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Executive summary 

This deliverable gives an overview of the challenges that actors face in the CSP design and monitoring process in 

different EU Member States and throughout the design steps. Based on these challenges and drawing from the 

Tools4CAP inventory and literature review, it outlines good practices in the CSP design process as well as promising 

practices relating to other European and selected international policy strategy development processes with a 

particular emphasis on sustainable development. 

Based on the outcomes of 12 focus groups reports (see Deliverable 6.5), a literature review in 18 MS and a EU level 

online survey (n=38), the report shows what challenges emerge in the different MS at different policy steps and 

groups challenges into five clusters (Data coverage, availability and relevance; Current multi-level governance of 

the CAP and its complexity; Lack of capacities; Lack of accountability and transparency; Obstacles to evidence-

based policy making). A joint analysis of the outcomes of the focus group reports, the literature analysis and the 

online survey shows that challenges resulting from the current multi-level governance of the CAP and its complexity 

as well as timing issues are the most common. Coordination between the national and the regional level, lack of 

transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation results, as well as hurdles related to the volume 

and/or complexity of CAP documents and technical problems, are also among the most mentioned challenges. 

While there are some challenges, such as the complexity of the CAP’s architecture and timing issues, that need to 

be tackled at EU-policy level, new and improved tools are promising to tackle other challenges. This is exemplified 

in good practices of (a) tools for the prioritisation of needs and objectives, (b) tools to support intervention setting, 

coherence and impact assessment as well as (c) approaches for stakeholder consultation. 

1. Introduction 

 Why Tools4CAP 

The Tools4CAP project enters into play in the context of a changing Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). The New 

Delivery Model (NDM) established in Regulation EU 2115/20211 introduces national CAP Strategic Plans (CSP), 

along with new monitoring, review and evaluation requirements. The new CAP comes with relevant novelties 

including a performance-oriented approach replacing the previous compliance-based model, more responsibilities 

and flexibility for Member States (MSs) for the design and monitoring of the CSPs, as well as a new policy cycle 

entailing exchange and coordination with the European Commission.  

Therefore, the NDM poses new challenges for MSs, which are called to acquire new capabilities and set up proper 

methodological tools to design and implement SPs to ensure increased green ambitions, SMART accountability, 

consistency of the intervention strategy, and external coherence with other policies.  

Tools4CAP aims to provide CAP decision-makers with suitable tools for a more evidence-based policy making, 

ultimately improving capabilities to design next-generation CSP, and to perform monitoring tasks to review 

performance of implementation and beneficiary compliance. To achieve its ambitions, the project pursues five 

specific objectives: 

1) To provide a shared knowledge base and an evaluation of methods and tools used for the design and monitoring 

of the CSP. 

2) To identify and adapt innovative methods and tools for the design and monitoring of the CSP, by taking stock of 

relevant and replicable solutions developed in recent and ongoing research projects and other EU initiatives. 

3) To empower end users to adopt innovative solutions for the design and monitoring of the CSP, by providing 

them with methodological guidance on choosing the best solutions, their operationalisation, and associated 

good practices. 

 

1 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R2115 
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4) To establish a replication lab supporting the practical demonstration and uptake of innovative solutions for the 

design and monitoring of the CSP, by operationalising and testing methods and tools across case studies. 

5) To set up a capacity building hub to mobilise knowledge and transfer operational capabilities to end users for 

the design and monitoring of the CSP, by enabling mutual learning, participation, and science-policy dialogue. 

 The objective of the deliverable 

The aim of Tools4CAP’s work package (WP) 3 is to outline methodological guidelines for the operationalisation of 

innovative tools integrating ex-ante modelling tools with participatory approaches, supporting the design of the CSP 

at MS level and ensuring the construction of a robust intervention logic and a functional stakeholder engagement at 

all relevant levels.  

This report is the outcome of the first task (3.1.) in this work package and focusses on identifying challenges that 

actors faced at different stages of the first generation CSP design in terms of policy development, decision making 

and multi-level governance. The task builds on the previous work in the Tools4CAP project, namely on the 

conceptual framework developed in Deliverable 1.2. as well as on insights from the focus groups (WP6). It is 

informed by the conceptualisation of the main steps of the CSP design (see Deliverable 1.2.) as well as key factors 

influencing the choice and application tools and the intervention logic. This deliverable is developed alongside 

deliverables in WP2 (Task 2.1. Assessment of needs and potential of existing and new models) and WP4 (Task 4.1. 

Data needs, potential data sources and farm level monitoring technologies) and builds the basis for the 

implementation of the co-design of improved or new methods and tools for informed decision making in Task 3.2.  

The Deliverable firstly outlines the relevant regulatory frameworks and guidance (chapter 1.3) and the approach to 

the underlying Task 3.1. (chapter 1.4). It then follows the different methodological steps of the focus groups, literature 

review and online survey (chapter 2) to conclude in a synthesis of the challenges faced in the different phases in 

terms of CSP design and policy development, decision making and multi-level governance (chapter 2.3). Finally, it 

will sketch different good practices for CSP design and implementation (chapter 3). The appendix serves as a 

compendium of the country-specific challenges for a more detailed insight.  

 The regulatory frameworks and guidance  

Deliverable 1.2. (section 4.3.) provides the general legal requirements for the design and implementation of the CAP 

Strategic Plans. For the deliverable at hand, the EU legal framework on process and decision making, stakeholder 

engagement as well as the role of regional level in the design and monitoring is of particular importance and will be 

sketched in the following.  

The EU Regulation (EU) 2021/2115 of the European Parliament and of the Council outlines various aspects of 

strategic plan design, programming processes, stakeholder engagement, and the roles of the region, envisioning a 

collaborative approach where regions, alongside national authorities, contribute to the design, management, 

monitoring, and implementation of strategic plans.  

According to this regulation, a National Managing Authority (MA) should be designated by each Member State (MS) 

to manage the CSPs (Paragraph 112). The MS should establish an intervention logic based on the SWOT analysis 

‘in which quantitative targets and milestones shall be set to achieve the specific objectives’ (Article 104); as they 

should ensure efficient, effective, and targeted use of Union funds.  

Article 106 sets out the procedural requirements relevant for the design and implementation of the CSP. In short, 

CSPs should be drawn up ‘on the basis of transparent procedures, where applicable in collaboration with their 

regions, in accordance with their institutional and legal framework.’  

▪ MA need to ensure that ‘relevant authorities at regional level are effectively involved in the preparation of 

the CAP Strategic Plan’ and that ‘public competent authorities for the environment and climate are 

effectively involved in the preparation of the environmental and climate-related aspects of the CAP Strategic 

Plan. 

▪ Member States need to organise a partnership with competent regional and local authorities including at 

least relevant authorities at regional and local level, other public authorities competent for environmental 

and climate issues; economic and social partners; relevant bodies representing civil society and, where 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/D1.2-Conceptual-framework.pdf
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relevant, bodies responsible for promoting social inclusion, fundamental rights, gender equality and non-

discrimination. 

▪ Member States need to effectively involve these partners.  

▪ Member States, including where applicable their regions, and the Commission shall cooperate to ensure 

effective coordination in the implementation of CAP Strategic Plans, taking account of the principles of 

proportionality and shared management.’ 

MA are furthermore responsible for carrying out ex-ante evaluation to improve the quality of the design of CSP 

(Paragraph 120). According to Paragraph 120, the principle of shared management between the Union and Member 

States is essential. 

Paragraph 113 discusses the responsibility for monitoring the CSPs. It highlights the need for an effective monitoring 

system to track the implementation and achievements of these plans.  

Role of regions / cooperation 

Besides the procedural requirements asking for an involvement of regions mentioned above, the regulation 

establishes additional roles and responsibilities for regions and for the cooperation between the different levels.  

For those MS ‘where elements relating to rural development policy are dealt with on a regional basis, Member States 

should be able to establish regional managing authorities’ (Paragraph 112); and should be able to establish 

regional monitoring committees. If that is the case, MS need to clarify the coordination with the national 

monitoring committee (Paragraph 113). It is also the MS’s responsibility to ensure ‘the coherence and the 

consistency’ of the elements of the CSP established at regional level with the elements of the CSP (Article 104). 

The outcomes of consultation with ‘partners, and in particular the relevant authorities at regional and local 

level, and a brief description of how the consultation was carried out’ need to be specified in Annex III of the 

respective CSP. Stating the principle of shared management, the regulation requires that relevant MS should 

involve ‘regions in the design of the evaluation plan and the monitoring and evaluation of the regional 

interventions (Article 120). MS also need ‘to ensure that the relevant management and control system has been 

set up in such a way that it ensures a clear allocation and separation of functions between the national 

managing authority and, where relevant, regional managing authorities and other bodies’ (Article 123).   

Stakeholder engagement is outlined in the regulation regarding the CSP design and implementation. MS are 

responsible for effectively involving’ economic and social partners, including representatives of the agricultural 

sector’ in the preparation of the CSP; and ‘consult with relevant stakeholders’ (Article 106). Monitoring committees 

at national and where relevant at regional level are instrumental for the review of CAP implementation and its 

progress toward achieving its objectives. The composition of the monitoring committee is the decision of the MS, but 

they shall ensure a balanced representation of partners – besides the relevant public authorities and intermediate 

bodies. Results of the committees’ meetings need to be published by the MS (Article 124).  

 Approach to this task 

Data sources 

This task built on three different sources. Firstly, the reports from the focus groups that were held in October and 

November 2023 in 12 countries (France, Germany, Poland, Romania, Slovenia, Slovak Republic, Bulgaria, Hungary, 

Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, and Netherlands) were analysed. In the focus groups, different actor groups (managing 

authorities, stakeholders, policy makers etc.) discussed tools and needs in the design process (see Deliverable 6.5) 

and gave first case-specific insights into the challenges that were faced.  

Secondly, IfLS carried out a literature review of general literature in English on challenges in multi-governance in 

evidence-based policy processes and stakeholder engagement. From this review, broad categories of challenges 

for the literature review in the different MS were deduced:  

▪ Transparency of fundamental information, proceedings, and (preliminary) results; communication through 

universally accessible channels. 

▪ Access to the policy process: Involvement of all relevant stakeholders, in a process that is open to various 

groups and interests, without allowing particular interests undue influence. 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/D6.5-Analysis-of-first-round-focus-groups.pdf
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▪ Aggregation: Prioritising various needs, building consensus or at least acceptance. 

▪ Multi-level governance: Information exchange, aggregation of needs, solutions and inclusive decision-

making across different ministries, different administrative and political levels, intra-MS and MS-EU. 

▪ General challenges of evidence-based policy making regarding status quo, intervention logic and 

selection/design of measures. 

▪ Knowledge/evidence use, technical issues: obtaining, evaluating, and incorporating knowledge/evidence 

into policy making. 

▪ Institutional and political obstacles to evidence-based policy making: path dependencies, partisanship, 

political contestation. 

Based on this, all Tools4CAP partners were asked to perform a supplemental literature review for different Member 

States in their native languages. For this task, a list of possible keywords for the literature review was created:  

▪ ‘new delivery model’ 

▪ ‘policy cycle’,  

▪ ‘policy capacity’,  

▪ ‘policy design’,  

▪ ‘intervention logic’,  

▪ ‘program* theory’,  

▪ ‘program* logic’,  

▪ monitoring,  

 

▪ ‘policy choice’,  

▪ decision-making,  

▪ stakeholder,  

▪ multi-level,  

▪ backroom,  

▪ ‘capacity gap’,  

▪ ‘path dependen*’,  

▪ resources,  

▪ know-how, 

▪ skills,  

▪ ‘data availability’,  

▪ ‘operative capacity’,  

▪ ‘performance based’,  

▪ ‘evidence based’,  

▪ challenges,  

▪ barriers,  

▪ gaps 

Within their expertise, the Tools4CAP partners gathered literature from 21 MS including Austria, Belgium – Wallonia, 

Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, 

Luxembourg, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Spain. Moreover, literature for the EU level 

was collected. Literature did not exist for all the countries. For Ireland, as there is currently no literature on challenges 

related to this area, the Irish partner contributed a note based on internal observations and experiences in the 

process. A total of 92 sources were analysed and included (peer-reviewed) scientific articles, grey literature, 

presentations, interviews and internal documents from own research. Summaries of the challenges were gathered 

in a shared file, linked to the categories, if possible, and reference to the original documents given.  

The results from the literature review and focus group reports were combined and a heuristic of challenges 

developed that built the foundation for the creation of an online survey. This third source for understanding 

challenges in decision making was thus set up through the EUSurvey in January 2024 and was open for responses 

from 15th January to 10th February 2024. The survey was created in English and automatically translated to 27 

languages. A total of 38 responses were collected (see             Table 1 for survey sample). 

The survey asked for the respondents’ country association, stakeholder group and optionally for the organisation 

name, as well as for their role and which steps of the design and monitoring process the respondent was a part of. 

In the second part of the survey, respondents were asked for good practices in the processes and challenges in the 

different steps of the design and monitoring process according to their answers concerning their participation in the 

process. The following answer categories were given for the challenges as well as the option for open answers. 

▪ Complexity of multi-level-governance (e.g. coordination between different administrative and political levels 

and stakeholders). 

▪ Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process. 

▪ Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes. 

▪ Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders (e.g. actors representing specific issues such as environment, 

social rural issues). 
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▪ Lack of engagement with stakeholders. 

▪ Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff. 

▪ Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation results. 

▪ Obstacles to evidence-based policy making (e.g. path dependencies, partisanship or political contestation). 

▪ Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently. 

▪ Technical problems (e.g. for stakeholder consultation, communication, sharing of information). 

▪ Timing (e.g. time pressure, lack of time for preparation). 

▪ Data coverage and availability. 

▪ Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among stakeholders. 

▪ Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents. 

Lastly, respondents were asked for the overall challenges and further comments (optional).
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            Table 1 Participants of the online survey 

Country 

               Policy Step 
 
 
Stakeholder Group 

Ex-Ante 

Analysis 

Socio-

economic 

context 

analysis 

SWOT 

analysis 

Design of 

inter-

ventions 

Budget 

allocation 

Design of 

indicators 

Assess- 

ment of 

coherence 

Monitoring/ 

Implemen-

tation  

Austria Regional authorities   X X     

Belgium (F) Ministries X X X X X X X X 

Denmark Managing Authority   X X     

Finland Ministries X X X   X   

France 
Ministries      X   

Regional authorities X X X X    X 

Germany 

Ministries X X X X X X  X 

Research institutes X X X X  X X  

Ministries X X X X X X X X 

Research institutes X X X X X  X  

Research institutes X        

Hungary 

Other Govern. Bodies   X X     

Ministries X  X X X  X  

Ministries X  X X X  X X 

Policy Planning X  X  X    

Ireland Agric. organisations        X 

Italy Regional authorities   X X X    

Latvia 

Consulting firms    X    X 

Paying agency X        

Research institutes X X X    X  

Lithuania 

Research institutes   X      

Research institutes  X X X     

Paying agency X X X X X X  X 

Research institutes  X X X  X   

Agric. organisations    X     

Poland 

Research institutes   X      

Research institutes X        

Int. organisations X        
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Portugal Consulting firms X        

Slovak  
Republic 

Ministries    X X    

Ministries    X     

Agric. organisations    X     

Ministries    X X X  X 

Consulting firms        X 

Ministries    X     

Agric. organisations     X  X  

Research institutes    X     

Sweden Managing Authority   X X  X   
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Analysis 

All sources of data were analysed individually first. Built on that analysis, a code system was created, and all findings 

were coded to get an encompassing overview of the challenges from all three sources. This was particularly 

important as neither focus group reports, literature review nor online survey covered perspectives from all MS. 

Coding all sources together gave a broad picture regarding Member States and actor perspectives. The code 

structure was deducted as follows: 

Code Subcode 

Data coverage, availability and relevance  

Current multi-level governance of the CAP 

and its complexity 

Timing 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 

documents 

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

Coordination of national and regional level 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes 

Dominance of EC 

Lack of guidance from the EC 

Lack of capacities Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff 

Lack of knowledge and/or existing networks and/or established 

discussion culture among stakeholders 

Technical problems 

Institutional capacities 

Farmer's capacities to use CAP 

Lack of accountability and transparency Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or 

consultation results 

Lack of consultation 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  Path dependencies 

Partisanship or political contestation 

Issues/Data neglected 

Lack of strategy from managing authorities 

Integration of knowledge 

2. Key challenges of CSP design and policy development, decision 

making and multi-level governance. 

In the following the key challenges of the CSP design and policy development, decision making and in multi-level 

governance are outlined along the three sources, i.e. focus group reports, literature review and online survey. All 

analysis steps follow a distinction between the different countries. Then, a synopsis of challenges is provided that 

shows the results of the joint analysis of all outcomes according to their overall mentions and along the design and 

implementation steps that were conceptualized in WP1. The 
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Appendix gives a detailed list of challenges per country resulting from the online survey. 

 Results from the Focus Group Reports 

In the following section, the results from the focus group reports will be outlined. The scope and direction of the 

outcomes varies as all focus group reports were structured slightly differently and the focus group discussions 

covered other topics according to regional specificities, involved actor groups and focus group setting (For more 

detailed accounts of the focus groups, see Deliverable 6.5.). 

Bulgaria: Participants of the focus group, including representatives from producers' associations and academia, 

mentioned that a significant challenge in strategic planning and management lies in the failure to integrate the 

insights gained from the SWOT analysis into subsequent decision-making processes within the Ministry. This 

issue has been particularly present amidst the frequent changes in government leadership in Bulgaria over recent 

years. ‘Other mechanisms’ are often utilized for the allocation of funds across various sectors and initiatives, leaving 

ambiguity regarding how identified needs translate into support measures and budget allocations. The 

consensus among most experts is that these factors contribute to the inefficiency of CAP subsidies, an imbalance 

among individual (sub)sectors, limited traceability concerning outcomes, and inadequate provision of the food chain 

with locally sourced products. This also holds true for lacking coherence between producer’s needs and the 

implemented measures. 

France: One challenge faced by policy makers in the steps of the conception of the strategic plan was the 

establishment of a democratic debate in civil society and of a consensus among stakeholders on the CSP. This 

was apparent in the national cross-sectional dialogue with stakeholders. In the ex-ante evaluation, the main 

challenge was to adapt the interventions to the fixed needs and priorities, while a challenge in the simulations 

of farm income under various aid distribution scenarios was to design and calibrate the settings of the interventions 

in coherence with the fixed objectives and priorities. In working with the platform ImPACTons! it proved to be difficult 

to analyse the expectations and needs of the civil society regarding the CAP. A further challenge was the 

coordination of integrating needs of the implementing bodies of the CSP into the design process, i.e. to establish 

smooth communication and express respective needs regarding the design of the CSP by stakeholders involved 

in the implementation of the CSP.  

Germany: Focus group participants highlighted time constraints and time pressure, especially due to the novelty 

of the CSP design process, as the major challenge. This resulted in a lack of real stakeholder consultation and led 

to more input-based stakeholder engagement. As different policy design steps needed to be coordinated and 

worked on simultaneously while working with changing regulation at the EU-level, this hindered a well laid-out 

transition of the stakeholder engagement from the regional level to the national level. Moreover, the federalist 

structure of the CAP implementation and subsequent need for coordination between the regional and national 

level proved to be challenging. In previous funding periods, stakeholder engagement mostly took place on regional 

levels and thus needed to be translated to the national level within the CSP design for the current funding period. 

This led to asymmetries between stakeholders as many associations are only regionally organised and do not have 

representation on federal level. Lastly, the complexity of the interplay of the regional and national level was a 

challenge. This resulted in timing issues and impressions of ‘never finding the right moment’ for the consultation. 

Ireland: Regarding the public consultation process, an NGO representative highlighted concerns about certain 

parties withholding information, which raised questions about their interactions with the Ministry, citing instances of 

lacking transparency. Some stakeholders found the process more difficult due to varying levels of prior 

knowledge, leading to differences in understanding overall possibilities. The Ministry played a role in enhancing the 

capacity and capability of these groups, particularly those with less knowledge. While some environmental NGOs 

lacked broader agricultural knowledge, some farmer representative bodies were not well-informed about relevant 

environmental issues. A representative from the young farmers association expressed content about their 

engagement through the tools provided, noting that their level of input was comparatively good compared to 

counterparts in other European countries. However, they also mentioned that while they felt they had input and 

influence, this did not always align with the intervention logic later in the process. Another challenge was 

ensuring the inclusion of all views and demonstrating stakeholder influence. The EU's emphasis on sustainability 

was evident, and the CSP had to reflect that perspective. 

Italy: Italy, as a regionalised state, faced challenges when transitioning to a single National Strategic Plan, 

particularly considering the absence of a defined European legislative framework at the time. This complexity 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/D6.5-Analysis-of-first-round-focus-groups.pdf
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complicated the selection of suitable methods for producing documents to be presented to policy makers at a 

technical level. The effectiveness of consulting with regions would have been enhanced if regional analyses were 

already harmonized into homogeneous formats. Consequently, regional needs often remained separate from 

national considerations. This was especially apparent in the need prioritisation phase. Moreover, the absence of 

guidance from the EU and the lack of comparison with other regional states led each regionalized state to develop 

its own approach to the CSP, resulting in potential isolation in decision-making. This was perceived as a limitation. 

Additionally, some tools used were technologically inadequate and time-consuming, as updating and 

standardizing the collected information was a lengthy process. In a multi-level governance decision-making process, 

time constraints further exacerbated these challenges. In certain cases, the National Rural Network did not have 

sufficient time to communicate prioritization choices to the regions.  

Lithuania: Despite the extensive time foreseen for the overall schedule of CSP design, the application processes for 

individual tools were hastily implemented, which limited the opportunity to organise sufficient focus groups to build 

consensus among stakeholders. Moreover, time constraints led to the neglect of less frequently used but 

highly informative tools, such as socioeconomic context analysis built on most recent data, as well as scenario 

building/modelling. Focus groups and expert judgment became the preferred tools due to their less time-consuming 

application and simpler organisation. The extensive national documentation for CAP SPs made it challenging for 

stakeholders to provide feedback or suggestions for improvement. Moreover, current communication tools for 

CSP preparation and implementation are outdated and static, making it challenging to effectively convey 

information at all policy steps. Recent developments in Agricultural Knowledge and Information Systems (AKIS) are 

seen as promising for improving access to relevant information. Despite the abundance of timely data collected by 

Eurostat and National Paying Agencies on agriculture, rural development issues, and CAP beneficiaries, user-

unfriendly interfaces hinder their full utilization in CAP SP design and monitoring. Additionally, data security 

and personal data protection constraints pose challenges to accessing and analysing large datasets. Scientific 

evidence relevant to various aspects of CAP is available in issue-specific publications but often remains inaccessible 

to stakeholders due to complex scientific databases. There is a demand for user-friendly platforms or summaries of 

scientific findings to better inform CAP developments. The insistence on retrospective data analysis tools by EC 

officers sometimes seems impractical given the rapid environmental, legal, and geopolitical transformations, such 

as climate instability and pandemics. Focus group experts suggest reconsidering the mandatory use of outdated 

tools and advocating for more reflective and flexible approaches, including small-scale experiments in agriculture 

and rural communities, to better inform CAP SP design and monitoring in response to evolving challenges. 

Poland: The main challenge faced by policy makers in all the SP steps in Poland was the time pressure and 

coordination of all activities. Policy makers were the most time-constrained during the final steps of preparing the 

CSP, when trying to address the comments made during public consultations, ex-ante evaluation and after the 

remarks from the European Commission. Moreover, the selection and the equal information of stakeholders to 

be invited to participate in different activities and events proved difficult. The organizers of the events could not rely 

on the invited participants being prepared for the discussions (i.e. that they read the sent documents). To reduce 

this problem, a brief introductory presentation to make sure that everybody can contribute to the discussion in an 

informed way, was proposed for future CSP preparation.  

Slovak Republic: The main challenges that policy makers faced were inconsistencies and lacking clarity from 

the EC on CSP design requirements. Q&A sessions as well as e-mailing answers to recurring questions in case 

they could not be made publicly available were mentioned as possible solutions. Another challenge was posed by 

inaccurate and/or misleading translations. Lastly, unclear or lacking agreements and rules for convening the 

meetings for the consultations of stakeholders proved to be challenging. 

Slovenia: The lack of adequate indicators to address complexity as well as a lack of data were the main 

challenges in the CSP design process in Slovenia. Large models such as CAPRI or AGMEMOD were not used, i.a. 

as they are not adapted to Slovenian conditions. Furthermore, there was a lack of balance and 

comprehensiveness in addressing different CAP objectives. A conflict between agriculture and environment 

(or rather agricultural and environmental stakeholders) as well as demographic issues and climate change 

(adaptation and mitigation) became apparent in the process. These issues are affected by a lack of data and 

monitoring, albeit to different degrees. Moreover, the preparation of strategic plans was characterised by a significant 

degree of uncertainty, as it took place in parallel with the legislative procedure at the EU level. This made the use 

of any tool difficult, as parameters changed over time. At the same time, policy makers were under time (and 

political) pressure to ensure that the next policy would be in place on time to begin budgetary disbursement of CAP 

support and ensure some level of certainty for farmers. Lastly, there is a distinct gap between the strategic thinking 

applied in the initial stages of policy making and the final allocation of funds to measures, which is not only highly 
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dispersed but also facing surprises in terms of differences between the expected and actual enrolment in different 

measures. This indicates that the prioritization was not well-implemented and that the measures were not adequately 

tested. The latter point substantiates the need for more piloting of measures and economic experimentation, as well 

as perhaps permanent specialised panels for conducting more complex surveys. 

 Results from the Literature Review 

In this section, the key challenges faced in the MS are presented by country. Mainly, the challenges relate to the 

overall process. Only in some cases do they concern particular phases, namely e.g. situation analysis (Lithuania, 

Portugal), SWOT (Germany, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania), public consultation (France), needs assessment and 

prioritisation (Spain, Portugal, Romania), setting indicators (Spain), and monitoring (Portugal). Where none of 

these phases is named in the following sections, the results refer to the overall process. 

The volume, type and quality of evidence in literature varies between countries. Therefore, it needs to be considered 

that some challenges may still be faced in countries even though they aren’t covered by the sources available. 

European Union: At the level of the EU as a whole, accountability and transparency are the main issues. As 

detailed in an expert interview with a representative of the European Court of Auditors, lacking transparency is 

associated with potential conflicts of interest as well as lacking ‘measures to detect risk situations and protect 

whistleblowers’ (interview with Pietro Russo, source not available). More specifically, transparency is found to be 

insufficient concerning decision-making processes or consultation results. For instance, ensuring diversity of 

stakeholders is deemed difficult; the EU CAP Network (2023) addresses the challenge of allowing for ‘all relevant 

groups’ in the elaboration of ‘evaluation and capacity building activities’. Another issue concerns data coverage and 

availability. The European Court of Auditors (2022) points to an insufficient availability, harmonisation, and 

usefulness of the data which forms the basis for the elaboration of the CAP. 

Austria: Increasing complexity is an overall challenge, as stated in a presentation by the Austrian Federal Ministry 

of Sustainability and Tourism (Dittenberger/Madner 2018). First, this refers to CAP documents, entailing new 

elements such as ‘predefined specific targets (indicators), strategic approach, approval process and national 

evaluation’, as well as the requirement of annual-level planning of outputs, milestones etc. Second, complexity of 

governance is is increasing due to a rising level of cooperation and number of stakeholders involved 

(Dittenberger/Madner 2018). At the same time, NGOs from the spheres of environment and small-scale/mountain 

farming point to an insufficient involvement of social sector stakeholders (BirdLife Österreich, GLOBAL 2000 & ÖBV-

Via Campesina Austria 2021). 

Belgium – Wallonia: The challenges named refer specifically to a lack of transparency concerning the 

consultation process. Based on an established institutional framework defining the bodies to be involved and the 

rules guiding the process, there were several consultations carried out early on in the CAP design process. However, 

the results and their use were discussed only with a limited number of stakeholders (Guisset 2017). Furthermore, 

these consultations weren’t based on a draft Walloon CSP nor was the CSP presented to Parliament or the civil 

society (Guisset 2017): 

Bulgaria: Challenges are named with respect to a lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes 

or consultation results. 

Croatia: The current system of e-consultation is being criticized by a Member of Parliament in a website statement 

(Parliament of Croatia 2021). On the SDP political party’s website (SDP [no date]), partisanship/political 

contestation and a lack of clear direction are named as an obstacle to evidence-based policy making, insofar as 

the political party’s comments on the draft CSP weren’t considered (reference is made also to the preceding National 

Strategy for Agriculture by 2030). According to a PhD thesis (Radić 2021), lacking institutional capacities are 

another issue, as the national CAP-related stakeholder dialogue framework isn’t structurally adapted to EU 

standards, with differences in analytical, organizational, and educational capacities. Moreover, there is a lack of 

information and knowledge exchange. 

France: Related to the public consultation phase, according to information provided by stakeholders during the 

French focus group organized in November 2023 (focus group by Oréade-Brèche 2023; internal documentation), 

taking into account the high number of 1,083 propositions from the public consultation proved to be a challenge for 

the MAs. The CNDP (Commission Nationale du Débat Public 2021) also emphasized that the coherence between 

the answers made by the Managing Authorities to the propositions and the provisory elements of the CSP lacked 

transparency. Overall, first, there are some challenges named regarding multi-level governance, as learned from 
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stakeholder interviews: while national-level MAs are in charge of elaborating and submitting the draft CSP to the 

European Commission, rural development measures that aren’t area-based are implemented by regional MAs. This 

challenge was addressed by a specific approach to cooperation between regional and national MAs, as well as 

the DATAPLAN information sharing tool (interviews by Oréade-Brèche 2023; internal documentation). Moreover, 

according to information provided by stakeholders during the French focus group (see above), validation of results 

was missing in the set of tools applied (e.g. simulation of farm income under varying aid; ImPACtons!) (focus group 

by Oréade-Brèche 2023; internal documentation). 

Germany: A group of NGOs from the fields of environment and nature protection, animal welfare as well as (organic) 

food and farming (Association Platform – Verbände-Plattform 2019) states that the SWOT analysis failed to cover 

important economic, sector-specific and international challenges faced by German farms. Regarding the overall CSP 

process, results of a survey among economic and social partners reveals a range of challenges, including a lack of 

specific thematic background information provided to stakeholders, lack of stakeholder diversity due to 

exclusion from newly established national committees, and lack of transparency regarding the consultation 

process and options of participation. Furthermore, stakeholders advocate a more participatory approach in the 

Monitoring Committee (Raue 2020). These participation and transparency issues are also raised in a statement of 

Friends of the Earth Germany (Association Platform – Verbände Platform 2022). Finally, an evaluation expert’s 

presentation points to governance challenges in terms of ‘translating’ the efforts required for evidence-based policy 

making for established stakeholder networks (Fährmann 2019). 

Greece: As stated in a study by the Special Service for Management of the 2014 - 2020 RDP of Greece (2021), time 

constraints and restrictions due to the Coronavirus pandemic affected the implementation of focus groups. They 

were held online in four clusters of areas with ‘common or similar socio-economic and/or geographic characteristics’. 

The former Greek Minister of Rural Development and Food names two obstacles to evidence-based policy 

making as challenges of the overall process. First, there was a lack of strategy and vision on the side of 

Managing Authorities, as the National Strategic Plan’s preparation lacked consultation, and as changed conditions 

following recent crises weren’t sufficiently taken into account (Arachovitis 2024). Second, there was a ‘low level of 

political continuity’ in the CSP because of elections taking place during the elaboration process (Arachovitis 2023). 

Hungary: Several sources name challenges regarding capacity building. Among them, the Hungarian Institute of 

Agricultural Economics (Potori ed. 2012) states that stakeholder networks of producer and inter-branch 

organisations should be supported in assuming their potential role in the market (e.g. reducing price swings, 

creating a ‘transparent system of business relationships’). Statements from the project CAPTIVATE (Assessment – 

Training – Extension), address in particular farmers’ capacities to use the CAP, underlining the need for ‘technical 

and administrative support services, practice-oriented training, demonstration farm events’ as ‘one of the most critical 

conditions for the successful implementation and operation of the new CAP’ through adequately enabling farmers 

to implement CAP measures ‘more effectively’ (CAPTIVATE 2023). An article in an agricultural journal points to the 

need for increasing technology requirements (large-quantity data processing related to satellite images etc., and the 

need for increasingly closer cooperation with farmers throughout the funding period (Agraragazat 2012). However, 

another publication states ‘a sharp discrepancy between the CAP’s set goals and the established support system’ 

(CAPTIVATE 2023). A range of further sources names content-related challenges, questioning social vs. 

economic effects in the intervention logic (Hungarian tobacco growers association - Magyar dohánytermelők 

országos szövetsége 2022), considering ‘national interests’ (Jámbor 2012) as well as co-financing (Kengyel 2022) 

regarding the first and second pillar, and take-up of support by small and large farms (Agroinform 2024). 

Italy: The authors of a publication by the Italian Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MIPAAF) address the challenge 

of lacking attention to regional specificities in the design process due to the complex multi-level governance. 

This is due to the transition from former regional-level RDPs to single national-level CSPs according to the new 

delivery model. As Mazzocchi et al. (2021) suggest, ‘In this new scenario the methods of consulting the regions 

would have been more effective if the analyses made by the regions were already included in the form of 

homogeneous schemes’. 

Latvia: From the point of view of the head of the Latvian Organic Agriculture Association, as stated in an interview, 

the CSP by its funding allocation logic aggravates the already ‘very large development gap’ between large-scale 

industrial agricultural enterprises, and small and medium-sized farms. As is further detailed, ‘support payments for 

organic farms have equalized with conventional farms’, leading to an exodus from organic farming. On a wider level, 

this is seen as an expression of the lacking valuation of societal benefits provided by farming as compared to 

economic interests, leaving smaller farms behind (interview with Justine Berezovska 2023; source unavailable). 

Pilvere et al. (2022) paint a bigger picture considering the (regional-level) impact and interrelations of EU funding 
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with other resource flows. The authors conclude that ‘the support by EU funds has to be revised to improve local 

potential determinants of the FDI [foreign direct investment] inflows with emphasis on infrastructure, human capital 

and clusters’. 

Lithuania: The Lithuanian Ministry of Agriculture points to challenges related to the situation analysis, i.e. that 

‘lessons learned from the previous CAP interventions (direct payments and rural development measures) are poorly 

reflected’. Shortcomings in terms of indicators are a ‘lack of information on the impact of interventions on common 

impact and context indicators’ and the SWOT being overly based on quantitative as compared to qualitative 

indicators (Ministry of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania 2023). The Ministry also names an overly politicized 

process as an obstacle. Moreover, time constraints/inadequately fast pace didn’t allow for thoroughly reflecting 

and commenting changes in the CSP documents, nor for ensuring tools are in line with the needs identified (Ministry 

of Agriculture of the Republic of Lithuania 2023b, 2023c). Another issue was raised pointing to the complexity of 

multi-level governance, namely different definitions of the term ‘regional governance’: while commonly 

associated with sustainable development and participation in strategic documents, in some of the CSP documents 

it was found to be an ‘instrument’ on the one hand and an ‘empirical phenomenon’ on the other (Patašiūtė 2020). 

Luxemburg: Greenpeace Luxembourg (2021) names the lack of transparency and consultation as a challenge of 

the overall process. 

Poland: A challenge related to content regards the ‘integration of national objectives of agriculture modernisation’ 

in the CAP (Fundacja Europejski Fundusz Rozwoju Wsi Polskiej website). This might also be viewed under the angle 

of external coherence of the CSP, which is also addressed by Włodarczyk (2022) in terms of legal CAP instruments’ 

consistency with the EU agricultural model. From a governance point of view, Wawrzyniak (2020) refers to 

‘reshaping AKIS to fit into the reformed CAP’. 

Portugal: A position paper by the Christian Association for Environmental Studies and Protection together with other 

organisations names lacking transparency and inclusiveness as a challenge related to the phases of (ex-ante) 

analysis (‘draw up diagnoses’), SWOT as well as defining needs and intervention rationale. In particular, NGOs 

and other stakeholders weren’t sufficiently involved as stated by the authors. Regarding intervention rationale, the 

linkage between eco-schemes and agri-environmental and climate objectives is regarded as unclear (Documento 

de Posiosição 2021). As found in the Portuguese ex-ante evaluation, there are challenges also related to 

transparency and stakeholder involvement in the monitoring phase. This concerns knowledge sharing and 

innovation as well as allowing for different beneficiary types in the assessment (Avillez et al. 2022). 

Romania: Regarding the SWOT and needs assessment, a journal article points to a ‘lack of long-term vision and 

rigorous substantiation’ in the design of the CSP, a shortcoming that is seen as characteristic of previous decision-

making processes related to Romanian rural development programmes as well (Georghiţă 2020). Another journal 

article points to governance and funding allocation issues between the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) and farmers’ 

associations in the creation of an CSP-financed risk management fund (Profitul Agricol 2022a). Moreover, there are 

also ‘tensions’ between the MoA and the Ministry of the Environment regarding compensation for farmers facing 

restrictions on production in protected areas (Profitul Agricol 2022b). There is also evidence of some more examples 

of dissonances surfacing in negotiations between the Ministry, social partners and farmers, as well as a lack of 

dialogue between the MoA and farmers in the design process of the CSP (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development Romania 2021; WWF Romania 2021; Lefter 2021). 

Slovak Republic: The main part of challenges named by diverse sources centres on a lack of transparency and 

inclusiveness of the consultation process (European Commission 2022; Koreň 2022). Transparency of 

government overall is stated to be ‘very low’ in a working document by the European Commission (2022), public 

consultations are deemed ‘significantly constrained’ (Koreň 2022). As good practice and success factors, Paluš et 

al. (2024) name well-informed stakeholders ‘fully aware of their roles in the participatory process’, as well as ‘formal 

rules of consensus-based participation [and] informal aspects such as voluntary self-exclusion, education of the 

participants [which have] contributed to the improvement of trust between the participants, overall satisfaction and 

the perception of the revision process as effective’. Another issue raised is politically motivated selection of Ministry 

staff (European Commission 2022). Regarding multi-level governance, relations between the local and national 

levels are stated to be ‘questionable’, with a need for ‘better-tailored, institutionalized consultation between 

stakeholders’ (Bumbalová et al 2016). Finally, according to Korén (2022), there were capacity problems due to a 

short timeslot available for the consultation process (more than 500 comments were received by the responsible 

authority within five days). 
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Slovenia: In a B.Sc. thesis from the University of Ljubljana, several challenges are observed. First, this refers to 

multi-level governance with the EC and ‘influential agricultural stakeholder organizations’ as main actors pursuing 

their interests in increasing environmental protection requirements on the one hand (EC), and maintaining the status 

quo of funding allocation on the other (Soklič 2023). Second, regarding stakeholder involvement in the consultation 

process, an imbalance between interest groups is highlighted, particularly to the disadvantage of environmental 

associations, which is also reflected in the thematic bias in target setting, resource allocation and measures (Soklič 

2023). Moreover, a lack of agricultural expertise among the staff members of governmental bodies (such as the 

Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning) is named as a challenge (Soklič 2023). The head of the Agricultural 

Economics Department at the Slovenian Agricultural Institute points to a technical problem, namely the lack of 

data as a common obstacle to evidence-based policy making. The reason is seen in the difficult FADN data collection 

architecture in Slovenia lowering farmers’ motivation to enter data (Kožar 2023). 

Spain: As the central challenge, multi-level governance in needs assessment is named, i.e. ‘prioritising the needs 

combining the regional and national point of view’ (Agroinformacion 2020). Related to setting indicators, the WWF 

(2021) proposes the establishment of ‘a system of clear environmental, social and economic indicators’, as well as 

an adequate status quo analysis in order to ensure a sound baseline for evaluation. As a challenge of the overall 

process, the volume/complexity of documents is named, i.e. conveying information to stakeholders in a synthetic 

form. Stakeholder engagement is another challenge named (Spanish Rural Network Management Unit 2022). 

 Results from the Online Survey 

The online survey asked actors in the CSP design and implementation to describe challenges in the different steps 

of the design process as well as for overall good practices. In the following, the results of the survey are displayed 

along the different policy steps and per country. Then, good practices, answers in open text questions as well as 

overall challenges in the Member States will be outlined. 

17 of the 38 respondents of the survey participated in the ex-ante analysis. All participants who were involved in 

the ex-ante analysis faced challenges (see Figure 1). These most often include timing and dealing with the volume 

and/or complexity of CAP documents.  

 

 

Figure 1 Online Survey Results: Frequency of challenges mentioned for the Ex-Ante Analysis (Percentage refers to share 
of participants that named the challenge). 
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In the socio-economic context analysis, most participants faced challenges, which mostly include data coverage, 

availability and relevance and in some cases timing, dealing with the volume and complexity of CAP documents as 

well as a lack of attention to regional specificities (see Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2 Online Survey Results: Frequency of challenges mentioned for the Socio-Economic Context Analysis (Percentage 
refers to share of participants that named the challenge) 

26 participants of the online survey were involved in the need assessment and SWOT analysis. 23 of them faced 

challenges in this process (see Figure 3). The challenges most often were results of the current multi-level 

governance of the CAP and its complexity and involved timing issues. Data coverage, availability and relevance 

posed challenges in some countries, as did dealing with the volume and complexity of CAP documents. The 

respondents from France and Italy did not face any challenges. 

 

Figure 3 Online Survey Results: Frequency of challenges mentioned for the Need Assessment and SWOT (Percentage 
refers to share of participants that named the challenge). 
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the current multi-level governance of the CAP and its complexity in general. Timing challenges also occurred for 

many participants.  

 

 

Figure 4 Online Survey Results: Frequency of challenges mentioned for the Design of Interventions (Percentage refers to 
share of participants that named the challenge). 

Nearly all of the 12 Participants included in the budget allocation process faced challenges in the process (see 

Figure 5). These mostly include timing, current multi-level governance of the CAP and its complexity, as well as data 

coverage, availability and relevance.  

 

Figure 5 Online Survey Results: Frequency of challenges mentioned for the Budget Allocation (Percentage refers to share 
of participants that named the challenge). 
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Only 8 participants of the online survey took part in the design of indicators. All of the respondents faced challenges 

in this process. These include nearly all of the challenges given as answer options in the survey. Nearly all of them 

face hurdles related to the volume and complexity of CAP documents and timing.  

 

Figure 6 Online Survey Results: Frequency of challenges mentioned for the Design of Indicators (Percentage refers to 
share of participants that named the challenge). 

Only 8 participants were included in the assessment of internal and external coherence of the CSP (see Figure 

7). Not all of them faced challenges. If hurdles were met, these included timing, volume and complexity of the CAP 

documents, current multi-level governance of the CAP and its complexity as well as lack of attention to regional 

specificities and lack of expertise and competence among Ministry staff.  

 

Figure 7 Online Survey Results: Frequency of challenges mentioned for the Assessment of Coherence (Percentage refers 

to share of participants that named the challenge). 
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Of the 10 respondents that took part in the monitoring of the implementation, all faced challenges in the process 

(see Figure 8). These most often include timing issues as well as challenges resulting from the current multi-level 

governance of the CAP and its complexity.  

 

Figure 8 Online Survey Results: Frequency of challenges mentioned for the Monitoring of the Implementation (Percent 
refers to share of participants that named the challenge). 
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enhance efficiency, as would physical meetings for collaborative problem-solving among Member States, reducing 

reliance on voluminous Q&A documentation. 

Denmark: The respondent highlighted several positive aspects, notably the effective collaboration within the Ministry 

and productive bilateral discussions with the Commission's geo-hub. However, a consistent challenge identified 

across various stages was timing constraints. Drafting the CSP amid ongoing developments with unfinished rules 

and templates posed significant difficulties. Stakeholder consultations were generally successful, although 

concerns were raised regarding the Commission's extensive influence over the plan's content. Delays in adopting 

EU regulations complicated processes such as needs assessment and SWOT analysis. Additionally, late adoption 

of EU regulations and national political decisions hindered intervention design, exacerbated by a lack of clear 

guidance from the Commission due to internal discussions and ambiguity. To mitigate such challenges, the 

respondent suggests that EU rules, requirements, and templates should be finalized and made available earlier in 

the process. 

France: Noted as having gone well were that ‘the strong commitment of the teams from the Ministry and the paying 

agencies has ensured that the NDM framework has been appropriated over time, which has gone hand in hand with 

the design and development of tools that have supported the stakeholders in consolidating the financial plan and 

the plan of indicators’.  

General challenges are identified in adaptation to the CSP and performance-based monitoring, especially as it 

relates to the general understanding of reporting in practice. One respondent from the regional level suggests taking 

regional specificities more into account.  

Germany: The sole thing noted as having worked well in the design process of the CSP were the joint working 

groups of the federal states and the federal government; one respondent explicitly stated that nothing had worked 

well. A number of overall challenges are mentioned. These include late provision of key EU documents and resulting 

time pressure, parallel development and uncertainty, difficulty in coordination between the 1st and 2nd pillars, 

challenges relating to German federalism, and ‘finding a balance between abstract programming and sufficient 

substantiation’. One respondent mentions that political decisions about measures had not followed the determination 

of needs and challenges. For the ex-ante analysis, a respondent points out that stakeholders were not informed 

sufficiently and would like to see more political will to ‘really engage in evidence-based policy making’. Moreover, 

better coordination at national level is called for. In terms of the socio-economic context analysis, a respondent 

points out: ‘It consists not only of collating the data, but also of categorising, evaluating and weighting it. The Ministry 

was not in a position to do this.’ Moreover, the intervention descriptions are very abstract and hardly suitable for 

an impact assessment. Many assumptions were made and expert knowledge was utilised. 

Hungary: The participants from Hungary saw notable positive aspects, particularly regarding stakeholder 

engagement and transparency. Online public consultations fostered discussions on various measures under both 

Pillar I and Pillar II of the CAP, with active involvement from agricultural chambers, inter-branch organizations, and 

farmer groups from the planning stages. Additionally, over 50 professional organizations and NGOs were invited to 

contribute their perspectives, particularly regarding environmental initiatives. Challenges in the design process 

included complexity, especially concerning the CSP impact on farmers, and balancing environmental ambitions with 

economic considerations.  

Prior to finalizing the SWOT analysis, workshops were specifically held to engage NGOs. In designing interventions, 

the focus was on enhancing transparency for potential beneficiaries and reducing administrative burdens for farmers. 

Regular engagement with NGOs and professional organizations occurred through workshops and meetings, 

ensuring their input was considered. Budget allocation was informed by calculators developed to assess different 

options and economic impacts on farms.  

It was highlighted that in the design of interventions the main drivers behind the policy decisions were to make the 

support system more transparent for potential beneficiaries and to reduce the administrative burden for farmers and 

other rural development actors receiving support. NGOs and professional organizations were regularly engaged 

through workshops, conducted either in-person or online, as well as through bilateral or multilateral meetings, to 

seek their input and consultation during the intervention design process. For the budget allocation, calculators 

were developed to assess different budget allocation options and the economic impacts on types of FADN farms. 

Policy makers realized that farmers have to comply with more and more requirements in a shrinking EU budget 

environment, therefore, the main objective was to maintain the balance between green ambitions and 

competitiveness. 
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Italy: The biggest challenge faced by the Ministry was to consolidate a comprehensive plan that addressed the many 

different needs, requirements, and diverse interventions, all while ensuring adequate financial allocations. Tending 

to regional specificities and needs was a critical challenge in the intervention design. A subsequent need is seen 

in a continuous dialogue with the regional level. Similarly, for the budget allocation, the identification of allocations 

for each intervention to meet regional needs and verification over time proved to be challenging. A continuous 

partnership dialogue with the regional level and effective monitoring of the Programme is seen as a possible way 

forward.  

Latvia: One respondent mentioned that the involvement of all stakeholders/social partners in the development of the 

plan worked well. An overall challenge mentioned are data gaps and that ‘the CAP framework must be defined 

taking into account the global needs and trends’. 

Lithuania: One participant highlighted the effectiveness of engaging farmers and their representatives in the design 

process of the CSP. Conversely, another participant expressed dissatisfaction with the level of coordination and 

design process in Lithuania, describing it as inadequate. Challenging throughout the process were limited access to 

evidence, shifts in government, absence of unified opinions from social partners, and struggles in communication 

with the Ministry.  

In the design of interventions, a participant voices that the perspectives of social partners were not taken into 

account. To address these issues, there is a proposal to establish a separated, politically independent body tasked 

with both the creation and implementation of CAP. 

Poland: Noted as having worked well were a ‘broad involvement of research institutes’ and the way in which work 

over the design process was organised. Mentioned as the biggest challenges overall were ‘Political pressure to 

maintain status of former distribution of support between group of farmers’ and issues related to overall complexity. 

Highlighted as successful were the extensive engagement of research institutions and the structured organization 

of the design process. Challenges included political pressure to uphold the previous distribution of support among 

groups of farmers and challenges stemming from the overall complexity of the multi-level governance. 

Slovak Republic: Noted as having worked well are the ‘creation of a working group’ and the cooperation within 

government and communication with the public sector in setting SP conditions. Overall challenges included issues 

related to complexity, time constraints and the novelty of the process. Regarding the design of interventions and 

budget allocation, diverse requirements of the public sector proved to be challenging and the joint consultation 

between government and the general public as well as a common understanding of the CAP and efforts to reach 

consensus would be helpful. Moreover, the need for more data driven decisions and increased capacities in 

expertise of decision makers are required. A further challenge in the design of interventions is seen in frequent 

changes to the rules over time due to changes at ministerial level. A subsequent need is a clearly defined legal 

framework and sufficient technical and financial capacity. 

Sweden: The respondent from Sweden sees the main overall challenge in SP design in adapting to the novelties in 

the 2023-27 CAP. In terms of the design of the CSP indicators, the participant mentions that the regulatory framework 

took a long time to be established. Feedback from the Commission on the draft plan came late and they had to make 

some late changes. 

Synthesis of Challenges 

Overall challenges 

With the new delivery model, many structures had to be adapted, changed and newly created. This is a common 

theme throughout the outcomes of focus group reports, literature review and online survey. Unclear guidelines, 

regulations, procedures and roles created challenges for all actors involved. This holds especially true for Member 

States with more regionalized structures. Hence, a need for clearer guidance and exchange is apparent. This also 

holds true for the implementation and monitoring. Clearer definitions and calculation methods for data reporting 

would enhance efficiency, as would physical meetings for collaborative problem-solving among Member States, 

reducing reliance on voluminous Q&A documentation. This is connected to challenges in terms of timing. Due to 

the novelty and changes throughout the process, this is a challenge that comes up in nearly all sources. A timely 

provision of guidance, documents and enough time for the different process steps would allow for a smoother 

process for all actors involved.  
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A third overarching theme is the integration of knowledge between the different process steps. This includes 

minding the step-to-step process of the CSP design and consistently incorporating knowledge and decision-making 

from the previous process step into the following, inclusive of evaluation results from previous funding periods. A 

need for clear communication, transparency, and consistency is voiced. Notably, all good practices that are 

mentioned throughout the different sources, include extensive communication and exchange between the different 

involved actors. This points to the challenge that comes up most frequently throughout all sources, which is dealing 

with current multi-level governance of the CAP and its complexity. Especially, the volume and complexity of 

CAP documents is seen as a hurdle for efficient and transparent processes. This calls for tools that create an 

understanding of the architecture of the CAP for all involved actors and enable an uptake of regulations and 

guidelines central to contributing to the CSP in a meaningful way. This points at a lack in capacities on the level of 

Ministry staff, stakeholders and in terms of technical infrastructure. Regularly mentioned as a hurdle to decision-

making and stakeholder involvement, capacity building is seen as a crucial step towards evidence-based policy 

making. 

Lastly, there are various challenges to a meaningful and democratic involvement of stakeholders in the CSP 

design process in various countries. Establishing a democratic debate culture, balancing different perspectives, 

involving a diverse group of stakeholders to a sufficient level and ensuring transparency and communication 

concerning decision-making and results of consultations were named as hurdles. There is a need for user-friendly 

tools – digital and analogue – that ensure continuous and transparent stakeholder involvement. As Paluš et al. 

(2024) highlight, well-informed stakeholders ‘fully aware of their roles in the participatory process’ are a central 

success factor to meaningful stakeholder engagement in the CAP. 

The different mentioned challenges can be clustered as challenges relating to (1) current multi-level governance of 

the CAP and its complexity, (2) lack of capacities, (3) lack of accountability and transparency, (4) obstacles to 

evidence-based policy making and (5) data coverage, availability and/or relevance. Figure 9 shows frequency, with 

which the different challenges were mentioned throughout the three sources.  

  

 

Figure 9 Frequency of mentions of challenges in the clusters (based on joint analysis of focus group reports, literature 
review and online survey) 
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Challenges in the Design and Monitoring Process 

When looking for how challenges are mentioned for different phases of the CSP design and monitoring process, it 

shows that overall, especially in the ex-ante analysis and the intervention setting, many challenges are coming up 

(see Figure 10). Challenges in terms of current multi-level governance of the CAP and its complexity are most 

apparent in the ex-ante analysis, the SWOT analysis, the intervention setting as well as in the setting of indicators 

and monitoring. Lacking capacities seem to be most challenging during the intervention setting.  

 

Figure 10 Frequency of mentions of the clusters of challenges in the different phases of CSP design and monitoring (based 
on joint analysis of focus group results, literature review and online survey) 

3. Good Practices for CSP design and monitoring 

As Figure 10 shows, prioritization of needs and objectives as well as the setting of interventions are aspects where 

challenges related to decision making in the CSP design process emerge. Hurdles in these processes can be tackled 

and overcome with suitable methods and approaches. Similarly, the accompanying stakeholder consultation process 

can be improved in transparency, inclusivity and efficiency by supporting tools. In the following, good practices in 

these three areas are going to be introduced that were collated through the focus group outcomes, literature review, 

and online survey results as well as through tools that were gathered during the work in Task 1.1. Moreover, 

promising practices relating to other European and selected international policy strategy development processes 

with a particular emphasis on sustainable development were identified and taken into consideration.  

 Tools for prioritisation of needs and objectives 

Some Member States have successfully applied cumulative voting, multi-criteria analysis and other tools to aid 

prioritisation of needs and objectives in the CSP design processes as well as in other but similarly multi-level 

governance processes. 

Cumulative voting      

Cumulative Voting (CV), also referred to as multi-voting, dot-voting, or the 100-point method, presents a 

straightforward approach to prioritize a list of items. In CV, each participant in the prioritization process is allotted a 
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certain number of hypothetical points to distribute among the items being prioritized. In its basic form, participants 

have the freedom to allocate all points to one item or distribute them among several items. Allocating more points to 

an item elevates its priority. More sophisticated versions of the technique allow for the incorporation of constraints 

or the utilization of aggregate and/or weighted values (Cagliero et al. 2021). 

The primary advantage of CV lies in its relative simplicity and efficiency in generating priorities on a ratio scale 

(Juristo et al. 2013). It is notably faster and more accurate compared to other methods, which participants find easy 

to use (Ahl 2005). However, there are certain drawbacks associated with CV. Firstly, like many prioritization 

techniques, it becomes more challenging to use with a larger number of items. Secondly, the fundamental form 

of CV is vulnerable to strategic manoeuvres, where participants distribute points based on their perceptions of 

others' actions to boost the priority of their preferred items (Vestola 2010). For instance, if a participant anticipates 

others spreading their points across multiple items, they may allocate all their points to a single favoured project to 

enhance its relevance on the overall priority list, a tactic known as 'plumping.'  

In the design process of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) strategy, cumulative voting was employed as a 

participatory decision-making mechanism to ensure representation and consensus among stakeholders. 

Cumulative voting, a method of proportional representation, allowed stakeholders to allocate a fixed number of votes 

across multiple options, reflecting their preferences on various aspects of the CAP strategy. This approach enabled 

stakeholders to express nuanced preferences and priorities, mitigating the risk of majority domination and ensuring 

that diverse perspectives were considered in the decision-making process. Through cumulative voting, stakeholders 

were able to signal their support for specific policy measures, funding allocations, or strategic priorities, thereby 

informing the development of the CAP strategy in a transparent and inclusive manner. The use of cumulative voting 

facilitated constructive dialogue, compromise, and ultimately, the formulation of a CAP strategy that reflected the 

collective interests and aspirations of stakeholders across the agricultural sector. Varieties of the tool were used in 

Lithuania (Cumulative Voting Approach), Romania (Voting for Needs Prioritisation) and other scoring tools in 

Slovenia (Need Scoring Tool) and in Germany (Number Voting). 

Multi-criteria analysis (MCA)  

Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) offers a structured method to facilitate complex decision-making processes. It 

encompasses various techniques aimed at assessing, prioritizing, and ranking alternative solutions based on 

predetermined criteria and objectives (Dean 2022). MCA proves particularly effective in addressing complex decision 

dilemmas characterized by multiple, often conflicting, objectives and criteria. It enables the identification of a 

preferred alternative, as well as the ranking or shortlisting of potential alternatives. Furthermore, MCA 

accommodates diverse criteria expressed in different units, such as monetary costs, environmental impacts 

measured in biophysical units, or qualitative assessments of aesthetic landscape quality. Recognizing the need to 

Italy – Constrained Cumulative Voting 

In Italy, Constrained Cumulative Voting was introduced to facilitate collective discussion and prioritisation of 

territorial needs. This tool aligns with institutional requirements for a participatory decision-making process in CSP 

drafting. 

Functioning: Constrained Cumulative Voting allows stakeholders to prioritise various intervention areas by 

allocating a fixed number of points across different options, thus reflecting the relative importance they assigned 

to each area. This method allowed for the aggregation of preferences from various regions and autonomous 

provinces in Italy, facilitating a collective decision-making process in identifying and prioritising territorial needs, 

supporting the overall decision-making process. After applying the cumulative voting tool on the national level, it 

has also then been replicated on a regional or local scale. Furthermore, the tool also had a scale-out, as it was 

used by colleagues from CREA as part of research on organic farming. This process is in line with the European 

Commission’s legislative proposals requiring a sound and well-founded logic of intervention. 

Outputs: The process generates a shared consensus on the importance of each need and categorises them into 

homogeneous groups according to their importance for intervention. This categorisation is detailed in an excel 

file.  

Reference: Cagliero, R.; Bellini, F.; Marcatto, F.; Novelli, S.; Monteleone, A.; Mazzocchi, G. Prioritising CAP 

Intervention Needs: An Improved Cumulative Voting Approach. Sustainability 2021, 13, 3997. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su13073997 

 

 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/tool/cumulative-voting-approach/
https://www.tools4cap.eu/tool/voting-for-needs-prioritisation/
https://www.tools4cap.eu/tool/needs-scoring-tool/
https://www.tools4cap.eu/tool/number-voting/
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balance favourable performance in certain criteria with inferior performance in others, MCA provides a framework to 

navigate such trade-offs, visually depict alternative performance across all criteria, and ultimately formulate 

informed decisions (Geneletti 2014).  

The Joint Research Centre of the European Commission (JRC) developed the software tool SOCRATES (SOcial 

multi CRiteria AssessmenT of European policieS) to conduct social multi-criteria evaluation (SMCE) for ex-ante 

Impact Assessment (IA) problems.  

MCA has been used in some European Member States to prioritize funding allocations, support agri-environmental 

schemes, and inform policy decision-making processes. In Finland, an Internal Excel Tool was used in Needs 

Assessment, in Lithuania a Comparative Analysis was used in the Intervention Setting and Performance Review 

and a Logic Model was employed in Romania for the Financial Allocations. 

In other policy contexts and outside Europe there are many good practices how Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) has 

been applied in decision making.  

New Zealand: MCA has been applied in New Zealand to assess the impacts of policies and programs on 

environmental sustainability, economic development, and social well-being. Government agencies, research 

institutes, and non-profit organizations have used MCA to inform decision-making in areas such as agriculture, 

conservation, and urban planning. (CERA, without year) 

Canada: MCA has been utilized in various sectors in Canada, including environmental management, energy policy, 

and healthcare. Canadian federal agencies, provincial governments, and municipal authorities have applied MCA to 

assess the impacts of policy options, prioritize investments, and engage stakeholders in decision-making processes. 

Vining and Boardman 2004.  

MAPP (Method for Impact Assessment of Programmes and Projects) 

MAPP (Method for Impact Assessment of Programmes and Projects) is a participatory method for assessing the 

impacts of programs and projects. It is a methodological framework that combines a qualitative approach with 

participatory evaluation tools. While preparation can be quite extensive and the method can be time consuming, it 

proves to be fruitful for evaluation and impact assessment, having the potential to bring diverse stakeholders together 

and taking into account the impact of and coherence with other programmes and projects (MEN-D 2020). The 

method consists mainly of three steps: 

Preparation: As a preparatory measure, analyses of the progress of implementation of individual measures and 

sub-measures are carried out based on the funding data. Outcome indicators are determined, and an inventory of 

existing and relevant impact and context indicators is conducted. This serves as input and a basis for discussion for 

the assessment that takes place in workshop formats. 

Spain – MCA in Needs Assessment 

The tight schedule for CSP preparation did not permit the use of models or other tools that required rigorous 

testing. Thus, a multicriteria analysis was adopted to efficiently prioritise identified needs based on specific criteria. 

Functioning: Initially, 85 distinct needs were pinpointed. These needs were subsequently categorised into five 

significant groups: economic, environmental, rural, consumer, and AKIS-related needs. A multicriteria analysis 

was then employed to determine the importance of each need based on the following criteria: 1. Commitment: 

This gauges the potential synergies with other policies and assesses alignment with the objectives set forth by 

the EU, Spain, or other political priorities. 2. Connections: This evaluates the association between the identified 

need and other objectives. 3. Measurability: It examines whether the accomplishments of this need can be 

quantitatively gauged, mainly through impact or result indicators. 4. Relevance: This criterion evaluates how 

crucial the need is concerning its associated objective. By amalgamating all these criteria, the needs are ranked 

based on three categories: +++, ++, and +. Additional insights regarding the significance of each need for specific 

regions were also incorporated through the Territorial Criterion, determined by two factors: extent and intensity. 

Outputs: The result of this analysis is a classification system that prioritises the needs. 

Reference: Spanish Ministry of Agriculture, Fishery, and Food (2020): Tercera Reunión del Partenariado Del 

Plan Estratégico de la PAC. In: https://www.mapa.gob.es/es/pac/pac-2023-

2027/presentaciontercerareuniondelpartenariado_tcm30-553429.pdf 

 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/tool/internal-excel-tool/
https://www.tools4cap.eu/tool/comparative-analysis/
https://www.tools4cap.eu/tool/logic-model/
https://www.mapa.gob.es/es/pac/pac-2023-2027/presentaciontercerareuniondelpartenariado_tcm30-553429.pdf
https://www.mapa.gob.es/es/pac/pac-2023-2027/presentaciontercerareuniondelpartenariado_tcm30-553429.pdf
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Trend analysis: This step is the first part of the assessment in a workshop with experts and/or stakeholders. It aims 

to assess the state and trend of the central aspects to be assessed. To make the given evaluation questions 

manageable, they are broken down into central components (e.g., biodiversity in arable land, biodiversity in 

grasslands, greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture, nutrient inputs into groundwater and surface water, etc.). 

To substantiate the evaluation, selected indicators are presented for each component and briefly discussed if 

necessary. This process can also highlight specific problem areas or regional ‘hotspots’. Furthermore, gaps and 

weaknesses in the existing indicators can be identified. The components are qualitatively assessed in a plenary 

discussion regarding their status and current trends (retrospectively for the past years) based on the available 

indicators and supplemented by expert assessments (increasing, decreasing, or stable). 

Impact matrix: The relevant measures and indicators for program implementation are briefly introduced. 

Subsequently, these measures and the program as a whole are assessed concerning their contributions to the 

environmental aspects identified in the trend analysis. The program under evaluation is also compared to other 

instruments, each of which has also been evaluated for its respective contribution (e.g., 1st pillar of the CAP, 

regulatory law; ecological compensation measures). During a plenary discussion, the measures are assigned impact 

levels -, 0, +, and ++. The assessment of the instruments' impact as a central step is carried out as follows: Each 

instrument can be marked by each participant regarding its impact on each environmental aspect with a coloured 

dot (5 levels from ‘not at all’ to ‘very large’, represented by 5 different colours). 

 Tools to support intervention setting, coherence and impact assessments 

Different Member States have used tools to support intervention setting, coherence and the assessment of impact. 

These include intervention logic as well as the I/O/I matrix (Instrument Objective Impact matrix). Theory of Change 

(ToC) is another promising practice that has been used in various policy contexts globally.  

Intervention logic 

A sound intervention logic is a requirement for the CSP design. An intervention logic serves as the rational 

connection among the identified problem or objective, the underlying drivers, and the available policy 

options to address the given issue or achieve the given objective (Matthews 2015). It can hence be understood 

as a detailed and structured narrative that explains how, in the given context, outputs will lead to the outcome(s), 

and the outcome(s) to the expected impact. Usually this narrative is represented in a Logical framework matrix 

(‘Logframe’).  

In the context of the CAP, the intervention logic delineates the sequence of anticipated effects stemming from the 

implemented policies, such as the instruments in CAP Pillar 1 or the diverse measures within rural development 

programmes in Pillar 2, and the specific as well as overarching objectives to be accomplished. These projected 

effects can be envisioned as interconnected stages, commencing with the expected output of the policy, progressing 

Germany – MAPP in the evaluation of the regional Rural Development Program  

In Germany the MAPP approach was used to complement the evaluation of the RDPs in Baden-Wuerttemberg 

and Rhineland-Palatinate, which are based on quantitative indicators, surveys, and literature analyses in order to 

place the programs within a larger context. 

Functioning: In the two federal states, with the support of the program coordinators, two workshops were 

organized respectively: one workshop on biodiversity and another on abiotic topics such as water, soil, and 

climate. Each workshop was attended by 10 to 25 experts from state authorities and institutions, associations, 

and academia. Participants were selected to be familiar with the development program and relevant measures, 

knowledgeable about the (partial) aspects to be evaluated, mindful of regional differences, and able to 

contextualize program effects in relation to overall developments. Key aspects of the approach included trend 

analysis – i.e., assessing environmental conditions and past trends based on indicators – and creating an impact 

matrix to assess the contributions of identified measures (groups) and instruments to the respective thematic 

areas.  

Reference: MEN-D (2020): MAPP (Method for Impact Assessment of Programmes and Projects) als qualitativer 

Ansatz bei der Bewertung von Umweltwirkungen ländlicher Entwicklungsprogramme. Aktuelle Praktik 47. In: 

http://www.men-d.de/fileadmin/user_upload/Praktik_47lang_2020_MEND.pdf. 
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to specific results, and culminating in the anticipated positive impacts on the policy objectives. Each stage is 

associated with a set of indicators for the purpose of impact assessment or performance evaluation (Matthews 

2015). 

The use of Intervention Logic or logic frameworks in the design of CSPs under the CAP reform varies across EU 

Member States. Each Member State develops its Strategic Plan outlining its national agricultural policy priorities, 

objectives, and measures for the programming period, and the extent to which logic frameworks are employed may 

differ based on national preferences, administrative practices, and policy priorities. Here are examples of how some 

Member States have used intervention logic in the design of their Strategic Plans: 

In France, the design of the CSP implementation involves the development of logic frameworks to articulate the 

causal relationships between policy objectives, measures, and expected results. For example, the Strategic Plan 

may include logic models or LogFrame matrices for key policy measures, such as agri-environmental schemes, 

support for young farmers, or investment in rural infrastructure. These logic frameworks delineate the inputs, 

activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts of each measure, as well as the indicators used to monitor progress and 

assess performance. 

In Germany, the CSP implementation incorporates intervention logic into the design of policy measures and 

programmes. For instance, logic frameworks are developed to clarify the rationale, objectives, and expected results 

of measures related to environmental sustainability, climate change adaptation, and biodiversity conservation. These 

logic frameworks help ensure coherence and alignment between policy goals and implementation activities, as well 

as facilitate monitoring and evaluation of CAP interventions. 

In Spain, the development of the CSP implementation involves the use of logic models or LogFrame matrices to 

structure the design and evaluation of policy measures. For example, logic frameworks are employed to outline the 

causal pathways between inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts of measures aimed at enhancing 

agricultural competitiveness, improving market access for farmers, or promoting rural development. These logic 

frameworks provide a systematic approach to policy design, implementation, and performance assessment within 

the Spanish CSP. 

In Poland, the CSP implementation includes logic frameworks to guide the design and monitoring of policy measures 

addressing specific agricultural and rural development priorities. For instance, logic models or LogFrame matrices 

are utilized to delineate the logic of intervention for measures targeting small-scale farmers, agricultural innovation, 

or rural infrastructure development. These logic frameworks help ensure transparency, accountability, and 

effectiveness in the allocation and use of CAP funds within the Polish agricultural policy framework. 

(1) Theory of change (ToC) 

One example of a method that includes developing an intervention logic is Theory of Change (ToC). ToC illustrates 

and delineates the cause-and-effect relationships from outputs to the anticipated outcomes and impacts of an 

intervention. A ToC hypothesizes the underlying assumptions for the expected change process. Essentially, a ToC 

shows the mechanisms and rationales behind the expected transformation resulting from an intervention. It 

highlights the actors involved in adopting new behaviours or actions and considers additional systemic processes 

as inputs or assumptions (Becker et al. 2023). Thus, a ToC operates as a ‘Results Chain,’ incorporating 

contextual information, explanations, and hypotheses, while also considering historical contexts. The 

primary difference between a logic model and a ToC lies in their approaches: a logic model outlines a sequential 

progression indicating the intended outcomes of an intervention – providing X leads to Y – whereas a theory of 

change integrates causal mechanisms to demonstrate why each element of the intervention is anticipated to yield 

the intended outcomes – providing X, A will facilitate (or impede) the realization of Y. 

The ToC has been used in policy design for example by the United Nations (UN) to develop climate change mitigation 

actions through a systematic and structured approach to understanding the causal pathways between interventions 

and desired outcomes (UN 2023). The process involves several key steps: 

▪ Problem Analysis: ToC begins with a thorough analysis of the problem, including its causes, impacts, and 

drivers. This involves assessing scientific evidence, stakeholder perspectives, and socio-economic factors 

contributing to the problem. The problem analysis helps identify the root causes and informs the selection 

of intervention strategies. 
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▪ Outcome Mapping: The next step in ToC development is outcome mapping, which involves identifying the 

desired outcomes or changes that the measures aim to achieve. Outcome mapping clarifies the objectives 

of actions and establishes clear targets for measurement and evaluation. 

▪ Intervention Logic: ToC articulates the intervention logic, which outlines the causal pathways between 

interventions and desired outcomes. This involves specifying the inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and 

impacts of measures, as well as the underlying assumptions and dependencies. Intervention logic helps 

stakeholders understand how actions are expected to lead to changes in behaviour, practices, policies, and 

systems related to the given problem. 

▪ Assumption Testing: ToC involves testing the assumptions underlying intervention logic to assess their 

validity and robustness. This includes identifying risks, uncertainties, and external factors that may influence 

the effectiveness of measures. Assumption testing helps stakeholders anticipate potential barriers, 

challenges, and unintended consequences of interventions, and adjust strategies accordingly. 

▪ Monitoring and Evaluation: ToC incorporates monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to track progress 

towards desired outcomes and assess the effectiveness of measures. This involves developing indicators, 

data collection methods, and evaluation frameworks to measure changes in relevant variables over time. 

Monitoring and evaluation enable stakeholders to learn from experience, adapt strategies based on 

evidence, and improve the impact of the given measures. 

ToC is used globally in policy design across diverse countries and contexts. While the specific application may vary, 

ToC serves as a valuable tool for clarifying policy goals, articulating theories of change, and improving the 

effectiveness and impact of policies and programmes by government agencies, research institutions and civil society 

organisations. For instance, in the United States it is widely applied in various policy areas including social welfare, 

education, public health, and environmental policy to guide policy development and assessment aimed at addressing 

social inequalities, improving education, narrowing healthcare disparities, and tackling environmental challenges. In 

the United Kingdom, the ToC approach is increasingly utilized to shape and evaluate public policies and 

interventions in areas such as youth justice, mental health, housing, and community development to inform policy 

decisions and resource allocation. ToC methodology in Canada is applied in domains including indigenous 

reconciliation, poverty alleviation, climate action, and gender equality to involve stakeholders, chart pathways of 

change, and assess policy effectiveness. Similarly, policymakers in Australia aim at enhancing transparency, 

accountability, and stakeholder engagement in indigenous affairs, environmental conservation, social services, and 

economic development. In South Africa, the ToC approach is embraced to strengthen policy formulation and 

implementation efforts, particularly in health promotion, poverty alleviation, education reform, and governance. South 

African policymakers recognize ToC's significance in fostering participatory decision-making and evidence-based 

policy implementation. 

(2) I/O/I matrix  

A further example of a methodology that includes the design of an intervention logic is the Instrument Objective 

Impact (IOI) matrix (developed by Chartier et al. 2016). IOI matrix is an instrument, based on an intervention logic 

assessment at policy measure-level and accounting for insights from economic and agronomic theory that allow 

for determining the (estimated) contribution of a policy instrument to different policy objectives. It establishes 

a matrix which links instruments to their likely impact on the three general CAP objectives. Compared to the 

intervention logic, the IOI-matrix provides a more detailed elaboration at the level of measures and allows the 

determination of the direction in which a measure is likely to impact on the objectives. Furthermore, the IOI-matrix 

enables a comparison of measures and their effects on similar objectives and the identification of potential 

synergies and side effects between the promising instruments. The hypotheses on the likely effect of the measures 

on the objectives are derived based on (a) Agricultural economic theory, (b) Empirical studies from economics and 

ecology literature, and (c) Experts in the respective field (Sterly et al. 2018).  

In the context of the CSP, the IOI matrix was used in the Netherlands to carry out an analysis of possible policy 

options for achieving the goals set in the CSP, and the integral impact of those options as regards the economic, 

ecological and social objectives set and their interrelation. 
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 Approaches for Stakeholder consultations 

There is a wide spectrum of tools that can support creating meaningful and transparent stakeholder consultations. 

In the following, tools for the process of building a shared vision among stakeholders will be presented as well as 

two promising practices from the field of agricultural policy.  

Future conferences and vision building  

Anticipation processes and practices are increasingly used to imagine futures, question assumptions about what 

futures are possible, and to develop strategies for transformational change (Arcuri and Brunori 2022). Future vision 

building is often used to address long-term challenges characterized by uncertainty and complexity, as it can help 

to explore different alternative future pathways. Processes of vision building include methods of envisioning, 

inventing and constructing possible pathways. Different methods can be used that are formalized to different 

degrees. One example for participatory vision building are future conferences (Jungk and Müllert 1989). The 

method is frequently employed in organizational development, education, and other domains to generate creative 

ideas, find solutions to problems, and develop visions for the future. It is based on a participatory approach and 

encourages the active involvement of all participants. 

Typically, future conferences unfold in several phases: 

▪ Stocktaking: Participants analyse the current situation, identify problems or challenges, and assess existing 

strengths and resources. 

▪ Goal Setting: Goals and visions for the future are defined collectively. This involves imagining how the 

desired future should look. 

▪ Idea Generation: Participants contribute ideas and suggestions on how to achieve the defined goals. 

Creative techniques such as brainstorming, mind mapping, or scenario planning are employed. 

▪ Prioritisation: The collected ideas are evaluated and prioritized to identify the most important measures to 

be implemented. 

▪ Implementation and Evaluation: Concrete action plans are developed to implement the selected ideas. The 

future conference does not only end with planning but also involves continuous monitoring and evaluation 

of implementation. 

Future conferences foster the exchange of different perspectives, collaboration, and participant engagement. They 

provide a structured framework for jointly developing innovative solutions and initiating processes of change. 

Good practices of vision building for rural areas were tried and tested in the SHERPA project (Rural Science-

Society-Policy Interfaces). In this Horizon project, project partners mapped the main drivers of future trends and 

dynamics of EU rural areas and established 41 Multi-Actor Platforms to engage in a dialogue between citizens, 

researchers and policy-makers across EU territories. As a central method for vision building, the Delphi method 

was used. It originated in the 1960́s and is a technique used to help construct present and future scenarios focused 

on specific issues with the help of experts on the focused subject. The method helps reach a consensus among the 

participants based on all posted opinions from different experiences and points of view in order to build a common 

scenario. 

The Delphi method operates on the premise that forecasts or decisions derived from a structured collective of 

individuals yield greater accuracy compared to those from unstructured groups. Experts engage in iterative rounds 

of responding to questionnaires, facilitated by a coordinator who delivers anonymized summaries of previous 

forecasts and the rationales behind them. This setup encourages experts to refine their initial responses in light of 

others' feedback, aiming to narrow the range of answers and converge towards a presumed correct solution. The 

process halts upon meeting predefined criteria, such as consensus attainment or result stability, with the mean or 

median scores of the final rounds determining the outcomes.  

Visie Landbouw, Natuur en Voedsel’ (Vision on Agriculture, Nature, and Food – Netherlands) 

The participatory process applied in the preparation of the Dutch ‘Visie Landbouw, Natuur en Voedsel’ (Vision on 

Agriculture, Nature, and Food) involved a structured and inclusive approach to engaging stakeholders in co-creating 
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the strategic vision for the agricultural sector (LNV 2018). The process employed various participatory methods and 

tools to facilitate dialogue, collaboration, and consensus-building among diverse stakeholders, including farmers, 

industry representatives, environmental organizations, policy makers, and civil society groups. Key components of 

the participatory process included: 

▪ Stakeholder Engagement: The process began with the identification and engagement of key stakeholders 

representing different interests and perspectives within the agricultural sector and related domains such as 

nature conservation and food production. Stakeholders were invited to participate in workshops, working 

groups, focus groups, and consultation meetings to share their knowledge, experiences, and priorities. 

▪ Co-Creation Workshops: Co-creation workshops were organized to facilitate collaborative visioning 

exercises, scenario planning, and idea generation sessions. Participants were encouraged to explore and 

envision future possibilities for agriculture, nature conservation, and food systems, considering emerging 

trends, challenges, and opportunities. Facilitators guided participants through structured activities to identify 

common goals, values, and aspirations. 

▪ Online Consultations: Online platforms and digital tools were utilized to broaden participation and gather 

input from a wider audience beyond workshop participants. Surveys, questionnaires, and interactive forums 

were used to solicit feedback, ideas, and suggestions from farmers, consumers, researchers, and other 

stakeholders who could not attend in-person events. This ensured inclusivity and accessibility in the 

participatory process. 

▪ Expert Panels and Advisory Groups: Expert panels and advisory groups were convened to provide technical 

expertise, guidance, and feedback on draft documents, policy proposals, and strategic priorities. These 

panels comprised experts from academia, research institutions, government agencies, and relevant 

stakeholder organizations, ensuring that the vision and recommendations were evidence-based and 

informed by the latest scientific knowledge. 

▪ Iterative Feedback Loops: Throughout the participatory process, feedback loops were established to ensure 

ongoing communication, transparency, and accountability. Draft documents, action plans, and strategic 

frameworks were shared with stakeholders for review and comment, allowing for iterative revisions and 

refinements based on stakeholder input. This iterative approach fostered a sense of ownership and buy-in 

among stakeholders. 

Overall, the participatory process applied in the preparation of the Dutch ‘Visie Landbouw, Natuur en Voedsel’ 

involved a collaborative and inclusive approach to developing a shared vision for the future of agriculture, nature, 

and food systems. By engaging stakeholders in dialogue, co-creation, and decision-making, the process aimed to 

build consensus, address complex challenges, and chart a sustainable and resilient path forward for the Dutch 

agricultural sector. 

Zukunftskommission Landwirtschaft (Future Commission on Agriculture – Germany) 

The Zukunftskommission Landwirtschaft (Future Commission on Agriculture) was established in Germany as a 

collaborative initiative between government officials, agricultural stakeholders, and civil society representatives to 

address pressing challenges facing the agricultural sector (Zukunftskommission Landwirtschaft 2021). The 

commission employed a multidisciplinary approach, incorporating scientific expertise, stakeholder consultations, and 

public engagement to inform its deliberations and decision-making processes. Through a series of meetings, working 

groups, and consultations, the commission examined key issues such as sustainable agricultural practices, rural 

development, climate change mitigation, and animal welfare. The outcome of the Zukunftskommission 

Landwirtschaft was a comprehensive set of recommendations and policy proposals aimed at promoting the transition 

towards a more environmentally sustainable, socially equitable, and economically viable agricultural system. These 

recommendations encompassed measures to support agroecological farming practices, enhance biodiversity 

conservation, improve animal welfare standards, strengthen rural economies, and promote fair trade practices. The 

Zukunftskommission Landwirtschaft's work underscored the importance of collaborative governance approaches 

and evidence-based policy making in addressing complex challenges in the agricultural sector and fostering a more 

resilient and sustainable food system. 
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4. Conclusions: innovation potentials for stakeholder engagement and 

decision making 

This deliverable gave an overview of the challenges that actors face in the CSP design and monitoring process in 

the different Member States and throughout the design steps. Based on those results, good practices of tools for 

prioritisation of needs and objectives, to support intervention setting, coherence and impact assessment as well as 

approaches for stakeholder consultation were outlined.  

The most common overall challenge in the MS were dealing with current multi-level governance of the CAP and its 

complexity. These manifested in timing issues, handling the volume and complexity of the CAP Policy documents 

and coordinating the different needs and of regional and national level. The latter was most apparent in regionalized 

MS, such as Italy and Germany. A second cluster of challenges, that was mentioned throughout focus group reports, 

literature review and online survey were challenges related to accountability and transparency. Most commonly a 

lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes and/or consultation results was mentioned as was a 

lack of consultation of stakeholders in general. Capacity-related problems were mostly brought up in terms of 

technical problems, while evidence-based policy making was most commonly obstructed by partisansip or political 

contestation. Data coverage, availablity and relevance was mentioned regularly, yet did not seem to be the biggest 

challenge overall.  

In terms of the different phases of the CSP design and monitoring process, it shows that especially the ex-ante 

analysis and the intervention setting phase proved to bring about challenges. Challenges in terms of current multi-

level governance of the CAP and its complexity are most apparent in the ex-ante analysis, the SWOT analysis, the 

intervention setting as well as in the setting of indicators and monitoring. Lacking capacities seem to be most 

challenging during the intervention setting.  

While there are some challenges, such as the complexity of the CAP architecture and timing issues, that need to be 

tackled on the EU-policy level (e.g. through clearer definitions and guidelines and timely provision of documents), 

new and improved tools are promising to tackle other challenges. These include the integration of knowledge and 

creating coherence between the different design steps as well as lack in capacities of Ministry staff, stakeholders 

and in terms of technical infrastructure. For challenges related to the involvement of stakeholders in the CSP design 

process, improved tools promise an increase of transparency, communication and guidance on the quality, quantity 

and scope of the consultation of stakeholders. 

To translate these findings and first good practices into new and improved tools is the objective of Task 3.2. This 

task will make use of co-design within a working group format, composed of project partners and experts. In six 

working groups, tools will be developed and improved that are promising to overcome the challenges outlined in this 

deliverable. Where possible, outcomes on modelling tools (WP2) and new data sources (WP4) will be integrated. 

Furthermore, the co-designed tools will be tested in case studies in the further process of the project (WP5), 

considering ongoing changes for the next funding period.   
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Appendix 

In the following, a more detailed overview of the challenges by country will be given. This includes tables of all 

challenges in the different steps of the CSP design and monitoring mentioned in the online survey as well as 

subsequent needs if indicated. 

Austria 

Table 2 Challenges mentioned in the Online Survey (n=1) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

SWOT analysis 
Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Design of interventions 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Timing   

Complicated system of indicators prescribed by the EU  

Belgium – Flanders 

Table 3 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=1) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

Ex-Ante Analysis 

Data coverage and availability  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 
documents 

 

Timing: this analysis was started early, even before it was known 
that the CAP would be postponed for 2 years. Moreover, the 
European directives came late. As a result, many last-minute 
adjustments and updates had to be made. 

Timely clarity on expected content and 
an expected outcome that is 
manageable. Focus is needed: given the 
many themes and objectives the CAP 
touches, this is becoming an increasingly 
heavy, complex exercise).   

Socio-economic 
context analysis 

Timing   

Data coverage and availability  

Due to comments by the European Commission on the analysis 
of the socio-economic context, much of this analysis had to be 
reworked in a short period of time. 

Greater clarity on committee 
requirements for CAP-SP submission 

Better availability of relevant data, mainly 
need for more data at Flemish level. 

SWOT analysis 

Timing (e.g. time pressure, lack of time for preparation); Data 
coverage and availability 

 

Data coverage and availability  

Due to the postponement of CAP 2023-2027, much of the 
preparation for the needs and SWOT analysis was outdated by 
submission of the CAP SP. As a result, several parts in this 
analysis had to be redone. Which resulted in a lot of duplication of 
effort. 

Better alignment between timing for 
submission and start of CAP. 

Design of 
interventions 

Timing (e.g. time pressure, lack of time for preparation)  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 
documents 

 

Budget allocation 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Timing  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 
documents 

 

The expectation (e.g. from stakeholders) to have clarity on 
budgets quickly, linked to the priority of needs. But allocation of 
budgets also depends on the nature and content of the CAP 
interventions developed. 

No overly narrow guidelines regarding 
intervention logic. 

Timing   
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Design of CAP 
strategic plan 
indicators 

Data coverage and availability  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 
documents 

 

The complexity of the CAP and the many exceptions that apply 
make it difficult to maintain an overview. In addition, the European 
values available for context and impact indicators are often not 
available at a sufficiently detailed level. 

A reduced complexity in order to focus 
on the essentials. 

Assessment of 
internal and 
external coherence 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Technical problems   

Timing   

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 
documents 

 

Monitoring of the 
implementation 

Technical problems (e.g. for stakeholder consultation, 
communication, sharing of information) 

 

Timing   

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture 
among stakeholders 

 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 
documents 

 

The technical problems are mainly IT-related. The guidelines and 
template for the XML files were delivered late. In addition, 
adjustments happened regularly, which meant that the IT 
applications were stable late. 

In addition, concrete definitions or calculations would have been 
useful to report the effective figures for monitoring. Now, many 
things were not clear, and many questions had to be asked by 
Member States. A physical meeting on the subject would also 
have been useful. That way, member states could also discuss 
the problems they have in terms of monitoring with each other. 

More concrete definitions or calculation 
methods for the data to be supplied 
would make the process simpler and 
more efficient. 

A physical meeting to discuss the issues 
and provide clarifications are also 
simpler and could have avoided the 
large volumes of Q&A documents. 

Denmark 

Table 4 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=1) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

Needs 
assessment and 
SWOT analysis 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Timing  

Data coverage and availability  

The late adoption of the EU regulation made the process and scoping of the 
needs assessment and the SWOT analysis difficult. 

EU rules, requirements, and 
templates should be made 
available and finalized earlier 
in the process. 

Design of 
interventions 

Timing  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Late adoption of EU regulation and national political decisions made the 
design of interventions difficult. Also, the EU Commission was not always 
able to provide guidelines on how to design interventions, GAEC's etc. It is 
our understanding that this was due to ongoing discussions and lack of 
clarity internally in the Commission. 

EU rules, requirements, and 
templates should be made 
available and finalized earlier 
in the process. 

Finland 

Table 5 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=1) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs 

Ex-Ante Analysis 
Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 
Policy documents 
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the Commission's requirements for the content of the 
CAP plan 

give member states more power to 
decide on content 

Socio-economic context analysis 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 
Policy documents 

 

late completion of statistical data  

SWOT analysis 
Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 
Policy documents 

 

Design of CAP strategic plan 
indicators 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 
Policy documents 

 

Potential contribution to impact 
indicators 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 
Policy documents 

 

France 

Table 6 Challenges mentioned in the Online Survey (n=2) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

Ex-Ante Analysis 
Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Socio-economic context analysis Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Design of CAP strategic plan 
indicators 

Technical problems   

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Monitoring of the implementation 
Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Germany 

Table 7 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=5) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs 

Ex-Ante Analysis 

Timing  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making   

Technical problems   

Data coverage and availability  

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

 

Lack of engagement with stakeholders  

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

 

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently 

Most important: Political 
will to really engage in 
evidence-based policy 
making. also: Better 
coordination at national 
level. 

little knowledge of the functioning of an ex-ante analysis time 

Timing  
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Socio-economic 
context analysis 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Data coverage and availability  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Technical problems   

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process time 

A socio-economic analysis consists not only of collating the data, but also of 
categorising, evaluating and weighting it. The Ministry was not in a position to do 
this. 

 

SWOT analysis 

Timing  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making   

Data coverage and availability  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Technical problems  

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

 

Design of 
interventions 

Timing  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making   

Technical problems  

Data coverage and availability  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently  

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

time 

The intervention descriptions are very abstract and hardly suitable for an impact 
assessment. 

Many assumptions were 
made and expert 
knowledge was utilised. 

Budget allocation 

  

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

 

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Technical problems  

Timing   

Data coverage and availability  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents time 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   
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Design of CAP 
strategic plan 
indicators 

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making   

Technical problems   

Timing   

Data coverage and availability  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents time 

Potential 
contribution to 
impact indicators 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders   

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Technical problems   

Timing   

Data coverage and availability  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Impact indicators are actually context indicators. And there are no models with 
which estimates can be made. 

 

Assessment of 
internal and 
external 
coherence 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Timing   

Data coverage and availability  

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

 

Lack of systematic overviews of regional funding structures  

Monitoring of the 
implementation 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making   

Technical problems   

Timing  

Data coverage and availability  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Hungary 

Table 8 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=4) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

Ex-Ante 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Technical problems   

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making   
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Timing  

Data coverage and availability  

SWOT analysis 

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Timing   

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Data coverage and availability  

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Design of interventions 

Timing (e.g. time pressure  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently  

Budget allocation 

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making   

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Data coverage and availability  

Assessment of internal and external coherence 
 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process;   

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Ireland 

Table 9 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=1) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs 

Monitoring of the implementation 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders  

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation results  

Timing   

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Italy 

Table 10 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=1) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

SWOT analysis 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design 

process 
 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding 

schemes 
 

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 

Policy documents 
 

being able to deploy all resources, on time and meeting 

key requirements. 
 

Design of interventions 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding 

schemes 
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Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 

Policy documents 
 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Verify that the interventions set up by the Ministry do not 

present critical profiles for the regional territory and 

define regional specificities 

continuous dialogue 

with the regional level 

partnership 

Budget allocation 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders   

Lack of engagement with stakeholders  

Timing  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 

Policy documents 
 

identification of allocations for each intervention to meet 

regional needs and verification over time 

continuous partnership 

dialogue and effective 

monitoring of the 

Programme 

Latvia 

Table 11 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=3) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

Ex-Ante Analysis 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

 

Timing   

Data coverage and availability  

Socio-economic context analysis Data coverage and availability  

SWOT analysis Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Design of interventions 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Potential contribution to impact 
indicators 

Data coverage and availability  

Monitoring of the implementation 

Data coverage and availability  

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

 

Lithuania 

Table 12 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=5) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

Ex-Ante 
Analysis 

Timing 

To create the separated 
political independent body to 
create and implement CAP 

 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders 
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Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently 

Technical problems 

Timing  

Socio-economic 
context analysis 

Data coverage and availability 

To create the separated 
political independent body to 
create and implement CAP 

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders 

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff 

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently 

Technical problems  

Timing 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents 

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making 

Complexity of multi-level-governance 

SWOT analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data coverage and availability 

To create the separated 
political independent body to 
create and implement CAP  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders 

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff 

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently 

Technical problems 

Timing (e.g. time pressure, lack of time for preparation) 

Complexity of multi-level-governance 

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

Design of 
interventions 

 

Data coverage and availability 

To create the separated 
political independent body to 
create and implement CAP  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders 

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff 

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  
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Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently 

Technical problems  

Timing  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Ministry ignoring the opinion of social partners 

A responsible and 
professional person in the 
ministry 

Budget 
allocation 

 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

To create the separated 
political independent body to 
create and implement CAP  
 

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders 

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently 

Technical problems  

Timing  

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

Design of CSP 
indicators 

 

Complexity of multi-level-governance 

To create the separated 
political independent body to 
create and implement CAP  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders 

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently 

Timing 

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

Data coverage and availability 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents 

Monitoring of the 
implementation 

Complexity of multi-level-governance   

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders  

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

 

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently  

Technical problems   

Timing   

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

 

Poland 

Table 13 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=3) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

Ex-Ante 
Analysis 

Timing  

Data coverage and availability Labour input had to be greater 
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Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 
documents 

 

SWOT 
analysis 

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design 
process 

 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making 
processes or consultation results 

 

Timing  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy 
documents 

More transparency of the process and access to results 
after each step made 

Portugal 

Table 14 Challenges mentioned in the Online Survey (n=1) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs  

Ex-Ante Analysis 

Timing  

Data coverage and availability  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders  

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process  

Lack of engagement with stakeholders  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently  

Slovak Republic 

Table 15 Challenges and Needs mentioned in Online Survey (n=8) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs 

Design of 
interventions 

Data coverage and availability 

decisions based on data and 
more professional team 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes 

Lack of diversity of involved stakeholders (e.g. actors representing specific 
issues such as environment, social rural issues) 

Lack of engagement with stakeholders 

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff 

Lack of transparency concerning decision-making processes or consultation 
results 

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making 

Stakeholders were not informed sufficiently 

Timing 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents 

Complexity of multi-level-governance 

Lack of attention to regional specificities in the design process 

The diverse requirements of the public sector 

joint consultation between 
government and the public 
sector, understanding the CAP 
issue and reaching consensus 

Frequent changes to the rules over time due to changes at ministerial level a clearly defined legal 
framework and sufficient 
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technical and financial 
capacity 

 

Budget 
allocation 

Complexity of multi-level-governance  

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes  

Lack of expertise and competence among ministry staff  

Timing  

Data coverage and availability  

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture Policy documents  

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

 

The diverse requirements of the public sector 

joint consultation between 
government and the public 
sector, understanding the CAP 
issue and reaching consensus 

Design of CSP 
indicators 

Timing   

Data coverage and availability  

Assessment of 
internal and 
external 
coherence 

Lack of coherence with other policies or funding schemes;   

Obstacles to evidence-based policy making  

Lack of existing networks and/or established discussion culture among 
stakeholders 

 

Monitoring of 
implementation 

Timing   

Data coverage and availability  

Complexity of multi-level-governance  
 

 

Sweden 

Table 16 Challenges and Needs mentioned in the Online Survey (n=1) 

Policy Step Challenges Needs 

SWOT analysis 
Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 
Policy documents 

 

Design of 
interventions 

Timing   

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 
Policy documents 

 

The regulatory framework took a long time to be 
established. Feedback from the Commission on the 
draft plan came late and we had to make some late 
changes. 

 

Design of CAP 
strategic plan 
indicators 

 

Timing  

Lack of existing networks and/or established 
discussion culture among stakeholders 

The regulatory framework took a long time to be 
established. Feedback from the Commission on the 
draft plan came late and we had to make some late 
changes. 

Volume and/or complexity of Common Agriculture 
Policy documents 

 

 


