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Executive Summary
1.1
Introduction 
The ex-ante evaluation of the national Rural Development Plan (RDP) for the programming period 2007-2013 is based on and elaborates on the Ireland Rural Development National Strategy Plan (2007-2013) and Council Regulation 1698/2005 (the ‘Regulation’) on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD). The draft plan has now been subjected to an ex-ante evaluation and strategic environmental assessment covering:
· Analysis of the problems that the proposed programme seeks to address
· The proposed response (measures)
· The anticipated results and impact of the programme
· The extent to which the Community’s priorities have been taken into account in the programme.
· The quality of procedures for programme management including monitoring and evaluation
The RDP is a plan that seeks to identify specific problems associated with the rural economy and rural environment and respond to those problems with measures that are appropriate, effective and in line with the requirements of the Regulation. The plan is not a comprehensive rural development plan and does not address each and every rural development issue and especially infrastructural deficits. 
1.2
Conformity of RDP with Regulation 1698/2005
The draft plan conforms to the requirements of EC Council Regulation 1698/2005 and meets the priorities defined under “The Community Strategic Guidelines for Rural Development Policy”. It also reflects the priorities defined under the National Strategy Plan for Rural Development and government priorities for the development of agriculture and food as well as protection of the rural environment. It is consistent with other relevant strategy documents such as the DAF’s document, AgriVision 2015 and the White Paper on Rural Development. The draft plan examines the current issues and problems facing agriculture and the rural economy (Chapter 3) as part of a lead in to a SWOT analysis. Based on the SWOT analysis a range of measures , which are proposed under each Axis that address identified problems.  The objectives, rationale and actions under each measure are elaborated as is the proposed financial allocation. The overall structure and content of the plan follows closely the provisions of the Regulation and reflects the requirement of the Regulation that development policy should accompany and complement the market and income support policies of the common agricultural policy and that rural development policy should also take into account the general objectives for economic and social cohesion policy set out in the Treaty and contribute to their achievement while integrating other major policy priorities as spelled out in the conclusion of the Lisbon and Goteborg European Councils for competitiveness and sustainable development.
1.3
Problem Identification
The draft plan provides significant background analysis of the socio-economic environment underpinning the plan and this informs the subsequent problem identification. The problems which need to be addressed can be summed up in terms of the three axes in the RDP: there is a threat to the competitiveness of Irish agriculture from a number of sources, there needs to be incentives to preserve and enhance the rural environment and countryside, and supports are needed to create employment and generate economic and social activities and infrastructure in rural areas. 
The competitive problems arise from, on the one hand the reduction in market aids and supports and the more open EU market for agriculture. On the other hand, demand for land for non agricultural purposes and alternative employment is raising the cost of the principal inputs for commercial agriculture. These problems are superimposed on fragmented farm structures and a generally ageing agricultural work force. 
The decline in price supports for agriculture and the introduction of decoupled payments will tend to reduce agricultural activity and the consequent agricultural load on the environment. Unless action is taken, this may tend to the abandonment of land, which generates other environmental problems. Meanwhile, there will be a core of active farms, which generate emissions, and the Nitrates Directive will raise the standards, which farms have to comply with.
In relation to rural society in general, many areas suffer from a poor demographic structure and from inadequate infrastructure, social facilities and employment opportunities. Many of these problems are not addressed by the ‘mainstream’ policies of national and local government entities.

1.4
Objectives
Axis 1
The first Axis of the RDP is aimed at improving the competitiveness of farm and forest enterprises through support for restructuring and innovation. This axis includes support for training, installation aid, early retirement, food quality and downstream food and forestry activities. Measures under this axis have the objective of promoting structural changes at farm level as well as investment in key sectors. This is supported by training measures that are seen as essential in meeting the challenges of an increasing competitive environment. Combined the measures under Axis 1 respond to identified issues that impact on the competitiveness of the agriculture and food sectors and aim to progress restructuring and investment for the challenging era ahead.
Axis 2
The second Axis of the RDP is directed at preserving, and where possible enhancing the environmental, biodiversity and amenity values of the countryside. The Compensatory Amounts (CAs), previously paid on a headage basis in the LFAs are now decoupled. Some farmers may respond by reducing agriculture to a minimum, but maintaining environmental standards will be a condition of the payment and this should, at least conserve the countryside against abandonment. For the medium term, most farmers will probably continue farming on an extensive basis and the CAs should support them in doing so. On the other hand, major improvement in the management of the countryside is the role of Rural Environment Protection Scheme (REPS) and the afforestation measures. The REPs scheme will be improved, which should make it more attractive to farmers, and make it more capable of providing environmental benefits. The forestry measures aim to expand forestry but subject to conditions which will ensure an enhancement of the countryside. Aid will be given for schemes likely to have a high value in terms appearance, environment or amenities. 
Axis 3 The broad objectives of Axis 3 are to improve the quality of life in rural areas and encourage diversification of economic activity in rural areas including diversification into non-agricultural activities. The measures under Axis 3 encompass a range of initiatives that are designed to promote economic activity in rural areas and also stimulate broader community initiatives aimed at improving the overall quality of life for rural dwellers. The measures will be implemented using the LEADER approach that emphasises a “bottom up” approach and area based local development strategies.
1.5
Measures
The draft RDP proposes expenditure of €7.055 billion over a 7 year period of which €2.339 billion will be from the EAFRD and €4.716 billion from the National Exchequer. In line with the requirements of Council Regulation 1698/2005 the plan is structured around 3 core objectives of improving competitiveness, improving the environment and improving the quality of life in rural areas. This is reflected in the plan with measures allocated among 3 axes corresponding to the above objectives. The axes and financial allocations are as follows:
Axis 1 Competitiveness envisages total expenditure of €665 million of which €234 million will be from the EAFRD. Under this Axis issues relating to the competitiveness of agriculture and food industry are addressed particularly structural problems. The proposed measures are in the main a continuation of measures included in the RDP but with some changes in approach and design. Most of the funding is allocated to the Early Retirement Scheme (€418) and a complementary scheme of Young Farmer Installation Aid (€63). In total the 2 measures account for 72% of total planned expenditure under the axis. Other measures planned under this axis are farm improvement – designed to promote investment in modern facilities in key sectors and support to the forestry sector. 
Axis 2 improving the environment envisages expenditure of €5965 million of which €1871 will be from the EAFRD. Measures under this Axis focus on ways of improving the environment but with farmers and farms at the core. The measures proposed are measures included in the current RDP but with modifications and improvements based on the up to date problem analysis. The main measure proposed is the continuation of the REPS/Natura 2000 measure for which €2982 has been allocated representing 50% of expenditure under the axis. The next most important measure in terms of expenditure levels is the Compensatory Allowance measure with planned expenditure of €1799 million or 30% of expenditure under the axis. The remaining measures cover forestry initiatives with a predominantly environmental focus and for which €934 million is allocated and animal welfare with an allocation of €250 million.
Axis 3
improving the quality of life in rural measures includes a range of measures that are aimed at having a more sustainable rural economy with an improved quality of life. The measures build on similar type measures implemented under the LEADER programme in previous programmes and have a total allocation of €425 million of which €234 million is from the EAFRD. While the measures here are primarily aimed at improving the quality of life in rural areas they also support and complement the objectives of Axis 1 and 2.

1.6
Impact Assessment
Axis 1
The issue of competitiveness is well analysed in the plan but the link between the proposed measures and the identified problems could be strengthened. 72% of expenditure is allocated to the problem of age structure and farm size but it is unclear from the analysis if this is the main competitive issue facing agriculture and food. While the IAS is likely to achieve results in terms of attracting young farmers, the continuation of the ERS is problematic and the low uptake in the current scheme is of concern. While the measure is well intended it may well be that uptake is opportunistic depending on the individual circumstances of farmers who may well have been considering exiting. 
The farm improvement measure is generally good and should achieve results, though there may be an issue with deadweight in some areas. Consideration could be given to increasing the allocation to organic farming. In relation to forestry the measures proposed are directed at encouraging actions which are important for the realising the potential of forestry are  in line with the overall objectives of the Draft RDP and complementary to the forestry measures in Axis 2. However, the issue of whether the low rates of plantation now being recorded are capable of supporting a competitive industry needs further exploration.
Axis 2
With 80% of expenditure under Axis 2 the RDP is primarily a plan to address  environmental priorities especially as some of the measures under Axis 1 and Axis 3 are also environmental in nature. While the measures under Axis 2 are directed towards the environment they also contribute significantly to farm incomes and thus to the maintenance of a farming community. The CAs are a valuable contribution to farm incomes in the Less Favoured Areas (LFAs) and as such help attain important Community and national objectives for rural development including population stabilisation and maintenance of farm land in good environmental condition. However, the reaction of farmers to decoupling needs to be monitored carefully and on farms where activity declines to minimal levels, the scheme may prove to be redundant.  As it is the scheme is complementary to the Single Farm Payment (SFP) and consistent with most other policy initiatives such as REPS. It is not consistent with the ERS or with the Forestry Programme, although the adverse impact in both cases is likely to be small. 
The proposed REPS measure builds on the success and experience of previous REPS measures but is not just a simple follow on from the previous programme. It will be implemented against a background of a totally changed CAP pillar 1 and a new farming regime. Lessons learned from the previous measures have been taken into account in the design of the current measure and the current design is considered to be attractive both in terms of its flexibility and monetary reward. 
The national forest programme is consistent with objectives of the EU in relation to forestry and supports national rural development policy in providing alternative income and employment in rural areas. Forestry also provides important carbon sequestration and alternative energy potential and, when carefully managed, can generate important amenity and bio diversity values. The forestry measures will promote the size of the national forest, which is low by European standards, and will address some deficiencies of Irish forests and enhance some opportunities through targeted interventions. The forestry schemes are complex and expensive but there is no alternative to heavy subsidisation backed up by careful supervision as envisaged in the draft RDP. The major difficulty with the programme at the moment is the low rate of take up which may be aided by the forthcoming increase in the premiums and some deficiency in the management of the existing forest estate. Any additional resources for forestry that might become available should be focused on measures designed to enhance the commercial value of the forests, such as reconstitution and the measures in Axis 1.
Axis 3
The combined measures under Axis 3 represent an attempt to deliver a significant community based rural development programme using the LEADER approach. Unlike the other two axes, which mainly comprise of existing and well proven measures, Axis 3 is quite innovative and challenging. 
The general definition of Axis 3 including the problem identification would benefit from further analysis and a clearer outlining of the problem being addressed and overall objectives. Also the issues and measures covered under Axis 3 and 4 cover only a part of overall public support for development in rural areas and indeed part of the needs. In the context of a new National Development Plan 2007-13 it would be very desirable to see a document, which incorporated all the proposals affecting rural development together, and evaluated together. 
The specific proposals under axes 3 and 4 are generally good but we feel the links between analysis, problem identification and proposed measures to respond to problems could be made clearer

. 
1.7 Community Added Value
A contribution of €2.339 billion is expected reflecting approximately 33% of the overall programme cost. However the added value of community involvement in the programme goes beyond the funding available. The programme is guided by the community’s overall approach to rural development that seeks to combine objectives of competitiveness, improvement of the environment and improving the overall quality of life in rural areas. 
1.8
Implementation Arrangements and Monitoring and Evaluation
While the proposed implementation arrangements are generally satisfactory and do not require changes there are significant concerns with the identification and selection of indicators. It would seem that this area of the plan is largely incomplete and that a systematic approach to defining useful indicators and agreeing how such indicators can be compiled is required. Particularly, in relation to assessing impact the use of special surveys may need to be considered. . 
1.9
Specific Recommendations 
· A Summary of the RDP setting out context, problems identified, proposed responses would significantly improve the subsequent reading of the plan. While the programme has quite detailed analysis, the flow from problem identification to proposed response on an overall basis and at Axis level is not as clear as it could be.
· The draft RTDP provides considerable analysis at 3.1 but the SWOT analysis and problem(s) identification following could be more comprehensive. Clearly identified problems under each axis should be identified so that the appropriateness of the measures as responses at Axis level can be better evaluated
· Expenditure on some elements of the Farm Improvement Measure should be reviewed to ensure absence of deadweight
· The Farm Improvement Measure and the level of funding should be reassessed at the Mid-Term stage in the light of the level of uptake. The measure is likely to prove attractive given the emphasis on restructuring at farm level.
· The actual expected impact of the ERS on competitiveness should be more fully justified.
· Despite decoupling CAs probably still work to support farming in the LFAs thus helping to maintain the countryside. Some of the conditions for qualifying for the payment need to be reviewed. In cases where farmers reduce activity to minimal levels, the CA will probably not have a positive effect on countryside maintenance. 
· The overall objective of Axis 3 and how measures under it contribute to this objective should be more clearly elaborated.
· Some issues not dealt with under the programme may need to be considered.
· There is a need to further define indicators of outputs, results and impact for each of the measures proposed in the RDP. This will require a structured approach and co-ordination between the DAF and the implementing divisions.
I
EX ANTE EVALUATION OF THE RURAL 

DEVELOPMENT PLAN
BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

1.1 
Purpose and Scope of Ex-Ante Evaluation
This is the Ex-Ante Evaluation of the draft National Rural Development Plan 2007-2013 (RDP). In accordance with Regulation 1698/2005 a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the RDP has been prepared by Circa Consultants Europe and is published separately. The programme is to be implemented with EU support under Council Regulation 1698/2005 (‘the Regulation’) on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development – EAFRD. This provides the legal framework for the preparation and the implementation of rural development programmes in the Member States for the period 2007 – 2013.  Following Art 16 and 85 of the Regulation, ex-ante evaluation is an obligatory task in establishing a rural development programme for a geographical region concerned. Ex-ante evaluation aims at improving programmes and contributing to capacity building for future monitoring and evaluation activities.
This ex-ante evaluation is carried out in accordance with the Guidelines issued by the EC and in accordance with the Terms of Reference prepared by the Department of Agriculture and Food (DAF)
. 
1.2 
Council Regulation 1698/2005 and changes from previous Regulations
The main changes in rural development policies in comparison with 2000-06 relevant for ex ante evaluation are set out in the Guidelines. These are
1. A thorough simplification of policy implementation through the introduction of a single funding system, and the modification of programming, financial management and control framework for rural development programmes;
2. The definition of three core objectives for rural development measures (Article 4):
· Improving the competitiveness of agriculture and forestry by support for restructuring, development and innovation;
· Improving the environment and the countryside by supporting land management;
· Improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging diversification of economic activity.
A thematic axis corresponds to each core objective, around which rural development programmes have to be built, whilst a fourth horizontal and methodological axis is dedicated to the mainstreaming of the LEADER approach.
The Member States have to conceive their rural development strategies and based on the analysis of their own situation, choose which measures are the most appropriate ones to implement each specific strategy. Rural development programmes will then translate the strategy into action through the implementation of these measures, which are foreseen in the four operational axes (Articles 20, 36, 52 and 63 of the Regulation. This ex-ante evaluation takes account of the draft Rural Development Strategy (RDS) and the Draft Rural Development Plan (RDP) prepared by the Department of Agriculture and Food. The evaluators are of the opinion that the RDP is consistent with the draft RD strategy.
1.3 
The regulatory framework for ex ante evaluation
As stipulated by Article 85 of Council Regulation 1698/2005,
“Ex ante evaluation shall form part of drawing up each rural development programme and aim to optimise the allocation of budgetary resources and improve programming quality.  It shall identify and appraise:
· the medium and long term needs;
· the goals to be achieved;
· the results expected;
· the quantified targets particularly in terms of impact in relation to the baseline situation;
· the Community value-added;
· the extent to which the Community’s priorities have been taken into account’;
· the lessons drawn for previous programming;
· the quality of the procedures for implementation, monitoring, evaluation and financial management”
Article 85 of the Regulation states that “ex ante evaluations shall be carried out under the responsibility of the Member States”. Moreover, following Article 84(4) of the Regulation, “evaluations shall be carried out by independent evaluators”.
Ex ante evaluation will also verify to what extent the assistance of the EAFRD is consistent with the objectives of Economic and Social Cohesion and those of the Community support instrument for fisheries in particular (Article 5), and the extent to which the proposed implementation system could promote equality between men and women, and prevent any form of discrimination (Article 8). 
All of the above requirements have been taken into account in the Terms of Reference governing this evaluation and in the approach of the evaluators.
1.4 
Structure of ex-ante Evaluation Report
As noted above, the Ex Ante Evaluation is accompanied by a SEA, which is published separately in a stand alone document. A summary of the SEA is included in Chapter 7.  The main ex-ante evaluation is structured as follows:
Summary of main conclusions and recommendations
Chapter 1 outlines the background and structure including the regulatory framework governing ex-ante evaluations.
Chapter 2 sets out an overview of the plan and examines the problems the plan is attempting to address.
Chapter 3 evaluates the overall objectives of the plan as well as the general and specific operational objectives and expected results. It also examines the proposed targets and indicators included for monitoring and evaluation purposes.
Chapter 4 
Presents the main measures and examines their objectives and intervention logic. . It evaluates the cohesiveness and complementarily of the measures in meeting the overall objectives of the RDP. The Chapter also summarises and evaluates the expected impacts of the programme as a whole and of the individual measures. 
Chapter 5
Evaluates the draft programme in terms of overall EU objectives and how proportionality and subsidiarity have been taken into account in drafting the programme.
Chapter 6 
Evaluates the proposed monitoring and evaluation systems 
Chapter 7 
Summarises the Strategic Environmental Assessment
1.5 
Sources of Information
In preparing the Ex Ante evaluation the consultants interviewed personnel of the CAP Rural Development Division and the Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture and Food (DAF) and of the Department of Community Rural Gaeltacht Affairs (DCGA). The consultants also reviewed the results of the consultation with representative organisations conducted by the DAF. 
Documentary sources consulted include:
AgriVision 2015 Action Plan, Department of Agriculture and Food, 2005
CAP RDP 2000-2006, Department of Agriculture, Food and Rural Development, 2000
Evaluation of the Compensatory Allowances Scheme in Ireland. Kearney, B., Boyle, G. and Walsh, J., 1994 
Expenditure Review of the Early Retirement Scheme
Ex Ante Evaluation of the National Development Plan, 2007-13, Fitzgerald et al, ESRI, 2006.
Ex Ante Evaluation of the CDP RDP 2000-2006, Jim Fitzpatrick Associates, 1999
Expenditure Review of the Compensatory Amounts, Department of Agriculture and Food, 2005
Forestry A Growth Industry in Ireland,  Peter Bacon & Associates, 2003
Guidelines for Ex Ante Evaluation 2007-13, European Commission
Growing for the Future: A Strategic Plan for the Development of the Forestry Sector in Ireland, Government Publications, 1999
Mid Term Review of the CAP RDP 2000-2006, AFCon, University College Cork, Jim Dorgan Associates, 2003.
Review and Appraisal of Ireland’s Forestry Strategy, Peter Bacon & Associates with Deloitte, 2004,
A Strategy for Rural Development, Department of Agriculture and Food, 1999
RURAL IRELAND 2025 Foresight Perspectives
2. DRAFT  RDP (2007-2013) – RATIONALE AND OBJECTIVES 
2.1 Structure of the Plan and compliance with EC Regulation EC 
The draft RDP consists of 16 Sections and is structured as follows
 Section 1
Title of Plan
Section  2
Geographical Area covered by Plan 
Section 3
Analysis of the situation in terms of strengths and weaknesses, the strategy chosen to meet them and the ex-ante evaluation
Section 3.1 provides detailed background analysis relevant to each Axis in the plan and sets the context for the SWOT analysis provided at 3.2. The socio-economic situation and population structure is analysed in some detail though much of the data relates to 2003. Considerable information and analysis is provided on the rural economy with particular attention given to employment structures. All of this is particularly relevant in evaluating the measures included under Axis 1 and Axis 3. A paragraph on “looking to the future” provides a summary of the opportunities and challenges facing Irish agriculture and food industry.
Extensive background information and analysis is also provided in this section on all environmental issues as a backdrop to the proposed measures included under Axis 2. Key environmental issues ranging from air quality to climate change are discussed in some detail as are obligations under various international agreements. The approach under Axis 3, which in effect mainstreams the LEADER+ approach to rural development, is new to the RDP and the background information provided in paragraph 3.1 is comprehensive and examines the inter-relationships between the various facets of the rural economy and the broader rural way of life. Details of various rural development agencies are provided as is a summary of the LEADER programme. 
The draft RDP is based on the EU framework for rural development and on the draft  Rural Development National Strategy formulated in line with that framework. As noted in 1.2 the framework sets three main priorities:
The first two priorities are directed primarily at the agricultural and forestry sectors. Their competitiveness and environmental focus reflects the multifunctional nature of the sectors.  This theme is also evident in the AgriVision 2015 Action Plan for the agri-food sector.  That plan is based on the vision of “an industry attaining optimal levels of efficiency, competitiveness and responsiveness to the market while also respecting and enhancing the physical environment”.  The agricultural and forestry measures in this programme are fully consistent with that vision.
Section 3.2 of the draft plan describes the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for the rural economy based on the analysis in 3.1 and subsequently justifies the funding allocation allotted to each Axis in terms of the relative importance of the various issues identified. This is evaluated in paragraph 2.1.3 following. 

Sections 3.3 refers to the ex-ante evaluation and will be completed when the ex-ante evaluation is available.
Section 3.4 provides a detailed overview of the programming period 2000-06 and other relevant information on complementary programmes. This includes an analysis of impact from other programmes (e.g. Regional Operational Programmes, LEADER, Rural Social Scheme and the CLAR Programme, etc) that are relevant to the current programme.
Section 4
Priorities chosen by regard to EU Strategic Guidelines, National Strategy Plan and ex-ante Evaluation
This elaborates on Section 3 in the draft strategy but with a clearer definition of the overall objectives of the programme and will reflect the contents of the Ex Ante Evaluation
Section 5 provides details of all of the proposed measures and sub-measures under each Axis. This is quite detailed and includes for each measure.
Rationale, Objective, Type of Support, Level of Support, Target Group, Target Area, Quantified Targets for EU common indicators, Transition from 2000-2006 period
A comprehensive evaluation of each measure (or group of measures) is provided in Chapter 4 below of the Ex Ante Evaluation.
Sections 6, and 7 provide information on the cost of the plan in total and EAFRD contribution per axis, and a breakdown of the indicative cost of each of the measures. 
Section  8. 
Not available at time of preparing the Ex Ante Evaluation.
Section 9 Not available at time of preparing the Ex Ante Evaluation. This will assess the compliance of the RDP with state aid requirements.
Section 10 
Assesses the complementarily of the RDP with other CAP instruments and EU policies
Section  11 
details the designation of Competent Authorities
Section  12 
Outlines the proposed Monitoring and Evaluation arrangements
Section  13 
Outlines publicity arrangements
Section  14 
Outlines the consultation process to date. This will be revised at the end of the process of consultation on the draft RDP.
Section  15 
Describes steps taken to ensure Equality between men and women and non-discrimination during plan implementation
Section  16 
Details of Technical Assistance including evaluation and monitoring of the Programme and operation of the National Rural Network for activities in Axis 3.
2.1.1 
Evaluators comments on structure and content of plan
1 It is recommended that the programme should have some overview at the outset summarising (a) the context in which the plan is prepared i.e. fast growing economy, major  changes in farming, etc and (b) summarising succinctly what the vision is, what are the problems and how the proposed measures will solve the problems.  While this is contained in the strategy and in various sections of the draft plan the evaluators feel that such an overview at the outset would put the plan in context for subsequent reading
2 Paragraph 3.1 covering 21 pages covers most of the issues required to put the programme in context, define the problem issues and explore the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats facing rural Ireland in the near future. However, some issues could be explored further including:
· Strengthened analysis of problems of rural areas bearing in mind that after substantial economic growth of recent years socio economic conditions in rural areas have improved.
· Performance of agriculture in terms of output, income, employment, structure and problems created by high cost of labour, cost of land and increased international competition.
· Issues arising from fast growing rural populations with little attachment to the local economy/society
· Regional disparities
· Competitiveness versus Environment
Paragraph 3.1 is key in terms of the further evaluation of the SWOT and defining what problem(s) are being addressed in the plan and whether or not the proposed responses in terms of measures are the most suitable. This section of the ex-ante evaluation examines the problems identified in the draft RDP and their consistency with the SWOT analysis. It also evaluates the stated causes of the disparities identified as a prelude to evaluating the validity of the measures proposed.  
2.1.2 
Summary of Plan
The draft RDP aims to respond to a number of key problems identified in the draft Strategy which itself is based on the White Paper on Rural Development. In this the Irish Government underlined its commitment to ensuring the economic and social well being of rural communities. It defined the policy agenda as all Government policies and interventions that are directed towards improving the physical, economic and social conditions of people living in rural areas. It emphasised that policies would aim to facilitate balanced and sustainable regional development while tackling the issues of poverty and social inclusion. This is the core objective of the current RDP and the measures elaborated. 
In deciding the policy measures to meet the above objective a comprehensive analysis of the current situation has been carried out during the preparation of the current plan and much of this analysis is contained in Paragraph 3.1 (see above).  The approach to the plan is in line with the requirements of Council Regulation 1698/2005 with particular regard to recital (ii) which states “According to the Treaty, in working out the common agricultural policy and the special methods for its application, account is to be taken of the particular nature of agricultural activity which results from the social structure of agriculture and from structural and natural disparities between the various rural areas”. 
The strategy identifies a number of problems at a strategic level and then seeks to address the problems under the three different Axes – competitiveness, improving the environment and the country-side and improving the quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy. While individual measures aim to address specific identified problems there is an overall cohesion to the problem and the three Axes should be considered in their totality rather than as individual programmes. Common issues of competitiveness, environment and quality of life cut across all three Axes and this is recognised in the programme.
2.1.3 
Problems RDP is expected to address
There is an underlying assumption governing the whole plan that interventions are mainly implemented via farmers who are seen as central to the rural economy notwithstanding the decline in farm numbers. This is especially true in respect of Axes 1 and 2 and is consistent with the Regulation. In respect of Axes 3 the interventions are more applicable to the wider rural community.
Competitiveness in the agriculture, food and forestry sectors
The problems of competitiveness as identified in the plan are summarised as follows:
· Structural Problems resulting form the age profile of farmers, a shortage of well trained young farmers, and unsuitable land structures including farm fragmentation
· Inadequate training of young farmers
· Inadequate investment at farm level especially in key sectors where competition is increasing
· Low level of added value in the Forestry Sector 
The problems identified in relation to competitiveness in the agricultural and food sector are consistent with previous analyses and also with the problems identified in the AgriFood 2015 Report. However, as noted in 2.1 above there are some areas, which would merit more attention. In relation to competition these include the challenge to the commercial sector from the increased cost of land, the cost of labour and the impact of stronger international competition. Also, in respect of the ERS, the extent to which structural problems in relation to the age profile of farmers are a significant factor in terms of competitiveness in disadvantaged areas with extensive agricultural practice is largely unproven. While the issue of competitiveness was examined as part of a public expenditure review of the Early Retirement Scheme in 2004
 the extent to which improved farm structures actually contributes to competition was not clearly established. In relation to afforestation it has the capacity to address a number of commercial, environment, bio diversity and amenity objectives. But in respect of competitiveness measures a problem has been low standards of care and maintenance of forestry. The forestry measures in Axis 1 include planned actions to counter act this. 
Improving the Environment and Countryside both in terms of improved food quality and in terms of environmental priorities and obligations. The Draft Strategy and Plan outlines the following problems and/or priorities that require addressing: 
· Maintaining and improving biodiversity
· The preservation and development of high nature value farming and forestry systems 
· Preservation of  traditional agricultural landscapes;
· Improving water and air quality
· Climate change
· Renewable energy
The Measures under Axis 2 will contribute to the implementation of the agricultural and forestry Natura 2000 network, to the Gotebörg commitment to reverse biodiversity decline by 2010, to the objectives laid down in Directive 2000/60/EC establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water policy and to the Kyoto Protocol targets for climate change mitigation.
The main measures proposed are Compensatory Allowances, REPS and Forestry all of which are existing measures and can have environmental benefits. The environmental issues and problems facing Ireland are analysed in some detail and while the RDP is not expected to respond to all environmental problems the selected measures should have a significant impact.   Issues relating to the various measures are discussed in more detail in part 2 and the SEA that accompanies this report
Improving quality of Life in Rural Areas and Diversification of Rural Economy 
At the outset it should be emphasised that the RDP does not attempt to address all problems in respect the rural economy notably the issue of unbalanced regional development and infrastructural deficits. These are the responsibility of other Departments. The RDP seeks to address specific problems that can be tackled with the level of resources and measures available under the Regulation. Problems arising from infrastructure deficits and from natural disadvantages (remoteness) cannot be expected to be addressed within this RDP. Bearing this in mind the following are the problems/issues that have been identified as requiring addressing:
· Inadequate local infrastructure and services essential to community well being
· Lack of rural enterprise that will provide employment in rural areas
· Need for village and countryside enhancement
· Need to promote environmentally friendly initiatives and conservation of areas 
· of high natural and cultural value as a contribution to quality of life and/or tourism development

· Inadequate or inappropriate skill levels among the rural population
The identified problems are considered valid though not exhaustive. However the nature of Axis 3 and in particular the use of the LEADER+ approach suggests that problem identification below the general level is not necessary at this stage since the LEADER+ philosophy promotes a bottom up approach whereby problems will be defined at local level. The above broad categories are considered appropriate though further thought should be given to issues such as immigration, ageing rural population and issues of land use arising from the new post CAP reform regime.
2.1.4 
SWOT Analysis
Chapter 3 of the draft plan provides considerable background information, commentary and analysis on the main issues impacting on rural development and the broader rural economy and environment and sets the basis for the SWOT analysis set out in paragraph 3.2
The SWOT is summarised as follows in the plan (with comments)
Strengths
· The Agri-food sector is an important and dynamic indigenous sector, which contributes significantly to the economic well-being of the country.
· Irish agriculture is mainly grass-based and extensive which results in less pressure on the environment and enhances biodiversity.
· Current measures such as REPS have reinforced the multi-functional nature of agriculture and its related environmental responsibilities.
· The afforestation programme has contributed positively to the climate change agenda and biodiversity.
· The Leader approach to rural community development is fully established and covers all of the rural territory. 
The above strengths are consistent with the analysis and with other recent analyses of Irish Agriculture (AgriFood 2015) and the Rural Economy and Environment (Rural Ireland 2025 – Foresight Perspectives)

Other strengths that could be considered are

· the rich cultural heritage associated with rural life (including language, music etc),
· Improved road infrastructure in recent years 
· A visually attractive landscape that is internationally appreciated
· A rural community that still retains strong community values  
· Strong community organisations in rural areas
· Natural amenities in rural areas including coastal areas and lakes.
Weaknesses

· Poor farm structures due to ageing farming population, lack of land mobility and fragmented nature of some Irish farm holdings.
· Decline in rural based manufacturing employment and over-reliance on construction sector for rural employment.
· Agriculture can contribute negatively as well as positively to environmental sustainability.
· Low level of broadband availability to and usage by rural communities.
Stated weaknesses’ relating to farm structures provides most of the justification for the Installation Aid Scheme (IAS)  and ERS but its actual negative effect is not clear (even in other studies). It may be less so in areas where intensive agriculture is not envisaged.  Weaknesses under Axis 3 could be developed further beyond low level of broadband availability – there is little about local social infrastructure, transport for elderly, etc. Also it would be useful to define in what context is something considered a weakness – agricultural development or quality of rural life.
Opportunities

· Consumer preference for high quality and safe products produced in an environmentally sustainable manner.
· Implementation of good farming practices which conserve and enhance the environment
· Potential to significantly increase carbon sequestration and mitigate climate change through growth in new afforestation 
· Potential to improve the age profile of the farm population and average farm size through continued farm rationalisation.
· Potential exists in the area of ICT as a tool to ensure the efficient implementation of policy.  This can be exploited by measures developing the capacity of the client base to avail of the existing technology 
· Following the full decoupling of direct payments from production the potential exists for alternative land uses such as forestry, renewable energy crops and agri-tourism, which are environmentally and economically sustainable. 
· There are considerable opportunities for rural inhabitants to generate additional income from rural tourism enterprises and other local natural resources.
Threats

· Loss of markets due to absence of competitiveness at farm level with consequent loss of skilled jobs
· The availability of agricultural land coupled with high land prices limits the opportunities for young trained farmers to either enter the industry or increase scale. Problem accentuated by competition for agricultural land from non farming sectors.
· Threat to the environment from certain agricultural practices  
· A potential negative public/policy reaction to farming if it harms the environment 
· Again the evaluators feel it would be useful to differentiate between threats to agriculture, environment and quality of rural life. Opportunities and threats could also be looked at under each Axis as this would make subsequent evaluation of the responses under each axis more appropriate.
Identification of Target Groups and Needs

Virtually the whole rural population is a target for one or more of the measures in the RDP. While the competitiveness measures are mainly oriented towards farmers who are actually or potentially commercial operators, the environment measures in Axis 3 cover the whole agricultural community, active or not. The Compensatory Amounts are confined to farmers in the LFAs but these amounts to over 100,000 while the forestry schemes and REPS are open to farmers there and in the rest of the country. The non-farming rural community (as well as farmers) are eligible for measures in the third axis, quality of rural life. LEADER organisations cover the whole of rural Ireland and actions such as conservation of heritage conservation, village renewal and improvement basic services are beneficial to all rural dwellers. 

Problems not addressed by the implementation of the Programme

It is clear that the programmes (measures) envisaged under the RDP which are prescribed by the Regulation, cannot address all issues relating to rural development. Nevertheless it would seem that a number of problems not addressed by the programme merit discussion in the document with perhaps indication of how they are being addressed e.g. in other programmes. Such problems include:
· Regional imbalances
· Social infrastructure (schools, hospitals, etc)
· Transport services and infrastructure
· Land use issues such as ribbon development, one off housing, siting of industrial and commercial developments, 
· Issues of land access in the context of tourism development

OBJECTIVES OF PLAN

Overall policy objectives and expected impacts

Establishing clear objectives that will be addressed under the RDP and within the scope of Council Regulation 1698/2005 is quite challenging in the light of current developments in the Irish economy and the rapidly changing environment for agriculture. Economic growth in the wider economy impacts significantly on the agricultural and rural economy sectors and presents them with opportunities and threats. The RDP 2007-2013 will be implemented in a period of further significant change for Irish agriculture as the full effect of CAP reforms take place, further growth in the broader economy puts pressure on rural areas and the challenge of achieving balance between urban and rural economies becomes greater. The current CAP Rural Development Plan 2000-2006 has sought to address many of the issues involved in the changing landscape of the rural economy and this process will be continued in the new RDP but with increased emphasis on issues such as competitiveness, environment, and rural quality of life.  Thus the overall economic and social context of elaborating the RDP 2007-2013 is more complex than that which prevailed in 2000. 
While the importance of agriculture in Ireland has declined in relative terms over the past two decades the agri-food sector continues to be one of the most important indigenous elements in the Irish economy. In 2005 the sector accounted for over 8% of GDP, employment and exports, and due to its strong export orientation and low import content it is a very important contributor to net foreign earnings. This importance will continue but in an increasingly competitive environment so that issues such as competitiveness and scale will become even more critical factors. Reconciling this need for competitiveness and scale with broader objectives such as maintaining family farms, improving quality of life in rural areas, maintaining the environment, and other non-economic desiderata presents challenges for policy makers. This difficulty is accentuated by the challenges of a fast growing non- agricultural economy and the impact this has on traditional rural structures and landscapes. While the overall impact of the RDP cannot be expected to radically curtail the impact of broader economic forces, it nevertheless is an important instrument in seeking to define and promote a concept of a rural economy that will remain important in the context of overall national economic, social and environmental objectives and in the overall national quality of life.
Stated Government policy confirms the priorities of  (i) ensuring the economic and social well being of rural communities, (ii) providing the conditions for a meaningful and fulfilling life for all people living in rural areas. 
The RDP 2007-2013 seeks to support these priorities in a global sense but within the framework of Regulation 1298/2005 
Policy objectives and expected impacts – Axis 1 

Axis 1 measures are primarily intended to improve the efficiency of agriculture to enable it to confront the competitiveness issues resulting from domestic change and an open external trading environment as outlined in RDP Section 3.1. The results should be a better trained agricultural workforce, with an improved age structure, better animal health, produce quality, environmental protection and working conditions. The productivity of the forest estate should also be enhanced.
Policy objectives and expected impacts – Axis 2 

The objectives of Axis 2 measures are to improve the rural environment, enhance biodiversity and increase appearance and amenity of the landscape. The measures include the most expensive in the RDP such as Rural Environment Protection Scheme, (REPS), Contributory Amounts (CAs) and the afforestation programme. REPS is intended to incentivise farmers to maintain high standards of environment and appearance in their farming operations. On past experience the measure has been successful and the RDP will introduce a scheme with new and improved features. The objectives of REPS will be complemented by the Natura 2000 scheme, which is aimed at farmers in areas of high value natural habitats. The main element of the forestry programme – the support for afforestation- is included in this Axis. The programme will endeavour to maintain planting at a level sufficient to achieve economic and environment targets. Afforestation is complemented by a number of schemes targeting forest projects of particular environment or amenity value. The CA scheme is intended to support continued agricultural activity in Less Favoured Areas (LFAs) thus maintaining the countryside. This scheme has been existence since 1980s but faces particular challenges in the new era of decoupled payments. Finally reference should be made to an animal welfare scheme, which has both efficiency and non-commercial objectives and impacts
3.4
Policy objectives and expected impacts – Axis 3 
Axis 3 of the Plan is concerned with “the quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy”. Recognising the fact that 40% of the population consider themselves as rural residents and that most are unconnected to farming, Axis 3 measures seek to address problems relevant to all rural dwellers. The challenges in the wider context include the provision of alternative and suitable employment opportunities for people living in rural areas and a range of services that people require if rural communities are to have the same quality of life as urban areas.  In the draft RDP actions centred on the wider rural community such as the development of rural enterprises based on local natural resources, tourism, village enhancement and environmental initiatives will be delivered in a manner that addresses these challenges and complements on-farm measures. The measures are consistent with the 1999 White Paper on Rural Development and its commitments relating to the economic and social well being of rural communities. The measures build on similar type measures implemented under the LEADER programme in previous programmes and have a total allocation of €425 million of which €234 million is provided by the EAFRD. While the measures here are primarily aimed at improving the quality of life in rural areas they also support and complement the objectives of Axis 1 and 2.
The Measures will meet the Axis 3 objective of improving the quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy through:
· Increasing economic activity and employment rates in the wider rural economy through encouraging on-farm diversification into non-agricultural activities 
· Supporting the creation and development of micro-enterprises in the broader rural economy
· Encouraging rural tourism built on the sustainable development of Ireland’s natural resources, cultural and natural heritage 
· Improving the access to basic services by rural dwellers by, for example, addressing inadequate recreational facilities.
· Regenerating villages and their surrounding areas by improving their economic prospects, and the quality of life 
· Maintaining, restoring and upgrading the natural and built heritage
Coherence of Programme objectives with NDP
The draft NDP was not available at the time of the ex-ante evaluation

4. 
Proposed Measures

4.1  
Summary of Measures and their relationship to overall objectives. 
As set out in Ireland’s Rural Development National Strategy 2007-2013, the programme will contribute to each of the three objectives detailed in Article 4 of the Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005

It will provide support through the following Measures: 
	Measure
	Cost €m
	Cost as % Total Programme
	EU Element €m
	EU Element as % Total

	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Total Axis 1
	665
	9.4
	248
	37.3

	Sub-Total Axis 2 
	5965
	84.5
	1857
	31.1

	Sub-Total Axes 3 & 4
	425
	6.0
	234
	55.1

	Overall Total
	7055
	100.0
	2339
	33.2


The proposed measures are designed to address the identified problems under each Axis and are largely based on existing measures but with some modification to take account of current priorities and the changing rural environment. The combined measures seek to address the overall objective of ensuring the economic and social well being of rural communities, providing the conditions for a meaningful and fulfilling life for all people living in rural areas and striving to achieve a rural Ireland in which the rural environment will be respected and development in rural areas will take place in a sustainable manner.
The Regulation prescribes minimum percentages of 5% each for Axis 1 and Axis 3 and 25% for Axis 2. The allocation proposed in the RDP is justified as follows 
· The baseline analysis indicates the contribution of agriculture and forestry to the environment. It is important to maximise that contribution and to compensate farmers for the public good aspects of their enterprises. It is hoped to build on the success of current relevant successful measures and to deliver results in the areas of climate change (forestry), water quality (agri-environment) and biodiversity (agri-environment, forestry, compensatory allowances in less favoured areas.)
· The European model of agriculture emphasises its multi-functional role and that development must be underpinned by sustainability. Ireland endorses that view and considers that the actions foreseen under Axis 2 must underpin those allowed elsewhere in the Rural Development framework. 
· The measures under Axis 2 have proven their worth and are already co-funded by the EU. From the financial management and control viewpoint it makes sense to concentrate EU funding on them. There will also be a significant carry over of commitments to Axis 2 from the current round. 
· The Axis 2 funding is aimed at environmental enhancement, but it is also has an economic dimension that is relevant to the other areas. It is important as a platform for actions in other areas such as diversification, agri-tourism etc., 
· The “environmental” support for farmers will be concentrated under this strategy whereas the other priorities will benefit from policies adopted outside of the specific EU rural development remit that will make an important contribution to the economic and social well being of rural areas.
The evaluators accept the logic of allocating the predominant amount of funding to environmental measures given the centrality of farmers and farming to the maintenance of the rural environment and the success of environmental measures such as REPS under previous rural development programmes
4.2 Lessons Learned and taken into account in designing the draft programme

In 2000-2006, Ireland benefited from both EAGGF Guarantee and EAGGF Guidance.  The guarantee element co-funded the four accompanying measures in Ireland’s CAP Rural Development Plan – agri-environment, compensatory allowances (less favoured areas), early retirement and afforestation.  These measures – and particularly those co-funded by the EAGGF – have had a significant impact on agriculture and the wider rural economy.  The following are considered as the main achievements:

· Increased emphasis on the environmental aspect of agriculture with participation in the Rural Environmental Protection Scheme reaching 50,000.
· A substantial contribution to the continuation of sustainable farming in disadvantaged agricultural areas.  In 2000-2006, 108,000 farmers were supported under the compensatory allowances’ scheme. 
· The national forestry estate expanded from 634,000 ha in 1999 to 709,000 ha at the end of 2005.  The target of all new plantings to be 30% broadleaf by 2006 has been achieved.
· The provision of some €160m towards capital investment at farm level.
· Under the Leader programme, 3,100 new jobs have been created and 3,900 existing jobs sustained.  Leader companies have assisted 8,000 enterprises and trained over 30,000 people. 
The CAP Rural Development Plan and the Regional Programmes were subject to mid-term evaluation in 2003.  While the evaluators were largely positive regarding progress and impact some areas of concern were noted. These concerns related to lower than anticipated uptake of REPS and Early Retirement and the long term impact of the Forestry measure. As a result of this evaluation, changes were made to REPS and participation levels have increased to around the 50,000-farmer level. A review of the strategy for the forestry sector took place in 2004 and some of the recommendations have been adopted in the draft RDP With regard to Early Retirement a major analysis of the measure was carried out as part of a public expenditure review and lessons learned from this review have been taken into account in devising the proposed measure in the current plan.
With regard to Axis 3 the main lessons are drawn from previous LEADER programmes. A mid-term review and update were carried out in 2003 and 2004. The reviews found that the implementation of a themed approach to territorial development and subsequent project selection methodology was consistent and resulted in good physical progress across measures.  In respect of LEADER the LEADER approach is now seen as a model for more community based rural development and there is a vast reservoir of competence and knowledge built up as a result of the previous programme. This experience will be essential in delivering Axis 3. Lessons learned from other initiatives such as the Clár Programme and the Rural Social Scheme have also informed the programming process for Axis 3 measures.
4.3 Measures Axis 1 – Competitiveness
4.3.1 

Introduction
Under Axis 1 the focus in terms of addressing competitive issues is a continuation of the Early Retirement Scheme (ERS) supported by the Young Farmer Installation measure and 72% of the allocation under Axis 1 is allocated to these two measures. In terms of funding the next most important measure is the Farm Improvement measure (23%) aimed at encouraging investment in key sectors that will promote efficiency. The balance of expenditure under Axis (5%) is allocated to various measures aimed at improving the forestry sector.

Measures proposed under Axis 1 are:
	Axis 1
	Proposed cost
	EU Element €m

	Early Retirement
	418
	

	Installation Aid
	63
	

	Farm Improvement
	150
	

	Forestry and Woodland
	34
	

	Agricultural Training
	
	

	Total
	665
	248


4.3.2 
Early Retirement Scheme and Installation Aid Measures
4.3.2.1 Identification of the Problem
Current Situation
The age profile of farmers in Ireland has been identified as factor that negatively affects competitiveness of Irish agriculture. This problem has been identified in various analytical studies of structural problems of Irish Agriculture. The Agri-Food 2010 committee, in its Report identified the following weaknesses in Irish Agriculture:
· Lack of commercial viability because of small size
· Low level of productivity due to poor age structure and low education level 
· Lack of land mobility
The problem is seen as twofold – a disproportionate number of elderly farmers farming relatively small and often fragmented holdings and a lack of young farmers with modern skills entering farming. While the age structure of Irish farmers improved somewhat over the 1993-2003 period (13% of Irish farmers are under 35 years compared to an EU average of 11% and 20% of Irish farmers are over 65 years compared to 28% for the EU as a whole) further land consolidation and increased skills are necessary to compete in key sectors such as dairying, especially in the current post CAP reform environment

The Early Retirement measure has operated since 1994 with the following 
	Period
	No of Transferors
	No of Transferees
	Hectares Transferred

	1994-1999
	10,300
	11,000
	283,000

	2000-2006
	 2,890
	3,280
	91,570

	Total
	13,190
	14,280
	374,570


In the Annual Report of the CAP RDP presented to the EC it was reported that there were 2,875 applications under the Early Retirement (ERS2) 2000 Scheme.  Of these 2,665 were approved — 499 in 2001, 807 in 2002, 665 in 2003, 368 in 2004 and 326 in 2005.  Expenditure on the Scheme in 2005 was €29.03 million. In addition some 3,400 beneficiaries were still receiving pension payments under the 1994-1999 Scheme at a cost in 2005 of €32.79 million. 
The level of applications under the current (ERS2) Scheme is down on expectations.  Applications dropped significantly in 2003 to 540 (from about 830 in each of the two previous years) and continued to decline in 2004 and 2005 with just 324 and 310 applications received respectively.  It is evident that many potential applicants postponed making decisions about their future until they had activated their Single Payment entitlement.  For some, staying in farming (particularly given the break with production with the Single Farm Payment) and retaining the Single Farm Payment proved more attractive than transferring the land to receive an early retirement pension.
Problems to be addressed
The problem of poor age structure, coupled with low levels of appropriate education has been identified as a structural problem for Irish agricultural development and remains valid. With the decoupling of farm supports from production it is expected that there will be increasing competitive pressures to produce more efficiently for those involved in intensive farming. Current farm sizes combined with age structure and education levels are unlikely to be adequate to meet the demands and accelerated reform is required. This requires having more land available so that overall farm size increases and younger and more relevantly educated farmers taking up farming. This problem has been identified previously and some progress was achieved in the period 1994-2004. A slow down in the uptake of Early Retirement has occurred in the past 2 years as farmers considered the relative advantages of opting for early retirement or staying in farming  and retaining the Single Farm Payment. 
For young farmers or farmers wishing to expand land availability either by way of sale or lease is an increasing problem and may be accentuated at least in the short term by the Single Farm Payment and high process for development lands (including sites for houses). This is a major barrier to the evolvement of agriculture holdings into larger and more viable units. 

Identification of Target Groups
Two groups are targeted under the measures:
(a) Existing Farmers who have reached 56 and wish to retire
The measure is designed for farmers who wish to retire and transfer their land. Eligibility as a transferor is confined to farmers between the ages of 56 and 66 on the date of admission to the scheme, pension and have (i) practised farming for at least ten years immediately before retirement (ii) be farming an area of not less than 5 hectares of UAA, except in the case of intensive enterprises (e.g. pigs or poultry) and (iii) undertake to cease all commercial farming
(b) Young Farmers

To be eligible as a transferee under the ERS eligible an applicant must have submitted a second stage application (IAS2) for the Installation Aid Scheme and fulfil the conditions of that Scheme which include (i) be less than 35 years of age (ii) succeed the transferor(s)/owner(s) as head of an agricultural holding which must be at least 20 hectares of UAA (Utilisable Agricultural Area) (non less favoured area) or, at least 15 hectares (less favoured area) of UAA. If an applicant is not eligible for IAS then among other criteria he/she must be under 45 and meet certain educational requirements.
The IAS is aimed at young farmers with potential to farm commercially with a view to encouraging them to set up in farming. The measure is aimed at young farmers between the age of 18 and 35 setting-up in farming for the first time on or after 1 January 2007 and not later than 31 December 2013 and subject to compliance with off-farm income ceiling. The applicant must be set up on at least 20 ha (non less favoured area) or 15 ha (less favoured area) for a minimum period of ten years and be applicant for a herd number or other Department identifier.  The provisions in relation to minimum land areas shall not apply, however, in the case of intensive enterprises (e.g. pigs or poultry.). The target group for the measure is consistent with the overall objective of Axis 1 and also complements the ERS.
The requirements of both measures are complementary and the requirements of ERS by definition promote the IAS. The important target group is the young farmers as it is through these that the benefits of the measure will be realised.
4.3.2.2 
Objectives of the Measures
Overall Objective
The overall objectives of the 2 measures are to promote and accelerate necessary structural change. The strategy for the development of a competitive agricultural structure in the coming years provides for the introduction of policies, which will target structural change with a view to improving productivity and competitiveness. The priority measures to be implemented, in line with the policy areas agreed under Council Regulation (EC) No. 1698/2005 on Support for Rural Development (Axis 1) are the Installation Aid Scheme for Young Farmers and the Scheme of Early Retirement from Farming.  Both schemes are linked to target the transfer of land to younger farmers who commit to the development of their holdings. The Early Retirement Scheme will also release land to established farmers who wish to enlarge their holdings.
The overall objective is in line with Articles 13, 16 and 17 of Council Regulation 1698/2005 that outline measures that will enhance competitiveness and promote structural change.
Specific Objective
(a) Early Retirement Measure
The objectives of the Early Retirement Scheme are to complement the Scheme of Installation Aid for Young Farmers by encouraging the transfer of holdings from older farmers to young farmers setting up in farming under that Scheme and to reassign land from retiring farmers to established farmers who wish to enlarge their holdings. This objective emphasises the linkage between the ERS and the IAS and the priority of enlarging holdings and encouraging younger and better trained farmers to enter farming. The objective of providing an income for older farmers that was one of the objectives of ERS2 is no longer a stated objective and thus the measure is focused solely on Axis 1 priorities. 

(b) IAS
The continued rejuvenation of the Irish farming sector is one of the priorities of Irish agricultural policy.  This Scheme will assist those interested in pursuing farming as a career by offsetting the set-up costs associated with such set-up and also provide a mechanism for encouraging investment on such farms.  The objectives of the Scheme are (i) to achieve the transfer of land to young trained farmers better able to meet the new challenges facing Irish agriculture, (ii) to off-set the set-up costs faced by young people when establishing themselves in farming and (iii) to provide assistance for the investments required on such holdings. 

Coherence with RDP
The two measures taken together are totally coherent with the overall objectives of the RDP, which emphasises the need to enhance efficiency and competitiveness so that agriculture and the food industry remain competitive in the face of increased competition. The measures are justified by the analysis underpinning the RDP and respond to real problems of competitiveness identified in a range of studies and reports. 
Baseline and Impact Indicators
The indicators proposed in the NDP for ERS are as follows
Quantified targets for EU common indicators

	Type of indicator
	Indicator
	Target

	Output
	Number of farmers early retired
	700 p.a. (2007–2013);
4,900 in total

	
	Number of farm workers early retired
	1 p.a. (2007–2013);
7 in total

	
	Number of hectares released
	32,000 ha. p.a.(2007-2013);
224,000 in total

	Result
	Increase in agricultural gross value added in supported farms
	 

	Impact
	Net additional value expressed in PPS
	 

	
	Change in gross value added per annual work unit
	 


The output indicators are appropriate though it would be useful to show the baseline situation as at 2006. With regard to impact indicators the situation is more problematic and even with a successful ERS the impact in terms of additional value may take some time to materialise. The proposed indicators of (i) Net additional value expressed in PPS and (ii) change in gross value added per annual work unit needs to be reassessed in terms of how this can be calculated and if accurate data that will isolate the additional benefits of the consequences of ERS can be produced. It may well be that some on going studies (perhaps in conjunction with research institutions) may well produce more valuable information.
In respect of IAS the following indicators are proposed:
Quantified targets for EU common indicators:

	Type of indicator
	Indicator
	Target

	Output
	Number of assisted young farmers
	4,200

	Result
	Increase in agricultural gross value added in supported farms
	€8.5m per annum

	Impact
	 Net additional value added expressed in PPS
	€1.5 million per annum

	
	Change in gross value added per annual work unit
	€1,020 per annual mwu


Information on hectares farmed and farming activities would also be useful. Again in conjunction with ERS some on going surveys may well produce more valuable information for assessing impact. 

4.3.2.3 Proposed Measures

Actions Proposed
The measures are broadly in line with similar measures included in the RDP (2000-2006) and can be summarised as follows:
In the case of ERS the measure consists of the payment of a pension at a flat rate of €6,888 per annum plus €338 per ha. Payment will calculated on a maximum of 24 hectares giving a maximum pension per annum of €15,000 per annum.  (While the maximum pension in the current Scheme was set at €13,515, this was increased to €15,000 in November 2006.  Consequently the rate in the new Scheme represents no change.) Eligibility requires participants to be between the ages of 56 (increased from 55 in current measure) and 66 on the date of admission to the scheme and have practised farming for at least ten years immediately before retirement. The measure requires eligible transferees who must be under 35 if availing of the IAS or under 45 for other potential transferees.  
For the IAS the scheme will encompass a single payment of €15,000 (paid on completion of education, property and income requirements) to eligible applicants. A business plan will be required from each applicant. Participants will be required to continue farming for five years from the date of set-up and to farm the land transferred or its equivalent during that period. The measure is designed to meet setting up costs new entrants to farming though there is no requirement to provide evidence of actual costs. 
Lessons Learned from Earlier Measure
Early Retirement Schemes have been implemented in Ireland since 1965 but with little success until the introduction of the State/EU co-funded ERS in 1994. As indicated in Table 1 a total of 10,300 transferors transferred 283,000 hectares to 11,000 transferees. For the following scheme (ERS2) targets of 8,300 transferors and 8,200 transferees were set in the CAP RDP 2000-2006. It is now estimated that by the end of 2006 2,890 transferors, shortfall on the original target. While this may be viewed as disappointing and call into question the merits of the ERS it must be pointed out that the changes that have taken place over the past 4 years in Irish agriculture were not foreseen when the targets in the 2000-2006 RDP were established. Uncertainty over entitlements under the Single Farm Payment and the effect of retirement from farming on one’s entitlements has a major negative impact on the uptake of the measure. 
In respect of incentives for encouraging young farmers to enter farming an Installation Aid measure has been included in the two Regional Operational Programmes for the period 2000-2006. The Mid-Term evaluations of the measures showed that in the BMW region there was little evidence of linkage between the ERS and the IA measure, but in the SE region there were indications that the availability of the IAS did complement the ERS. This regional disparity is not surprising as the ERS is more attractive in areas more suitable to intensive farming. In terms of promoting education the scheme has a strong role in ensuring the installation of well-educated young farmers and the relatively high percentage of beneficiaries with a certificate in farming is a very positive aspect of this scheme. A significant percentage of installed farmers are under 25 years of age. While overall numbers are small, this is an important indication of the role of the measure in assisting the installation of young, educated farmers. 
4.3.2.4 
Expected Impacts
The combined impact of the two measures is expected to accelerate structural reform in agriculture, improve the competitiveness of the agriculture and food sectors and promote innovation and enterprise. Specifically 4200 trained young farmers will take up farming in viable holdings. At the same time 224,000 hectares of land will become available to be farmed by younger and better trained farmers in larger holdings. The impact of this structural reform is expected to impact positively on farm incomes, productivity, and innovation.
Results from previous programmes cast some doubt as to whether the expected impact can be achieved especially in relation to increasing the size of farm holdings. The expected impact in terms of upskilling of farmers can reasonably be expected to materialise through both measures. In fact given the CAP reforms and the introduction of the SFP it can be expected that many farmers will now for the first time take a much more analytical look at their farming operation and make decisions as to what type of farming activity they should continue in or indeed if they should continue at all. The period 2007-2013 should be a period of significant change in the structure of agriculture in Ireland as farmers prepare for the period post 2013. In this context it can be expected that the ERS will be more relevant and the IAS of even greater value as the need for younger and more innovative farmers becomes more pressing. 
4.3.2.5 
Added Value of Community Involvement in the Measure
Relevance to Community Objectives
The objectives of both measures are consistent with EU objectives in the field of rural development and in particular the objectives under Axis 1 of Council Regulation 1698/2005. Overall community objectives of having a more efficient and competitive food industry are addressed via the measure. 
4.3.2.6 
Cost Effectiveness of Measure
The draft programme is based on an assumption that approximately 500 farmers per annum over a 7-year period will apply to join the ERS and they will be eligible for an annual pension.  In respect of IAS it is estimated that 4,200 applicants will benefit under the scheme over the 7-year period each qualifying for the maximum grant. In line with this expected level of uptake an allocation of €63 million has been made. As the IAS grant is paid to all eligible applicants a certain level of deadweight is inherent but unavoidable. 
The question of whether the results and impact of the combined measures could be achieved more cost effectively is a valid question and brings in the question of deadweight. This has been discussed in various studies of the measure including two expenditure reviews. There is no doubt that some farmers that will avail of the ERS and would have retired anyway and likewise young farmers will enter farming whether or not the IAS exists. In the case of IAS it is also unlikely that the availability of a grant under IAS will be a significant factor for any young person in deciding whether of not to enter farming. Issues such as the relative attractiveness of other occupations, perspectives on the future of farming and lifestyle issues are likely to be of far greater significance. There is also the question that the impact of a farmer retiring early in a disadvantaged area will have little impact on competitiveness. The expenditure review of the measure carried out in 2004 concluded “that the concentration of ERS in the more commercial farming areas of the South and East suggests a large element of deadweight in the Scheme, given the greater likelihood of earlier succession where the farming operation is already viable. The incentive provided by the Early Retirement pension, in these circumstances, may just be an added bonus rather than a catalyst for retirement”. A review of the IAS suggests something similar though in the case of IAS it main impact is in ensuring that farmers take up farming with appropriate educational and skill levels. This is seen as increasingly important in terms of competitiveness.
The level of pension is considered adequate to ensure the measure remains attractive. 
4.3.2.7 
Monitoring and Evaluation
In terms of monitoring and management of both measures existing procedures will be continued. For IAS an initial application, including business plan, shall be required to be submitted within six months of the date of set-up.  A penalty of 10% per month, or part thereof, will apply to applications received more than six months after set-up. Entitlement to aid will be lost where application is not received within sixteen months of date of set-up. Review shall be carried out by the applicant’s agricultural adviser/ Department official in fifth year following date of set-up.  Grant will be recouped if applicant is not farming land transferred or its equivalent at time of review.

In respect of evaluation of measures some indicators are included in the draft RDP that would facilitate evaluation of the impact of the 2 measures and the extent to which it meets overall objectives. Targets have been set in respect of numbers availing of the measures and the overall land transaction level that might arise. 

4.3.2.8 
Conclusions
Both measures have considerable merit and can assist in the development of a more competitive agricultural and food sector. The relatively low level of uptake of the ERS during the current programme while understandable does mean that assessment of the impact of ERS since introduction is difficult. The attractiveness of ERS in the future is also still uncertain in the new era of SFP. Regional disparities in the uptake of ERS suggest that the measure is more attractive in the areas where intensive farming with larger viable farms is more likely. As is pointed out in the expenditure review of the ERS this suggests that the ERS’s relevance now appears to be more centred on commercial farming areas of the South and East and that the objectives of the measure are only being met in certain areas. It is also likely that natural succession and transfer of land would occur in these areas and that a degree of deadweight is inherent in the measure. The argument that current structures in terms of farmer age and farm size will lead logically to the evolvement of agriculture holdings into larger units has a high degree of validity. While accepting this others argue that the ERS will accelerate the handover or transfer of farms to a younger generation earlier than might occur in its absence and thus the amount of deadweight may not be as great as may be feared. 
In disadvantaged areas or areas where extensive agriculture is only possible the rationale for the ERS is weak and indeed some of the environmental objectives may well be more effectively realised by having older farmers remaining involved in agriculture. 
With regard to the IAS this measure is considered a pro-active measure to attract young farmers to agriculture and to ensure they are properly trained and approach farming in a business like manner. It is a useful incentive at a time when job opportunities outside of farming are attractive and there is an increasing reluctance on the part of young people to take up farming as a career. The emphasis on training as part of the measure is one of its strong points. Again the measures likely to be more attractive to farmers in the more commercial areas who can envisage farming a viable unit that will provide them with an income comparable with what can be earned in other sectors. For potential young farmers in more disadvantaged areas the problem of viability will not be overcome by the assistance under IAS.
4.3.3

Farm Improvement Measures
4.3.3.1
 
Identification of the Problem
Analysis of the Present Situation
As noted in earlier sections, agriculture remains one of the most indigenous Irish industry comprising about 50,000 full time farms and another 85,000 part time enterprises. It has a strong expert orientation and a small import dependency and thus contributes significantly to GDP. A large processing sector is supported and agri food exports amount to about €7.5 billion. Although non-agricultural employment in rural areas has increased, agriculture remains one of the most important forms of employment in these areas, together with the downstream and upstream processing and supply industries that depend on it. 
Problems to be Addressed
The reforms of the CAP have changed the context on which agriculture is operating by reducing direct production incentives and market supports and opening up the sector to international competition. While a certain minimum income is guaranteed for the time being in the form of the SFP, to maximise opportunities farmers have to be competitive in the production of hygienic, high quality, products attractive to demanding consumers while at the same time respecting tight environmental and animal welfare conditions. To the extent that competitiveness is not maintained the value of agricultural output will decline and with it incomes and employment in both agriculture and agri processing.

Identification of Target Group
The target group for these measures are commercial farmers, mainly full time and actively engaged in the management and development of their farm as financially viable enterprises. It is likely that their holdings will be above average in size, heavily capitalised and engaged in intensive forms of agriculture. The measures targets specialist sectors such as horticulture and the organic sector as well as energy crops including the planting of miscanthus and associated costs.

4.3.3.2

Objectives of the Measures
Overall Objective
The overall objective of these measures is to improve the efficiency of the target group, to encourage some diversification into commercially promising sectors and at the same time provide assistance to help ensure that environmental, food safety and animal welfare standards are observed. 
Specific Objectives
The specific objectives of the schemes are to improve investment buildings and equipment related to environmental, food safety and animal welfare. The measure will have four strands or sub-measures with the following objectives:
General Farm Improvement with the objective of ensuring that the general agriculture sector becomes more competitive, market oriented and greater emphasis on quality. It also promotes diversification of activities. Higher safety and animal welfare standards as well as higher environmental standards.
Modernisation of horticultural holdings has the objective of promoting diversification of on-farm activities, improve the quality of the products and facilitate environmentally friendly practices and improve working conditions.
Investment aid for the development of the potato sector aims to speed up improvements in the marketing infrastructure and to improve efficiency and productivity of the potato sector
Investment aid for the development of the organic sector is intended to assist in the development of the Organic sector.  The scheme aims to ensure a regular supply of high quality organic produce to the market.  

Coherence with Draft RDP
The measures will help the viability of the commercial sector of agriculture thus supporting employment in rural areas but directly and indirectly, and supporting the agri food processing sector.  The measures will therefore support the income and employment objectives of the RDP while at the same time helping intensive operations to comply with environmental and health standards. The measure also is consistent with Axis 3 objectives of greater diversification and development of alternative enterprises and supports the environmental objectives of Axis 2.
Baseline and Impact Indicators
The Draft RDP proposes a number of indicators of outputs, results and impacts. As in other sectors it is sometimes difficult to conceive of indicators of output, results and impact. In the case of animal welfare, for example, there appear to be no impacts. Most indicators of impact of these Measures will need to be gathered periodically from beneficiaries’ accounting systems. Indicators of environmental impact may be difficult to link to the Farm Improvement projects given that they will be applied to individual holdings scattered throughout the country. The consultants recommend a coordinated approach to the identification and implementation of measures. (See Chapter 6 below) 
4.3.3.3
Actions Proposed in the Measure and Sub Measures
The actions proposed are grant assistance towards the cost of plant and equipment, which improves environmental protection, animal welfare, produce quality and working conditions.  Grants are up to 40% of the investment and applicants have to show that the operation is likely to be viable and that it does or will conform to high environmental standards. 
	Farm Improvement Scheme

	Measure
	Actions Proposed
	Scale of Actions
(Holdings)

	General Farm Improvement
	Investment in facilities designed to improve animal health and welfare, protect the environment and encouraged diversification 
	10,000 

	Modernisation of Horticultural Holdings 
	Investment in facilities which improve product quality, working conditions and protects the environment
	1,400

	Investment in the Potato Sector
	Investment in facilities which improve product quality, working conditions and protects the environment
	350

	Investment in Organic Farming
	Investment in facilities for processing organic products
	


4.3.3.4
Expected Impacts from Measures
The sub measures are all targeted at specific requirements and opportunities for Irish agriculture. On the one hand there is the need to attain high standards in relation to the environment and food safety. At the same time there is a need to increase productivity and to diversify agriculture into new product areas, still relatively small in Ireland, like horticulture and organic farming. Quality standards also need to be improved and the schemes proposed are intended to cover plant and equipment, which improves handling and storage of produce. Investments in expansion per se are not grant aided but it is expected that some expansion investment will take place in tandem with the aided projects. The new regime of SFP is likely to prompt many farmers to assess their future in agriculture and to try and identify possible long-term viable enterprises that their farms can sustain. The measures proposed will assist this structural change and help develop farms that will be viable in any post SFP scenario.

4.3.3.5
Added Value of Community Involvement in the Measure
Administration and Subsidiarity 
The schemes are administered on a national basis by the DAF. Inspections will be carried out by personnel from local offices of the Department.
Relevance to Community Objectives
These objectives are consistent with the EU economic objectives in the field of rural development. The measures should help support the rural economy while upgrading environmental and other standards. 
Complementarity to Other Interventions
These measures, aimed at assisting investment in plant and equipment are complemented by other elements of the RDP including the training and also the ERS and Young Farmer installation schemes, which are also aimed at raising productivity and competitiveness. The advisory and research services provided by the Department through Teagasc, which are not in the RDP, are also an important complementary service.
4.3.3.6
Cost Effectiveness of Measure
Financial and Human Resource Costs
The budget for the Measure is €150 million.
Cost Effectiveness
The measures could stimulate significant investment from the private sector. The inspection system should ensure that the projects are completed to a high standard and will achieve their immediate objectives. Therefore the schemes should be cost effective in nominal terms.
Whether the schemes are all cost effective in economic terms depends on a variety of factors including the viability of the enterprises, which is more at risk now than before. Co-financing by the private farm owner is some assurance against that. However, another problem is deadweight: the possibility that the farmer might have undertaken the schemes in any case. The horticultural and potato schemes seem particular exposed to this risk. These schemes of modernisation have been in existence for some time and some of the operators involved are large scale diversified enterprises. The consultants consider that schemes should be administered in such way as to ensure that grants are availed of by enterprises who genuinely need assistance - perhaps through application of means tests.
On the other hand the consultants feel that support for general farms and organic farming could be more extensive having regard to the pressures the commercial farming sector is likely to be under in the future and likely restructuring for a post SFP era.

4.3.3.7
 
Monitoring and Evaluation
Applications for assistance have to be approved by Departmental Inspectors and all projects are vetted after completion before grants are paid. As noted above, some extra steps may have to be taken to measure the proposed indicators for environmental and commercial impacts.
4.3.3.8
 
Conclusions 
In general the scheme and its actions are aimed at attaining important objectives of RDP as defined by national and EU authorities.  They are targeted at particular areas of need and should improve performance of enterprises with respect of the environment, food safety, animal welfare and working conditions. They should complement investment by the operators in expansion and productive efficiency. The schemes should also stimulate interest in sectors that are not well developed especially organic and energy crops. 
The allocation of €150 million under the measure is quite modest and may be not be adequate to meet demand. Restructuring at farm level consequent on the CAP reforms, the broad range of activities covered by the measures and some of the innovative features (organic, energy crops, etc) is likely to stimulate investment in on farm improvement at a level above what is envisaged by the financial allocation for this measure.
The actions of the scheme are coherent and complemented by other measures in Axis 1 and by other non aided actions by the Department. The actions should be effective in producing the desired improvement in facilities, but care should be taken to minimise the danger of deadweight.
4.3.4

Afforestation Axis 1 Measures
4.3.4.1

Identification of the Problem
Analysis of the Present Situation

Forestry Measures in the RDP have been divided into Axis 1 and Axis 2 measures broadly reflecting the duality of their economic and non economic objectives. The most important scheme in the draft RDP is the First Afforestation of Agricultural land and this and five measures with strong environmental actions, are dealt with in Axis 2. As these Measures account for by far the largest part of the combined budget for forestry most of the discussion about objectives and background material relating to the sector as a whole is dealt with in Axis 2. A restricted discussion is given here for convenience. 
The main policy document in the area of forestry is “Growing for the Future: Strategic Plan for the Development of the Forestry Sector”. The Strategy defined the objective as “To develop forestry to scale and in a manner which maximises its contribution to national economic and social well being on a sustainable basis and which is compatible with the protection of the environment”. The main orientation of the policy was towards economic objectives and the main instrument was and remains grants towards the cost of establishing plantations and annual premiums thereafter for 20 years. 

Problems to be Addressed
It has become increasingly clear that the development of the forestry sector needs more than incentives to afforest land. Forestry is a relatively new industry in Ireland, given that only a small proportion of Irish land has traditionally been afforested. Consequently knowledge of all aspects of the industry from plantation, through maintenance to felling and processing is not very widespread. Absent also are significant cash flows from felling mature forests to support maintenance and forest development. As a consequence there is concern that maintenance of the forests has tended to be sub standard. 
Identification of Target Group
The intended beneficiaries of the proposed measures are farmers who are entering the industry for the first time and who lack knowledge and experience. It is also intended to provide assistance to farmers who are undertaking thinning operations, which are essential for the development of a productive stand of timber, but are usually not remunerative in the early stages of a plantation. At the output end of the chain, the measures include two schemes to promote innovative use of forest products by forest owners.
4.3.4.2

Objectives of the Measures
Overall Objective
The overall objective of the measures is to enhance the economic potential of the forest sector through improved education and training, maintenance and productive use of timber products.
Specific Objectives
The specific objectives of the schemes are to provide:
· Training, information and advice for new forest owners to enable them to manage their holdings productively;
· Support for maintenance and development of estates to facilitate productive development and economic exploitation
· Promote innovative uses of timber.
Coherence with Draft RDP
The Forestry measures in Axis 1 will help support the economic aspect of the development of forests and thus contribute to the objective in the draft RDP of promoting alternative employment and income in rural areas. 
Baseline and Impact Indicators
The Draft RDP proposes a number of indicators of outputs and results but does not feel that it is possible to quantify impact in terms of economic values such as output per worker or additional income. The consultants suggest that indicators for forestry should be developed within the context of the general recommendation at the end of this report (Chapter 6) concerning indicators for monitoring the RDP and its individual measures. 

4.3.4.3

Actions Proposed in the Measure and Sub Measures
Actions Proposed
The actions proposed are summarised in the attached table. Assistance will be given by the Forest Service directly to applicants and also, where appropriate to agencies and associations such as Teagasc and farmers organisations.
	Axis 1 Forestry Measures

	Code
	Measure
	Action
	Scale of Measures

	111
	Vocational Training and Information Actions
	Organising and implementing training and information events for forest owners
	5,000 owners

	121
	Use of Advisory Services 
	Advice and consultancy for actual and putative forest owners
	9,000 farmers

	122
	Thinning, Shaping, Pruning and Tending Scheme
	Assistance for thinning operations on maturing forests
	2,000 forests

	123
	Adding Value to Forestry Products
	Assistance to micro enterprises to develop innovative uses of timber products
	24 projects 

	124
	Cooperation for Development New Products, etc 
	Assistance for projects aimed at improving vertical cooperation in the forest chain
	24 projects

	125
	Forest Infrastructure
	Assistance for roads and related forest infrastructure
Assistance for infrastructure for recreational use
	198 projects


Lessons Learned from Earlier Measure
The measures proposed continue many of the forestry support activities covered in the Woodland Improvement and Forest Roads sub measures in the Regional Operational Programmes 2000-06, as also the training, information and consultancy activities funded by the Forest Service directly. There has been some widening of the scope in the draft RDP 2007-13 to facilitate innovative and recreational projects. The measures respond to concerns in, inter alia, Bacon and Deloitte (2004) that maintenance of the forest estate needs to be improved. 

Needs and Objectives of Measures/Operations
As already noted, the forestry sector in Ireland is still immature in terms of knowledge and experience of those involved and also there is inadequate cash flow to support activities (e.g. thinnings) which are easily funded from timber sales in countries with more mature resources. The training, thinning and forest road measures proposed in the Draft RDP will make a substantial difference to the productivity of forests which in the absence of other forest revenues would be most unlikely to be funded by private owners. 
Coherence between Measures and Operations
The six measures are complementary to each other and to the Axis 2 Measures. The training and the advice measures are closely related as also are the thinning and road measures since roads are needed for (inter alia) thinning operations. 
4.3.4.4

Expected Impacts from Measures
The impacts should be a greater level of expertise in the management of the forests by their owners and therefore an enhanced capacity to identify opportunities, to manage predation and disease, to identify the need for thinning and other maintenance operations. This will help correct a tendency to complacency among many forest owners who assume that forests, once established, can take care of themselves. Appropriate thinning and shaping makes an important contribution to the productivity of forests and the value of the final timber. Early thinnings are usually not remunerative so assistance is essential if they are to be carried out. Infrastructure will help provide forest roads, which will facilitate entry of machinery for thinning and for felling  
4.3.4.5

Added Value of Community Involvement in the Measure
As in the case of the Axis 2 measures, the relative absence of revenue from existing forestry operations, means that these measure impose a heavy financial burden on the national finances, which is alleviated by the EU contribution. 
Administration and Subsidiarity 
The schemes are administered on a national basis by the Forestry Service of the Department of Agriculture. Previously the predecessors of these measures were devolved to the Regional Assemblies, but in practice this was nominal as there appears to be little to be gained from administration of national schemes on a decentralised basis. However, actual implementation will be carried out by a number of different agencies including Teagasc, the IFA and other representative organisations, which are dispersed throughout the country as also the Forest Service. 
Relevance to Community Objectives
These objectives are consistent, particularly with the EU economic objectives in the field of rural development. The measures should help to support a viable forest industry with downstream potential for felling, transportation and processing. 

Complementarity to Other Interventions
Although intended as contributions to the competitive aspects of forestry, the Axis 1 Forestry Measures include actions, which are strongly complementary to the Axis 2 Measures. These include training and advice, which address an important need in a country with little forestry tradition amongst landowners. Two other schemes support thinning operations which are not otherwise economical, and neglect of which would endanger the quality of the national forest, and investment in infrastructure, especially roads for harvesting and access for amenity purposes.  However, an important concern is that the scale of afforestation will not be sufficient to make the processing industry commercially competitive. In that event measures aimed at efficiency would have little point.  The draft RDP needs to show that intended rates of establishment now being recorded are capable of supporting a competitive industry in the long run. Other Operational Programmes will provide assistance for research and development in forestry through funding for COFORD. The development of the processing sector will also be eligible for assistance with training and product development.
4.3.4.6

Cost Effectiveness of Measure
Financial and Human Resource Costs
Financial implications are shown in the attached table. 
Axis 1 Forestry Measures
	Code
	Measure
	Total Expenditure
2007-13

	111
	Vocational Training and Information Actions
	1.7

	121
	Use of Advisory Services 
	2.7

	122
	Thinning, Shaping, Pruning and Tending Scheme
	18.0

	123
	Adding Value to Forestry Products
	1.2

	124
	Cooperation for Development New Products, etc 
	1.2

	125
	Forest Infrastructure
	9.1

	
	
	33.9


Cost Effectiveness
Given the problems in identifying impacts it is inevitably difficult to assess the cost effectiveness of the measures. The consultants’ judgement is that the returns from training, advice, thinning and infrastructure are likely to be high because, though small, the measures are essential for realising the large potential of the national forest. The innovation measures could also prove useful but the scale of the proposed measures is so small as to raise doubts about their impact.
Scope for Attaining Objectives at Less Cost
The only theoretical possibility for reducing costs would be to increase the private sector contribution. But this is difficult to envisage in a context in which it is already difficult to ensure that forest owners maintain their estates properly. In any case, the budgets for these schemes are minimal have regard to the work, which needs to be done. 
4.3.4.7

Monitoring and Evaluation
Applications for assistance have to be approved by Forest Inspectors and all projects are vetted after completion before grants are paid. 
4.3.4.8

Conclusions 
The measures proposed are directed at encouraging actions, which are important for the realising the potential of forests. They are fully in line with the overall objectives of the draft RDP and are complementary to the forestry measures in Axis 2. The draft should provide more argument for the two innovation measures, which seem too small to be effective.
4.4 
Measures Axis 2 
4.4.1 
Introduction
Under this Axis, Measures are designed to protect and enhance natural resources and landscapes in rural areas. In so doing they will contribute to the EU priority areas of: 
· Biodiversity and the preservation and development of high nature value farming and forestry systems and traditional agricultural landscapes;
· Water; and
· Climate change
· Some of this is or should be in 3.2 above
The Measures will contribute to the implementation of the agricultural and forestry Natura 2000 network, to the Gotebörg commitment to reverse biodiversity decline by 2010, to the objectives laid down in Directive 2000/60/EC establishing a framework for Community action in the field of water policy and to the Kyoto Protocol targets for climate change mitigation.
The Measures chosen are designed to meet the Axis 2 objective through:
· Ensuring continued agricultural land use, thereby contributing to the maintenance of a viable rural society
· Promoting environmental services and animal-friendly farming practices

· Preserving the farmed landscape
· Encouraging the development of new and existing forests and woodlands
The following table shows the Measures Proposed under Axis 2 and allocations:
	Measure
	Total Cost
	EU element

	Less Favoured Areas – Compensatory Allowances
	1799
	671

	Agri-Environment/Natura 2000
	2982
	1200

	Animal Welfare/Breeding
	250
	-

	First Afforestation of Agricultural Land
	898
	

	First Establishment of Agro-forestry systems
	]
	

	First Afforestation of non-agricultural land
	]    36
	-

	Forest environment payments
	]
	

	Reconstitution and protection of woodlands
	]
	

	Non-productive investments – forestry
	]
	

	Sub-Total Axis 2 
	5965
	1871


4.4.2 

Less Favoured Areas – Compensatory Amounts
4.4.2.1

Identification of the Problem
Analysis of the Present Situation
The original Treaty of Rome recognised that agriculture in less advantaged areas of the Community faced particular difficulties by reason of poor soil or climatic conditions and that in the interests of equity special assistance could be accorded in those areas. The Disadvantaged Areas scheme was subsequently introduced under Directive 75/268 and was subject to a number of amendments up to and including the latest, which is Regulation 1698/2005. As currently defined in accordance with the EU’s guidelines governed by the legislation, Less Favoured Areas (LFAs) in Ireland constitute 75% of the land area of the country mostly in the south west, west and north west, and comprise 100,600 farmers out of a national total of 136,000. 
Problems to be Addressed
The LFAs are in regions, which have traditionally been under developed economically, and have suffered heavily from relative low incomes, high unemployment, and high levels of emigration. The rural population in these areas is relatively high, and historically there have been limited off farm opportunities. Though conditions have improved in recent years, relatively and absolutely, there is still a gap between these regions and the rest of the country in income, employment and demographic terms.
Land in these areas comprises islands, coastal and mountain land and low productivity lowland exposed to flooding. Agriculture in these areas is mainly extensive livestock operations: beef cattle and sheep. Poor conditions mean that there are few alternative viable farm enterprises.  With respect to incomes, the National Farm Survey (NFS, 2005) shows that Family Farm Income (including Compensatory Amounts), per work unit is 28% below the average in the rest of country (Based on data from Objective One and Non Objective One regions). The problems of these rural areas need to be addressed by a range of general economic and social polices of which comprehensive rural development policies are a part. At the same time the importance of agriculture cannot be neglected: it remains an important rural economic pursuit in the LFAs.  
Identification of Target Group
The original Directive 268/75 outlined the general criteria for qualifying LFAs. These were subsequently translated into detailed guidelines. They included measures of operational intensity, income and demographic criteria. As applied in Ireland these guidelines originally prescribed an area of 3.98 million ha. Subsequent adjustments have increased the LFAs to 5.155 million ha or, as noted above, 75% of the land area. Likewise, the number of persons in receipt of the CAs has risen from 68,000 in 1981 to 100,600 in 2005. 
At present in Ireland LFAs are District Electoral Divisions where: 
· Less than 7.8% of the land ploughed
· Stocking density less than 1 LU per forage ha
· Family farm income per male farm worker less than 80% of the national average
· Population density less than 27 persons per square km
· At least 30% of the working population engaged in agriculture.
These criteria give a high importance to socio economic weaknesses relative to agronomic conditions in determining LFAs.
The legislation also allowed differentiation of the LFAs depending on the severity of their handicaps. Most of the Irish LFAs are in the Most Severely Handicapped category. 
4.4.2.2
 Objectives of the Measure
Overall Objective
The objectives of the scheme are set out in the 1975 Directive as being
· Offset the impact of natural handicaps on production costs so as to 
· Combat large scale depopulation of rural areas leading to farm abandonment
· Protect and maintain the countryside.
It is an important consideration that the criteria for designation of LFA was reviewed by the Commission in the light of a recommendation from the European Court of Auditors and proposed a reformulation, which excluded socio economic considerations. This proposal was not agreed but it was agreed that the issue would be revisited in 2008 with the intention of changing the criteria in 2010. 
In the mean time Regulation 1698/2005 refers (recital 33) to the use of “natural handicap payments in mountain areas and payments in other areas with handicaps should contribute through continued use of agricultural land, to maintaining the countryside, as well as to maintaining and promoting sustainable farming systems.”  This indicates that environmental considerations are uppermost and maintenance of population is a consequence rather than an objective.
Specific Objectives
The specific objective is to help raise the income of farmers in the targeted areas so as to help ensure that their farms are sufficiently viable to attain the overall objective. Initially the scheme was a headage payment topping up other payments to which farmers in LFAs were entitled. However, in 2001, the CAs were consolidated into a payment per ha and decoupled from actual production. The rates of payments permissible and other conditions are laid down in implementing legislation. 
Total payments under the scheme have averaged €200 million during the RDP 2000-2006. This compares with a total of about €1,250 million per annum for the SFP in the country as a whole. In terms of impact in the LFAs, the average payment is about €2,500 per farm and the results of the NFS shows that CAs account for between 10% and 30% of Family Farm Income with an average of about 15%. 
Coherence with Draft RDP
The Draft RDP aims to fulfil the Government’s objective, as set out in the White Paper, of ensuring economic and social well being of the rural communities. This includes measures, which are aimed at ensuring the sector’s contribution to wider environmental and social objectives.  By helping to maintain agricultural activity in the LFAs, the CA scheme will ensure that the condition of the countryside will be maintained even for those farmers not wishing to participate in schemes like REPS or the afforestation programme which offer higher returns. At the same time the extra income will help sustain living standards and contribute to the stabilisation of population in rural areas.
Baseline and Impact Indicators
The draft RDP proposes some indictors for the CA scheme. However, the indicators of results and impact are exclusively focused on environment and there does not appear to be any data available for them. No measure of results and impact with respect to maintaining the rural population or the countryside is proposed. It is clear that work is required to identify appropriate measures. It may be that survey and sampling systems may need to be set up to provide measures which are relevant and readily available.
4.4.2.3
 
Proposed Measure
Actions Proposed
As before the action consists in the payment of a CA per ha on all farms in the LFAs, which exceed 3 ha, up to 45 ha. Other than stratification of payments in respect of different types of disadvantage there are no sub measures. The current rate of payments and the extent of relevant areas is shown in the table below. From next year and 8% increase will apply. Payment is conditional on farmers observing the principles of Good Farming Practice (GFP) and maintaining a minimum of 01.5 livestock units per hectare (LU/Ha)

	Less Favoured Areas
Ireland (2005)

	Category
	Million ha
	Compensatory Amounts Payable

	Less Severely Handicapped and Coastal Areas
	1.053
	82.27 subject to maximum of 45 ha

	More Severely Handicapped
	4.075
	95.99 subject to maximum of 45 ha

	Mountain Type Grazings
	0.027
	109.70 first 10 ha
95.99 subsequent ha up to maximum of 45


Lessons Learned from Earlier Measure
The Measure had been evaluated by Kearney et al in 1995 and later was included in the Ex Ante Evaluation of the CAP RDP (1999). A third evaluation was the Mid Term Evaluation in 2003. Since then there has been (2005) an Expenditure Review of the CAs by the DAF. These evaluations mad a number of proposals to reduce the payment in line with farm or farm income, age or otherwise concentrate the payment on low income groups. These proposals have not been taken up.
4.4.2.4

Expected Impacts from Measure
As noted, in the past the CAs have contributed between 10% and 30% to FFI in LFAs and the lower income groups gain disproportionately. Thus, the payment has relatively significant income effects.
At the moment the total number of beneficiaries is 100,600. It was thought that with the passage of time the number would fall due to farm consolidation. In fact numbers have increased from 98,500 in 2001. It is thought that there may yet be another 3,000 farmers who might be eligible, which would suggest that a further increase might be possible before demand levels off.  A planned in the rates next year, which will not be matched by a change in the SFP, makes a further increase in take up more likely. 
With decoupling, the effect of CAs, and the SFPs, could be to reduce farm activity to the minimum consistent with Good Farming Practice (GFP) unless sales at market prices exceed marginal costs in which case normal farming would be logical. For the moment, however it seems that many farmers who are not covering their direct costs with market sales, and those which are doing so to a minimal extent, are using the SFP and the CAs to offset overheads and help ensure that total revenues exceed total costs. This may not be sustained in the long term. Should farmers decide to reduce farming to the minimum (i.e. 0.15 LU/Ha) then there might then be a question of the utility of the scheme. For in that event the CAs would probably not be enough by themselves to offset the cost of minimal activity, and maintain the countryside, while for those farmers also receiving the SFP, the SFP payments, being three or four times more than the CAs, would be more than enough to cover the cost of basic farm maintenance. In that case the CAs would seem to be redundant.

As regards the environment: a condition of continued receipt of the CAs is conformity with the principles of Good Farming Practice. This condition is easy to observe on extensive farms. From 2007 onwards recipients must conform to the terms of Cross Compliance of which GFP is one of 18 criteria. This will impose a higher standard of environmental management. 
4.4.2.5
 
Added Value of Community Involvement in the Measure
Administration
The CA scheme is centrally administered by the Disadvantaged Areas and SFP Units of the Department of Agriculture. There is no scope for regional differentiation or for any other administrative activity that would justify devolution of the scheme to sub national authorities.
Relevance to Community Objectives
The scheme has contradictory effects on Community Objectives. In principle, with decoupling it should, as noted above, encourage some farmers to cut down activity and so aid the environment. But the discussion above suggests that in that respect it will either be ineffective or redundant. It is more likely to be effective – at least in the medium term - in encouraging farmers who can generate a marginal profit from market sales, to continue in agriculture. In that case the measure will not contribute to attaining Kyoto targets on limitation of carbon emissions, though compliance with GFP, especially from 2007 onwards, will help ensure attainment of other EU environmental objectives. And the measure will help encourage productive activity in the LFAs.
Complementarity to Other Interventions
The CA is intended as a top up and is not designed to ensure farming activity in LFAs by itself. The most obvious complementarity is therefore with the SFP without which farming activity in the LFAs would collapse.
The relationships of the CAs to other schemes have been reviewed in previous evaluations. One evaluation considered it as in conflict with the Early Retirement Scheme and recommended that the CAs be withdrawn from elderly farmers. With decoupling the CA cannot be regarded as having a real pro competitive objective so any deterrent effect it has to agricultural productivity cannot be regarded as a disadvantage. Even if production was the objective, as it probably actually is the result, it cannot be faulted since anything, which supports existing activities - e.g. training and advice – would have that tendency.
Two other important schemes in the RDP are REPS and afforestation. Entitlements to CAs are not affected by participation REPs. Consequently they should be seen as an enhancement of the returns and an encouragement to participate in that scheme. CAs are not payable on afforested land and the two schemes are therefore in conflict. However, the SFP is not affected by afforestation provided it does not exceed 50% of the holding. Therefore assuming the farmer is minded to afforest his land the loss of the CAs on the afforested element is not likely to sway the decision given that forest premiums are four to five time larger than CAs per ha. 

4.4.2.6
Cost Effectiveness of Measure
Financial
Financial implications are show in the attached table. Expenditure under the scheme is a simple function of the rates of payment and the number of hectares, which meet the criteria. Subject to a small possible increase in the number of qualified applicants, the overall level of expenditure is determined – at least until the review in 2010. The financial projections are on the basis that the scheme will continue until 2013. 

	Programme
	Total
	EU

	2000-2006
	1432
	737

	2007-2013
	1799
	NA


Financial and Human Resource Costs
Administration of the scheme is now a comparatively simple matter and is merged with the administration of the SFP. There is an obligation to carry on site inspections on 5% of the applicants. Overall, about 300 persons are estimated to be involved in the administration of both the ACs and the SFPs. Considering the sums involved in the two schemes - about €1.5 billion per annum - this is small.
However, two items, which give rise to difficulty, are the requirement that a minimum of 0.15 LU/HA is observed. This condition does not apply to the SFP and the inconsistency causes difficulties with some beneficiaries. Given the over riding requirement of beneficiaries to observe GFP, to be followed by full Cross Compliance next year, this could be dropped. The other item is the requirement that beneficiaries should reside within 70 miles of the farm. This was designed to ensure that beneficiaries are rural dwellers. But the radius would seem too long to do that. In any case the requirement is difficult to administer and should be deleted. 
Scope for Attaining Objectives at Less Cost
Previous evaluations have made a number of suggestions, which would have the effect, though this was not necessarily the objective, of reducing the cost of the scheme. These proposals related to the ERS (see above) or were based on equity considerations. Since there is an almost one to one relationship between the cost of the scheme and the impact on incomes it is not possible to envisage significant economies without equal adverse welfare effects. However, in the case of beneficiaries who are receiving the SFP and who are minimally active there must be a question whether the income effect justifies payment of the CAs. As noted, the SFPs are adequate to compensate for the cost of minimal maintenance and the CAs would be redundant in such cases. 

4.4.2.7
Monitoring and Evaluation
At the present moment the monitoring and evaluation system is exclusively based on ensuring compliance with the rule of financial administration. No socio economic or environmental information is obtained on a systematic basis for the purposes of the CA scheme. The only regularly available source of socio economic data is the NFS, which can provide a breakdown for LFA farms. 
More information could be extracted from the CA administrative system to provide information on agricultural practices. The inspection system, which simply checks for compliance, could also, with minimum adjustment, be expanded to add to understanding of farming and demographic conditions in the LFAs.
With respect to financial administration, compliance with the legislation is aided by the use of administrative databases such as the Cattle Movement and Monitoring System and the Land Parcel Identification System. In addition, as noted, 5% of all farms are physically inspected. The results of these inspections show that there is a high degree of compliance. 
4.4.2.8
Conclusions
The CAs are a valuable contribution to farm incomes in the LFAs and as such help attain important Community and national objectives for rural development including population stabilisation and maintenance of farmland in good environmental condition. However, the reaction of farmers to decoupling needs to be monitored carefully and on farms where activity declines to minimal levels, the scheme may provide to be redundant in those cases. As it is, the scheme is complementary to the SFP and consistent with most other policy initiatives such as REPS. It is not consistent with the ERS or with the Forestry Programme, although the adverse impact in both cases is likely to be small. The scheme is easy to administer and monitoring is carried out through using computerised databases and on site inspections. Both systems show minimal levels of infractions. Improved strategic monitoring of the scheme in terms of on and off farm activities of beneficiaries could be obtained through the use of the administration and inspection system. 
4.4.3 
Agri Environment (REPS) and Natura 2000
4.4.3.
1 Identification of the Problem

Analysis of the Current Situation
Protection of the environment is now accepted as essential and farmers are seen as central to any intervention designed to protect and improve the environment. The Rural Environment Protection Scheme (REPS) has been in existence since 1994 and was Ireland’s response to Council Regulation 2078/92 on community aid towards agricultural production methods compatible with the requirements of the protection of the environment and the maintenance of the countryside. The role of farmers in maintaining the rural environment is now widely recognised and Agri-environmental payments play an important role in supporting sustainable development in rural areas and in responding to society’s increasing demand for environmental services. The REPS measure is designed to encourage farmers to introduce or continue to apply agricultural production methods compatible with the protection of the environment, the landscape and its features. The environmental dimension to rural development has 3 priorities – Natura implementation and biodiversity trend reversal, water protection, contribution to climate change mitigation and the REPS measure is designed to address all 3. The measure is designed to achieve additionality over and above a basic level of good farming practice and thus make a serious contribution to achieving environmental goals. 
Support for farmers is considered necessary to help address specific environmental issues especially in the areas concerned with the implementation of Council Directive 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conservation of wild birds and Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora
 in order to contribute to the effective management of Natura 2000 sites.
Problems to be addressed
Threats to various aspects of the rural environment exist as a result of agricultural practices as well as pressures from economic development. These threats concern air and water quality, biodiversity as well as the visual landscape. Other broader environmental issues including climate change and the need for renewable energy are also recognised. The interventions under this measure address a recognised problem in a holistic manner covering a range of environmental issues that are set out in considerable detail in the RDP. The measure consists of a set of 11 mandatory undertakings and a number of supplementary measures for which beneficiaries can draw down additional payment plus a dedicated stand-alone Organic Farming sub-measure. Two pro-active biodiversity measures must be included in the farm plan.
Identification of Target Group
The measure is a nationwide measure and is targeted at all farmers who meet the eligibility conditions. At the beginning of 2005 there were approximately 43,000 active participants in REPS representing ¼ of all farms and approx. 1/3 of all land in the country is being farmed in accordance with REPS specifications. The numbers have increased to 51,000 currently reflecting the increased attractiveness of the measure. Adoption of the measure has been highest in areas where extensive farming is the norm. In fact the 6 Western Counties plus Kerry and Donegal account for 55% of participants. 
Changes to the proposed measure from the current one will broaden the target group and for the first time more intensive farmers will be eligible to participate.  This is as a result of (a) an expected derogation in respect from the provisions of the Nitrates Action Programme and (b) a stand alone organic farming sub-measure for which intensive farmers will be eligible. In the light of this and other changes made to the measure that makes it more attractive a target of 64,000 participants that is considered realistic and in line with the results of a TEAGASC survey in 2005 of farmers’ intentions on joining any new REPS measure.
4.4.3.2 
Objectives of Measure
REPS (Rural Environment Protection Scheme), is a Measure designed to compensate Farmers for carrying out their farming activities in an environmentally friendly manner and to bring about environmental improvement on existing farms. The specific objectives of the measure are outlined in the plan and are described as follows:
· To promote ways of using agricultural land which are compatible with the protection and improvement of the environment, biodiversity, the landscape and its features, climate change, natural resources, water quality, the soil and genetic diversity
· To promote environmentally-favourable farming systems
· To promote the conservation of high nature-value farmed environments, which are under threat
· To promote the upkeep of historical features on agricultural land
· To promote the use of environmental planning in farming practice
· To protect against land abandonment
· To sustain the social fabric in rural communities
· To promote conversion to organic production standards
· To contribute to positive environmental management of farmed Natura 2000 sites and river catchments in the implementation of the Birds Directive, the Habitats Directive and the Water Framework Directive. 
· The objectives are consistent with the overall objectives of the RDP and with Council Regulation 1698/2005 Articles 36, 38 and 39.
· The objectives of the measure are set out in quite a lot of detail and expand on the overall objectives of Axis 2 of protecting and enhancing natural resources and landscapes in rural areas. 
4.4.3.3 
Proposed Measure
Actions Proposed
The proposed REPS scheme builds on the success of actions in the 2000–2006 programming period with an increasing emphasis on pro-active environmental and biodiversity objectives. Significant revisions to the measure were implemented in 2004 with positive results in terms of numbers joining the measure. The design of the proposed measure builds further on this but with some additional features designed to make the measure more attractive and also to address issues identified in previous programmes. Payment rates under the proposed measure are increased by 17% - an increase that is justified by the costings attached to the plan. 
Under the general programme participants must apply eleven core measures in respect of the total area of their holding for a five year period together with two additional undertakings to be selected from a menu of 26 optional measures. The increased emphasis on biodiversity is reflected in the fact that two biodiversity options must be included in the farm plan, one of which must be a category 1 option. To achieve increased biodiversity at farm level, enhancement of the eleven basic Measures is desirable.  By providing farmers with a choice from a series of optional undertakings, each farmer is given the opportunity to select the works most appropriate to the environmental or landscape features of the farm in question.

Increasing the number of farmers converting to organic production methods is prioritised in the plan. Farmers complying with Council Regulation 2092/91 as amended on Organic Farming shall be eligible for financial support through a standalone organic sub measure. 
The measure is well described in the plan with a high level of detail on how the measure will operate. There is now a well-developed platform for delivering REPS and this is taken into account in the design of the measure. The opening up of the possibility for more intensive farmers to participate is a welcome development as this has the potential to deliver significant results in a very cost effective manner. Current estimates are that 3,000-4,000 farmers previously ineligible are now likely to participate in REPS. Additionally it is hoped that the organic farming stand alone measure will attract intensive tillage farmers to allocate some land for organic purposes.  This measure is also aimed at small-scale horticulture operations for whom full participation in REPS is not economic.  The Irish organic sector is deficient in both cereals and vegetables and heavily reliant on imports.
Natura 2000
NATURA 2000 sites are protected habitats for flora and fauna of European importance. They comprise Special Areas of Conservation, designated under the Habitats Directive and Special Protection Areas, designated under the Birds Directive. The Habitats Directive was transposed into national legislation by the European Communities (Natural Habitats) Regulations, 1997 S.I. No. 94 of 1997. These regulations also cover the Birds Directive, NATURA 2000 sites comprise over ten per cent of the country and have management implications for farmers with sites on their land. 
To address these implications a separate measure (Natura 2000 payments and payments linked to Directive 2000/60/EC) is proposed. This support for farmers is necessary to help address specific disadvantages in the areas concerned with the implementation of Council Directive 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conservation of wild birds and Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora
 in order to contribute to the effective management of Natura 2000 sites. The payment is in addition to payments under REPS.
The proposed methodology to implement both the REPS and the Natura 2000 measures at farm level in a single integrated farm plan will ensure full complementarity between both measures.
4.4.3.4. 
Expected Impact
The expected impact of REPS/NATURA 2000 is not set out specifically in a narrative in the draft RDP However there is detailed analysis of all of the environmental issues that are being addressed in Paragraph 3.1 and also in the Strategy document. The measure is expected to impact positively on a range of environmental issues – water quality, biodiversity, visual landscape, heritage, etc. The measure while essentially one that compensates farmers is increasingly seen as important in terms of farm income and also impacts significantly on the objective of maintaining people in farming and rural areas. 
Some specific targets are included in the draft plan as follows. The suitability of the proposed indicators are discussed in Part 2 and also in the SEA.
	Type of indicator
	Indicator
	Target

	Output
	Number of farm holdings and holdings of other land managers receiving support
	 64,000

	
	Total area under agri-environmental support
	2.25m ha.

	
	Total number of contracts
	64,000

	
	Physical area under agri-environmental support
	2.25m hectares

	
	Number of actions related to genetic resources
	

	Result
	 Areas under successful land management
	 2.25m hectares

	Impact
	Reversal in biodiversity decline
	 Decline halted

	
	Maintenance of High nature value farmland and forestry
	750,000ha

	
	Improvement in water quality
	Increase

	
	Contribution to combating climate change
	Positive


4.4.3.5. 
Added Value of Community Involvement in the Measure
Increasingly environmental matters are assessed in an international context rather than with a narrow national focus. The REPS measure is designed to meet both international and national environmental issues within the framework of 1698/2005 but tailored to operate effectively in the context of farming structures in Ireland. The measure will be co-funded to a level of 40% by EU funds. Other EU environmental directives have also been taken into account in the design of the measure. 
4.4.3.6. 
Cost Effectiveness of Measure
Details of the costing that justifies the REPS compensation levels are attached in significant detail at Appendix of the draft RDP. Preliminary analysis of the costings indicates that the proposed payments under the measure are reasonable. 
While some deadweight is inherent in the measure this is likely to be modest. Some arguments are put forward that some of the required actions should be mandatory and that farmers should not be compensated for doing what is right. While in a narrow context these have some validity they miss the essential point that REPS as a measure has brought environment awareness to the farming community and has acted as catalyst for a range of desirable environmental actions that would not have occurred without the REPS measure. 

A detailed assessment of the financial impact of REPS was presented at the National REPS Conference in November 2005
. This shows that REPS has been a significant contributor to farm income for participating farmers. Based on 2004 data
 it is shown that farmers in REPS had an average Family Farm Income (FFI) of 15.990 of which REPS payments contributed 5,638. This compared with a FFI of 12,986 for extensive farmers not in REPS. There are of course considerable difference in the levels of FFI across different farming systems and the average FFI on Dairy and Tillage systems as far higher than that on drystock based systems.  Almost 74% of farms that participate in REPS are in a drystock system Outside of dairying and tillage (where FFI is higher) FFI on REPS farms was higher than on non-REPS farms. It is clear from this that the REPS payment represents important incremental income for many farmers and thus contributes not just to the environmental objectives of REPS but also to wider objectives of maintaining the rural population.
REPS now has a well developed platform for delivery, is widely understood and there is a significant body of knowledge built up at all levels – farmers, planners and implementing bodies. This impacts positively on the delivery of the measure including its cost effectiveness.
4.4.3.7.
Monitoring and Evaluation 
Monitoring and Evaluation is considered at 2 levels. First there is the ongoing monitoring of the programme in terms of compliance, etc and in this respect existing procedures and practices are well established and appropriate. 
In terms of programme monitoring and evaluation in the context of assessing results and impacts the situation is more complex. While some of the impact of REPS is immediate (visual landscape) much of the impact can be expected over a longer period. Establishing a suitable and appropriate evaluation system is an issue that needs to be addressed notwithstanding that significant progress has already been made in identifying a range of indicators that will facilitate evaluation. This issue is dealt with in more detail in the SEA.
4.4.3.8. 
Conclusions and Recommendations
The proposed REPS measure builds on the success and experience of previous REPS measures but is not just a simple follow on from the previous programme. It will be implemented against a background of a totally changed CAP pillar 1 and a new farming regime. Lessons learned from the previous measures have been taken into account in the design of the current measure and the current design is considered to be attractive both in terms of its flexibility and monetary reward. Currently there are approx 51000 participants and this is targeted to rise to 64000 by 2013. The proposed payment rates represent an increase of approximately 17% on the current rates and reflect the cost to the farmer of adhering to the REPS requirements. 
The REPS measure (and NATURA 2000) is now a well-established environmental measure with an established platform for delivery. Changes reflected in the draft programme demonstrate that the programme is evolving and responsive. The supplementary measures proposed are imaginative and cover a range of environmental priorities. The accompanying SEA concludes that these measures will, as is the intention, make a “Significant” contribution to the conservation of natural habitats and to the conservation of the floral and faunal species these habitats support.  As such the Measures represent the single most important element of the Draft RDP as regards the protection of biodiversity.  With sufficient resources and application the Measures should be at least capable of arresting the rate of decline in biodiversity in these areas while also providing for the possibility of regaining some species lost to Ireland and strengthening the status of others. This Measure will also have positive impacts on biodiversity beyond national boundaries in that it affords protection to a range of migratory species and acts to conserve the habitats such species use for that part of their life cycle spent in Ireland.
Impacts of “Some Significance” are the Measures’ contribution to the conservation of soil and water that low intensity, environmentally driven, informed agricultural practices can achieve.  (Ensuring that informed agricultural practices are applied is provided for by way of the training and technical advice elements that are an inherent part of the Measures).  Through the financial supports the Measure provides it also has the positive impact of reducing land abandonment, protecting existing landscapes and maintaining a local human population within and in the locality of the subject areas. The prevention of land abandonment also serves to resist the colonisation of land by invasive non-native plant species such as rhododendron in and around forested areas. 
REPS is now seen increasingly attractive measure for farmers to participate in with the perceived benefits outweighing the costs and underlying prejudices being gradually overcome. In late 2004 Teagasc carried out a sample survey on attitudes to REPS among farmers. Responding to the question “will you join REPS3” 56% indicated that they would – an increase of 16% over the then levels. If this was to happen it would represent approximately 63000 participants in REPS3, which is broadly in line with the number projected in the RDP of 64000.
4.4.4
AFFORESTATION AXIS 2 MEASURES (221-227)
4.4.4.1

Identification of the Problem
Analysis of the Present Situation
The main policy document in the area of forestry is “Growing for the Future: Strategic Plan for the Development of the Forestry Sector”. The Strategy defined the objective as “To develop forestry to scale and in a manner which maximises its contribution to national economic and social well being on a sustainable basis and which is compatible with the protection of the environment”. The policy was adopted at a time when economic opportunities in other forms of land use were diminishing due to reforms of the CAP and forestry was seen as a possible alternative in the context of a broader concept of rural development. The policy was also set against a background of low levels of afforestation in Ireland. The primary emphasis was on the economic potential of afforestation in terms of timber production though there was recognition of the environmental and amenity benefits. The Strategic Plan proposed a target of 20,000 ha of afforestation every year to 2030, which it considered necessary to sustain a viable processing industry in the long run. These targets were embedded in the Operational Programme for 1994-99 and again in the current CAP RDP 2000-06. 
Problems to be Addressed
The long run target has not been achieved largely because of competition from alternative uses including the REPS schemes which is also supported by the CAP RDP, inertia in the farming community faced with an irreversible decision, high land values and by environmental constraints. A relevant consideration is that premiums for afforestation have not been improved in recent years while general returns from agriculture have.  Changes to the CAP since the CAP RDP was initiated has led to a net reduction in the attractions of alternative enterprises and these can be further reduced by adjustments to the terms and conditions of schemes like REPS. On the other hand, environmental constraints have arisen from increased awareness of the environmental threats but they also reflect higher valuations on environmental benefits which forests, suitable planned and managed, can supply. The most important of these is the value of forests as carbon sinks, a value, which can now be quantified since the growth of trading in carbon credits. The problem which forestry policy has to address is therefore to promote the development of afforestation, which enhances environmental values, generates other non market values and is viable in commercial terms.
Identification of Target Group
Up to the mid 1980s, afforestation was almost exclusively undertaken by the public sector. With the introduction of incentives in the mid 1980s the private sector became more active while at the same time Coillte, the state forestry enterprise was obliged to cut back when it was not longer entitled to receive forest premiums. The private sector, most of whom are farmers, is now the dominant element – about 90%. Which farmers and what land was afforested were heavily influenced by incentives for alternative enterprises. Initially, marginal land was exploited since the opportunity cost was low. Elderly farmers or farmers with off farm employment, and therefore unable or unwilling to undertake intensive agriculture and farmers in LFAs were important participants – though inertia seems to have been inhibiting factor even in these categories. With the introduction of decoupling, and the decline in market returns, forestry becomes, in principle attractive to a wider range of farmers. However, an important obstacle is the REPS scheme, which provides attractive returns for extensive agriculture without a major change in use. An important priority for the further development of forestry will be opening the REPS scheme for an afforestation element.
4.4.4.2

Objectives of the Measure
Overall Objective
The overall objective of the Forestry Measures is to increase percentage of land under forest, and to improve its management, in order to maximise the delivery of a range of public goods, economic, social and environmental and commercial timber thereby supporting economic and social activities in rural areas. With improvement in economic conditions in rural areas, the significance of environmental and amenity benefits has increased relative to economic values. The environmental benefits include carbon sequestration and the promotion of biodiversity. Economic benefits include employment and income generated by forestry operations, downstream processing and expansion of indigenous energy resources. Afforestation also has the capacity to deliver important recreational and amenity benefits.
Specific Objectives
The specific objectives of the schemes are to:
· Expand the total area of afforested land including non agricultural as well as standard agricultural and REPS farms 
· Maintain quality of existing forests through repairs, reconstitution and preventative measures 
· Promote forest schemes with high environmental and amenity values.
Coherence with Draft RDP
The Draft RDP aims to fulfil the Government’s objective, as set out in the White Paper, of ensuring economic and social well-being of the rural communities. This includes measures, which are aimed at ensuring the sector’s contribution too wider environmental and socio economic objectives. The measures proposed in Axis 2 Forestry will expand the total area of afforested land but in a manner which will contribute to improvements in the environment from a number of stand points, carbon sequestration, water quality, biodiversity. At the same time the largest elements of the Axis 2 measures will expand total area under forest thereby increasing present and future incomes and economic activity in rural areas.
Baseline and Impact Indicators
Indicators of performance have been proposed in the draft RDP but they are not sufficient to measures impacts, especially with respect to amenity and environmental benefits. The consultants have proposed that a coordinated effort be made across the range of RDP measures to establish relevant indicators.  

4.4.4.3

Actions Proposed in the Measure and Sub Measures
Actions Proposed
The main action proposed are grants for the capital cost of the establishment or reconstitution of forests with annual premiums also payable on First Afforestation of Agricultural and Non Agricultural Land (221,223) and the FEPS (225) schemes. All schemes to be planned and implemented to attain high environmental, bio diversity and amenity values.
	Axis 2 Forestry Measures

	Code
	Measure
	Action
	Ha Affected

	221
	First Afforestation of Agricultural Land 
	Cost of establishment of forests on non agricultural land and premiums (for 20 years) on new plantations
	70,000 

	223
	First Afforestation of Non Agricultural Land 
	Cost of establishment of forests on non agricultural land and premiums (for 5 years) on new plantations
	790 

	222
	First Establishment of Agro Forestry Systems on Agricultural Land
	Small scale plantations aimed at targeted environmental benefits
	500 

	225
	Forest Environmental Payments Scheme (FEPS)
	High nature value forestry for REPS farmers
	16,800

	226
	Reconstitution and Protection of Woodlands Scheme
	Grant towards cost of repairs of land affected by fore, wind blow, and predation and cost of protective measures
	1,460

	227
	Non Productive Investments
	Amenity schemes in forests aimed at improving access.
	16.400


Lessons Learned from Earlier Measure
Forestry policy has been subjected to a number of evaluations in the recent past including the ex Ante Evaluation in 1999, the Mid Term Evaluation in 2003 and a major review of the original policy, commissioned by the Department and published in 2004.  In general, the evaluations have endorsed the policy of expanding the national forestry estate but have been critical about certain shortcomings, which have led to sub optimum environmental results or even damage and others, which may lead to reduced economic returns. The 2004 Report (by Bacon Associates and Deloitte) noted defects in the policy, which “arise from poor management of the crop, failure to develop aspects of supporting infrastructure, lack of proper information to guide development and an over-emphasis on the timber value as compared to the non timber Benefits of forestry
These criticisms have led to substantial changes in the forestation policy over the years including an increase in conditions on grant awards in respect of species and location with the aim of protecting water, promoting biodiversity and improving appearance of forests. These improvements have helped ensure a better return from forests in non timber terms, though evidently more remains to be done, and have probably lead to a reduction in potential economic returns.
Needs and Objectives of Sub Measures/Operations
The object of the measures is to expand forest coverage so as to ensure important economic benefits and at the same time to attain important environmental and non economic benefits. The largest measure is 221, First Afforestation of Agricultural Land, which will increase the number of hectares of forestry by 70,000 or 10,000 ha per annum thus securing important timber and carbon sequestration benefits. However, the terms and conditions of the grants and premiums are such that a high standard of environmental quality will also be attained. Thus, this measure can be said to have dual commercial and commercial objectives. However, the FEPS and the other smaller schemes (222 and 227) are specifically designed to attain environmental or amenity objectives through small scale interventions in the form of carefully designed plantations. The hectarages involved are small and they are unlikely to deliver significant timber benefits.  
Coherence between Measures
The six measures support the environmental and economic objectives of the national forestry Programme with an increased emphasis on environmental and amenity benefits by comparison with earlier Programmes. They are all therefore coherent in their objectives. With the exception of Measure 226, reconstitution and prevention, the measures are operationally independent. The Reconstitution and Maintenance measure provides a range of supports to repair and or prevent accidental and predatory damage to forests and is strongly complementary to the others.
4.4.4.4

Expected Impacts from Measure
The total planting envisaged in Measure 221 (First Afforestation of Agricultural Land) will add about 70,000 ha to the national forest estate.  The rate of planting will be well short of the 20,000 ha which had been proposed in Growing for the Future and this implies a smaller impact on rural employment than had been envisaged. However, the Department believes that the 10,000 ha planting target is at least sufficient to maintain the viability of the industry infrastructure, such as nurseries, to maintain positive levels of carbon sequestration and sustainable wood energy markets. 
Although the other measures are small scale, it can be expected that by careful identification of opportunities and needs and planning, they will lead to relatively large environmental and amenity benefits having regard to the small hectarages involved.  
4.4.4.5

Added Value of Community Involvement in the Measure
Investment in forestry in the Irish context, where there is little revenue from existing operations, imposes a heavy financial burden on the public finances. The EU contribution alleviates the heavy financial costs of the long term investment in developing forestry thereby helping to maintain a high volume of activity.  
Administration and Subsidiarity 
The scheme is administered on a national basis by the Forestry Service of the DAF. There appears to be no need for regional devolution of administrative functions. However, an important element is the Forestry Inspectorate who are located throughout the country and who are responsible for vetting applications from the environmental point of view and for ensuring that conditions are observed. Other elements in the administration include Forestry specialists in the regional offices of the agricultural advisory service – Teagasc. Important elements of administration are also provided by private sector forestry consultants who prepare afforestation plans and who advise owners about the management of the forests.
Relevance to Community Objectives
These objectives are consistent with EU economic, social and environmental objectives in the field of rural development. Afforestation process generates employment in nurseries, establishment companies, harvesting and processing, almost all of which is in rural areas. Likewise, the premiums and receipts from harvesting support farm incomes when alternative farm activities offer diminished returns. Afforestation also helps with the attainment of the Kyoto targets on net carbon emissions.  Properly planned, afforestation, including the supplementary environmental forestry measures will contribute to bio diversity, landscape and amenity values. 
Complementarity to Other Interventions
The Axis 1 Forestry Measures include actions, which are strongly complementary to the Axis 2 Measures. These include training and advice, which address an important need in a country with little forestry tradition amongst landowners. Two other schemes support thinning operations which are not otherwise economical, and neglect of which would endanger the quality of the national forest, and investment in infrastructure, especially roads for harvesting and access for amenity purposes.  In other Operational Programmes there is support for research and development through COFORD, the state forestry research agency. Assistance for the processing industry is also available under the Human Resources Operational Programme and the Enterprise Operational Programme. Improvements to the efficiency of the processing industry will have an important effect in ensuring commercial returns to forest owners. 
4.4.4.6
Cost Effectiveness of Measure
Realism of Financial projections
The schemes are dependent on funding from the Department and the financial targets can be regarded as reliable as an upper limit. However, demand for afforestation has been weak, as noted above. The increase of 15% in the premiums, which has been agreed should help to improve the relative returns to forestry. Farmer resistance may also be gradually undermined by the SFP. However, it is still possible that rates of planting and therefore absorption of the budget could fall below what is programmed in the RDP. 
Financial and Human Resource Costs
Financial implications are show in the attached table. 
Axis 2 Forestry Measures
	Code
	Measure
	Total Expenditure
2007-13

	221
	First Afforestation of Agricultural Land 
	898.1

	223
	First Afforestation of Non Agricultural Land 
	4.9

	222
	First Establishment of Agro Forestry Systems on Agricultural Land
	1.5

	225
	Forest Environmental Payments Scheme (FEPS)
	11.8

	226
	Reconstitution and Protection of Woodlands Scheme
	7.3

	227
	Non Productive Investments
	11.0


The administration of the forestry programme from promotional work by the Forest Service to the felling and processing of timber is a complex one. This is for a variety of reasons including the absence of forestry traditions, which therefore requires intensive promotion, education and training, the environmental implications which requires careful planning and management and the absence of a self financing private sector which could relieve the state of many of the functions which it has to shoulder – such as investment in forest roads, reconstitution, and thinning. 
Cost Effectiveness
The Bacon and Deloitte report was able to assign economic values to the non-timber outputs of the forestry programme, including the value of carbon sequestration, amenities and bio diversity. The report concluded that the programme would generate a net benefit in discounted terms of €571 million. However, this was on the basis of planting 20,000 ha per annum. The overall implication of a slower rate of planting is not clear since both costs and benefits are reduced. The commercial benefits would seem to be the most at risk if it is the case that scale effects are important for the realisation of returns from timber. 
Scope for Attaining Objectives at Less Cost
The consultants also note that the Reconstitution Measure (226) provides funds for forests, which have been affected by natural disasters like windblow and fire. Landowners are obliged to maintain their forests in good condition and this should be taken to include insurance against disasters. Savings could be allocated to expanding other activities under the Reconstitution Measure or to other measures.
4.4.4.7

Monitoring and Evaluation
All forestry schemes must be submitted to the Forest Inspectorate before approval can be given for grant assistance and work can commence. Larger plantations and those in sensitive areas are subjection to planning permission by the local authority. Most projects are carried out by contractors who are certified to high environmental standards. These contractors and a sample of their plantations are inspected by the Forest Inspectorate. Other projects are all inspected by the Inspectorate. Projects are reviewed after completion and the final payment of the establishment grant can be withheld if restorative work is required. Inspections occur periodically thereafter. Thinning and felling requires permission and conditions can be attached so as to ensure that there is no environmental damage. 
4.4.4.8

Conclusions 
The national forest programme is consistent with objectives of the EU in relation to forestry and supports national rural development policy in providing alternative income and employment in rural areas. Forestry provides important carbon sequestration and alternative energy potential and, when carefully managed, can generate important amenity and bio diversity values. The forestry measures will promote the size of the national forest, which is low by European standards, and will address some deficiencies of Irish forests and enhance some opportunities through targeted interventions. The scheme is complex and expensive and there is no alternative to heavy subsidisation backed up by careful supervision as envisaged in the draft RDP. The major difficulty with the programme at the moment is the low rate of take up. This may be helped in the immediate future by a planned increase in incentives. Alternatively, in the event of a shortfall in take up, surplus funds in the budget for establishment and premiums could be diverted to measures designed to enhance the commercial value of the forests, such as reconstitution (226) and the measures in Axis 1.
4.4.5 Animal Welfare, Recording and Breeding Scheme for Suckler Herds

Article 40 of Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 and Article and Regulation (EC) No …/2006, and Annex II, point 9.  (Code of the measure: 215)

Under Axis 2 a measure to support the suckler herd is proposed with an allocation of €250 million. The measure is primarily designed to encourage farmers to adopt high standards of animal welfare by providing support for farmers whose animal husbandry goes beyond the relevant mandatory standards and working practices on farms at present. In this respect the animal welfare component of the proposed measure is consistent with Article 40 of the Regulation. 
The rationale for intervention is well set out in the plan. It emphasises the importance of the role of the suckler herd in Ireland’s rural economy in particular in the less advantaged areas. There is an identified need to improve animal welfare standards as part of a process to improve the quality of the national beef herd. Thus while the measure is included under Axis 2 it also strongly complements Axis 1 and Axis 3 objectives. An improvement in animal welfare standards will assist quality and productivity. As a consequence, the direct animal welfare support is being linked to related assistance to encourage recording of data in breeding, which also has animal welfare components, and to the use of such data for breeding purposes.

The Objectives of the measure are to encourage farmers to:

· adopt high standards of animal welfare by providing support for farmers whose animal husbandry goes beyond the relevant mandatory standards and working practices on farms at present
· improve the quality of their cattle breeding by providing incentives for them to participate in the Animal Events Recording System and to upgrade the genetic merit of their female cattle breeding stock using the results of the data collected
There are seven proposed actions under the measure on animal welfare, related animal recording and breeding and associated training. These are relevant mainly to the “absence of systematic mutilations, isolation or permanent tethering” mentioned in Article 27 of the Commission implementing regulation.  The various actions under this measure are linked and participation in all (i.e. animal welfare, events recording, training) shall be obligatory and the breeding element shall be an added option (the replacement of female breeding stock with high genetic merit heifers).
The measure is consistent with the overall objectives of the RDP and promotes the objectives of all 3 Axes. It seeks to compensate farmers for the additional costs (including training) in adapting to programmes that will have benefits both in terms of better animal welfare standards and longer term for the overall beef industry. The linkage between the measure and the SWOT analysis in the RDP is tenuous and the specific need for this measure could be more clearly identified in the RDP. The rationale for the measure is well set out in the section dealing with the description and proposed actions but the link back to the earlier analysis could be improved. No monitoring and evaluation systems for the measure are outlined but it is understood that some details of the proposed measure were still under consideration at the time of this ex-ante evaluation.
4.5 
Axis 3 and 4 Rural Quality of Life and LEADER Implementation
4.5.1 Introduction

Axis 3 of the Plan is aimed at improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging diversification of economic activity.  Six specific measures and two training and skill acquisition measures are proposed and these measures are closely linked to three further measures, in Axis 4, detailed on pages 129 to 135 and involve a total expenditure over seven years over both axes of €425m or 10% of the total programme.  The priorities chosen in the plan are in accord with the Rural Development strategy document and with the provisions of Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005. 
Again I think this section is just for description of the individual measures. Comment on their impact is, or should be in 3.3 above.
Measures under Axis 3 bring seek to address issues that are broadly considered as important in improving the quality of life in rural areas and that promote a greater sense of community involvement. Since 1994 the LEADER programme – the EU Community Initiative for rural development - has operated in Ireland and has developed as a successful model for implementation of initiatives whereby problems in rural areas are addressed by responses appropriate and designed at local level. The objective of LEADER is to foster the development of rural areas through the implementation of innovative, locally based, bottom-up development strategies designed by local groups/bodies made up of a range of local actors (statutory and non-statutory).  Such groups typically operate in small towns and rural areas with a population of up to 100,000, which are seen to represent a natural rural ‘region’ in socio-economic and geographic terms.  Under Axis 3 the aim is to deliver a number of measures that would previously have been delivered under LEADER using the LEADER approach but ensuring the measures are part of mainstream rural development policy rather than actions of a pilot nature.
Table 1: Proposed Expenditure in Axes 3 and 4 2007-2013
	Axes 3 & 4
	Cost as % Total Programme
	EU Element €m

	On farm Diversification
	16.66
	

	Creation and development of Enterprise
	48.26
	

	Tourism Development
	45.40
	

	Improve access to basic services
	49.61
	

	Village renewal
	54.20
	

	Conserving the natural and built heritage
	51.70
	

	Training
	21.55
	

	Animation of local communities
	34.63
	

	Local Development Strategy
	4.10
	

	Co-operation among local groups
	10.70
	

	Local Group Administration
	80.73
	

	Technical Assistance e.g. Network
	7.90
	

	Sub-Total Axes 3 & 4
	425
	234


4.5.2 

Axis 3 Measures
4.5.2.1.
Problem Identification
Axes 3 and 4 addresses issues and problems of a broader nature associated with rural development and beyond agriculture and the farming community. It seeks to respond to challenges associated with “the quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy”. The need to maintain and develop an efficient and effective agriculture and food industry is accepted as paramount in terms of rural development policy. But reconciling this need for competitiveness and scale with broader objectives such as maintaining family farms, improving quality of life in rural areas, maintaining the environment, and other non-economic desiderata presents challenges for policy makers. This difficulty is accentuated by the challenges of a fast growing non-agricultural economy and the impact this has on traditional rural structures and landscapes. While the overall impact of the RDP cannot be expected to radically curtail the impact of broader economic forces, it nevertheless is an important instrument in seeking to define and promote a concept of a rural economy that will remain important in the context of overall national economic, social and environmental objectives and in the overall national quality of life. 
Six specific measures and two training and skill acquisition measures are proposed in pages 112 to 128 of the draft RDP.  These measures are closely linked to three further measures, in Axis 4, detailed on pages 129 to 135 and involve a total expenditure over seven years over both axes of €425m or 10% of the total programme. The priorities chosen in the plan are in accord with the Rural Development strategy document and with the provisions of Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 – articles 
Table 1: Proposed Expenditure in Axes 3 and 4 2007-2013
	Axes 3 & 4
	€m

	On farm Diversification
	16.66

	Creation and development of Enterprise
	48.26

	Tourism Development
	45.40

	Improve access to basic services
	49.61

	Village renewal
	54.20

	Conserving  the natural and built heritage
	51.70

	Training
	21.55

	Animation of local communities
	34.63

	Local Development Strategy
	4.10

	Co-operation among local groups
	10.70

	Local Group Administration
	80.73

	Technical Assistance e.g. Network
	7.90

	Sub-Total Axes 3 & 4
	425


The context of the plan is discussed in Chapter 1 of the RDP (pp 3 to 23) and strengths and weaknesses are considered. Most of the key issues relating to broader rural development and rural quality of life issues are discussed in some detail within the limitations of what the draft RDP can address. Broader rural development issues including infrastructure, communications, social inclusion, etc are for the most part outside the remit of the RDP and can be expected to be addressed in the NDP. 
The problems identified and the measures proposed under Axis 3 and 4 follow closely the philosophy on rural development as set out in paragraphs 46-51 of the regulation. The need to accompany changes in rural areas by seeking to diversify farming activities towards non-agricultural activities and carry out investments making rural areas more attractive in order to reverse trends towards economic and social decline and depopulation of the countryside are central in the proposed measures. At the same time the proposed measures are sufficiently flexible to recognise that the problems associated with quality of life in rural areas vary significantly across the country, are not static and often can be impacted on by events outside of the measures e.g. private sector investment.  
The proposed measures deal with only some of the weaknesses identified in the analysis and that is acknowledged in Chapter 4 (Priorities chosen by regard to EU Strategic Guidelines, National Strategy Plan and ex-ante evaluation) where it states “The measures were also chosen to maximise value add impact on existing complementary programmes in DCRGA such as Community Development Programmes, Small Farm Holders Initiative, Rural Social Scheme, CLÁR infrastructure programme and Department initiatives supporting the Gaeltacht and the Islands.” While the limitations of what can be addressed in this plan are understood it would be useful at some stage if a more comprehensive rural development document is elaborated that examines all the issues and dynamics impacting on rural Ireland. This would also facilitate the ongoing evaluation of the impact of Axis 3 and 4 measures.
Previous Rural Development plans and Other Schemes
In previous programmes the priority given to general rural development issues (outside those linked to farming and forestry) was low, amounting to an expenditure of €171 m (General rural development with LEADER +) out of an overall programme of €4,691 m in the period 1999 to 2006. The LEADER + element was evaluated at mid term and the results of this evaluation are reflected in the new programme. Two other programmes not formally part of past national Rural Development plans (CLAR and the Rural Social Scheme) have been introduced in recent years. The objectives of these schemes are defined and some qualitative evaluation carried out. The CLAR objectives complement both the economic and quality of life objectives of rural development well and there has been significant expenditure. The expenditure of €151m over four years (though not all is from public sources) is greater per annum than the amount spent under the General Rural Development and LEADER + programmes. 
Proposed Measures
Specific Measures: Objectives, Expected Impact, Target Group, and Indicators
Each of the measures proposed is now considered in turn, with assessment of the objectives, expected impact, target groups and indicators of outcomes, inputs, results and impacts. 
On page 111 there is a summary of the measures in Axis 3 and a list of “Targets for Axis 3”. These targets include indicators, how they will be measured, a baseline and a target. This approach is highly recommended. We think however that some improvements to these targets (and to others elsewhere in the programme) are required if the targets are to be used later to evaluate the success or otherwise of the measures proposed. 
Firstly baseline data in this table should indicate clearly the year to which this data relate (it can be found after some searching in appendices). Likewise target data should relate to a particular year - say 2015. Economic data should assume a 1-2% p.a. productivity improvement, before accounting for the impact of specific measures. 
Secondly, indicators should be chosen which allow if possible for the specific impact of the measures to be evaluated. An indicator which shows progress in rural development has its uses but if this progress can be attributed to strength in the wider economy, to general demographic developments or to some other source, separate from the measures, its value as an indicator in this plan is much reduced, as it will not be possible to separate the impact of the specific action or measure. 
The indicators and targets on page 111 are generally relevant for measuring progress in rural development but few could be attributed specifically to the success of individual measures. Development of tourism walkways, subscriptions to the internet, life long learning and net migration are examples of indicators which are only tenuously related to the programme of measures in Axis 3: while the percentage of added value arising in the services sector, while highly relevant, should relate to regional rather than national data. 
Diversification into non-agricultural activities: The rationale for this proposal is well explained. The target group is well defined.  We feel that the objective could be clarified as it appears to restrict enterprise developments to those, which use the fixed assets of the farm. Enterprises which use the skills of the farmer, his/her spouse or children but which do not use the fixed assets of the farm could be ruled out. The indicators proposed for measurement of output, impact and results are appropriate. 
Support for business creation and development: The rationale for this proposal is well explained. The target group is well defined.  The indicators proposed for measurement of output, impact and results are in general appropriate. However provision should be made in the evaluation of results for the fact that some enterprises will fail within a few years and that “gross jobs created” could be a misleading indicator. Preference should be for net jobs created. Likewise care should be taken with the use of regional economic growth data as an evaluator of the impact of the measure, as it could be derived from other factors. 
It is not clear (but is implied) that support under this heading will be confined to micro enterprises. 
Encouragement of tourism activities: The rationale for this proposal is well explained. The target group is well defined. The objectives and content are clear. We note with approval that the proposal is not limited to agri-tourism. We consider however that the indicators need some revision. In relation to output, the classification is across three dimensions, which differ from the elements included in the content. The latter appear preferable. In relation to impact, we feel that economic growth data, even at a regional level are too macro to capture the impact of the programme and should be excluded. Employment creation data are the most appropriate indicator but wonder whether it is necessary to class them as on and off farm. 
Basic services for the economy and rural population:  This proposal relates to the provision of cultural, amenity and leisure facilities in rural areas, where their absence may contribute to continued population decline or to an inability to attract migrants. It is a quality of life issue, which is only indirectly economic. As stated earlier the justification for this and similar measures (which we accept are necessary) has been underplayed in the opening chapter. Subject to that the rationale for this proposal is well explained here. The target group is well defined. The objectives and content are clear. Again we feel the indicators proposed under the headings of “result” and “impact” needs revision. The result indicator suggested is the “Number of Communities benefiting from actions”, which seems to duplicate the number of actions. Some measure of uptake or use of the facilities provided seems appropriate here, such as is included under impact. Likewise the impact indicator requires revision. Economic growth is not an appropriate indicator in this case, and neither is the number benefiting from training support (which seems misplaced here).  We acknowledge that it is extremely difficult to devise an appropriate indicator for a “quality of life” issue. This may be an issue where Local Groups could benefit from an exchange of views with similar groups in other Member States or from some wider research project at the outset of the programme.
Village renewal and development: The objective here is to provide appropriate small-scale infrastructure to enhance the economic and social attractiveness of villages, small towns and the surrounding countryside. It is predominantly a quality of life issue but has some economic benefits, e.g. in tourism and farmers’ markets. As stated before the undoubted case for improving the quality of life in rural areas requires more elaboration and discussion in the opening chapter with a clearer definition of what the problems are and how they can be addressed. Subject to that the rationale for this proposal is well explained here. The target group is well defined. The objectives and content are clear. However there are again some problems with the indicators. We find it confusing that the classification of activity under the output and results indicators is different from those included in the “content”. As before, we have problems with the use of economic growth as an impact indicator.   
Conservation and Upgrading of the Rural Heritage: The objective here is “to provide an integrated approach to the protection of the local heritage …complemented by a range of initiatives designed to develop the sustainable economic contribution of the natural heritage”. Clearly conservation is the primary objective, while there is a subsidiary economic objective. Conservation of heritage is related to local pride and is a “quality of life” objective. The rationale for this proposal is well explained and the target group is well defined. The objectives and content are clear. However there are again some problems with the indicators. We find it confusing that the classification of activity under the output and results indicators is different from those included in the “content”.  As before, we have problems with the use of economic growth as an impact indicator but recognise the difficulties in devising appropriate indicators for “quality of life” issues.  
Training for economic actors:  The objective of this measure is to equip rural dwellers and communities with the appropriate range of skills and training to derive maximum social and economic benefit from the initiatives available under this axis. It is based on the assumption that the successful implementation of these measures also requires training in adapted and new skills for all rural dwellers and communities. The provision of a wide range of training courses in new technology, and ICT is proposed as is provision of new training facilities and distance learning opportunities. 
While this is undoubtedly an important area for investment the link with the analysis in Chapter one is not as clear as it could be. This Chapter does refer to the educational qualifications of rural and urban dwellers, showing that rural dwellers have a disparity in educational attainment, which may be largely attributed to differences in age structure of the population. The argument for skills training should be further elaborated. 
Among the list of skills proposed to be provided, entrepreneurship is noticeably absent. Given the professed need for new businesses and developments this seems surprising. Without entrepreneurs, there would be no market for other new technologies. 
The output indicators are appropriate. The results indicator should differ from these. It is suggested that the results indicator would quantify the extent to which those who attended the courses had used the new skills in existing or new enterprises. Likewise the impact indicator would quantify the extent to which these new or existing enterprises had increased in employment or turnover in subsequent years. 
Animation of local communities: The objective of this measure is to utilise the bottom-up structures of the Leader methodology to create awareness, understanding and motivation in rural communities so as to enable their full participation and input into the preparation of local development strategies. Since all axis 3 measures will be delivered through the Leader methodology by Local Action Groups, the animation and capacity building needs of the rural territory are central to a successful uptake of the programme in all rural areas. The objectives and content of the proposal is clear. 
Implementing local development strategies: 
This measure under Axis 4 is concerned with the selection of the Leader Groups who will administer the various programmes under Axis 3. The criteria for selection and the timetable are set out and the maximum number of groups laid down. An expenditure of €4.1m is foreseen but it is not clear what is covered. The preparation of business plans by each prospective Leader Group will be necessary and subsequent negotiations with Government departments and local authorities before their final approval as a Leader Group. It is presumed that the budget figure relates to these activities. Indicators are proposed here for the overall activity of these Leader Groups under Axes 3 and 4. These indicators are appropriate. 
Co-operation among local groups: Under axis 4, Leader Groups will be required to co-operate with each other, including the implementation of joint projects. Projects in tourism and the environment seem particularly appropriate for adjoining groups.  Groups will be required to reserve at least 3% of their overall budget allocation to co-operation. The activities to be funded under this heading will include preparatory activity, co-ordination and animation. Inter-territorial co-operation has the twin aims of achieving the critical mass necessary for a joint project to be viable and encouraging complementary actions in adjoining LAGs.  In relation to the targets, we note that co-operation projects are envisaged to account  for 3% of all projects (150/5,000) but that the employment generated is envisaged as 5% of the total (100/2,000). In view of the likely high share of environmental projects among the “co-operative” projects it seems unlikely that co-operative projects would yield a higher than average share of jobs created. 
Local Group Administration:  The objective of this measure is to provide LAGs with sufficient resources and expertise to efficiently administer all measures under axes 3 and 4 throughout all of the rural territory. A limit of 20% of all funding is to be applied to administration. Provision is made for some training for board members and LAG staff. 
The rationale for this proposal is well explained here. The target group is well defined. The objectives and content are clear. The indicators proposed however do not appear appropriate, since they relate only to training activities. The output from the expenditure here is surely a network of professionally run, local action groups, with strong local participation, and a portfolio of innovative projects, which contribute significantly to local development. Given that most of the current LAG groups are likely to continue, it might be appropriate to carry out a benchmarking study of existing Leader groups in 2006 and to carry out similar studies at the time of mid term evaluation and at the end of the programme. This would provide a good basis for evaluation. 
We see one potential problem with the arrangements for the Local Action Groups. This relates to their relationship with County Development Boards. The text states that Local Action Groups will be obliged to have cross-representation arrangements with County Development Boards and have business plans endorsed by them. The latter requirement could in certain circumstances create difficulties. It is at least possible that where relations are strained between a Leader Group and a County Development Board that approval of business plans might unreasonably be withheld or unreasonable and restrictive conditions be placed on it. A modification of this requirement may be necessary. 
Technical Support: The final proposal is to allow the provision of specific “technical support”.  While this is probably an excellent idea the objectives are not clearly defined and the rationale is not explained. Likewise there are no indicators of results or impact. While consultants studies may be confidential, some indicator that the work was indeed done is necessary and if appropriate some indicator of actions taken as a result (even if such action is to abandon a proposal). 
Implementing Arrangements
The Implementing arrangements appear appropriate, (apart from the issue in relation to County Development Boards referred to above). 
Conclusions, Key Issues and Recommendations
A fundamental difficulty with evaluating Axis 3 and 4 Measures is that the RDP and the earlier draft Rural Development Strategy both approach the overall issue of Rural Development with the requirements of EC Council Directive 1698/2005 very much in mind. While the requirements of 1698/2005 is more appropriate for Axis 1 and 2 it would appear that a more holistic and comprehensive Rural Development Plan is necessary when one starts to address rural quality of life issues. This difficulty in evaluation is accentuated by the fact that other interventions in addressing rural development included in the NDP were not available to the evaluators. Thus the evaluation has to look at what is a somewhat part picture.
The issues and measures covered under Axis 3 and 4 cover only a part of overall public support for development in rural areas and indeed part of the needs. In the context of a new National Plan it would be very desirable to see a document, which incorporated all the proposals affecting rural development together, and evaluated together. Specific proposals such as the CLAR programme to overcome disadvantage, and proposals for expanding the broadband network and for rural transport, have predominantly rural impacts. Others such as R and D investment, industrial development, rail and road networks and the national spatial strategy all have major implications for rural areas. The evaluators feel that a Strategy and Plan with a wider vision of rural development needs to be produced to outline the totality of Government’s proposed interventions. In the absence of this the current plan should endeavour to show what other initiatives are contained in the NDP that address other identified priorities and problems in rural areas. 
However within the limitations of the current RDP the Axis 3 and 4 measures are considered as appropriate and reasonable responses to identified problems. The overall approach and proposed measures shows that the requirements of Council Regulation 1698/2005 have been well-understood and taken into account in an imaginative yet realistic manner. In particular the need to clearly define the principles of coherence and complementarity of the axis for the improvement of the quality of life in rural areas and the diversification of the rural economy with other Community financial instruments, and particularly with those of cohesion policy has been addressed. The objective of “mainstreaming LEADER” and to transfer the basic principles of the LEADER approach to the programmes is inherent in the draft programme 
Our main criticisms predominantly relate to targets, some of which require to be changed. We acknowledge again the difficulty of setting impact targets on quality of life issues. While impact could possibly be measured ex ante and ex post through a survey of residents, this is something that needs to be assessed in terms of cost/benefit. 
5. 
Added value of community involvement 
The total cost of the RDP is estimated at €7.1 billion of which €4.3 billion is co funded by the EU at the rate of 50% to 55% making a total contribution amounting of €2.3 billion.  As noted 80% of the totals are devoted to the support of activities, which provide public goods in the form of general environmental protection, promotion of biodiversity, landscape appearance and public amenities. By definition these goods cannot be charged for and must therefore be paid from public funds. Finding finance for activities with intangible benefits is greatly aided by the availability of heavy co funding from the EAFRD.
6.
Monitoring and evaluation systems.
The RDP was drawn up on the basis of a wide-ranging consultation with interested parties. The RDP will be subject to an Ex Ante Evaluation (the present report) and a Mid Term Evaluation.  Individual measures of the Programme may also be subject to evaluations or expenditure reviews under the Government’s Strategic Management Initiative procedures or otherwise. A major EU-wide review of the CA scheme is due in 2010 and at the moment a report is being prepared by consultants.
The implementation of the RDP will be the responsibility of the CAP Rural Development Division of DAF with the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs having responsibility for Axis 3 measures. The RDP will be subject to periodic review by the Monitoring Committee, which will include representatives of agricultural and rural interests as well as of the two Departments concerned. 
An essential element in the monitoring of the RDP is the identification of an appropriate set of performance indicators. These indicators need to be relevant, accurate and readily available. Where public goods are concerned, such as amenities, environment and bio diversity, indicators of impact in particular, can be difficult to define. The consultants urge a coordinated approach to development of indicators by the two Departments in order to ensure a consistent and comprehensive set of indicators, which are relevant to the individual measures and to the programme as a whole. Primary reliance for the derivation of indicators will rest with the administrative and management system – at least as far as inputs and results are concerned. But indicators of impacts – especially those relating to the environment - may require the development of specific systems of measurement. Considering that the RDP will amount to €7 billion, investment in special measurement systems and surveys should be highly justifiable. 
7.
Strategic Environmental Assessment

As required by the Terms of Reference a Strategic Environmental Assessment that assesses the likely impact on the environment of the measures proposed in the RDP has been prepared by the evaluators. This is summarised below. The full version is printed separately. .
7.1 Definition and Scope of Strategic Environmental Assessment

The SEA is the formal, systematic, evaluation of the significant environmental effects of a plan or programme before a decision is made to adopt and implement it.  As part of that process an Environmental Report is prepared and is included as part of the overall ex-ante evaluation. The SEA identifies those aspects of the proposed Programme that are likely to have a significant environmental effect and establishes the necessary control and monitoring measures that will apply in reducing such adverse effects.
7.2 Outline description of the Measures proposed 

As set out in Ireland’s Rural Development National Strategy 2007-2013, the Programme will contribute to each of the three objectives detailed in Article 4 of the Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005,
7.3 Baseline Environmental Information

Irish agriculture is predominantly extensive and grass-based.  Tillage occupies some 10% of utilisable agricultural area; most of the remainder is devoted to cattle and sheep farming.  75% of the utilisable area is currently categorised as disadvantaged, and 77% of farmers qualify for Less Favoured Areas payments.
Ireland’s water quality compares well with that of most other EU countries although there is evidence of slight or moderate pollution in certain rivers and lakes.  In the case of air the Environmental Protection Agency reports that serious outdoor air quality problems no longer exist in Ireland.  They also note however that emissions from road traffic are the primary threat to the quality of air in Ireland.
Emissions from the agricultural sector are forecast to fall substantially through the Kyoto commitment period 2008–2012 to some 12% below 1990 levels.  These projections assume that full decoupling of agricultural support from production, as is now underway.
Ireland’s National Biodiversity Plan envisages a major role for agriculture and forestry.  This includes the Rural Environment Protection Scheme (REPS) that now places a far greater emphasis on biodiversity and, for example, has specific measures for the conservation and maintenance of hedgerows.  75% of our agricultural land is classed as “Less Favoured Areas” and a similar proportion of High Nature Value areas are situated in them.  Forestry, and in particular well-planned forestry, can contribute positively to biodiversity.
Forestry also has a significant contribution to make to Renewable Energy, for example based on the level of afforestation established since the mid-1980s, the contribution of forestry thinnings to the national energy supply chain will increase ten fold between 2006 and 2020.
7.4 Anticipated Environmental Effects arising from Axis 1 Measures

“Traditional” lower intensity farming with fewer inputs may be replaced by more efficient and productive agricultural practices the potential for adverse effects on the environment may increase somewhat.  However the Axis 1 objective of having a younger better trained farming community should have positive benefits as they are more likely to be environmentally aware and to have the necessary farm management skills and capability to reduce or eliminate any significant (negative) environmental effects that increased farm productivity might have.
The central theme of the Farm Improvement Measures is to promote diversification of farm activities that are supported in a manner that promotes higher standards for environmental protection, health, safety, and animal welfare.  Maintenance of diversification of land use also has an impact of maintaining and protecting established landscapes.  These all have potentially positive environmental effects of varying significance.
In the case of forestry extensive areas of single species plantations have been the norm in the past and these can in many instances have adverse implications for biodiversity.  In this instance the Programme seeks to shift to more dispersed, better managed, plantations.  This provides the opportunity for the creation of greater diversity of habitat for flora and fauna at forest margins and consequent benefits for the encouragement of biodiversity.
Adherence to the Code of Best Forest Practice will be of key importance in the case of protection of water quality as there is real potential for adverse impacts as described in more detail under Afforestation Related Measures below.
The Programme also proposes to encourage the manufacture of downstream value-added forest products. Where production facilities result these will be subject to development consent from the local authority in whose administrative area the enterprise is to be established.  Where large scale downstream projects (e.g. paper or board mills) arise that are likely to have significant environmental effects these are subject to detailed Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) on a project by project basis under the EU EIA Directive.
7.5.  
Anticipated Environmental Effects arising from Axis 2 Measures
(a) Improving the Environment and the Countryside (Primarily Nature Conservation Related Measures)
The Programme plans to continue a range of extensive supports for habitat and species conservation.  Measures include the strengthening of the Rural Environment Protection Scheme (REPS), Natura 2000 payments and payments linked to the Water Framework Directive and the Less Favoured Areas compensatory allowances that promotes and supports farming practices that are environmentally sensitive and sustainable.  Under the new programme it is now proposed to expand the scheme to include eligibility to intensive farming activities thereby bringing a greater and wider degree of biodiversity protection, and environmental protection generally, than applied heretofore.

The Measures will, as is the intention, make a “Significant” contribution to the conservation of natural habitats and to the conservation of the floral and faunal species these habitats support.  As such the both the REPS and Natura 2000 Measures for the protection of designated sites (a full listing of which is provided in Appendix 3 of the Draft RDP) are Environmental Protection Measures and represent the single most important elements of the Draft RDP as regards the protection of biodiversity.  With sufficient resources and application the Measures should be at least capable of arresting the rate of decline in biodiversity in these areas while also providing for the possibility of regaining some species lost to Ireland and strengthening the status of others.  The Measures will also have positive impacts on biodiversity beyond national boundaries in that they afford protection to a range of migratory species and act to conserve the habitats such species use for that part of their life cycle spent in Ireland.
(b) Improving the Environment and the Countryside –Afforestation Related Measures
There are a number of “Afforestation Related Measures” proposed under Axis 2.  
In promoting afforestation, including broadleaf woodlands, the Measures will afford the opportunity for greater diversity of land use and the greater biodiversity that can follow over time.  Insofar as the forests and woodlands are also intended to be promoted as recreational assets they have the potential to provide benefits of some significance for encouraging an active lifestyle and consequent benefit to human health.
Climatic benefits will also accrue as tree growth sequesters carbon while also providing substitute materials for a wide range of products including construction products such as timber frame housing, all in a manner that is essentially carbon neutral.
Forest output will include wood fuel.  As elsewhere in Europe, Ireland is making rapid strides towards the use of carbon neutral wood as a substitute for imported hydrocarbons as a fuel source.
The principal potential adverse effects of forestry are in relation to watercourses.  Strict adherence to appropriate planting practices such as adequate set back from watercourses are essential for avoidance of siltation, soil disturbance, acidification of waters and nutrient runoff.  It is noted however that the Code of Best Forest Practice addresses both the issue of water quality protection in particular and also archaeological issues (deep soil disturbance) that might arise.
7.6. Anticipated Environmental Effects arising from Axis 3 & 4 Measures

The overall priority for the Axis 3 &4 Measures is to stimulate economic and social activity in all rural areas. The range of actions to deliver this priority was chosen to deliver the optimum economic and social impact while demonstrating internal as well as external complementarity at Axis level.  
The essential objective of the various Measures is to make a useful contribution to maintaining a viable rural population while also maintaining a quality of life in a valued rural environment.  As such the Axis 3 & 4 Measures will make a positive contribution to population and health.  Similarly by supporting the retention and development and of a viable rural community aspects such as the existing built environment and the rural landscape can be maintained and enhanced.  Equally adverse environmental impacts such as significant land abandonment and the loss of material assets that such abandonment represents can be reduced or avoided.
The principal possible negative impact identified is the inevitable growth of traffic as a consequence of a more vibrant rural community.  As a counterbalance to this however it is recognised that by rooting jobs and social infrastructure locally the necessity to commute long distances can be greatly reduced.
Environmental impacts associated with the development of the various tourism facilities, recreational buildings, small business premises etc. will all be subject to planning consent prior to construction and as administered by the relevant Local Authority in each area.  This affords the opportunity to apply (as is the norm) appropriate planning consent “Conditions” to reduce any adverse effects.
7.7 Alternatives to the Programme

An examination of the Draft RDP suggests that collectively the Measures proposed will do much to progress rural development in both an economic sustainable and environmentally sustainable manner.  The principal alternative to the Draft RDP would be not to implement the Programme, (termed the “Do-nothing Scenario”) or to drop substantial elements of it.  Of particular concern in the absence of the Programme would be the potential for widespread abandonment of farmland and its environs as a consequence of a further more pronounced shift to off-farm income activity in response to the decline in more traditional farm output and income.  It is self evident that the Do-nothing Scenario would likely result in significant adverse environmental effects across a wide range of environmental parameters (biodiversity, population, climate etc).
7.8
Monitoring of the Environmental Effects of the Proposed Programme

It is a requirement under SEA that provision is made for monitoring the environmental effects of a plan or programme over its lifetime.  This is central in ensuring that adverse environmental effects are quickly identified, quantified and addressed in a timely and effective manner.  To this end this Environmental Report makes a number of Recommendations in respect of Monitoring.  The principal Recommendation is that:  The Department of Agriculture and Food should establish and oversee a comprehensive, integrated, environmental monitoring programme.  That programme should ideally be based on a sophisticated Geographical Information System (GIS).
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