distribution through the NRN newsletter and website.
 Held a climate change workshop in 2018, attended by over 80 advisors in the public and private
sector.
 Hosted a career development workshop for advisers in Portlaoise. Over 45 advisors attended the
workshop.
 Arranged a Biodiversity Photo Competition with over 70 individual entries to promote biodiversity
among the agricultural community. The entries were used to create a slideshow and disseminated at
the National Ploughing Championships.
 Produced an infographic on the top 10 actions under the GLAS scheme.
 Launched the Young Biodiversity Farmer of the Year in partnership with MARCA and FBD.
Raymond Langan was announced the winner at an awards ceremony in Dublin.

Work Package 7 – LEADER
 Facilitated 2 LEADER workshops - on rural environment and on social inclusion and broadband.
 Produced more than 40 articles on LEADER in National Rural Network e-bulletins
 LEADER and Rural Environment storyboard with 12 case studies developed and added to the
website.
 Three articles on LEADER included in quarterly newsletters.
 Designed and produced posters promoting 12 projects funded under the Rural Environment
LEADER theme for the LEADER and the Rural Environment’ workshop in Athlone.
 LEADER newsletter published and disseminated.
 LAGs and implementing partners interactive map added to the website.
 Participated in national and UK and Ireland LEADER co-operation meetings.
 Created and produced posters highlighting and promoting the extensive work carried out by the
NRN in relation to the EIP-AGRI Initiative were on display at the recent 'TELI2: Irish and EU
Experience on Implementation of the LEADER Programme' event held in LIT Tipperary.

Work Package 8 – EIP-AGRI
 Information session for successful Operational Groups (OGs) with the Department of Agriculture,
Food and the Marine (DAFM) in Tullamore.
 Collaborated with the DAFM on the organisation of an EIP-AGRI 'Call 2: Stage 1' workshop with
the DAFM in Portlaoise.
 Abstracts of the 12 Irish Operational Group projects, successfully selected by DAFM in 2017, as
well as the Hen Harrier Project abstract, all uploaded and added to the official EIP-AGRI Service
Point online searchable Operational Group database and interactive map; provided updates of all up
and running EIP-AGRI OGs via NRN E-bulletins and NRN social media accounts.
 4 EIP-AGRI guest blogs uploaded to the website - ‘Embracing the Ethos of the EIP-AGRI
Initiative’, ‘Lessons Learned from the ‘Robust and Resilient Dairy Production Systems of the
Future’, ‘Mobilising Forestry Biomass via Sustainable Means’ and ‘Digital Skills in Farming for a
Digital Future in Agriculture’.
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 Published more than 30 articles on EIP AGRI in NRN e-bulletins; 5 articles on EIP-AGRI included
in quarterly newsletters.
 Designed and produced 12 posters detailing the main aims, objectives, activates and background of
each of the projects selected from Open Call 1 of the EIP-AGRI initiative.
 Four new videos explaining the basic principles of EIP-AGRI added to the new EIP-AGRI themed
video database on the NRN website.
 Submitted an article highlighting the NRN EIP-AGRI Operational Group storyboard and posters to
the EIP-AGRI Service Point to include on their website. This featured article can be found here:
https://ec.europa.eu/eip/agriculture/en/node/3842.
 Set up a new NRN Flickr page to initially include photos from the EIP-AGRI 'Call 2: Stage 1'
workshop held by the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM) held an EIP-AGRI
'Call 2: Stage 1' workshop in conjunction with the NRN in March 2018.
 Transformed the EIP-AGRI Operational Group Storyboard Database on the NRN website into a
‘One-Stop-Shop’ for information on successful projects and knowledge exchange. It now includes
direct links to each of the 13 Irish EIP-AGRI Operational Group project’s abstract, recently
uploaded to the official EIP-AGRI Service Point online searchable Operational Group database and
interactive map. The Storyboard also contains links to posters and summary templates created for
each project by the NRN, as well as links to their social media accounts in an effort to disseminate
and promote the Irish projects nationally and internationally.
 Redesigned and updated an informative detailing the 14 Irish EIP-AGRI Operational Groups
successfully selected by DAFM, to now include the new €10 million Pearl Mussel Project.

4.b) Steps taken to ensure that the programme is publicised (Article 13 of Commission Implementing
Regulation (EU) No 808/2014)
The purpose of the Information and Publicity Strategy is to increase awareness and understanding of rural
development policy interventions.
The 2018 Information and Publicity Strategy for the 2014-2020 RDP was submitted to the Monitoring
Committee in April 2019. It identified the information and publicity actions necessary to ensure that the
specific target groups have full access to current information on the Programme.
The Managing Authority has responsibility for the preparation and implementation of the strategy. This task
is shared with the various implementing line divisions and with the Department of Rural & Community
Development (DRCD). As DRCD is responsible for the LEADER element of the programme, it has a
pivotal role in implementing the Information and Publicity Strategy for that measure. The National Rural
Network (NRN) also ensures that RDP supports are publicised to the widest possible audience (see section
4.a2).
A number of information and publicity actions were carried out in 2018 and some of these are outlined
below:
 32 press releases providing information on RDP measures (including 4 on LEADER) were
prepared and distributed to key stakeholders and media outlets;
 21 information and training sessions were held on RDP schemes (mostly related to KT).
Additionally, there were 5 seminars devoted to EIPs;
 11 organic demonstration farm walks were organised;
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 8 DAFM circulars were issued on GLAS action and 15 DRCD circulars were sent to LEADER
Local Action Groups; and
 Apart from the LEADER forum held in September 2018, other LEADER events included a
capacity building event on the environment theme in April and one on social inclusion and
broadband in December.
A number of publications have been produced to create awareness of RDP measures and schemes among
stakeholders. A RDP summary booklet containing a general description of each scheme as well as
information on eligibility criteria and support rates was published in September 2015. This booklet was
updated in 2016 and 2017 to take account of the changes made following adoption of Programme
amendments. A 2019 update is currently being prepared. The booklet published in September 2017 is
available online and at Department offices. It has been distributed at the National Ploughing Championships
and NRN events. Other publications include a factsheet on the LEADER programme which is produced and
distributed by DRCD and an internal information note on RDP implementation and management structures
for operational divisions.
A dedicated online RDP portal is located on both DAFM’s and the DRCD websites. The content of online
material on each measure and scheme provided on these websites and on various social media platforms run
by both Departments is updated regularly. The NRN also has a separate website and social media accounts
to promote the RDP. Finally, DAFM uses a text messaging service to remind beneficiaries of important
deadlines such as scheme opening and closing dates.
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5. ACTIONS TAKEN TO FULFIL EX ANTE CONDITIONALITIES
This section applies to AIR(s) 2015, 2016 only
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6. DESCRIPTION OF IMPLEMENTATION OF SUB-PROGRAMMES
The Irish RDP has no regional sub-programmes.

62

7. ASSESSMENT

OF THE INFORMATION AND PROGRESS TOWARDS ACHIEVING THE
OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAMME

7.a) Evaluation questions
7.a1) CEQ01-1A - To what extent have RDP interventions supported innovation, cooperation and the
development of the knowledge base in rural areas?
7.a1.a) Answer to evaluation question
The RDP makes a number of contributions to Focus Areas 1A and 1C. Indecon analysis of the wider
impact of the RDP on the key Knowledge Transfer and Innovation outcomes indicates that over 70% of
RDP farmers suggested that the RDP had an impact on strengthening of the link between research,
innovation and agriculture innovation, supporting lifelong agricultural learning and vocational training and
innovation, co-operation and knowledge base expansion in rural areas. There are also likely to be some
impacts relating to the European Innovation Partnerships (EIPs). However, these EIPs are at an early stage
of implementation and no impact is observable as yet and formal counterfactual modelling is not feasible.
Also of note is that training was a requirement for participation in GLAS and BDGP. Over 49,000
beneficiaries received training on Agri-Environmental practices through GLAS and nearly 24,000
received formal training in support of the Beef (BDGP) scheme. Over 17,000 beneficiaries also partook in
formal knowledge transfer groups.

RDP Target Indicators for M1
Indicators

2014-2017

2018

% of expenditure on Measures
1.73%
4.92%
addressing Focus Area 1A
T3 - No. of participants trained under
Measure 1, including KT, BDGP & 67,689
24,909
GLAS.
Source: Indecon Analysis of DAFM Indicator Data

2014-2018

Planned
Output 2023

2.60%

3.6%

92,598

111,600

The RDP supported significant increase in the knowledge base through formal knowledge transfer groups
and through GLAS and BDGP training. These training support are important in the implementation of the
agri-environmental schemes. Indicative analysis suggests a potential positive association between the
receipt of the KT grant and farm output and agricultural incomes. Survey evidence also indicates that 57%
of beneficiaries suggested they would not have participated in a knowledge transfer group without the
RDP support. This survey also indicated that the scheme has positive impacts on risk prevention,
agricultural competitiveness, creating a knowledge base in rural areas and agri-environmental issues.
In terms of the relationship between receipt of KT support and farm output, productivity and CAP impact
indicators, the counterfactual analysis could not be conducted due to a small number of observations and
only one period of data. However, the simple FE results (implying correlations) suggest a positive
association between the receipt of KT support and farm output, agricultural entrepreneurial income, and
agricultural factor income. Further analysis is however required to derive any definitive conclusions on
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the impact of this measure.

7.a2) CEQ02-1B - To what extent have RDP interventions supported the strengthening of links between
agriculture, food production and forestry and research and innovation, including for the purpose of
improved environmental management and performance?
7.a2.a) Answer to evaluation question
At this stage of the programme, it is not possible to provide any evidence of the impact of the RDP on this
focus area. This focus area may be addressed by the European Innovation Partnerships. Any impacts will
only be observable when the EIPs are fully operational.

7.a3) CEQ03-1C - To what extent have RDP interventions supported lifelong learning and vocational
training in the agriculture and forestry sectors?
7.a3.a) Answer to evaluation question
The commentary for FA1C is the same as per FA1A.
Where FA1C refers to CEQ3 and FA1A refers to CEQ1

7.a4) CEQ04-2A - To what extent have RDP interventions contributed to improving the economic
performance, restructuring and modernization of supported farms in particular through increasing their
market participation and agricultural diversification?
7.a4.a) Answer to evaluation question
FA 2A is addressed in the RDP through Knowledge Transfer Groups, CPD for Advisors, TAMS and the
EIPs. As discussed under FA1A, Knowledge Transfer groups appear to have had a positive impact on key
agricultural outcomes. However, this will need to be examined further as more longitudinal data on the
scheme becomes available.
Our analysis suggest that a key aspect of agricultural competitiveness is through investment in physical
assets. TAMS II under Measure 4 encourages capital investment in agriculture and so far, €129 million
have been spent as part of TAMS I (and AEOS NPIs) and TAMS II at the end of 2018. This includes RDP
inputs to the Dairy Equipment Scheme, Young Farmer’s Capital Investment Scheme, Animal Welfare,
Safety and Nutrient Storage Scheme (AWS), Pig and Poultry Investment scheme and Low Emission
Slurry Spreading.
Counterfactual econometric analysis for TAMS II suggests that if one includes the capital investment in
previous rounds of RDPs the results confirm a positive impact of capital grants on farm output and
productivity. Our analysis indicates that farms supported by capital investment schemes such as TAMS
typically increases output by 7% and productivity by 6%. While impact on farm output and productivity of
64

investments in 2015-2017 are not evident to date, they are likely to impact on future output and
productivity.
Impact of TAMS II on Output and Productivity (2001-2017)
Econometric Estimation Model

Outcomes Variables ATET
0.0728***

Log Output

(0.0111)
0.0546***

Regression Adjustment Model (RA)
Log Productivity

(0.0130)
0.0686**

Log Output

(0.0304)
0.0665***

Propensity Score Matching
Log Productivity

(0.0246)

Notes: SE in Parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Analysis on NFS Data.
The impact of TAMS II is also captured by farmer responses with regards to the outcomes that would have
followed if the TAMS II grant was unavailable. The responses suggest that 39% of farmers believed that
the project would have not gone ahead if the funding support was unavailable. Only 13% indicated that the
project would have gone ahead if the funding support was unavailable. While the results suggest some
level of deadweight, they also indicate that the support was a factor for many recipients in proceeding with
the investments.

7.a5) CEQ05-2B - To what extent have RDP interventions supported the entry of adequately skilled farmers
into the agricultural sector and in particular, generational renewal?
7.a5.a) Answer to evaluation question
The Young Farmer Capital Investment Scheme (YFCIS) is one measure of TAMS II. This provides
incentives to young farmers for upgrading the agricultural infrastructure. There is also support for
generational renewal through measure 16 Collaboration.
RDP Output for TAMS (II and I)
Indicators

2014-2016 2017

Young Farmer’s Capital Investment (FA2B)
No. of supported operations
59
514
No. of Holdings Supported
59
514
No. of TAMS Beneficiaries
3,040
2,191
Source: Indecon Analysis of DAFM Indicator Data.
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2018

Planned
2014-2018 Output
2023

1,172
1,048
4,540

1,745
1,621
9,771

4,000

The TAMS scheme offers young farmers a 60% capital investment grant, up to a maximum of €80,000 per
holding, but is only available for the first five years of setting up in farming.
The higher rate of capital grant (60% instead of 40%) is a key incentive which encourages farm families to
engage in the process of transfer to the younger generation. For many sheep and beef farmers, returns are
low and most need second jobs to provide a steady income. Competition from availability of jobs in other
sectors with higher and more reliable incomes means that few young people are attracted to farming.
Young farmer beneficiaries are mostly undertaking basic investments and upgrading machinery and
buildings (e.g. fencing, milk storage, new milking parlour). The focus is largely on reducing costs (e.g.
labour) and improving quality (and price) of the product: this is particularly the case in the dairy sector
where there has been a focus on improved productivity.

RDP Output for Collaborative Farming (FA2A)
Indicators

2014-2016

2017

2018

No. of co-operation
operations supported
82
78
(FA2A)
No. of co-operation
operations supported
246
248
(FA2B)
Source: Indecon Analysis of DAFM Indicator Data.

Planned Output
2023

18
111

The overall expenditure on this measure is modest with only around €1 million spent between 2014-2018.
The objectives of M16.3 are focussed on supporting generational renewal. The size of the budget and the
uptake so far of these measures are likely to have had minimal impact on achieving these objectives. For
example, we estimate that only around 0.5% of farms in Ireland availed of this scheme. Indecon believes
that generational renewal is a key challenge for Irish agriculture.

7.a6) CEQ06-3A - To what extent have RDP interventions contributed to improving the competitiveness of
supported primary producers by better integrating them into the agri-food chain through quality schemes,
adding value to the agricultural products, promoting local markets and short supply circuits, producer
groups and inter-branch organization?
7.a6.a) Answer to evaluation question
As part of the RDP, around €0.3 was allocated to supporting beef producer groups. As of end 2018, these
producer groups have not been formed.
There is also some support through measure 14 (Animal Welfare Scheme) and the General EIPs. Overall, it
is not possible at the this stage of the programme to quantify the impact of the RDP on FA3A.
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Where FA3A refers to CEQ6

7.a7) CEQ07-3B - To what extent have RDP interventions supported farm risk prevention and
management?
7.a7.a) Answer to evaluation question
There was no specific RDP measure that directly addressed risk prevention. However, Knowledge Transfer
and the EIPs are likely to impact on this issue. Survey evidence indicated that the KT group scheme has had
positive impacts on risk prevention. This survey suggests over 80% of respondents believe the support had a
significant to moderate impact on increasing the knowledge of farm risk prevention and management.
Survey evidence also suggested an impact from TAMS II on improvement in safety and reduced risk.

Wider Impact of RDP on Farm Risk Prevention on Management

7.a8) CEQ08-4A - To what extent have RDP interventions supported the restoration, preservation and
enhancement of biodiversity including in Natura 2000 areas, areas facing natural or other specific
constraints and HNV farming, and the state of European landscape?
7.a8.a) Answer to evaluation question
The largest measure (in public funding terms) in the RDP is Measure 13 (ANC). This support is received by
over 70% of active farmer beneficiaries. This support is provided to farm holdings who face natural
disadvantages in their farmland. One of the rationales for this support is the public good value of
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maintaining agricultural land. New survey evidence suggests that around 27% of ANC supported farms may
have become abandoned without this support. Based on survey evidence, it also likely that some of the
farms would have had to be sold or taken over by a family member without this support. It is clear that ANC
supports are an important source of income for farms that are significantly below the average farm income.
While there is a large range in the estimates for the monetary value of public goods, international evidence
provides some indicative estimates of the landscape value which is around €120 per hectare supported per
year. Based on applying this value the indicative estimate of the landscape value generated by RDP from
2014-2020 is around €285 million per annum. Our analysis indicates that ANC supports are an important
source of income for farms that are significantly below the average farm income. The RDP also supports
HNV farming through the Burren Programme. So far, 304 farmers have been supported through the Burren
Programme by the end of 2018 with total supported area over 11,000 hectares.
Survey evidence undertaken by ADAS suggests that GLAS has achieved a number of key benefits including
maintaining hedgerows, increasing biodiversity on farms and improving water quality. Evidence collected at
the farm level by ADAS indicates that over 75% of required actions were completed. The findings from the
ADAS biodiversity report indicated that around 66% of sites were deemed to have outcomes that could not
be achieved without GLAS support. 88% of farms had implemented actions appropriately with no missed
opportunities. As discussed under FA1A, GLAS implementation was also assisted by providing training to
GLAS participants early in the RDP.
FA4A is also supported through the Animal Welfare, Safety and Nutrient Storage Scheme (AWS) which
supports investment in nutrient storage.

7.a9) CEQ09-4B - To what extent have RDP interventions supported the improvement of water
management, including fertilizer and pesticide management?
7.a9.a) Answer to evaluation question
The main schemes of the RDP that contributed to this focus area were training provided under Measure 1,
GLAS, Organic farming scheme and the EIPs.
It is likely that the RDP will reach its target with regard to the number of farm holdings under water
management contracts. This is likely to lead to an improvement in water management. This improvement
is likely to be underpinning by training provided to GLAS participants.

RDP Support for Water Management Contracts
Indicators
T10- % of holdings under water
management contracts
T12- % of holdings under soil
management contracts
Source: DAFM Indicator Data.

2014-2017 2018

Planned
2014-2018 Output
2023

18.40%

2.00%

20.4%

20.91%

16.39%

1.91%

18.3%

18.08%

Around 90% of GLAS participants indicated that the scheme had likely either fully or partially led to an
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improvement in water quality. A wider survey of RDP beneficiaries suggests that 85% believe that the
RDP has had a significant or moderate impact on improving water management including fertiliser
management on farms.
The overall impacts of GLAS, as modelled by ADAS, suggests a long-term annual reduction in the range
of 5-9% for nitrate, phosphorus, nitrous oxide, and methane. This analysis was produced at the Water
Framework Directive waterbody scale level.

7.a10) CEQ10-4C - To what extent have RDP interventions supported the prevention of soil erosion and
improvement of soil management?
7.a10.a) Answer to evaluation question
The Target indicators specified for the number of holdings under soil management contract are shown
below. This shows that very good progress has been achieved and overall targets for soil management
contracts have been exceeded. The target for the RDP was to attract some 16,000 hectares of new land into
production and to support 47,000 hectares of converted land. These targets were achieved in 2016.

RDP Target Indicators for Organic Farming Scheme (P4)
Indicators

2014-2017

2018

2014-2018

Planned Output
2023

T12- % of holdings under soil
16.39%
1.91%
18.3%
18.08%
management contracts*
Note:* While the area under OFS contributes to each of these targets, GLAS is the
preponderant contributor in each case. The OFS is contributes accounts for around 5% of
these targets
Source: DAFM indicator data

The scheme was re-opened in November 2018 and received over 200 applications. At the end of 2018,
around 42% of this budget has been spent supporting around 1,368 holdings. As these are long-term
contracts, this expenditure will increase during the rest of the programme to support the maintenance of
these organic holdings.
The most recent result indicators show that around 2.7% of the total land area is being maintained as
organic. Indecon notes that the actual targets set in the RDP to have 18% of holdings under soil
management contracts have been exceeded. Analysis of farmer beneficiaries who received the OFS in
2016 and 2017 indicates that these farmers are typically younger, have lower levels of livestock and use
significantly less fertilizers in their production process. It is not possible at the stage to examine the
impacts of the OFS on key outcome variables as there are not sufficient observations in the survey data.
GLAS is largest scheme in the RDP that targets the objectives of the FA4C. The impacts of GLAS have
been discussed in FA4A. Supports under Measure 1 were also likely to have a positive impact on soil
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management. The impact of these supports has been outlined previously with relation to FA1A.

7.a11) CEQ11-5A - To what extent have RDP interventions contributed to increasing efficiency in water use
by agriculture?
7.a11.a) Answer to evaluation question
At this stage, there is no evidence available on the impact on water use. The EIPs may make a positive
contribution to addressing this focus area when they are fully operational.

7.a12) CEQ12-5B - To what extent have RDP interventions contributed to increasing efficiency in energy
use in agriculture and food processing?
7.a12.a) Answer to evaluation question
Most of this focus area is related to the expenditure under TAMS II. However, the impacts so far are likely
to be small considering the focus of TAMS II so far in the RDP. However, in 2019, there has been an
explicit TAMS II call for energy efficiency products such as solar photovoltaic.
There is also some support for energy intensive farming sectors such as Pigs and Poultry and Tillage as
part of TAMS. The latest update as of end 2018 is shown below.
TAMS support under FA5B
Indicators

2014-2016 2017

2018

20142018

Pigs and Poultry Investment/ Tillage Capital Investment Scheme (FA5B)
Total Public Expenditure -TAMS II (€
0.01
0.44
2.17
2.62
Millions)
Source: DAFM Indicator Data.

Planned
Output
2023
20.00

Overall, the RDP at this stage is likely to have a relatively small impact on FA5B at this
stage of the programme.
7.a13) CEQ13-5C - To what extent have RDP interventions contributed to the supply and use of renewable
sources of energy, of by-products, wastes, residues and other non-food raw material for purposes of the bioeconomy?
7.a13.a) Answer to evaluation question
At this stage, it is not possible to answer this. The EIPs may make a positive contribution to addressing this
focus area when they are fully operational.
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7.a14) CEQ14-5D - To what extent have RDP interventions contributed to reducing GHG and ammonia
emissions from agriculture?
7.a14.a) Answer to evaluation question
Nationally, the percentage of agricultural land managed by farmers in GLAS is 32%. Modelling undertaken
by ADAS on the environment impact of GLAS on water quality and pollutants suggests that GLAS will
lead to a long-term annual reduction of between 5-9% for nitrate, phosphorus, nitrous oxide and methane.
ADAS concludes that the major cause of these reductions is likely to be the Low Input Permanent Pasture
action (and the comparable Natura Habitat and Farmland Bird actions). This action has the highest level of
uptake. Further background material on this is included in the ADAS modelling report.
As part of our analysis we also attempted some preliminary modelling which accounts for the different
control characteristics that influence both the selection into GLAS and the ultimate GHG emission impact.
This analysis suggests that farms in receipt of the GLAS payment have lower GHG emissions. Similarly,
econometric analysis also indicates that farms in receipt of the GLAS payment also have lower ammonia
emissions.
In terms of GHG emissions, the impact of BDGP has yet to be comprehensively quantified. Based on 2018
uptake levels of 580,000 BDGP cows, it is estimated that by 2030 there would be a cumulative 1.6 Mt
reduction in CO2 equivalent on 2015 levels – which equates to a marginal abatement potential of around
11%. This is due to cumulative benefits which will lead to the current top 1% of cattle (in terms of
efficiency and star-rating) becoming the norm by 2030. However, it is important that these findings are
monitored on a regular basis. It must also be noted that these potential savings are a relatively small share of
the overall environmental emissions from agriculture which in 2017 accounted for around 20 Mt of CO2
equivalent. It is clear that beef is only one component of agriculture that contributes to GHG emissions.
There are also likely to be some impacts relating to capital investment supported under TAMS II

7.a15) CEQ15-5E - To what extent have RDP interventions supported carbon conservation and
sequestration in agriculture and forestry?
7.a15.a) Answer to evaluation question
The impact of the RDP on FA5E to date is likely to be through GLAS. However, it is not possible to
provide a quantified estimate of the impact of GLAS on FA5E. The most relevant evidence is shown in the
table below. This shows the percentage of agricultural and forest land under management to foster
conservation. It must be noted that this is very small share of the overall land and Ireland supports the
forestry sector outside of the RDP.

RDP Target Indicators
Indicators

Planned
2014-2017 2014-2018 Output
2023
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T19- % of agricultural and forest land
under management to foster carbon
conservations
Source: DAFM Indicator Data.

0.08%

0.08%

0.32%

7.a16) CEQ16-6A - To what extent have RDP interventions supported the diversification, creation and
development of small enterprises and job creation?
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
No measures have been selected in the strategy for this focus area.
7.a17) CEQ17-6B - To what extent have RDP interventions supported local development in rural areas?
7.a17.a) Answer to evaluation question
The RDP had an objective of promoting balanced regional development and as well as measures to
maintain overall employment and farm viability in rural areas. As indicated under the analysis on
evaluation question 22, the RDP is likely to have a significant impact on development in rural areas and is
estimated to result in an expected 4,178 jobs in rural areas annually. This will help support local
development these areas.
Estimated Rural Employment Impacts of RDP Expenditure
Employment Annually
Employment Annually (Rural
(National)
Areas)
Employment Impacts
4,881
4,178
Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model
In addition, local development is supported through the implementation of Measure 19 (LEADER). The
initial overall allocation for this measure was €250 million between 2014-2020, which represents around
6% of the overall RDP allocation. At the end of 2018, the expenditure on this measure was just over €36
million. It is likely that this will increase in 2019 and 2020 as a number of projects have been approved
since 2018. The LAG’s themselves have suggested as part of their annual reporting process that
approximately 80% of the project budget will be allocated by the end of 2019, with the remainder to be
allocated in 2020.
Survey evidence indicated that 77% of LEADER beneficiaries believed that they would have not been
able to secure alternative funding without the LEADER support. LEADER had a slow start in the early
years of the RDP but it has shown significant progress in terms of supporting projects in 2018.

7.a18) CEQ18-6C - To what extent have RDP interventions enhanced the accessibility, use and quality of
information and communication technologies (ICT) in rural areas?
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
No measures have been selected in the strategy for this focus area.
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7.a19) CEQ19-PE - To what extent have the synergies among priorities and focus areas enhanced the
effectiveness of the RDP?
7.a19.a) Answer to evaluation question
The Irish RDP programme delivers support through 11 measures which are further divided into 19
submeasures. The relationship between these measures and their focus areas is illustrated in the graphic
below. This shows how certain RDP measures contribute to a number of areas. For example, the on-farm
capital investment measure (TAMS II) is targeted at improving the competitiveness of agriculture but it also
links to the various agri-environmental related areas of the RDP. The graphic also illustrates the complexity
of the Programme and the diversity of focus areas.
There are a number of synergies between different measures and different focus areas. It also clear that both
Measure 1 (Knowledge Transfer and Training) and Measure 16 (EIPs) are likely to have impacts across a
large number of different focus areas. It is likely that this has significant improved the effectiveness of the
RDP especially in terms of environment impacts. Training support is likely to have important for the
implementation of both GLAS and BDGP. Knowledge Transfer groups are also likely to have improved
outcomes. Finally, support under Measure 4 has offered support for non-productive investments which may
not have any significant impacts on agricultural productivity but are likely to increase environmental
outcomes. Such investment would be unlikely to have occurred without the support.
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RDP Linkages and Objectives

7.a20) CEQ20-TA - To what extent has technical assistance contributed to achieving the objectives laid
down in Art. 59(1) of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 and Art. 51(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013?
7.a20.a) Answer to evaluation question
A total of €3.3 million has been spent on the technical assistance recorded under M20. This is 40% of the
total target spending of over €8 million. Of the total spending, NRN spending was around €1.26 million at
the end of 2018. A consortium led by the Irish Rural Link and supported by The Wheel, NUI Galway and
Philip Farrelly and Co. was appointed by the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine to run
Ireland’s NRN.
The current consortium was only appointed in January 2016. This makes a formal evaluation of the
effectiveness of the network difficult as many of impacts of the NRN are only likely to emerge in the next
few years.
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7.a21) CEQ21-RN - To what extent has the national rural network contributed to achieving the objectives
laid down in Art. 54(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013?
7.a21.a) Answer to evaluation question
The NRN is particularly important for publicising the European Innovation Partnerships (EIPs) which
require a strong network to promote them and attract significant number of participants. The level of
expenditure on the NRN so far has been relatively small. The majority of spend occurred in 2017 and 2018
and nearly half of the total expenditure on the NRN was spent in 2018.
The outputs of the NRN include setting up of thematic and analytical exchanges, communication tools such
as events, project examples collected and disseminated, publication of leaflets, and number of ENRD
activities. At the end of 2018, a total of 34 thematic and analytical exchanges were set up with the support of
NRN. Amongst these exchanges, 16 were set up through consultation with stakeholders and 18 through
thematic working groups. In terms of communication, 57 events were organised as a result of NRN support
and 285 projects were disseminated. There were 52 publications including leaflets, newsletter and
magazines. The survey of LEADER groups highlighted the benefits of the NRN to the groups, particularly
in retrieving useful information from their website and help in organising networking with other groups, and
communicating the benefits of the programme.
Overall, the NRN provides information to both LEADER and farmer beneficiaries. It is an important
resource which includes information on the various elements of the RDP. It is likely to be particularly useful
in establishing the visibility of measures such as the EIPs. The technical assistance programme is also used
to support the evaluation of the Programme. Ensuring that EU and national funds are effectively used is
critical given the need to maximise the benefits of scarce resources

7.a22) CEQ22-EM - To what extent has the RDP contributed to achieving the EU 2020 headline target of
raising the employment rate of the population aged 20 to 64 to at least 75 %?
7.a22.a) Answer to evaluation question
Using survey evidence, Indecon has estimated that around 86% of the direct and indirect benefit of RDP
expenditure is within 35 km of the RDP beneficiaries thereby primarily benefitting the rural economy. Our
estimates using an input-output model suggest that the expenditure impacts of RDP are likely to result in
approximately 4,881 jobs nationally, of which 4,178 are estimated to be in the rural economy. More detail
on approach use to derive these estimates is included in the main report.
Estimated Rural Employment Impacts of RDP Expenditure
Employment Annually
Employment Annually (Rural
(National)
Areas)
Employment Impacts
4,881
4,178
Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model
The RDP is also likely to have had positive supply-side impacts, but these will only be evident after a time
lag. The rural expenditure and employment impacts at the end of the Programme will be greater than
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estimated at this stage of implementation.
The figures shown in the next table highlight the increase in the rural employment rate. The comparison
with national data however demonstrates the scale of challenge faced by the RDP. While the overall
employment rate in rural areas increased, not all of this can be attributed to the RDP.
Employment Impact of RDP on Rural economy
Rural Areas[1]
Indicators
2014
2018
Employment Rate
62.4%
67.8%
Population (15-64)
1,273,500
1,249,100
*refers to 2017 data as this is the latest available

State
2014
63.1%
3,061,200

2018
68.6%
3,175,800

Source: Indecon Analysis of Eurostat data

[1] A rural area is defined by Eurostat is an area where more than 50 % of its population lives in areas
that are not identified as urban centres

7.a23) CEQ23-RE - To what extent has the RDP contributed to achieving the EU2020 headline target of
investing 3 % of EU’s GDP in research and development and innovation?
7.a23.a) Answer to evaluation question
It has not been feasible to measure the quantified impact during this interim report of to what extent has the
RDP contributed to achieving the EU2020 headline target of investing 3% of EU’s GDP in research and
development and innovation. This is because there is no major R&D measures in the Programme. However
it must be noted the RDP contributes to R&D through Measure 16 and Measure 1. The schemes that
contribute to these measures are reviewed elsewhere.

7.a24) CEQ24-CL - To what extent has the RDP contributed to climate change mitigation and adaptation
and to achieving the EU 2020 headline target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions by at least 20 %
compared to 1990 levels, or by 30 % if the conditions are right, to increasing the share of renewable energy
in final energy consumption to 20 %, and achieving 20 % increase in energy efficiency?
7.a24.a) Answer to evaluation question
A survey of the public suggests that the various agri-environmental measures under the RDP are likely to be
having a positive impact on mitigating climate change. This Eurobarometer survey indicates that around
66% of Irish respondents believe that the CAP contributes to the mitigation of climate change. The
submeasures under Measure 10 are the main measures that contribute to the agri-environment objectives of
the RDP. As part of the stakeholder engagement process, a survey of farmers was undertaken on the likely
impacts of the RDP on various environmental issues. The results of this analysis suggest that 69% of
respondents believe that the RDP has a significant or moderate impact on reducing GHG emissions. Nearly
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20% of respondents indicated that they did not believe that the RDP had any impact on GHG emissions.
Modelling undertaken by ADAS on the environment impact of GLAS on water quality and pollutants
suggests that GLAS will lead to a long-term annual reduction of between 5-9% for nitrate, phosphorus,
nitrous oxide and methane. The BDGP scheme which support the beef is also likely to have some positive
environmental benefits. In terms of GHG emissions, the impact of BDGP has yet to be comprehensively
quantified. Based on 2018 uptake levels of 580,000 BDGP cows, it is estimated that by 2030 there would be
a cumulative 1.6 Mt reduction in CO2 equivalent on 2015 levels – which equates to a marginal abatement
potential of around 11%. This is due to cumulative benefits which will lead to the current top 1% of cattle
(in terms of efficiency and star-rating) becoming the norm by 2030. As at the end of 2018, there was no
scheme within the RDP which explicitly aimed to improve renewable energy production. However, in 2019,
TAMS was re-opened to support investment in solar photovoltaic on farms.

Views of Persons Surveyed by Eurobarometer on the impact of RDP on Mitigating the Impact of Climate Change

7.a25) CEQ25-PO - To what extent has the RDP contributed to achieving the EU 2020 headline target of
reducing the number of Europeans living below the national poverty line?
7.a25.a) Answer to evaluation question
As part of our research we observed the views of RDP farmer beneficiaries and LEADER
groups/beneficiaries on the impact that they believe the RDP has had on achieving the EU 2020 target of
reducing the number of individuals living below the national poverty line. Just over one third (36%) of
respondents view the impact of the RDP on poverty reduction to have been moderate, while 22% believe
the RDP to have a significant impact in efforts to achieve the EU 2020 poverty reduction target. The
results are, likely to reflect the composition of the RDP as many of the measures are not directly focused
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on reducing poverty. However the increased employment arising from the RDP as well as ANC measures
are likely to have impacted positively in poverty levels.
In considering the impact of RDP on poverty objectives of relevance are ANC and LEADER measures.
ANC is primarily an income support for farmers who face natural constraints (in terms of land quality) in
the operation of their farms. This support is likely to be the most relevant in terms of support for those on
low income. The regional analysis of ANC beneficiaries is shown below and highlights that the majority
of ANC beneficiaries are in the Border and West regions. These are the two regions that typically have the
highest levels of ‘at risk of poverty’. We estimate that around 16% of households in the Border regions are
in receipt of support from the ANC. For the Western region, this figure is nearly 20%. ANC support is
worth, on average, around €2,000 to each farm.

No. of Beneficiaries Supported by Region (ANC & LEADER)
Region
2014-2018 (ANC)
2014-2018 (LEADER)
Border
23,097
291
Dublin
140
43
Mid-East
4,063
127
Midlands
8,484
219
Mid-west
12,600
278
South East
4,883
216
South-West
13,663
259
West
26,961
190
Source: Indecon analysis of DAFM and DRCD data

% of Total
23.8%
0.2%
5.9%
10.4%
13.0%
5.2%
14.0%
27.6%

The figures shown in the next table highlight the decline in rural poverty. The comparison with national
data however demonstrates the scale of challenge faced by RDP. While the poverty rates declined not
all of this can be attributed to the RDP.
Impact of RDP on Rural Poverty
Rural Areas
Indicators
2014
2018
Degree of Poverty
19.7%
17.1%*
Population (15-64)
1,273,500
1,249,100
*refers to 2017 data as this is the latest available data

State
2014
13.1%
3,061,200

2018
13.6%*
3,175,800

Source: Indecon Analysis of Eurostat data
7.a26) CEQ26-BI - To what extent has the RDP contributed to improving the environment and to achieving
the EU biodiversity strategy target of halting the loss of biodiversity and the degradation of ecosystem
services, and to restore them?
7.a26.a) Answer to evaluation question
As part of an evaluation of GLAS, undertaken by ADAS, a survey of GLAS beneficiaries was completed.
Some of the findings from this survey are shown in the figure below. The results indicate that most of the
participants rank environmental targets as having been achieved or partly achieved as result of GLAS. Over
50% of respondents suggested that GLAS led to the maintenance of hedgerows, walls and ditches, increased
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biodiversity of farms, improvement of water quality and visible landscape and increase in income/scheme
payment.
The ADAS survey responses were generally positive and the results suggested improvement in attitudes
toward farming and environment. Specifically, more than 60% of farmers agreed that GLAS led them to
apply knowledge on their farm, made them attentive to implement actions to deal with environmental issues,
made them open to seek advice for the farm natural environment, and increased awareness of actions that
can be taken to address environmental issues.
Survey evidence suggests that GLAS has achieved a number of key benefits including maintaining
hedgerows, increasing biodiversity on farms and improving water quality. Evidence collected at the farm
level by ADAS indicates that over 75% of required actions were completed. The findings from the ADAS
biodiversity report indicated that around 66% of sites were deemed to have outcomes that could not be
achieved without GLAS support. 88% of farms had implemented actions appropriately with no missed
opportunities.

Views of GLAS participants on Benefits Achieved through GLAS
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7.a27) CEQ27-CO - To what extent has the RDP contributed to the CAP objective of fostering the
competitiveness of agriculture?
7.a27.a) Answer to evaluation question
The key target indicators for projects relating to enhancing competitiveness are shown in the table below.
The percentage of holdings who have received support for modernisation is considerably below the
planned target level for 2023. However, this is likely to increase in the remaining years of the programme
as spend on TAMS II increases. The number of participants trained during the 2014-2018 period has
exceeded 100,000.
RDP Target Indicators for enhancing Competitiveness objective
Indicators

2014-2017 2018

2014-2018

Planned Output
2023

T4 - % of holdings with support for
investments in
1.38%
2.66%
9.11
restructuring/modernisation
R2 - Change in agri. output on
6.57%
Data not available Data not available
supported farms/AWU*
T5 - % of holdings RDP supports for
0.41%
0.75%
1.16%
2.86%
young farmers**
No. of EIP operational groups to be
supported for project
1
7
8
22
implementation.
No. of other cooperation operations~ 654
129
783
1,200
* This is calculated over a two year period from 2015 to 2017 looking over the change in productivity
across these periods. This only relates to TAMS beneficiaries compared to non-TAMS beneficiaries
**This is based on the Young farmers supported through TAMS II
Source: DAFM Indicator Data.
~: Refers to Number of New Farm Partnership agreements funded by the Collaborative Farming Grant
Scheme
In terms of the relationship between receipt of the KT grant and farm output and productivity, a
counterfactual analysis is not feasible due to the small number of observations in the National Farm
Survey and only one time period of data. However, the sample fixed effects results of new econometric
analysis undertaken by Indecon (implying correlations) suggest a potential positive association between
the receipt of the KT grant and farm output and agricultural incomes. Our survey evidence also indicates
that 57% of beneficiaries suggested they would not have participated in a knowledge transfer group
without the RDP support. This suggests that relatively low levels of deadweight. This survey also
indicated that the scheme has positive impacts on agricultural competitiveness, creating a knowledge base
in rural areas and agri-environmental issues.
The largest measure directly relating to enhancing the competitiveness of agriculture is TAMS II which
involves investment in physical assets. Indicator data shows that €129 million have been spent as part of
TAMS I and TAMS II at the end of 2018.[1] It is likely that the impacts of this investment will only be
seen over time. This is consistent with the results of econometric counterfactual modelling of TAMS II
which does not indicate any significant impact to date on farm output or productivity. However, new
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econometric counterfactual modelling which includes the capital investment in previous rounds of RDP
leads to results that confirm a positive impact of capital grants on farm output and productivity. The
estimates of impact from counterfactual econometric models suggests a positive impact on output on
between 6 – 7% and an increase in productivity of the order of 5 – 6%. For example, in interpreting the
results it is useful to consider the results from the propensity score matching model. This is an
econometric model which attempts to measure the impact of the RDP TAMS II[2] investment on farms,
compared to similar farms who did not make the investment. The results indicate an impact on output
measured by ATET of 0.0686 which suggests a 6.86% increase in output compared to what would have
occurred without TAMS II investment.
Impact of TAMS II on Output and Productivity (2001-2017)
Econometric Estimation Model Outcomes Variables ATET
0.0728***

Log Output
Regression Adjustment Model
(RA)
Log Productivity
Log Output
Propensity Score Matching
Log Productivity

(0.0111)
0.0546***
(0.0130)
0.0686**
(0.0304)
0.0665***
(0.0246)

Notes: SE in Parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Analysis on NFS Data.

Overall, our modelling and analysis suggests that the RDP support will contribute to enhancing the
competitiveness of agriculture. This enhancement of competitiveness is likely to be mainly through capital
investment measures. Indecon analysis has also found that the Knowledge Transfer Groups are likely to
have a small positive impact on competitiveness but it is difficult to quantify the impacts at this stage of
the Programme. There are other smaller measures in the RDP that may have an impact on competitiveness
(such as the EIPs) but it is not possible to estimate this impact currently.

[1] This amount includes €15.81 million for non-productive investments under AEOS from previous
RDP.
[2] We note that capital investment grants have been part of different schemes during previous RDPs.
The analysis above relates to capital investment grants.
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7.a28) CEQ28-SU - To what extent has the RDP contributed to the CAP objective of ensuring sustainable
management of natural resources and climate action?
7.a28.a) Answer to evaluation question
The key target indicators for the agri-environmental schemes are shown in the table below. It must be
noted that many of these RDP target indicators are likely to be met or exceeded by the end of the
programme. It must be noted that these indicators represent planned outputs and the associated impacts
may take a number of years to become observable.

RDP Target Indicators for Sustainable Management of natural resources and climate management
Planned
Indicators
2014-2017 2018
2014-2018
Output 2023
T9- % of holdings under biodiversity/landscape
16.97%
1.23%
18.2%
20.77%
contracts
T10- % of holdings under water management
18.40%
2.00%
20.4%
20.91%
contracts
T12- % of holdings under soil management
16.39%
1.91%
18.3%
18.08%
contracts
T17- Number of LUs under contracts to reduce
26,082
44,264
70,346
11,500
GHG/ammonia emissions
T18- % of land under contracts targeting a
11.17%
1.28%
12.45%
10.79%
reduction of GHG/ammonia emissions
T19- % of agricultural and forest land under
0.08%
0.08%
0.32%
management to foster carbon conservations
Source: DAFM Indicator Data.
Training to support some of the significant agri-environment schemes (GLAS and BDGP) was
implemented in the early stages of the 2014-2020 RDP. This training was a requirement for participation
in these schemes. GLAS replaced the previous AEOS scheme and is the main agri-environmental measure
of the RDP.
Statistical analysis, using the National Farm Survey, indicates that GLAS beneficiaries typically have
lower income, have less capital investment and lower livestock units than non-GLAS participants.
Modelling undertaken by ADAS on the environmental impact of GLAS on water quality and pollutants
suggests that GLAS will lead to a long-term annual reduction of between 5-9% for nitrate, phosphorus,
nitrous oxide and methane. ADAS concludes that the major cause of these reductions is likely to be the
Low Input Permanent Pasture action (and the comparable Natura Habitat and Farmland Bird actions). This
action has the highest level of uptake.
The Beef Data and Genomics Programme (BDGP) requires beneficiaries to undertake a range of actions
designed to deliver accelerated genetic improvement in the quality of the beef herd and, as a result, the
associated climate benefits such as reduced Green House Gas emissions. This scheme will take a number
of years before impacts are measurable. The analysis also shows that the number of cows moving from
lower rated to higher rated is higher for BDGP herds than non-BDGP herds. Based on analysis by the
ICBF on differences in cow weight, calf wean weight and calving, it is estimated that higher rated cows
are likely to have lower CO2 emissions by around 6% per animal. It must also be noted the types of farms
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that are typically in receipt of BDGP support are in the western half of the country where the land quality
is poorer. It is also likely that many of the farmers who receive BDGP also receive GLAS and ANC
support. This is important in terms of sustained environmental improvement and the links between BDGP
and GLAS are important in this context.
The largest measure (in public funding terms) in the RDP is Measure 13 (ANC). This support is received
by over 70% of active farmer beneficiaries. This support is provided to farm holdings who face natural
disadvantages in their farmland. One of the rationales for this support is the public good value of
maintaining agricultural land. New survey evidence suggests that around 27% of ANC supported farms
would have become abandoned without this support.
The Organic Farming Scheme has a budget of €56 million over the 2014-2020 RDP. The target for the
RDP was to attract some 16,000 hectares of new land into production and to support 46,000 hectares of
converted land. These targets were achieved in 2016. In the period 2014-2018, the total new organic land
is estimated to be around 1.2% of the total land area which suggests progress is being made.

7.a29) CEQ29-DE - To what extent has the RDP contributed to the CAP objective of achieving a balanced
territorial development of rural economies and communities including the creation and maintenance of
employment?
7.a29.a) Answer to evaluation question
The RDP had an objective of promoting balanced regional development and as well as measures to
maintain overall employment and farm viability in rural areas. This was supported through the
implementation of Measure 19 (LEADER). The initial overall allocation for this measure was €250
million between 2014-2020, which represents around 6% of the overall RDP allocation. At the end of
2018, the expenditure on this measure was just over €36 million. It is likely that this will increase in 2019
and 2020 as a large number of projects have been approved since 2018.
The regional distribution of LEADER grants and projects in Ireland shows the number of LEADER
projects is largest in the north-west and south-west regions, while the funding amounts are concentrated in
the west, north-west and south-west regions. Our survey of LEADER Groups indicated that around 31%
indicated that it was difficult or very difficult to attract good proposals. In terms of alternative funding,
77% of LEADER beneficiaries believed that they would have not been able to secure alternative funding
without the LEADER support.
Overall, LEADER had a slow start in the early years of the RDP but has shown significant progress in
terms of supporting projects in 2018. It is not clear at this stage if the full allocation of the LEADER
funding will be spent by the end of the RDP but Indecon note that spending is permitted until the end of
2023. The LAG’s have suggested as part of their annual reporting process that approximately 80% of the
project budget will be allocated by the end of 2019, with the reminder to be allocated in 2020. However, it
must be noted that there is a significant lag between the approval of a LEADER project and when the
funding is drawn down.
The figures shown in the next table highlight the increase in rural GDP. The comparison with national data
however demonstrates the scale of challenge faced by RDP. Rural Areas have significantly lower levels of
GDP per capital. This will likely have impacts on disposable income and poverty levels in these areas.
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Impact of RDP on Rural economy
Rural Areas
Indicators
2014
2018
Rural GDP per capita
25,200
28,400*
Population (15-64)
1,273,500
1,249,100
*refers to 2017 data as this is the latest available data

State
2014
42,000
3,061,200

2018
61,200*
3,175,800

Source: Indecon Analysis of Eurostat data

7.a30) CEQ30-IN - To what extent has the RDP contributed to fostering innovation?
7.a30.a) Answer to evaluation question
The public also believes that the various measures under the RDP are likely having a positive impact on
fostering innovation. Around 88% of the public agreed that the RDP assisted in fostering innovation.

Impact of RDP on Rural economy

84

7.a31) PSEQ01-FA - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific focus areas
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a32) PSEQ02-FA - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific focus areas
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a33) PSEQ03-FA - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific focus areas
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a34) PSEQ04-FA - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific focus areas
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a35) PSEQ05-FA - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific focus areas
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a36) PSEQ01-TOPIC - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific evaluation
topic
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a37) PSEQ02-TOPIC - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific evaluation
topic
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a38) PSEQ03-TOPIC - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific evaluation
topic
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
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There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a39) PSEQ04-TOPIC - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific evaluation
topic
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
7.a40) PSEQ05-TOPIC - Programme specific evaluation question linked to programme specific evaluation
topic
This question is marked as not relevant for this AIR version
There are no relevant programme specific evaluation questions linked to the Irish RDP.
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7.b) Table of result indicators
Result indicator name and unit

Target value

Main value

Secondary
contribution

LEADER/CLLD
contribution

Total RDP

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)=3+4+5

2.66

N/A

0.00

Comments (max 500 char)

R1 / T4: percentage of agricultural holdings with
RDP support for investments in restructuring or
modernisation (focus area 2A)

9.11

2.66

R2: Change in Agricultural output on supported
farms/AWU (Annual Work Unit) (focus area 2A)*
(GROSS VALUE)

N/A

Table 7.B included with commentary as an annex
(not possible to include here due to IT issues).

R2: Change in Agricultural output on supported
farms/AWU (Annual Work Unit) (focus area 2A)*
(NET VALUE)

N/A

NA

R3 / T5: percentage of agricultural holdings with
RDP supported business development
plan/investments for young farmers (focus area 2B)

2.86

1.16

N/A

0.00

1.16

R4 / T6: percentage of agricultural holdings
receiving support for participating in quality
schemes, local markets and short supply circuits, and
producer groups/organisations (focus area 3A)

0.00

0.00

N/A

0.00

0.00

R5 / T7: percentage of farms participating in risk
management schemes (focus area 3B)

0.00

N/A

0.00

0.00

R6 / T8: percentage of forest/other wooded area
under management contracts supporting biodiversity
(focus area 4A)

0.00

N/A

0.00

0.00

R7 / T9: percentage of agricultural land under
management contracts supporting biodiversity and/or
landscapes (focus area 4A)

20.77

18.21

N/A

0.00

18.21

R8 / T10: percentage of agricultural land under
management contracts to improve water
management (focus area 4B)

20.91

20.42

N/A

0.00

20.42

0.00

N/A

0.00

0.00

18.30

N/A

0.00

18.30

0.00

N/A

0.00

0.00

N/A

0.00

0.00

R9 / T11: percentage of forestry land under
management contracts to improve water
management (focus area 4B)
R10 / T12: percentage of agricultural land under
management contracts to improve soil management
and/or prevent soil erosion (focus area 4C)

18.08

R11 / T13: percentage of forestry land under
management contracts to improve soil management
and/or prevent soil erosion (focus area 4C)
R12 / T14: percentage of irrigated land switching to
more efficient irrigation system (focus area 5A)
R13: Increase in efficiency of water use in
agriculture in RDP supported projects (focus area

N/A

NA
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5A)*
R14: Increase in efficiency of energy use in
agriculture and food-processing in RDP supported
projects (focus area 5B)*

N/A

NA

R15: Renewable energy produced from supported
projects (focus area 5C)*

N/A

NA

R16 / T17: percentage of LU concerned by
investments in live-stock management in view of
reducing GHG and/or ammonia emissions (focus
area 5D)

0.20

1.22

N/A

0.00

1.22

10.79

12.45

N/A

0.00

12.45

R17 / T18: percentage of agricultural land under
management contracts targeting reduction of GHG
and/or ammonia emissions (focus area 5D)
R18: Reduced emissions of methane and nitrous
oxide (focus area 5D)*

N/A

NA

R19: Reduced ammonia emissions (focus area 5D)*

N/A

NA

R20 / T19: percentage of agricultural and forest land
under management contracts contributing to carbon
sequestration and conservation (focus area 5E)

0.32

R21 / T20: Jobs created in supported projects (focus
area 6A)

0.08

N/A

0.00
65.74

82.02

N/A

R23 / T22: percentage of rural population benefiting
from improved services/infrastructures (focus area
6B)

0.00

0.00

N/A

3,100.00

181.93

N/A

0.00

N/A

R25 / T24: percentage of rural population benefiting
from new or improved services/infrastructures (ICT)
(focus area 6C)

0.08

0.00 NA

R22 / T21: percentage of rural population covered by
local development strategies (focus area 6B)

R24 / T23: Jobs created in supported projects
(Leader) (focus area 6B)

0.00
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82.02
0.17

0.17

181.93
0.00

0.00

7.c) Table of additional and programme specifc indicators used to support evaluation findings
No additional or programme-specific indicators defined
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7.d) Table of CAP impact indicators
Name of common impact
indicator
1. Agricultural Entrepreneurial
Income / Standard of living of
farmers

Unit
EUR/AWU

Updated indicator value

RDP contribution

53,452.71

Comments (max 500 char)
•
Knowledge Transfer may have around a net 5% positive
impact on AEI
•
TAMS likely to have positive impact on AEI but results are
not observable yet.
•
GLAS likely to have a net 7-10% positive impact on AEI
•
ANC likely to have a net 5% positive impact on AEI
Counterfactual analysis undertaken for Knowledge Transfer, TAMS,
GLAS and ANC. Results indicate a positive impact on AEI

2. Agricultural factor income /
total

EUR/AWU

54,614.91

•
Knowledge Transfer likely to have net 6-8% positive on
AEI
•
TAMS likely to have positive impact on AEI but results are
not observable yet.
•
GLAS likely to have a net 5-8% positive impact on AFI
•
ANC likely to have a net 5% positive impact on AFI
Counterfactual analysis undertaken for Knowledge Transfer, TAMS,
GLAS and ANC. Results indicate a positive impact on AFI

3. Total factor productivity in
agriculture / total (index)

Index 2005 = 100

NA
•
Knowledge Transfer appears to no measurable impact on
TFP yet. However, this may change as the scheme continues
•
TAMS likely to have net 6-7% positive impact on TFP.
However, this impact will only become observable overtime
•
GLAS likely to have no impact on TFP
•
ANC likely to have no significant impact on TFP
Counterfactual analysis undertaken for Knowledge Transfer, TAMS,
GLAS and ANC. Results indicate a positive impact on TFP for KT and
TAMS but no significant impact for GLAS and ANC.

7. GHG emissions from
1000 t of CO2 equivalent
agriculture / total agriculture (CH4
and N2O and soil
emissions/removals)

20,212.57

GLAS farmers likely to have 10% lower GHG emissions than nonGLAS farmers. BGDP also likely to lead to a 6% decrease in GHG per
unit of output.
Farmers supported by RDP typically have much lower GHG emissions.

7. GHG emissions from
agriculture / share of total GHG
Emissions

% of total net emissions

7. GHG emissions from
agriculture / ammonia emissions
from agriculture

1000 t of NH3

8. Farmland Birds index (FBI) /
total (index)

Index 2000 = 100

33.30

See Above

116.70

Farmers supported by RDP typically have much lower Ammonia
emissions than non-GLAS farmers.
Increase in ammonia emissions driven by increase in the Dairy herd

0.30

NA
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No data is available on this but GLAS has shown very good
implementation of biodiversity actions.
9. HNV Farming / total

% of total UAA

100.00 The RDP is likely to main contributing factor to HNV farming in
Ireland

10. Water Abstraction in
Agriculture / total

1000 m3

11. Water Quality / Potential
surplus of nitrogen on agricultural
land

kg N/ha/year

42.00

11. Water Quality / Potential
surplus of phosphorus on
agricultural land

kg P/ha/year

5.00

See above

11. Water Quality / Nitrates in
freshwater - Surface water: High
quality

% of monitoring sites

41.40

See above

11. Water Quality / Nitrates in
freshwater - Surface water:
Moderate quality

% of monitoring sites

16.50

See above

11. Water Quality / Nitrates in
freshwater - Surface water: Poor
quality

% of monitoring sites

1.00

See above

11. Water Quality / Nitrates in
freshwater - Groundwater: High
quality

% of monitoring sites

25.00

See above

11. Water Quality / Nitrates in
freshwater - Groundwater:
Moderate quality

% of monitoring sites

38.00

See above

11. Water Quality / Nitrates in
freshwater - Groundwater: Poor
quality

% of monitoring sites

3.00

See above

12. Soil organic matter in arable
land / Total estimates of organic
carbon content

mega tons

12. Soil organic matter in arable
land / Mean organic carbon
content

g kg-1

13. Soil Erosion by water / rate of
soil loss by water erosion

tonnes/ha/year

13. Soil Erosion by water /
agricultural area affected

1000 ha

NA
It is not possible to provide quantified estimates of the impact of the
RDP on water quality. However, modelling by ADAS indicates that
GLAS is likely to have a positive impact on water quality. The impact
is likely to vary by region

NA
No evidence available to quantify the impact of the RDP on Soil.
NA
See above
NA
See above
NA
See above

13. Soil Erosion by water /
agricultural area affected

% of agricultural area

NA
See above
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14. Employment Rate / * rural
(thinly populated) (15-64 years)

%

67.80

We estimate that the RDP supports 4,178 jobs annually in rural areas.
The RDP is likely to have a positive impact on the employment rate in
rural areas.

14. Employment Rate / * rural
(thinly populated) (20-64 years)

%

See above comment

15. Poverty rate / total

% of total population

13.60

The RDP is unlikely to have a significant impact on the national
poverty total.

15. Poverty rate / * rural (thinly
populated)

% of total population

17.10

Poverty in rural areas decreased from 19.7% in 2014 to 17.1% in 2018
but not all of this can be attributed to RDP.
The RDP is likely to have beneficial impact on the poverty rate in rural
areas. This reflects schemes like ANC and LEADER which provide
income.

16. GDP per capita / * rural

Index PPS (EU-27 = 100)

28,400.00

The RDP is likely to have made a minimal impact on the GDP in rural
areas.
This reflects the relative size of the RDP budget compared to the size
of the rural economy.
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8. IMPLEMENTATION OF ACTIONS TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT
ARTICLES 5, 7 AND 8 OF REGULATION (EU) NO 1303/2013

THE PRINCIPLES SET OUT IN

8.a) Promotion of equality between men and women and non-discrimination (Article 7 of Regulation
(EU) No 1303/2013)
In preparing the RDP 2014-2020, the horizontal principles relating to anti-discrimination and equality were
also carefully considered. In line with EU regulations, the present Rural Development Programme was
prepared following wide consultation in 2013 with competent regional, local, urban and other public
authorities; economic and social partners; bodies representing civil society, including environmental
partners and non-governmental organisations; and bodies responsible for promoting equality and nondiscrimination. The issue of gender equality emerged strongly from the consultation process and it was
recognised that a continuation of the gender imbalance was detrimental in terms of the human capital
capacity of the sector and may also inhibit technology uptake and structural change. In particular, there is a
significant gender imbalance within agriculture with more than 90% of farm holders being men; and women
have higher education at school and university and this is manifested now in the employment rate of women
under 35 being higher than for men. Within farm households, women are now generating significant market
incomes and are often the main breadwinner within the household, in addition to undertaking traditional
non-market activities within the household. As a result, the RDP 2014-2020 was designed with gender
equality in mind and indeed aims to remove barriers for women in agriculture. For example, the
Collaborative Farming Grant Scheme under Measure 16 covers part of the legal, advisory and financial
services costs incurred in the drawing up of the Partnership Agreement required to establish Farm
Partnerships. Farm Partnerships aims to address structural issues such as new entrants to dairy, women
farmers, young farmers and intergenerational transfer. The LEADER Local Action Groups aim to secure
balanced gender representation. The LAG decision-making members are responsible for all decisions in
relation to the award, or otherwise, of funding for individual projects. Each LAG must ALSO establish an
Evaluation Committee to assess and evaluate all applications for LEADER funding. The LAGmust ensure
the integrity of the evaluation process and put in place arrangements that are fair and non-discriminatory and
open and transparent. In addition, the National Rural Network (NRN) has a specific remit to identify
challenges and to present best and smart practice models to support the farming community with a particular
focus on women in agriculture and rural business. National Rural Network’s Contribution to Women in
Rural Areas and Agriculture
Listed below are examples provided by the NRN of its contribution to the promotion of gender equality in
agriculture and rural areas.
o There were 3 Farm Viability Blogs on the topic of Women in Agriculture posted on the NRN
website in 2018 (please see:https://www.nationalruralnetwork.ie/blog/?category=farm_viability).

o There were 8 videos related to Women in Agriculture added to the NRN website in 2018 (please
see: https://www.nationalruralnetwork.ie/farm-viability/video-gallery/)

o Anne Cassidy's presentation at EUGEO was entitled 'Female Successors in Irish Family Farming Four Pathways to Farm Transfer' (please see: https://www.ageiweb.it/wpcontent/uploads/2019/04/programma_eugeo_galway_al160419.pdf) but this was in 2019, not 2018
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as requested...

o A case study was carried out on Coolanowle Country House, with Bernadine Mulhall, female farm
entrepreneur: https://www.nationalruralnetwork.ie/farm-viability-case-studies/diversifying-thefamily-farm-coolanowle-country-house-and-organic-farm/

o A case study was carried out on Maighread Barron as part of the ENRD Generational Renewal
factsheet work carried out by Dr Maura
Farrell: https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/sites/enrd/files/w33_generational-renewal_factsheet_ireland.pdf

o Dr Maura Farrell (Invited Speaker) (2018) West Women in Farming Conference in Galway Mayo
Institute of Technology and an article covered in the IFJ by Mairead Lavery:
https://www.farmersjournal.ie/getting-down-to-business-with-west-women-in-farming-341789

o Via the Rural Inspiration Award, Donna Mullen was one of the farmers involved in Gloashane Farm
Nature Reserve which was shortlisted under the 'Environment and Climate Change Category' for
their work supported via GLAS
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/news-events/events/past/rural-inspiration-awards-nominees_en
https://www.nationalruralnetwork.ie/climate-change-news/cast-your-vote-two-irish-projectsshortlisted-for-the-european-rural-inspiration-awards/. As a result of this, there was a good practice
case study on the ENRD website - https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/projects-practice/golashane-farm-naturereserve_en

8.b) Sustainable development (Article 8 of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013)
The RDP places particular emphasis on the sustainable development of the agriculture sector and rural areas
in general. In doing so, it aims to contribute to cross-cutting EU objectives on the environment, innovation,
and climate change mitigation/adaptation. The environment cross-cutting objective was a central
consideration in the development of the RDP and this is clearly reflected in the design of the measures
selected for investment. The Programme includes a number of agri-environment measures that can be
grouped thematically together as primarily addressing this objective. Under Measure 10, the Green LowCarbon Agri-Environment Scheme (GLAS) was designed to address the issues of climate change mitigation,
water quality and the preservation of priority habitats and species. It works within the framework for
environmental sustainability laid down in EU Directives and national and international targets. GLAS
contains a number of actions which are designed to provide climate change benefits, including support for
low emission slurry spreading, minimum tillage, tree planting, new hedgerows, the protection of riverbanks
from erosion, and the preservation of margins and habitats. This theme is then reinforced in other
Programme measures. For example, support under Measure 4 for the Targeted Agricultural Modernisation
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Scheme for investing in trailing shoe technology reinforces the policy direction of the relevant measures in
GLAS. The Beef Data and Genomics Programme under Measure 10 also provides clear climate change
benefits. Some of the main benefits that will accrue on farms supported by this measure have been identified
in research by Teagasc as the three most cost efficient climate change mitigation measures. As a
complement to the national level GLAS scheme, output-based environmental projects are supported by a
locally-led agri-environmental challenges, targeting specific challenges of key environmental importance
requiring individual design solutions. These include the introduction of the Burren Programme under
Measure 10 and the locally-led Environmental and Climate Projects including the Hen Harrier and Fresh
Water Pearl Mussel EIP Operational Groups under Measure 16. Once completed, the findings of an EIP
Operational Group will be disseminated via the EIP Network and the National Rural Network. Under
Measure 11, the Organic Farming Scheme also contributes to sustainable development through support
aimed at encouraging new entrants to organic production and at maintaining those within the sector will
directly lead to increased levels of farming practices that contribute to environmental benefits in areas such
as soil and water quality, biodiversity challenges, and reduced levels of synthetic chemicals.

The schemes (with measure number in brackets) supporting environmental/climate change objectives in the
Irish RDP are set out below.
Focus Area (FA) 3B - Supporting farm risk prevention and management





KT Groups (M01)
Targeted Advisory Service on Animal Health & Welfare (TASAHW) (M02)
TAMS II - Animal Welfare & Nutrient Storage Scheme (M04)
General EIP (M16)

P4: Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and forestry (FAs 4A / 4B /4C)












KT Groups (M01)
GLAS training (M01)
Continuous Professional Development (CPD) for Advisors (M02)
TAMS II - Animal Welfare & Nutrient Storage Scheme (M04)
GLAS Traditional Farm Buildings (M07)
GLAS (P4 actions only) (M10)
Burren Programme (M10)
Organic Farming Scheme (M11)
Natura (M12)
ANC (M13)
Locally-led EIPs (M16).

P5 - Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low-carbon and climate-resilient
economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors (FAs 5B / 5D / 5E)
 KT Groups (M01)
 BDGP training (M01)
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CPD for Advisors (M02)
TAMS – Low Emissions Slurry Spreading, Pig & Poultry Investment Scheme (M04)
GLAS (P5 actions only) (M10)
BDGP (M10)
Locally-led EIPs (M16).

FA 6B – LEADER.

8.c) The role of the partners referred to in Article 5 of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 in the
implementation of the programme
In accordance with Article 5, the RDP monitoring committee is comprised of the following partners:
 Competent urban and other public authorities;
 Economic and social partners; and
 Relevant bodies representing civil society, including environmental partners, non-governmental
organisations, and bodies responsible for promoting social inclusion, gender equality and nondiscrimination.
Membership of the Monitoring Committees is comprised of various stakeholder groups including the
relevant bodies listed above - see Section 2.a for further information on the role played the Monitoring
Committee in Programme implementation in 2018. Regular reports on implementation and achievements of
the RDP are supplied to the RDP Monitoring Committee and to the Partnership Agreement Monitoring
Committee. In Ireland, mutual representation on the respective programme monitoring committees for each
of the ESI funds has continued during the 2014-2020 period.
Besides the role of the partners on the Monitoring Committees, the economic, social, environmental and
other partners are also involved in the ongoing implementation of various measures – such as LEADER, the
EIP Operational Groups and the Burren Programme – under the Rural Development Programme. For
example, the LEADER Local Action Groups decision-making procedures ensure that neither the public
sector nor any single interest group represent more than 49% of LAG voting rights. Accordingly, at least
51% of the voting must be cast by private sector members. For the purposes of securing an inclusive and
representative decision-making process, any decisions taken by the LAG must be voted on by at least 50%
(rounded up to the nearest person) of LAG members, be voted on the basis that at least 51% of those voting
on a decision are non-public sector partners, be carried by majority vote and be non-discriminatory and
transparent. The EIP Operational Burren programme is overseen by a Steering Group comprising DAFM,
the Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, Teagasc, the National Monuments Service (NMS),
advisors and farmer representatives. Other experts attend meetings as and when necessary. In addition to its
oversight role, the Steering Groups liaises with other government departments and agencies on behalf of the
EIP Operational Group / Burren Team in relation to notification / consents / permissions, and provides input
to reports and documents needed by the EIP Operational Group / Burren Team.
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9. PROGRESS MADE IN ENSURING
UNION FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS

INTEGRATED APPROACH TO USE

EAFRD

AND OTHER

In Ireland the use of CLLD, including integrated and multi-fund CLLD, was considered nationally by the
Member State and by all MAs. Of key importance are the funding priorities included in the OPs and
whether or not a CLLD approach is deemed to be the most appropriate delivery mechanism. The outcome of
these considerations was that CLLD will be used in the delivery of the LEADER Programme under the
EAFRD and the funding of Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) in the delivery of the EMFF. A monofund approach to CLLD was adopted with CLLD in each fund (EAFRD and EMFF) remaining separate.
Community-led Local Development (CLLD) is one of two ESI fund instruments, which aim to promote
integrated approaches of territorial development and the engagement of regional and local actors and local
communities in the implementation of programmes. Ireland has been divided into 28 sub-regional areas for
the purposes of LEADER delivery and funding of €220 million has been allocated between these areas.
Local Action Groups (LAGs), which are responsible for measure implementation locally, have been
selected in all 28 sub-regional areas (29 LAGs were selected in total because there are 2 LAGs in the
Galway sub-regional area). The Local Action Groups were formed following a two-stage selection process.
To date, 2,358 projects with a value of over 84m have been approved for LEADER funding by the LAGs
and it is expected that project approvals will increase substantially up to the end of 2020 (end date for
project approvals for the current programme). Total Programme expenditure to date amounts to €58.5m. A
budget of €10 million is available for Co-operation projects i.e. projects delivered in conjunction with two
or more LAGs. This budget is additional to the €220 million already allocated to the 28 sub-regional areas
and the first tranche of this funding (€3 million) was launched in November 2016 following a conference in
Newry in conjunction with Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs, Northern Ireland.
The Conference aimed to bring LAGs from across the island of Ireland together to explore the potential for
co-operation.
The National Rural Network (NRN) have taken various actions to improve the administration of the RDP,
raise public awareness of funding opportunities and inform potential beneficiaries of available supports
under the RDP and other EU Funds.
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10. REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION
REGULATION (EU) NO 1303/2013)

OF FINANCIAL INSTRUMENTS

30A. Has the ex-ante assessment been started ?

Yes

30B. Has the ex-ante assessment been completed ?

Yes

30. Date of completion of ex-ante assessment

02-02-2018

31.1. Has selection or designation process already been launched ?

No

13A. Has the funding agreement been signed ?

No

13. Date of signature of the funding agreement with the body
implementing the financial instrument

-
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11. ENCODING

TABLES FOR
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COMMON

AND PROGRAMME-SPECIFIC INDICATORS AND

See Monitoring Annex
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Annex II
Detailed table showing implementation level by Focus areas including output indicators
Focus Area 1A
FA/M

1A

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Target indicator name

Period

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

T1: percentage of expenditure
under Articles 14, 15 and 35 of
Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013
in relation to the total
expenditure for the RDP (focus
area 1A)

2014-2018

1.61

44.78

2014-2017

0.78

21.70

2014-2016

0.24

6.68

Target 2023

3.60

2014-2015

Focus Area 1B
FA/M

1B

Target indicator name
T2: Total number of
cooperation operations
supported under the
cooperation measure (Article
35 of Regulation (EU) No
1305/2013) (groups,
networks/clusters, pilot
projects…) (focus area 1B)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

791.00

65.37

2014-2017

655.00

54.13

2014-2016

328.00

27.11

2014-2015

86.00

7.11

Target 2023

1,210.00

Focus Area 1C
FA/M

1C

Target indicator name

T3: Total number of
participants trained under
Article 14 of Regulation (EU)
No 1305/2013 (focus area 1C)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

92,598.00

82.97

2014-2017

67,689.00

60.65

2014-2016

24,730.00

22.16

2014-2015

549.00

0.49

100

Target 2023

111,600.00

Focus Area 2A
FA/M

2A

FA/M

Target indicator name

T4: percentage of agricultural
holdings with RDP support for
investments in restructuring or
modernisation (focus area 2A)

Output Indicator

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

2.66

29.18

2.66

29.18

2014-2017

1.38

15.14

1.37

15.03

2014-2016

0.57

6.25

0.57

6.25

2014-2015

0.37

4.06

0.37

4.06

Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Target 2023

9.11

Planned 2023

2A

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

90,393,000.00

49.52

52,066,780.09

28.52

182,550,000.00

M01

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

14,380,000.00

57.52

8,862,202.45

35.45

25,000,000.00

M01.1 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

8,862,202.45

35.45

25,000,000.00

M01.1

O12 - Number of participants
in trainings

2014-2018

4,265.75

64.15

6,650.00

M02

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

117,356.79

23.47

500,000.00

M02.1

O13 - Number of beneficiaries
advised

2014-2018

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

M04

O2 - Total investment

173,000.00

34.60

375.00
42,777,634.75

27.55

155,300,000.00

2014-2018

100,363,834.88

25.85

388,250,000.00

M04.1 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

42,777,634.75

27.55

155,300,000.00

O4 - Number of
M04.1 holdings/beneficiaries
supported

2014-2018

3,720.00

29.18

12,750.00

M16

2014-2018

309,586.10

17.69

1,750,000.00

O1 - Total public expenditure

75,296,000.00

48.48

544,000.00

31.09

Focus Area 2B
FA/M

2B

FA/M

Target indicator name

T5: percentage of agricultural
holdings with RDP supported
business development
plan/investments for young
farmers (focus area 2B)
Output Indicator

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

1.16

40.57

1.16

40.57

2014-2017

0.41

14.34

0.41

14.34

2014-2016

0.04

1.40

0.04

1.40

Target 2023

2.86

2014-2015
Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Planned 2023

2B

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

84,298,000.00

71.90

47,804,511.33

40.77

117,250,000.00

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

83,097,000.00

72.89

47,008,027.00

41.24

114,000,000.00

M04

O2 - Total investment

2014-2018

77,884,417.19

40.99

190,000,000.00

O4 - Number of
M04.1 holdings/beneficiaries
supported

2014-2018

1,621.00

40.53

4,000.00

M16

2014-2018

796,484.33

24.51

3,250,000.00

O1 - Total public expenditure

1,201,000.00

36.95
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Focus Area 3A
FA/M

3A

Target indicator name

Period

T6: percentage of agricultural
holdings receiving support for
participating in quality
schemes, local markets and
short supply circuits, and
producer groups/organisations
(focus area 3A)

2014-2018

Percentage of agricultural
holdings supported under the
animal welfare measure
(Farms)

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Target 2023

2014-2017
0.00

2014-2016
2014-2015
2014-2018

14.42

60.08

2014-2017

14.79

61.63

2014-2016

24.00

2014-2015
FA/M

Output Indicator

Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

3A

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

68,670,000.00

67.79

M02

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

100,000.00

33.33

M02.1

O13 - Number of beneficiaries
advised

2014-2018

M14

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

M14

O4 - Number of
holdings/beneficiaries
supported

2014-2018

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

Realised

Uptake (%)

33,539,632.71

33.11

Planned 2023
101,300,000.00
300,000.00
7,000.00

68,500,000.00

68.50

70,000.00

7.00

33,500,574.96

33.50

100,000,000.00

20,172.00

59.33

34,000.00

39,057.75

3.91

1,000,000.00

Focus Area 3B
FA/M

3B

Target indicator name

Number of Participants in
Knowledge Transfer Groups
(focus area 3B) (Persons)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

17,063.00

64.15

2014-2017

13,958.00

52.47

2014-2016

Target 2023

26,600.00

2014-2015
FA/M

Output Indicator

Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Planned 2023

3B

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

27,085,400.00

47.52

16,067,374.31

28.19

57,000,000.00

M01

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

14,380,000.00

57.52

8,862,202.45

35.45

25,000,000.00

M01.1 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

8,862,202.45

35.45

25,000,000.00

M01.1

O12 - Number of participants
in trainings

2014-2018

4,265.75

64.15

6,650.00

M02

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

1,012,194.70

16.87

6,000,000.00

M02.1

O13 - Number of beneficiaries
advised

2014-2018

3,205.00

32.05

10,000.00

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

6,192,977.16

24.77

25,000,000.00

M04

O2 - Total investment

2014-2018

14,854,654.26

23.77

62,500,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

1,000,000.00

1,505,400.00

25.09

11,200,000.00

44.80

0.00

0.00
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Priority P4
FA/M

Target indicator name

T12: percentage of agricultural
land under management
contracts to improve soil
management and/or prevent
soil erosion (focus area 4C)

P4

T10: percentage of agricultural
land under management
contracts to improve water
management (focus area 4B)

T9: percentage of agricultural
land under management
contracts supporting
biodiversity and/or landscapes
(focus area 4A)
FA/M

Output Indicator

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

18.30

101.24

2014-2017

16.39

90.68

2014-2016

12.86

71.15

2014-2015

5.96

32.97

2014-2018

20.42

97.65

2014-2017

18.40

87.99

2014-2016

12.86

61.50

2014-2015

5.96

28.50

2014-2018

18.21

87.68

2014-2017

16.97

81.71

2014-2016

12.86

61.92

2014-2015

5.96

28.70

Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Target 2023

18.08

20.91

20.77

Planned 2023

P4

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

2,991,004,000.00

104.30

1,959,858,661.62

68.34

2,867,755,630.00

M01

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

26,161,000.00

71.28

20,191,986.77

55.02

36,700,000.00

M01.1 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

20,191,986.77

55.02

36,700,000.00

M01.1

O12 - Number of participants
in trainings

2014-2018

53,884.50

95.12

56,650.00

M02

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

M02.1

O13 - Number of beneficiaries
advised

2014-2018

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

M04

O2 - Total investment

2014-2018

M04.4

O3 - Number of
actions/operations supported

2014-2018

M07

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

3,305,000.00

55.08

2,313,530.91

38.56

6,000,000.00

M10

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

1,245,990,000.00

107.73

799,650,237.41

69.14

1,156,605,630.00

899,169.16

77.14

1,165,579.00

23,332,099.82

41.66

56,000,000.00

M10.1 O5 - Total area (ha)

2014-2018

M11

2014-2018

O1 - Total public expenditure

59,000.00

5.90

1,000,000.00
750.00

74,574,000.00

74.06

23,785,021.08

23.62

100,700,000.00

33,840,363.81

16.37

206,750,000.00
9,700.00

43,315,000.00

77.35

M11.1 O5 - Total area (ha)

2014-2018

1,759.00

10.99

16,000.00

M11.2 O5 - Total area (ha)

2014-2018

49,049.00

104.63

46,880.00

M12

2014-2018

44,556,890.90

60.83

73,250,000.00

514.70

0.36

141,560.00

1,042,528,770.84

74.73

1,395,000,000.00

O1 - Total public expenditure

M12.1 O5 - Total area (ha)

2014-2018

M13

2014-2018

O1 - Total public expenditure

44,570,000.00

60.85

1,542,530,000.00

110.58

M13.2 O5 - Total area (ha)

2014-2018

2,127,204.24

101.01

2,106,000.00

M13.3 O5 - Total area (ha)

2014-2018

10,995.15

109.95

10,000.00

M16

2014-2018

3,500,123.89

8.24

42,500,000.00

O1 - Total public expenditure

10,500,000.00

24.71
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Focus Area 5A
FA/M

Target indicator name

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Target 2023

2014-2018
5A

Number of Locally Led
Environmental and Climate
Projects Operational Groups
(Groups)

2014-2017

1.00

2014-2016
2014-2015

FA/M

Output Indicator

Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Planned 2023

5A

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

Focus Area 5B
FA/M

5B

Target indicator name

T15: Total investment for
energy efficiency (€) (focus
area 5B)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

6,203,582.73

12.41

6,203,582.73

12.41

2014-2017

1,138,745.32

2.28

1,138,745.32

2.28

2014-2016

30,260.60

0.06

30,260.60

0.06

Target 2023

50,000,000.00

2014-2015
FA/M

Output Indicator

Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Planned 2023

5B

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

4,602,000.00

20.45

2,620,548.80

11.65

22,500,000.00

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

4,602,000.00

23.01

2,620,548.80

13.10

20,000,000.00

M04

O2 - Total investment

2014-2018

6,203,582.73

12.41

50,000,000.00

O3 - Number of
actions/operations supported

2014-2018

212.00

53.00

400.00

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

M04.1
M04.2
M04.3
M16

0.00

0.00
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Focus Area 5C
FA/M

Target indicator name

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Target 2023

2014-2018
T16: Total investment in
renewable energy production
(€) (focus area 5C)

2014-2017

0.00

2014-2016
2014-2015

5C

2014-2018
Number of Locally Led
Environmental and Climate
Projects Operational Groups
(Group)

2014-2017

1.00

2014-2016
2014-2015

FA/M

Output Indicator

Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Planned 2023

5C

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

100,000.00

4.00

27,739.99

1.11

2,500,000.00

M16

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

100,000.00

4.00

27,739.99

1.11

2,500,000.00
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Focus Area 5D
FA/M

Target indicator name

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

12.45

115.40

2014-2017

11.17

103.54

2014-2016

7.87

72.95

2014-2015

4.73

43.84

T17: percentage of LU
concerned by investments in
live-stock management in view
of reducing GHG and/or
ammonia emissions (focus area
5D)

2014-2018

1.22

613.97

2014-2017

0.45

226.46

2014-2016

0.08

40.26

Output Indicator

Period

T18: percentage of agricultural
land under management
contracts targeting reduction of
GHG and/or ammonia
emissions (focus area 5D)
5D

FA/M

Period

Target 2023

10.79

0.20

2014-2015
Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Planned 2023

5D

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

326,409,050.00

92.81

202,225,980.69

57.50

351,700,000.00

M01

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

24,795,000.00

63.41

19,281,821.43

49.31

39,100,000.00

M01.1 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

19,281,821.43

49.31

39,100,000.00

M01.1

O12 - Number of participants
in trainings

2014-2018

30,182.00

72.47

41,650.00

M02

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

M02.1

O13 - Number of beneficiaries
advised

2014-2018

M04

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

M04

O2 - Total investment

M04.1
M04.3
M04.4
M04.1
M04.3
M04.4
M10

28,000.00

5.60

500,000.00
375.00
6,778,290.11

67.78

10,000,000.00

2014-2018

16,409,281.16

65.64

25,000,000.00

O3 - Number of
actions/operations supported

2014-2018

591.00

236.40

250.00

O8 - Number of Livestock
Units supported (LU)

2014-2018

70,346.00

611.70

11,500.00

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

176,165,869.15

58.80

299,600,000.00

621,337.82

115.39

538,490.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

M10.1 O5 - Total area (ha)

2014-2018

M16

2014-2018

O1 - Total public expenditure

11,801,000.00

118.01

289,785,050.00

96.72

0.00

0.00
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Focus Area 5E
FA/M

5E

FA/M

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Target indicator name

Period

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

T19: percentage of agricultural
and forest land under
management contracts
contributing to carbon
sequestration and conservation
(focus area 5E)

2014-2018

0.08

25.15

2014-2017

0.08

25.15

2014-2016

0.05

15.72

Output Indicator

Period

Target 2023

0.32

2014-2015
Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Planned 2023

5E

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

72,000,000.00

93.14

39,356,837.07

50.91

77,300,000.00

M10

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

72,000,000.00

96.26

39,356,837.07

52.62

74,800,000.00

4,707.19

25.60

18,385.00

0.00

0.00

2,500,000.00

M10.1 O5 - Total area (ha)

2014-2018

M16

2014-2018

O1 - Total public expenditure

0.00

0.00

Focus Area 6B
FA/M

Target indicator name

T23: Jobs created in supported
projects (Leader) (focus area
6B)

Period

Based on approved
(when relevant)

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

2014-2018

181.93

5.87

2014-2017

1.50

0.05

2014-2016

Target 2023

3,100.00

2014-2015

6B

T22: percentage of rural
population benefiting from
improved
services/infrastructures (focus
area 6B)

T21: percentage of rural
population covered by local
development strategies (focus
area 6B)

2014-2018
2014-2017

0.00

2014-2016
2014-2015
2014-2018

82.02

124.77

2014-2017

82.02

124.77

2014-2016

62.12

94.50

65.74

2014-2015
FA/M

Output Indicator

Period

Committed

Uptake (%)

Realised

Uptake (%)

Planned 2023

6B

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

76,650,000.00

30.66

36,079,300.80

14.43

250,000,000.00

M19

O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

76,650,000.00

30.66

36,079,300.80

14.43

250,000,000.00

M19

O18 - Population covered by
LAG

2014-2018

3,082,317.00

124.77

2,470,308.00

M19

O19 - Number of LAGs
selected

2014-2018

29.00

103.57

28.00

M19.1 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

1,313,383.01

187.63

700,000.00

M19.2 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

12,505,952.52

6.43

194,350,000.00

M19.3 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

2,956.98

0.03

10,000,000.00

M19.4 O1 - Total public expenditure

2014-2018

22,257,008.29

49.52

44,950,000.00
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