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1. INTRODUCTION, OBJECTIVES

1.1 The actuality of the topic

Hungary joined the European Union on ttieof May 2004 prior to and at that time several
changes occurred in the country's political andneotuc life-cycle, as well as in the other
nine new member countries. The change started hedtbre 2004, and since we were
"Candidate Country" we could use the available gmeession programmes. These
programmes aimed to help the Candidate Countri¢iserpreparation of the implementation
of the "acquis communautaire" and to teach them towse the EU funds after accession.
The agriculture and the rural development and tsparation for the accession had a
particular importance in these countries and thagt h relatively short period to provide
better position of farmers, of the rural populateord of the life in rural areas before joining
the EU.

Being a Candidate Country the "competition” hadtsthamong the countries. In order to use
and take advantage of the available the rural dgweént funds two things are required: on
one hand a well prepared institutional background an the other hand, well prepared
beneficiaries, applicants. The common objectivaocismaintain the viability of the rural
economy with the use of central and local fundbsgiies.

The SAPARD programme, began with the initiative of the Eump&nion, in contrast with
the Phare programme was aimed at providing Commsaojport for pre-accession measures
for agriculture and rural development (to farmeusal population, producers, etc.) in order to
contribute to the implementation of the previoushentioned “"acquis communautaire”
concerning the common agricultural policy and itveq priority and specific problems for
the sustainable adaptation of the agriculturalaseand rural areas in the applicant countries.
The SAPARD was the first rural development programmthe Candidate Countries, which
operated, as a rural development programme in abdde@tate and therefore this is the first
fully implemented EU rural development programmabijch can be assessed and evaluated.
Currently, while the "New Hungary Rural developm&nbgramme” is half way through its
implementation, we may want to look back and arealye results and lessons learned. In
light of the results we receive, we can contingdritplementation and we can prepare for the
next programming period, the post 2013. The cur@artdidate Countries should take into
account, these leaning experiences in order toemgitepare for the planning and
implementation of future pre-accession programmesing the implementation of the IPA I
programme, they have to avoid the "mistakes" of ‘theedecessors”. In addition, it is
important to the Member States and to the Candi@aientries that they prepare rural
development programmes which promote competitivemeagriculture and ensure efficiency
and sustainable development and create employnppariwinities for people living in rural
areas.

! Special Assistance Program for Agriculture andaRDrevelopment



1.2 Hypotheses, objectives and the structure of thissertation

The area of the study focused on rural developmamtthe SAPARD programme and its
impacts.

Motivation was to combine theoretical knowledge and pracégpkrience in my dissertation,
in particular to assess the implementation of tA® SRD programme and to answer to the
following hypotheses:

1. Hypothesis Based on the similarity of the chosen measurekitnfinancial allocation,
groups can be created among the countries, whiplemented the SAPARD
Programme.

2. Hypothesis The relative financial importance of thdnvestment into agricultural
holdings measurewas significant in the SAPARD programme (more than
20%), and if so, this "strategy" was carried outhaese countries in its own
future rural development programmes. Similarly he SAPARD, this trend
can be observed in the new rural development presaton programme, it is
also evident in IPARDas well.

3. HypothesisThe SAPARD program reached its original, overaljeobve to provide
assistance the Candidate Countries in the implatientof the CAP and rural
development programmes. In addition, the SAPARDy@mm was successful
in achieving each countries national goal.

4. HypothesisThe SAPARDprogramme left behind experiences and lessonsé#mabe used
both, by the current Member States and by the @ateliCountries in the post
2013 rural development programming period (EAFRD BARD).

The main objective of my dissertation is to revidgn@ whole implementation of the SAPARD
programmes in eight selected countries. To achikigeobjective, | synthesised evaluation
reports,and | examined the goals set and reached in ordeo tevaluate the effects of the
programme implementation In parallel to this assessment, | studied thengba of the
European rural development policy from the begigramd | reviewed the chosen measures
and implementation of the current rural developnyaetaccession programme, IPARD, in
the Candidate Countries.

My objectives were the followings

C.1. To examine the SAPARD plans the chosen andalitimplemented measures to
reach the objectives set and to find possible @roms between the countries.

2 Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance for Ruesielbpment (2007-2013 programming period)



C.2

C.3.

C.4.

To assess the relative financial weight oheaicthe SAPARD measures, with special
focus on the "Investments in agricultural holdingsé in different rural development
programmes and periods.

To examine whether the SAPARD programme aelliets general objective and the
impacts on the agriculture and on the rural develaqt in these countries.

To summarise the experiences and the lessanseld from the implementation of the
SAPARD programme in order to draft proposals amomemendations to the planning
and implantation of future rural development prognaes.

The structure of my dissertation follows the loligted below:

1.

5.

Thefirst part introduces the topic, its actuality, sgarch history, my personal interest
and in my commitment to the topic chosen.

The second part deals with two main issues. Firstllpl introduce and explain the
major milestones of the European rural developrpeiity, its objectives and how it
measures up to today. Then | review — based ocuhently available information —
the proposals and the possible ways, paths ofutugef of rural development policy.
Second, | examine in details the pre-accessiomuim&nts for rural development - |
present the SAPARD programme, its aims, measunssifutional background and
implementation.

In the third part, | present the methods, which evapplied. | also reference the
documents, as well as the databases, which werk (esg programme documents,
evaluation reports, etc).

Then | summarise the results based on the followritgria.

a. The objectives and the measures of the SAPARD progres (1., 2. and 3.
hypotheses),

b. The implementation of SAPARD programmes (4. hypsif)e
Role of the SAPARD programme (3. hypothesis) and

d. The impacts of the SAPARD programme to the implew@ten of rural
development programmes in the 2007-2013 programmsgiod (2.
hypothesis).

Finally, after examining the findings and formutgfinew scientific results, | answer
my hypotheses, draw my conclusions and devise ngomenendations and
suggestions.



2. METHODOLOGY

In the case of the SAPARD programme | examinedripementation of the programme in
eight countries joined the EU at the same timeQhech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia. Concernire IPARD program, the IPARD plans
were analysed in Macedonia, Croatia and Turkey.

Themethodologies were appliedre listed below:

1. Literature review
| systematically collected, reviewed and procesbeth the international and national
sources concerning to my topic.

2. Analysing papers
| extensively analysed the papers concerning dperation of the CAP, the rural and
regional policy in the EU (Structural Funds). Irdamn, | analysed the program documents
(SAPARD, IPARD plans and ERDF programmes) and thea@st evaluation reports of
each country.

3. Statistical analyses

The statistical analyses of selected indicatorsaareed at examining the financial weight
and role of each measures of SAPARD/IPARD/EAFRD.

4. Structuring theoretical approaches
It covered the analysis of information and dataduse drawing the conclusions.

5. Participation in scientific conferences, senspndebates and study tours

During my research and in the preparation of tissettation, these activities permitted me
deeper insight into the rural development of thedfld its implementation.

6. Giving presentations
Lectures and participation in professional meetiogstributed to my work. In addition,
questions after the presentations and discussimtsrgew light on particular problems, and
drew my attention to some - even missing — researefs or problems.

7. Mathematical and statistical methods
In order to answer to the hypotheses raiseddhaips can be formed among the countries
based on the original financial allocation, hieraecal cluster analysis (Ward's aggregation
procedure) were used as a multivariate statistitethod. The analyses were carried out
with using the SPSS 18.0 (PASW Statistics 18) foindbws, a statistical software
package.




3. RESULTS

3.1 Comparison of the objective and the eligible meases of SAPARD
programme

The SAPARD plans were in line with other pre-acmessnstruments, there was no overlap
among them, as ISPAsupported large-scale (transport and environmarftastructure
development projects, while Phare focused on urigtital building.

Altogether 15 measures were available for the Gdi Countries and 12 were finally
chosen. For example, the Czech Republic and Slavaiose the highest number of measures
(10-10 pc.) Slovenia the lowest fivelhe most noticeable difference between the chosdn a
in the end, implemented measures, was in HungatyEatonia. Fortunately, it did not result
in the loss of SAPARD funds, because they had begiocated to other measures.

The following matrix presents the chosen and finatiplemented measures per counfihe
"e" represents the chosen measures andithshpws the implemented ones.)

Measures cz EE HU LV LT Pl SK Sl

Investments in agricultural holdings o oV oV oV oV oV oV oV

Processing and marketing ... o oV e o o o o o

Improving structures for quality, vet. ... o

Agricultural production methods ... o ° ° ° ° o o

Economic diversification o o o o o o o o

Setting up producer groups o o

Renovation and development of villages o o o

Land improvement and reparceling o ° o

\ocational training o ° o o o o

Dev. of rural infastructure o oV o o o o o o

Forestry o o . . o

Technical assistance o . o o o o o o
Figure 1 The chosen and implemented measures of tS&PARD programme

Source: Based on programming documents (SAPARD plaaslL

After the analysis of the internal logic, cohererael structure of the SAPARD plans |
concluded that the structure of the plans was ansistent in the majority of the Candidate
Countries because the rationale of choosing a meags not justified. For example, | found
in the Hungarian SAPARD plan that the selectiorth&f 'Developing and improving rural
infrastructure, the "Improving vocational trainin§g and 'Renovation and development of
villages' measures were not justified under the Specifiecives part of the plan. The need
of "Investments in agricultural holdingsthe "Processing and marketing of agricultural and
fishery productsand 'Economic diversificatichmeasures were well explained, however, the
justification of 'Renovation and development of villageseasure were missing (neither
under the targets, nor under the part of the SW@Adlyais). After analysing the program-
specific goals and the underlying needs, | fourat the Hungarian SAPARD plan did not

3 Instrument for Sructural Policies for Pre-Accessio



propose solution for two shortcomingsmely the low educational level in agriculture and
land ownership and land use problems. To mentiathdu examples, in the Estonian
SAPARD Plan, the objectives related well to thesdtomeasures, consistently supported the
selection of each measure, only project/programriaaspto implement the Forestry'
measure were not elaborated. In the Polish SAPARBD  similarly to the Hungarian one -
the justification of the ,Forestry” measure was tied both from the objectives and the
SWOT analysis part of the plan. Other similaritees that the necessity of th@vestments in
agricultural holdings, the 'Processing and marketing of agricultural and fish@roduct$
and 'Economic diversificatichmeasures are properly justified. As a deficiertbgy did not
provide expected outcomes and impacts to their nneasith the largest financial weight, the
"Developing and improving rural infrastructute

This can beémproved upon in the future d strategy is obligatory in order to prepare to
the pre-accession programmes as well, which focusr dhe analysis of the current
situation (SWOT analysis),accurately define the problem and shortcomings The
tools/measures chosen should be based on this amssdyand definitions and also the
guantification of its effects are required as well. It is important to emphasize that the
SAPARD programme was the first strategy based algmi@l and rural development
programs for seven years. Consequently, it cortgtbtio the strategy based planning in the
Candidate Countries as it is expectenv. Since only a short amount of time was avélab
before the accession of these countries, the ufilt of the "partnership principle” was not
achieved fully during the preparation of the SAPARBNs. Therefore, many suggestions and
or proposals could not be included into the plams] the mistakes of the programming were
corrected later with programme modifications. Doetlte relatively short period of time
allotted befordhe joining the EU, the Candidate Countries focusedhe implementation of
measures which had high absorption capacity andhwhad implementation experiences
already in the national systems, these measures weorporated into the SAPARD plans,
and these were launched first. In order to avoall#tter programme modifications and the
mistakes of programming it is suggested giving neee and possibility to the bottom-up
approach and to involve the social partners, stakiehs in the phase of programming and
implementation.

We can conclude that thegical structure of the plans was not consistenamong the
majority of the Candidate Countries because thecehof many measures was not justified.
In addition,there was a significant reallocation of funds betwen measuresduring the
implementation of the SAPARD programme, which adurse affected the originally
defined objectives As a resultthe application of the strategic planning was not
appropriate and in my opinionthe SAPARD programme could not be successful in
achieving the individual (national) objectives

The allocation of financial sources at measure lel/avas unequal. Taking into account the
original SAPARD plans, theProcessing and marketing of agricultural and fisheroducts
measure had the highest financial importance amndag followed by the Ihvestments in
agricultural holdings measure.




Thousand euro
600 500 400 300 200 100 o]

Processing and marketing of a. (32%)
linvestments in agricultural holdings (23%)
Rural infrastructure (21%)

Economic diversification (11%)

T echnical assistance (2%)

Setting up farm relief ... (2%)

Vocational training (2%)

Renovation and development of v. (1.9%)
Agri-environments (1.4%)

Forestry (1.2%)

Setting up producer groups (1.1%)

Veterinary and plant-health contorls (0.6%o)

Figure 2 The order of SAPARD measures based on tlegiginal allocation of funds
Source: SAPARD plans, elaboration in 2011

We cannot ignore the fact that there was a sigmficreallocation of funds during the
implementation of the SAPARD programme. When wes tetko account the final, allocated
budget the order and the financial weight of thesoees have changed: thi2eveloping and
improving rural infrastructuré measure became the first one to do so. The fijpatew
shows the change between the originally and finallgcated budget in the case of the six
measures illustrated below (the bubble size shtwsshare concerning the finally allocated
budget, x-axis shows the change in share in peagenthe y-axis represents the share rate of
change shown in percentage).

100% +

Rural infrastructure; 31,

509
50%

Processing and marketing
agric.; 29,87% Investments in agricultur.
holdings; 23,59%

2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

-6% -4%
. ation and developme

Economic diversificatio af villages; 1,90%

8,66%

-50% -
Agri-environment; 0,09%

Figure 3 The change of financial importance of simeasures during the implementation of the
programme

Source: Financial tables in SAPARD plans, elaborsith 2011
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The figure shows that the share ofiviéstments in agricultural holdings'Prbcessing and
marketing of agricultural and fishery produttand 'Developing and improving rural
infrastructuré’ measures in the final budget allocation is respely, about 24%, 30% and
32%. The planed and final share of the first measure shows Ogééwth, and the final
allocation is approximately 7% higher than the amaariginally grouped for this measure.
The financial share of thé®&veloping and improving rural infrastructureneasure increased
by 11% (comparing the original and the final alloma). Due to the budget reallocations the
financial importance of the following measures éesed significantly: Agricultural
production methods protecting environment and naammg the countryside "Setting up
producer group$§ "Economic diversificatioh "Forestry' and "Technical assistante

In addition to the statistical analysis, which veasried out, a cluster analysis is used in order
to compare the support for "structure" of the cdestexamined based on the share of
originally allocated budget and to look for corteda between the countries and to create
groups if possible. According to the result of thester analysis, three groups can be created
based on the same importance of significant messure

1. Group: Hungary, Latvia, (Avestment in agricultural holdins(HU-26.8%, LV-
25.5%), 'Processing and marketing of agricultural and fisheroducts (HU-26.7%,
LV-27.5%), 'Developing and improving rural infrastructur¢HU-11%, LV-12%)).

2. Group: Lithuania and Slovenialifvestment in agricultural holdinggLT-42.6%, SI-
33.9%), 'Processing and marketing of agricultural and fish@roducts (LT-29.9%,
SI-38.7%), Developing and improving rural infrastructurél.T-15.2%, SI-12.9%).

3. Group: The other four countries. Poland and thec&&epublic differ from the other
countries. It is because the Czech SAPARD prograrehwmvs the most balanced
budget allocation among the measures. The finam@ajht of the measures aimed at
improving the competitiveness in agriculture, sashthe Investment in agricultural
holdings and the Processing and marketing of agricultural and fishgroduct$
measures are between 16 and 18%. These are thstlowmparing with all of the
countries. Poland planned thBéveloping and improving rural infrastructuravith
exceptionally high financial weight (30%).

3.2  Assessment of the implementation of SAPARD programen

In parallel with the preparation of the SAPARD athe Candidate Countries had to set up
the institutional background for the implementation of the current and the rfatuural
development programmes. Thpsocess was a great challenge for all Candidatent@ies,
and this process took a lot of time. In some ca#esrisk of losing SAPARD funds was
raised. (Accreditation/conferral of tmeanagement of paying agencies took an averagé of 2
months.)Accreditation of the individual measures per coyntiried. The first measures were
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accredited in 2001 (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania aBldvenia) and then in 2002 (Czech
Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia). Each agumias given a conferral on the
management of measures in 2003 (Czech RepublioniastLithuania, Latvia, Poland and
Slovakia). This also includes the year of the asioes in 2004 (Hungary and Slovenia). It
shows that the program was significantly delayeasK: What would be the role of measures
in the preparation of the accession that were ddeck or launched in 2004? Additionally, |
examine which measures were accredited. | examthed measures, which were first
accredited in the Candidate Countries and the teesiiow that all countries, without
exception, first accredited and implemented thevéstments in agricultural holdings" and
"Processing and marketing of agricultural and fishgroducts measures. This is partly
justified by the fact that the SWOT analysis ofahdidate countries mentions the low level
of farm and processing industries equipment supply.addition, these measures have
excellent absorption capacities; consequentlyr tilkacated budgets could be spent relatively
fast. The quick commitment and disbursement of SA&ARD budget had strong political
interests in these countries, since the Annual rieimg Agreement determined the use of
SAPARD funds and after the closing date, the SAPA®MRIS would have been lost.

In my opinion, the institution-building experienagas established, and could later be used in
the implementation of latter rural development pamgmes. Some experiences on the
institutional background should be highlighted:

* The staff was involved throughout the entire impdemation process (programming,
implementation, payment, control, monitoring, ett)e implementing institutions
built the necessary internal structure and comnatiuic lines, which were already in
place and as a result, were used in the implementaf future rural development
programmes.

» Despite the fact that the candidate countries migut emphasis on the operational
monitoring system because the preparation for dideteon had the priority the
monitoring system were established in all of thendidate Countries (setting up the
SAPARD monitoring committees, definition and in¢brs of monitoring indicators
per measure, data collection, etc.). It strongiytebuted to the monitoring systems in
the next rural development programming periods

* Due to error and the lack of available monitorirefad the programme evaluation,
which is based on the monitoring system - could beteffective. | believe that the
requirement of three mandatory evaluations (ex ,amterim and ex post) was
excessive in relation to the duration of the progree. However, the evaluation
reports provided information and suggestions farigien makers to incorporate into
their conclusions regarding current and future caggural and rural development
policy (for example, proposals on the structureaafural development programme,
partnership, etc.).

e It has been proven that the paper-based implenemtaf SAPARD programme
imposed a burden on the entire administration,diddot allow for fast and efficient
extraction of data for management, for tezision makers and for the members of the
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monitoring committees. Consequently, it became egpdhatsoftware support would
be crucial for the implementation of further rudalvelopment programmes.

* The implementation of the SAPARD programme helpedhie preparation for the
post-accession rural development programmes noly dat the institutional
background, but for the beneficiaries/applicantsval. It introduced a new approach
of application (call for tenders, preparing busspkan, provide certificates, planning
by milestones) and of implementation of a projemnfracting, reporting, sound
management, audits and on the spot controls, iatthe field of agriculture and rural
development.

Concerning the financial implementation of the SAPARD programme, the total paid
assistance (including the EU funds and relatedir@nting) was € 1.77 billion. The largest
share having been paid under theeVveloping and improving rural infrastructureto
"Processing and marketing of agricultural and fishgrroducts”and to "Investments in
agricultural holdings" measures. The payments wegdigible (less than 1% of the total) for
the following measures:Improving structures for quality, veterinary andapt-health
controls' (0.5%), "Agricultural production methods protecting enviraemh and maintaining
countrysidé (0.1%), "Vocational training (0.5%),Forestry'(0.2%) and ,Technical
assistancé (0.2%). (These measures have a higher financhares in the following
programming periods (2004-2006 and 2007-2013). €omeg the payments in the eight
countries, the order of measures is the following:

Thousands euro
700 600 500 400 300 200 100 (o]

Developing rural infrastructure (33%)
Processing and marketing of a. (30%)
Investment in agricultural holdings (24%)
Economic diversification (8%)

Renovation and development of villages (2%)
Setting up farm relief ... (2%)

Veterinary and plant-health controls (0,5%)
Vocational training (0,5%)

Forestry (0,2%)

Technical assistance (0,2%)
Agri-environment (0,1%)

Setting up producer groups (0%)

Figure 4 The order of SAPARD measures — based on éhpayments in the eight Candidate

Countries
Source: Financial tables of ex-post evaluation mspelaboration in 2012

As an overall conclusion, the SAPARD programme Vexy good absorption capacity, due to
the fact that, 100% of the available budget wasdusg the Candidate Countries. The
measures with the highest rate of use are as felliwvestments in agricultural holdings
"Processing and marketing of agricultural and fishg@roduct$, "Improving structures for
quality, veterinary and plant-health contrtls'Agricultural production methods protecting
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environment and maintaining countrysidén contrast, the final allocated budget was not
fully used for the Economic diversificatioh "Setting up producer groups"Vocational
training”, "Forestry' and the Technical Assistanteneasures.

Unfortunately, originally, planned measures haveb®en implemented in more than half of
the eight countries (EE, HU, LV, LT, and PL). Withoexception, the Agricultural
production methods protecting environment and naammg countrysidéand the Forestry
measures are among them.

It is evident, that the 2nd and the 4th figureatifirom each other, because both the order of
the measures and their share in the total SAPARIYy&Lhas changed. | note tlia¢ nature

of financial reallocation during the implementation of the programme was the same in
all countries. The original budget decreased, or remained tlmesaf the I'mproving
structures for quality, veterinary and plant-healtlontrols', the "Agricultural production
methods protecting environment and maintaining ¢tgside’ and ‘'Economic
diversificatior!, the "Setting up producer groufyshe 'Land improvement and reparcellihg
the 'Vocational training and "Technical assistantemeasures. The originally allocated
budget decreased in the case lov&stments in agricultural holdingsthe 'Processing and
marketing of agricultural and fishery produttsthe 'Renovation and development of
villages' and 'Developing and improving rural infrastructuren the majority of Member
States. The most significant change is illustrated'Developing and improving rural
infrastructuré’ in Poland, where the originally planned budgetswacreased by 17
percentage points. The reduction was the most feignt in the case of Economic
diversificatiorf measure in Hungary (-13 percentage, point deejeas

To complement the statistical analyses, | carriad @uster analyses taking into account
percentage shares of SAPARD payments per meashieerebult was significantly different
from the previously described findings. The composi of groups had changed. It also
confirms that there were significant changes dutitggshort implementation of the SAPARD
programme, due to the reallocation of originallarpied budget and also indicated by the
decreasing number of measures implemented. Duhgniplementation of the programme
the nature of budget-reallocation was the same llinc@untries. Just to highlight few
examples, the original budget decreased or remainetiangedconcerning the following
measures: theAgricultural production methods protecting envirogmh and maintaining
countrysidé and the Economic diversificatidhand the Setting up producer groufysthe
"Vocational training and the Technical assistanteThe originally allocated budget for the
"Investments in agricultural holdingsnd 'Developing and improving rural infrastructure
measures increased significantly for the majorftthe Candidate Countries.

My results show that the SAPARD programmes, plaesewiot properly established, their
implementation did not follow the original plansdastrategies, and as a result, some of
national objectives, targets of the SAPARD plansildonot been achievedBoth the
experiences of programming and implementationfyutitie necessity of a strategic document
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even in the pre-accession programmes. With theapaéipn of a strategy the “programmer” is
forced to assess and think over - with the involeetrof economic and social partners and
stakeholders - the possibilities, problems and atibjes and the best measures, in which to
achieve them. In addition, it gives a frameworknplement the rural development plan; it is
more difficult to deviate from this strategy duritige implementation of the programme. Of
course, the modification of the programmes caneai\mided because many external factors
(economic, social, natural, etc.) can be changeskuen years, but it was not the case in the
SAPARD programme. During its short implementatiogripd it was not influenced by
external, unexpected economic or social event.

The following two tables (Table 1. and 2.) summetlse experience of the implementation of
the SAPARD programme per country, and per measure.

In parallel with the preparation of the SAPARD @athe Candidate Countries had to set up
the institutional background for the implementation of the current and the rfatuural
development programmes. This process was gredenbal for all Candidate Countries, and
this process took a lot of time, therefore in sarases, the risk of losing SAPARD funds
raised. (Accreditation/conferral of the managenwqaying agencies took an average of 21
months.) Accreditation of the individual measures gountry has varied. The first measures
were accredited in 2001 (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuaaml Slovenia) and then in 2002 (Czech
Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia). Every ¢guhad conferral of the management of
measures in 2003 (Czech Republic, Estonia, Litrayabatvia, Poland and Slovakia), and
even in the year of the accession, in 2004 (HungadySlovenia). It shows that the program
significantly delayed. | would ask the followingegiion: What could be the role of measures
in the preparation of the accession that were diect or launched in 2004? In addition, |
examined which measures were accredited first en@andidate Countries and the results
show that all countries, without exception, acdestiand implemented first the "Investments
in agricultural holdings" andProcessing and marketing of agricultural and fisheroducts
measures. This is partly justified by the fact ttat SWOT analysis of all candidate countries
mentions the low level of farm and processing indes equipment supply. In addition, these
measures have excellent absorbing capacities;ftinertne allocated budget on them could be
spent relatively fast. The quick commitment anddisement of SAPARD budget had strong
political interest in these countries, since thedal Financing Agreement determined the use
of SAPARD fund and after the closing date the SAPARNds would have been lost.

In my opinion, the institution-building in the expeEnce could be built, could be used later
during the implementation of latter rural develomiprogrammes. Some experiences on the
institutional background should be highlighted:

* The staff was involved in the whole implementat{pnrogramming, implementation,
payment, control, monitoring, etc), the implemegtinstitutions built the necessary
internal structure and communication lines, whioh @ready existed therefore, were
used in the implementation of future rural develeptrprogrammes.
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» Despite the fact that the candidate countries hatg@ut emphasis on the operational
monitoring system because the preparation for dieteon had the priority the
monitoring system were established in all of thendidate Countries (setting up the
SAPARD monitoring committees, definition and in¢trs of monitoring indicators
per measure, data collection, etc.). It strongiytebuted to the monitoring systems in
the next rural development programming periods

* Due to the errors and the lack of available momtpdata the programme evaluation
— which is based on the monitoring system - couthe effective. | believe that the
requirement of three mandatory evaluations (ex ,amterim and ex post) was
excessive in relation to the duration of the progree. However, the evaluation
reports provided information and suggestions ferdhcision makers to incorporate in
their decisions regarding to current and futureicadjural and rural development
policy (for example, proposals on the structureaafural development programme,
partnership, etc.).

e It has been proven that the paper-based implenemtaf SAPARD programme
imposed a burden on the entire administration,ddaot allow for fast and efficient
extraction of data for management, for the decismakers and for the members of the
monitoring committees. Consequently, it becamercteat a software support is
crucial for the implementation of further rural @éspment programmes.

* The implementation of the SAPARD programme helpedhie preparation for the
post-accession rural development programmes noly dat the institutional
background but for the beneficiaries/applicantsval. It introduced a new approach
of application (call for tenders, preparing bussptan, provide certificates, planning
by milestones) and of implementation of a projembnfracting, reporting, sound
management, audits and on the spot controls, iatthe field of agriculture and rural
development.

Concerning the financial implementation of the SAPAKRD programme, the total paid
assistance (including the EU funds and relatedir@nting) was € 1.77 billion. The largest
share have been paid under theeveloping and improving rural infrastructure to
"Processing and marketing of agricultural and fishgrroducts”and to "Investments in
agricultural holdings" measures. The payments wegdigible (less than 1% of the total) for
of the following measures:proving structures for quality, veterinary andapt-health
controls' (0.5%), "Agricultural production methods protecting enviraemh and maintaining
countrysidé (0.1%), "Vocational training (0.5%),Forestry'(0.2%) and ,Technical
assistance (0.2%). (These measures have higher financiatesiva the next programming
periods (2004-2006 and 2007-2013)). Concerningpidmanents in the eight countries, the
order of measures is the following:

As an overall conclusion, the SAPARD programme kady good absorption capacity
because the 100% of the available budget was us#dtelCandidate Countries. The measures
with the highest rate of use are the followdnvestments in agricultural holdings
"Processing and marketing of agricultural and fish@roducts, "Improving structures for
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quality, veterinary and plant-health contrtls'Agricultural production methods protecting
environment and maintaining countrysidén contrast, the final allocated budget was not
fully used for the Economic diversificatioh "Setting up producer grouf)s"Vocational
training”, "Forestry' and the Technical Assistanteneasures.

Originally planned measures have not been impleateanhfortunately in moréhan half of
the eight countries (EE, HU, LV, LT, and PL). Withoexception, the Agricultural

production methods protecting environment and naammg countrysidéand the Forestry

measures are among them.

It can be seen that the 2nd and the 4th figuredifbm each other, because both the order of
the measures and their share in the total SAPAR@y&uhave changed. | note ththe
nature of financial reallocation during the implementation of the programme was the
same in all countries The original budget decreased, or remained tine s the 'mproving
structures for quality, veterinary and plant-healtlontrols, the "Agricultural production
methods protecting environment and maintaining ¢tgside’ and ‘'Economic
diversificatior!, the "Setting up producer groufyshe 'Land improvement and reparcellihg
the 'Vocational training and 'Technical assistantemeasures. The originally allocated
budget decreased in the case lov&stments in agricultural holdingsthe '"Processing and
marketing of agricultural and fishery produttsthe 'Renovation and development of
villages' and 'Developing and improving rural infrastructuren the majority of Member
States. The most significant change is occurret thie measureDeveloping and improving
rural infrastructuré' in Poland, where the originally planned budgeswacreased by 17%
points. The reduction was the most significant he tase of Economic diversificatich
measure in Hungary (-13% points decrease).

To complement the statistical analyses, | carriatl @uster analyses taking into account
percentage shares of SAPARD payments per measheere$ult is significantly different
from the previously described, the composition miugps changed. It also confirms that there
were significant changes during the short impleraigo of the SAPARD programme, due to
the reallocation of originally planned budget afgbdahe number of measures implemented is
decreased. During the implementation of the progmanthe nature of budget-reallocation
was the same in all countries. Just to highlight éamples, the original budget decreased or
remained unchanged concerning the following measutiee ‘Agricultural production
methods protecting environment and maintaining otgsideé' and the Economic
diversificatiorf and the Setting up producer groufisthe "Vocational training and the
"Technical assistanteThe originally allocated budget for thénvestments in agricultural
holdings and 'Developing and improving rural infrastructuremeasures increased
significantly in the majority of the Candidate Caes.

My results show that the SAPARD programmes, plapsewiot properly established, their
implementation did not follow the original plansdastrategies, therefore some of national
objectives, targets of the SAPARD plans could re¢rbachieved. Both the experiences of
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programming and implementation justify the necgssita strategic document even in the
pre-accession programmes. With the preparationstfagegy the ,programmer” is forced to
assess and think over - with the involvement oheaaic and social partners and stakeholders
- the possibilities, problems and objectives argdidbst measures to achieve them. In addition,
it gives a framework to implement the rural devehemt plan; it is more difficult to deviate
from this strategy during the implementation of gfregramme. Of course, the modification
of the programmes cannot be avoided because mateynak factors (economic, social,
natural, etc.) can be changed in seven years, tbwtas not the case in the SAPARD
programme. During its short implementation periddwas not influenced by external,
unexpected economic or social event.

The following two tables (Table 1. and 2.) summettse experience of the implementation of
the SAPARD programme per country and per measure.
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Ccz EE HU LV LT PL SK Sl
Z{ﬁg?énf'”anc'a' 117 million € 65 million€ 202 million € 116 milliof 158 million € 911 million € 97 million € 39 nitin €
Final f. allocation. 122 million € 68 million € 213 million € 122 millim€ 167 million € 946 million € 102 million € 41 hion €
Paid assistance 123 million € 68 million € 213 million € 107 millim€ 167 million € 945 million € 110 million € 41 hion €
No. of supported p. 1557 pc 1474 pc 2616 pc 1702 pc 866 pc 22¢75p 903 pc 563 pc
Rate of budget-use 104% 105% 105% 92% 106% 104% 113% 106%
Rate of budget-use
comp. with the 100% 100% 100% 88% 100% 100% 107% 100%

final f. allocation

Measures with the
highest  financial
share (originally)

Melioration (19%),
Processing and
marketing (18%),

Investment in agric.

holdings (16%)

Investment in agric.
holdings (44%),
Processing and

marketing (19%),
Diversification (19%)

Investment in agric.

holdings (27%),
Processing and
marketing (27%),
Diversification
(14%)

Processing and
marketing (28%),
Investment in
agric. holdings
(26%),
Diversification
(22%)

Investment in agric.

holdings (43%),
Processing and marketing
(30%), Rural infrastructurs
(15%)

Processing and marketing
(37%), Rural infrastructure
(30%), Investment in agric.

holdings (17%),

Investment in agric.
holdings (28%),
Processing and

marketing (27%),

Melioration (11%)

Processing and
marketing (39%),
Investment in agric.
holdings (34%),
Diversification (14%)

Measures with the
highest  financial
share (finally)

Processing and
marketing (20%),

Investment in agric.

Investment in agric.
holdings (48%),
Processing and

Investment in agric.

holdings (37%),
Processing and
marketing (33%),

Investment in
agric. holdings
(35%), Processing
and marketing

Investment in agric.
holdings (41%),
Processing and marketing

Rural infrastructure (47%),
Processing and marketing
(29%), Investment in agric.

Processing and
marketing (33%),
Investment in agric.
holdings (31%),

Processing and
marketing (38%),
Investment in agric.

holdings (20%), marketing (27%), . (30%), (36%), Rural infrastructurs . o ) holdings (33%), Rural
Melioration (17%) Diversification (19%) Rural infrastructure Diversification (15%) holdings (14%), Rural infrastructure infrastructure (15%)
(24%) (17%)
(22%)

Measures .Iost Forestr Processing and
budget (accredited,|  pjant health..., . o Rural Investment in agric. . ) _ rorestry., marketing and
implemented) v . o Rural infrastructure Diversification . ) Processing and marketing Diversification, - .

ocational training infrastructure holdings . . Investment in agric.

Technical assistance )
holdings
Non implemented Agri-environment, Agri-environment, . . . )
) Agri-environment, Agri-environment, . .
measures - Forestry, Technical Producer groups, . ) Agri-environment, Forestry - -
. . L Melioration Forestry
assistance Vocational training

Table 1 Summarising matrix on the implementation 8§SAPARD programme per country
Source: Ex-post evaluation reports per countnjjaation in 2011




Investment in Processing and Plant Agri- Diversification Producer Village Melioration Vocational Rural Forestry. Technical
agric. holdings marketing health... environment. groups renewal. training infrastr. assistance
(c:r?(:jsnetr;: mea\;v:rc; CZ, EE, HU, LV CZ, EE, HU, CZ, EE, HU, Cz, EE, HU, CZ, EE Cz, HY, ISLZJ E\I/E EE, LV, ISLZJ II_E\E/E
) o | LV, LT, PL, SK, cz LV, LT, PL, LV, LT, PL, HU, SK | CZ,LV,SK | LV, LT,PL, B LT, PL, B
LT, PL, SK, SI S| SK SK. S HU SK LT, PL, SK LT, PL,
' SK, Sl SK, Sl
Countries who CZ, EE
. CZ, EE, HU, CZ, EE, HU, . CZ, HU,
implemented  the | CZ, EE, HU, LV, | \ " 't g cz cz, sK LV, LT, PL, SK CZEE | oz ek | CEHLVLT I HULY. oy s | oLy,
measure LT, PL, SK, SI HU PL, SK LT, PL,
Sl SK, SI PL, SK, SI
SK, SI
Original financial - -
allocation  (time | 395 million € 545 milion € | 14 MION | 54 7 milion€ | 194 milion€ | 20 milion €] 2 34milion€ | 34miione| 60 20.9 1 35 milion
orop.) € million € million € million € €
Final — —budget| 45 iion € 533 milion€ | S4MIMON | g 4 milion€ | 154 milione | 07 Milon | 34 31milion€ | 20milion€e| 266 | 47 milion | 7.7 million
allocation € € million € million € € €
Paid amount 421 million € 536 milion€ | o4 MM | g 4 milion € | 141 milion€ | 047 Millon | 35 33million € | 8.3 miliong| 205 | 35 milion | 2.7 milion
€ € million € million € € €
Project supported 17 590 pc 2312 pc 193 pc 193 pc 5082 pc 2pc ps27 415 pc 156 pc 5731p 285 pc 115
Use of budget
compared to the 100% 100% 100% 100% 91% 66% 1049 103% 41% 103 74%  35%
final allocation
Highest number of | - o, 15 957 ¢ | pL (1 268 pe PL (4 071 pc HU (227 LT 02 pc | T- 4483
Ll e rojects) rojects) ) rojects) i pe rojects) pe )
proj proj proj projects) proj projects)
Average support
level is the highest | LT (147 thousand] | (4 552 aathousand|  SK (118 LT (168 CZ 169 SK (107 PL (392 SI (155 SK (44
€lproject) thousand €/oroiect thousand €/p) thousand - thousand thousand thousand thousand | thousand -
proj €/project) proj P €/project) €/project €/project) €/project) €/project) €)
Avere.lge support PL (10 thousand| CZ (83 thousand cz (11 PL (17 thousand EE (16 Cz (68 Cz@ EE (20 LV
level is the lowest €lproject) €lproject) - thousand €lproject) - thousand thousand thousand thousand | thousand -
proj proj €/project) proj €/project €/project) €/project) €/project) €)

Table 2

Source:

Summarising matrix on the implementation 6the SAPARD programme per measure
Ex-post evaluation reports, elaboratic20ihl
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3.3 Evaluation of the role of the SAPARD programme

| assessed the role of the SAPARD programme fragethspects and | summarise my results
and findings below:

1. The SAPARD, as the first pre-accession instrumgrdrated in decentralised way,
was a learning process not only for the Candidaten@ies but also for the European
Commission.The programme significantly contributed to the preparation of the
latter rural development programmes (institutional background, preparation of the
applicants, beneficiaries, monitoring, evaluatiett,).

2. Due to its limited budget, th8APARD programme had limited impact on the
agricultural sector in all Candidate Countries. But looking at individual levels,
businesses, beneficiaries, the programme helped themeet EU animal welfare
and hygienic requirements and thus it helped thema be competitive both in the
internal and external markets. Creation and saving jobs was a general objedbive,
| conclude thathe SAPARD had only minimal effect on creating andnaintaining
jobs in rural areas.

Based on my results, | consider that théoCational training measure in the
SAPARD programme — in a small extent butentributed to the development to
the professional knowledge those farmers who pariigated in the trainings
(trainings related mainly to agriculture, businessnagement not to write application
and manage and execute a SAPARD project). Therdigeneasure could not give a
solid basis for a long-term vocational trainingteys in the Candidate Countries.

3. It is my opinion, thatthe SAPARD programme had positive impact on the
development of rural infrastructure, but only to a limited extent due to its
restricted budget. The ISPA supported the largesecagional level infrastructural
investments and for example the wastewater tredtimgastments of the SAPARD
remained small scale, local investmenithe SAPARD programme did not
contribute directly to the diversification of activities in the rural areas In the
frame of 'Renovation and development of villageseasure, buildings, public areas,
playgrounds, churches were renovated or renewedefthe, the SAPARD
programme improved the living conditions in villages and rural areas.



3.4 The impact of the SAPARD programme on the implemerttion of the rural
development programmes of 2007-2013

All but one country the main objective of the SAFARrogramme was the sustainable
development of agriculture and rural territorieslopting it to the changed ownership
structure. The programme focused on the moderarsaif production structures, on the
improvement of the efficiency of agricultural pradion and in processing of agricultural and
fishery products. The EAGGF Guidance Fund (20046206placed the SAPARD after the
accession in these countries, and it meant, in y te continuation of SAPARD (aims,
objectives, programme structure).
The strategies of the SAPARD programme therefedlifurther in latter rural development
programmes such as in EAGGF Guidance between 200£2@06 and in the EAFRD from
2007. | found thathe measures with "SAPARD experience" still kept arelatively high
financial share in the rural development programmesof 2007-2013 The proportional
share was shifted having regard to the fact BEX&FRD offered an increased number of
measures and that the Agri-environment payments’ measure was obligatory to
incorporate in all rural development programmes andobligatory minimum financial
allocation per axis, which contributed to a balancdetween objectives

Thousand euro

5000 4500 4000 3500 3000 2500 2000 1500 1000 500 0

Agri-environmental payments (18%)

Farm modernisation (15%)

Payments to farmers in areas with h. - other t. maias (11%)
Early retirement (8%)

Basic services for the economy of r. (6%)

Adding value to agricultural and forestry produ$86)

Support for creation and development of micro-eptises (5%)
Improving and developing infrastructure (4%)

Local development strategies Q. of life (3%)

Village renewal (3%)

Figure 5 The order of measures in EAFRD - taking ito account the original financial allocations
in the eight countries, 2007-2013

Source Data of therural Development in the European Union Statisticad Economic Information Report 2011, own
elaboration in 2012

In my opinion, the proportion of the financial alidion among measures in the SAPARD
Programme and the structure (internal logic, objes) of this pre-accession programme
affected the structure of latter rural developmenbgrammes, namely EAFRD. As an
example, examined the changes of the relative ¢iahimportance (the financial weight) of
the 'Investments in agricultural holdingsmeasure over successive rural development
programming periodslaking into account the eight countries or evenniéw Member States
(EU-12), the relative financial weight of the measwas the highest in the pre-accession
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period, as in the subsequent programming periddsie¢reased in the EAFRD but still
remained relatively high if we compare it to the-E® (9%) and EU-27 average (11%).

The impact of the SAPARD programme is most viséuhe striking on the structure and on
the implementation of thB?PARD programme. In this new pre-accession ruraetigment
instrument the number of available/eligible measutecreased from 15 to 9 compared to the
SAPARD programme. However, the beneficiaries of tRARD programme integrated
almost all of them into their rural development gnaammes. Therefore they did not focus
their objectives and resources to a limited numifeareas; they chose a wide range of
measures available as it could be seen in the SAPARgramming. Consequently, the
effective implementation of the IPARD program hadignificant delay as well as of the
SAPARD programme. Furthermore, the Candidate Cmstcorrected the mistakes of
IPARD programming later (where appropriate, eveiotgethe program starts, or immediately
after), which demonstrates that the planning, #sgh of IPARD programmes were not well
established. The order of measures to be accreditesl determined by their absorption
capacity similarly with the SAPARD programme. Than@idate Countries tried to speed up
the implementation (start) of their IPARD progranawéth this strategy.

The results showed that the current Candidate @esrfaced with the same problems during
the programming and the setting up the institulido@kground as the SAPARD countries,
therefore they did not learn from the previous eigpees available.

The proportion of original financial allocation, effefore the structure of the IPARD
programme is similar with the SAPARD programmniée largest relative financial emphasis
IS on measures aimed at improving the competitisengéinvestments in agricultural
holdings and 'Processing and marketing of agricultural and fish@roduct$), their share
from the total IPARD budget exceeds 60%. In addijtibnancial allocation, the financial
share among the measures shows a great similatitytve SAPARD programme:

Million euro
250 200 150 100 50 0

101 - Investments in agricultural holdings (37%)

103 - Processing and marketing of agricultural ... (29%)
302 - Diversification and dev elopment of r. (20%)

102 - Setting-up of producer groups (4%)

301 - Improvement of rural infrastructure (3%)

501 - Technical assistance (2%)

202 - Local rural dev elopment strategies ... (2%)

201 - Actions to improv e the environment and countriside (2%)

303 - Vocational training (0,1%)

Figure 6 The order of IPARD measures based on theriginal financial allocation in the three
countries, 2007-2011

Source Financial tables of the European Commis$amal Development in the EU Statistical and Econolnformation
Report 2011, own elaboration in 2012
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3.5

New scientific results

In my research concerning the topic #mpact of the SAPARD programme on the rural
development system in the Eastern-Central Europeantries"the new scientific results are
the follows:

1.

In the frame of my workl reviewed and synthesised the changes of the Euregn
rural development policy, | assessed its driving fgtors and the future of it with
taking into account the lessons learnt during the mplementation of rural
development programmes.

| comprehensively assessed and compared the SAPARans and the whole
implementation of the SAPARD programmesof eight Candidate Countries joined
the EU on I May 2004. | analysed the SAPARD plans, the intetiea logic of the
plans, including an assessment of measures chtieemstitutional background and
the implementation. | compared first the finan@#bcation, the actual payments of
each Candidate Country right after the closurehef programme and | drew my
conclusions based on the results. My assessmentnuataBmited to analysing the
financial data only because beyond the analysfahcial allocations and payments,
| synthesised all SAPARD ex-post evaluation repants their answers to the common
evaluation questions in order to take into accoti@ lessons learnt from the
implementation of the SAPARD and to them to develmpeffectiveness of the future
rural development programmes and pre-accessiomgroges as well.

Besides the analysis of the programme in eight it@ms) | incorporate my resultn

the implementation of the Croatian SAPARD programmeand of the IPARD
programme in the current Candidate Countries | assessed and showed correlations
between the structures of SAPARD and of IPARD, EBFREdNncerning the measures
chosen and their financial weight. Beyond the agialgit national level, | assessed the
implementation of the SAPARD programme to answer tuestion whether it
achieved its original objectives at Eastern andi@eguropean level.

| formulated strategic proposals for the preparation and the implementation of
future rural development programmes based on the analytical work | carried out.
These proposals can be useful for policy makersfanthose who are executing the
decisions in the Member States and for the cur@amdidate Countries during the
preparation and implementation of rural developmerigrammes of post 2013.
Despite the fact that my analytical work concerreectlosed rural development
programme, the results are useful and current snceievance will increase in the
following years.
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4.

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND FURTHER
TOPICS FOR RESEARCH

Based on the results of my analytical work, ondgkperiences of the implementation of pre-
accession programmes and on the results of literateview the conclusions and my
recommendations are the followings:

Nowadays, restoring, preserving, enhancing ecasystand fostering knowledge
transfer, employment are priorities in the ruravelepment policy therefore the
Member States and the Candidate Countneage to follow the European model of

multi-functional agriculture and rural development.

The new Member States and the Candidate Countaes to take into account the
principles of the Common Agricultural Policy andtbé rural development in Europe
when they are achieving their sectoral aims aneatvjes.They have to establish
and develop an "adaptive" strategy,not a separate one. The SAPARD programme
was the first strategy based rural developmentrarage for seven years in the eight
countries. Consequentiihe SAPARD programme contributed to the creation of
the long term strategic approach and thinking in tke programming. This method
should be required from the beneficiaries of the-gecession programmes in the
future. The long-term integrated strategical plagnshould be achieved with wide
partnership with social economic and scientifiketelders. It can be achieved with
sound strategic planning starts well in advancevaimidh puts emphasis on the results
of SWOT analysis, identifies key problems and d&thlobjectives and concentrates
the measures on the well defined problems, chadlemgth following the principles of
cost-effectiveness. The strategy — apart from eimeg cases - should be respected
during the whole implementation of the programmernter to decrease the number of
programme modifications.

The Commission should provide and finalise the giui@s and the implementation
rules well in advance — not in parallel - of thduat beginning of a pre-accession
programme.

The partnership principle was applied in a limident during the programming
phase of the SAPARD programme because of the tonst@ints Efforts should be
made to the implementation of the partnership priniple during the whole
implementation of pre-accession rural developmentigrammes should be given
place to the bottom-up approaches and initiatiaed, this should be verified in the ex-
ante evaluation.

In order to ensuréargeting and streamlining implementation and deliery of the
pre-accession rural development programmeghe Candidate Countries have to
focus on limited number of objectives and on limitd number of chosen
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measured, maximum five ones As a result, they could use their financial sesrc
more streamlined with less programme modificatiand reallocation of the budget.
In order to provide balance between objectives, @mwmnmission should require
minimal financial allocation per objective/axispercentage which cannot be changed
during the implementation of the pre-accession gnogne. In addition the
Commission should require obligatory measure(sininopinion the following two
measures are recommended to incorporate into pession rural development
programmes:

1. The "Processing and marketing of agricultural and fiskerproduct$because
it contributes directly to the adoption and the iempentation of the acquis.

2. The 'Agricultural production methods protecting enviroemh and
maintaining the countrysidéecause first, taking into account the change and
the possible future of the rural development polinythe EU. Second,
Managing, preserving and maintaining the landsqapgide a new business
opportunities to farmers. Consequenthshbuld be given more emphasis on
the agri-environmental measuresin the implementation of pre-accession
rural development programmes. Besides the facttieatneasure is obligatory,
an action-plan should be required as well. The ti@agy of the pre-accession
programme should report regularly on the statushefimplantation to the
Commission or to the monitoring committee and iéréh is a delay the
Commission should apply sanction in order to fadheeimplementation of this
measure.

* The administrative and delivery system- Paying Authority, Managing Authority -
of the implementation of pre-accession rural dgmelent programmeshould be set
up on newly created institutions than on the existig ones learning from the
SAPARD experiences.

» A pre-accession programme including agricultural aml rural development ones
cannot be efficient and successful without developent of human resource
background. The problem is that that the farmers and thel pwaulation were not
well prepared to implement and manage rural devedép projects; therefore there is
a need for a continuous vocational training. Tragsi and developing the human
resource should be the responsibility of the govemmis and the network for it should
be established during the implementation of thegmeession or well in advance of
the membership. In order to achieve thise vocational trainings, information
activities should be emphasisedduring the implementation of pre-accession
programmes (or in national scherneabe knowledge transfer in rural areas should
be fostered This should provide a solid human background nplément rural
development programmes more efficiently and shouddntribute to the
competitiveness of business activities in ruralaardt should give priority to the
practical knowledge (how to prepare a business,plow to fill correctly an

't is recommended also to reduce the number of sdsutes within a measure.
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application form, how to manage a project, etce Hyllabus/topic of the training
programmes.

| found it important the establishment of rural dieypment centres or network in order
to share good examples. These networks or indiViokganisations could cover wide
range of activities concerning rural developmemnirproject planning to project

proposals as well.

The 'Technical assistante measure did not contributed to the effective
implementation of the programme, its budget wasfulbt used. In order to improve
the effectiveness, the budget of this measure dhoellused in wider scope to inform
the general public, to share the experiences and ggamples of the implementation
of pre-accession programmes.

The Commission should require strictly the developrant and use of an IT system
for implementing the rural development pre-accaespimgramme. The system would
store and manage of all relevant data of the impteation (registering applications,
eligibility criteria, contracts, implementation tbfe projects per milestones, monitoring
indicators, project closure, on the spot contrels,). The IT system should contribute
to the general management of the pre-accessiongmoge as a whole that means it
should help the programme modifications, decisidaken by the monitoring
committee or by the policy makers, for exampleadiition, the IT system should be
transparent, and some of its applications shouldvadable or visible by the general
public, the applicants (registration data, timelioéollow the application).

| would suggesthe consideration the simplification of the monitoing system of
the pre-accession programmesTaking into account the SAPARD experiences
besideghe elaboration of the monitoring system it shoulde put emphasis on the
collection of robust, reliable and comparable dataln the accreditation procedure, it
should be checked (beyond the approval of the plénsnproves the efficiency if the
number of monitoring indicators should decreaseabse it would simplify and
harmonise policy delivery.

For practical reasons, | would propose to reduce tlumber of programme
evaluations. Efforts should be made to the evalnatif the implementation of the
programme should be continuous therefore the Magaéiuthority could receive
continuous feedback on the effectiveness of prognaptementation, to facilitate any
necessary program modifications, and the next progring. The findings and
recommendations of the ongoing evaluation could Beparate chapter of the annual
implementation report, thus the monitoring comneitteembers and the European
Commission would receive up-date information on thgplementation of the
programme and on the objectives achieved. In andithe Commission should
establish a uniform structure (for example, mangatables) for evaluations to ensure
the comparability of different reports of the Catate Countries.

Do not implement two supports for the same purposen parallel from EU and
national resources the competition of different support system shoulde avoided
in order to speed up the implementation of pre-acssion rural development
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programmes. If a measure is implemented, | would suggestttiaicountries stop the
support of this objective in the national schema amly one single opportunity should
have been open for the future beneficiaries toyappl

* | suggestto simplify the administration and delivery of the pre-accession
programmes and to change that practice that the prjects are selected only on the
basis of compliance with the eligibility criteria. This helps to avoid the problems
before the closure of the programme (the finans@irce is available to a limited
extent) when the best projects cannot be selectsdigport. A distinction should be
made between the size of the project (between smdlllarge projects, for example
the value of investment is less/more tan 50 thodi€grand apply different procedures
on them according to the size. As result, thereldvba less administrative burdens on
the applicants and maybe it reduces the numbelpplicants demanding advisory
services.

« To ensure targeting the support, to deliver it isadvantaged rural areas, the
Candidate Countries could give preferential treatmet to farmers, applicants on
the basis of the territory disadvantage It would contribute to streamline the rural
development support to applicants which are liimglisadvantaged area or to local
governments which are in difficult financial sitieat. The rate of the support should
reach up to the 100% level. Concerning the ratithefsupport, it can be considered
that it should be higher in the Candidate Countitie® in the current Member States
thereby reducing the burden on the Candidates @eahbudgetTo connect micro-
credit guarantee schemes to pre-accession rural ddepment programmes, such
as JEREMIE, would be helpful If it is not the case, the Candidate Countrieseha
begin negotiations with financial institutions weldladvance of the implementation of
the pre-accession programme in order to providedda applicants.

Further attention should be paid - in a future aede project - the assessment of the
implementation of the IPARD programme and the waw lthe pre-accession programmes
follow the changes of the rural development poéog this changing elements when and how
can be incorporated into further individual preession programmes after 2013. In addition,
it would be interesting to analyse the implementatf EAFRD, its financial allocations and
reallocations, programme modification in the EU-RJith this assessment we could evaluate
two whole and consequent implementation of ruraetigmment progarmmes (2000-2006 and
2007-2013) the experiences can be summarized antldesised.
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5. SUMMARY

Exactly 10 years after the first conferral, managendecision was taken in Hungary and the
implementation of the SAPARD programme startedhe €andidate Countries, it can be
stated that the SAPARD programme was a very unaesignificant learning opportunity
for the institutions and for its applicants.

It clearly provided support for agriculture andaludevelopment for the applicant countries of
Central and Eastern Europe. The national SAPARDspl@ere the first systematic, strategy
based multi-annual development programmes in tleesentries. SAPARD was mainly
agriculture-focused, wider rural development hawsngaller role. Due to the limited funds of
SAPARD, it could not provide solution for the seeioproblems and structural adjustment
needs of each country, but overall it could be tafed that, the programme had a
considerably positive impact on individual benefi@s, because it helped to improve their
competitiveness, better quality and value addeprodlucts and technological modernisation
and helped them prepare for EU accession, compti &l standards. Therefore, the
SAPARD programme managed to reach its general txgs¢ but due to the several and
significant modifications and financial reallocat®o during the implementation of the
programme, the objectives which were set at natiewvals, could not be achieved in full. In
order to avoid this phenomenon in the future itresommended (also for the current
Candidate Countries) that, agricultural and ruravedopment plans should be based on a
strategic approach, which is based on an effecgagnership consultation. It is also
recommended to limit their chosen measures acapridirtheir well defined objectives and
not to manage two similar measures in parallel fdifferent sources (national and EU) in
order to maximize the interest of the potentiallizppts.

In coherence with the objectives and to be in it the priorities and objectives of the
proposal to the future of rural development policythe EU it is important to give more
emphasis on wider rural development, vocationahitng, agri-environment and integrated
rural development projects in the pre-accessiomngers well.

Concerning the hypotheses defined, | would likbriefly sum up the results per objective:

Objective 1.1 examined the internal logic of the objectivesl @hosen measures per country,
and in the financial allocation, per measure asédrched out connections, similarities among
the 8 countries. The results showed that they skiandarities and groups can be created
based on the financial allocation per measureuimmsary, Hypothesis | could be concluded
to be correct.

Objective 2 | put noteworthy emphasis on the measimge'stments in agricultural holdings
and its financial importance during different praxgyming periods. The results illustrated that
the relative importance of this measure in the éihtiwes was relatively high, more than 20% -
as it was mentioned under Hypothesis 2 - in SAPA@iking into account the original
financial allocations). The relative importanceimfestments in agricultural holdings was the
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highest in the pre-accession period and it hasedsed during the following the subsequent,
programming periods. The financial importance o theasure remained high in the IPARD
programmes.

Objective 3 | examined whether or not SAPARD was able to heigs objectives and its
impact on the 8 mentioned, Central-Eastern-Europeantries. According to my results, the
Hypothesis 3 is true but partially: the SAPARD paogme reached its general, overall
objective because SAPARD provided support for Caetei Countries in contributing to the
implementation of the "acquis communautaire” comicgy CAP, but since it's financial
source it had very limited effect on agriculturedamral development of these countries.
SAPARD was not successful in implementing and riggcthe national objectives because of
the significant financial allocations during theplementation and of the measures have not
been implemented at all or just partially.

Objective 4 In order to contribute to the next rural develgmmprogramming activity, post
2013, | synthesised the experiences of the wholelementation of the SAPARD
programmes in 8 countries (programming, setting ingtitutional background and the
implementation). Hypothesis 4 seemed to be truadse (remove because) based on the
experiences of the implementation of the SAPARD gmomme | defined some
recommendations that should be taken into accoumntgl the preparation of the next rural,
development programming period both in the EU-2d an the participating, Candidate
Countries.
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