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Introduction and background

This independent report is submitted to the Department of Agriculture, Food taedMarine by Indecon
International Research Economists in association with the Countryside and Community Research Institute
(CCRI), University of Gloucestershire. The report concerns theektid Evaluation of the Rural Development
Programme, Ireland (2032020). IndecorfCCRI were appointed following a competitive tender process.

The background and policy context for the 2019 evaluation of the RDP for Ireland is Council Regi#&tjon
1305/2013and 808/2014 which set the legal framework for evaluation of rural development support for the

period 20142020. Tley state that amidi SNY S @I f dzZt GA2y A& NBIdZANBR G2 o6S Ol
programme. The EU legislation to design RDP 2028 builds on previous RDP programmes and sets out the

following three objectives:

C Enhancing the competitiveness of agriculture;
C Ensuring the sustainable management of natural resources and climate management; and
C 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 RIDigse priorities include:

C Priority 1:Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry and rural areas;
Priority 2:Enhancing the viability/competitiveness of farms and all types of agriculture;
Priority 3:Promoting food chain orgaration and risk management in agriculture;

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

O 0O 0O 0

Priority 5:Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward a-¢awbon and climate
resilient economyn the agriculture, food and forestry sectoend

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

The Rural Development Programme 2020 for Ireland is part of the Common AgricudtlPolicya common

set of objectives, principles, and rules in order teardinate the EU agricultural supportiember StatesThe

sever@ S NJ alLJIy 2F GKS LINBINIYYS KIFA& en povdedfrbr@ fU 2 F T dzy
resources The 204-2020 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 addod sectors. fiese includestrategiessuch as Food Harvest 2020

(FH2@0) and Foodwise 2025 (FW2025).

The economic situation in Ireland has improved significantly simeeommencement of the Programme and
there was a gstained increase in employment and increases itoines The agricultural sectohowever
experienced more volatility. Theverage family farm incomia Ireland improved in 2017 followirtipe low

levels offarm incomerecorded in 2016 but fell again in 2018. This reflects the volatility of incomes gethter

which is an issue both for the RDP and for other EU and national policieof 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

Indecon Indecon International Research Economists Pagei
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Methodological Approach to Evaluation

In line with European Commission guidance, Indeconusasla range of advanced anéyorous methods to

empirically evaluate the impact of th20142020 RDP for Ireland. We havelLJLJt A SR | Wi NR | y 3dz
methodologies, with the objective of cresenfirming qualitative and quantitative measures and, where
possible,we haveevaluatel counterfactual impacts. It is also worth noting that this is an interim evaluation

and many of impacts are not yebservableandthe full resultswill only be evident over time

Our approach has involved the application of the following methodologies:

Bio-Economyand Regionalnput-Output Model;
Econometric Counterfactual Models;
SpatialAnalysis;

Consultation Programme;

Case Studies;

New Survey Evidencenhich received 1,371 responseand

N o o~ w0 Dh PR

Analysis of Indicator Data.

Given the need to ensure the best use of scarce EU and national resatiiseypropriate to use range of
methodologes to examine the impact of the Programmdore detail on the methodological approach is
provided inSection 3 of the main report.

Description of Programme and review &udget and Expenditure

Theoverallobjectivesof the RDP (enhanced competiveness, sustainable management and balanced regional
development)are further ddailed into six broad priority area3.hesepriorities are distibuted into key focus

areas related to the competitiveness and viability of agriculamd agrienvironmentobjectives ThelrishRDP
delivers support through eleven measures which are further divided Isubmeasure The relationship
between these masures and their focus areas is illustrated in the next graphic. This shows how certain RDP
measures contribute to a number of areas. For example, théaom capital investment measure (TAMS Il) is
targeted at improving the competitiveness of agriculturet it also links to the various aggnvironmental

related areas of the RDP. The graphic also illustrates the complexity of the Programme and the diversity of
focus areas.

Indecon Indecon International Research Economists Pageii
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RDPLinkages and Objectives
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At the end of 2018, approximately7% of the overall RDP allocation was spent. The allocation of RDP 2014
2020 fundingwas highest in Measure 13 (Payment to areas facing natural constraints or other specific
constraints), followed by GLAS under Measure 10 {@&mrironment and climate), and TAMS Il undezddure

4 (Investment in physical asset$he levels of expenditure ag the end of 201&re shown in the next table.

The results indicate thathile good progress has been made on sp#rete are a number of measureghere
spend issignificantly below the expected legeMhile expenditure iexpected to increassignificarly in 2019

and 2020, it is important that where targets are unlikely to be met, that funds are reallochtddcon
understands however that the Department expects that overall spend for the entire programme will be greater
than the original allocationAny carryover would need to be funded from the next programming period 2021

2027.

RDP 20142020 Current Spending (EfD18) versus Allocations

Total Scheme | Total Expected Total Current % Vs.
Measure Submeasure Allocation Spend Spend(End Expected
6e artf o6e ant| 2018 Spend
0e aAff
M1: Knowledge Knowledge Transfer Groups 99.7C 69.00 35.4 51.4%
Transfer and Training in support of GLAS 12.00 12.00 11.3 94.4%
Information Action BDGP Training 14.10 10.70 10.4 97.4%
M2: Advisory Services| CPD for Advisors 2.00 2.00 0.1 5.9%
farm management, TASAH Advisory 6.00 3.53 1.0 28.7%
and farm relief .
services Setting up POs 0.30 0.30 0.0%
M4: Investment in TAMS I _ 38170 387.99 106.11 27.3%
Physical Assets TAMS | (transitional) 13.30 7.38 7.23 98.0%
AEOS (transitional) 30.00 15.77 15.81 100.0%
M7: Basic Services an "
village renewal in rural GL.A.S Traditional farm 6.00 6.00 2.3 38.6%
buildings
areas
M10: Agri GLAS 920.45 1,082.66 528.7 48.8%
envir.onmentclimate Burren Programme 12.86 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| Old Ngtyra AEOS/REPS 73.95 26.74 446 95.3%
WFD (Transitional)
M13: Payments to
areas facing natural ofl sy 1491.00 1492.80 10425 69.8%
other specific
constraints
M14: Animal Welfare | Sheep Welfare Scheme 100.00 78.78 33.5 42.5%
General EIPs 4.00 4.00 0.1 1.8%
Locally led HH and FWPM 35.00 35.00 3.5 10.1%
M16: Ceoperation Lc_JcaIIy led environment and 20.00 20.00 0.0%
climate
Collaborative Farming 3.00 2.21 1.0 46.9%
M19: Support for
LEADER local
development (CLL-D LEADER 250.00 250.00 36.1 14.4%
CommunityLed Local
Development)
M20: Technical
Assistance and Tech. Assistance 8.14 6.45 3.3 32.5%
Transitional Funding
ERS (Transition) 9.21 7.70 7.5 97.2%
Total 4,145.71 4,206.85 2,399.0 57.0%
Source: RDP6Amendment documentDAFM indicator dataand RDP Expenditure Review June 2018
2eonnzInnn NBI ffor tBeQnitraddcton df te Bedf Pra@dacer Organisations Scheme
3¢ nY NBIHEt20FGSR G2 Fff2g F2NJ GKS AyGNBRIzOGAZ2Y 2F GKS . dz2NNBy
4The Burren Team is funded under Measure 20 Technical Assistance.
5S¢ MnnY | RRA dlfinAnfihgfallogation fr2hg Sheep Welfare Scheme
In d econ Indecon International Research Economists Pageiv
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ProgrammeLevel Impact of RDP on the Rural Economy in Ireland

A number of different economic models have been employed to analyse the wider progremeiempacts

of the RDRexpenditure These include a Bieconomy InputOutput model and alwo-Region Inpa-Output

model of the Irish economy. The supjsigle impacts of RDP suppevere also examinedby Indecon as part of

this evaluation. The estimated rural expenditure impact of the RBRt the end of 201& presented in the

table below.If we assume thathe expected level of expenditure is all spent by the end of the programme, we
estimate that there wilbee 0o SHmMT YAt f A2y Ay RANBOG YR AYRANBOG AY
FAIAZNBE NARA&ASA (G2 €eoXZcHd YAfTfAZ2Yy®

Estimated Rural Expenditure Impacd 6 € YAT £ A2y 0

. Direct + Indirect Direct + Indirect +Induce|
Direct Impacts
Impacts Impacts
Regional Impact¢ Output*
a3

(20142018) € 3% € &3 EHZMANM
Regional Impact¢ Output

(Assuming all of the

Expenditure is spent by thi €HzHCO €OZHMT €ozcHd
end of the programme)

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model

* These are derived by getting the product of the RDP expenditure byrdinetd regional expenditure shardhe
estimates only include the actual expenditure up to the end of 2018.

** [ndirect OutputMultiplier of 1.42 used; Induced outpuhultiplier of 1.6 used

LYRSO2yQa Ydzf GALX ASNR I NB ol aSR 2y (i o8putfiddelioftzLd (2 RI
Irish economy. These rigorously measure the economy wide impaceapenditure 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-agpenditure impacts and would also take account of the

shadow price of public funds, and the level of deadweidintour counterfactual econometric modelling of

specific measures we attempt to measure the impact compared to what would have occurred witigout
investment.It would also be usual in a cost benefit analysis in an Irish context to exclude induced effects.

Usingsurvey evidencelndecon has estimated that around®% of the direct and indirect benefit of RDP
expenditureis within 35 km of theRDP beneficiarieghereby primarily benefittinghe rural economyOur
estimates using an inptgutput model suggest that the expenditure impacts of R likely to result in
approximately 481 jobs nationally, of whicld,178are estimated to be in the mal economyMore detail on
the approachused to derivethese estimates is included Bection 5 of the main report.The RDP is also likely
to have had positive supplsideimpacts,but these will only be evident after a time lafhe rural expenditure
and employment impactat the end of the Programme will bgreater than estimated at this stage of
implementation

Estimated Rural Employment Impacts of RDP Expenditure

Employment Annually

(National) Employment Annually (Rurareas)

Employment Impacts 4,881 4,178

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model

The fgures shown in the next tablaghlight 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

Indecon International Research Economists Pagev
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faced bythe RDP. While the overall employment rate in rural aieaseasednot all of this can be attributed
to the RDP.

CAP Impacindicatorsto Rural economy

Rural Area% 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 perapita 25,200 28,400* 42,000 61,200*
Population (1564) 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 Birostat data

Review of AgrEnvironmentrelated Priority Areas

Measures supported under Priority Ared 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, Le@arbon, AgrErvironment 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 budgeDther schemes contributing to Priority Areas 4 and 5 include the Organic Fe&Buotieghe,

the Burren Programme, the locallgd European Innovation Partnership Operational Groups and the GLAS
Traditional Farm Building Schenighere are also significant links to some of the measures that impact on
competitiveness such as the agnvironment aspects of the EIPs and TAMS Il. Elements of Measure 1 that
relate to BDGP and GL&&ningare also directly relevanithe largest support that falls under the sustainable
management of land is Measure 13 (Areas of Natural Constraint)

Measure,targeted Focus Areaand Priority Areas (Sustainable Managemeoitnatural

resources and climate management

Measures Submeasurs Focus Areas
M7: Basic Services and village renewal in rural arg M7.6: GLAS Traditional farm buildings | FA4A
M10: Agrienvironmentclimate M10.1: GLAS and GLAS+ FA4A, FA4B, FA4
FAS5D, FASE
M10.1: BDGP FA5D
M10.1: The Burren Programme FA4A

M11: Organic Farming M11.1 and M11.2: The organic farming | FA4A, FA4B, FA4
scheme

M12.1:Natura 2000 and WFD

M12: Natura 2000 and WFD (Transitional) FA4A, FA4B, FA4

M13: Payments to areas facing natural or other M13.2: Areas of Natural Constraints FA4A
specific constraints (ANCs)

M13.3: Specific support for offshore FA4A

island farming
M16: Locally led EIPS M16.1:HH / FWPM Environmental & FA4A, FA4B,

FA4CQFASA FASB,
FA5C, FASD, FA5

Climate Change Projects

Source: Indecon Review of RDP Documents

The key targeindicatorsfor the agrienvironmental schemes are shown in the table below. It must be noted
that many of theseRDP target indicators are likely to be met or exceeded by the end of the progmamitm

must be noted that these indicators represent planned outputs and the associated impacts may take a number
of years to become observable.

6 Arural areais defined by Eurostat is an area where more tha#b6f its population lives iareasthat are not identifiedas urban centres.
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RDPTargetindicatorsfor Sustainable Management of natural resources and climate

management
Planned
Indicators 20142017 2018 20142018 Output
2023
5 - — -
T9 % of holdings under biodiversity/landscay 16.97% 1.24% 18.21% 20.77%
contracts
T10 % of holdings under water managemexntracts 18.40% 2.00% 20.4% 20.91%
T12 % of holdings under soil management contract  16.39% 1.91% 18.3% 18.08%
T17+ Number. of LUs under contracts to redug 26,082 44.264 70,346 11,500
GHG/ammonia emissions
3 - -
T18 % of Iano_l unde_r c_ontractargetlng aeduction of 11.17% 1.28% 12.45% 10.79%
GHG/ammonia emissions
P -
T19 % of agricultural and forest .Iand undg 0.08% i 0.08% 0.32%
management to foster carbon conservations
Source: Indecon Analysis of DAFM Indicator Data.

Training to supporsome of thesignificantagrienvironment schemes (GLAS and BDGP) was implemented in
the early stages of the 2032020 RDP. This training was a requirement for participation in these schemes. GLAS
replaced the previouBAEOScheme and is the main aggnvironmental meaure of the RDP.

Statistical aalysis using the National Farm Survepdicatesthat GLASbeneficiaries typicalljhave lower

income have less capital investmerdnd lower livestock units than ned[ ! { LI NG AOA LI yiGao®
counterfactualeconometric aalysis indicates that GLASIlilely to havea small positive impact on farm

incomes. Analysisindicatesthat the spatial distribution of GLA®eneficiariesis very much in line with the

Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Special Protected Afes §&Rlominantly in the western, north

western, and soutiwestern regions of Ireland.

Survey evidencesuggestghat GLAS has achieved a number of key benefits including maintaining hedgerows,
increasing biodiversity on farms and improving water quality. Evidence collected at thdefaehby ADAS
indicates that over 75% of required actions were complefétk suney results for 201 hdicate thatmost of

the intended measures of succesdtnessed positive changddowever, &ceptions to this were Riparian
Margins, Twite, Traditional Distone wall, Conservation of Solitary bees, and Protection of wadarses from
Bovines.The findings from the ADAS biodiversigport indicatedthat around 66% of sites were deemed to
have outcomes that could not be achieved without GLAS supB8ft of farmshad implemented actions
appropriately with no missed opportunities

Modelling undertakerby ADA®N the environmenrdlimpact of GLAS on water quality and pollutastggests
that GLAS will lead tolang-term annualreduction of between 8% for nitrate phosphorus nitrous oxide and
methaneon GLAS supported farmEhe overalhationalimpact is smaller as 32% of farmland is in GR&8ent
data from EPAor 2017 indicatethat while ammonia emissions have increaseeflecting the increase in
agricultural production, the emissions per unit of output decreased over this peADdS concludes that the
major cause of these reductions likely to bethe Low Input Permanent Pasture action (and the comparable
Natura Habitat and Farmland Bird actionBhis action has the highest level of uptake.

The Beef Data and Genomics Programme (BDGPYequires 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 emi$siessheme wiltake a number of

years before impacts are measurable. This is due to replacement rates in the herd aBiD@ herds. It is
therefore not possiblen this interim reportto make a definitive conclusion on the success or otherwise of the
BDGP at this stagelowever, preliminary evidence indicates that BDGP cows are calving at younger ages which
is consistent with the objectives of the BDGP schefive. mechanism in the BDGP payments are based on the
level of stock recorded in the reference year ensures thate is no incentive for recipients to increase herd

7This is based on the survey undertaken by ADAS who are conducting an evaluation of GLAS.
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size. The analysalsoshows that the number of cows moving from lower rated to higher rated is higher for
BDGP herds than neBDGP herd8ased on analysis by the ICBF on differences in cow weitfiwezm weight

and calving, it is estimated tha&tigher rated cows are likely to have lowe emissions by around 6% per
animal.lt must also be noted the types of farms that are tgtlg in receipt of BDGP suppate in the western

half of the countrywhere the land quality is poorer. It is also likely that many of the farmers who receive BDGP
also receive GLAS and ANC suppfhts is important inerms ofsustained environmental improvement and

the links between BDGP and Glak&important in this cotext.

The largest measure (in public funding terms) in the RDP is Measure 13 (ANC). This support is receéred by
70% of active farmer beneficiaries. This support is provided to farm holdings who face natural disadvantages in
their farmland. One of th rationales for this support is the public good value of maintaining agricultural land.
New survey evidenceuggeststhat around 27% of ANC supportedarms would have become abandoned
without this support.Indecon believes that it igkely that farmers interpreted this to mean to all payments
rather than just thampact ofthe ANCpayment Thus, this figure may ten overestimate of the impact of ANC

on land abandonmentBased on survey evidenci also likely that very small minority of 7%f the fams

would have had to be sold or taken over by a family memisghout this support In order to examine the

public good aspect of the support, Indecon surveyed farmer beneficiaries on thie gobd type features that

exist on their farmsThe results idicate that of ANC farmer beneficiaries, 62% of farms have physical landscape
features (stone walls, old farm buildings et&3% have landscape features such as lakes and yR@%6 have
cultural heritage featuresand 12% have walking trails used b thublic. These features are likely to have a
valuefor society and ensuring that they are protected should remain an important feature of the Ribite

there isalarge range in the estimates for theonetary value of public goodsiternational evidene provides
a42YS AYRAOFNGAGS SalbtAayYlLdSa 2F GKS tFyRaOl LIS Baded dzS 6 KA
on applying thisvalue the indicative estimate dhe landscape value generated by RDP from 22020 is

I NRPdzy R eHyp Y ACurfaha®sis indi&sthat ANC dapgports are an important source of income

for farms that are significantly below the average faimoome. The payments to ANC supported farms are
based on costs incurred and income foregone and do not include a premiwsudbraandscape value.

¢KS hC{ KIF& | 0dzR3AS{ -2070 RBFphe target forfthe RDP wasdoSitaciisénte 16j000v n
hectares of new land into production and to support 46,000 hectares of converted land. These targets were
achieved in 2016The scheme was fepened in November 2018nd received over 200 applicatians the end

of 2018, aroundt2% of this budget has been spent supporting around 1,368 holdikgthese are lontgerm
contracts, this expenditure will increase during the refsthe 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 thegeriod 20142018, the total new organic land is estimated to beward 1.2% of

the total land areavhichsuggestgprogresss being made.

Review of Competitivenesgelated Priority Areas

Priority Areas 83 and their associated focus areas include measures to foster knowledge transfer and
innovation, enhance the vialiyi and competitiveness of agriculture, and to promdt®d chain organisation

and risk management in agriculturéhe nexttable highlightsthat many of thePriority 1:3 measures will also
impact on Priority Areas 4 and 5. Measures like Knowledge Tra@Gsterps and the European Innovation
Partnerships (EIPs) are relatively small measures of the RDP in budgetary terms huateatial impacts on

a number of different focus areaxross both enhanced competitiveness and environmental sustainability
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Measure, targeted Focus Areasd Priority Areas (Competitiveness)

Measures Submeasures Focus Areas
M1: Knowledge M1.1: Knowledge Transfer Groups FA1A, FALC, FA2A, FA3B, FA4A, FA4B, FAAC, F/
Transfer and M1.1: Training in suppordf GLA®&ndBDGP FA1A, FAL1C, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, FASD
Information
Action
M2: Advisory M2.1: Support for setting up of Producer Organisatiq FA3A
Services, farm M2.1: Animal Health and Welfar®n farm Advice FA1A, FA3B
management, and| M2.3: CPD foAgricultural services FA1A, FA2A, FA4A, FA4B, FAAC, FASD
farm relief M2.3: Animal Health and Welfare: Training for FALA, FA3B
services Advisors

M4: Investment in | M4.1: Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Schemesg FA2A, FA2B, FA3B, FA4A, FA5SB, FASD
Physical Assets (TAMS 11)

M14: Animal M14.1: Animal Welfare Scheme (Sheep) FA3A
Welfare
M16: Ce M16.1: European Innovation Partnership (EIP) FA1A, FA1B, FA2A, FA2B, FA3A, FA3B
operation General EIPs
M16.3: Support for Collaborative Farming FA1A, FA1B, FA2A, FA2B

Sourceindecon Review of RDP Documents

The key target indicators for projects relating to enhancing competitiveness are shown in the table Tia¢ow.
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 per¢age of holdings who have received support for modernisation is considerably
below the planned target levdbr 2023 However, thisis likely toincrease in the remaining years of the
programmeas spend on TAMS Il increases

RDP Target Indicatoff®r enhancing Competitiveness objective

. Planned
Indicators 20142017 2018 20142018 Output 2023

T3- No. of participants trained under Measuf
1, including KT, BDGP & GLAS. 67,689 24,909 92,598 111,600
T4- % of ho_Idings with §up_p0rt for investmen 1.37% 1.29% 2 66% 911
in restructuring/modernisation
R2 - Change in agri. output on supporte 6.57% Data not Data not
farms/AWU* ) available available
T5 - % of holdingsRDP supports for youn 0.41% 0.75% 1.16% 2 86%
farmers*
No. of EIP operational groupe be supported

o . 1 7 8 22
for project implementation.
No. of other cooperation operationrs 654 129 783 1,200
* This is calculated over a twgear period from 2015 to 2017 looking over the change in productivity across th
periods. This only relates tbAMS beneficiaries compared to ndrAMS beneficiaries
**This is based on the Young farmers supported through TAMS I
Source: Indecon Analysis of DAFM Indicator Data.
~: Refers to Number of New Farm Partnership agreements funded by the Collaborative Fa@rémg Scheme

In terms of the relationship between reigg of the KTpaymentand farm output andproductivity, a
counterfactual analysis not feasible due to the small numberaiiservationsn the National Farm Surveyd

only onetime period ofdata. Howeverthe sampldixed effectsesultsof new econometric analysis undertaken

by Indecon(implying correlations) suggest potential positive association between the rdpe of the KT
paymentand farm output andgricultural income. Our survey eviderealsoindicates 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 Il which involves

investment in fysical assetdndicatordatashowsthate mH ¢ YAt f A2y KIF @S 0SSy aLISyi

TAMS Il at the end of 20£8TAMS Il involves grant support for a number of different schemes including the

5FANE 91ljdALIYSYld {OKSYS3I | n2Sdyeme, SlimdM\&IkER Hafeipd Nokridnk £ Ly JS ¢

Storagescheme Pig and Poultry Investment and Low Emission Slurry Speritisgioted that the capital
investment support under Measureidcludes support for measures help improve the environmental impac

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 econometdounterfactuaimodelling ofTAMS lwhichdoes notindicateany
significant impacto dateon farmoutput or productivity. Howevernew econometric counterfactual modelling
which Indecon has completed and which includes capital investment in previous rounds of RDP leads to
results that confirma positive impact of capital grants on farm output andoguctivity. The results are
presented inthe next table A positive impact od capital investmengrant on farm output and productivity is
found. This is measured by the treatment impact, namely ATHRe estimates of impact from our
counterfactualeconometric modelsuggests a positive impact on output éom 6 ¢ 7% and an increase in
productivity of the order of & 6%.For example, in interpreting the results it is useful to consider the results of
one of our key econometric models, namely thepensity score matching model. This is an econometric model
which attempts to measure the impact of the RDP TAM$nNestment on farms, compared to similar farms
who did not make the investment. The results indicate an impact on output measured by AT.8686 which
suggests a 6.86% increase in output compared to what would have occurred without TAMS Il investment.

Impact of TAMS lbn Outputand Productivity (2001-2017)

EconometricEstimation Model Outcomes Variables ATET Observations
*kk
Log Output 0('8221811) 15,170
RegressiorAdjustment Model (RA) 0 0:5 16
Log Productivity ('0 0130) 15,168
*%
Log Output (zooggg 4) 15,250
Propensity Score Matching 0 0665***
Log Productivity ('0 0246) 15,246
Notes: SE in Parentheses *** p<0.01, **(p&5, * p<0.1
Indecon Analysis on NFS Data.

Overall, our modelling and analysis suggests that tR®OP supportwill contribute to enhancingthe
competitiveness of agriculture. henhancement of competitiveness is likely to be mainly throogpital
investmentmeasures. Indecon analysis has also found that the Knowledge Transfer Groups are likely to have a
small positive impacbn competitivenessbut it is difficult to quantify the impacts at this stage of the
Programme.

Review ofimpact onBalanced 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 aredis was supported through the implementation of
Measure 19 (LEADER)KS AYAGALFE 2@SNItf Fft20F0A2y FT2RMQGKAA
which represents around 6% of the overall RDP allocathirthe end of 2018, the expenditure on this measure

8Thisamoy i Ay Of dzZRS & € m-prodlyctive iNvastnferksugder AEQS) frgh2pyevious RDP.

9 Average Treatment Effect on the Treated is the estimate of the net impact of the grant on the beneficiaries compareddo- the n
beneficiaries.

10We note that capithinvestment grants have been part of different schemes during previous RDPs. The analysis above relates to capital
investment grants.
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gl a 2dzad 2 @Bakver d should bd rotkRtlyathe expected project spend, as outlined in the
milestones developed for LEADER, was 16% at the end of @01B.R2 dzy R e h ig likefyAtHatf tHis2wll 0
increase in 2019 and 2020 atasgenumber 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 #teucture has changed in the current programriiée LAG model has evolved under

the currentRDPso that most Local Action Groups araw Local Community Development Committees (LCDCs)
established under the Local Government Reform Act 281ibugh the Local Development Companies are
responsible for the direct implementation of the programniehe regional distribution of LEADERmsand
projects in Ireland shows thnumber of LEADER projecis largest in thenorth-west and southwest regions,

while the funding amounts are concentratedthre west, northwest and southwest regions

The current LEADER operates in a very differamr@enment to the previous RDFhis has likely had an impact
of the number of viable projects available to fund through LEADERcon believes that the 31 actions points
to reduce administrative burden outlined as part of the LEADER forum in May 201&lacane butmonitoring

of these actions should be undertakedur survey of LEADER Groups indicateddahauind31% indicated that

it was difficult or very difficult toattract good proposals.In terms of alternative funding, 77% of LEADER
beneficiaries bétved that they would have not been able to secure alternativeding without the LEADER
support

Overall, LEADER had a slow start in the early years @&t buhas shown significant progress in terms of

supporting projects in 2018. It is not cledrthis stage if the full allocation of the LEADER funding will be spent

by the end of the RDBut Indecon note that spending is permitted until the end of 208K S [ ! DQ&a KI &
suggestedas part of their annual reporting process that approximately 80% efgtoject budget will be

allocated by the end of 2019, with the reminder to be allocated in 26@vever, 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 whenfunding is drawn down

Overall conclusions

This midterm evaluation suggests that the RDP has performed well against its various key taidgtsn note

there are some competing objectives between different measurEsr example, ANC is likely to redube
likelihood of farm abandonmer@nd thismay 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 transfesf land to younger farmers. TAMS investment may also increase output which
may have negative environment impact8lthough, this is likely in part to beffset by the specific
environmental aspects of TAMS The 20142020 RDmas introduced a number of memeasures that have
helped address some of the structural issues in Irish agriculture. At this stemed 57% of the overall
allocation has been spentlit must also be noted that this is a midrm evaluation and some of the overall
impacts of the RDBre not fully observable yet.

Recommendations

There are a number of wider policy issues which have developed since the start of the Prograsiutieg

the recent Climate Action Plan. This is likely to have a significant impact on the next CAP JRtatedic
number of recommendationghichaimto maximise the impact of the RDP and to highlight issues of relevance
for the design of the next programnare outlined below
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Recommelations

Recommended Action(s) Suggested Relevant
Responsibility | Programme
Protecting the 1. Ensure priority is given to supporting environmental DAFM Next
rural environment improvements in Irish agriculture.
2. Expand measures to support Organic Farming.
3. Ensure that there is no gap in support for any successor
environmental scheme$o GLAS.
Improw_n_g the 4. Address the structwal issues within Irish farming. DAFM Next
competitiveness of )
. 5. Continue to support EIPs.
Irish farms
Supporting rural 6. Monitor the effectiveness of new action points to reduce| DRCD Both
communities administrative burden onLEADER
Expenditure 7. Areas where there is likely to be underspend should be | DAFM Current
identified by the end 2019.
8. Where underspend is likely funding should be
reallocated.
Design and 9. Use the existing infrastructure in the design of the next | DAFM Next
administration scheme and avoid implementation of nesmaltscale
schemes
10. Continue to mprove the indicatos to facilitate RDP Both
evaluations.

1. Ensurepriority 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 atbssof 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 progresateenh
environmental improvements should be a core focus of the next Ridlécon believes that targeted support

to farmers in areas of naturabnstraints is appropriate and should continue to be part of an increased emphasis
on environmental improvementsHowever, 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 landse and opportunities to enhance climate actieither through
mitigation or adaption or synergies between mitigation and adaptibimere may also be merit having specific
GHG reduction targets (including carbon pool protection and enhancement targets) to underpin climate
objectivesindecon would alsaote the importance of training at a very early stage of any future environmental
schemes.

2. Expand measures to support organic farming

LYRSO2yQa |yltfteara adz33sSada GKFEG LNAAK | INROdzZ (dz2NB K
hashowever beermprogress madé¢hrough the RDRnd more progress is likely through theopening of the

OFSin 2018 Indecon recommends thatonsideration is given tan expanded programme of measures to

support organic farmingn the next programmelndeconhowever accepts that the RDP has met key targets in

this area and supportingrganicfarming is a wider policy issue.

3. Ensure that there is no transitional gap in aggnvironment schemes during programming periods

It is important that environment schemédsve continuity and that beneficiaries maintain progress over a long

period. During the 2012018 period, some farmers who finished their environmental scheme were not able to

join GLA&s the scheme was closed to new entrants and they may not have béemcedwitch earlier due to
commitments on land leases$n order to overcome thidn the next Programmdéamers should be given the

option to transition into new schemesKvSy G KSANJ OdzNNBy (i &d0KSYS SyRad® ¢KA
assessment that ther is potential for enhanced environmental improvements and supported by RDP. In
designing the next programme, the level of @it payments should be reviewed tocentivise additional

progress.
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4. Address the structural issues within Irish farming

Thehighaverage age of farmers in Irelaméntinues to represena major structural risk to Irish farming. The
OdZNNBy i w5t adzLJLI2 NG & 3ISYSNI A2yt NBySéglf GKNRdIdzZAK ¢!
through measures to supportatlaborativefarming.Indecon recommends that the next programme increase

the level of expenditure allocated to generational renew&hile Indecon note that there are othemolicies

outside of RDP to promote generational reneywahys of supporting structural change in Irfahming should

0SS 02y iAydsSR (2 68 3IAGSYy F20dzda Ay GKS y S EaxatioNRE INIF Y Y
measures to support lorterm leasing is an indication of what can be achieved with appropriate initiatives. As

well as enhancing conapitiveness 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

Europan Innovation Partnerships areveelcomenew feature of the 20142020 RDPThesehave taken a
number of years to become fully functional and the results will only become waBkr in 2019 antbeyond
Indecon, however, believes thatis approach should beaintained in the next programmeEIPgepresents

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 collaboratioedretarious stakeholders

and assist in developing best practice approaches to different agricultural challehiggss stage, it is not
possible to formally evaluate the effectiveness of the EIPs but such an evaluation should consider the
administrationcosts associated with the operation of the EIPs.

6. Monitor the effectiveness of new action points to reduce burden &wEADER

Indecon notesthat there were 31 different actiondo reduce the administrative burden of LEADEfROduced
in 2017 Indecon recommendthat monitoring of the impactof these actionss undertakenThe 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 forenst examination of any areas where spend is below the expected levels should be completed. Realistic
evidencebasedforecasts for overall Programme spend by measure should be completed by end of 2019.
Indecon note that there is unlikely tioe 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, fundird sho

0S NBItf20FdSR® ¢KS w5t Aa | GAdrf adzll2NI (G2 (GKS @Al
are needed to assist those in rural areas not benefitting from the recovery, it is also essential that all of the RDP

funds are fullytilised. There may also be merit in considering adjustments to eligible expenditure where there

are concerns over whether the full alltion on measures will be spent

Any inclusion of additional items should take account of the need to prioritiseatinds 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 sinceccurred in the latest TAMS call (March 2019).

9. Use the existing infrastructure in the design of the next programme and avoid implementation of
smalkscale schemes
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Significant investment haseenmade in updating IT systems during the 2@D20period. These updatekave

been very valuable but havmpacted on the rollout of certain schemes. This was particularly relevant to TAMS

Il which was delayed due to the installation of a new system which allowed for online applications. Since this
system has ben operational, the application process for TAMS Il has been improved significantly. Indecon
recommend that the introduction of any new scheme should be cognisant of existing infrastructure that has
been developed during the 2042020 RDP In the next pogramming, the Managing Authority should avoid
where possibleintroducing small schemasless they can be managed effectively with existing administrative
infrastructure However, Indecon accepts that there may be a rationale for the introduction ofscbemes 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, theteavebeen resourcefvestedin improving the exdence base in terms of
measuring the impact of RDP support. Such evidence gathering shoelethbiruedin the next programme.
This should be focused on measuring the environmental impadtother key objectives of the Programme
This will assist policyrkars to ensure that scarce national and EU resources are effectively utiised.
approach that may be adopted toelp improve this is to collect key information on environment and other
aspects at the application stage.
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delegates attending the Good Practice2 NJ| & K2 LJ & ! LILINE | -€ckr®riic aind®sectodrélafed RDPa 2 O A 2
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1b Introduction and Background

1 Ly dNR2RdzO G 03 A NR VA R

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 Gloucesters. The report concerns the Mitierm Evaluatioh of

0KS wdzNF £ 5S@St2LIVSyld t NBODNTFhE Mot i6 dse the @sisTor theNS £ |y
HaMd ! yydzZ f LYLE SYSYydGlFdA2y wSLRNI oW! LwQUu®

1.2 Background and Terms of Reference

The background and poli 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 2012020 Trey statethat a midterm evaluation igequired to

be carriedout 2y S+ OK aSYo SN { (ImusS Basubmie® @ N ContBactihgy R
Authority. Once allmid-term reviews are completed, a synthesis of individual Member State RDP
mid-term evaluation reports will be undertaken by the Comrss

In line with the requirements of thé 2 Y Y A a GirAoyi IRanitoring and Evaluatioframework
(CMHE), and the detailed guidelines provided by the European Evaluation Network for Rural
Development? (hereafter referred to as th&U Guideline®, the overallobjective of ths 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 uphet EU and national levelwhich are at the

core of theprogramme intervention logic. The objectives of rural development policy set up by
Community strategic guidelines for rural development in the programming peritd-2020 are as

follows:

C Priority 1: Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in aguceltforestry and rural
areas;

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

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

0

C Priority 4: Restoring, preserving and enhancing gstsns dependent on agriculture and
forestry;

C Priority 5: Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward acknlvon and
climateresilient economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors; and

C Priority 6: Promoting social inclusion,\ymoty reduction and economic development in rural
areas.

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

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

12 gAssessing RDP Achievement and Impact in€201® dzNB LISy 9@t fdzt GA2Yy bSGE2N] F2N wdzNFf 58
DirectorateGeneral for Agriculture and Rural DevelopmeXxigust2018.
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1b Introduction and Background

Inaccordance with EU and national requirementgs thid-term evaluation:

C Examines the degree of utilisation of resources, the effectiveness and efficiency of the
programming, its broader sociconomic impact and its impact on Community priorities;
Addressegshe Common Evaluation Questions (CE@s)yet out in théeU guidelines

Judgsthe 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;

Identifiesthe factors that contribute to the success or failure of programme implemematio
including as regards sustainability and addressing the most important needs in the
programme area;

Assesss the efficiencyof the RDP in terms of the relationship between the resources
allocated in the programme and the outputs/impacts achieved as @tres

Proposs measures to improve the quality of the programme and its implementdtiothe
reminder of the programming period

Revieve programme goals and identifiegst practice for future policy design;
Presentsconclusions and recommendations basgzbn the findings; and
Adviseson best practice regarding future evaluation of rural intervention programmes.

0 LQ I Q)

O O 0 0 0

A rigorous methodology was applied by Indecon in completing this evaluation, details of which are
set out in Section 3 of this report. This inahadboth qualitative and quantitative analyses, and
incorporated, where feasible, best practice methodologies as discussed in the EU Good Practice
Workshop in Warsaw, Poland, in October 2¢18.

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:

C Section 2 examines the strategic and policy strategic context for the RDF22214 It also
examines the developmes in the external environment to the programme including
structural changes in the Irish farming sector;

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

C Section 4 outlines the structure antbmposition of the RDP, and assesses the overall
performance and expenditure outturns across the programme

C Section 5 addresses the evaluation questions at overall programme level including the
broader socieeconomic impacts of the programme

C Section6 evaluatedthe Areasof Natural Constrainand the agrienvironmental supports
including BDGP and GL@Siority Areas 4 and 5)

C Section7 evaluates themeasures relating to Priority Areas 1, 2 and 3

C Section 8 examingte rural developmentneasures and the LEADER programanel

Bhttps://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/googbracticeworkshops/approacheassesssociceconomicand-sectorrelated-rdp-impacts_en
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C 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 ¢KS 9@l tdd GAzy /2y (iSEI{
2.1 Overview ofStrategic and Policy Context for Programme

The Rural Development Programme (RB®1)4-2020 was formally adopted by the European Union
(EVU) in May 2015. RDP is part of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP); a common set of objectives,
principles, and rules in order to @rdinate the EU agricultural support in Member Statés.

The IrislRDP is céunded by the EU through thEéuropean Agricultural Fund for Rural Development
(EAFRDand national exchequer fundinglrogether these funds amount twver € 2 billion for the

sevenyear lifea LIy 2F GKS LINPINI YYS® h biliohOEpartinéntiesf t 9! 1
Agriculture, Food and the Marine5 ! Ca 0 A a & dzLILEBAbHieh, white thR @mhalniddS NJ € H ©
€157 million is allocated to théepartment of Rural and Community Development (DRGDthe

delivery of measures via LEADER.

TheEU legislation to design RDP 22120 builds on previous RDP programmes and sets out the
following three objectives:

C Enhancing the competitiveness of agriculture;
C Ensuring the sustainable management of natural resources and climate management; and
C Achievihg 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:

C Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agjtiore, forestry and rural areas;
Enhancing the viability/competitiveness of farms and all types of agriculture;
Promoting food chain organisation and risk management in agriculture;

Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems dependent on agricuttliferastry;

O O 0O 0O

Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward adavbon and climate
resilient economy in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors; and

C Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas.
Thisnewpriorityd & SR a (4 NHzOG dzZNB NBLINBaSyida + Y2@S gl & 7Tl
RDP (2002013). So far, the RDP has been amended on six occasions, the mostheicgntn
February20191°

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 20441 Hn ! yydzZh £ LYLX SYSyGFdA2y wSLIE2NI / A7)
15The 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 baleeksed by RDP funding involved a lengthy and complex
multi-layered policy development framework incorporating programmes such as Europe 2020,
LNBfIlYyRQa bl A2y hé EULNCSHesoNYegislatiie Badialé TdnmonBtrategic
Framework and Rual Development Legislation. Moreover, the programme was guided by the
experience and performance of the 20@013 RDP and reflected the outcomes of an extensive
consultation exercise between public and stakeholders conducted over multiple stages tha¢dvol

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

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

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

C An exante evaluation incorporating a Strategic Environmental Analysihesfproposed
measures conducted by independent, external evaluators that included further stakeholder
consultation;

C An expost evaluation of the 2062013 RDP that was undertaken by Indecon; and

C C2ftf2gAy3a adzoYAaairzy 27T dedadbdfihtghBiv@ disciisdidn and w5t
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 interventionekiam 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, exante evaluation, etc.asmentioned earlier. Iraddressing 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:

C Atleast 5% of the EU allocation must be allocatedBADERprogrammed under Priority 6);
C At least 30% of EU funding must be allocated to environmental and climate meaandes

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

Thedesigning 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 stride@nd programmes such as:

C Europe 2020;
LNBfFIYRQA blrdA2ylf wSTF2NY tNBINIYYST
The EU Cohesion Legislative Package;

The Common Strategic Framework; and

O 0 0O 0

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 aimesl 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 Fadge 2025(FW2025)5 These programmes identify over 400
recommendations to achieve sustainable growth over a range of -cuttisg themes. Thus, many
GKSYSa dKIG FNB OSyuNrft G2 GKS 202S00A©@Sa FyR LM
RDP are comstent with national as well as EU agricultural policy, including the following common

topics from FH2020 and FW2025:

C Greater competitiveness in the sector;
Increased levels of innovation;
Coherence with environmental goals and challenges;

Regional develbment and security; and

O O O 0O

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 additiorefinithg 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 MacreEconomic Developments

Ireland has experiencedntinuous economic progress since 2013 with very high Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) growth rate 2017, GDP grew at a rate of 8.3Phis growth can be attributed to
growing employment, gross domestic fixed capital formation, and an increase in privaganer

and net public expenditure (se€able2.1). The European Commission, however, has expressed
O2yOSNya GKIFIG GKS O2dzyUNEBEQ& 3INRGOIK FAIdzZNBEA NBY!
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 BEonomic Statistics Rew Group(ESRG) thatvas
established by the Central Statistics Office (CSO) in SeptemberTd 6tatistics ifable2.1 show

that the rate of growth, represented by GNwas recorded at just over 3% in 2017.

16 FH2020 is a nationaindustry led vision for the Irish agdod 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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Table2.1: Irish Economic Indicators, 2012 to 281

Annual % Volume Changes 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 | 2017 | 2018

GDP (at current market prices) 2.4% 2.7% 85% | 344% | 41% | 7.6% | 8.3%
a -
%ﬁgﬂGN'@wmmmmwmt-QM% 8.27% | 8.56% | 8.58% | 8.95% | 3.05%| NA

Personal Consumption of Goods
and Services

Net Public Expenditure on current
goods and services

Modified Gross Domestic Fixed
Capital Formation

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

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

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 C8&a

Note 1: Export and Imports include both merchandise and services
Note 2: Modified Gross National Income Statis{{8dll*) 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
(SeeFigure2.1). Further declines in unemployment have been evident in 2019.

Figure2.1: Irish Unemployment Rate and Live Register Figures, 20018

Unemployment Rate (%)
A o © 65 R

N

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

o

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO d@fable MUMO1 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 (sedrigure2.2). Agriculture however remains an important source of both direct and indirect
employment,particularlyA y  NXzNJ £ | NBI a @ LYRSO2yQa Fylfteaara A
had a significant impact oemployment inrural areas

Figure2.2: Growth in Employment Rate by Broad Economic Sectansl Region20132018

Growth Rate (%)

-4

= Agriculture, forestry and fishing ====Industry and Construction Services e

Source: Indecon analysis of CSO d@fableQLFOYand Eurostat (Rural Employment rate)

A detailed analysis of agricultural outcomsisowssignificant variance between sectors and also

variance on an annual basis. Howewagyricultural output in 2018 wasgnificantlyhigher than at the
start of the RDP.
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Table2.2: Agricultural Output, 201420180 € aAf f A2y 0

Fnﬁgﬂg;g:?ace 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Cattle 2,012.3 2,361.5 2,288.9 2,361.4 2,261.1
Pig 4713 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
"(il‘z’ijﬁg:‘ngr&ﬂt)ct 58.2 68.3 67.0 74.6 77.2
All LivestockProducts 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 14.8 255 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 7,293.9 7,403.0 74327 8,443.7 8,368.8
Basic Prices
Gross Vall,i?i ?e‘ided atBasi 51741 2,465.0 2,357.9 3,191.1 2,609.0
Net Va'”epﬁ‘gssd atBasic 44991 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.

Figure2.3: Agricultural InputOutput Price Index, 2012018
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Source: Indecon analysis of CSO data (Ta#\04)

Family Farm Inconsnd 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 natiqoliciesOne 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 agricultureThe breakdown of farm income activity (seeTable2.3)
reveals that the increase in average incomes in 2017 was primarily driven from dairy farming and
mixed livestock. In 2018, daisyffered the highest decline incomesalbeit from a high base

Table2.3: Average Family Farm Incom20142018

Year Dairying RC;E:::EQ Cattle Other Sheep Tillage Lil\\iltla);?gck
2014 eECTZpP( €mMnzo EMOZO| EMPZ/Z €HYZD EpPCZMY
2015 €ECHXZMI €MHZXZC €EMCZ2Z0|l eEMC2ZNM €0NZO0 €EOT ZHM
2016 EPHEM|] €MHZPp EMC2ZY| EMPXEZT €0nNZxy €eonzxdc
2017 € 8,829 €10,642 €16,115 €17,357 €36,048 € 6,076
2018 €ECMZZH] €EYy>XOM €MNDZIN| €EMOXT €NHZXZC Epccg
Source: Teagasc National Farm Survey (22048)

The increase in dairy income in 2017 was driven by strong price recovery in the global market with
milk prices increasing by 32% from 20Qib@proving throughout the seasqi$eerlable2.4). Moreover,

iKS AYyONBlIasS Ay LINRPRdOGA2Y o6exkKF0o ota y20SR Fa
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in 2017. This further boosted dairy income, increasing Wy2aBi i cpz (2 eycIncd Ay
2018 witnessed a decrease in gross output and milk prices. This coupled with the increase in direct

O2ada

NB RdzOSR

GKS 3aINRAaaA

YI NBAYA

Table2.4: Dairy Enterprise Indicators, 2@12018

TNRY

EHYpPCKKI

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
DNR & & h dzi LJdzi 4,153 3,614 3,153 4,280 3,656
5ANBOG / 2ai 1,575 1,426 1,359 1,424 1,594
DNR&a al NBAY 2,578 2,187 1,794 2,856 2,062
Source: Teagasc National Farm Survey (22048)

¢tKS /{hQa ljdzr NISNX & SYLX 2eYSyid RI {103) ghgws tha NA Odz i
total employment declined in the last three quarters of 2018, frbb3,000down to 105,00Q which
equates to an 8% decline.

Figure2.4: Employmentin the Agriculture, Brestry and Fishing Sector (2022D18)
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2018, agriculture accounted for 4.8% of employment. Agriculture, however, has wider-&nock
employment impacts throughout the Irish economyevelopment, employment and economic
activity in rural areass 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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Table2.5: AgriSectorEmployment 2013H nmy o Wnnnao

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 negativaimpact on Irish agricultureThe disaggregated data on
exportsin Table2.6, 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%nd 15% respectively. Amongst these, the highest growth rate was recorded for dairy
products in 2016/17. This reflectiscreased global prices and production volumigsports of meat

and meat preparations increased by 2% over 2016/17.

Table2.6: Summary of Exports fromthe Agg 2 2 R { SOG2NE Hnamo

% % Slare of
han Agri-F
Subsector 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | Shange | Agri-Food
2017 to | Exportsin
2018 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 2.2 311
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 all o | 5314 | 567.6 | 5547 | 6168 | 577.2 6.4 4.6
preparations thereof
Cereals and cereal 295.6 3502 | 4029 | 3814 | 4185 | 4346 3.9 3.4
preparations
Vegetables and fruit 240.0 260.4 286.6 278.4 299.3 319.3 6.7 25
Sugar, sugar preparations and 1157 | 1970 | 1624 | 2122 | 1569 | 1462 6.9 1.2
honey
Coffee, tea, cocoa, spices and 4757 | 3543 | 3724 | 3742 | 3740 | 383.0 2.4 3.0
manufactures thereof
Feeding stuffs for animals, 2496 | 2395 | 2958 | 2831 | 3203 | 3451 7.8 2.7
excluding uAmilled cereals
Miscellaneous edible products ; gep o | 19363 | 20730 | 23168 | 2,502.4 | 1,9704 | -21.3 15.6
and preparations
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 20 24 18 19 08 16 113.0 00
fats, processed, and waxes
Total AgriFood 9,837.1 | 10,437.2| 11,133.1| 11,410.0| 12,741.3| 12,624.0 -0.9 100.0
Sourceindecon analysis of CSO dgfeableTSA0)
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2b The Evaluation Context

In the context of Brexit, it is of significance that Irish fgod 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 agrgood exports, while the rest of the End the rest of the world accounted for 31%

and 27% respectively, &gure2.5 demonstrates.

Figure2.5: Irish Agri FoodExports by Regio(2013-2018)
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Source: Indecon analysis of CSO d@ableTSA0)

2.3 Summary

C The Rural Development Programme 2&B20 for Ireland is part of the Common Agricultural
Policy a common set of objectives, principles, and rules in order t@rdinate the EU
agricultural support iMember States

C The severyear span of the programme hasounde o0 Af ft A2y 2F FdzyRAy3AZ
billion is provided from EU resources. The 2@D20 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 g¢elopment as well as the development of the farming and
wider agrifood sectors. These includgrategiessuch as Food Harvest 2020 (FH2020) and
Foodwise 2025 (FW2025).

C The economic situation in Ireland has improved significantly since the commencentket of
Programme and there was a sustained increase in employamhincreases 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 recide2016 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 suggebt Brexit has the potential to significantly
negatively impact on Irish agriculture.

C 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 Iristcatjure.
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3 b Methodological Approach
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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 topfdiad 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 miterm 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 gdidance,
a fourphased methodlogical 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.

Figure3.1: Schematic Description of Methodological Approach to Evaluation

Phase 1: Structuring Phase 2: Observing Phase 3: Analysing E;sztliao‘rl; ;Zi%'x%g

\:/L\}i:tLh E{,‘é{ﬁf;ﬁgﬁe tté%r;i;n eeting 2.1: Collection and interrogation | 3.1: Review of Developments in | 4.1: Assessment of programme
Committee (to include draft of Datasets, incDAFM Programme External resource utilisation, and
Inception Report) Mandatory and Additional Environment balance within the programme
Indicator data, Environmental,

* Teagasc NFS microdata, and ‘
1.2: Review of Existing other relevant datasets on
Research, incl. 2017 AIR, and Beneficiaries and Nen 3.2: Detailed Descriptive \ 4
Detailed Evaluation Guidance Beneficiaries Analysis of Mandatory Core anl | 4 .2: Detailed Assessment of
Documentation Complementary Result, and Programme and Measusevel

* ‘ Additional Indicator Sets Intervention Logic and

‘ Performance, incl. factors
1.3: Define key terms of ) B contributing to success or
Judgement Criteria to assess with Programme Experts and R findings from Interviews, Surve!
Intervention Logic Beneficigries P Research, Workshop and Case ‘
Studies

‘ l ‘ 4.3: Detailed Assessment of

1.4: Review oDAFMand Other Focus Areas and Measures, ar|
Answering ofCEQs

Data Sources and Identify CAP| o . 3.4: Application of Input
and Additional Impact 2.3: Finalise design of Output modelling, incl. Brexit
Indicators to address eadPEQ questionnaires and Scenarios
communications for
* Primary/Survey Research, and *
] - complete research fieldwork 4.4: Formulate Detailed Overall
1.5: Scoping of Primary Surve 3.5: Undertake Econometric Conclusions and
Research Counterfactual Impact Recommendations

Evaluation Modelling

* v
2.4: Complete consultation * ‘

1.6: Finalise approach to ErlograrTlllme, ingludir&g

Qualitative Data collection bilateral/groupbase _ 3.6: Complete GIS Spatial 4.5: Complete and Submit Find
* interviews, and Case Studies Analysis, incl. cBLAScheme Evaluation Report

1.7: Finalise *

Methodologies/analytical .

approaches for assessing net 3.7: Integrate Quantitative and

values of impact indicators and Qualitative Methods to

answeringCEQs Compute Net Impacts and

Assess CAP Impact Indicators

Final Inception Report on
Structure and Approach to

Interim Report to and Progresg
Meeting with Evaluation
Steering Committee

L ) Progress Update to Evaluatio Presentations on Final
Evaluation to be submitted to
Steering Committee

Steering Committee Evaluation Report

Source: Indecon

17 Guidelines; Assessing RDP Achievements and Impacts irCZt6pean Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Developmént. Cit., PartIv
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3b Methodological Approach

A feature of the 20142020 RDP was the inclusion in the programme of measures and associated
schemes that operated warious forms during previous programmes as well as under the-202@
programme. This relates in particular to measures and related schemes/supports which operated in
the following areas:

C Onfarm investment support§TAMS If)
C Support to farms operating areas of national constraint (AN@nd
C Agrienvironmental support§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. Ithirefore 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 tmstxevaluation of

the 20072013 programme.

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

2SS KI@S FLIWLXASR | WIENRIFy3Idz | Ttiveésyo crogsenfirmmiyi K2 R2 £
gualitative 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 coerfactual 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-204@d RDP?

1. Consultation Programme;

New Survey Evidence;

Detailed Analysis of Indicator Dat@0142018)
Case Studies;

Bio-Economy and Regionéhput-Output Models;

o o M w DN

Econometric Counterfactual Models; and
7. GlSbasedSpatialAnalysis.

Each of the above methodologies is discussed briefly below.

18 Guidelines; Assessing RDP Achievements and Impacts incQZBd@pean Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Developp@pt Cit., PartIvV
19\We evaluate the RDP for the years 217 usig the National Farm Survey (NFS) and for 22048 using other data sources.
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3b Methodological Approach

3.3 Consultation Pogramme

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

C Faceto-face discussion@nd ongoing interaction withsenior officials within thelrish
Department of Agriculturei-ood and the Marine (DAFM), atite Department ofRuraland
CommunityDevelopmentPRCQ which oversaw the LEADER programme. These discussions
had the objectives of accessing relevant quantitative amghalitative data andprobing the
issues/factors impacting on the performance of the RDP 2D and the programme logic
for different measures.

C Engagement withexternal stakeholder organisations and programme beneficiary
representative groupsincluding members of the RDP Monitoring Committiewjting 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.

C A National Stakeholder Workshap 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 atletide
workshop, which was held at the Radisson Blu Hotel, Athlone, rl@&iuary 2019. The
workshop addressed the following themes:

0 Modernising Irish Farmg W1 26 o06Said Oly GKS Y2RSNYyAal i
I OKAS@PSRKQ

o AgriEnvironmental and\reas ofNatural constraintgpports¢W1 2 g K|l &8 L NA aKk
AYLI OG 2y GKS SYy@ANRYYSyld OKIy3aSR 2@SNJ (K

0 Supporting the Broader Rural Econogy¢5 2 @2dz ¥FSSft GKI G 1S@& LN
(supporting bottom up initiatives to promote rural life) veemetin practice during
the 20142018 LIS NRA 2 RK Q

3.4 New Survey Evidence

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

C To facilitateindividual beneficiariesg including farmers and LEADERé&#ciariesg to input
to the evaluation; and

C To assist the evaluation team to address the Common Evaluation Questions and Programme
specific Evaluation Questions.
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3b Methodological Approach

Five streams of primary research were completed, focussing in each case on the following
target/programme beneficiary groups:

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

C Measure 4: Survey of beneficiaries under Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Scheme II;
C Measure 13: Survey of benefidies under ANC Scheme;

C Measure 19 LEADER: Survey of LEADER Groups (LAGSs); and

C 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 df,371 responses were received across the five survey streams,
implying an overall effective response rate 28.7%. This provides an important new source of
evidence from individuals most impacted by the Programme and the inputs received were where
feasble 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 wése gery high, ranging betwe&62%

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 survagsponse rate of 36.2%.

Table3.1: Primary Research Details of Response Rates Achieved

SurveyStream No. of Total Target Implied Response
Responses Sample Rate relative to
Achieved Contacted SampleContacted- %

(1) Knowledge Transfer Groups 189 717 26.2%

(2) Targeted Agricultural Modernisation o

Schemdl (TAMS lIpurvey 441 1,386 31.8%

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

(4) Survey of LEADERcal Action Groups 32 62 51.6%

(5) Survey of LEADER beneficiaries 250 691 36.2%

Total Responses acrossurvey Sreams 1,371 4,610 29.7%

Source: Indecoanalysis

Indecon was able to stratify our sample for each of the measures to account for regional
characteristics and for differertypes of measure takep. For example, we were able to compile a
sample that had adequate coverage of each of the seven TAMS Il supports. Similarly, we were able
to design a sample that accounted for the different types of knowledge transfer groupsatiomel

to possible bias in the response received to the primary/survey research, as noted dimseney

results are based on karge number of responses and this is likely to remove any small sample
bias. There is always a possibility of potential béasong respondentand Indecon would caution
against using survey evidence as the only means to examine the impact of the programme.
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3b Methodological Approach

One of the main reasons to undertake these five surveys is to assist us in answering the key evaluation
guestions as ther 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 susgaycl 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. Waue also included the results of a survey on GLAS which has been
undertaken as part of the ongoing evaluation of GF’ASndecon 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 Ireland2@Bay

These include focus area indicators and meadevel output, result and impact indicators. There
were also a number dérget 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 indludib@ 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 ona 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 idengfgiggess

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 alsal labkertain 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 Inpf@@utput 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 th22Q4RKRDP was
assessed using formal economic Inf@uitput methodologywhich 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 IngDutput model is to evaluate the following:

C Multiplier Impacts of Irish Agriculturélo identify and quantify the interlinkages between
agriculture sector and other sectors in the broader Irish economy;

C RDP Expenditure Impadio facilitate a higievel assessment of the direct financial impact of
RDP expenditures on the overall Irish eomy; and

20This evaluation is being undertaken by ADAS and includes a number of different outputs which are considered in our GhASirf
section6.2
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3b Methodological Approach

C Output Additivity ImpactTo enable an indicative assessment of the overall impact on the
economy of changes in rural output as a result of {Ridted expenditures.

As part of this evaluation, Indecon utilised a detailed-Boonomy InpuDutput Model of the Irish
economy, which assisted in evaluating overall, econaite impacts of expenditures under the
20142020 programme. This breaks out the traditional inputput model into more detailed sectors

that allows for identification of impactselating to RDP expenditure. We also includeRegional
Input-Output ModeP* 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.

38 902y 2YSUNRO / 2dzy G SNF I Olidzr £ LYLI OlG 9

To rigorously assess the impacts of a programme measure, or group of related measures, it is
necessary to consider what would have liketgurred in the absence of the supports provided (i.e.,

0KS WwO2dzy i SNFI Oldzr £t QU ! a LI NI 2F GKA&A SOt dz
counterfactual impact evaluation of a number of measures under the 2020 RDP, using best

practice economgic techniques. We note that for certain smaller RDP measures, the sample size in

the National Farm Survey is not sufficient to undertake rigoroosnterfactualmodelling and

Indecon has evaluated such measures using a range of approaches includitagigaialnalysis.

Our approach applied econometric models to study the impacts of the various forms of support under
the 20142020 RDP. It is likely that some of the measures will take a number of years before the
impact is observable. This caveat shouldcbasidered 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 2046 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 ey of farms in Ireland, with 1000+ farms sampled over

the period 20002017. The approach utilised the most-tgpdate and comprehensive data available

on farms in Ireland. The data was made available to Indecon for the purposes of this evaluation by
Teagac, 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 evaluatian psiment 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 the2007-2013 ExPost 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 apanel datathRSf Ay O2N1LIR2 N} GAYy 3 RdzYYeé QI NAIDisBa T2 NJ
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 #pproach as it cannot

2 We have included a two regiord 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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3 b Methodological Approach

account for the impacbf observedcharacteristics 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, wehen estimated countdactual models that explicitly accounted for any selection bias. The
main approaches used were a Regression Adjustment (RA) approach, and a Propensity Score
Matching (PSM) approacfihese approaches adjust the statistical analysis to adjust for observed
different between the treated and notreated 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 docufhentrural development by
European Evaluation Helpdesk.

It is important to examine the background data that underpins any counterfactual impact model.
Descriptive statistics and trends ofetloutcome 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
compretensive measures of farm output and agriculture at milereel. Figure 3.2 graphs the
weighted mean agricultural output from 2000 to 2017, where a notioeablke is seen after 2009.

Figure3.2: Mean Agricultural Output (2002017)
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Note: The adjusted figures are in 2010 prices.
Source: Indecon Analysis of NFS data

22 https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessirdp-achievementsandimpacts2019_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 outpastly, favourable conditions prevailed in

the grain markets despite the cost inflation. A similar pattern is found for the trend of weighted
average agricultural productivity, asownbelow; however, the level of productivity is higher before
2008 andower after 2012 as compared to the mean overall production.

Figure3.3: Mean AgriculturalProductivity (2000-2017)
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Note: The adjusted figures are in 2010 prices.
Source: Indecon Analysis of NFS data

The key agriculturgbaymentsdisbursed as part of RDP 202@20 arepresented inTable3.2. The
number of beneficiaries for Organic Farming and Knowledge Transfer are very low in NFS data, an
unsurprising result as it has only beef3 $ears since the scheme started operations.

Table3.2: RDPPaymentsCaptured in NFS Data (20@D17)

Total Beneficiaries

Total . % of

RDPPayment Measure Start Periods of reported in NFS Total
Year Operation Data Sample

P (N=19,317) P

Areas of NaturaConstraints
(Formerly Less Favoured M13 2001 17 12,988 67.24%
Area/Disadvantaged Areas)

REPS and AEOS (Transition

M10 2000 18 6,443 33.35%
Grant)
All Capital Investment Grants M4 2000 18 304 1.57%
Organic Farmin§cheme M11 2016 2 38 0.20%
Knowledge Transfer M1 2017 1 112 0.60%
TAMS | 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 taigein the western half of the country. The spatial
analysis also considered concentration of takeof multiple RDP measures in different areas. This
analysis is useful to show the clear regional vasiaiin the takeup of different measures. It also
shows the natral constraints that are experienced by farmer beneficiaries.

3.10 Summary

C In line with European Commission guidance, Indecon has used a range of advanced and
rigorous methods to empirically elmate the impact of th&20142020 RDP Ireland. We have
FLILX ASR | WOINRFyYy3IdzZ F GA2YQ 2 F -confrmikgaitdtidI A Sax
and quantitative measures and, where possible, we have evaluated counterfactual impacts.
It is also worthnoting that this is an interim evaluation and many impacts are not yet
observable and the full results will only be evident over time.

C Our approach has involved the application of the following methodologies:
- Bio-Economyand Regionalnput-Output Models;
- Econometric Counterfactual Models;
- Spatial Analysis;
- Consultation Programme;
- Case Studies;
- New Survey Evidence; and
- Analysis of Indicator Data.

C Given the need to ensure the best use of scarce EU and national resources, using a range of
methodologies to gamine the impact of the Programme is appropriate.
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41 Description of Programme, Measures and Budget
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4.1 Introduction

This section discusses the composition and structure of the RDR2B2ZDAprogramme in Ireland,
before presenting tk level of funding across different priorities and associated measures.

4.2 Programme Implementatiorand Compaosition

LNBfIIYyRQA w5t LINAYINARfE O2yiGNROdziSa (G2 GKNBS 20
1305/2013. These are as follows:

C Enhanang the competitiveness of agriculture;
C Ensuring the sustainable management of natural resources and climate management; and
C Achieving a balanced regional development of rural economies and communities.

These general lontgrm objectives are built on theuccess of previous RDP programmes and they
can be detailed further into six major priorities, listed bel&w:

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

The outcome of the SWOT and public congidtahighlighted 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 -2020. The suggested approaches
which emergd 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.

C Priority 2 (P2): Enhancing the viability/competitivenes$ 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 havdamportant positive impact on family farm incomes, farm viability, and
competitiveness of agriculture.

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

The emphasis is to support the organisation of artisan and ssoadl food production, especially in
the areas of added value production, participation in quality schemes, and strengthening of
LINE RdzOSNB Q LR AAGAZ2Y AY (GKS YINQ SO GKIFEG FlFEOATAG!H

BLNBEFYRQEA wdzNI 5 S @-80e(uy HY4) Rt YYS Hamn
https://lwww.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agarchive/ruralenvironmentigparatoryworkfortherdp2014
2020/RDPFinaldraft03072014.pdf
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41 Description of Programme, Measures and Budget

C Priority 4 (P4): Restoring, preserving andhancing ecosystems dependent on agriculture
and forestry

The public consultation and SWOT analysis highlighted the need to have focus on the Agri
SY@ANRYYSyYy(d YSIF&adzZNBa FyR GFNBSG bl Gdz2Ny wnnn aii
RDP objecties and also the EU 2020 Biodiversity Strategy, EU Habitats and Birds Directives, and
Water Framework Directives through targeted and monitored measures.

C Priority 5 (P5): Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift toward a-tasbon
and climae-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.

C 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 likeirism, food and renewable energy. This is essential to
ensure inclusive growth and economic development across urbeal setting. Priority 6 also
provides the basis for the LEADER programme modelled under this arm of the RDP and address key
challengedaced 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 prioritiés.

Focus Areas of Priority
Priority 1 of RDP focusses on the following key areas:

C Focus Area 1A (FAlA)skering 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 beefsdaeppoultry,

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 FALA represents an opportunity to
address deficits in key knowledge areashsas financial management, animal health, environmental

and climate action changes (identified in the FH2020 environmental analysis), and grass
management.

20 2dzNDSY ¢KS F20dza | NBla | aa2D0NBGBRRAAGHWIZNT OKS5 BIRA & RAIDE Y HAE NBEB B8R XY K
July 2014. Retrieved from:
https://lwww.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/agarchive/ruralenvironment/preparatoryworkfortherdp2014
2020/RDPFinaldraft03072014.pdf
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C Focus Area 1B (FA1Bjrefgthening 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 o#fiarm implementation. A possible means to address this includes support under
European Innovation Partnership (EIP), given that EIP has overarcimewiork on agricultural
productivity and sustainability.

C Focus Area 1C (FA 1Q)stering lifelong learning and vocational training in the agricultural
and forestry sectors

The FAL1C combines-darm visits with targeted online presentations for farmershanegard to Agr
environment education and training. The focussed training is in support of the Beef Data and
Genomics Programme (BDGP), Green Low CarbofEAgronment Scheme (GLAS), and the Burren
Programme.

Focus Areas of Priority 2
The focus areasf@riority 2 are as follows:

C 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 diversdtion

FA2A focusses on capital investment in key sectors to support growth and expansion of agriculture.
One of the key areas identified for darm investment is the dairy industry. Priorities that emerged
include milking and cooling equipment. In adhlit 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 performdaca®and
enhance farm viability and competitiveness for farmers locatetiénAreas of Natural Constraint.

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

FAZ2B focusses on the need to support opportunities for trained young peoadgiculture such that
the age profile of farmers is improved. This is incorporated in the Young Farmer Capital Investment
Scheme under Targeted Agricultural Modernisation Schemes Il (TAMS II).

Focus Areas of Priority 3
Priority 3 of the RDP has two focugas discussed below:

C Focus Area 3A (FA3A): Improving competitiveness of primary producers by better integrating
them into the agrfood chain through quality schemes, adding value to agricultural products,
promotion in local markets and short supply citsuproducer 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 recommidmdadening
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 qualityalidation. The support to this sector is underlined in the RDP
through advisory services, sheep welfare scheme,thadseneral EIP submeasure.

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

FA3B in the RDP is under Animal Healith\Afelfare 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:

C 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, aswvell 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 mechanisnof 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 weklamanaged,
monitored and targeted programmes.

C 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. Moreovergppropriate 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 afiv@eity and water
quality.

C 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 feréifi¢evels; 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 RDP22QD4

C Focus Area 5A (FA5A): Increasing efficiency in watebyisigriculture

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 undeMeasure 4of the RDP.

C Focus Aga 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 FAS5B is directed
towards areas which are energy intensive, for example the pig sefzny, beef and poultry sectors.

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

The SWOT analysis and stakeholder cthagan identified the relevance for FA5C, given that there

is an increasing need for improving the supply chain foeliergy 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.

C 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?® it is crifical to pursue measures to reduce these emissions. This involves improved livestock
breeding and targeted Agenvironmental action that promotes innovation and best practice.
Further, due to the need to respond to climate change through smart green growEH2020
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.

C Focus Area 5E (FAS5E): Fostering carbon conservation and sequestratipicuttuae 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 targetedefsgitonment actions

that include wetlands and peathds. The FASE is also in line with one of the objectives of Fid2@20

the subsequent FW202%vhich highlights a need to assess how various land uses can increase carbon
sequestration in soil.

Focus Areas of Priority 6
C Focus Area 6A (FAG6A): Facilitatingedsification creation, and development of small
enterprises as well as job creation

25 |t should be noted that a code of Good Agricultural Practice is currently at consultation stage. This sets out strategieatléedthg
strategies, low emission housing, low emission storage and spreading and fertiliser management.
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The key aspects of FABA include targeted approach for job creation and enterprise development
through training and support. Some sectors which were identified as haeitegtial include artisan
foods, renewable energies, marine, social enterprise, and creative industries. The specific training
and capacity buildingrefacilitated through the LEADER element of RDP. This will also aid enterprise
development in identified.ocal Development Strategies (LDS) areas and enterprise initiatives in the
SME sectorWhile LEADER cannot fund infrastructure in areas that form part of the National
Broadband Plan, it does provide funding for capacity building and ancillary support thele
Broadband theme

C 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 develept. These are underlined in

FAGB using the LEADER approach to address the rural issues and initiate development plans that are
integrated into the county and community planning processes.

C Focus Area 6C (FA6C): Enhancing accessibility use and qualityorofation and
communication technologies (ICT) in rural areas

The SWOT and stakeholder consultation process identified needs such as developmenspéhbiih

broadband in rural areas; which has also been identifie®indzA f RAy 3 L NBf IcARQa {Y
CNI YSG2N)] F2N {daAadGdltAylrofS 902y2YA0 wSO020SNERQT |
Development of Rural Area3hus, there is potential thathe RDP through FA6C can support
infrastructure development along with training initiatives unddret LEADER programme. This

however is not used in the Irish RDP to date.

The discussion on the RDP priorities and focus areas camnbarised in Figuré.1, where we can
see how each focus area feeds into their respective priorities underlined in thedrdzRieve the
three objectives set out in Rural Development Regulation No 1305/2013.

Indecon Indecon International Research Economists Page28



41 Description of Programme, Measures and Budget

t of RDP Priorities and Focus Areas

FA 1A: Fostering innovation, cooperation, and the development of the knowledge base in rural
areas

[FA 1B: Strengthening the links between agricutture, food production and forestry and research and|
innovation, including for the purpose of improved environmental management and performance

[FA 1C: Fostering lifelong learning and vocational training in the agricultural and forestry sectors

[FA 2A: 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

— Agricultural Competitiveness

IFA 2B: Facilitating the entry of adequately skilled farmers into the agricuttural sector and in
particular generational renewal

[FA 3A: 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

[FA 3B: Supporting farm risk management and prevention

FA 4A: 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

Sustainable Management of

. FA 4B: Impraving water management, including fertiliser and pest management
Natural Resources and Climate

[FA 4C: Preventing soil erosion and improving soil management

[FA 5A: Increasing efficiency in water use by agriculture

IFA 5B: Increasing efficiency in energy use in agricufture and food processing

[FA 5C: Facilitating the supply and use of renewable sources of energy, of by products, wastes,
residues, and of ather non-food raw material for purposes of the bio-economy

Balanced regional development
of rural community

[FA 6A: Fatilitating diversification creation, and development of small enterprises as well as job!
creation

[FA 6B: Fostering local development in rural areas

[FA 6C: Enhancing accessibility use and quality of information and communication technologies {ICT)

in rural areas

Source: Indecon Review of RDP Documents

4.3 Programmeimplementation

The implementation of Rural Development Programme 2020 is managed by the Rural
Development Division within the Department of Agriculture, Food and Marine (DAFM) that acts as
0KS w5t Qa YIFylF3Aay3a I dziK2NR agnpauthdi indt® Y NB  Fdzy O

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

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

26 Source: The 2012020 Riral Development Programme for Ireland, Information and Publicity Strategy (December 2017). Retrieved from
https://lwww.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014
2020/InformPublicityStrategyDec20170818. pdf
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C Ensuring that the relevant progress and evaluation reports in relation to RDP implementation
are provided

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

C Putting in place implementation support structures for the RDP, including the establishment
of a monitoring committee anthe National Rural Network

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

The RDP also hasMonitoring Committee, set in accordance with Article 47 of (EU) Regulation
1303/2015 composing relevant stakeblets, 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 pfémentation of

rural development programmes, and foster innovation in agriculture, food production, forestry and
rural areas’ Finally, the Paying Agency of RDP is set up to oversee that payments made are legal,
regular and properly accounted for. The PayAgency comprises:

C Finance Division within DAFM, which manages the claims for expenditure under EAFRD;
C Implementing line divisions within DAFM;

C Inspectorate and technical divisions. These divisions are responsible for many ofttie on
spot field insgctionswhich underlie the control regime for RDP measur€kis are also
involved in policy formationand

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

Measures and Submeasures

ThelrishRDP programme delivers support to the identified priorities and the associated focus areas
through eleven key measures which are further divided siwbmeasurs. Table4.1 showsthese
measures and lists the focus areas to which these measures are linked.

27 Source: Summary of Rural Development Programmieeland 20142020 (September 2017). Retrieved from:
https://lwww.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014
2020/RDPSummaryBookletWebVersion110917.pdf

28 source: Summary of Rural Development Programmieeland 20142020 (September 2017). Retrieved from:

https://lwww.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014
2020/RDPSummaryBookletWebVersion110917.pdf
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Table4.1: Measure,submeasure and targeted Focus Areas

Measures

Submeasurs

Focus Areas

M1: Knowledgélransfer and
Information Action

M1.1: Knowledge Transfer Groups

FA1A, FALC, FA2A, FA3B, FA4A, F
FA4C, FASD

M1.1: Training in support of GLABdBDGP

FA1A, FALC, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C, H

M2: Advisory Services, farm
management, and farm reliei

M2.1: Support for setting up of Producer
Organisation

FA3A

services

M2.1: Animal Health and Welfar®n farm
Advice

FA1A, FA3B

M2.3: CPD for Agricultural services

FA1A, FA2A, FA4A, FA4B, FAAC, F

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

FA1A, FA3B

M4: Investment in Physical
Assets

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

FA2A, FA2B, FAFBA4A, FASB, FAS5I

M4.4: Nonproductive investments (delivereq
via GLAS)

FA4A, FASD, FASB,

M7: Basic Services andlage
renewal in rural areas

M7.6: GLAS Traditional farm buildings

FA4A

M10: Agrienvironment

M10.1: GLAS and GLAS+

FA4A, FA4B, FA4AC, FASD, FASE

climate

M10.1: BDGP

FASD

M10.1: The Burren Programme

FA4A

M11: Organic Farming

M11.1 and M11.2: Therganic farming
scheme

FA4A, FA4B, FA4C

M12: Natura 2000 and WFD
(Transitional)

M12.1: Natura 2000 and WFD

FA4A, FA4B, FA4C

M13: Payments to areas M13.2: Areas of Natural Constraints (ANCs] FA4A
facing natural or other M13.3:Specific support for offshore island | FA4A
specific constraints farming

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

M16: Ceoperation

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

FA1A, FA1B, FA2A, FA2B, FA3A, F

M16.1: EIPsLocally ledHen Harrier and
Freshwater pearl mussel project

FA1A, FA1B, FA4A, FA4B, FA4C

M16.1: EIPs_ocally led environmental and
climate projects

FA1A, FA1B, FA4A, FA4B, FAAC, F
FA5B, FA5C, FASD, FASE

M16.3: Support for Collaborative Farming

FA1A, FA1B, FA2FA2B

M19: Support for LEADER

local development (CLED
CommunityLed Local

Development)

M19.1: LEADER preparatory support FAGB
M19.2: LEADER support for implementatior] FA6B
of operations under CLLD strategy

M19.3: LEADER support for preparation an{ FA6B
implementation of ceoperation activities of

the Local Area Groups

M19.4: LEADER support for running costs § FA6B

animation

Source: Indecon Review of RDP Documents

4.4 RDP 20142020 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.

Indecon
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First Amendment (Approvedune2016)

C

¢

Measure 4Theamendment to TAMS Il to a new Tillageestie, rainwater harvesting and
sheep fencing.

GLAS: This'@endment includd a change to mandatory arghat isdelivered on identified
farmland bird area. Iwasaltered fom GLAS | to GLASrom 80% to 50% for all farmland
birds except for corncrake wwhich the case minimum is 309%the area omittedfrom the
GLAS plawasNatura,then it was to bebrought into the GLAS contract

LEADER: The amendments included the inclusion of second hand equipment, moving from a
simplified lumpsum costs to paymerdf costs incurred, acceptance of contributions in kind,

and inclusion of direct references to payment advances,Regation from the population

limits, laid down in Article 33(6) oRegulation (EUNo 1306/2013, for selection of
geographical areas foot¢al development strategy implementation.

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

Common Context Indicator: AY |l f f FYSYRYSyid Ay NBflFGAZ2Y
LJ2 LJdzft F G A2y €  @aor with prayyammiesiesific Angdidatbr figure With this
amendmentthe indicator figure increased from 7240 82%.

OrganicsThe organics amendmemnlated tothe extension to organic farmers contracted
under the terms of the 2002013 RDP and addiranid to new or extended organic farmers
contracts.

Burren Programme:The Burren Programme amendment introdude an additional
submeasurainder Measure 104 ¢ KS . dzZNNByY t NP INI YY S¢

Second Amendment (Approveldnuary2017))

¢

¢

Measure 2: The amendment introducechaw submeasurdor support for the setting up of
Beef Producer Organisations

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

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

Measure 16: The amendment introduced: (i) M1&dpport for Europeannnovation
Partnership (EIP) Operational Groudsocally Led HeHarrier and Freshwater Pearl Mussel
Projects and (ii)) M16.1support for European Innovation Partnership (EIP) Operational
Groupsg Locally Led Environmental and Climate Projects
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FinanciaPlan

¢

0 €0.3 million of Measure 1 funding transferred to Measure 2 Setting of Producer
Organisations

o € p million of Measure 13 Areas facing Natural Constraints transferred to Measure
Mn ! YAYEFE 2SEFFNBE 6AGK |y niilRiadidedkcogith £y I G A
Measure 13 Areas facing Natural Constraints and Measure 14 Animal Welfare.

o € T million allocated to Measure 10 for Locally Led Scheéimie}f A G | &Y emp YA
0KS . dINNBYy> e€op YAffA2y F2NJ aSladiaNBE wmnx
10 toMeasure 16.

o ¢KS G2GFf 91 Cw5 ¢l a NBLR2NISR (2 0SS enZpnn

0 ec YAftA2Yy GNIYAFSNNBR FTNRBY |, 2dzy3d CI NXYSN
Slurry Spreading.

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

Third Amendment (Approve®ctober2017)

¢

Measure 4:The proposed amendment standardis¢he Minimum Eligible Area (MEA)
eligibility conditions for YFCI argtought the Minimum Eligible Area (MEA) eligibility
conditions for OCI in line with the MEA undéeasure 11 Organic Farming Scheme

Measure 14: Theeference to the Faecal Egg CountsEwes option undeMeasure 14
Animal Welfarevas removed given the risK false negative results

Common Context Indicator for HNV FarmiAg. the initial baseline methodology focused
largely on Natura lands and the new methodolaggsintended to capture the extent of
HNV outside of designated areas as well, a significant increasemadein the HNV
indicator (22% to 43% of total UAA).

Measure 20The proposed amendmengdlowedTechnical Assistance budget to be used to
cover any preparatory support required to set up European Innovation Partnership
Operational Groups. The proposed amendmeadso correctly identified the DAFM
Inspectorate as the division responsible for the Meas2® onthe-spot checks.

Fourth Amendment (ApproveAugust2018)

¢
¢

¢

Changes to the Performance Framework were made including:

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 TAMBsjority 2 and in particular the Dairy Equipment being
not as anticipated.

t NA2NAGE oY ¢KS adzy 2F epn YAftA2y gl a AyOfo
introduction of the Sheep Welfare Scheme (M14). However, no chamgesmade to the
2023 target or 2018 milestone percentage.
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C Priority 4: The defalt indicator on agricultural land (under P3) was deleted after the
inclusion of alternative indicatoiotal 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 tharea included in the 2023 target for the alternative indicator since the original
target value included all area under GLAS (Psdt and 5) and all eligible area under M13:
ANC. However, the calculation of progress towards the targeton the Eurép8adf YA a a A 2y Qa
System for Fund Management (SFC) includes area under GLAS (P4 only) and those paid under
M13: ANC

C Priority 5: Correction made to the 2018 milestone percentage.

C Measure 1: Technical amendment to align the text on Burren Training i.e. thataineng
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.

C aSladz2N®B moY ¢2 (GF1S F002dzytt 2F GKS AyONBIl &S
million.

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

Fifth Amendment (Approve@®ctober2018)

C The abnormal weather conditions which resulted into long winter months and unexpected
high levels of snow severely haerpd 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
amenced for two actions first, Low Input Permanent Pasturand second,Environmental
Management of Fallow Inal, for a defined period ir2018 only, in order to potentially
increase fodder stocks

Sixth Amendment (ApproveBebruary2019)

C The changes to Measure 13 arising from the completion of the delineation of eligible areas
under the Measure with reference tarticle 32 and Annex Ill of 1305/2013.

CLY FRRAGAZYS @GKS A giflddB E anliéh inl2010 and POR0) B yhe 2 F € b
Schemewvas addedd & (KA & I YSYRYSy(iz oNAy3IAy3a GKS 20S
million.

4.5 Intervention Logic

Accordingo 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:

oXmethodological instrument which establishes thagical 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 measwcontribution to the achievement of its
202800 A0Sapé
The intervention logic for Ireland RDP 2e2@R0 is presented iRigured.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-202@. In addition to the main
target indicators, there are also mandatory EU Commission indicators egbdst the DAFM and
some additional indicators collated by the DARMinform quantification of the impact of rural
development interventions and to assist in answering the CEA@seover, there are CAP impact
indicators developed by the European Commissionfurther assist in the evaluation of RDP
outcomes.

Figure4.2: RDP Specific Intervention Logic
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2% SourceEuropean Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Developr(leBHRD) guidelines on establishing amulémenting the evaluation plan
of 20142020 RDPs, June (2015). Retrieved frioitps://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/evaluation/guidelines/2014
2020establishingmplementingevaluationplan-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 programifige arrent spending profile of RDP
expenditure compared to the original allocation and the updated expected expenditure is shown in
Table4.2. The table below ghws 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, aroufid &f 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 unlessiatipents 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 letween approval of funds and the actual drawdown of these funds. This applies to
schemes like TAMS Il and LEADER. Similarly, the EIPs are expected to increase expenditure
significantly in 2019 and 2020 as expenditure so far has been mainly focused etiting $p of the

EIPs. This highlights the need to minimise administrative requirements while ensuring adequate
measures are taken to ensure appropriate accountability.

Table4.2: RDP 2014020 Current Spendm(End2018)versus Allocations

Total Total Current % Vs.
Total Scheme
. Expected Spend (End Expected
Measure Submeasure Allocation
f Spend 2018) Spend
6e aAhft . .
0e aAfl o0e aAf
g’r‘ng";dge Transfer 99.70° 69.00 35.4 51.4%
M1: Knowledge Transfer Trainipn P ———_
and Information Action OLAS g in supp 12.00 12.00 113 94.4%
BDGP Training 14.10 10.70 10.4 97.4%
M2: Advisory Services, farn| CPD for Advisors 2.00 2.00 0.1 5.9%
management, and farm TASAH Advisory 6.00 3.53 1.0 28.7%
relief services Setting up POs 0.30 0.30 0 0.0%
M4: Investment in Physical TAMS I 38170 387.99 106.11 27.3%
Aséets Y TAMS | (transitional) 13.30 7.38 7.23 98.0%
AEQS (transitional) 30.00 15.77 15.81 100.0%
M7: Basic Services and .
village renewal in rural GL.A.S Traditional farm 6.00 6.00 2.3 38.6%
buildings
areas
M10: Agrienvi ¢ GLAS 920.45* 1,082.66 528.7 48.8%
C“ma.ltegnenvwonmen Burren Programme 12.86? 12.86 2.1 16.6%
REPS/AE@SFS Trans. 316.80 3155 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 wrg] O!d Natura AEOS/REPS 73.25 46.74 446 95.3%
(Transitional)
M13: Payments to areas
facing natural or other ANC 1491.00 1492.80 1042.5 69.8%
specific constraints

eonnInnn NEBI  ftRedrtrddGton df the Bedf PradacerDgyanisations Scheme
BetnY NBFEEt20FIGSR G2 tt26 F2NJ GKS AY(INRRdzOGA2Z2Y 2F G(GKS . dzZNNBy t NP
32The Burren Team is funded under Measure 20 Technical Assistance.
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41 Description of Programme, Measures and Budget

M14: Animal Welfare Sheep Welfare Scheme 100.00° 78.78 33.5 42.5%
General EIPs 4.00 4.00 0.1 1.8%
Locally led HH and 35.00 35.00 35 10.1%
. FWPM
M16: Ceoperation Locally led environment
y 20.00 20.00 0.0%
and climate
Collaborative Farming 3.00 2.21 1.0 46.9%
M19: Support for LEADER
local development (CLLD || o p g 250.00 250.00 36.1 14.4%
CommunityLed Local
Development)
M20: Technical Assistance | .o, asistance 8.14 6.45 2.1 32.5%
and Transitional Funding
ERS (Transition) 9.21 7.70 7.5 97.2%
Total 4,145.71 4,206.85 2,3990 57.0%
SourceRDP & Amendment documentDAFM indicator dataand RDP Expenditure Review June 2018

4.7 Summary

C 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 viabilityrwidigire and
agrienvironment objectivesThe Irish RDP programme delivers support through eleven
measures which are further divided ini® submeasurs. Certain RDP measures contribute
to a number of areas. For example, tha-farm capital investment mesure (TAMS 1l) is
targeted at improving the competitiveness of agriculture but it also links to the various agri
environmernal related areas of the RDP.

C Atthe end of 2018, approximateBr% of the overall RDP allocation was spent. The allocation
of RDP20142020 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 |l under M4 (Investment in physical agset)alysis
of the levels of expenditure as at the end of 2018 indis#tat while good progress has been
made in spendshere are a number of measures where spend is significantly below the
expected levels. While expenditure is expected to increase significar2jlié and 2020, it
is important that where targets are unlikely to be met, that funds are reallocated.

BemnnY | RRA {finényirg fallogatior far thg” Shéep Welfare Scheme
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5b Evaluation of Wider Programme Level Impacts

AN A

5 9@ f d& T A220yRE BINI Y YLSY LPIF SOAISaE

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 lev€hese cover some dhe Common Evaluation
Questions CEQpfor examplethe impacts of the support in terms otigporting the wider rural
economy, the impact on raising the employment rated reducing poverty in rural areddowever

it has not been feasible to measure the quantified impact during this interim report of <0E@s

such as to Wat extent has the RD&dntributed to achieving the EU2020 headline target of investing
o2 2F 9! Qa Bl develogmentBrd iBriowddhis is because thesreno major R&D
measures in the Programmeélowever in other chapters weaeview EIPs and knowledge transfer
measuresvhich are likely to make some small contributions towards RD&lI targets.

5.2 Wider Impact of RDP expenditures

In estimating the economg A RS AYLI Ol 2F (KS w59LEhhlyRS®2 Yy Idrd
Output model* 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 thaiadremdtors of

the national CSO Inpuutput tables, which only provides the primary resource sectdgsiculture,

Forestry and Fisheri@s aggregate form. The BEECONOMY Model decomposes these sectors into

a finer sectoral resolution, which takes énaiccount the different economic structure and impact of

some farm activities have compared to others. The development of th&BIGNOMY model follows
earlierworkonthelrishAgE2 2 R aSOG2NJ 68 hQ¢22f S etdlRoA)L GiKSsa
Oneway 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 tabéports the output multipliers, for nine

primary sectors identified in the Inp@utput model, with a weighted average of the econemige

multipliers. The output multiplier for cattle of 1.8 should be interpreted as follows: an additional

2dzi Lzl O2 Bid s HF € Sa NBadzZ Ga Ay +y FRRAGAZ2Y T 2dzi
effect of interA Y Rdza G NB £ Ay 1 | 3S & nkxtabieKhke prim@y séckors Arédrarked dy & L
in decreasing order of output multiplier. It shows that tle@tput multiplier for most primary

agricultural sectors are higher than the economy average, indicating the relatively high level of
economic linkages in the agricultural sector.

BEEeKS9OAY2Ye LyLdzi hdzillzi a2RSfY 58085t 2LISyid yR ' aSaé> DNBIfAAK
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5b Evaluation of Wider Programme Level Impacts

Table5.1: Direct + Indrect Impacts of Primary Agriculture Sector©utput Multipliers

Multiplier Ranking
Cattle 1.8 1
Forestry 1.5 2
Horses 1.5 3
Sheep 1.5 4
Poultry 15 5
Dairy 1.4 6
Pigs 1.4 7
Aquaculture 1.4 8
Fishing 1.4 9
Economy Average 1.4 10
Deer andGoats 1.3 11
Horticulture & Potatoes 1.2 12
Source: Indecon analysis of BECONOMY Inpt@utput Model

An important indicator is the extent to which an economic activity generates additional value added
in the economy.Value addedin national accountsefers to the contribution of the factors of
production, i.e., capital (e.g., land and capital goods) andughio raising the value of a product and
corresponds to the incomes received by the owners of these fachoragriculture, this is mostly
related to farmlevel income. The extent to which value added is generated by an additional sale of
emMm 2F SIFIOK 3JI22R Aa akKz2eéy Ay (GKS {GlroftSI IyR
agriculture is in line with the national economy average in terrhshe size of the valuadded
multiplier.

Table5.2: Direct + Indirect Impacts of Primary Agriculture Secteksalue Added Multipliers

Multiplier Ranking
Fishing 0.7 1
Horticulture & Potatoes 0.7 2
Deerand 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 BECONOMY Inpt®utput Model
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5b Evaluation of Wider Programme Level Impacts

The direct expenditure of RDFipports 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:

C OnfFarm Investmenf(This captures the striiare of investment in the agricultural sector. The
breakdown of this is used in the model to estimate the sectatl demand structure for
expenditures relating to offarm investment. This includes AEOS (transitional), TAMS |
(transitional) and TAMS 1.

C Household consumptiofThis is relevant for measuring the direct plus indirect effect of RDP
expenditures which raise farm/nefarm household incomes through direct payments.

When the direct and indirect impact of thexpenditure is taken into accounthe total impact in

GSN¥ya 2F SELISYRAIGdAINES k 2 dzi2L&6mi over fiecdufsSof the\ZB1R&18 SO2 y 2 Y
period. h @SNJ GKS SyGANB w5t ¢S SaldAyYrdsS &ikilad GKS
interpretations can be put on the measures @flid¥e 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 2€0718.We also included induced impacts. These
arenotddNA SR FTNBY hdDkd, @. YRRSt | yR é&Sputdmddel oltheRS O2 y Q
Irish economy to derive these induced impadtsiding induced impacts suggests that the overall

AYLI OG 2F GKS w5t Aa tA1Ste G2 0SS INRdzyR enZIunn

Table5.3: Estimated RDP Expenditure Impacts, 2€261.8

Direct Impacts Direct + Indirect Impacts Direct + Indirect Impacts
Induced Impacts
20142018 | TUIRDP 1 50140018 | FUTRDP 1 50140018 | FUIRDP
period period period

Output EMZpPoO eHZcn EHZMY €E0XZTY €HZNpP| €enZH

Value Added ETYNY €MZOH EMZNG| emMZy1l emMZnnl €HZN

Employee Wages EoyVY ECT MY EpnmY € n m epnpyY €dno
Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Mddel

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 sholabl@5.4 and our estimates
indicate that the RDP supports around81 jobs annually. Thiassumeghat the expenditure is
spread evenly across all years of the RDP.

Table5.4: Estimated Overall Employment lpacts of RDP Expenditure Direct and Indirect

Impacts,

Employment Annually

Employment Impacts 4881

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model

351t must be noted that we do not include induced impacts which may be applicable to RDP expenditure.
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5b Evaluation of Wider Programme Level Impacts

As part of this miderm 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 inpttutput model separates Ireland into two regions based on a NUTS

2 basis® As part of our survey, we obtained their estmaged G KS aKIFI N8B 2F o0SySTAo
in their local region. This research showrFigure5.1, 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
NEALRYRSYGa AYyRAOI GSR (KL ias wit@in 38Kildahefres &f theéirffainQ 2 F
While there is no significant difference in the results the figure presents these separately as individual
survey questions dealt with each type of expenditure.

Figure5.1: Expenditure Activity of AN®eneficiarieswithin 35 km of Farm

Farm Input Purchase

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Virtually all @ Around half OVery litle @Don't know

Sourcelndecon survey

An estimate of the regional impacts was completed by Indecon using aegion InputOutput

modelfor Ireland?®’ 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
estimatethat 86% of expenditure is local. We then estimate multiplier (directiaditect impacts)

estimates using an inptgutput approach® 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
SO2y2Yeée A& 2 863ink Supdt,dtpaidd foEhe agmrégate national impact of RDP

S E LIS y R A 2188K8f we absume that the expected level of expenditure is all spent by the end

of the programme, we estimate that there wilte 0 SHMT YAf f A2y Ay RANBOG |y
AyOf dzZRS AYyRdzOSR AYLI O0&asx ThiKdodpargsitdalndi®nalNdipicbai (2 ¢
enZHNA YAtTTtAZ2Y S

36 The two NUTS2 regions in Ireland are the Border, Midland and Western Region, and the Southern and Eastern Region.
g1l {GdzRe 2F GKS Db!¢{ H '"RIAWIAINYVIADEAWEIAaYOCBEAYT agtigiSe 3 YS

38 This is consistent with the gpoach used in the 2062013 ExPost RDP evaluation which was undertaken by Indecon. Further details on
this approach is included in this report.
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5b Evaluation of Wider Programme Level Impacts

Table55Y 9&GAYFGSR wdzNI £ 9ELISYRA G dzNE

. Direct +Indirect Direct + Indirect Impacts
Direct Impacts
Impacts Induced Impacts
1 *
Z%%'Zgg;sl)mpacm Output € 3% € &3 EHZIMANM
1 *
I(?IZGUQIJIIOR?SIID ggﬁgg;c Output €EHXZHCO €EOZHMT €EO0OXZCHD

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model

* These are derived by getting the product of the RDP expenditure bydinsd regional expenditure share

L ¥ RS Gn2lyplizss are based on the most up to date detailed evidence from an ioptgut model of the Irish
economy. These rigorously measure the economy wide impact of the expenditure of the programme and
represent a cost benefit analysis. In contrzsstneasuring programme level impacts any cost benefit analysis of sp
measures would consider non expenditure impacts and would also take account of the shadow price of public fu
the level of deadweight. It would also be usual in a cost beagfilysis in an Irish context to exclude induced effectg
our counterfactual econometric modelling of specific measures we attempt to measure the impact compared t
would have occurred without the investment.

Indecon has estimated the employmeihpacts of the output impacts using a Type | effects
multiplier.2* This implies that that RDP expenditure suppdtis8jobs 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.

Table5.6: Estimated Rural Employment Impacts of RDP Expenditure

RuralEmployment Annually

Employment Impacts 4,178

Source: Indecon Expenditure Impa&ssessment Model

As part of our analysis of the wider impact of the RDP, we also considered-sig#plynpacts 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 loagrt Gross Value Added (GVA) and employment. In
order to estimate the likely suppiside 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 an output. While agrenvironment 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 fugdieg to TAMS, GLAS, and ANC. Our
analysis suggests that, on average, output is likely to have increased by wigtmembership in
TAMS, GLAS and ANC scheme. It must be noted that this igermickview and many of the impacts

are not fully observablat this stage.

Based on our analysis and assumptions regarding the number of farmers in receipt of RDP funding,
Indecon has estimated the likely supjsigle impact of RDP expenditufehese figureare combined

with the observed increased levels of faomtput during the 20142018 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 sigelynpacts 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 ofcthenterfactual impact estimates with the amount of funding on TAMS, ANC and
GLAS used as respective weights. The figures for TAMS are based on the likelyridngpacts.
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5b Evaluation of Wider Programme Level Impacts

Table5.7: SupplysideDirect and Indirecimpacts of RDP (2012018)

Supplyside Impact Metric Net Impact(Direct + Indirect)
Output Impact €207m
GVA Impact €70.3m
Employee Wage Impact €25.2m
Employment (Annual basis) 484
Source: Indecon Expenditure Impact Assessment Model

LYRSO2y Qa 7TAyROP¥denditdrerashsiButedtaitiielsupply side of the economy,
net of deadweight, of the order @207 million in output termg: y RO.3amillion in contribution to
GVAMWe also estimate that RDP expenditure supports around 484 addititimegt and indirect

jobs on an annual basis through supplgle impactsThis may increase as output increases due to
the RDP interventions.

5.3 Wider Impact of RDExpenditures on Poverty

Figure5.2 provides the views of RDP farmieeneficiariesand LEADERroups/beneficiaries on the
impact that hey believe the RDP has had on achieving the EU 2020 target of reducing the number of
individualsliving below the national poverty line. Just over one third (36%) of respondents view the
impact of the RDBn poverty reduction to haveeen moderate, whil€2% believe the RDP to have

a significant impact in efforts to achieve the EU 2020 poverty reduction targetresults 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.the next RDIonsideration ohow to ensure

links with wider national action plans to reduce poverty merit considerafibie. nex National Action

Plan for poverty reduction is likely to include a number of specific actions for rural communities.
There is an obvious link between thpeojects supported by LEADER and the type of basic services
that will be required to reduce poverty.

Figure5.2: Views of RDP Farmer Beneficiaries drHADERSroups/Beneficiaries on the Impact

of RDP on Achieving the EU 2020 Headline Target of Reducing the Number of Europeans
Below the National Poverty Line

36% 26% 16%

Percentage of
Respondents

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Significant Impact @ Moderate Impact CONo Impact ©DDon't Know

Source: Indecon survey
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In order to further contextualise the poveffyin rural households in Ireland, wexaminedevidence

from EUSILQlata. Figure5.3LINB A Sy ia GKS &l ( NiakhduseBoBsandargad NI & ¢ N
householdsd SG6SSY Hnanmn YR HAMT® ¢KAA& Aff dzarirddd G§S&
households has decreased B$% from its peak 019.5% in 2012 tal5.0% in2017.¢ KS Wl & N a1

L2 OSNIIeQ NI GS KFa FlF€ftSy YI NBApérodfiol 170% 0I6d2D | Y K ?

Figure5.3: At Risk of Poverty Rates fdtural vs. Urbaridouseholds, 2012017

25% ~
20% ~
15% A
10% -

5% +

At Risk of Poverty Rate

0% -
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

B Urban @ERural

Source: Indecon Analysis of BILC Data.
Note: At risk of poverty at 60% level using Eéfinition of income and OECD equivalence scale. Farms are def
using the broad definition of EA$ILC. This approach uses Household Budget Survey definition of urban and rurg
defines a farm household as any household in which the head of houselsadfarmer or the head of household is
retired farmer and there is at least one other farmer in the household

Figure5.4 andTable5.8LINB &a Sy i GKS WF{id NR&a]l 2F LRGSNIEQ NI GS
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 per@dblin 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, Scektst, MidWest and SouttWest regions,

while inall other regions increases were observed.

4t 2SNl @ Aa RSTFAYSR dzaAy3a (KS Waving adinadme affless 1hatbd®af nationalSheardzNBE 6 KA OFK
equivaliseddisposable income definagsing EU definition of income and OECD equivalence scale
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Figure5.4: At Risk of Poverty Rate by Region, 262017
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Source: CSESIA20: Income and Poverty Rates by Region, Year and Statistic.
Note: At risk ofpoverty at 60% level using national definition of income and national equivalence scale.

Table5.8: At Risk of Poverty Rate by Region, 262017

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 16.3 135 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
SouthEast 15.7 19.5 21.1 19.7 17 19 18.1 18.3
SouthWest 19.9 20.6 19.6 17.3 18.3 18.8 18 18.7

Source: CSESIA20: Income and Poverty Rates by Region, Year and Statistic.
Note: At risk of poverty at 60% level using national definitiohincome and national equivalence scale.

In considering the impact of RDP on poverty objectives of relevancéhardNCand LEADER
measures. ANC is primarily an income support for farmers who face natural constraints (in terms of
land quality) in the peration of their farms. This support is likely to be the most relevant in terms of
support for those on low incom®&The regional analysis of ANC beneficiaries is showialie5.9

and highlights that the majority of ANC beneficiaries are in the Border and West regions. These are
0KS (¢2 NBIA2Yya GKFG GeLAOlIffe KIS GKS KAIKSA
16% of households irheé Border regions are in receipt of support from the ANC. For the Western
NBEIA2YS GKAA FAIAdzZNBE A& ySENIe& wmE:® ! b/ &dzLJJ2 NI

42This is in terms of Pillar Il supports. This does include Pillar | direct payment support which is also likehatsignaficant impact.
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Table5.9: No. of BeneficiarieSupported by Region (ANC & LEADER)

Region 2014-2018 (ANC)| 20142018 (LEADER) % of Total
Border 23,097 2901 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%
SouthWest 13,663 259 14.0%
West 26,961 190 27.6%
Source: Indecon analysis of DAFM data

The figures shown in the next tabtéghlight the increase in rural employment rate, the decline in
rural poverty and the increase in rural GDP. The comparison with natida@ however
demonstrates the scale of challenge faced by R®Rile the overall employment rate in rural areas
increasedand poverty rates declinedot all of this can be attributed to the RDP.

Table5.10: CAP Impacindicatorsto 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 (1564) 1,273,500 1,249,100 3,061,200 3,175,800
*refers to 2017 data as this is the latest availabtiata
Source: Indecon Analysis Bfirostat data

5.4 Technical Assistance (CEQ 20)

I G241t 2 haskeendpenton xhe fedhiicdl assistance recorded under M20 (Sable
5110 ¢KAAa Aada nmk: 2F GKS G2aGFf GF NBSG NspéSHh&gAy I 27
gl & FNRdzyR emdHc YAttA2y G0 GKS SYR 2F Hamy ® |

by The Wheel, NUI Galway and Philip Farretigd Co. was appointed by the Department of
Agriculture Foodandthea I NA Y S (2 NXzfhe NRNSaims6:RQa bwb @

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

C Improve the quality of implementation of rural development programnees]

C 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 migilig the European Innovation
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