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9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ 

 

Introduction and background 

This independent report is submitted to the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine by Indecon 
International Research Economists in association with the Countryside and Community Research Institute 
(CCRI), University of Gloucestershire.  The report concerns the Mid-term1 Evaluation of the Rural Development 
Programme, Ireland (2014-2020). Indecon-CCRI were appointed following a competitive tender process.  

The background and policy context for the 2019 evaluation of the RDP for Ireland is Council Regulations (EC) 
1305/2013 and 808/2014 which set the legal framework for evaluation of rural development support for the 
period 2014-2020. They state that a mid-ǘŜǊƳ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
programme. The EU legislation to design RDP 2014-2020 builds on previous RDP programmes and sets out the 
following three objectives:  

Ç Enhancing the competitiveness of agriculture; 

Ç Ensuring the sustainable management of natural resources and climate management; and 

Ç Achieving a balanced regional development of rural economies and communities.  

These general objectives are given more detailed expression in six RDP priorities which are aimed to ensure 
that Member States adopt a common approach for designing their RDPs. These priorities include:  

Ç Priority 1: Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry and rural areas; 

Ç Priority 2: Enhancing the viability/competitiveness of farms and all types of agriculture; 

Ç Priority 3: Promoting food chain organisation and risk management in agriculture; 

Ç Priority 4: Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems dependent on agriculture and forestry; 

Ç Priority 5: Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward a low-carbon and climate-
resilient economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors; and 

Ç Priority 6: Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas. 

Evaluation Context 

The Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 for Ireland is part of the Common Agricultural Policy: a common 
set of objectives, principles, and rules in order to co-ordinate the EU agricultural support in Member States. The 
seven-ȅŜŀǊ ǎǇŀƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ Ƙŀǎ ϵп ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ϵнΦмф ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛǎ provided from EU 
resources. The 2014-2020 RDP is consistent with the EU strategic guidelines for rural development under 
EU2020. It also reflected a number of national policy objectives in the area of rural development as well as the 
development of the farming and wider agri-food sectors. These include strategies such as Food Harvest 2020 
(FH2020) and Foodwise 2025 (FW2025). 

The economic situation in Ireland has improved significantly since the commencement of the Programme and 
there was a sustained increase in employment and increases in incomes. The agricultural sector however 
experienced more volatility.  The average family farm income in Ireland improved in 2017 following the low 
levels of farm income recorded in 2016 but fell again in 2018. This reflects the volatility of incomes in the sector 
which is an issue both for the RDP and for other EU and national policies. One of the features of Irish agriculture 
is its dependence on export markets. This suggests that Brexit has the potential to significantly negatively 
impact on Irish agriculture. 

 

                                                           
1 This also relates to an enhanced 2019 Annual Implementation Report 
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Methodological Approach to Evaluation 

In line with European Commission guidance, Indecon has used a range of advanced and rigorous methods to 
empirically evaluate the impact of the 2014-2020 RDP for Ireland. We have ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŀ ΨǘǊƛŀƴƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ 
methodologies, with the objective of cross-confirming qualitative and quantitative measures and, where 
possible, we have evaluated counterfactual impacts. It is also worth noting that this is an interim evaluation 
and many of impacts are not yet observable and the full results will only be evident over time.  

 

Our approach has involved the application of the following methodologies: 

 

1. Bio-Economy and Regional Input-Output Model; 

2. Econometric Counterfactual Models;  

3. Spatial Analysis;  

4. Consultation Programme; 

5. Case Studies; 

6. New Survey Evidence which received 1,371 responses; and 

7. Analysis of Indicator Data. 

 

Given the need to ensure the best use of scarce EU and national resources, it is appropriate to use a range of 
methodologies to examine the impact of the Programme. More detail on the methodological approach is 
provided in Section 3 of the main report.  

 

Description of Programme and review of Budget and Expenditure 

The overall objectives of the RDP (enhanced competiveness, sustainable management and balanced regional 
development) are further detailed into six broad priority areas. These priorities are distributed into key focus 
areas related to the competitiveness and viability of agriculture and agri-environment objectives. The Irish RDP 
delivers support through eleven measures which are further divided into 19 submeasures. The relationship 
between these measures and their focus areas is illustrated in the next graphic. 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.  
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RDP Linkages and Objectives 

 

Source: Ireland RDP 2014-2020 Documents and Reports 
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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). The levels of expenditure as at the end of 2018 are shown in the next table. 
The results indicate that while good progress has been made on spend there are a number of measures where 
spend is significantly below the expected levels. While expenditure is expected to increase significantly in 2019 
and 2020, it is important that where targets are unlikely to be met, that funds are reallocated. Indecon 
understands however that the Department expects that overall spend for the entire programme will be greater 
than the original allocation.  Any carry-over would need to be funded from the next programming period 2021-
2027. 

RDP 2014-2020 Current Spending (End-2018) versus Allocations 

Measure Submeasure 
Total Scheme 

Allocation 
όϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

Total Expected 
Spend 
όϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

Total Current 
Spend (End-

2018) 
όϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

% Vs. 
Expected 

Spend 

M1: Knowledge 
Transfer and 
Information Action 

Knowledge Transfer Groups 99.702 69.00 35.4 51.4% 

Training in support of GLAS 12.00 12.00 11.3 94.4% 

BDGP Training 14.10 10.70 10.4 97.4% 

M2: Advisory Services, 
farm management, 
and farm relief 
services 

CPD for Advisors 2.00 2.00 0.1 5.9% 

TASAH Advisory 6.00 3.53 1.0 28.7% 

Setting up POs 0.30 0.30   0.0% 

M4: Investment in 
Physical Assets 

TAMS II 381.70 387.99 106.11 27.3% 

TAMS I (transitional) 13.30 7.38  7.23 98.0% 

AEOS (transitional) 30.00 15.77  15.81 100.0% 

M7: Basic Services and 
village renewal in rural 
areas 

GLAS Traditional farm 
buildings 

6.00 6.00 2.3 38.6% 

M10: Agri-
environment-climate 
  

GLAS 920.453 1,082.66 528.7 48.8% 

Burren Programme 12.864 12.86 2.1 16.6% 

REPS/AEOS/OFS Trans. 316.80 315.5 315.5 100% 

BDGP 280.90 271.72 168.8 62.1% 

M11: Organic Farming Organic farming scheme 56.00 65.76 23.3 35.5% 

M12: Natura 2000 and 
WFD  

Old Natura AEOS/REPS 
(Transitional) 

73.25 46.74 44.6 95.3% 

M13: Payments to 
areas facing natural or 
other specific 
constraints 

ANC 1491.00 1492.80 1042.5 69.8% 

M14: Animal Welfare Sheep Welfare Scheme  100.005 78.78 33.5 42.5% 

M16: Co-operation 

General EIPs 4.00 4.00 0.1 1.8% 

Locally led HH and FWPM 35.00 35.00 3.5 10.1% 

Locally led environment and 
climate 

20.00 20.00   0.0% 

Collaborative Farming 3.00 2.21 1.0 46.9% 

M19: Support for 
LEADER local 
development (CLLD- 
Community-Led Local 
Development) 

LEADER 250.00 250.00 36.1 14.4% 

M20: Technical 
Assistance and 
Transitional Funding 

Tech. Assistance 8.14 6.45 3.3 32.5% 

ERS (Transition)  9.21 7.70 7.5 97.2% 

Total 4,145.71 4,206.85 2,399.0 57.0% 

Source: RDP 6th Amendment document, DAFM indicator data and RDP Expenditure Review June 2018  

                                                           
2 ϵоллΣллл ǊŜŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ for the introduction of the Beef Producer Organisations Scheme. 
3 ϵтлƳ ǊŜŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǳǊǊŜƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭƭȅ [ŜŘ 9Ltǎ. 
4 The Burren Team is funded under Measure 20 Technical Assistance. 
5 ϵмллƳ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŀǘƛƻƴal financing allocation for the Sheep Welfare Scheme. 
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Programme-Level Impact of RDP on the Rural Economy in Ireland 

A number of different economic models have been employed to analyse the wider programme-level impacts 
of the RDP expenditure. These include 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 
this evaluation. The estimated rural expenditure impact of the RDP as at the end of 2018 is presented in the 
table below. If we assume that the expected level of expenditure is all spent by the end of the programme, we 
estimate that there will be ϵоΣнмт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΦ LŦ ǿŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƛƴŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ 
ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ǊƛǎŜǎ ǘƻ ϵоΣснф ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ 

Estimated Rural Expenditure Impacǘǎ όϵƳƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

  
Direct Impacts 

Direct + Indirect 
Impacts 

Direct + Indirect +Induced 
Impacts 

Regional Impact ς Output* 
(2014-2018) 

ϵмΣ311 ϵмΣ863 ϵнΣмлм 

Regional Impact ς Output 
(Assuming all of the 
Expenditure is spent by the 
end of the programme) 

ϵнΣнсо ϵоΣнмт ϵоΣснф 

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model 

*  These are derived by getting the product of the RDP expenditure by first-round regional expenditure share. The 
estimates only include the actual expenditure up to the end of 2018. 
** Indirect Output Multiplier  of 1.42 used; Induced output multiplier of 1.6 used 

LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭƛŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ ƛƴǇǳǘ-output model of the 
Irish economy. These rigorously measure the economy wide impact of the expenditure of the programme and 
do not represent a cost benefit analysis. In contrast to measuring programme level impacts any cost benefit 
analysis of specific measures would consider non-expenditure impacts and would also take account of the 
shadow price of public funds, and the level of deadweight. In our counterfactual econometric modelling of 
specific measures we attempt to measure the impact compared to what would have occurred without the 
investment. It would also be usual in a cost benefit analysis in an Irish context to exclude induced effects.  

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 
the approach used to derive these estimates is included in Section 5 of the main report.  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 estimated at this stage of 
implementation.  

Estimated Rural Employment Impacts of RDP Expenditure 

  Employment Annually 
(National) 

Employment Annually (Rural Areas) 

Employment Impacts  4,881 4,178 

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model  

The figures shown in the next table highlight the increase in rural employment rate, the decline in rural poverty 
and the increase in rural GDP.  The comparison with national data however demonstrates the scale of challenge 
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faced by the RDP.   While the overall employment rate in rural areas increased, not all of this can be attributed 
to the RDP.   

 

CAP Impact Indicators to Rural economy  

 Rural Areas6 State 

Indicators 2014 2018 2014 2018 

Employment Rate 62.4% 67.8% 63.1% 68.6% 

Degree of Poverty 19.7% 17.1%* 13.1% 13.6%* 

Rural GDP per capita     25,200 28,400* 42,000 61,200* 

Population (15-64) 1,273,500 1,249,100 3,061,200 3,175,800 
*refers to 2017 data as this is the latest available 
Source: Indecon Analysis of Eurostat data 

 
Review of Agri-Environment-related Priority Areas 

Measures supported under Priority Areas 4 and 5 typically come under the overall CAP objective of ensuring 
sustainable management of natural resources and climate management. 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 contributing to Priority Areas 4 and 5 include the Organic Farming Scheme, 
the Burren Programme, the locally-led European Innovation Partnership Operational Groups and the GLAS 
Traditional Farm Building Scheme. There are also significant links to some of the measures that impact on 
competitiveness such as the agri-environment aspects of the EIPs and TAMS II. Elements of Measure 1 that 
relate to BDGP and GLAS training are also directly relevant. The largest support that falls under the sustainable 
management of land is Measure 13 (Areas of Natural Constraint). 

Measure, targeted Focus Areas and Priority Areas (Sustainable Management of natural 
resources and climate management) 

Measures Submeasures Focus Areas 
M7: Basic Services and village renewal in rural areas M7.6: GLAS Traditional farm buildings FA4A 

M10: Agri-environment-climate 
  

M10.1: GLAS and GLAS+ FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, 
FA5D, FA5E 

M10.1: BDGP FA5D 

M10.1: The Burren Programme FA4A 

M11: Organic Farming M11.1 and M11.2: The organic farming 
scheme 

FA4A, FA4B, FA4C 

M12: Natura 2000 and WFD (Transitional) M12.1: Natura 2000 and WFD FA4A, FA4B, FA4C 

M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other 
specific constraints 

M13.2: Areas of Natural Constraints 
(ANCs) 

FA4A 

M13.3: Specific support for offshore 
island farming 

FA4A 

M16: Locally led EIPS M16.1: HH / FWPM / Environmental & 
Climate Change Projects 

FA4A, FA4B, 
FA4C,FA5A FA5B, 
FA5C, FA5D, FA5E 

Source: Indecon Review of RDP Documents 

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. 

                                                           
6 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. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Rural_grid_cell
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RDP Target Indicators for Sustainable Management of natural resources and climate 
management 

Indicators 2014-2017 2018 2014-2018 
Planned 
Output 
2023 

T9- % of holdings under biodiversity/landscape 
contracts 

16.97% 1.24% 18.21% 20.77% 

T10- % of holdings under water management contracts 18.40% 2.00% 20.4% 20.91% 

T12- % of holdings under soil management contracts 16.39% 1.91% 18.3% 18.08% 

T17- Number of LUs under contracts to reduce 
GHG/ammonia emissions 

26,082 44,264 70,346 11,500 

T18- % of land under contracts targeting a reduction of 
GHG/ammonia emissions 

11.17% 1.28% 12.45% 10.79% 

T19- % of agricultural and forest land under 
management to foster carbon conservations 

0.08% - 0.08% 0.32% 

Source: Indecon Analysis of 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-D[!{ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ 
counterfactual econometric analysis indicates that GLAS is likely to have a small positive impact on farm 
incomes. Analysis indicates that the spatial distribution of GLAS beneficiaries is very much in line with the 
Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Special Protected Areas (SPAs); predominantly in the western, north-
western, and south-western regions of Ireland. 

Survey evidence7 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 survey results for 2017 indicate that most of 
the intended measures of success witnessed positive change. However, exceptions to this were Riparian 
Margins, Twite, Traditional Dry-stone wall, Conservation of Solitary bees, and Protection of water-courses from 
Bovines. 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 suggests 
that GLAS will lead to a long-term annual reduction of between 5-9% for nitrate, phosphorus, nitrous oxide and 
methane on GLAS supported farms. The overall national impact is smaller as 32% of farmland is in GLAS. Recent 
data from EPA for 2017 indicate that while ammonia emissions have increased reflecting the increase in 
agricultural production, the emissions per unit of output decreased over this period. 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. This is due to replacement rates in the herd and non-BDGP herds. It is 
therefore not possible in this interim report to make a definitive conclusion on the success or otherwise of the 
BDGP at this stage. However, preliminary evidence indicates that BDGP cows are calving at younger ages which 
is consistent with the objectives of the BDGP scheme. The mechanism in the BDGP payments are based on the 
level of stock recorded in the reference year ensures that there is no incentive for recipients to increase herd 

                                                           
7 This is based on the survey undertaken by ADAS who are conducting an evaluation of GLAS. 
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size. 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 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. Indecon believes that it is likely that farmers interpreted this to mean to all payments 
rather than just the impact of the ANC payment. Thus, this figure may be an overestimate of the impact of ANC 
on land abandonment. Based on survey evidence, it also likely that a very small minority of 7% 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 indicate 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. These features are likely to have a 
value for society and ensuring that they are protected should remain an important feature of the RDP.  While 
there is a large range in the estimates for the monetary value of public goods, international evidence provides 
ǎƻƳŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵмнл ǇŜǊ ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊΦ Based 
on applying this value the indicative estimate of the landscape value generated by RDP from 2014-2020 is 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵнур Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΦ Our analysis indicates that ANC supports are an important source of income 
for farms that are significantly below the average farm income. The payments to ANC supported farms are 
based on costs incurred and income foregone and do not include a premium for such a landscape value. 

¢ƘŜ hC{ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ƻŦ ϵрс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ нлмп-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 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. 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.   

Review of Competitiveness-related Priority Areas 

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. The next table highlights that many of the Priority 1-3 measures will also 
impact on Priority Areas 4 and 5. Measures like Knowledge Transfer Groups and the European Innovation 
Partnerships (EIPs) are relatively small measures of the RDP in budgetary terms but have potential impacts on 
a number of different focus areas across both enhanced competitiveness and environmental sustainability.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Executive Summary 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 Indecon International Research Economists 

Indecon Mid-Term Evaluation of the Rural Development Programme Ireland 
(2014-2020) 

Page ix 

 

Measure, targeted Focus Areas and Priority Areas (Competitiveness) 

Measures Submeasures Focus Areas 

M1: Knowledge 
Transfer and 
Information 
Action 

M1.1: Knowledge Transfer Groups FA1A, FA1C, FA2A, FA3B, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, FA5D 

M1.1: Training in support of GLAS and BDGP FA1A, FA1C, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, FA5D 

M2: Advisory 
Services, farm 
management, and 
farm relief 
services 

M2.1: Support for setting up of Producer Organisation FA3A 

M2.1: Animal Health and Welfare- On farm Advice FA1A, FA3B 

M2.3: CPD for Agricultural services FA1A, FA2A, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, FA5D  

M2.3: Animal Health and Welfare: Training for 
Advisors 

FA1A, FA3B 

M4: Investment in 
Physical Assets 

M4.1: Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Schemes 
(TAMS II)  

FA2A, FA2B, FA3B, FA4A, FA5B, FA5D 

M14: Animal 
Welfare 

M14.1: Animal Welfare Scheme (Sheep) FA3A 

M16: Co-
operation 

M16.1: European Innovation Partnership (EIP)- 
General EIPs  

FA1A, FA1B, FA2A, FA2B, FA3A, FA3B 

M16.3: Support for Collaborative Farming FA1A, FA1B, FA2A, FA2B 

Source: Indecon Review of RDP Documents 

 

The key target indicators for projects relating to enhancing competitiveness are shown in the table below. The 
results of these are mixed. The number of participants who have been 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 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.   

RDP Target Indicators for enhancing Competitiveness objective 

Indicators 2014-2017 2018 2014-2018 
Planned 

Output 2023 

T3 - No. of participants trained under Measure 
1, including KT, BDGP & GLAS. 

67,689 24,909 92,598 111,600 

T4 - % of holdings with support for investments 
in restructuring/modernisation 

1.37% 1.29% 2.66% 9.11 

R2 - Change in agri. output on supported 
farms/AWU* 

6.57% 
Data not 
available 

Data not 
available 

 

T5 - % of holdings RDP supports for young 
farmers**  

0.41% 0.75% 1.16% 2.86% 

No. of EIP operational groups to be supported 
for project implementation. 

1 7 8 22 

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: Indecon Analysis of 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 payment 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 
payment 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 
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impacts on risk prevention, 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 ϵмнф Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎǇŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ¢!a{ L ŀƴŘ 
TAMS II at the end of 2018.8 TAMS II involves grant support for a number of different schemes including the 
5ŀƛǊȅ 9ǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ {ŎƘŜƳŜΣ ¸ƻǳƴƎ CŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ /ŀǇƛǘŀƭ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜnt Scheme, Animal Welfare Safety and Nutrient 
Storage scheme, Pig and Poultry Investment and Low Emission Slurry Spending. It is noted that the capital 
investment support under Measure 4 includes support for measures to help improve the environmental impact 
of the farm.  Indecon would expect that the impacts of this investment will only be seen over time. This is 
consistent with the results of our econometric counterfactual modelling of TAMS II which does not indicate any 
significant impact to date on farm output or productivity. 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 results are 
presented in the next table. A positive impact of a capital investment grant on farm output and productivity is 
found. This is measured by the treatment impact, namely ATET.9 The estimates of impact from our 
counterfactual econometric models suggests a positive impact on output on from 6 ς 7% and an increase in 
productivity of the order of 5 ς 6%. For example, in interpreting the results it is useful to consider the results of 
one of our key econometric models, namely the propensity score matching model. This is an econometric model 
which attempts to measure the impact of the RDP TAMS II10 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 Observations 

Regression Adjustment Model (RA) 
Log Output 

0.0728*** 
(0.0111) 

15,170 

Log Productivity 
0.0546*** 
(0.0130) 

15,168 

Propensity Score Matching 

Log Output 
0.0686** 
(0.0304) 

15,250 

Log Productivity 
0.0665*** 
(0.0246) 

15,246 

Notes: SE in Parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
Indecon 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.  

Review of impact on Balanced Regional Development 

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). ¢ƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ ϵнрл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нлмп-2020, 
which represents around 6% of the overall RDP allocation.  At the end of 2018, the expenditure on this measure 

                                                           
8 This amouƴǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ϵмрΦум Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƴƻƴ-productive investments under AEOS from previous RDP.  

9 Average Treatment Effect on the Treated is the estimate of the net impact of the grant on the beneficiaries compared to the non-
beneficiaries.  

10 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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ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ ϵос ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ However, it should be noted that the expected project spend, as outlined in the 
milestones developed for LEADER, was 16% at the end of 2018 όŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵпл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴύ. It is likely that this will 
increase in 2019 and 2020 as a large number of projects have been approved since 2018.  

While the overall RDP has impacted on regional development and employment in rural areas it is also useful to 
examine LEADER where the structure has changed in the current programme. The LAG model has evolved under 
the current RDP so that most Local Action Groups are now Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs) 
established under the Local Government Reform Act 2014 although the Local Development Companies are 
responsible for the direct implementation of the programme. 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. 

The current LEADER operates in a very different environment to the previous RDP. This has likely had an impact 
of the number of viable projects available to fund through LEADER. Indecon believes that the 31 actions points 
to reduce administrative burden outlined as part of the LEADER forum in May 2017 are welcome but monitoring 
of these actions should be undertaken. 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. ¢ƘŜ [!DΩǎ ƘŀǾŜ 
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 given 
the nature of most LEADER projects, there is a significant time period between the approval of a LEADER project 
and when funding is drawn down.  

Overall conclusions 

This mid-term evaluation suggests that the RDP has performed well against its various key targets. Indecon note 
there are some competing objectives between different measures. For example, ANC is likely to reduce the 
likelihood of farm abandonment and this may be in conflict with other objectives relating to environmental 
management. Similarly, measures which maintain existing low income farms could work against structural 
reforms in terms of the transfer of land to younger farmers. TAMS investment may also increase output which 
may have negative environment impacts. Although, this is likely in part to be offset by the specific 
environmental aspects of TAMS II.  The 2014-2020 RDP has introduced a number of new measures that have 
helped address some of the structural issues in Irish agriculture. At this stage, around 57% of the overall 
allocation has been spent.  It must also be noted that this is a mid-term evaluation and some of the overall 
impacts of the RDP are not fully observable yet.  

Recommendations 

There are a number of wider policy issues which have developed since the start of the Programme including 
the recent Climate Action Plan. This is likely to have a significant impact on the next CAP Strategic Plan. A 
number of recommendations which aim to maximise the impact of the RDP and to highlight issues of relevance 
for the design of the next programme are outlined below.   
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Recommendations  

 Recommended Action(s) Suggested 
Responsibility  

Relevant 
Programme 

Protecting the 
rural environment 

1. Ensure priority is given to supporting environmental 
improvements in Irish agriculture. 

2. Expand measures to support Organic Farming. 
3. Ensure that there is no gap in support for any successor 

environmental schemes to GLAS. 

DAFM 
 

Next 

Improving the 
competitiveness of 
Irish farms 

4. Address the structural issues within Irish farming. 
5. Continue to support EIPs. 

DAFM Next 

Supporting rural 
communities 

6. Monitor the effectiveness of new action points to reduce 
administrative burden on LEADER  

DRCD Both 

Expenditure 7. Areas where there is likely to be underspend should be 
identified by the end 2019. 

8. Where underspend is likely funding should be 
reallocated. 

DAFM Current 

Design and 
administration  

9. Use the existing infrastructure in the design of the next 
scheme and avoid implementation of new small-scale 
schemes. 

10. Continue to improve the indicators to facilitate RDP 
evaluations. 

DAFM Next 
 
 
Both 

1. Ensure priority is given to supporting environmental improvements in Irish agriculture 

Since the RDP was introduced, Ireland has become the second country in the world to declare a climate and 
biodiversity emergency. Effective climate actions require that all sectors of the economy, including agriculture, 
make the adjustments needed. Projects supported by the RDP as well as other initiatives within individual 
farms, suggest the potential for significant improvements. Measures to deliver significant progress to enhance 
environmental improvements should be a core focus of the next RDP. Indecon believes that targeted support 
to farmers in areas of natural constraints is appropriate and should continue to be part of an increased emphasis 
on environmental improvements. However, additional supports to enhance environmental impacts are 
required. In terms of climate proofing the RDP, Indecon believes that in designing the next programme the 
competition between schemes for land-use and opportunities to enhance climate action either through 
mitigation or adaption or synergies between mitigation and adaption. There may also be merit having specific 
GHG reduction targets (including carbon pool protection and enhancement targets) to underpin climate 
objectives. Indecon would also note the importance of training at a very early stage of any future environmental 
schemes.  

2. Expand measures to support organic farming 

LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ LǊƛǎƘ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŦŀǊƳǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ 
has however been progress made through the RDP and more progress is likely through the re-opening of the 
OFS in 2018. Indecon recommends that consideration is given to an expanded programme of measures to 
support organic farming in the next programme. Indecon however accepts that the RDP has met key targets in 
this area and supporting organic farming is a wider policy issue.  

3. Ensure that there is no transitional gap in agri-environment schemes during programming periods 

It is important that environment schemes have continuity and that beneficiaries maintain progress over a long 
period. During the 2014-2018 period, some farmers who finished their environmental scheme were not able to 
join GLAS as the scheme was closed to new entrants and they may not have been able to switch earlier due to 
commitments on land leases. In order to overcome this, in the next Programme famers should be given the 
option to transition into new schemes wƘŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŜƴŘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ 
assessment that there is potential for enhanced environmental improvements and supported by RDP. In 
designing the next programme, the level of cut-off payments should be reviewed to incentivise additional 
progress. 
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4. Address the structural issues within Irish farming 

The high average age of farmers in Ireland continues to represent a major structural risk to Irish farming. The 
ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ w5t ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜƴŜǿŀƭ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ¢!a{ LL ό¸ƻǳƴƎ CŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ /ŀǇƛǘŀƭ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ DǊŀƴǘύ ŀƴŘ 
through measures to support collaborative farming. Indecon recommends that the next programme increase 
the level of expenditure allocated to generational renewal. While Indecon notes that there are other policies 
outside of RDP to promote generational renewal, ways of supporting structural change in Irish farming should 
ōŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LǊƛǎƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƎǊƛ-taxation 
measures to support long-term leasing is an indication of what can be achieved with appropriate initiatives. As 
well as enhancing competitiveness a younger and more diverse farm successor including greater gender 
diversity will help bring new ideas and assist in environmental benefits. This was pointed out to Indecon as part 
of the consultation programme. 

 

5. Continue to support EIPs 

European Innovation Partnerships are a welcome new feature of the 2014-2020 RDP. These have taken a 
number of years to become fully functional and the results will only become observable in 2019 and beyond. 
Indecon, however, believes that this approach should be maintained in the next programme.   EIPs represents 
an innovative way of overcoming the various challenges facing the agriculture sector in particular in relation to 
climate and biodiversity issues.  These groups also facilitate getting collaboration between various stakeholders 
and assist in developing best practice approaches to different agricultural challenges. At this stage, it is not 
possible to formally evaluate the effectiveness of the EIPs but such an evaluation should consider the 
administration costs associated with the operation of the EIPs.   

 

6. Monitor the effectiveness of new action points to reduce burden on LEADER 

Indecon notes that there were 31 different actions to reduce the administrative burden of LEADER introduced 
in 2017. Indecon recommends that monitoring of the impact of these actions is undertaken. The focus should 
be on facilitating the generation of additional quality projects 

 

7. Areas where there is likely to be underspend should be identified by end of 2019 

A forensic examination of any areas where spend is below the expected levels should be completed. Realistic 
evidence-based forecasts for overall Programme spend by measure should be completed by end of 2019. 
Indecon note that there is unlikely to be underspend in the overall RDP but certain measures within the RDP 
may not spend their initial allocation.  

 

8. Where underspend is likely funding should be reallocated 

In line with the approach taken by the managing authority to date, where underspend is likely, funding should 
ōŜ ǊŜŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ w5t ƛǎ ŀ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ǿƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ 
are needed to assist those in rural areas not benefitting from the recovery, it is also essential that all of the RDP 
funds are fully utilised. There may also be merit in considering adjustments to eligible expenditure where there 
are concerns over whether the full allocation on measures will be spent. 

Any inclusion of additional items should take account of the need to prioritise initiatives to enhance 
environmental objectives including climate change and biodiversity. In this context it was suggested to Indecon 
during the consultation programme that there is merit in including solar panels as eligible spend within TAMS. 
This has since occurred in the latest TAMS call (March 2019).   

9. Use the existing infrastructure in the design of the next programme and avoid implementation of 
small-scale schemes  
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Significant investment has been made in updating IT systems during the 2014-2020 period. These updates have 
been very valuable but have impacted on the rollout of certain schemes. This was particularly relevant to TAMS 
II which was delayed due to the installation of a new system which allowed for online applications. Since this 
system has been operational, the application process for TAMS II has been improved significantly. Indecon 
recommends that the introduction of any new scheme should be cognisant of existing infrastructure that has 
been developed during the 2014-2020 RDP.  In the next programming, the Managing Authority should avoid, 
where possible, introducing small schemes unless they can be managed effectively with existing administrative 
infrastructure. However, Indecon accepts that there may be a rationale for the introduction of new schemes to 
address structural weaknesses of Irish agriculture and to achieve environmental objectives.   

10. Continue to improve the indicators to facilitate RDP evaluations 
During the current programme, there have been resources invested in improving the evidence base in terms of 
measuring the impact of RDP support. Such evidence gathering should be continued in the next programme. 
This should be focused on measuring the environmental impact and other key objectives of the Programme. 
This will assist policymakers to ensure that scarce national and EU resources are effectively utilised. One 
approach that may be adopted to help improve this is to collect key information on environment and other 
aspects at the application stage.  
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1 LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ .ŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ 

1.1 Introduction 

This independent report is submitted to the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine by 
Indecon International Economic Consultants in association with the Countryside and Community 
Research Institute, University of Gloucestershire.  The report concerns the Mid-Term Evaluation11 of 
ǘƘŜ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ όΨw5tΩύΣ LǊŜƭŀƴŘ όнлмп-2020). This report is also the basis for the 
нлмф !ƴƴǳŀƭ LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǇƻǊǘ όΨ!LwΩύΦ  

1.2 Background and Terms of Reference 

The background and policy context for the 2019 evaluation of the RDP for Ireland is Council 
Regulations (EC) Nos 1305/2013 and 808/2014 which set the legal framework for evaluation of rural 
development support for the period 2014-2020. They state that a mid-term evaluation is required to 
be carried out ƻƴ ŜŀŎƘ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƴŘ must be submitted to the Contracting 
Authority.  Once all mid-term reviews are completed, a synthesis of individual Member State RDP 
mid-term evaluation reports will be undertaken by the Commission. 

In line with the requirements of the /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 
(CMEF), and the detailed guidelines provided by the European Evaluation Network for Rural 
Development12 (hereafter referred to as the ΨEU GuidelinesΩ), the overall objective of this evaluation 
is to achieve a holistic, strategic and robust evaluation of the RDP programme in Ireland. The subject 
of the evaluation is the rural policy objectives set up at the EU and national levels, which are at the 
core of the programme intervention logic. The objectives of rural development policy set up by 
Community strategic guidelines for rural development in the programming period 2014-2020 are as 
follows:  

Ç Priority 1: Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry and rural 
areas; 

Ç Priority 2: Enhancing the viability/competitiveness of farms and all types of agriculture; 

Ç Priority 3: Promoting food chain organisation and risk management in agriculture; 

Ç Priority 4: Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems dependent on agriculture and 
forestry; 

Ç Priority 5: Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward a low-carbon and 
climate-resilient economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors; and 

Ç Priority 6: Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural 
areas. 

 
Each member state must design a Rural Development programme that addresses at least four of 
these priorities.  

                                                           
11 This also relates to an enhanced 2019 Annual Implementation Report. 

12 άAssessing RDP Achievement and Impact in 2019έ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ 
Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development, August 2018. 
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In accordance with EU and national requirements, this mid-term evaluation: 

Ç Examines the degree of utilisation of resources, the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
programming, its broader socio-economic impact and its impact on Community priorities; 

Ç Addresses the Common Evaluation Questions (CEQs), as set out in the EU guidelines; 

Ç Judges the degree to which the RDP has contributed to achieving the objectives set out in the 
national and Community strategy, particularly in terms of direct beneficiaries; 

Ç Identifies the factors that contribute to the success or failure of programme implementation, 
including as regards sustainability and addressing the most important needs in the 
programme area; 

Ç Assesses the efficiency of the RDP in terms of the relationship between the resources 
allocated in the programme and the outputs/impacts achieved as a result; 

Ç Proposes measures to improve the quality of the programme and its implementation for the 
reminder of the programming period; 

Ç Reviews programme goals and identifies best practice for future policy design; 

Ç Presents conclusions and recommendations based upon the findings; and 

Ç Advises on best practice regarding future evaluation of rural intervention programmes. 

A rigorous methodology was applied by Indecon in completing this evaluation, details of which are 
set out in Section 3 of this report. This included both qualitative and quantitative analyses, and 
incorporated, where feasible, best practice methodologies as discussed in the EU Good Practice 
Workshop in Warsaw, Poland, in October 2018.13 
 

1.3 Report Structure 

The structure of this evaluation report has been informed by the EU guidance, and the remainder of 
this document is structured as follows: 

Ç Section 2 examines the strategic and policy strategic context for the RDP 2014-2020.  It also 
examines the developments in the external environment to the programme including 
structural changes in the Irish farming sector; 

Ç Section 3 describes the work programme and methodological/analytical tools applied in 
completing this evaluation; 

Ç Section 4 outlines the structure and composition of the RDP, and assesses the overall 
performance and expenditure outturns across the programme; 

Ç Section 5 addresses the evaluation questions at overall programme level including the 
broader socio-economic impacts of the programme; 

Ç Section 6 evaluated the Areas of Natural Constraint and the agri-environmental supports 
including BDGP and GLAS (Priority Areas 4 and 5); 

Ç Section 7 evaluates the measures relating to Priority Areas 1, 2 and 3; 

Ç Section 8 examines the rural development measures and the LEADER programme; and 

                                                           
13https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/good-practice-workshops/approaches-assess-socio-economic-and-sector-related-rdp-impacts_en 
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Ç Section 9 integrates the findings from the detailed evaluations undertaken in the preceding 
sections to develop overall conclusions and formulate recommendations.  
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2 ¢ƘŜ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻƴǘŜȄǘ 

2.1 Overview of Strategic and Policy Context for Programme 

The Rural Development Programme (RDP) 2014-2020 was formally adopted by the European Union 
(EU) in May 2015. RDP is part of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP); a common set of objectives, 
principles, and rules in order to co-ordinate the EU agricultural support in Member States.14  

The Irish RDP is co-funded by the EU through the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 
(EAFRD) and national exchequer funding. Together these funds amount to over ϵп.2 billion for the 
seven-year life-ǎǇŀƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ 9¦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ϵнΦмф billion, Department of 
Agriculture, Food and the Marine ό5!Caύ ƛǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ϵнΦ033 billion, while the remaining 
ϵ157 million is allocated to the Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD) for the 
delivery of measures via LEADER.  

The EU legislation to design RDP 2014-2020 builds on previous RDP programmes and sets out the 
following three objectives: 

Ç Enhancing the competitiveness of agriculture; 

Ç Ensuring the sustainable management of natural resources and climate management; and 

Ç Achieving a balanced regional development of rural economies and communities.  

These general objectives are given more detailed expression in six RDP priorities which are aimed to 
ensure that Member States adopt a common approach for designing their RDPs. These priorities 
include:  

Ç Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry and rural areas; 

Ç Enhancing the viability/competitiveness of farms and all types of agriculture; 

Ç Promoting food chain organisation and risk management in agriculture; 

Ç Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems dependent on agriculture and forestry; 

Ç Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward a low-carbon and climate-
resilient economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors; and 

Ç Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas. 

This new priority-ōŀǎŜŘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ ƳƻǾŜ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ άŀȄŜǎέ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ 
RDP (2007-2013). So far, the RDP has been amended on six occasions, the most recent being in 
February 2019.15  

  

                                                           
14 The CAP is structured around two complementary pillars: Pillar 1: deals with direct payments to farmers and market 

management measures; and Pillar 2: covers multiple rural development, environmental and climate change measures. 
Source: Rural Development Programme 2014-нлнл !ƴƴǳŀƭ LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǇƻǊǘ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅΦ  

15 The revised versions of RDP are available on the website of the Department of Agriculture, Food and Marine (DAFM). 
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The process of identifying the needs to be addressed by RDP funding involved a lengthy and complex 
multi-layered policy development framework incorporating programmes such as Europe 2020, 
LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜŦƻǊƳ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ǘhe EU Cohesion Legislative Package, the Common Strategic 
Framework, and Rural Development Legislation. Moreover, the programme was guided by the 
experience and performance of the 2007-2013 RDP and reflected the outcomes of an extensive 
consultation exercise between public and stakeholders conducted over multiple stages that involved:  

Ç An open call for submissions on RDP Priorities as set out in the draft Rural Development 
regulation, launched in December 2012; 

Ç A stakeholder forum in July 2013 to develop a comprehensive SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities and Threats) analysis and needs assessment to underpin the programme; 

Ç Another open call for submissions and a stakeholder event following from the announcement 
of proposed RDP measures in January 2014; 

Ç An ex-ante evaluation incorporating a Strategic Environmental Analysis of the proposed 
measures conducted by independent, external evaluators that included further stakeholder 
consultation; 

Ç An ex-post evaluation of the 2007-2013 RDP that was undertaken by Indecon; and 

Ç CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ w5t ƛƴ Wǳƭȅ нлмпΣ ŀ period of intensive discussion and 
development followed between DAFM and the EU Commission. The content of the RDP was 
agreed in April 2015, with formal adoption following in May. 

The six priority areas for the RDP identify key areas for intervention, termed as focus areas. A specific 
priority can impact more than one focus area, and the process of selecting and designing rural 
development measures have been firmly based on the preparatory work that involved stakeholder 
engagement, ex-ante evaluation, etc., as mentioned earlier. In addressing these themes and focus 
areas, the Rural Development Regulation has set a number of requirements that must be considered 
while designing the new RDP. These include: 

Ç At least 5% of the EU allocation must be allocated to LEADER (programmed under Priority 6);  

Ç At least 30% of EU funding must be allocated to environmental and climate measures; and 

Ç 6% of EU funding will be held back for allocation in 2019 following a performance review to 
be carried out by the Commission. 

The designing of the RDP was aimed to ensure that the measures were consistent with the national 
and EU policy for the agricultural sector. As a result, the development of needs underlying the RDP 
were framed with reference to a number of key sectorial strategies and programmes such as:  

Ç Europe 2020; 

Ç LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜŦƻǊƳ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΤ 

Ç The EU Cohesion Legislative Package; 

Ç The Common Strategic Framework; and 

Ç Rural Development Legislation. 
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More specifically, in order to address the national policy, the set of opportunities and challenges in 
rural Ireland were identified by the Commission for the Economic Development of Rural Areas 
(CEDRA), while the coherence with the EU policy was aimed to be achieved by establishing the need 
for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth as framed in the EU 2020 strategy.  

The message of smart, sustainable, and inclusive growth is also embedded in the Food Harvest 2020 
(FH2020) and its successor FoodWise 2025 (FW2025).16 These programmes identify over 400 
recommendations to achieve sustainable growth over a range of cross-cutting themes. Thus, many 
ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
RDP are consistent with national as well as EU agricultural policy, including the following common 
topics from FH2020 and FW2025:  

Ç Greater competitiveness in the sector; 

Ç Increased levels of innovation;  

Ç Coherence with environmental goals and challenges; 

Ç Regional development and security; and 

Ç Growth in employment. 

 

2.2 Review of Developments in External Environment to Programme 

The external economic environment has important implications on the progression of development 
programmes such as the RDP. Overall, in addition to defining the continued relevance of RDPs, the 
economic performance of the country gives broader understanding of programme outcomes and its 
contribution through agricultural sector performance.  

 

General Macro-Economic Developments 

Ireland has experienced continuous economic progress since 2013 with very high Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) growth rates. In 2017, GDP grew at a rate of 8.3%. This growth can be attributed to 
growing employment, gross domestic fixed capital formation, and an increase in private consumer 
and net public expenditure (see Table 2.1). The European Commission, however, has expressed 
ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ƘŜŀǾƛƭȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴǳƭǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 
subject to high uncertainty. In order to obtain further insights on the Irish economy, a new measure 
of economic growth (Modified GNI*) has been constructed to exclude the globalisation effects which 
disproportionately impact the measurement of economic activity in Ireland. The new measure GNI* 
was constructed on the recommendations of Economic Statistics Review Group (ESRG) that was 
established by the Central Statistics Office (CSO) in September 2016. The statistics in Table 2.1 show 
that the rate of growth, represented by GNI*, was recorded at just over 3% in 2017.  

 

                                                           
16 FH2020 is a national, industry led vision for the Irish agri-food sector up to 2020, while FW2025 is its successor that 

identifies over 400 recommendations to achieve sustainable growth across multiple themes.  
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Table 2.1: Irish Economic Indicators, 2012 to 2018 

Annual % Volume Changes 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

GDP (at current market prices) 2.4% 2.7% 8.5% 34.4% 4.1% 7.6% 8.3% 

Modified GNI* (at current market 
prices) 

-0.14% 8.27% 8.56% 8.58% 8.95% 3.05% NA 

Personal Consumption of Goods 
and Services 

0.70% 1.16% 3.21% 4.73% 4.20% NA NA 

Net Public Expenditure on current 
goods and services 

-2.37% -1.06% 3.03% 2.70% 5.20% NA NA 

Modified Gross Domestic Fixed 
Capital Formation 

14.25% 17.95% 10.62% 12.39% 11.66% 6.92% 7.12% 

Exports  0.34% -4.63% 3.85% 21.37% 6.12% 2.87% 14.57% 

Imports  5.93% -0.70% 11.42% 12.80% 5.73% 6.98% 9.60% 

Inflation (CPI) 1.70% 0.50% 0.20% -0.30% 0.00% 0.40% 0.50% 

Employment -0.42% 3.05% 2.63% 3.45% 3.64% 2.90% 2.89% 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data 

Note 1: Export and Imports include both merchandise and services  
Note 2: Modified Gross National Income Statistics (GNI*) a new measure on the recommendation of the ESRG. 

Since the economic recovery started in 2013, there has been a remarkable decline in the 
unemployment rate combined with positive growth rates for the number of employed individuals 
(See Figure 2.1). Further declines in unemployment have been evident in 2019. 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1: Irish Unemployment Rate and Live Register Figures, 2011-2018 

 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data (Table MUM01 and LRM17) 
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Developments in Agricultural Sector 

Against a background of the overall growth in employment in the Irish economy the growth in 
employment in agriculture has been volatile and there was a small decline of approximately 2.8% in 
2018 (see Figure 2.2).  Agriculture however remains an important source of both direct and indirect 
employment, particularly ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ  LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ w5t 
had a significant impact on employment in rural areas.  

 

Figure 2.2: Growth in Employment Rate by Broad Economic Sectors and Region, 2013-2018 

 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data (Table QLF07) and Eurostat (Rural Employment rate) 

 

A detailed analysis of agricultural outcomes shows significant variance between sectors and also 
variance on an annual basis.  However, agricultural output in 2018 was significantly higher than at the 
start of the RDP. 
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Table 2.2: Agricultural Output, 2014-2018 όϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

Agricultural 
Product/Service 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Cattle 2,012.3 2,361.5 2,288.9 2,361.4 2,261.1 

Pig 471.3 456.3 465.2 515.6 457.8 

Sheep 231.6 245.1 255.4 262.6 308.2 

Horses 221.7 247.3 270.5 287.4 306.4 

Poultry 133.3 142.2 159.5 163.1 167.3 

All Livestock 3,070.1 3,452.3 3,439.6 3,590.1 3,500.8 

Milk 2,093.1 1,881.1 1,790.8 2,591.7 2,549.1 

Livestock Product 
(Excluding Milk) 

58.2 68.3 67.0 74.6 77.2 

All Livestock Products 2,151.3 1,949.4 1,857.8 2,666.4 2,626.3 

Barley 196.3 174.0 146.9 150.1 .. 

Wheat 69.4 63.3 63.1 65.9 .. 

Oats 14.8 25.5 20.8 21.3 .. 

Potatoes 89.2 116.6 135.3 126.5 .. 

Mushroom 133.2 137.0 121.7 118.2 .. 

Other Fresh Vegetables 93.9 100.0 106.3 103.4 .. 

Fresh Fruits 49.9 50.8 51.1 54.4 .. 

Other Crops 59.0 65.2 72.1 79.2 .. 

Forage Plants 1,041.8 1,004.0 1,049.4 1,081.0 1,101.4 

Crops 1,747.5 1,736.2 1,766.7 1,799.9 1,850.6 

Agricultural Output at 
Basic Prices 

7,293.9 7,403.0 7,432.7 8,443.7 8,368.8 

Gross Value Added at Basic 
Prices  

2,174.1 2,465.0 2,357.9 3,191.1 2,609.0 

Net Value Added at Basic 
Prices 

1,411.1 1,660.1 1,548.9 2,353.2 1,771.1 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO Data (Table AEA01)  
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Data on input prices in agricultural sector shows some divergence in input and output prices.  

 

Figure 2.3: Agricultural Input-Output Price Index, 2014-2018 

 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data (Table AHA04) 

 

Family Farm Income and Employment 

The average family farm income in Ireland improved in 2017 following the low levels of farm income 
recorded in 2016 but fell again in 2018. This reflects the volatility of incomes in the sector which is an 
issue both for the RDP and for other EU and national policies. One of the features of Irish agriculture 
is its dependence on export markets. This suggests that Brexit has the potential to significantly 
negatively impact on Irish agriculture.  The breakdown of farm income by activity (see Table 2.3) 
reveals that the increase in average incomes in 2017 was primarily driven from dairy farming and 
mixed livestock. In 2018, dairy suffered the highest decline in incomes albeit from a high base. 

 

Table 2.3: Average Family Farm Income, 2014-2018 

Year Dairying 
Cattle 

Rearing  
Cattle Other Sheep Tillage 

Mixed 
Livestock 

2014 ϵстΣрфу ϵмлΣосф ϵмоΣонм ϵмрΣлср ϵнуΣффр ϵрсΣмуо 

2015 ϵснΣмпм ϵмнΣссл ϵмсΣомф ϵмсΣмот ϵопΣоло ϵотΣнпо 

2016 ϵрнΣмрр ϵмнΣрмс ϵмсΣуро ϵмрΣтлу ϵолΣупл ϵопΣфсп 

2017 ϵу8,829 ϵ10,642 ϵ16,115 ϵ17,357 ϵ36,048 ϵс5,076 

2018 ϵсмΣнто ϵуΣому ϵмпΣплу ϵмоΣтсф ϵпнΣсту ϵрсΣсст 

Source: Teagasc National Farm Survey (2014-2018) 

 
 
The increase in dairy income in 2017 was driven by strong price recovery in the global market with 
milk prices increasing by 32% from 2016, improving throughout the season (See Table 2.4). Moreover, 
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in 2017. This further boosted dairy income, increasing by alƳƻǎǘ ср҈ ǘƻ ϵусΣлсф ƛƴ нлмтΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 
2018 witnessed a decrease in gross output and milk prices. This coupled with the increase in direct 
Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǎǎ ƳŀǊƎƛƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ϵнурсκƘŀ ǘƻ ϵнΣлснκƘŀ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΦ  

 

 
 

¢ƘŜ /{hΩǎ ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊƭȅ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ŦƻǊŜǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ όb!/9лм-03) shows that 
total employment declined in the last three quarters of 2018, from 113,000 down to 105,000, which 
equates to an 8% decline.  

Figure 2.4: Employment in the Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing Sector (2011-2018) 

 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data (Table QLF03) 

!ǎ ŀ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎ (see Table 2.5). In 
2018, agriculture accounted for 4.8% of employment. Agriculture, however, has wider knock-on 
employment impacts throughout the Irish economy. Development, employment and economic 
activity in rural areas is an issue which will require a particular focus in the next RDP as well as in other 
national and EU policy responses.  
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Table 2.4: Dairy Enterprise Indicators, 2014-2018 

 Indicators 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Production (litres/ha) 10,686 11,108 11,094 11,279 11,415 

Milk Price (cent/litre) 39.5 30.3 27.9 36.9 36 

DǊƻǎǎ hǳǘǇǳǘ όϵκƘŀύ 4,153 3,614 3,153 4,280 3,656 

5ƛǊŜŎǘ /ƻǎǘ όϵκƘŀύ 1,575 1,426 1,359 1,424 1,594 

DǊƻǎǎ aŀǊƎƛƴ όϵκƘŀύ 2,578 2,187 1,794 2,856 2,062 

Source: Teagasc National Farm Survey (2014-2018) 
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Table 2.5: Agri-Sector Employment, 2013-нлму όΨлллǎύ 

Year Agri. Employment Employment (All Sectors) Proportion 

2011 107.85 1888.475 5.7% 

2012 108.65 1880.45 5.8% 

2013 111.85 1937.775 5.8% 

2014 108.05 1988.775 5.4% 

2015 109.45 2057.35 5.3% 

2016 112.325 2132.25 5.3% 

2017 110.375 2194.15 5.0% 

2018 107.325 2257.55 4.8% 
Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data (Table QLF03) 

One of the features of Irish agriculture is the dependence on export markets. This suggests that Brexit 
has the potential to significantly negatively impact on Irish agriculture.  The disaggregated data on 
exports in Table 2.6, shows that the main export items comprised meat and meat preparation, dairy 
products and bird eggs, and miscellaneous edible products and preparations, having relative share of 
over 31%, 21%, and 15% respectively. Amongst these, the highest growth rate was recorded for dairy 
products in 2016/17. This reflects increased global prices and production volumes. Exports of meat 
and meat preparations increased by 2% over 2016/17.  

Table 2.6: Summary of Exports from the Agri-CƻƻŘ {ŜŎǘƻǊΣ нлмо ǘƻ нлму όϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴǎύ  

Sub-sector 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

% 
Change 
2017 to 
2018 

% Share of 
Agri-Food 
Exports in 

2018 

Live animals except fish etc.  432.1 405.1 430.5 340.0 447.8 431.7 -3.6 3.4 

Meat and meat preparations 3,005.4 3,331.3 3,499.8 3,596.0 3,845.5 3,929.1 2.2 31.1 

Dairy products and bird eggs  1,882.3 1,835.0 1,786.8 1,759.7 2,393.0 2,640.5 10.3 20.9 

Fish, crustaceans, molluscs and 
preparations thereof  

480.6 531.4 567.6 554.7 616.8 577.2 -6.4 4.6 

Cereals and cereal 
preparations  

295.6 350.2 402.9 381.4 418.5 434.6 3.9 3.4 

Vegetables and fruit  240.0 260.4 286.6 278.4 299.3 319.3 6.7 2.5 

Sugar, sugar preparations and 
honey  

115.7 107.0 162.4 212.2 156.9 146.2 -6.9 1.2 

Coffee, tea, cocoa, spices and 
manufactures thereof  

375.7 354.3 372.4 374.2 374.0 383.0 2.4 3.0 

Feeding stuffs for animals, 
excluding un-milled cereals  

249.6 239.5 295.8 283.1 320.3 345.1 7.8 2.7 

Miscellaneous edible products 
and preparations  

1,656.8 1,936.3 2,073.0 2,316.8 2,502.4 1,970.4 -21.3 15.6 

Beverages  1,090.4 1,075.6 1,240.1 1,297.9 1,357.8 1,436.8 5.8 11.4 

Animal and vegetable oils and 
fats, processed, and waxes  

2.0 2.4 1.8 1.9 0.8 1.6 113.0 0.0 

Total Agri-Food 9,837.1 10,437.2 11,133.1 11,410.0 12,741.3 12,624.0 -0.9 100.0 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data (Table TSA09)  
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In the context of Brexit, it is of significance that Irish agri-food exports were sold primarily to the UK, 
followed by other EU Member States. On average over the 2013 to 2018 period, the UK accounted 
for 42% of agri-good exports, while the rest of the EU and the rest of the world accounted for 31% 
and 27% respectively, as Figure 2.5 demonstrates. 

Figure 2.5: Irish Agri Food Exports by Region (2013-2018) 

 

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data (Table TSA09) 

 

2.3 Summary  

Ç The Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 for Ireland is part of the Common Agricultural 
Policy: a common set of objectives, principles, and rules in order to co-ordinate the EU 
agricultural support in Member States.  

Ç The seven-year span of the programme has around ϵп.2 ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ϵнΦмф 
billion is provided from EU resources. The 2014-2020 RDP is consistent with the EU strategic 
guidelines for rural development under EU2020. It also reflected a number of national policy 
objectives in the area of rural development as well as the development of the farming and 
wider agri-food sectors. These include strategies such as Food Harvest 2020 (FH2020) and 
Foodwise 2025 (FW2025). 

Ç The economic situation in Ireland has improved significantly since the commencement of the 
Programme and there was a sustained increase in employment and increases in income. The 
agricultural sector however experienced more volatility.  The average family farm income in 
Ireland improved in 2017 following the low levels of farm income recorded in 2016 but fell 
again in 2018. This reflects the volatility of incomes in the sector which is an issue both for 
the RDP and for other EU and national policies. One of the features of Irish agriculture is its 
dependence on export markets. This suggests that Brexit has the potential to significantly 
negatively impact on Irish agriculture. 

Ç One of the features of Irish agriculture is the dependence on export markets. This suggests 
that Brexit has the potential to significantly negatively impact on Irish agriculture. 
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3 aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 

3.1 Introduction 

This section describes the methodological approach applied by Indecon to the completion of the mid-
term evaluation.  In particular, it sets out the quantitative and qualitative tools applied in the analysis 
and assessment of programme performance and effectiveness.  The approach describes how the mid-
term evaluation addresses the common evaluation questions and progress against the targets set. As 
this represents a mid-term evaluation, it is likely that the impact of many of the measures will only 
be evident over time.  

3.2 Overview of Methodological Approach to Evaluation 

Reflecting the detailed terms of reference, in addition to best practice and the EC/ENRD guidance,17 
a four-phased methodological approach was applied in the completion of this evaluation. A schematic 
overview of the work programme and methodological tools applied is provided in the figure below.  
Specific components of the approach are elaborated upon overleaf. 

Figure 3.1: Schematic Description of Methodological Approach to Evaluation 

 

Source: Indecon 

                                                           
17 Guidelines ς Assessing RDP Achievements and Impacts in 2019Ω, European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development, Op. Cit., Part I-IV 

Phase 1: Structuring Phase 2: Observing Phase 3: Analysing
Phase 4: Judging; 

Evaluation Reporting

1.1: Project inception meeting 
with Evaluation Steering 
Committee (to include draft 
Inception Report)

2.1: Collection and interrogation 
of Datasets, incl. DAFM
Mandatory and Additional 
Indicator data, Environmental, 
Teagasc NFS microdata, and 
other relevant datasets on 
Beneficiaries and Non-
Beneficiaries

3.2: Detailed Descriptive 
Analysis of Mandatory Core and 
Complementary Result, and 
Additional Indicator Sets

4.1: Assessment of programme 
resource utilisation, and 
balance within the programme

1.3: Define key terms of 
evaluation and define 
Judgement Criteria to assess 
Intervention Logic

2.3: Finalise design of 
questionnaires and 
communications for 
Primary/Survey Research, and 
complete research fieldwork

3.3: Analysis of Qualitative 
findings from Interviews, Survey 
Research, Workshop and Case 
Studies

1.5: Scoping of Primary Survey 
Research

2.2: Conduct Facilitated 
National Stakeholder Workshop 
with Programme Experts and 
Beneficiaries 

3.4:  Application of Input-
Output modelling, incl. Brexit 
Scenarios

4.3: Detailed Assessment of 
Focus Areas and Measures, and 
Answering of CEQs

1.7: Finalise 
Methodologies/analytical 
approaches for assessing net 
values of impact indicators and 
answering CEQs

3.5:  Undertake Econometric 
Counterfactual Impact 
Evaluation Modelling

4.2: Detailed Assessment of 
Programme and Measure-level 
Intervention Logic and 
Performance, incl. factors 
contributing to success or 
failure

1.6: Finalise approach to 
Qualitative Data collection

2.4: Complete consultation 
programme, including 
bilateral/group-based 
interviews, and Case Studies

4.4: Formulate Detailed Overall 
Conclusions and 
Recommendations

Final Inception Report on 
Structure and Approach to 

Evaluation to be submitted to 
Steering Committee

Interim Report to and Progress 
Meeting with Evaluation 

Steering Committee

Progress Update to Evaluation 
Steering Committee

Presentations on Final 
Evaluation Report

1.4: Review of DAFMand Other 
Data Sources and Identify CAP 
and Additional Impact 
Indicators to address each CEQ

3.7: Integrate Quantitative and 
Qualitative Methods to 
Compute Net Impacts and 
Assess CAP Impact Indicators

4.5: Complete and Submit Final 
Evaluation Report

1.2: Review of Existing 
Research, incl. 2017 AIR, and 
Detailed Evaluation Guidance 
Documentation

3.1: Review of Developments in 
Programme External 
Environment

3.6:  Complete GIS Spatial 
Analysis, incl. of GLASscheme
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A feature of the 2014-2020 RDP was the inclusion in the programme of measures and associated 
schemes that operated in various forms during previous programmes as well as under the 2014-2020 
programme.  This relates in particular to measures and related schemes/supports which operated in 
the following areas: 

Ç On-farm investment supports (TAMS II); 

Ç Support to farms operating in areas of national constraint (ANC); and 

Ç Agri-environmental supports (GLAS). 

In evaluating the effectiveness of such measures, a challenge relates to the identification and 
interpretation of outcomes in terms of results and impacts that may originate from activities and 
outputs occurring during previous programming periods.  It is therefore useful to consider the 
cumulative impacts of such measures over successive programmes. In this evaluation, Indecon builds 
on and improves the analytical framework that was developed as part of the ex-post evaluation of 
the 2007-2013 programme.  

In line with European Commission guidance,18 Indecon has attempted to use a range of advanced and 
rigorous methods to empirically evaluate the impact of different RDP measures and submeasures. 

²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŀ ΨǘǊƛŀƴƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜctives of cross-confirming 
qualitative and quantitative measures and where possible have evaluated the counterfactual 
impacts. The fact that such a large percentage of farms in Ireland have received funding from the RDP 
or other schemes, however, makes counterfactual analysis particularly difficult.  

Given the diversity of the RDP programme and the data constraints which exist, our methodological 
approach has involved the following seven methodologies to evaluate the 2014-2020 RDP:19 

1. Consultation Programme; 

2. New Survey Evidence; 

3. Detailed Analysis of Indicator Data (2014-2018); 

4. Case Studies; 

5. Bio-Economy and Regional Input-Output Models; 

6. Econometric Counterfactual Models; and 

7. GIS-based Spatial Analysis. 

Each of the above methodologies is discussed briefly below.  

 

  

                                                           
18 Guidelines ς Assessing RDP Achievements and Impacts in 2019Ω, European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development, Op. Cit., Part I-IV 

19 We evaluate the RDP for the years 2014-2017 using the National Farm Survey (NFS) and for 2014-2018 using other data sources. 
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3.3 Consultation Programme 

A programme of consultation with a range of stakeholders was completed as part of the work 
programme for the mid-term evaluation.  This included: 

Ç Face-to-face discussions and ongoing interaction with senior officials within the Irish 
Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM), and the Department of Rural and 
Community Development (DRCD), which oversaw the LEADER programme.  These discussions 
had the objectives of accessing relevant quantitative and qualitative data and probing the 
issues/factors impacting on the performance of the RDP 2014-2020 and the programme logic 
for different measures.  

Ç Engagement with external stakeholder organisations and programme beneficiary 
representative groups, including members of the RDP Monitoring Committee, inviting each 
organisation/group to provide a formal written submission to the evaluation team and to 
meet with the team.   Indecon received a number of very valuable formal submissions to the 
evaluation.  

Ç A National Stakeholder Workshop: This entailed a focus group workshop involving 
participation from a diverse of beneficiaries across the priority areas, as well as relevant 
agencies and other national stakeholder groups.  A total of 53 individuals attended the 
workshop, which was held at the Radisson Blu Hotel, Athlone, on 31st January 2019.  The 
workshop addressed the following themes: 

o Modernising Irish Farms ς ΨIƻǿ ōŜǎǘ Ŏŀƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ LǊƛǎƘ ŦŀǊƳǎ ōŜ 
ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΚΩ 

o Agri-Environmental and Areas of Natural constraint supports ς ΨIƻǿ Ƙŀǎ LǊƛǎƘ ŦŀǊƳǎΩ 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΚΩ 

o Supporting the Broader Rural Economy ς Ψ5ƻ ȅƻǳ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ƪŜȅ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ [9!59w 
(supporting bottom up initiatives to promote rural life) were met in practice during 
the 2014-2018 ǇŜǊƛƻŘΚΩ 

 

3.4 New Survey Evidence 

New primary survey research was also undertaken as part of the evaluation.  This research had the 
following objectives: 

Ç To facilitate individual beneficiaries ς including farmers and LEADER beneficiaries ς to input 
to the evaluation; and 

Ç To assist the evaluation team to address the Common Evaluation Questions and Programme-
specific Evaluation Questions. 
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Five streams of primary research were completed, focussing in each case on the following 
target/programme beneficiary groups: 

Ç Measure 1 Knowledge Transfer: Survey of beneficiaries who were part of Knowledge Transfer 
Groups; 

Ç Measure 4: Survey of beneficiaries under Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Scheme II; 

Ç Measure 13: Survey of beneficiaries under ANC Scheme;  

Ç Measure 19 LEADER: Survey of LEADER Groups (LAGs); and 

Ç Measure 19 LEADER: Survey of LEADER Beneficiaries.  

A total of 4,610 separate survey questionnaires were issued across the five survey streams. We 
received an impressive total of 1,371 responses were received across the five survey streams, 
implying an overall effective response rate of 29.7%.  This provides an important new source of 
evidence from individuals most impacted by the Programme and the inputs received were where 
feasible tested using other methods. The sample detail and response achieved for each survey stream 
are described in the table below.  It is notable in relation to survey streams 1 to 3 (RDP farmer 
beneficiaries) that the individual survey response rates were also very high, ranging between 26.2% 
and 31.8%.  A response rate of 52% was attained in respect of the survey of LEADER Local Action 
Groups. A detailed survey of a representative sample of LEADER beneficiaries was also undertaken 
which resulted in a survey response rate of 36.2%.  

Table 3.1: Primary Research ς Details of Response Rates Achieved 

Survey Stream No. of 
Responses 
Achieved 

Total Target 
Sample 

Contacted  

Implied Response 
Rate relative to 

Sample Contacted - % 

(1) Knowledge Transfer Groups 189 717 26.2% 

(2) Targeted Agricultural Modernisation 
Scheme II (TAMS II) Survey 

441 1,386 31.8% 

(3) Areas of Natural Constraint (ANC) 459 1,754 26.4% 

(4) Survey of LEADER Local Action Groups 32 62 51.6% 

(5) Survey of LEADER beneficiaries 250 691 36.2% 

Total Responses across 5 Survey Streams 1,371 4,610 29.7% 

Source: Indecon analysis 

Indecon was able to stratify our sample for each of the measures to account for regional 
characteristics and for different types of measure take-up. For example, we were able to compile a 
sample that had adequate coverage of each of the seven TAMS II supports. Similarly, we were able 
to design a sample that accounted for the different types of knowledge transfer groups. In relation 
to possible bias in the response received to the primary/survey research, as noted above, the survey 
results are based on a large number of responses and this is likely to remove any small sample 
bias.  There is always a possibility of potential bias among respondents and Indecon would caution 
against using survey evidence as the only means to examine the impact of the programme. 
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One of the main reasons to undertake these five surveys is to assist us in answering the key evaluation 
questions as there are a number of data gaps that exist at present. It is unlikely that these gaps will 
be filled without new primary research as there are limitations on what existing data sources (such 
as the NFS) can accurately capture in a survey. New primary survey research enables us to examine 
the various measures in more detail and consider whether they have achieved their intended 
objectives. Primary research also enables a detailed examination of the wider impacts of the RDP on 
the ultimate RDP beneficiaries. We have also included the results of a survey on GLAS which has been 
undertaken as part of the ongoing evaluation of GLAS.20   Indecon would however caution against 
only relying on survey evidence and we have also used a range of quantitative and other methods.  

 

3.5 Detailed Analysis of Indicator Data 

A range of EU common and other indicators were formulated within the RDP for Ireland (2014-2020). 
These include focus area indicators and measure-level output, result and impact indicators. There 
were also a number of target indicators used to examine the impact of the RDP.  It was a requirement 
that these indicators be reported upon on annual basis as part of the ongoing reporting requirements 
set down by the European Commission.  These indicator updates are included in the Annual 
Implementation Report (AIR) that is submitted to the Commission. We have also examined the CAP 
impact indicators. 

It is important to note the structure of the RDP in the context of how the indicators are constructed. 
The RDP is structured into a number of different measures. Many of these measures have impacts 
across a number of different focus areas.  Improvements have been made to indicator data, however, 
Indecon recommends ongoing enhancement of indicators. This is important in identifying progress 
on the Programme and also can assist in measuring effectiveness. 

 

3.6 Case Studies 

A series of case studies was also completed, with the objectives of complementing the evidence 
assembled from the other research methods.  These case studies also looked at certain key issues 
that would be important in the future development of Irish agriculture. Our case study analysis has 
been used to highlight issues that are relevant to the context within with the RDP operates.  

3.7 Bio-Economy and Regional Input-Output Models 

One of the objectives of the evaluation was to consider the wider economic and social impacts at 
programme level. The impact of expenditures such as those supported under the 2014-2020 RDP was 
assessed using formal economic Input-Output methodology, which provides an approach to identify 
the consequences of expenditures for production and added value throughout the whole economy.  
The main value of the use of an Input-Output model is to evaluate the following: 

Ç Multiplier Impacts of Irish Agriculture: To identify and quantify the interlinkages between 
agriculture sector and other sectors in the broader Irish economy; 

Ç RDP Expenditure Impact: To facilitate a high-level assessment of the direct financial impact of 
RDP expenditures on the overall Irish economy; and 

                                                           
20 This evaluation is being undertaken by ADAS and includes a number of different outputs which are considered in our review of GLAS in 

section 6.2 
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Ç Output Additivity Impact: To enable an indicative assessment of the overall impact on the 
economy of changes in rural output as a result of RDP-related expenditures. 

As part of this evaluation, Indecon utilised a detailed Bio-Economy Input-Output Model of the Irish 
economy, which assisted in evaluating overall, economy-wide impacts of expenditures under the 
2014-2020 programme. This breaks out the traditional input-output model into more detailed sectors 
that allows for identification of impacts relating to RDP expenditure. We also included a Regional 
Input-Output Model21 which was linked with new primary research which asked farmers to indicate 
the proportion of their spending occurs within a 35km radius of their farm. This enabled us to consider 
the regional and rural development impacts of this expenditure.   

 

3.8 9ŎƻƴƻƳŜǘǊƛŎ /ƻǳƴǘŜǊŦŀŎǘǳŀƭ LƳǇŀŎǘ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ όΨ/L9Ωύ 

To rigorously assess the impacts of a programme measure, or group of related measures, it is 
necessary to consider what would have likely occurred in the absence of the supports provided (i.e., 
ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǳƴǘŜǊŦŀŎǘǳŀƭΩύΦ !ǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΣ LƴŘŜŎƻƴ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŜŎƻƴƻƳŜǘǊƛŎ 
counterfactual impact evaluation of a number of measures under the 2014-2020 RDP, using best 
practice econometric techniques. We note that for certain smaller RDP measures, the sample size in 
the National Farm Survey is not sufficient to undertake rigorous counterfactual modelling and 
Indecon has evaluated such measures using a range of approaches including qualitative analysis. 

Our approach applied econometric models to study the impacts of the various forms of support under 
the 2014-2020 RDP. It is likely that some of the measures will take a number of years before the 
impact is observable. This caveat should be considered in all of the counterfactual impact analysis 
presented in this report. The most recent observation period in the NFS is 2017 and thus we only 
have a small number of years to identify impacts as a direct result of the 2014-2020 RDP intervention. 
However, these approaches can be applied in subsequent evaluations of RDP measures as the impact 
emerges.  

The counterfactual analysis in this evaluation uses the National Farm Survey (NFS) survey, which is an 
annual longitudinal representative sample survey of farms in Ireland, with 1000+ farms sampled over 
the period 2000-2017. The approach utilised the most up-to-date and comprehensive data available 
on farms in Ireland. The data was made available to Indecon for the purposes of this evaluation by 
Teagasc, and with the assistance of the Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine. The NFS 
does not have explicit information on RDP measures so a matching exercise based on herd number 
was undertaken by Teagasc for the purposes of this RDP evaluation using payment data on RDP 
beneficiaries from DAFM.   

The new econometric modelling involved the use of a number of models to study the impacts of 
supports on output and productivity. This approach was consistent with the approach that Indecon 
undertook for the 2007-2013 Ex-Post Evaluation of the RDP.  

Our econometric approach focused on adjusting standard regression approaches for unobserved 
factors.  Our approach also made use of a number of types of different regression models. Firstly, we 
used a panel data mƻŘŜƭ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŘǳƳƳȅ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ w5t ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ όΨǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘǎΩύΦ This is 
the fixed effects approach which controls for any time invariant factors that be influencing both the 
outcome and treatment variables. However, there are limitations with this approach as it cannot 

                                                           
21 We have included a two region I-O model (NUTS 2) but we note that a regional model at NUTS 3 may be more appropriate. No such 

model for Ireland currently exists.  
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account for the impact of observed characteristics that vary overtime. For this reason, the typical 
interpretation of the fixed effects models is more one of correlation rather than causation. For this 
reason, we then estimated counterfactual models that explicitly accounted for any selection bias. The 
main approaches used were a Regression Adjustment (RA) approach, and a Propensity Score 
Matching (PSM) approach. These approaches adjust the statistical analysis to adjust for observed 
different between the treated and non-treated groups.   

The key findings for the impact of RDP grants on measures such as farm output, farm productivity, 
and associated CAP impact indicators will be explained in later sections of this report. The methods 
are in accordance with the recommendations of the guidance document22 on rural development by 
European Evaluation Helpdesk.  

It is important to examine the background data that underpins any counterfactual impact model. 
Descriptive statistics and trends of the outcome and grant variables for the operational period of the 
RDP, as captured by the NFS data are shown below. The NFS provides a panel data with circa 900 
farms surveyed over 18 years. Overall, the data has over 19,000 observations and provides 
comprehensive measures of farm output and agriculture at micro-level. Figure 3.2 graphs the 
weighted mean agricultural output from 2000 to 2017, where a noticeable spike is seen after 2009.  

 

Figure 3.2: Mean Agricultural Output (2000-2017)  

 

Note: The adjusted figures are in 2010 prices.  
Source: Indecon Analysis of NFS data 

 
  

                                                           
22 https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en 
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The 2011 NFS report suggests that the increase in farm output post 2009 was driven by strong beef 
prices that increased the cattle rearing farm income by 48%. Furthermore, sheep prices were also at 
higher level which resulted in 13% increase in the output. Lastly, favourable conditions prevailed in 
the grain markets despite the cost inflation.  A similar pattern is found for the trend of weighted 
average agricultural productivity, as shown below; however, the level of productivity is higher before 
2008 and lower after 2012 as compared to the mean overall production. 
 

Figure 3.3: Mean Agricultural Productivity (2000-2017) 

 

Note: The adjusted figures are in 2010 prices.  
Source: Indecon Analysis of NFS data 

The key agricultural payments disbursed as part of RDP 2014-2020 are presented in Table 3.2. The 
number of beneficiaries for Organic Farming and Knowledge Transfer are very low in NFS data, an 
unsurprising result as it has only been 2-3 years since the scheme started operations. 

Table 3.2: RDP Payments Captured in NFS Data (2000-2017) 

RDP Payment Measure 
Start 
Year 

Total 
Periods of 
Operation 

Total Beneficiaries 
reported in NFS 

Data 
(N=19,317) 

% of 
Total 

Sample 

Areas of Natural Constraints 
(Formerly Less Favoured 
Area/Disadvantaged Areas) 

M13 2001 17 12,988 67.24% 

REPS and AEOS (Transition 
Grant) 

M10 2000 18 6,443 33.35% 

All Capital Investment Grants M4 2000 18 304 1.57% 

Organic Farming Scheme  M11 2016 2 38 0.20% 

Knowledge Transfer  M1 2017 1 112 0.60% 

TAMS II M4 2016 3 62 0.34% 

GLAS M10 2015 3 641 3.32% 
Source: Indecon Analysis of NFS data 
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3.9 GIS Spatial Analysis  

As part of our evaluation, Indecon also examined the spatial distribution of some RDP measures.  
Many of the measures had significantly higher take-up in the western half of the country. The spatial 
analysis also considered concentration of take-up of multiple RDP measures in different areas.  This 
analysis is useful to show the clear regional variations in the take-up of different measures. It also 
shows the natural constraints that are experienced by farmer beneficiaries.  

 

3.10 Summary  

Ç In line with European Commission guidance, Indecon has used a range of advanced and 
rigorous methods to empirically evaluate the impact of the 2014-2020 RDP Ireland. We have 
ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ŀ ΨǘǊƛŀƴƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŎǊƻǎǎ-confirming qualitative 
and quantitative measures and, where possible, we have evaluated counterfactual impacts. 
It is also worth noting that this is an interim evaluation and many impacts are not yet 
observable and the full results will only be evident over time.  

Ç Our approach has involved the application of the following methodologies: 

- Bio-Economy and Regional Input-Output Models; 

- Econometric Counterfactual Models;  

- Spatial Analysis;  

- Consultation Programme; 

- Case Studies; 

- New Survey Evidence; and 

- Analysis of Indicator Data. 

Ç Given the need to ensure the best use of scarce EU and national resources, using a range of 
methodologies to examine the impact of the Programme is appropriate. 
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4 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ .ǳŘƎŜǘ 

 

4.1 Introduction 

This section discusses the composition and structure of the RDP 2014-2020 programme in Ireland, 
before presenting the level of funding across different priorities and associated measures.   

 

4.2 Programme Implementation and Composition 

LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ w5t ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ bƻ 
1305/2013. These are as follows:  

Ç Enhancing the competitiveness of agriculture; 

Ç Ensuring the sustainable management of natural resources and climate management; and 

Ç Achieving a balanced regional development of rural economies and communities.  

These general long-term objectives are built on the success of previous RDP programmes and they 
can be detailed further into six major priorities, listed below:23  

Ç Priority 1 (P1): Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry and 
rural areas 

The outcome of the SWOT and public consultation highlighted support for knowledge transfer that 
can be delivered by a variety of mechanisms. However, the challenge was to develop a balanced and 
integrated package of knowledge transfers to suit the RDP 2014-2020. The suggested approaches 
which emerged from SWOT and consultations include: first, development of knowledge transfer 
groups; and second, targeted training and effective mechanisms for better integration of research 
into farm practice. 

Ç Priority 2 (P2): Enhancing the viability/competitiveness of farms and all types of agriculture 

The importance for farm, business development, and farm diversification was recognised under P2. 
Furthermore, the support for farmers in Less Favoured Areas (LFAs)/Areas of Natural Constraint (ANC) 
is expected to have important positive impact on family farm incomes, farm viability, and 
competitiveness of agriculture. 

Ç Priority 3 (P3): Promoting food chain organisation and risk management in agriculture 

The emphasis is to support the organisation of artisan and small-scale food production, especially in 
the areas of added value production, participation in quality schemes, and strengthening of 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

  

                                                           
23 LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ нлмп-2020 (July 2014). Retrieved from: 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agarchive/ruralenvironment/preparatoryworkfortherdp2014-
2020/RDPFinaldraft03072014.pdf 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agarchive/ruralenvironment/preparatoryworkfortherdp2014-2020/RDPFinaldraft03072014.pdf
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agarchive/ruralenvironment/preparatoryworkfortherdp2014-2020/RDPFinaldraft03072014.pdf
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Ç Priority 4 (P4): Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems dependent on agriculture 
and forestry 

The public consultation and SWOT analysis highlighted the need to have focus on the Agri-
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ bŀǘǳǊŀ нллл ǎƛǘŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ 
RDP objectives and also the EU 2020 Biodiversity Strategy, EU Habitats and Birds Directives, and 
Water Framework Directives through targeted and monitored measures. 

Ç Priority 5 (P5): Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward a low-carbon 
and climate-resilient economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors 

An overall need to address resource efficiency, reduce emissions, promote the production of 
renewable energy, and foster carbon sequestration was demonstrated in the outcomes of SWOT and 
public consultations.  

Ç Priority 6 (P6): Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development 
in rural areas 

The SWOT and public consultation concluded that there was a need to support for enterprise 
development and job creation in areas like tourism, food and renewable energy. This is essential to 
ensure inclusive growth and economic development across urban-rural setting. Priority 6 also 
provides the basis for the LEADER programme modelled under this arm of the RDP and address key 
challenges faced in terms of poverty and social exclusion. 

Each of the RDP priorities identify specific areas of intervention known as focus areas and the support 
is provided through measures and submeasures as set out in EU Regulation No 1305/2013. In some 
instances, schemes overlap across a number of measures and submeasures. Before availing of these 
measures and the funding allocated to each, we present a detailed discussion on the focus areas 
associated with the aforementioned priorities.24 

Focus Areas of Priority 1 

Priority 1 of RDP focusses on the following key areas:  

Ç Focus Area 1A (FA1A): Fostering innovation, cooperation, and the development of the 
knowledge base in rural areas 

The need for FA1A has been identified for multiple farming sectors such as beef, dairy, sheep, poultry, 
equine, and tillage. Since the emphasis was on developing knowledge base, the use of target groups 
was consistently referenced in the development of RDP. The FA1A represents an opportunity to 
address deficits in key knowledge areas such as financial management, animal health, environmental 
and climate action changes (identified in the FH2020 environmental analysis), and grass 
management. 

  

                                                           
24 {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ΨLǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ wǳǊŀƭ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ нлмп-нлнлΩ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ 

July 2014. Retrieved from: 
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agarchive/ruralenvironment/preparatoryworkfortherdp2014-
2020/RDPFinaldraft03072014.pdf 

 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agarchive/ruralenvironment/preparatoryworkfortherdp2014-2020/RDPFinaldraft03072014.pdf
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agarchive/ruralenvironment/preparatoryworkfortherdp2014-2020/RDPFinaldraft03072014.pdf
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Ç Focus Area 1B (FA1B): Strengthening the links between agriculture, food production and 
forestry, and research and innovation, including for the purpose of improved environmental 
management and performance 

The stakeholder consultation and SWOT established a need for greater linkages between farm 
research and on-farm implementation. A possible means to address this includes support under 
European Innovation Partnership (EIP), given that EIP has overarching framework on agricultural 
productivity and sustainability.  

Ç Focus Area 1C (FA 1C): Fostering lifelong learning and vocational training in the agricultural 
and forestry sectors 

The FA1C combines on-farm visits with targeted online presentations for farmers with regard to Agri-
environment education and training. The focussed training is in support of the Beef Data and 
Genomics Programme (BDGP), Green Low Carbon Agri-Environment Scheme (GLAS), and the Burren 
Programme. 

Focus Areas of Priority 2 

The focus areas of priority 2 are as follows: 

Ç Focus Area 2A (FA2A): Improving the economic performance of all farms and facilitating farm 
restructuring and modernisation, notably with a view to increase market participation and 
orientation as well as agricultural diversification 

FA2A focusses on capital investment in key sectors to support growth and expansion of agriculture. 
One of the key areas identified for on-farm investment is the dairy industry.  Priorities that emerged 
include milking and cooling equipment. In addition to this, another important area that has been 
identified is the need for improved storage of farm organic nutrients such as soiled water facilities, 
soiled manure storage on poultry farms, and potential slurry storage. Other priorities include support 
for the uptake of low emission spreading technology and support for animal welfare, handling and 
safety equipment. The FA2A was also designed to improve the economic performance of farms and 
enhance farm viability and competitiveness for farmers located in the Areas of Natural Constraint. 

Ç Focus Area 2B (FA2B): Facilitating the entry of adequately skilled farmers into the agricultural 
sector and in particular generational renewal 

FA2B focusses on the need to support opportunities for trained young people in agriculture such that 
the age profile of farmers is improved. This is incorporated in the Young Farmer Capital Investment 
Scheme under Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Schemes II (TAMS II). 

Focus Areas of Priority 3 

Priority 3 of the RDP has two focus areas discussed below: 

Ç Focus Area 3A (FA3A): Improving 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 organisations, and 
inter-branch organisations 
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The stakeholder consultation and SWOT analysis highlighted the need to support artisan food, organic 
products and direct selling of farm products. Moreover, the FH2020 also recommended broadening 
opportunities for the purchase of local foods.  It is critical that the food quality and safety concerns 
are not affected through small scale production and direct selling, therefore it is essential to have 
continuous improvement and quality validation. The support to this sector is underlined in the RDP 
through advisory services, sheep welfare scheme, and the General EIP submeasure.   

Ç Focus Area 3B (FA3B): Supporting farm risk management and prevention 

FA3B in the RDP is under Animal Health and Welfare Advisory Services (AHWAS), Animal Welfare and 
Farm Safety, and participation in Knowledge Transfer groups. Farm risk management and prevention 
in case of animal and plant pest disease is addressed through these programmes and advisory 
services.  

Focus Areas of Priority 4 

There are three focus areas under P4: 

Ç Focus Area 4A (FA4A): Restoring, preserving and enhancing biodiversity, including Natura 
2000 areas, and in areas facing natural or other specific constraints and high nature value 
farming, as well as the state of European landscapes 

The FA4A is in line with the objectives of directives such as the EU 2020 Biodiversity strategy, EU 
Habitats and Bird Directives, and Water Framework Directives. The RDP through P4 provides an 
essential mechanism for biodiversity preservation in Ireland and is targeted to reduce the constraints 
faced by farmers in designated Natura 2000 sites. The FA4A spans across multiple measures and 
submeasures that include advisory through knowledge transfer groups as well as well managed, 
monitored and targeted programmes. 

Ç Focus Area 4B (FA4B): Improving water management, including fertiliser and pest 
management 

FA4B addresses the need to improve water quality and management in sensitive areas and high-
status waters. Moreover, appropriate use of fertiliser and its usage efficiency has been noted as an 
important opportunity that may be targeted under P4. The FA4B also spans across multiple measures 
and submeasures, thus signalling the weight given to the preservation of bio-diversity and water 
quality.  

Ç Focus Area 4C (FA4C): Preventing soil erosion and improving soil management 

Soil management has been accepted as a priority area in FH2020 and this is linked with FA4B through 
the management of nutrients and maintenance of fertiliser levels; also underlined in FA4C. Much like 
the other focus areas of P4, FA4C also extends to numerous measures and submeasures of RDP 2014 
2020.  
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Focus Areas of Priority 5 

Priority 5 has a total of five focus areas, as listed below. These focused on resource use in Agriculture.  
This is more than the number of focus areas outlined in other priorities of RDP 2014-2020.   

Ç Focus Area 5A (FA5A): Increasing efficiency in water use by agriculture 

Although Ireland has low water footprint, the SWOT analysis and public consultation established 
further measures to increase efficiency in water usage. This is also supported by the investment 
measures under Measure 4 of the RDP.  

Ç Focus Area 5B (FA5B): Increasing efficiency in energy use in agriculture and food processing 

There is a growing need to increase efficiency in the use of energy on farm. The FA5B is directed 
towards areas which are energy intensive, for example the pig sector, dairy, beef and poultry sectors. 

Ç Focus Area 5C (FA5C): Facilitating the supply and use of renewable sources of energy, of by 
products, wastes, residues, and of other non-food raw material for purposes of the bio-
economy 

The SWOT analysis and stakeholder consultation identified the relevance for FA5C, given that there 
is an increasing need for improving the supply chain for bio-energy production and establishing better 
linkage of supply and demand. This can be enhanced from the support from the EIP and further 
investment support for renewable energy outlined under P2. 

Ç Focus Area 5D (FA5D): Reducing greenhouse gas and ammonia emissions from agriculture 

Given that significant amount of greenhouse gas and ammonia is produced from the agriculture 
sector,25 it is critical to pursue measures to reduce these emissions. This involves improved livestock 
breeding and targeted Agri-environmental action that promotes innovation and best practice. 
Further, due to the need to respond to climate change through smart green growth in FH2020 
strategy, the FA5D allows achievement of the dual objectives of RDP to increase farm productivity as 
well as supporting actions to mitigate the effects of climate change. 

Ç Focus Area 5E (FA5E): Fostering carbon conservation and sequestration in agriculture and 
forestry 

This focus area spans across multiple measures and submeasures with the idea that the objective can 
be met if there is an increase in the forestry cover combined with targeted Agri-environment actions 
that include wetlands and peatlands. The FA5E is also in line with one of the objectives of FH2020 and 
the subsequent FW2025, which highlights a need to assess how various land uses can increase carbon 
sequestration in soil. 

Focus Areas of Priority 6 
Ç Focus Area 6A (FA6A): Facilitating diversification creation, and development of small 

enterprises as well as job creation 

  

                                                           
25 It should be noted that a code of Good Agricultural Practice is currently at consultation stage. This sets out strategies looking at feed 

strategies, low emission housing, low emission storage and spreading and fertiliser management.  
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The key aspects of FA6A include targeted approach for job creation and enterprise development 
through training and support. Some sectors which were identified as having potential include artisan 
foods, renewable energies, marine, social enterprise, and creative industries. The specific training 
and capacity building are facilitated through the LEADER element of RDP. This will also aid enterprise 
development in identified Local Development Strategies (LDS) areas and enterprise initiatives in the 
SME sector. While LEADER cannot fund infrastructure in areas that form part of the National 
Broadband Plan, it does provide funding for capacity building and ancillary support under the 
Broadband theme. 

Ç Focus Area 6B (FA6B): Fostering local development in rural areas 

The locally based initiatives, which can stimulate rural development with utilisation of all available 
resources, are required to promote effective and coherent development. These are underlined in 
FA6B using the LEADER approach to address the rural issues and initiate development plans that are 
integrated into the county and community planning processes. 

Ç Focus Area 6C (FA6C): Enhancing accessibility use and quality of information and 
communication technologies (ICT) in rural areas  

The SWOT and stakeholder consultation process identified needs such as development of high-speed 
broadband in rural areas; which has also been identified in Ψ.ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ {ƳŀǊǘ 9ŎƻƴƻƳȅ ς A 
CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ wŜŎƻǾŜǊȅΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 
Development of Rural Areas. Thus, there is potential that the RDP through FA6C can support 
infrastructure development along with training initiatives under the LEADER programme. This 
however is not used in the Irish RDP to date.  

The discussion on the RDP priorities and focus areas can be summarised in Figure 4.1, where we can 
see how each focus area feeds into their respective priorities underlined in the RDP to achieve the 
three objectives set out in Rural Development Regulation No 1305/2013. 
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Figure 4.1: Flowchart of RDP Priorities and Focus Areas 

 

Source: Indecon Review of RDP Documents 

 

4.3 Programme implementation 

The implementation of Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 is managed by the Rural 
Development Division within the Department of Agriculture, Food and Marine (DAFM) that acts as 
ǘƘŜ w5tΩǎ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƴaging authority include: 26  

Ç Ensuring that mechanisms for the monitoring and evaluation of the programme and the 
collection of relevant data are in place; 

Ç Ensuring that beneficiaries under the RDP are informed of the obligations arising from 
support granted; 

                                                           
26 Source: The 2014-2020 Rural Development Programme for Ireland, Information and Publicity Strategy (December 2017). Retrieved from 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-
2020/InformPublicityStrategyDec2017060218.pdf 
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Ç Ensuring that the relevant progress and evaluation reports in relation to RDP implementation 
are provided; 

Ç Ensuring publicity arrangements for the RDP are in place; and 

Ç Putting in place implementation support structures for the RDP, including the establishment 
of a monitoring committee and the National Rural Network. 

Moreover, as the managing authority, DAFM is responsible for Information and Policy Strategy and 
acts as a coordinator for all information and publicity activities underlined in the RDP. The 
implementation process also involves inputs from various other bodies and entities such as the 
implementing line divisions with the Department of Rural and Community Development (DRCD), the 
DAFM communications and press offices, the National Rural Network (NRN) and the European 
Commission (EC). 

The RDP also has a Monitoring Committee, set in accordance with Article 47 of (EU) Regulation 
1303/2015 composing relevant stakeholders, which monitors overall performance and the 
effectiveness of RDP implementation.  

The NRN supports the implementation of the RDP and aims to increase the involvement of 
stakeholders in the implementation of rural development, improve the quality of implementation of 
rural development programmes, and foster innovation in agriculture, food production, forestry and 
rural areas.27 Finally, the Paying Agency of RDP is set up to oversee that payments made are legal, 
regular and properly accounted for. The Paying Agency comprises:28 

Ç Finance Division within DAFM, which manages the claims for expenditure under EAFRD; 

Ç Implementing line divisions within DAFM; 

Ç Inspectorate and technical divisions. These divisions are responsible for many of the on-the-
spot field inspections which underlie the control regime for RDP measures. This are also 
involved in policy formation; and 

Ç DRCD is a delegated body of the Paying Agency in respect of LEADER. 

 

Measures and Submeasures 

The Irish RDP programme delivers support to the identified priorities and the associated focus areas 
through eleven key measures which are further divided into submeasures. Table 4.1 shows these 
measures and lists the focus areas to which these measures are linked. 

 

 

                                                           
27 Source: Summary of Rural Development Programme- Ireland 2014-2020 (September 2017). Retrieved from: 
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-
2020/RDPSummaryBookletWebVersion110917.pdf 

28 Source: Summary of Rural Development Programme- Ireland 2014-2020 (September 2017). Retrieved from: 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-
2020/RDPSummaryBookletWebVersion110917.pdf 
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Table 4.1: Measure, submeasures and targeted Focus Areas 

Measures Submeasures Focus Areas 
M1: Knowledge Transfer and 
Information Action 

M1.1: Knowledge Transfer Groups FA1A, FA1C, FA2A, FA3B, FA4A, FA4B, 
FA4C, FA5D 

M1.1: Training in support of GLAS and BDGP FA1A, FA1C, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, FA5D 

M2: Advisory Services, farm 
management, and farm relief 
services 

M2.1: Support for setting up of Producer 
Organisation 

FA3A 

M2.1: Animal Health and Welfare- On farm 
Advice 

FA1A, FA3B 

M2.3: CPD for Agricultural services FA1A, FA2A, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, FA5D  

M2.3: Animal Health and Welfare: Training 
for Advisors 

FA1A, FA3B 

M4: Investment in Physical 
Assets 

M4.1: Targeted Agricultural Modernisation 
Schemes (TAMS II)  

FA2A, FA2B, FA3B, FA4A, FA5B, FA5D 

M4.4: Non-productive investments (delivered 
via GLAS) 

FA4A, FA5D, FA5B,  

M7: Basic Services and village 
renewal in rural areas 

M7.6: GLAS Traditional farm buildings FA4A 

M10: Agri-environment-
climate 
  

M10.1: GLAS and GLAS+ FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, FA5D, FA5E 

M10.1: BDGP FA5D 

M10.1: The Burren Programme FA4A 

M11: Organic Farming M11.1 and M11.2: The organic farming 
scheme 

FA4A, FA4B, FA4C 

M12: Natura 2000 and WFD 
(Transitional) 

M12.1: Natura 2000 and WFD FA4A, FA4B, FA4C 

M13: Payments to areas 
facing natural or other 
specific constraints 

M13.2: Areas of Natural Constraints (ANCs) FA4A 

M13.3: Specific support for offshore island 
farming 

FA4A 

M14: Animal Welfare M14.1: Animal Welfare Scheme (Sheep) FA3A 

M16: Co-operation M16.1: European Innovation Partnership 
(EIP)- General EIPs  

FA1A, FA1B, FA2A, FA2B, FA3A, FA3B 

M16.1: EIPs- Locally led Hen Harrier and 
Freshwater pearl mussel project 

FA1A, FA1B, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C 

M16.1: EIPs- Locally led environmental and 
climate projects 

FA1A, FA1B, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, FA5A, 
FA5B, FA5C, FA5D, FA5E 

M16.3: Support for Collaborative Farming FA1A, FA1B, FA2A, FA2B 

M19: Support for LEADER 
local development (CLLD- 
Community-Led Local 
Development) 

M19.1: LEADER preparatory support FA6B 

M19.2: LEADER support for implementation 
of operations under CLLD strategy 

FA6B 

M19.3: LEADER support for preparation and 
implementation of co-operation activities of 
the Local Area Groups 

FA6B 

M19.4: LEADER support for running costs and 
animation  

FA6B 

Source: Indecon Review of RDP Documents 

4.4 RDP 2014-2020 Amendments 

There have been six amendments to the RDP since its formal adoption in 2015. The main changes 
associated with each of these amendments are summarised below.   
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First Amendment (Approved June 2016) 
 
Ç Measure 4: The amendment to TAMS II to a new Tillage scheme, rainwater harvesting and 

sheep fencing.  

Ç GLAS: This amendment included a change to mandatory area that is delivered on identified 
farmland bird area. It was altered from GLAS I to GLAS II from 80% to 50% for all farmland 
birds except for corncrake in which the case minimum is 30%. If the area omitted from the 
GLAS plan was Natura, then it was to be brought into the GLAS contract.  

Ç LEADER: The amendments included the inclusion of second hand equipment, moving from a 
simplified lump-sum costs to payment of costs incurred, acceptance of contributions in kind, 
and inclusion of direct references to payment advances, and Derogation from the population 
limits, laid down in Article 33(6) of Regulation (EU) No 1306/2013, for selection of 
geographical areas for local development strategy implementation. 

Ç Knowledge Transfer: The amendment allowed a farmer to participate in two KT groups in 
different sectors. 

Ç Common Context Indicator: A ǎƳŀƭƭ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άǊǳǊŀƭ 
ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƻ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛcator with programme-specific indicator figure. With this 
amendment, the indicator figure increased from 72.4% to 82%. 

Ç Organics: The organics amendment related to the extension to organic farmers contracted 
under the terms of the 2007-2013 RDP and adding land to new or extended organic farmers 
contracts. 

Ç Burren Programme: The Burren Programme amendment introduced an additional 
submeasure under Measure 10: ά¢ƘŜ .ǳǊǊŜƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜέ. 

 
Second Amendment (Approved January 2017)) 

 
Ç Measure 2: The amendment introduced a new submeasure for support for the setting up of 

Beef Producer Organisations. 

Ç Measure 10: Several changes were made to GLAS measure with regards to GLAS+, Twite B, 
Twite D, Corncake, Geese and Swans, Grey Partridge, Bird/bat/bee boxes, Fencing related 
actions, and other few minor changes.  

Ç Measure 14: The amendment, which introduced the Sheep Welfare Scheme, aimed to 
improve animal welfare by introducing targeted intervention in the areas of lameness 
control, parasite control, flystrike control, scanning of pregnant ewes and mineral 
supplementation. 

Ç Measure 16: The amendment introduced: (i) M16.1 support for European Innovation 
Partnership (EIP) Operational Groups ς Locally Led Hen Harrier and Freshwater Pearl Mussel 
Projects; and (ii) M16.1 support for European Innovation Partnership (EIP) Operational 
Groups ς Locally Led Environmental and Climate Projects. 
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Financial Plan 

o ϵ0.3 million of Measure 1 funding transferred to Measure 2 Setting of Producer 
Organisations 

o ϵрл million of Measure 13 Areas facing Natural Constraints transferred to Measure 
мп !ƴƛƳŀƭ ²ŜƭŦŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ϵрл million added to both 
Measure 13 Areas facing Natural Constraints and Measure 14 Animal Welfare. 

o ϵтл million allocated to Measure 10 for Locally Led Scheme ǎǇƭƛǘ ŀǎΥ ϵмр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 
ǘƘŜ .ǳǊǊŜƴΣ ϵор Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ aŜŀǎǳǊŜ млΣ ŀƴŘ ϵнл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ aŜŀǎǳǊŜ 
10 to Measure 16. 

o ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ 9!Cw5 ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ϵнΣрлл ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ϵнΦн ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƛƴ w5tΦ 

o ϵс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ¸ƻǳƴƎ CŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ /ŀǇƛǘŀƭ LƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ [ƻǿ 9Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ 
Slurry Spreading.  

Ç Minor Changes included selection criteria of M1 KT and M10 Burren. Also, the change was 
made for the possibility for alternative reference year for M10 BDGP. 

 
Third Amendment (Approved October 2017) 
 
Ç Measure 4: The proposed amendment standardised the Minimum Eligible Area (MEA) 

eligibility conditions for YFCI and brought the Minimum Eligible Area (MEA) eligibility 
conditions for OCI in line with the MEA under Measure 11 Organic Farming Scheme. 

Ç Measure 14: The reference to the Faecal Egg Counts on Ewes option under Measure 14 
Animal Welfare was removed given the risk of false negative results. 

Ç Common Context Indicator for HNV Farming: As the initial baseline methodology focused 
largely on Natura lands and the new methodology was intended to capture the extent of 
HNV outside of designated areas as well, a significant increase was made in the HNV 
indicator (22% to 43% of total UAA). 

Ç Measure 20: The proposed amendments allowed Technical Assistance budget to be used to 
cover any preparatory support required to set up European Innovation Partnership 
Operational Groups. The proposed amendment also correctly identified the DAFM 
Inspectorate as the division responsible for the Measure 20 on-the-spot checks. 

 
Fourth Amendment (Approved August 2018) 
 
Ç Changes to the Performance Framework were made including: 

Ç 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 
not as anticipated. 

Ç tǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ оΥ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳƳ ƻŦ ϵрл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻǇ ǳǇ ŎƻƭǳƳƴ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
introduction of the Sheep Welfare Scheme (M14). However, no changes were made to the 
2023 target or 2018 milestone percentage. 
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Ç 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 calculation of progress towards the target on the European /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ 
System for Fund Management (SFC) includes area under GLAS (P4 only) and those paid under 
M13: ANC. 

Ç Priority 5: Correction made to the 2018 milestone percentage. 
Ç Measure 1: Technical amendment to align the text on Burren Training i.e. that the training 

for the Burren Programme is delivered by the Burren Team and funded as part of the general 
contract of the Burren Team under Measure 20. 

 
Ç aŜŀǎǳǊŜ моΥ ¢ƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !b/ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ōȅ ϵнр 

million. 
 

Ç Measure 19: Changes to the LEADER Food Initiative to allow a broader range of beneficiaries 
to be supported. 
 

 
Fifth Amendment (Approved October 2018) 
 
Ç The abnormal weather conditions which resulted into long winter months and unexpected 

high levels of snow severely hampered the grass growth which in turn had implications the 
fodder on Irish farms. Since the usual levels of fodder were not met, hence the GLAS was 
amended for two actions: first, Low Input Permanent Pasture; and second, Environmental 
Management of Fallow Land, for a defined period in 2018 only, in order to potentially 
increase fodder stocks. 

 
Sixth Amendment (Approved February 2019) 
 
Ç The changes to Measure 13 arising from the completion of the delineation of eligible areas 

under the Measure with reference to Article 32 and Annex III of 1305/2013.  

Ç Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ϵфс million όϵпу million in 2019 and 2020) to the 
Scheme was added ōȅ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘΣ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ aŜŀǎǳǊŜ мо ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǘƻ ϵмΣппм 
million. 

 

4.5 Intervention Logic 

According to the guidelines from the European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development (EEHRD), 
intervention logic is the starting point for evaluation of a programme. Intervention logic, as defined 
by EEHRD is a:  

άΧmethodological instrument which establishes the logical link between programme 
objectives and the operational actions envisaged. It shows the conceptual link from an 
intervention's input to its output and, subsequently, to its results and impacts. Thus, 
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intervention logic allows an assessment of a measure's contribution to the achievement of its 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦέ29 

The intervention logic for Ireland RDP 2014-2020 is presented in Figure 4.2, where it provides a broad 
view of the target indicators that are used to answer Common Evaluation Questions (CEQs) 
associated with focus areas of the six identified priorities of RDP 2014-2020. In addition to the main 
target indicators, there are also mandatory EU Commission indicators updated by the DAFM and 
some additional indicators collated by the DAFM to inform quantification of the impact of rural 
development interventions and to assist in answering the CEQs. Moreover, there are CAP impact 
indicators developed by the European Commission to further assist in the evaluation of RDP 
outcomes. 

Figure 4.2: RDP Specific Intervention Logic 

 

Source: Ireland RDP 2014-2020 Documents and Reports 

                                                           
29 Source: European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development (EEHRD) guidelines on establishing and implementing the evaluation plan 

of 2014-2020 RDPs, June (2015). Retrieved from: https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/evaluation/guidelines/2014-
2020-establishing-implementing-evaluation-plan-rdp_en.pdf 
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4.6 Budget and Programme Funding Balance 

Funding for the RDP is allocated to the measures and their respective submeasures to arrive at 
outcomes outlined in the priorities of the programme. Consideration of the allocated budget and the 
spending is critical in evaluating the RDP programme. The current spending profile of RDP 
expenditure compared to the original allocation and the updated expected expenditure is shown in 
Table 4.2. The table below shows that the levels of spending compared to the level of expected 
spending varies considerably by the different measures and submeasures. The training measures 
relating to GLAS and BDGP are close to the full allocation at this stage. Similarly, some of the 
transitional payments are close to the final allocation.   Overall, around 57% of the total allocation 
has been spent at the end of 2018. There are a number of measures that appear to be significantly 
below the expected level of expenditure and unless adjustments are made, the overall allocation may 
not be spent by the end of the programme. However, some of the measures that have relatively low 
levels of current expenditure may catch up before the end for programme. Much of this relates to 
the time taken between approval of funds and the actual drawdown of these funds. This applies to 
schemes like TAMS II and LEADER. Similarly, the EIPs are expected to increase expenditure 
significantly in 2019 and 2020 as expenditure so far has been mainly focused on the setting up of the 
EIPs. This highlights the need to minimise administrative requirements while ensuring adequate 
measures are taken to ensure appropriate accountability. 

Table 4.2: RDP 2014-2020 Current Spending (End-2018) versus Allocations 

Measure Submeasure 
Total Scheme 

Allocation 
όϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

Total 
Expected 

Spend 
όϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

Total Current 
Spend (End-

2018) 
όϵ aƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

% Vs. 
Expected 

Spend 

M1: Knowledge Transfer 
and Information Action 

Knowledge Transfer 
Groups 

99.7030 69.00 35.4 51.4% 

Training in support of 
GLAS 

12.00 12.00 11.3 94.4% 

BDGP Training 14.10 10.70 10.4 97.4% 

M2: Advisory Services, farm 
management, and farm 
relief services 

CPD for Advisors 2.00 2.00 0.1 5.9% 

TASAH Advisory 6.00 3.53 1.0 28.7% 

Setting up POs 0.30 0.30  0 0.0% 

M4: Investment in Physical 
Assets 

TAMS II 381.70 387.99 106.11 27.3% 

TAMS I (transitional) 13.30 7.38  7.23 98.0% 

AEOS (transitional) 30.00 15.77  15.81 100.0% 

M7: Basic Services and 
village renewal in rural 
areas 

GLAS Traditional farm 
buildings 

6.00 6.00 2.3 38.6% 

M10: Agri-environment-
climate 
  

GLAS 920.4531 1,082.66 528.7 48.8% 

Burren Programme 12.8632 12.86 2.1 16.6% 

REPS/AEOS/OFS Trans. 316.80 315.5 315.5 100% 

BGDP 280.90 271.72 168.8 62.1% 

M11: Organic Farming Organic farming scheme 56.00 65.76 23.3 35.5% 

M12: Natura 2000 and WFD  
Old Natura AEOS/REPS 
(Transitional) 

73.25 46.74 44.6 95.3% 

M13: Payments to areas 
facing natural or other 
specific constraints 

ANC 1491.00 1492.80 1042.5 69.8% 

                                                           
30 ϵоллΣллл ǊŜŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ Ŧƻr the introduction of the Beef Producer Organisations Scheme. 
31 ϵтлƳ ǊŜŀƭƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǳǊǊŜƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ [ƻŎŀƭƭȅ [ŜŘ 9Ltǎ. 
32 The Burren Team is funded under Measure 20 Technical Assistance. 
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M14: Animal Welfare Sheep Welfare Scheme  100.0033 78.78 33.5 42.5% 

M16: Co-operation 

General EIPs 4.00 4.00 0.1 1.8% 

Locally led HH and 
FWPM 

35.00 35.00 3.5 10.1% 

Locally led environment 
and climate 

20.00 20.00   0.0% 

Collaborative Farming 3.00 2.21 1.0 46.9% 

M19: Support for LEADER 
local development (CLLD- 
Community-Led Local 
Development) 

LEADER 250.00 250.00 36.1 14.4% 

M20: Technical Assistance 
and Transitional Funding 

Tech. Assistance 8.14 6.45 2.1 32.5% 

ERS (Transition) 9.21 7.70 7.5 97.2% 

Total 4,145.71 4,206.85 2,399.0 57.0% 

Source: RDP 6th Amendment document, DAFM indicator data and RDP Expenditure Review June 2018  

 

4.7 Summary 

Ç The objectives of the RDP (competiveness, sustainable management and balanced regional 
development) are further detailed into six broad priority areas. These priorities are 
distributed into key focus areas related to the competitiveness and viability of agriculture and 
agri-environment objectives. The Irish RDP programme delivers support through eleven 
measures which are further divided into 19 submeasures. 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.   

Ç 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 M4 (Investment in physical assets). An analysis 
of the levels of expenditure as at the end of 2018 indicates that while good progress has been 
made in spends there are a number of measures where spend is significantly below the 
expected levels. While expenditure is expected to increase significantly in 2019 and 2020, it 
is important that where targets are unlikely to be met, that funds are reallocated. 

 

                                                           
33 ϵмллƳ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ financing allocation for the Sheep Welfare Scheme. 
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5 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ²ƛŘŜǊ tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ [ŜǾŜƭ LƳǇŀŎǘǎ  

5.1 Introduction 

In this section, we examine the wider impacts of the RDP expenditure at a programme level rather 
than at individual measure or focus area level. These cover some of the Common Evaluation 
Questions (CEQs) for example the impacts of the support in terms of supporting the wider rural 
economy, the impact on raising the employment rate and reducing poverty in rural areas. However, 
it has not been feasible to measure the quantified impact during this interim report of some CEQs 
such as to what extent has the RDP contributed to achieving the EU2020 headline target of investing 
о҈ ƻŦ 9¦Ωǎ D5t ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ and development and innovation.  This is because there are no major R&D 
measures in the Programme. However, in other chapters we review EIPs and knowledge transfer 
measures which are likely to make some small contributions towards RD&I targets.  

 

5.2 Wider Impact of RDP expenditures 

In estimating the economy-ǿƛŘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ w5tΣ LƴŘŜŎƻƴ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ψ.Lh-9/hbha¸Ω LƴǇǳǘ-
Output model,34 which was developed in a collaborative research project between Teagasc, NUI 
Galway in association with the Marine Institute and funded by a Beaufort Marine Research Award 
and the Teagasc Research Programme.  This model is a disaggregation of the agricultural sectors of 
the national CSO Input-Output tables, which only provides the primary resource sectors, Agriculture, 
Forestry and Fisheries in aggregate form.  The BIO-ECONOMY Model decomposes these sectors into 
a finer sectoral resolution, which takes into account the different economic structure and impact of 
some farm activities have compared to others.  The development of the BIO-ECONOMY model follows 
earlier work on the Irish Agri-CƻƻŘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ōȅ hΩ¢ƻƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ aŀǘǘƘŜǿǎ όнллнύ ŀƴŘ aƛƭƭŜǊ et al. (2014). 

One way of understanding the impact of Irish agriculture on the broader economy is to examine the 
so-called multiplier impacts. This allows for the direct and indirect impacts of activity on the rest of 
the economy through activity multipliers. The next table reports the output multipliers, for nine 
primary sectors identified in the Input-Output model, with a weighted average of the economy-wide 
multipliers. The output multiplier for cattle of 1.8 should be interpreted as follows: an additional 
ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ƻŦ ϵм ƻŦ ŎŀǘǘƭŜ ǎŀƭŜǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ ƻŦ ϵмΦу ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ 
effect of inter-ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƭƛƴƪŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ ƛǎ ϵлΦуΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ next table, the primary sectors are ranked 
in decreasing order of output multiplier. It shows that the output multiplier for most primary 
agricultural sectors are higher than the economy average, indicating the relatively high level of 
economic linkages in the agricultural sector. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
34 ά¢ƘŜ .ƛƻ-9ŎƻƴƻƳȅ LƴǇǳǘ hǳǘǇǳǘ aƻŘŜƭΥ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜǎέΣ DǊŜŀƭƛǎƘ Ŝǘ ŀƭ., 2015. 
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Table 5.1: Direct + Indirect Impacts of Primary Agriculture Sectors - Output Multipliers 

 Multiplier Ranking 

Cattle 1.8 1 

Forestry 1.5 2 

Horses 1.5 3 

Sheep 1.5 4 

Poultry 1.5 5 

Dairy 1.4 6 

Pigs 1.4 7 

Aquaculture 1.4 8 

Fishing 1.4 9 

Economy Average 1.4 10 

Deer and Goats 1.3 11 

Horticulture & Potatoes 1.2 12 
Source: Indecon analysis of BIO-ECONOMY Input-Output Model 

 

An important indicator is the extent to which an economic activity generates additional value added 
in the economy. Value added in national accounts refers to the contribution of the factors of 
production, i.e., capital (e.g., land and capital goods) and labour, to raising the value of a product and 
corresponds to the incomes received by the owners of these factors. In agriculture, this is mostly 
related to farm-level income. The extent to which value added is generated by an additional sale of 
ϵм ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ƎƻƻŘ ƛǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƛǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǘƻ ƭƻǿŜǎǘΦ DŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅΣ 
agriculture is in line with the national economy average in terms of the size of the value-added 
multiplier. 

 

Table 5.2: Direct + Indirect Impacts of Primary Agriculture Sectors - Value Added Multipliers 

 Multiplier Ranking 

Fishing 0.7 1 

Horticulture & Potatoes 0.7 2 

Deer and Goats 0.7 3 

Dairy 0.6 4 

Economy Average 0.6 5 

Horses 0.5 6 

Aquaculture 0.5 7 

Sheep 0.5 8 

Forestry 0.4 9 

Cattle 0.4 10 

Pigs 0.3 11 

Poultry 0.2 12 
Source: Indecon analysis of BIO-ECONOMY Input-Output Model 
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The direct expenditure of RDP supports in itself creates an income stream in the farm enterprise, 
which in turn has a broader economic impact on the wider economy. There are two forms of impacts 
which Indecon have incorporated in this regard: 

Ç On-Farm Investment: This captures the structure of investment in the agricultural sector. The 
breakdown of this is used in the model to estimate the sectoral-level demand structure for 
expenditures relating to on-farm investment. This includes AEOS (transitional), TAMS I 
(transitional) and TAMS II.  

Ç Household consumption: This is relevant for measuring the direct plus indirect effect of RDP 
expenditures which raise farm/non-farm household incomes through direct payments. 

When the direct and indirect impact of this expenditure is taken into account, the total impact in 
ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜκƻǳǘǇǳǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ LǊƛǎƘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ǿŀǎ ϵ2,186m over the course of the 2014-2018 
period.  hǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜ w5tΣ ǿŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵоΣтусΦ Similar 
interpretations can be put on the measures of Value Added and Wages. It should be noted that there 
was a relatively low level of expenditure on RDP measures at the outset of the programme in 2014, 
and that much of the expenditure happened in 2017-2018. We also included induced impacts. These 
are not deǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Ψ.Lh-9/hbha¸Ω ƳƻŘŜƭ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǳǎŜ LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ-output model of the 
Irish economy to derive these induced impacts. Adding induced impacts suggests that the overall 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ w5t ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵпΣнпл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΦ  

 

Table 5.3: Estimated RDP Expenditure Impacts, 2014-2018 

  
Direct Impacts Direct + Indirect Impacts 

Direct + Indirect Impacts+ 
Induced Impacts 

2014-2018 
Full RDP 
period 

2014-2018 
Full RDP 
period 

2014-2018 
Full RDP 
period 

Output  ϵмΣромƳ ϵнΣсппƳ ϵнΣмусƳ ϵоΣтус ϵнΣпррƳ ϵпΣнпл 

Value Added  ϵтулƳ ϵмΣоноƳ ϵмΣлфтƳ ϵмΣутм ϵмΣппнƳ ϵнΣппс 

Employee Wages  ϵоууƳ ϵстмƳ ϵрпмƳ ϵфпм ϵрпрƳ ϵфпоƳ 

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model35 

Taking this output impact, it is possible to derive an estimate of the total employment that is 
supported annually by the RDP expenditure. This analysis is shown in Table 5.4 and our estimates 
indicate that the RDP supports around 4,881 jobs annually. This assumes that the expenditure is 
spread evenly across all years of the RDP.  

Table 5.4: Estimated Overall Employment Impacts of RDP Expenditure Direct and Indirect 
Impacts, 

  Employment Annually 

Employment Impacts  4,881 

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model 

                                                           
35 It must be noted that we do not include induced impacts which may be applicable to RDP expenditure.  
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As part of this mid-term evaluation Indecon considered the regional and rural development impact 
of RDP expenditure. Our approach to this is based on combining survey data with a regional input-
output model. This regional input-output model separates Ireland into two regions based on a NUTS 
2 basis.36 As part of our survey, we obtained their estimates ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ 
in their local region. This research shown in Figure 5.1, suggested the majority farmers indicate that 
they purchase most of the farm inputs and other shopping items within 35 kilometres of their farms, 
thus giving some insights on the indirect and economic effects of RDP supported farms. Over 90% of 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǾƛǊǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŀƭƭΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ was within 35 kilometres of their farm. 
While there is no significant difference in the results the figure presents these separately as individual 
survey questions dealt with each type of expenditure.  

 

Figure 5.1: Expenditure Activity of ANC beneficiaries within 35 km of Farm 

 
Source: Indecon survey 

 

An estimate of the regional impacts was completed by Indecon using a two-region Input-Output 
model for Ireland.37 Indecon judged that the structure of the Border, Midland West region would be 
a reasonable approximation for the aggregate rural economy. We adjust final demand based on an 
estimate that 86% of expenditure is local. We then estimate multiplier (direct and indirect impacts) 
estimates using an input-output approach.38 The results of the analysis are shown in the next table. 
Our estimates indicate that the total direct and indirect impact of RDP expenditure on the rural 
ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ϵмΣ863m in output, compared to the aggregate national impact of RDP 
ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ϵ2,186m. If we assume that the expected level of expenditure is all spent by the end 
of the programme, we estimate that there will be ϵоΣнмт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΦ LŦ ǿŜ 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƛƴŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ǊƛǎŜǎ ǘƻ ϵоΣснф ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ This compares to a national impact of 
ϵпΣнпл ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ  

 

                                                           
36 The two NUTS2 regions in Ireland are the Border, Midland and Western Region, and the Southern and Eastern Region. 

37 ά! {ǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ b¦¢{ н !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ wŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ LƴǇǳǘ-hǳǘǇǳǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎέΣ aŀŎCŜŜƭȅΣ aƻƭƻƴŜȅ ϧ YŜƴƴŜŀƭƭȅΦ 

38 This is consistent with the approach used in the 2007-2013 Ex-Post RDP evaluation which was undertaken by Indecon. Further details on 
this approach is included in this report.  

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Shopping

Farm Input Purchase

Virtually all Around half Very little Don't know
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Table 5.5Υ 9ǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ wǳǊŀƭ 9ȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ LƳǇŀŎǘǎ όϵƳƛƭƭƛƻƴύ 

  
Direct Impacts 

Direct + Indirect 
Impacts 

Direct + Indirect Impacts+ 
Induced Impacts 

Regional Impact ς Output* 
(2014-2018) 

ϵмΣ311 ϵмΣ863 ϵнΣмлм 

Regional Impact ς Output* 
(Full RDP period) 

ϵнΣнсо ϵоΣнмт ϵоΣснф 

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model 

*  These are derived by getting the product of the RDP expenditure by first-round regional expenditure share.  

LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ multipliers are based on the most up to date detailed evidence from an input-output model of the Irish 
economy. These rigorously measure the economy wide impact of the expenditure of the programme and do not 
represent a cost benefit analysis. In contrast to measuring programme level impacts any cost benefit analysis of specific 
measures would consider non expenditure impacts and would also take account of the shadow price of public funds, and 
the level of deadweight. It would also be usual in a cost benefit analysis in an Irish context to exclude induced effects. In 
our counterfactual econometric modelling of specific measures we attempt to measure the impact compared to what 
would have occurred without the investment. 

Indecon has estimated the employment impacts of the output impacts using a Type I effects 
multiplier.39 This implies that that RDP expenditure supports 4,178 jobs on an annual basis in the rural 
economy. However, Indecon would advise caution in the interpretation of this estimate as there are 
some uncertainties regarding rural impacts.   

Table 5.6: Estimated Rural Employment Impacts of RDP Expenditure 

  Rural Employment Annually 

Employment Impacts  4,178 

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model 

As part of our analysis of the wider impact of the RDP, we also considered supply-side impacts of the 
expenditure. It is likely that many of the RDP interventions will have positive impacts on agricultural 
output. These impacts are likely to enhance long term Gross Value Added (GVA) and employment. In 
order to estimate the likely supply-side impacts, we use estimates from our counterfactual analysis 
to inform our estimates. Our analysis indicates that capital investment is likely to have a positive 
impact on output. While agri-environment measures are likely to have a relatively low direct impact 
on output, they are critical in addressing climate change and biodiversity objectives. In our modelling 
we use a weighted average based on the level of RDP funding given to TAMS, GLAS, and ANC. Our 
analysis suggests that, on average, output is likely to have increased by 1.4%40 with membership in 
TAMS, GLAS and ANC scheme. It must be noted that this is a mid-term review and many of the impacts 
are not fully observable at this stage.  

Based on our analysis and assumptions regarding the number of farmers in receipt of RDP funding, 
Indecon has estimated the likely supply-side impact of RDP expenditure. These figures are combined 
with the observed increased levels of farm output during the 2014-2018 period. We would note that 
the estimates are net of deadweight and attempt to identify only the additionality attributable to 
RDP expenditure. These figures should be viewed with caution as supply-side impacts may take some 
time to materialise.  

                                                           
39 This gives us the direct and the indirect impacts.  
40 This estimate is based on the weighted average of the counterfactual impact estimates with the amount of funding on TAMS, ANC and 

GLAS used as respective weights. The figures for TAMS are based on the likely long-term impacts.  
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Table 5.7: Supply-side Direct and Indirect Impacts of RDP (2014-2018) 

Supply-side Impact Metric Net Impact (Direct + Indirect) 

Output Impact ϵ207m 

GVA Impact ϵ70.3m 

Employee Wage Impact ϵ25.2m 

Employment (Annual basis) 484 

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model 

 
LƴŘŜŎƻƴΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ RDP expenditure has contributed to the supply side of the economy, 
net of deadweight, of the order of ϵ207 million in output terms ŀƴŘ ϵ70.3 million in contribution to 
GVA. We also estimate that RDP expenditure supports around 484 additional direct and indirect 
jobs on an annual basis through supply-side impacts. This may increase as output increases due to 
the RDP interventions.  

5.3 Wider Impact of RDP Expenditures on Poverty 

Figure 5.2 provides 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 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 the next RDP consideration of how to ensure 
links with wider national action plans to reduce poverty merit consideration. The next National Action 
Plan for poverty reduction is likely to include a number of specific actions for rural communities. 
There is an obvious link between the projects supported by LEADER and the type of basic services 
that will be required to reduce poverty.  
 

Figure 5.2: Views of RDP Farmer Beneficiaries and LEADER Groups/Beneficiaries on the Impact 
of RDP on Achieving the EU 2020 Headline Target of Reducing the Number of Europeans Living 

Below the National Poverty Line 

 

 Source: Indecon survey 
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In order to further contextualise the poverty41 in rural households in Ireland, we examined evidence 
from EU-SILC data. Figure 5.3 ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ άŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅέ ǊŀǘŜǎ ŦƻǊ rural households and urban 
households ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нлмл ŀƴŘ нлмтΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ ǊŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ rural 
households has decreased by 23% from its peak of 19.5% in 2012 to 15.0% in 2017. ¢ƘŜ Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ 
ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ ǊŀǘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŦŀƭƭŜƴ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǳǊōŀƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŀƳŜ period from 17.1% to 16.2% 
 

 
Figure 5.4 and Table 5.8 ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ b¦¢{ о ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ LǊŜƭŀƴŘ 
from 2010 to 2017. This provides an illustration of how poverty levels vary by region. On average the 
Border region had the highest at risk of poverty rate over the period at 22.1%, while Dublin had the 
lowest, at 10.9%. Consistently throughout the period Dublin had the lowest at risk of poverty rate.  
While the rate in Dublin has marginally increased over that time period (by 0.3%) reductions in the at 
risk of poverty rate were observed in the Midland, South-East, Mid-West and South-West regions, 
while in all other regions increases were observed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
41 tƻǾŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ having an income of less than 60% of national mean 

equivalised disposable income defined using EU definition of income and OECD equivalence scale 

Figure 5.3: At Risk of Poverty Rates for Rural vs. Urban Households, 2010-2017 

 

Source: Indecon Analysis of EU-SILC Data.  
Note: At risk of poverty at 60% level using EU definition of income and OECD equivalence scale. Farms are defined 
using the broad definition of EU-SILC. This approach uses Household Budget Survey definition of urban and rural and 
defines a farm household as any household in which the head of household is a farmer or the head of household is a 
retired farmer and there is at least one other farmer in the household 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

A
t 

R
is

k 
o

f 
P

o
ve

rt
y 

R
a

te

Urban Rural



5 ƅ Evaluation of Wider Programme Level Impacts 
 

 
 

 

 

 Indecon International Research Economists 

Indecon Mid-Term Evaluation of the Rural Development Programme Ireland 
(2014-2020) 

Page 45 

 

 

Table 5.8: At Risk of Poverty Rate by Region, 2010-2017 

Region 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Border 13.7 19.8 22.7 28.6 23.8 21.8 20.5 25.7 

Midland 16.8 22.3 23.2 19.1 17 15.6 18.9 14.2 

West 12.1 19.9 16.7 18.8 21.9 19.5 22.7 18.4 

Dublin 11.4 9.5 10.7 9.5 10.5 12.2 11.6 11.7 

Mid-East 16.3 13.5 16.2 16.1 16.7 16.5 16 14.5 

Mid-West 15.8 13.7 19 16 20.9 14.8 14.1 12.9 

South-East 15.7 19.5 21.1 19.7 17 19 18.1 18.3 

South-West 19.9 20.6 19.6 17.3 18.3 18.8 18 18.7 

Source: CSO - SIA20: Income and Poverty Rates by Region, Year and Statistic.  
Note: At risk of poverty at 60% level using national definition of income and national equivalence scale. 

 

In considering the impact of RDP on poverty objectives of relevance are the 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.42 The regional analysis of ANC beneficiaries is shown in Table 5.9 
and highlights that the majority of ANC beneficiaries are in the Border and West regions. These are 
ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩΦ ²Ŝ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ 
16% of households in the Border regions are in receipt of support from the ANC. For the Western 
ǊŜƎƛƻƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƛǎ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ нл҈Φ !b/ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛǎ ǿƻǊǘƘΣ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵнΣллл ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ŦŀǊƳΦ 

 
 

                                                           
42 This is in terms of Pillar II supports. This does include Pillar I direct payment support which is also likely to have a significant impact.  

Figure 5.4: At Risk of Poverty Rate by Region, 2010-2017 

 

Source: CSO - SIA20: Income and Poverty Rates by Region, Year and Statistic. 
Note: At risk of poverty at 60% level using national definition of income and national equivalence scale. 
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Table 5.9: No. of Beneficiaries Supported by Region (ANC & LEADER) 

Region 2014-2018 (ANC) 2014-2018 (LEADER) % of Total 

Border 23,097 291 23.8% 

Dublin 140 43 0.2% 

Mid-East 4,063 127 5.9% 

Midlands 8,484 219 10.4% 

Mid-west 12,600 278 13.0% 

South East 4,883 216 5.2% 

South-West 13,663 259 14.0% 

West 26,961 190 27.6% 
Source: Indecon analysis of DAFM data 

 

The figures shown in the next table highlight the increase in rural employment rate, the decline in 
rural poverty and the increase in rural GDP. The comparison with national data however 
demonstrates the scale of challenge faced by RDP.  While the overall employment rate in rural areas 
increased and poverty rates declined not all of this can be attributed to the RDP.   

Table 5.10: CAP Impact Indicators to Rural economy  

 Rural Areas State 

Indicators 2014 2018 2014 2018 

Employment Rate 62.4% 67.8% 63.1% 68.6% 

Degree of Poverty 19.7% 17.1%* 13.1% 13.6%* 

Rural GDP per capita     25,200 28,400* 42,000 61,200* 

Population (15-64) 1,273,500 1,249,100 3,061,200 3,175,800 
*refers to 2017 data as this is the latest available data 
Source: Indecon Analysis of Eurostat data 

 

 

5.4 Technical Assistance (CEQ 20) 

! ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ ϵоΦо Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ has been spent on the technical assistance recorded under M20 (see Table 
5.11ύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ пл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊ ϵу ƳƛƭƭƛƻƴΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎΣ bwN spending 
ǿŀǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϵмΦнс Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ нлмуΦ ! ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳ ƭŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ LǊƛǎƘ wǳǊŀƭ [ƛƴƪ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ 
by The Wheel, NUI Galway and Philip Farrelly and Co. was appointed by the Department of 
Agriculture, Food and the aŀǊƛƴŜ ǘƻ Ǌǳƴ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ bwbΦ  The NRN aims to: 

Ç Increase the involvement of stakeholders in the implementation of rural development; 

Ç Improve the quality of implementation of rural development programmes; and 

Ç Foster innovation in agriculture, food production, forestry and rural areas. 

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. The NRN is particularly important for publicising the European Innovation 
















