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1. Executive Summary

The Tools4CAP project supports EU Member States in designing and monitoring their CAP Strategic Plans in
response to the challenges of the new CAP framework. As part of this effort, the project maintains an inventory of
tools and methodologies used by MS to design and implement CSPs.

Deliverable 1.4 significantly expands and enhances the inventory first established in Deliverable 1.1. Initially based
on desk research and 121 semi-structured interviews with stakeholders from 25 EU Member States, the updated
version now integrates additional data sources from across the project. It also incorporates insights from additional
desk research, an online survey from Task 1.3 and national focus groups from Task 6.2, which helped identify new
tools and refine existing descriptions. As a result, the inventory has grown from 85 tools in Deliverable 1.1 to 94 tools
in Deliverable 1.4. Structural improvements have also been made, including a more streamlined categorisation of
tools and a renaming of the 'stakeholder needs assessment tools' category to 'stakeholder engagement tools'.

The updated inventory will be accessible through the Tools4CAP website, providing an intuitive and user-friendly
experience with filtering, searching and sorting options. As a dynamic digital resource, it will continue to evolve by
incorporating new tools and methodologies from both within and beyond the EU to maintain its relevance. The final
planned update for the inventory is scheduled for October 2026.
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2. Introduction

The Tools4CAP project enters into play in the context of a changing Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). The New
Delivery Model (NDM) established in the Regulation EU 2115/2021* introduces country-specific Strategic Plans,
along with new monitoring, review and evaluation requirements. The new CAP comes with increased subsidiarity,
providing greater scope to tailor policy to identified needs. It also introduces a performance-oriented approach
replacing the previous compliance-based model. Together these changes mean more responsibilities and flexibility
for Member States (MSs) in the design and monitoring of their CAP Strategic Plans (CSP), as well as a new policy
cycle entailing exchange and coordination with the European Commission.

The NDM, therefore, poses new challenges for MSs. MSs are required to develop new competencies and capabilities
and set up appropriate methodological tools to design and implement CSPs. These CSPs must be capable of
delivering on societal demands such as increased green ambitions, animal welfare, SMART accountability,
consistency of the intervention strategy, and external coherence with other policies.

Tools4CAP aims to provide CAP decision-makers with suitable tools for more evidence-based policy-making,
ultimately improving their capacity to design next-generation strategic CSPs and to perform monitoring tasks. To
realise its ambitions, the project pursues five specific objectives. Tools4CAP will:

1) Provide a shared knowledge base and an evaluation of methods and tools used for the design and
implementation of the CSP.

2) Identify and adapt innovative methods and tools for the design and implementation of the CSP, by taking stock
of relevant and replicable solutions developed in recent and ongoing research projects and other European
Union (EU) initiatives.

3) Empower end users to adopt innovative solutions for the design and implementation of the CSP, by providing
them with methodological guidance on choosing the best solutions, their operationalisation, and associated
good practices.

4) Establish a replication lab supporting the practical demonstration and uptake of innovative solutions for the
design and implementation of the CSP, by operationalising and testing methods and tools across case studies.

5) Set up a capacity building hub to mobilise knowledge and transfer operational capabilities to end users for the
design and implementation of the CSP, by enabling mutual learning, participation, and science-policy dialogue.

In Work Package (WP) 1, the Inventory of Methods and Tools ( ) served as a foundational piece of
the Tools4CAP support action. This deliverable, part of Task 1.1 (T1.1), established a comprehensive inventory of
existing methods and tools used in the design and implementation of MS CSPs. The inventory was made accessible
to stakeholders through on the project website (Milestone 1). This repository is designed to be
digital, updatable, and permanent, existing beyond the life of the project.

Building on the foundation set by Deliverable 1.1 (D1.1), this document presents the update, ‘The Inventory of
Methods and Tools II' (D1.4). In this update, we have thoroughly revised the inventory to minimise inconcistencies,
add relevant information on the tools where needed, and adopt a more streamlined approach to enhance the end-
user experience (see Section 4). Additionally, we have included the tools from the latest deliverables of WP2 to WP4
(i.e. D2.1-D2.3, D3.1-D3.3, D4.1-D4.3), as well as tools to be tested in the case studies of WP5 (D5.1).

The next update, planned for October 2026, will look ahead to the new programming period of the CSPs and adjust
the inventory to reflect these developments. It will also incorporate relevant new tools from science and third
countries that have not yet been applied in the EU.

"https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R2115


https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/D1.1-Inventory-of-methods-and-tools.pdf
https://www.tools4cap.eu/tools/

() ToOLS

Thus, the overall objective of this deliverable is to provide a dynamic, comprehensive, and accessible repository of
methodologies and tools that contribute to the design, implementation and monitoring of CSPs across the EU. This
dedicated space will support the transfer of knowledge, skills and capabilities to end users across all MSs.

2.3.1. The design and monitoring of the strategic plans

According to Regulation EU 2115/2021, MSs are required to design CSP covering the national territory and ensuring
consistency with regional settings, and to establish a monitoring, reporting and evaluation system. The governance
of the SP, therefore, begins with their design and continues throughout their implementation. Design and
implementation are inter-functional phases of the same process that complement one another.

We define ‘design’ as the process involving all activities performed by MSs, including the preparatory work, aiming
at drafting the CAP SP, hence creating a “sound intervention logic” of the CSP and the intervention strategy referred
to in Article 107(1), point (b) for each specific objective. The CSPs’ design involves specific tasks, including socio-
economic and context analysis, SWOT analysis, needs assessment, intervention setting, target setting, financial
allocation, ex-ante analysis and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), and stakeholder consultations.

We define ‘implementation’ as the process involving all activities performed by the European Commission (EC) (and
other EU agencies) and MSs, taking place after the formal approval of the CSP (January 2023), aimed at monitoring
and evaluating the adoption of planned interventions and budget, and the achievements of the targets and
objectives. We distinguish monitoring activities from evaluation activities, as follows:

Monitoring: all activities performed by EC and MSs to measure progress in CSP implementation and in achieving
the milestones and targets (by reference to financial data and to output and result indicators, including at the regional
level where relevant). This includes two main tasks. First, the performance review (i.e. activities undertaken for the
realisation of the annual performance report), which involves the set up of comprehensive, timely and reliable data
sources to enable effective follow-up of policy progress towards objectives using output, result and impact indicators.
Second, the control of beneficiaries’ compliance, traditionally conducted through Integrated Administration and
Control Systems (IACS) and paying agencies control systems?.

Evaluation: all activities performed by EC and MSs to evaluate progress in CSP implementation and in achieving
the CSP set-out objectives and the environmental and climate-related commitments of the EU. This includes
activities such as:

+ Activities undertaken by MSs during the implementation period and ex-post to assess their CSP’s
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence, EU-added value and impact in relation to their contribution
to achieving the CAP's general objectives and specific objectives which are addressed by the CSP
concerned

» Activities undertaken by EC pursuant to Title VII, Chapter V of CSP Regulation

The project fully covers the design phase of the plans, but as regards the implementation, the project focuses on
the monitoring process. The ex-post evaluation of the CAP Strategic plan is out of scope. In fact, the design of the
next-generation CSP will happen before the full evaluation of the current SP. The monitoring process of the current
CSPs' implementation will be fundamental in this regard, while the CAP evaluation will not likely have a role in
informing those choices. Therefore, the scope of the Tools4CAP project is particularly focused on the monitoring
process, rather than on the evaluation of the CAP. Nonetheless, qualitative and quantitative tools can be also of
relevance for ex-post evaluations.

2.3.2. The methods and tools for design and monitoring

The project focuses on the tools used for the design and monitoring of the CSPs. The term ‘tools’ encompasses all
methodologies, methods and (technical/technological) tools that can be used through the design and monitoring
processes. Within an overarching methodological framework, methods are about instructions, procedures and

2 https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/common-agricultural-policy/financing-cap/assurance-and-audit/managing-

payments_en
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processes for attaining a certain objective, alongside which different qualitative and quantitative tools are used. A
tool is a device/product that helps in accomplishing a task. Focusing on the process, there are good and bad
methods. Good practices will focus on the right method to use the different tools (e.g. method for stakeholder
engagement or intervention logic). Focusing on the end product, the use of the tool can be appropriate or not (e.g.
models, stakeholder platforms, etc.). For simplification, hereinafter, we refer to methods and tools exclusively with

the term “tools”.

The tools, however, can be distinguished according to their purpose. Tools can be used for different purposes, such
as for interpreting and analysing data to generate evidence, for collecting the data to be analysed, for facilitating the
decisions’ logic, or for identifying and assessing the needs and opinions of stakeholders. Within the scope of the
project, we distinguish four categories of tools relevant to the design and monitoring of the CSPs, which are defined
below.

1) Stakeholder engagement tools: These tools are based on qualitative methodologies, including but not limited
to participatory approaches, that enable the identification and assessment of stakeholders’ perspectives and
needs, which can be used to inform policy analyses and policy choices. Examples of these tools are digital
platforms, info sessions, surveys, interviews, workshops, working groups and vision building.

2) Policy choices supporting tools: These tools rely on logic-based methodologies to facilitate decision-making.
The tools are particularly useful when dealing with complex systems (i.e. characterised by interdependencies,
competitions, relationships, and interactions between their parts). When multiple policy options are available,
information comes from multiple sources and several actors are involved in decision-making. These tools help
converge to a shared, coherent, consistent and logical policy choice. Examples of these tools are cumulative
voting, multi-critera analysis, logic frameworks and scenario building.

3) Policy analysis tools for evidence-based decisions: These tools serve for generating (scientific or empirical)
evidence through the analysis of policies, either ex-ante or ex-post, to inform decision-making, hence
underpinning evidence-based policymaking. Tools for both ex-ante analysis (employed before policy
implementation to evaluate the likely outcomes, benefits and risks associated with different policy options), and
ex-post analysis (evaluation and comparison of past experiences, or similar experiences elsewhere, as well as
outcomes under different policies and policy mix analysis), can be employed along the design and monitoring
process. Examples of these tools are statistical analysis, experimental economics, and small-scale, large-scale
and joint modelling tools.

4) Monitoring and data collection tools: These tools serve to collect and make available (but not to interpret)
the necessary information and data for the performance review of the CAP Strategic Plan, and to inform policy
analyses and policy choices. These tools allow for collecting different types of qualitative and quantitative data,
information and knowledge, with different levels of accuracy and based on different sources. They can rely on
different methodological, technical or technological tools. Examples of these tools are Area Monitoring Systems
(AMS), Land Parcel Identification Systems (LPIS), administrative databases, risk assessment tools for
compliance and data collection tools.

This categorisation of tools is useful to guide the research and technical work within the Tools4CAP project, as well
as to inform a better and use-oriented tools’ dissemination and communication strategy. It is evident, however, that
such a categorisation is not perfectly applicable in the real world, as the use of the same tools can be diverse, and
different tools are often used in combination. Therefore, two important dimensions must be accounted for: the
possible use of the tools, and the complementarity between the tools.

Firstly, tools can have multiple uses along the design and monitoring processes of the CSPs, whereby each design
or monitoring task can be carried out through different tools (Figure 1). Figure 1 shows how the different categories
of tools have been used based on the results of the Tools4CAP online inventory of tools®. The first aspect to be
noted is that all categories of tools can be used for both design and monitoring tasks. For instance, stakeholder
engagement tools have been widely used to inform the design of the CSPs (e.g. needs assessment, context
analysis), but can also be used to underpin the performance review and for the ex-post evaluation. Likewise,
monitoring and data collection tools are (obviously) key for the monitoring tasks, but they also support other design
tasks (e.g. context and SWOT analyses).

3 https://www.tools4cap.eu/tools/
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Figure 1. Main categories and use of different categories of tools across design and monitoring tasks.
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Note that the links between categories of tools and design and monitoring tasks were made based on the results of the
Tools4CAP online inventory of tools (https://www.tools4cap.eu/tools/).

*Evaluation tasks are out of the scope of Tools4CAP. However, it is important to consider that different tools can be used
also for evaluation.

Secondly, tools can be complementary to one another, whereby each design or monitoring task can be carried out
through a combination of tools, and the outputs of different tools concur with the final choices making up a CSP fit
for purpose (Figure 2). For example, all tools can rely on the use of data and information from previous experiences,
especially in the case of policy analysis tools. Monitoring and data collection tools complement other tool categories
as they provide the necessary data and contextual information. Thus, monitoring tools are key not only for the
monitoring process but also in the design phase. Moreover, stakeholder engagement tools can complement policy
analysis tools (e.g. by providing informed knowledge, expert judgment or scenario building), monitoring and data
collection tools (by complementing possible data gaps), and can inform policy choice tools through stakeholders’
opinions. Policy analysis tools can provide evidence to feed stakeholder discussions, as well as evidence to
substantiate policy choices. Lastly, policy choice tools can inform policy analysis (by defining the policies to be
assessed), and monitoring tools (by defining the indicators and targets for which data should be collected).


https://www.tools4cap.eu/tools/
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Figure 2. Interlinks between different categories of tools
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Several factors affect the MSs’ choice of tools for the design and monitoring of the SP. A more comprehensive
explanation of the use of the tools along the CSP design process, as well as the factors that have influenced their
choice, are provided in the Conceptual Framework Report (D1.2).

2.3.3. End users

In order to foster the adoption of innovative tools, Tools4CAP aims to engage tools’ end users to provide them with
methodological guidance and capacity-building opportunities. All actors playing a role in the CAP design and
monitoring processes at either the regional, national or EU level are considered the end users of the Tools4CAP
coordination and support action. For both the design and monitoring phases, end users operate (or play a role) at
different levels of governance. The CSP, for instance, identify a mix of actors including control bodies, managing
authorities, paying agencies, competent authorities, certification bodies, monitoring committees, coordination and
communication bodies, including Agicultural Knowledge and Innovation System (AKIS). Thus, the types of end users
addressed by Tools4CAP can be synthetised as follows:

e Decision makers: Ministry of Agriculture and Regional authorities where relevant, and their strategic working
groups, regional and local authorities, as well as managing authorities and paying agencies.

e Consultative agencies: Other ministries and public agencies having relevant competencies (e.g.

environmental, sanitary).

e Executors and delegated organisations: public and private organisations in charge of specific tasks of the
strategic plan design or implementation, as well as developers/providers of services/tools functional to the
design and implementation (e.g. research centres, universities, data collectors/managers, CAP network,
Agri.Econ. groups).


https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/D1.2-Conceptual-framework.pdf

() TOOLS,CAP

3. Data Collection

The inventory developed in D1.1 was primarily based on data collection through desk research and 121 semi-
structured interviews with relevant stakeholders at local, regional and national levels in EU MSs.

This update (D1.4) builds on the findings of D1.1 and integrates additional data sources from the Tools4CAP project.
The inventory was also further extended by other project activities, including the online survey in T1.3 and the focus
groups in T6.2, which helped to identify additional tools and improve the descriptions (see Figure 3). In addition,
tools from the latest deliverables of WP2 to WP4 (i.e. D2.1-D2.3, D3.1-D3.3, D4.1-D4.3), as well as tools to be tested
in the case studies of WP5 (D5.1), were also included.

~
Interviews (T1.1)
Inventory
of tools (1)
b1.1 Desk research (T1.1)
1
\ Inventory of
\ Online survey (T1.3) »  tools (II)
\ D1.4
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A Deliverables H
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\\\\\ "”/

-
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Figure 3. Overview of data collection for D1.1 and D1.4

The desk research undertaken as part of D1.1 involved an extensive review and analysis of existing information
from a range of public sources. This included not only academic and grey literature, but also data from institutional
websites, digital resources and results from previous projects related to the CAP or EU agriculture. An important
part of this process was the examination of academic journals and government publications in local languages,

providing literature, reports and articles that shed light on the tools used by EU MSs in designing and monitoring
their CAP strategic plans.

The updated inventory in D1.4 builds on the previous version by providing a more in-depth analysis of the tools. It
incorporates insights from all associated documentation collected during the semi-structured interviews, offering a
greater level of detail for each tool. A preliminary review of Annex lll from the Member States' CSPs was also
conducted to identify additional stakeholder engagement tools. This update addresses key gaps identified in D1.1,
particularly through targeted desk research on tools used in Denmark and Estonia, which were previously
underrepresented. Moreover, WPs 2-4 contributed extensively by conducting desk research across the main tool
categories, leading to the identification of new tools and enhancing the overall understanding of existing ones.
Finally, tools currently being tested in WP5 case studies have been incorporated into the inventory, ensuring that
the most up-to-date and practical examples are included.

In the next update of the inventory, D1.5, it is important to emphasise the integration of various existing tools from
science and other policy areas, including climate, environment and other relevant EU initiatives. These tools are
particularly valuable as CAP-related issues often overlap with other sectors, previous programming periods and third
countries. They could be adapted to improve the design, implementation and evaluation of CAP strategic plans or
used to further enrich the knowledge base.

| 10



() TOOLS,CAP

—

3.2.Interviews

The project made extensive use of semi-structured interviews, a qualitative research method characterised by a pre-
determined set of topics, alongside the flexibility for open-ended exploration. 121 interviews were undertaken in D1.1
with stakeholders from ministries, governmental bodies, paying agencies, regional and local authorities, scientific
and research institutes, consulting firms, farmer and agricultural organisations, and environmental and consumer
organisations across 25 EU MSs. As two MSs, Denmark and Estonia, were not covered in D1.1, an additional
interview was conducted with Estonia as part of D1.4. Denmark remains uncovered for now, but has been addressed
through desk research and will be included in the next update through an interview if necessary.

Figure 4. Semi-structured stakeholder interviews
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Slovenia
Spain
Sweden 5
As part of the initial inventory deliverable (D1.1), 121 semi-structured interviews were conducted with end users
across 25 EU MSs. For this update (D1.4), an additional semi-structured interview was conducted in Estonia, while
no interviews have yet been conducted in Denmark.
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3.3.0nline survey

As part of T1.3, an online survey was launched as a benchmarking exercise to gather additional methodological and
technical information on the identified tools. The survey, conducted via EUSurvey from August to early September
2023, targeted end-users in all 27 EU MSs and was available in all EU languages to encourage participation.
Although the primary objective of the survey was to gather information for benchmarking tools, the additional data
collected proved valuable for updating several descriptions in the inventory.

| 11
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In T6.2, 14 national focus groups were held in as many MSs. These focus groups aimed, among other objectives,
to complement the inventory by identifying additional tools not captured through the interviews. The discussions
brought together various participants, including end users, policymakers, NGOs, agricultural representatives,
environmental advocates, agricultural experts, and rural stakeholders. Each group focused on a specific category of
tools to enable an in-depth examination of their application, which is also presented in D6.5.

Figure 5 shows the 14 MSs where focus groups took place, highlighting the categories of tools covered. Specifically,
five MSs focused on stakeholder engagement tools, three on policy choice support tools, four on policy analysis
tools, and two on monitoring tools.

Stakeholder engagement tools

Policy analysis taols for
evidence-based decisions

Policy choice support tools
Monitoring and data collection tools

Bl NN

Figure 5. Topics covered by the 14 national focus groups

| 12
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4. Key updates in the (online) inventory

Since the first deliverable of the inventory (D1.1), the inventory has undergone an online update to reflect a revised
categorisation following D1.3. Figure 6 provides an overview of the categorisation of all tools as presented in D1.1,
the subsequent online update, and the current version in D1.4.

It is important to note that some tools have changed categories following each re-categorisation. Additionally, new
tools were identified through further information gathered from project activities (see Section 3), leading to an
increase in the total number of tools from 75 from the online update to 94 tools identified in D1.4.

The key changes across categories include:

e Stakeholders Engagement Tools: 9 new tools were introduced, while four were removed. Many of these
new additions were identified through insights gathered from the focus groups, as well as a preliminary
analysis of Annex IIl of the CAP SPs of each MS, which provided details on the consultation strategies used
by MS.

e Policy Choices Supporting Tools: Expanded by five tools, with one tool removed.

e Policy Analysis Tools for Evidence-Based Decisions: Experienced the most significant growth, with 11
tools added—primarily models referenced in the Deliverables of WP2 that were previously missing—and
one tool removed.

e Monitoring and Data Collection Tools: Expanded with two new tools, while two were removed. In this
category, all applications for AMS and LPIS have been consolidated, as these are general methods used
across all Member States (MS). For this reason, a general explanation has been provided for AMS, with
examples of its implementation in six different MS. The same applies to LPIS, where a general description
is given, along with descriptions of how LPIS is applied in three different MS.

Additional update in tools categorisation on the online inventory
(SUBJCATEGORY NAME TOTAL
Stakeholders needs assessment tools Stakehoider engagement ools

Focus groups and meetings 10 Focus groups and meetings 13 Digital platforms 3
Info sessions 4

Surveys 3

Online consultations and surveys 6 Online consultations and surveys 6 Interviews 2
Workshops 12

Warking groups 8

Workshops and conferences 9 Workshops and conferences 9 Vision building 1
Vioting and prioritisation tools 5 Voting and prioritisation tools 5 Expert judgement 1
Cumulative voting 5

End user feedback mechanisms 3 Multicriteria analysis tools 4 Mu\_(l-crltena analysis 3
| [Logic frameworks 4

Scenario building 1

Expert judzement-based approaches 1 Expert judgement-based approaches 1

Statistical methods 5 Farm/intervention level 3 Staus_(lcal analysis — 3
Experimental economics 1

Simulation models 3 Regional level 1 Large-scale modelling tools 5
Small-scale modelling tools 9

Cost benefit analysis and impact loint modelling tools 1

& = 4 National level 6 £
BSSESSMENTS.
- N ~ R Area Monitoring Systems (AMS) 6
Compliance menitarin 15 Compliance monitorin) 15

& E e E Land Parcel Identification Systems (LPIS) 3
Performanca monitoring 13 Parformance monitoring 9 Administrative Databases - u

Risk assessment tools for compliance 1

Datz and knowledge stocktaking 6 Data and knowledge stocktaking 3 Data collection tools 3
[ 85 | TOTAL TOOLS 75| [ 94

Figure 6. Overview of tools categorised in D1.1, a later update in the online inventory and D1.4

Overall, the inventory has been thoroughly revised to streamline the tools and provide the necessary details to
capture their full range. A significant change was to move away from sub-categories and introduce ‘tool categories’
under the main categories, grouping similar tools for a clearer, more detailed structure. In addition, the 'stakeholder
needs assessment tools' category has been renamed 'stakeholder engagement tools' to better reflect the types of
participatory tools within this category.

Several other structural improvements were made to streamline the inventory further. The CSP steps have been
reallocated as many had been incorrectly categorised, ensuring a more accurate reflection of how tools are used in

| 13
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the CSP process. In addition, the ‘author/owner' field has been changed to 'user', recognising that most tools are
used by ministries rather than owned by a specific entity. All tool names have also been standardised for consistency
and clarity.

The tool descriptions were also improved — this involved reviewing the original descriptions, cross-checking with
source documents and incorporating additional insights from sources such as consultation strategies from MS in
their CAP SPs (see also Table 1). In addition, tools that were too general or lacked sufficient documentation to add
real value have been removed, ensuring that the inventory remains focused, relevant and practically useful. These
efforts result in a more structured and user-friendly inventory that better serves its purpose in the CSP process.

Moreover, the inventory of tools website will also be improved to optimise the user experience by providing various
new options for filtering, searching, and sorting the displayed tools, allowing users to access specific information
efficiently and effectively. A concise user guide will also be available to help users navigate the inventory. At its core,
the main overview of tools webpage displays a subset of important tool information for all tools and allows users to
navigate to a separate individual tool webpage containing further information on each tool. Specifically, the webpage
contains the following options:

e Filtering Options: Users can refine the display to view tools that match their requirements or areas of
interest by:

o Member State: EU 27 Member States (with an additional ‘non-EU’ category to be added for third
countries after the update)

o Category: Four distinct categories of tools are available for users to select from:
= Stakeholder engagement tools
= Policy choices supporting tools
= Monitoring and data collection tools
= Policy analysis tools for ex-ante evidence-based decisions

o Tool category: Each primary tools category further branches out into categories, which allow the
user to better refine their search based on the tool's purpose and functionality.

o Relevant Tasks: Two primary objectives have been identified so far — 'CSP Design' and 'CSP
Monitoring.' Specific design and monitoring objectives associated with these broad classifications
are under discussion and will be incorporated once clarified.

e Search Functionality: Users can utilise the search bar at the top right of the page to instantly search for
tools by name, keyword, or other relevant terms, ensuring a more rapid tool-locating experience.

e Sorting Mechanism: Users can organise the displayed results based on column values (i.e. Title, MS,
Category, Subcategory, Relevant tasks).

Overall, the online tool inventory aims to be intuitive and user-friendly and to serve as a valuable platform for end
users. It ensures seamless access to essential tool information, thereby aiding them in the effective design and
implementation of their CSPs.

| 14
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5. Conclusions

The Tools4CAP project aims to support MSs in designing and monitoring CSPs, particularly in light of the challenges
presented by the new CAP. As part of this, Tools4CAP has compiled an inventory of the various tools and methods
currently in use or planned for use by MSs.

The update in D1.4 significantly expands on the foundation laid in D1.1, enhancing both the breadth and depth of
the tool collection. While D1.1 relied primarily on desk research and 121 semi-structured interviews conducted
across 25 EU Member States, D1.4 builds upon these efforts by incorporating additional data sources from across
the Tools4CAP project to identify new tools and the understanding of existing tools.

In addition to expanding the toolset, D1.4 introduced several structural improvements. The tool categories were
reorganised to move away from subcategories and group similar tools under broader categories, resulting in a
clearer and more consistent structure. The "stakeholder needs assessment tools" category was renamed to
"stakeholder engagement tools" to better reflect the diversity of participatory tools in this area. Furthermore, the
inventory now provides a more accurate reflection of the tools used in the CSP process by reassessing the relevant
CSP steps. Tools that lacked sufficient documentation or were deemed too generic have been removed, ensuring
that the inventory remains focused, relevant, and practical.

The updated inventory will also be reflected on the Tools4CAP website, which offers multiple filtering, searching,
and sorting options. This allows users to refine their views based on relevant characteristics, resulting in a more
tailored and user-friendly experience. Users can easily find the information that aligns with their needs or areas of
interest.

This deliverable aims to provide an updated and streamlined inventory of the methods and tools used by EU MSs in
the design and implementation of their CSPs. The online inventory is designed as a constantly updated digital
resource that will remain accessible well beyond the lifespan of the Tools4CAP project. The inventory will continue
incorporating new tools, methodologies, and approaches from within and outside the EU, ensuring that it remains
comprehensive. The final update of the inventory is planned for October 2026.

| 15



Inventory of Tools

Table 1. All updated tools in the inventory

Tool Title

Administrative
Database
‘Configuration Tool'

Administrative
Database 'Dataplan’

Administrative
Database 'Digital
Farm Book'

Administrative
Database 'IS SZIF'

Administrative
Database ‘LAD IT
system'’

Relevant
Tasks
CSP
Monitoring:
Performance

CsP
Monitoring:
Compliance

CSP
Monitoring:
Compliance,
CSP
Monitoring:
Performance

CsP
Monitoring:
Compliance

CSP
Monitoring:
Performance

Category

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Tool
MS
Category

Administrative Netherlands
Databases
Administrative France
Databases
Administrative Spain
Databases
Administrative Czechia
Databases
Administrative Latvia

Databases

() TOOLS,CAP

\_
—

Rationale

The Netherlands Enterprise Agency (RvO)
uses a configuration tool to monitor progress
with a dashboard and compile an annual
progress report, focusing on various result
indicators relevant to Dutch contexts.

In France, the DATAPLAN tool streamlines
collaboration between regional and national
authorities, facilitating data collection and
sharing to construct the framework for the
French CSP.

In Spain, the Digital Farm Book collects,
stores, and shares data on agricultural
practices, fertilizer and pesticide use, and
marketing. This data will help to verify farmer
compliance with aid requirements and
assess CSP performance in the future.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

In Czechia, IS SZIF centralizes the
administration and monitoring of the CAP
Strategic Plan projects, enabling electronic
communication  with  applicants  and
facilitating verification of project data in
collaboration with other public registers.

In Latvia, the LAD IT system efficiently
manages  agricultural data, earning
international recognition for its role in timely
CAP implementation, including awards such
as the "WSIS Prize 2017" and "UN Public
Service Award 2015."

Functioning

RvO primarily uses the tool internally to track various
indicators. While RvO handles the quantitative analysis,
the Ministry provides qualitative explanations if certain
targets are unmet.

The tool is a collaborative data portal, enabling regional
authorities to upload financial planning and result indicator
data. This allows national authorities to calculate national
target values while considering regional nuances. Thus,
DATAPLAN acts as a bridge, transferring data from
regional to national authorities and integrating with other
applications, such as RefPAC from the ASP, for French
CSP monitoring.

The tool relies on farmers entering the required
information via a digital application that adheres to API
conventions. The APl development was a joint effort
between public and private sectors.

The tool interfaces with other public registers and
systems, supplying the Paying Agency with important data
for verifying and controlling project applicant and
beneficiary information. By connecting to these registers,
the Paying Agency can leverage comprehensive data for
more effective oversight.

The workflow of the RSS information system is as follows:

1. Identification of needs/requirements and analysis of
indicators for the needs of the RSS, Ministry of Agriculture,
and evaluators.

2. Inclusion of the required information in the
application/reporting forms.

3. Farmers and beneficiaries enter the data in the
electronic portal where logical and data existence checks
are conducted.

4. The data is managed in a structured way for most of
indicators.
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Output

The tool assists in generating Annual Performance
Reports.

The tool produces the proposal for the CSP framework
of reference for the European Commission.

The tool outputs include information on farming
practices, such as detailed records of crop treatments,
fertilizer and pesticide use, and product marketing
activities.

The tool generates verification reports, control
documents, and monitoring summaries and manages
electronic communications with project applicants and
beneficiaries.

The tool acts as a database that can be accessed
directly by 50 users, including the RSS, Ministry of
Agriculture, Institute of Agricultural Resources and
Economics, evaluators, and others, with more than 1000
different processes performed each day. Therefore,
evaluators have information about applicants stored in
other systems.
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Administrative
Database ‘New
Monitoring System
(AGEA)'

Administrative
Database 'Project
Closure Database'

Administrative
Database '‘RD
Investment Data Tool'

Administrative
Database 'Regional
Management
Systems'

Administrative
Database 'Support
Management Tool'

Administrative
Database 'Synapse'

Area Monitoring
System

CSP Design:
Intervention
Setting, CSP
Monitoring:
Performance

CSsP
Monitoring:
Performance

CSP
Monitoring:
Performance

CsP
Monitoring:
Performance

CSP
Monitoring:
Performance

CsP
Monitoring:
Performance,
CsP
Monitoring:
Performance

CSP
Monitoring:
Compliance

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring  and
data  collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Administrative
Databases

Administrative
Databases

Administrative
Databases

Administrative
Databases

Administrative
Databases

Administrative
Databases

Area
Monitoring
Systems
(AMS)

Italy

Malta

Malta

Italy

France

France

All MS
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In Italy, the New Monitoring System of the
ltalian ~ Agricultural Payments Agency
(AGEA) improves data accuracy and
effectiveness, supporting regulatory
compliance.

In Malta, the Project Closure Database
collects data for tracking indicators and for
evaluation purposes to use for project
closure reports.

In Malta, the RD Investment Data tool,
originally used to track investment-based
interventions during the RDP 2014-2020
period, has been updated to facilitate
monitoring of current CSP interventions.

In ltaly, regional management systems
improve data management and
administration for European Agricultural
funding at the regional level, aligning with
Commission  regulations for efficient
processing and administration.

In France, the decentralization of EAFRD
support management (excluding surface-
related aid) to regional authorities has led to
the use of the Support Management Tool.
This tool aids regional authorities in
reviewing and verifying aid applications
efficiently.

In France, Synapse provides a consolidated
IT architecture to streamline, audit, and
validate data for the Annual Performance
Report, ensuring uniqueness among CAP
beneficiaries across different paying
agencies.

The Area Monitoring System (AMS) is
designed to monitor and verify agricultural
activities to ensure compliance with the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). This tool
is essential for the efficient administration of
CAP subsidies, particularly those related to
land use, crop production, and

5. Creation of data classifiers in the database so data can
be easily processed and analysed.

6. Data is transferred to the Oracle Business Intelligence
data warehouse (OBI- tool used for reporting and data
analysis) where it can be easily queried for the purpose of
evaluation, reporting, or research in order to not overload
the database with report requests.

The tool provides detailed information on beneficiaries of
funding from the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund
(EAGF) and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD) at the national level.

The tool aims to digitalize project closure reports,
including key indicators. The tool is being developed to
integrate  with RD investment data, focusing on
beneficiaries. Effective use of the tool depends on
thorough data collection planning from beneficiaries. It
centres around interventions, requiring links to other CAP
SP elements, such as specific objectives.

The tool tracks budget expenditure, outputs, and result
indicators. All relevant data, including budget, applicant
details, and specific objectives, are uploaded into the
system. With various modules, the system provides an
extensive overview of CSP interventions, including both
EAGF and EAFRD elements, along with new
requirements not previously included in the APR (AIR
2014-2020). This IT system will monitor expenditure,
outputs, and results throughout the programming period.

The tool primarily collects data on EAGF and EAFRD
beneficiaries at the regional level. This supports local and
regional authorities in managing and monitoring financial
assistance.

The tool plays a crucial role in managing regional-level
interventions and provides the ASP with necessary data
for the Annual Performance Report.

The tool emphasizes interoperability, minimizing data
redundancy and creating unique identifier numbers
(GUID). Data from each paying agency is checked for
completeness, authorization, and accuracy before
processing.

AMS generally functions by gathering and analyzing data
from various sources, including satellite imagery (e.g.,
Sentinel 1 and 2 under the Copernicus program), real-time
geotagged photos submitted by farmers, and on-the-
ground verification reports. This data is processed using
algorithms to detect discrepancies in land use or farming
activities that may violate CAP regulations. Many AMS
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The tool provides detailed
beneficiaries at the national level.

reports on funding

The tool generates Excel-based tables to select relevant
variables for the project closure reports.

The tool delivers an Excel database with selected
variables for all project applications.

The tool outputs comprehensive datasets on EAGF and
EAFRD beneficiaries at the regional level, supporting
analysis, allocation, and monitoring.

The tool includes dashboards for guiding programming
and data extraction for EAFRD monitoring.

The tool supports the Annual Performance Report for
CAP 2023-2027, covering financial years from 2023 to
2030.

The outputs of AMS include:

1. Satellite imagery for land and activity
monitoring.
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environmental stewardship. The primary | tools incorporate a traffic light system, which classifies 2. Geotagged photos submitted by farmers
goal of AMS is to replace or complement | fields or activities as compliant (green), non-compliant or inspectors for additional validation.
traditional on-site inspections, offering a (red), or requiring further investigation (yellow). This

more transparent, accurate, and cost- | system provides a quick overview of compliance status, 3. Compliance reports, indicating whether
effective method of compliance verification. | helping authorities and farmers take timely action. farming practices are aligned with CAP
The use of satellite imagery, geotagged requirements.

photos, and other data sources helps
increase the efficiency and timeliness of
compliance checks while  minimizing

4. Verification documents for cases that
require further checks or field visits.

administrative burden. 5. Traffic light indicators, visually showing
the compliance status of each field or

activity.
6. Assessment and action reports, guiding

authorities on any necessary corrective
measures or additional inspections

Applications:

- Czechia: The AMS in Czechia uses Sentinel 1 and 2 satellite imagery to monitor agricultural land activities. The system provides near-real-time monitoring of land
use and operations, helping authorities ensure compliance with CAP requirements. The outputs include digital photos, satellite imagery, land activity reports, and
compliance documents.

- Germany: In Germany, AMS offers a transparent and efficient approach by using data from Sentinel satellites under the Copernicus program to monitor agricultural
practices. The tool tracks and evaluates farming activities regularly with the aim to reduce the need for on-site controls. The tool supplements other monitoring data
and provides valuable insights into the compliance status.

- Netherlands: The AMS in the Netherlands employs satellite images and real-time geotagged photos for comprehensive monitoring of agricultural fields. A traffic light
system is used to identify compliance issues, while an automated data translation system increases efficiency. The app is designed to be user-friendly, especially for
farmers without technical expertise. The system also facilitates field visits for further verification when needed. The output includes graphical data, verification reports,
and field assessments, with a focus on tomato crops.

- France: France uses two tools to implement AMS: 3STR (Systeme de Suivi des Surfaces en Temps Réel) and Telepac Géophotos. The 3STR tool uses satellite
imagery from the Copernicus program to monitor agricultural activities in real-time, with a traffic light system to classify compliance. When satellite data is inconclusive,
farmers are required to submit geolocated photos through the Telepac Géophotos app, which reduces the need for on-site inspections. The tool outputs satellite
imagery, digital photos, and compliance documents.

- Malta: Malta’s AMS, known as BiedjaCam, uses satellite images and geotagged photos for daily monitoring of fields. A traffic light system is used to classify results,
and the tool serves as a bridge between the Agency and farmers, allowing for easy communication and clarification. The system minimizes on-site checks by using
satellite imagery and provides a payment history database for ARPA-administered schemes.

- Portugal: The AMS in Portugal, called IFAP-Mobile, leverages smartphones with GPS technology to collect field data for compliance and clearance monitoring.
Farmers can submit geotagged photos, which are then verified against official records. This tool allows for the documentation of field conditions, crop tracking, and
validation of investments. The outputs include geotagged photos, on-the-ground verification, and opportunities for farmers to engage with the data.

18



() TooLs,CAP

omeoxnmIg

m-mrmo

omo=xumz

Area Monitoring
System

Area Monitoring
System '3STR'

Area Monitoring
System 'BiedjaCam'

CspP
Monitoring:
Compliance

CSP
Monitoring:
Compliance

CSP
Monitoring:
Compliance

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Area
Monitoring
Systems
(AMS)

Area
Monitoring
Systems
(AMS)

Area
Monitoring
Systems
(AMS)

Netherlands

In the Netherlands, the Area Monitoring
System (AMS) uses satellite images and
real-time geotagged photos to monitor fields,
offering a traffic light system for issue
detection and streamlining verification
processes. The tool's automated data
translation increases resource efficiency,
and its user-friendly app interface caters to
farmers without demanding extensive
technical knowledge. Finally, the provision
for field visits and a system of accountability
enhances verification processes and

reliability of farming practices.

The European Parliament and Council have
outlined an agricultural monitoring system
aimed at automating the recognition of
eligibility criteria for area-based schemes.
These include verifying the cover declared
on parcels using data from the Sentinel
satellites supplied by the European
Copernicus program. The primary benefit of
this system is to quickly inform farmers of
discrepancies between declared and
recorded covers, thus allowing them to
adjust their declarations prior to payment
processing. Additionally, it minimises the
need for on-site checks, improving overall
efficiency.

In Malta, the Area Monitoring System (AMS)
‘BiedjaCam’ offers daily monitoring of fields
using satellite images and geotagged
photos. It compares this data with expected
norms and uses a simple traffic light system
to categorise results.

The tool is a comprehensive monitoring tool - specifically
for tomato crops - that employs satellite technology,
algorithm-based data interpretation, and a traffic light
system for monitoring. Satellite data is collected daily,
translated into graphics, and compared against expected
norms. Accuracy is verified by comparing real-time
farmer-submitted geotagged photos with satellite data.
Any discrepancies are reviewed, and field visits may be
conducted.

The system leverages satellite imagery, particularly from
the SENTINEL satellites, and geotagged photos. This is
utilised to evaluate the growth and succession of plant
cover on French agricultural plots. The goal is to confirm
the presence of agricultural activity and to ensure the
declared covers match the CAP declarations. If
inconsistencies are found before the disbursement of CAP
aid, farmers are alerted to rectify their declarations without
any financial implications.

The tool is operating as a nexus between the Agency and
farmers, and facilitates instant communication on matters
ranging from notifications to clarifications. Geotagged
images can be submitted by farmers, ensuring evidence-
backed verification by the Agency.

The tool delivers graphical data, traffic light indicators,
geotagged photos, verification reports, and field
maintenance assessments via a specialized algorithm.

Controls

The tool minimizes on-site checks by using satellite
imagery, enabling timely rectification of issues and claim
support payments. The tool also includes a payment
history database for ARPA-administered schemes.
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Environmental data
collection through the
Farm Management
Information System
(FMIS)

Irrigation data
collection through the
Irrigation calendar

Soil Organic Carbon
(SOC) data collection
through the SOC
indicator map

Land Parcel
Identification System

CSP
Monitoring:
Compliance,
CSP
Monitoring:
Performance

CsP
Monitoring:
Compliance,
CsP
Monitoring:
Performance

CSP
Monitoring:
Performance

CsP
Monitoring:
Compliance

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Monitoring and
data collection
tools

Data NA
collection
tools

Data Portugal
collection
tools

Data NA
collection
tools

Land Parcel All MS
Identification
Systems

(LPIS)

() ToOLS

The Farm Management Information System
(FMIS) supports farmers in collecting data
for both internal use and external monitoring
systems, broadening data collection
capabilities. This system can also be used to
gather valuable environmental data.

In Portugal, the Irrigation Calendar tool is
designed to monitor irrigation areas and
guide irrigation decisions for crops. It also
plays a key role in evaluating both
performance and compliance with regulatory
requirements.

The Soil Organic Carbon (SOC) indicator
map could help in assessing policy impacts
on soil carbon content and in supporting the
transfer of sustainable indicators to other
systems like FADN/FSDN.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

The Land Parcel Identification System
(LPIS) is a key tool for monitoring agricultural
land use and ensuring compliance with the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in EU
member states. The system helps verify that
farmers are complying with CAP regulations,
particularly those related to land eligibility for
subsidy schemes. By providing accurate
mapping and verification of agricultural
parcels, LPIS supports transparency,
efficiency, and consistency in the
management of land-based payments.

Applications:

The tool relies on a Farm Information System (FMIS)
named 'ABACO Farmer', which is a planned system for
the collecting, processing, storing and disseminating of
data in the form of information needed to carry out the
functions of the farm. ABACO Farmer is a modular
solution, using satellite data and Al algorithms to improve
farm management.

The tool assesses irrigation systems' efficiency, crop
water requirements, and legal constraints. It is supported
by two additional tools that provide agrometeorological
data and irrigation insights, helping farmers manage their
crop water needs in accordance with FAO methodology.
Irrigation details are also input into the management tool
for monitoring water use.

The tool is rooted in the project WORLDSOILS. It aims to
create a Soil Organic Carbon (SOC) index map, using
Earth Observation data (primarily from Sentinel satellites)
along with auxiliary variables and geo-referenced soil
samples to assess CAP's impact on SOC levels.

LPIS functions primarily through the use of geographical
information systems (GIS) to map agricultural land
parcels. It links land parcels to specific regulatory
requirements, such as crop types or environmental
practices, and facilitates monitoring of compliance. LPIS
typically integrates satellite imagery, land parcel data, and
farmer-submitted updates into a centralized system that is
regularly updated and checked. The system enables
authorities to assess whether land parcels meet eligibility
criteria for CAP subsidies and ensures that farmers
receive accurate support based on the land they manage.

The tool manages environmental data for monitoring,
offering farmers access to real-time and historical data
via internet connectivity.

The tool outputs crop water requirements, irrigation
timing, legal constraints, and consumption data, all
accessible online.

The tool outputs a Soil Organic Carbon (SOC) index
map for monitoring environmental impacts.

The outputs of LPIS include:

1. Maps that identify and delineate
agricultural land parcels.

2 Land verification reports that confirm
compliance with CAP rules.

3. Compliance documentation, including

details on land use and crop types.

4. Farmer data, such as submitted claims or
proposed changes for review.

&, Georeferenced data that can be
accessed and verified by farmers and
authorities.

6. Satellite/geographical data, which helps
confirm the actual use of land and any
changes to the agricultural parcel.

- Czechia: The LPIS in Czechia ensures that all supported land complies with regulatory requirements by using GIS analysis. The system verifies the correct overlap
of map layers related to land areas to ensure that agricultural parcels are accurately identified. The tool outputs include map visuals, land verification reports, and
compliance documentation, enabling efficient monitoring of land eligibility for subsidies.

- Malta: In Malta, the LPIS is part of the Automatic Claim System and provides annual updates to ensure comprehensive coverage of agricultural parcels. Farmers
can propose changes to their land data for assessment by the Agricultural and Rural Payments Agency (ARPA), which then integrates those changes into the system.
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The LPIS allows farmers to verify or dispute the data, ensuring the accuracy of land information for subsidy claims. The system also supports informed decision-making
for CAP-related payments and policies. Outputs include updated LPIS data, farmer claims, and information on land eligibility for future planning.

- Portugal: Portugal's LPIS, known as iSIP, is an interactive platform that integrates geographical datasets to monitor and verify compliance with CAP regulations. It
enables farmers to update data related to agricultural parcels, such as surface area, delimitation, and crop type, while tracking their eligibility for subsidies. The tool
provides public access outputs, including satellite/geographical data, legal constraints, and geotagged photos, all of which are verifiable through the IFAP-Mobile app.
This system enhances farmer interactivity and allows for easy submission of claims and updates to support compliance monitoring and eco-scheme eligibility.

In ltaly, Classyfarm improves data efficacy
and communication between farmers and
authorities, raising safety and quality
standards in the agri-food chain.

The Discrete Choice Experiment (DCE) is a
valuable method for assessing farmers’
preferences regarding new policy measures
by estimating their willingness to accept
various design options before
implementations.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

The tool operates as an integrated system for categorising
breeding based on risk factors. It uses scientifically
validated coefficients to generate a numerical risk
indicator for farms. The process is transparent, with
publicly available details about the risk assessment
methodology.

The tool has the following main methodological stages:

1. Study design: selection of the CAP intervention to be
valued, selection of attributes, assignment of levels. This
step should be conducted in cooperation with the
Managing Authority and through discussions with farmers
and other relevant stakeholders.

2. Survey creation: choice of experimental design,
construction of choice sets, selection of secondary
questions in the survey (contextual). This step will require
access and use of relevant software.

3. Piloting: the survey and experimental design are pre-
tested on a small sample of farmers. The results of the
pilot are used to modify the survey where necessary and
to calculate priors, which are used for generating the final
experimental design.
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The tool produces a numerical risk indicator for farms
based on scientifically validated coefficients.

The tool analyzes the values placed on various attributes
(such as requirements and payments) and assesses
farmers' willingness to accept changes in these
attributes. This analysis helps identify the key factors
influencing farmers' decisions and preferences when it
comes to policy adjustments.
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In Germany, a joint model was developed by
integrating three distinct quantitative farm-
level models to address the complex
aspects of eco-scheme intervention design:
the Ecoscheme simulation tool, FARMDYN,
and AGMEMOD. FARMDYN is used to
simulate the effects of eco-scheme choices
on farm income. As part of this integrated
approach, the Dutch version of the
AGMEMOD model is updated to align with
the CAP Strategic Plans and serves as an
input for FARMDYN analysis.

AGMEMOD (Agricultural Member States
Modelling) is an agroeconomic model used
for designing and evaluating CAP
interventions, and it is maintained in-house
at the AKI. Due to the significant effort
invested by the AKI team in refining the
Hungarian segment of AGMEMOD, it is a

4. Data collection: the survey is sent to farmers. They are
asked to choose their most preferred options among the
alternatives on the choice sets they are presented with.
Data collection can take place online (preferably in this
case study) or face to face with trained surveyors.

5. Result analysis: econometric analysis of the data with
relevant choice models to estimate the utility and
willingness to accept (WTA) the levels related to each
attribute.

The tool follows a structured approach to evaluate
ecological and economic impacts at various stages:

1. Preliminary evaluation: This stage assesses the
potential ecological and economic effects based on initial
drafts of eco-scheme intervention descriptions. It includes
analyzing agricultural structure, ecological classification,
regional economic effects, and funding needs.

2. Cost estimation and implementation: The tool
estimates the costs of farming without synthetic
chemicals, evaluates eco-scheme implementation across
different farm types and sizes, and calculates the
budgetary requirements for these schemes.

3. Secondary budget assessment: In this stage, the tool
assesses the impact of different design options and
premium levels for eco-schemes, including projected
uptake rates. It also evaluates the influence of key
assumptions and discusses uncertainties that may affect
the uptake of eco-schemes.

The tool is a partial equilibrium model designed to analyze
the economic impacts of policy changes on the agri-food
sector at both the EU and country levels. Developed
through a partnership of research institutes, it combines
country-specific models into a composite EU model,
capturing agricultural diversity across Member States.
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The tool provides scenarios with different premium
amounts and estimates for measure claims and required
budget.

The tool generates results for mid-term market outlook
runs up to 2030.
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natural choice for future use in CAP
Strategic Plan development.

The CAPRI (Common Agricultural Policy
Regional Impact) modelling system is
designed for conducting projections and
impact analyses of agricultural and
environmental policies. It offers valuable
insights into the design of CAP interventions,
including financial allocations and ex-ante
evaluations.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

GLOBIOM (Global Biosphere Management
Model) captures the complex
interconnections  between  agriculture,
forestry, and bioenergy production systems.
By integrating variables like population
dynamics, ecosystems, technology, and
climate, it supports the formulation of
comprehensive agricultural policies.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

MAGNET (Modular  Applied GeNeral
Equilibrium Tool) is a global general
equilibrium model that has been widely used
to simulate the impacts of agricultural, trade,
land and bioenergy policies on the global
economy with a particular focus on the
impacts on land use, agricultural prices,
nutrition and household food security.

MITERRA-Europe is a model used to assess
the effects and interactions of agricultural
policies and measures on nitrogen (N)
losses. It is a deterministic model that
calculates the annual emissions of
greenhouse gases (CO2, CH4, and N20)
and nitrogen compounds (N20, NH3, NOx,
and NO3), as well as nitrogen (N) and
phosphorus (P) flows, soil organic carbon
(SOC) stock changes, and soil erosion.

The tool uses specific modules to cover input and output
coefficients, facilitating seamless integration of data
across time and space. The supply module, composed of
independent aggregate nonlinear programming models,
optimizes regional agricultural income by considering
input and output prices, subsidy levels, and policy
measures. Prices are provided exogenously by the market
module. CAPRI’s global market model includes around 60
products, some of which are produced by overlapping
activities in the supply module. The model provides
detailed coverage of the European Union's Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP), including both Pillar 1 (coupled
and decoupled subsidies) and Pillar 2 subsidies (such as
Less Favoured Area support, agri-environmental
measures, and Natura 2000 support). With its relatively
high spatial resolution (at NUTS2 level), CAPRI is
particularly effective at simulating the effects of decoupled
payments. Data for CAPRI is sourced from a variety of
reputable databases, including Eurostat, FAOSTAT, US
Energy Information Administration, DG AGRI, AGLINK,
USDA GAIN reports, and EURACTIV.

The tool integrates the agricultural, bioenergy, and
forestry  sectors  while utilizing comprehensive
socioeconomic and geospatial data. The model
incorporates 18 globally significant crops, a range of
livestock production activities, forestry commodities, and
both first- and second-generation bioenergy, along with
water resources. The supply side of GLOBIOM is
represented at the spatially explicit level of simulation
units, which take into account biophysical factors such as
land and soil characteristics, management practices, and
local weather conditions.

The tool uses a modular setup to simulate various
scenarios, from trade policies to climate change,
integrating sectors like agriculture, manufacturing,
services, biofuels, and emissions.

The tool consists of an input module with activity data and
emission factors, a set of (packages of) measures to
mitigate NH3 emission and N leaching, a calculation
module, and an output module. The data-base of
MITERRA-EUROPE is on regional (NUTS 2) level and
includes data of N inputs, N outputs, N surplus, land use,
crop types, soil type, topography, livestock numbers etc.,
and emission factors for NH3, N20, NOX and CH4, and
leaching factors for N. The starting point for MITERRA-
EUROPE are the existing models CAPRI, RAINS,
MITERRA-NL and INITIATOR, supplemented with
existing data bases (FAO, Eurostat), soil data (CAPRI
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The CAPRI tool produces interactive maps and thematic
tables, allowing users to explore the effects of various
policy scenarios. These scenarios primarily focus on the
first pillar of CAP, including payment schemes like the
Single Area Payment Scheme, various Coupled Support
Schemes, and Eco-schemes.

The tool delivers outputs on land use changes (in
hectares), greenhouse gas emissions (in tons of CO2e),
water use through irrigation, fertilizer use, and
commodity prices. It also provides projections for the
supply and demand of both agricultural and forestry
products.

The tool delivers outputs on trade flows, commodity
production, consumption, and prices, along with
economic indicators like GDP and employment, as well
as environmental data on resource use and emissions.

The tool outputs include greenhouse gas emissions
(CO2, CH4, N20), nitrogen emissions (N20, NH3, NOx,
NO3), nutrient flows (nitrogen and phosphorus), soil
organic carbon stock changes, soil erosion rates, land
use and crop coverage changes, and water use for
irrigation. These results are used to evaluate the
environmental effects of agricultural policies.
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In the Netherlands, multiple models were
employed to develop the 'Eco-scheme Farm
Simulation', which was used to inform eco-
regulation choices through the Dutch eco-
point system.

In Ireland, a comprehensive economic
modelling framework 'FAPRI-IRELAND' was
applied to assess the effects of agricultural
policies, market developments, and external
shocks on the agricultural sector. This
approach draws from the FAPRI (Food and
Agricultural  Policy Research Institute)
system, which provides linked econometric
models for various agricultural components
to evaluate policy impacts over a ten-year
horizon.

In the Netherlands, the Farm Income
Calculation Tool, based on FADN (Farm
Accountancy Data Network) data, to assess
the impact of different policy options on farm
income, with particular focus on income
heterogeneity under the CAP.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

The FARMDYN model is used for farm-scale
analysis, simulating profit-maximizing
decisions while considering farm resource
constraints, available technology, and
market conditions. The model generates
outputs such as production quantities, input
use, farm profitability, and environmental
indicators (e.g., greenhouse gas emissions
or nitrogen surpluses).

Dynaspat) and expertise about emission processes.
MITERRA-Europe is programmed in the language GAMS.

The tool evaluates the ecological and economic impacts
of eco-schemes:

- Assessment of potential ecological and economic
effects on the basis of the first drafts: focus on agricultural
structures, ecological effectiveness, and regional
economic effects for individual farms. It also includes
baseline descriptions, funding needs, and farm
adjustment estimates

- Assessment of potential ecological and economic
effects on the basis of the first drafts: examination of eco-
scheme implementation costs, farm size differences, and
budget requirements, including the impact of low-input
grassland management

- Second assessment of budget requirements based on
the Eco-Schemes as defined in the national law:
consideration of different design options, premium levels,
and potential uptake, accounting for assumptions and
factors influencing the success of eco-schemes in
achieving their goals.

The tool relies on historical data and empirical
relationships derived from observed market behavior,
including prices, production levels, input costs, and policy
parameters. It helps simulate different policy scenarios to
understand their potential outcomes under varying market
conditions.

The tool relies on FADN data and accounts for changes in
farm organization, legal structures, and various income
sources (e.g., agri-tourism, off-farm employment). The
tool helps to address challenges related to increasingly
complex farm operations and assists in defining and
measuring farm income for policy analysis.

The tool provides a flexible and modular template to
simulate different farming systems (dairy, mother cows,
beef fattening, pig fattening, piglet production, arable
farming, biogas plants) at single farm scale.
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The tool provides scenarios with different premium
amounts and estimates for measure claims and required
budget.

The tool provides quantitative indicators related to
baseline/scenarios.

The tool relies on FADN data and has supported the
analysis of various policy options and their potential
effect on farm income.

The tool provides quantitative indicators related to
baseline/scenarios.
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In Germany, the FARMIS model was
employed to analyze the effects of CAP
reforms, such as eco-schemes, and CAP
post-2020 policies. It provides sector-
consistent modelling of policy impacts,
incorporating farm-specific characteristics,
land ownership and prices, and income
assessments.

The Individual Farm Model for Common
Agricultural Policy Analysis (IMF-CAP) is an
EU-wide farm level tool used to assess the
economic and environmental impacts of the
CAP, delivering indicators such as changes
in land and input use, crop and animal
production, farm income and CAP
expenditures.

In the Netherlands, the Cost Benefit Analysis
and Input/Output analysis (KOBALAMI)
allows for a better understanding of the
impacts of changes/shocks along the agri-
food chain. It also quantifies avoided
environmental damages related to potential
interventions, and also captures important
chain effects (ex-ante) that are often
overlooked, even though they are not the
primary focus of CAP.

In Slovenia, the Slovenian Typical Farm
Model (SiTFarm) was developed over
multiple projects and tailored specifically for
agricultural policymaking in Slovenia. It
enables monitoring, budget planning, and
intervention assessment at multiple spatial
levels, and is adaptable to use from
individual farms to national-scale analysis. It
can also be integrated with other models.

The tool is a comparative-static programming model for
farm groups which relies on FADN (farm accountancy
data network) data. FARMIS provides a detailed
reproduction and projection of agricultural production
activities at farm level.

The tool is a farm level model designed for the ex-ante
economic and environmental assessment of the medium-
term adaptation of individual farmers to policy and market
shocks. The tool simulates how a given scenario, e.g., a
change in prices, farm resources or environmental and
agricultural policy, etc., might affect a set of selected
performance indicators which are relevant for decision-
makers and stakeholders.

The tool is a CBA (cost-benefit analysis) tool with an 10
(input-output) component can be used in combination with
other modelling tools such as AGMEMOD, Farm-Dyn or
MITERRA-Europe. Besides the usual functionalities of the
CBA approach, e.g. net present value calculations,
consolidated indicators of total costs and total benefits of
a particular investment, etc., this model acts as an
‘integrator’ tool that brings together elements from
different aspects of the Dutch food system and provides a
quantification in monetary terms of the economic
consequences of various shocks to the system, e.g.
implementation of emission reduction measures, herd
reductions, changes in the size of the Dutch agro-complex
etc.

The tool facilitates scenario analyses of different
measures' potential impacts at varying agricultural levels.
It examines direct payments, evaluates voluntary
measure uptakes, and integrates a methodological
approach rooted in mathematical programming. Primarily,
it centres its analytical focus on the production plan. The
tool includes 145 typical agricultural holdings (model
farms), which are representative for a larger number of
actual farms. It combines a complex system of model
calculations of the Agricultural Institute of Slovenia, which
is a rich source of economic data in particular, as well as
technological data and functions for production activities

25

The tool provides quantitative indicators related to
baseline/scenarios.

The tool provides quantitative indicators related to
baseline/scenarios.

The tool provides quantitative indicators related to
baseline/scenarios.

The tool produces a wide array of outputs,
encompassing economic, technological, and
environmental indicators. These include:

1. Economic indicators: Revenue, budget support,
variable costs, gross margin, etc.

2. Technological indicators: Intensity of cultivation,
scale of production and processing, labor requirements
for each work phase, cultivated area land use.
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In Wallonia, the customized ‘Support
Simulation' tool was developed under expert
supervision to account for regional
complexities in intervention design.

In Romania, correlation analysis was used to
verify the relationship between needs,
objectives, and financial allocations. Given
time constraints, more sophisticated models
were not feasible, so a simpler spreadsheet-
based computation approach was chosen.

In Romania, statistical data analysis was
used to aggregate and analyze data from
diverse sources, as the creation of an
interoperable data tool was not feasible
within the given time constraints.

In Poland, statistical analysis was applied to
conduct a rapid socio-economic assessment
of the agri-food sector and rural areas, given
the time and budget limitations.

In Lithuania, statistical analysis was
conducted as part of a comprehensive
socio-economic analysis for preparing the
Rural Development Programme for 2023-
2027.

that enter into the production plan at the farm level. The
focus was on measures of the first pillar DP (coupled and
decoupled), SOPO measures and also LFA measures.
Different conditions, payment amounts, thresholds,
envelope distribution ratios etc. were also tested. The tool
was used for scenario analysis of various variants of
interventions during the preparation of the strategic plan.

The tool acts as an aid and income simulator, designed to
evaluate the effects of financial assistance based on the
technical and economic features of farms, considering
factors such as farm size and area. It evaluates support
across different farm types under the first pillar, comparing
it with 2019 data for each farm type. The tool's functioning
is further enhanced by incorporating FADN data to project
the effects on income.

The tool uses spreadsheet-based analyses to study the
correlation between various factors.

The tool leverages spreadsheets to compute context
indicators and establish target settings. It integrates data
amassed from multiple repositories like Eurostat, FADN,
National Statistics, and other administrative databases.
Furthermore, this tool evaluates data from market reports,
research papers, environmental agencies, and other
relevant platforms.

The tool relies on public statistics primarily from 2012-
2018, including sources like EUROSTAT, Polish
Statistics, and various research institutes. This data is
then presented using consistent, EU-level context
indicators.

The tool relies on data from various sources, including

desk research, Eurostat, FADN data, and national
surveys, to offer a holistic perspective.
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3. Environmental indicators: Carbon footprint, use of
phytopharmaceuticals, fuel consumption per unit of
production, use of mineral fertilizers.

These outputs are essential for providing insights into
farm operations at both the individual and sector-wide
levels. While SiTFarm has been used for modeling the
effects of policy options, particularly in the first CAP
pillar, it does not yet support agri-environmental-climate
payments, investment support, or other policy
interventions.

offers numerical forecasts based on various criteria such
as techno-eco orientation, economic size, region, and
farm size. It also provides aggregate projections that
combine different farm types.

The tool contributed to the Ex-ante Evaluation report by
providing recommendations to the Ministry of Agriculture
and Rural Development (MARD), based on the
correlation analyses.

The tool provided provided comprehensive reports
describing the socio-economic context, offering
foundational insights for SWOT analyses and needs
assessments.

The tool produced a detailed diagnostic report on the
socio-economic state of the agri-food sector and rural
areas in each Polish voivodeship.

The tool contributed to an in-depth socio-economic
context  analysis, highlighting the strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats within the
agricultural sector.
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In Bulgaria, statistical analysis performed by
the Agricultural Economics Institute provided
valuable insights for SWOT analysis and
performance monitoring.

The preference-based prioritisation tool
addresses challenges in identifying and
prioritising needs, such as stakeholder
overrepresentation, while considering the
interconnections  between  stakeholder
needs. It can also be integrated with
scenario building for a more comprehensive
analysis.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

In Lithuania, a preference-based
prioritisation tool was used in a participatory
manner to prioritise needs, involving a broad
range of stakeholders and regional
authorities.

In Germany, a preference-based
prioritisation tool provided a systematic
approach to prioritising needs, proving
especially useful when uncertainty prevailed
during the decision-making process.

In Italy, a preference-based prioritisation tool
facilitated collective discussions and the
prioritisation of territorial needs, aligning with
institutional requirements for participatory
decision-making in drafting the CAP
Strategic Plan.

In Romania, the Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development (MARD) used a
preference-based prioritisation tool to
leverage internal expertise, drawing on the
MARD team's strong knowledge of EU rules,
objectives, and priorities. It also enabled
efficient needs prioritisation within tight time
constraints.

In Lithuania, the Ministry of Agriculture and
the National Paying Agency relied on expert
judgement to establish targets and allocate

The tool includes comprehensive data collection and
analysis, such as utilising various statistical methods and
environmental data sources to provide an evidence-based
understanding of the subject.

The tool follows a multi-step process to prioritise needs
based on stakeholder input in agricultural policy. Initially,
needs expressed by stakeholders are assigned to specific
CAP objectives. A matrix of interrelationships helps refine
the selection by identifying overrepresented and mutually
exclusive needs. Throughout the process, agricultural
policy experts play a key role in ensuring balanced and
strategic prioritisation.

The tool is applied during the SP design phase to set
priorities among identified needs, stakeholders, and
objectives. Guided by SWOT analysis results,
stakeholders allocate votes to rank needs systematically,
ensuring a transparent and democratic prioritisation
process that focuses on the most critical aspects.

The tool relies on a structured evaluation table, where the
Federal Ministry and regional authorities assess different
needs by listing arguments for and against high or low
prioritisation. Following this pre-selection, a 1-4 ranking
system is used in coordination with the states. The
prioritisation is then refined through stakeholder
discussions in a participatory event, with additional input
gathered in writing.

The tool enables stakeholders to allocate a fixed number
of points across different intervention areas, reflecting
their relative importance. This method aggregates
preferences from regional and autonomous provinces in
Italy, facilitating collective decision-making for territorial
needs. After its national-level application, the tool was
replicated at regional and local levels and extended by
CREA researchers in organic farming studies. This
approach aligns with European Commission legislative
proposals, ensuring a sound and well-founded
intervention logic.

The tool was used by MARD departments, who were
presented with a prioritisation table ranking needs from
high to low. This initial hierarchy was then further
discussed with stakeholders during an online event, with
additional written input collected to finalise the
prioritisation process.

The tool was used to prepare the RDP for 2023-2027 in
Lithuania, employing expert analysis and assessments.

27

The tool provided essential information regarding the
performance and compliance of the agricultural sector,
offering robust evidence to support policy decisions and
strategic planning.

The tool distributes a defined pool of points across
individual needs, reflecting the priorites of target
beneficiaries of the CAP.

The tool results in clear documentation of prioritised
needs and intervention settings, providing structured
guidance for policy formulation.

The tool outputs an Excel file with a numbered
prioritisation, clearly presenting prioritised needs.

The tool generates a shared consensus on the
importance of each need, categorising them into
homogeneous groups based on their relevance for
intervention. The final categorisation is presented in an
Excel file.

The tool outputs a comprehensive database of
prioritised needs, established by the internal team and
validated by external stakeholders.

The tool results in well-defined target settings and
financial allocations, which played a key role in shaping
the RDP.
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budgets, focusing on a scientific and expert-
driven approach.

In the Netherlands, the 1/0/I matrix was used
to analyze potential policy options in
achieving the goals outlined in the CSP. It
assesses the overall impact of these options
on economic, environmental, and social
objectives, while also examining their
interconnections.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

The participatory ‘'Method for Impact
Assessment of Programs and Projects'
(MAPP) integrates qualitative approaches
with  participatory evaluation tools. It
complements traditional program
evaluations based on quantitative indicators,
surveys, and literature analysis while
contextualizing programs within a broader
framework.

The Theory of Change (ToC) provides a
framework for understanding how specific
actions and interventions can lead to long-
term outcomes.

The intervention logic ensures coherence
within intervention setting and maintains
internal consistency of CAP Strategic Plans.

In Spain, multi-criteria analysis was used to
efficiently prioritize identified needs based
on specific criteria, as the tight timeline for
preparing the CAP Strategic Plan did not
permit the use of models or other tools that
required extensive testing.

The tool serves as a logic framework that integrates
multiple analytical methods to systematically categorize
objectives into key challenges, interventions, and impacts.
Stakeholder engagement plays a crucial role in enriching
the matrix with insights and data. The framework
incorporates the following methods:

- Literature analysis: identifies key challenges and
objectives in agriculture.

- SWOT and needs analyses: examines challenges,
legislation targets, and policy options.

- Country-specific recommendations: tailors interventions
to the specific context of each Member State.

- Ex-ante impact analysis: evaluates the effectiveness,
cost-effectiveness, and appropriateness of interventions.

The tool is a qualitative, participatory impact assessment
method conducted in a workshop setting with experts. The
process begins with a trend analysis, where the
development of key criteria (e.g., biodiversity) and related
indicators are assessed in a plenary discussion,
addressing regional anomalies and indicator deficiencies.
In the second step, expert judgments on various
measures are aggregated into an impact matrix, providing
a structured evaluation of their effects.

The tool functions as a visual representation of the logic
behind achieving a desired outcome. It identifies the
necessary inputs, activities, and outputs, and links them
to specific short-term, medium-term, and long-term
outcomes. The framework also highlights the assumptions
and conditions that must hold true for success.

The tool is a guideline consisting of principles, good
practices, and examples that can support the
development of a robust intervention logic during and prior
the design of the CAP Strategic Plans.

The tool uses multi-criteria analysis to systematically
prioritise identified needs. Initially, 85 distinct needs were
categorized into five key groups: economic,
environmental, rural, consumer, and AKIS-related needs.
Their importance was then assessed based on
commitment (alignment with EU, national, and regional
priorities), connections (links between needs and
objectives), measurability (ability to track progress
through indicators), and relevance (significance in
achieving objectives). Needs were ranked into three
categories (+++, ++, and +), with additional territorial
insights incorporated through an assessment of extent
and intensity.
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The tool produces a prioritisation of challenges and
policy scenarios developed based on combinations of
challenges and interventions. These outputs support the
selection of CAP interventions, ensuring alignment with
objectives and effective financial allocation to achieve
the desired impacts.

The tool results in an ex-ante evaluation of interventions,
through assessing their impact.

The tool provides a detailed/visual map for the
intervention setting process, with clear indicators for
measuring process at each stage.

The tool generates a checklist, serving as a reference
guide during the design of the intervention logic for CAP
Strategic Plans.

The tool results in a classification system, ranking needs
based on priority.
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In Slovenia, multi-criteria analysis was used
in response to previous critiques of
agricultural policies, which pointed out their
inefficacy and inefficiency due to a broad
and unfocused objective scope. To improve
the prioritisation process, the European
Commission recommended a robust
methodology supported by expert judgment.

In Finland, multi-criteria analysis was
specifically used to facilitate standardized
prioritisation of needs within the CAP
Strategic Plan, ensuring a systematic and
objective evaluation of various needs.

Scenario building allows for anticipating
needs, challenges and impacts through the
consideration of different perspectives and
the development and analyses of future
alternatives.

In  Croatia, the digital platform E-
Savjetovanje was used to facilitate broad
public consultations during the adoption of
laws, regulations, and policies. It aimed to
enhance citizen and stakeholder
participation in decision-making, aligning
with the EU’s Better Regulation agenda.

In France, the ImPACtons! project, launched
by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food in
collaboration with the National Commission
for Public Debate (CNDP), enabled
nationwide public consultations on the post-
2020 Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).
The initiative combined a digital platform
with public debates and workshops.

The tool uses multi-criteria analaysis, integrating survey
findings, evaluation reports, and other key elements into a
unified scoring mechanism. Each criterion is scored on a
scale from 1 to 5, while synergies—accounting for
conflicting needs—are scored from -1 to 5. The total score
determines the ranking of needs in relation to the nine
specific CAP objectives. In the final step, these rankings
are converted into a standardized scoring system to
ensure a consistent prioritization process.

The tool uses multi-criteria analysis to assign scores to
each identified need based on criteria such as social
significance, urgency, relevance, CAP’s role, and political
importance. The scoring process is conducted using an
Excel-based system..

The tool facilitates scenario development by engaging
national and regional policymakers, with the potential to
include other key actors. Scenarios are constructed by a
diverse group of participants, each contributing unique
knowledge and perspectives essential for understanding
the policy system and intended objectives.

The digital platform was established to enhance
transparency and public participation in  policy
consultations. Documents under review were published
on the website, where stakeholders can submit
comments. To improve engagement, stakeholders can
subscribe to topics of interest (e.g., agriculture) and
receive email notifications about new consultations,
including direct links for participation. After the
consultation period (typically 30 days), ministries and
agencies must release a report summarizing all comments
received, including justifications for accepting or rejecting
them. In urgent legislative cases, the consultation period
may be shortened.

The digital platform of 'ImPACtons!" allowed citizens and
stakeholders to share their views, comments, and
concerns on various aspects of the CAP, especially
regarding the 9 specific objectives and the cross-cutting
goal of modernisation. It also featured an interactive
questionnaire that enabled participants to prioritise these
objectives.
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The tool produced a report with the ranked needs, used
as a key input in the overarching prioritisation
methodology.

The tool assigns scores to each need, which can be
sorted in Excel for easy identification of high-priority
areas.

The tool produces two or more descriptive scenarios,
including a baseline scenario and alternative options.
Each scenario outlines policy priorities, contextual
variables, and suitable interventions under different
strategic directions.

The tool played a pivotal role in gathering valuable
feedback from the public and various stakeholders,
significantly contributing to a transparent and democratic
policymaking process.

In total, 2,735 opinions and comments were submitted
on the platform. Additionally, the questionnaire received
7,409 responses, helping to establish a prioritization of
the key objectives for the post-2020 CAP. The entire
debate process - together with the inputs through the
workshops and public debates of 'ImPACtons!" - was
documented in a comprehensive report by the CNDP.
This report was then submitted to the French Ministry of
Agriculture and Food and informed the Ministry's public
statement on the lessons learnt from these debates,
influencing France's National Strategic Plan for the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 2021-2027.
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In Finland, the digital platform 'Otakantaa.fi'
erved as the official online tool for public
consultations, gathering feedback from a
wide range of stakeholders on various policy
issues.

In  Germany, info sessions informed
stakeholders about upcoming EAFRD
developments and gathered feedback for
program adjustments.

In Flanders, info sessions provided crucial
details on the new Flemish CAP Strategic
Plan (CSP), its interventions, and
conditionality requirements, helping farmers
prepare their crop plans and take necessary
measures in advance.

In Latvia, info sessions or 'seminars' were
organized to inform stakeholders about
upcoming changes in the new programming
period, fostering collaboration between
authorities, institutions, and farmers.

In Austria, the Ministry of Agriculture,
Forestry, Regions, and Water Management
conducted three major info sessions or
‘stakeholder dialogues' throughout the CSP
drafting process, offering updates and
overviews of planned interventions.

In Bulgaria, stakeholder interviews were
conducted as a key method for gathering
agro-statistical data, contributing to SWOT
analysis and CSP monitoring.

In Austria, stakeholder interviews were
conducted as a key method for gathering
agro-statistical data.

In Croatia, an online survey gathered
insights  into  stakeholders'  needs,
investment priorities, and satisfaction with
the implementation of financial instruments
under the Rural Development Programme
(RDP).

Drafts of the CAP Strategic Plan were divided into
sections and published in PDF format on the digital
platform. Stakeholders could comment on individual
sections, with all comments made publicly visible to foster
open discussion and transparency.

Drafts for the New CAP, the NSP and a EAFRD concept
for Lower Saxony and Bremen 2023-2027 were
introduced to stakeholders from the concerned ministries,
civil society and business. Feedback, concerns and
questions. Specific formats used include panel
discussions, online chats, on-the-spot surveys,
presentations followed by discussion (“workshop talks"),
and questions that were sent in after the event were also
documented.

The Flemish Rural Network organised 10 physical
infosessions (two per province) across Flanders. A
session was also recorded and uploaded to the website,
along with the presentation materials, to accomodate
stakeholders who could not attend in person.

The sessions focused on explaining CAP interventions
and conditionality, with a particular emphasis on area-
based interventions that required early planning by
farmers.

Over 24 seminars were conducted over three months,
facilitating ~ discussions among stakeholders and
simplifying '‘CAP-related language'.

Three large-scale informative stakeholder dialogues
gathered 500+ participants each, where experts,
government officials, and European Commission
representatives presented key aspects of the new CSP.
Participants could ask questions via an online chat
function.

Interviews were used to have a detailed and reliable
verification of agro-statistical data. It facilitates a real-time
analysis of the prevailing circumstances in the agricultural
sector.

Thorough interviews were used to facilitate current
analysis and reliably verify agro-statistical data.

The tool enabled potential users to gain insights into the
benefits of specific financing models. In November 2021,
news on the RDP, Paying Agency, National Rural Network
website was published and access was given to the
survey. The website also offered the possibility for all
interested parties to access information on the basic
characteristics of the financial instruments currently being

30

All comments were collected in written form and can be
easily exported into Excel or PDF formats for further
consideration by ministries.

The discussions were consolidated in written reports.

The primary outcome was providing stakeholders with
clear guidance on CAP interventions, particularly on
conditionality and area-based measures.

The seminars themselves were a major output, serving
as platforms for discussion, education, and relationship-
building among stakeholders.

Participants’ questions were compiled, and recordings of
the informative stakeholder dialogues were made
available online for wider access and reflection.

The outputs provided crucial information on performance
and compliance, aiding strategic decision-making and
future policy development.

The data gathered provided vital insights necessary for
monitoring performance and ensuring adherence to
compliance standards.

Public and potential future beneficiaries’ input played a
key role in informing decisions related to financial
instruments.
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In  Hungary, an online survey was
extensively promoted through media
channels, ensuring broad public

participation and gauging public acceptance
of the Strategic Plan.

In Romania, the Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development (MARD) used an online
questionnaire for selecting interventions
because of its ease of application and fast
analysis, which allowed efficient processing
of stakeholder responses.

Vision building can serve as a
comprehensive guide for the sequential
steps that need to be carried out by the
authorities in charge of coordinating
strategic plans.

This tool is being tested in one of the
Case Studies of Tools4CAP.

In Cyprus, the Ministry of Agriculture, Rural
Development, and Environment actively
involved environmental organizations and
academic institutions to ensure scientifically
robust agri-environmental measures.
Experts critically assessed intervention
designs and reviewed the SWOT analysis
within the framework of EU directives,
national policies, and the Green Deal.

In Slovakia, the Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural  Development established an
overarching working Group to create a
unified National Strategic Plan.

In Spain, the National Ministry of Agriculture
formed working groups to incorporate
insights from diverse specialists, including

implemented as well as certain results of the

implementation so far.

The Institute of Agricultural Economics managed the
analysis of responses collected via this tool.

The online survey collected input from thematic working
group participants, allowing them to select preferred
options for National Strategic Plan interventions and
provide feedback on intervention priorities and budget
allocation.

The tool consists of three interrelated methods: the 6-step
Delphi method, the Quadruple Helix approach (policy,
society, business, and academic research) and the
Stakeholder salience model (stakeholders' selection using
measures based on 3 criteria: urgency, legitimacy and
power of each stakeholder to influence the preparation of
RDP).

Two broad meetings were held to engage environmental
experts in discussions on key issues, leading to the
formation of an informal working group to continue to work
on these issues.

The working group brought together representatives from
ministries, universities, and civil society organizations,
collaborating through sub-groups to refine and finalize the
National Strategic Plan.

Database consultations and spreadsheet analyses were
conducted, enabling diverse specialists in the working
groups to assess and interpret the state of the agricultural
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A comprehensive data analysis report on the public
acceptance of the Strategic Plan was prepared for the
Ministry of Agriculture, providing critical insights to refine
the plan’s finalization.

Outputs also included tailored questionnaires for each
thematic working group (TWG), with the responses
organized in a database, offering a detailed
understanding of stakeholder preferences.

The gathered qualitative data, real-time feedback, and
participation of a diverse set of stakeholders enriched
the process, especially in preparing CAP SPs.

The discussions yielded outputs in the form of detailed
notes, which formed the basis for supporting
interventions and setting targets in agri-environmental
measures.

The outputs resulted in the formulation of the National
Strategic Plan, reflecting the coordinated efforts and
agreement among the different stakeholders.

Comprehensive reports were created, detailing the
agricultural sector from each CAP Specific Objective
(SO) perspective. These reports were foundational for
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those outside agricultural policy, to assess
the sector comprehensively.

In Cyprus, regular working group meetings
brought together key departments—
Agriculture, Forests, Research,
Environment, and Water Development—to
build consensus on CAP Strategic Plan
design.

In Slovakia, the Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development convened 21 sub-
working groups to refine intervention
wording, drawing from the overarching
working group.

In Flanders, technical working groups
engaged experts from the Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries, ILVO (Institute of
Agriculture, Fisheries, and Food Research),
and environmental policymakers to shape
CAP interventions.

In the Netherlands, working groups brought
together diverse stakeholders to collect
various perspectives and build consensus
on key CSP policies, ensuring strong
support for the final Strategic Plan

In Romania, the Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development (MARD) engaged a
diverse group of stakeholders through

sector from the perspective of each CAP Specific
Objective.

Regular meetings were held to coordinate efforts, ensure
alignment of policy priorities, and facilitate ongoing
stakeholder engagement.

21 sub-working groups coordinated by the Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural Development finalized intervention
wording, guided by insights from a larger working group.

Five thematic working groups were set up and met on
multiple occassions to discuss the following:

WG.1: Environment & Climate: Discussed conditionality,
eco-schemes, and agri-environmental climate measures.

WG. 2: Economic Resilience: Assessed interventions to
enhance economic sustainability in agriculture.

WG. 3: Rural Development: Evaluated interventions
aimed at rural areas.

WG. 4: Innovation & Knowledge: Developed proposals for
innovation, knowledge-sharing, and the AKIS (Agricultural
Knowledge and Innovation System).

WG. 5: Farmer Definition: Defined the criteria for what
constitutes a "farmer”.

The discussions were guided by expert presentations and
brainstorming sessions. The list of feasible interventions
was compiled for each topic and was evaluated based on
feasibility, environmental and economic impact, and
administrative viability.

Four overarching thematic working groups focused on:
- Smart resilient agriculture

- Green-blue architecture

- Rural areas and food

- Knowledge and innovation

Four overarching thematic working groups were used to
design specific CAP interventions on the followings:
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the subsequent SWOT analysis and the identification of
sectoral needs.

Outputs from these discussions led to the development
of intervention logic and the allocation of financial
resources.

The outputs include the finalised formulations of
interventions, crafted through iterative collaboration and
consensus among various representatives.

The working groups contributed directly to shaping the
Flemish CAP Strategic Plan, specifically by the following
outputs:

- Defining the "green architecture" of the plan, including
environmental and climate-related measures.

- Developing detailed intervention fiches for CAP
implementation.

- Establishing the AKIS system to support innovation and
knowledge-sharing in agriculture.

- Defining the criteria for a "farmer" and the associated
requirements within the CAP framework.

The outputs of the working groups were valuable for
needs prioritisation, intervention setting and establishing
performance indicators.

The ouputs consisted of extensive feedback, comments,
and recommendations from socio-economic partners in
the thematic working groups, employing surveys,
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working groups, ensuring that multiple
perspectives were considered in policy
formulation.

In Estonia, the Ministry of Agriculture
established thematic working groups
comprising diverse stakeholders, including
for experts from research centres and
universities, Public administrators (Ministry,
Paying Agency, ...), LEADER groups,
NGOs, and agricultural sector
representatives.

In Lithuania, the workshops applied a
participatory approach, involving
stakeholders from science, policy, business,
and NGOs in needs identification and
prioritization for CSP design.

In Spain, workshops provided an accessible
format to involve many stakeholders for
discussing socio-economic analysis, SWOT
findings, and policy priorities.

WG 1. Agriculture and Food industry:

- TWG.1.1: direct payments

- TWG 1.2: coupled support

- TWG 1.3 Intervention measures supported from Il Pillar
- TWG 1.4 Industry and Food Security

- TWG 1.5 Market Measures.

WG 2. Environment and Forestry:

- TWG 2.1 Eco-schemes and Environmental Payments,
- TWG 2.2 Rural Development Arrangements

- TWG 2.3 Forestry

WG 3. Rural Economy and Infrastructure:

- TWG 3.1 LEADER and non-agricultural activities

- TWG 3.2 Rural infrastructure

WG 4. Research and Innovation:

- TWG 4.1 AKIS

- TWG 4.2 Interventions in RDI and innovation transfer

In Estonia, approximately 40 working group meetings
were held, primarily in person, during 2019-2020, before
the COVID-19 pandemic. Stakeholders were informed of
these meetings through the Ministry’s website, ensuring
broad participation. Due to the country's small size, many
stakeholders actively participated in multiple working
groups, which required significant time commitments. A
key part of the process was the SWOT exercise, which
was conducted with stakeholders before the finalization of
the EU CAP Strategic Plan regulation.

The tool played a pivotal role in conducting SWOT
analysis, enabling a thorough understanding of the
various factors influencing policy.

The General Secretariat of Agriculture and Food, along
with the National Rural Network, organised four meetings
and provided online channels (web portal, email, online
surveys) to gather feedback.
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questionnaires, and online thematic discussions. It
sought to align the identified needs with SWOT
components, complying with CAP specific objectives.

The main outputs of each thematic working group were
a list of (prioritised) needs and appropriate interventions

The outputs consisted of detailed SWOT analysis
reports, summarising the insights and prioritised needs
identified through stakeholder engagement.

Detailed reports that summarise stakeholders' reactions
to the topics presented, reflecting the diverse viewpoints
and contributing to a more comprehensive
understanding of the subject matter.
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In Cyprus, a series of thematic workshops
on agriculture, environment, and rural
development helped refine and expand the
SWOT analysis.

In Flanders, the Department of Agriculture
and Fisheries had initially prepared three
SWOT analyses: one of Flemish agriculture,
one of the environment linked to agriculture
and one of the Flemish countryside.

The workshops aimed to engage external
stakeholders, allowing them to identify any
additional strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, and threats not covered in the
initial SWOT analyses, provide feedback,
and suggest adjustments.  Through
brainstorming sessions, participants also
explored the needs emerging from the three
SWOT analyses and proposed potential
solutions to these needs.

An intensive program of meetings was conducted with all
relevant stakeholders, including agricultural
organizations, environmental groups, members of the
National Rural Network, and various production sectors.
Additionally, thematic workshops focused on key areas—
agriculture, environment, and rural development—
collected valuable information, data, and insights from
public sector institutions and broader governmental
agencies. This input was crucial for drafting the initial
SWOT analysis. Finally, a dedicated workshop brought
together NGOs and other economic and social partners to
discuss and validate the preliminary findings of the SWOT
analysis.

Attendance at the workshops was promoted through
various channels and advisory bodies. The invitation was
even featured in member magazines of agricultural and
horticultural associations.

The workshops were held on two different days at different
locations and followed a similar structure. An external
facilitator led the sessions, dividing participants into
groups of 5-10 people, each tasked with deepening one of
three pre-prepared SWOT analyses (i.e. on agriculture,
environment or rural development). Stakeholders were
free to expand, modify, remove or completely revise the
original SWOT. A professional facilitator ensured that
everyone's input was heard, while a rapporteur carefully
documented the discussions.

After refining the SWOTSs, each group distilled the key
needs and priorities from their findings. This process
provided a comprehensive overview of the various
challenges and demands within Flemish agriculture, the
environment and the rural landscape. Participants then
had the opportunity to review the needs identified by other
groups, encouraging a cross-fertilisation of ideas that
further enriched the analysis.

Following this exchange, participants returned to their
original groups to identify breakthrough solutions based
on the needs identified. They addressed key questions
such as What is needed to respond to these challenges?
Where should we focus our efforts? How can we have a
meaningful impact?
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The outputs from these meetings and workshops served
as the foundation of the SWOT analysis in Cyprus.

The outputs from the two workshops were compiled into
a comprehensive report that integrated stakeholders'
input and served as the foundation for the needs
analysis. This report was published on the website of the
Flemish Rural Network and submitted to Flemish
Minister of Environment, Nature, and Agriculture.
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In  Finland, workshops encouraged
participatory discussions, identifying
strengths, weaknesses, and development
priorities.

In Luxembourg, workshops gathered
insights from the agricultural sector during
the early CSP design stages.

In Germany, workshops fostered cross-
sectoral collaboration and brainstorming,
allowing diverse perspectives to shape
policies.

In Sweden, workshops were introduced as
consultation forums (sakrad) as a new way
to work with stakeholders, aiming to collect
a wide range of views on various aspects of
the CAP reform.

In the afternoon session, a selection of breakthrough
solutions were selected for deeper exploration. Each
participant selected a topic of interest, resulting in newly
formed discussion groups. This reshuffling encouraged
diverse perspectives and fresh discussion, further refining
potential strategies and solutions.

The workshops started with short presentations related to
the topic. This was followed by group discussions and idea
collection on whiteboard papers, where feedback ranged
from positive aspects to challenges in the current system,
resulting in a list of development needs. A total of 32
thematic workshops were held during 2019-2020.

A series of workshops were organised to gather insights,
preparing the SWOT analysis and identifying some needs
for the CSP design.

The world café method was used to structure the
discussions around different issues with the involved
stakeholders in the consultation process. The world café
method is a structured conversational process for
knowledge sharing in which small groups of people
discuss a topic at several small tables (like in a café).

A total of six consultative forums were organised between
2018 and 2021, covering topics such as general strategy,
SWOT analysis, development needs, and draft measures.
Most forums were conducted online, with participants
given options to comment by speaking, writing, or sending
comments within a given time frame.
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The outputs from the workshop are summarised and
documented in word documents for further review and
utilisation.

The outcomes of these workshops were compiled into
written minutes, summarising the discussions, findings,
and suggestions.

The outputs included written documentation from the
meetings, with an overview of the questions, what was
discussed and the main takeaways to be shared with the
intended stakeholders and participants.

Summaries of the discussions were captured in word
documents, providing insights and feedback on the
different facets of the CAP reform.
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In Ireland, workshops took the form of Town
Hall Meetings and provided an inclusive
platform for public dialogue, engaging
farmers, industry representatives, and
policymakers.

In  Austria, the Austrian Ministry of
Agriculture, Forestry, Regions and Water
Management established 14 expert groups
to discuss and develop the content of the
future interventions of the Austrian CAP
Strategic Plan. In that respect, technical
discussions/workshops on specific topics
were organised, which were important for
incorporating  various  concerns  and
suggestions into the CSP drafting process.

In Croatia, sectoral workshops were held
across key agricultural industries to ensure
that Croatia’s CAP Strategic Plan was
shaped by those directly impacted. These
workshops  provided a platform for
stakeholders—including producers,
cooperatives, associations, and industry
experts—to voice their needs and refine
policy interventions.

Meetings were conducted throughout Ireland on various
dates, offering an accessible platform for stakeholders to
share their views, concerns, and suggestions regarding
CAP reforms. Further information about these meetings is
available on the official Ministry website. Additionally,
these meetings can take place virtually. Initially, an
informative presentation on the consultation topic is
delivered, succeeded by one or more Q&A sessions about
that topic, during which participants' feedback is gathered.
Public consultation documents containing specific
questions related to the topic are also distributed to
participants. Their responses and feedback are then
collected through additional means such as email or post.

A series of 8 expert discussions/workshops on technical
aspects of the Austrian CAP SP have been held on the
following topics:

- 'Smart Villages: Innovation and Digitalisation as an
opportunity for rural areas’

- 'The future of local development, especially for
CLLD/LEADER'

‘What contribution can the CAP make to the
implementation of the National Energy and Climate Plan
(NECP) of Austria?"

- 'Regional innovation capacity: strenthening rural areas
as innovation spaces'

- ‘Nature conservation in the CAP 2020+
- 'What's next for the compensatory allowance?'

- 'What's next for the agri-environmental programme
OPUL?

- 'Economic efficiency in Agriculture’

At these events—often held online due to COVID-19—
more than 100 participants attended each session, where
they had the opportunity to ask questions for clarification
and provide their input on the topic.

Several sectoral workshops were organized to gather
input and refine policies for different agricultural sectors:

- Winemaking sector: The Ministry of Agriculture, in
collaboration with the Association of Winemaking at the
Croatian Chamber of Economy, conducted a survey to
gather feedback on support measures. Regional
workshops and meetings further helped shape policies
and refine interventions tailored to the winemaking
industry.

- Fruit and Vegetables sector: Efforts were focused on
raising awareness about producer organizations, a
relatively new concept in Croatia. A series of twenty
regional  workshops brought together farmers,
cooperatives, and development agencies, leading to the
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The outcomes of these meetings are compiled into
detailed written reports, available on the Ministry
website. The reports summarise the issues raised,
questions, comments, discussions, ideas, and
consensus reached, serving as reference materials for
policy formulation and decision-making. Additionally, the
recording of the meetings held virtually and a transcript
of the comments/questions asked is also available.

Each expert discussion/workshop gathered
stakeholders' opinions on the topics, and their insights
proved important in improving certain measures of the
new Austrian CSP.

The sectoral workshops played a role in shapings
Croatia's CAP Strategic Plan by ensuring that policy
measures reflected sector-specific needs.
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In Denmark, four workshops were organized
to include stakeholders' views: one focused
on the SWOT analysis and three thematic
workshops addressing climate,
environment, and biodiversity.

In France, the ImPACtons! project, launched
by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food in
collaboration with the National Commission
for Public Debate (CNDP), enabled
nationwide public consultations on the post-
2020 Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).
The initiative combined a digital platform
with public debates and workshops.

creation of a guide for producer organizations, which was
published online alongside a dedicated email support
service for stakeholders.

- Beekeeping sector: The Ministry of Agriculture consulted
extensively with the Croatian Beekeeping Federation,
representing 7,000 members across 150 associations.
Through multiple meetings, beekeeping representatives
contributed to shaping sector-specific interventions and
aligning financial allocations with the needs of the
industry.

- Dairy sector: In collaboration with the World Bank, the
Croatian Agricultural Chamber and the Ministry of
Agriculture organized online workshops to identify
strategies for improving economic and environmental
sustainability in milk production. The workshops
emphasized strengthening producer associations,
enhancing market structures, and developing support
systems to ensure the long-term viability of the dairy
sector.

These workshops were used to engage stakeholders in
discussions on the EU’s agricultural regulations, to gather
feedback on SWOT analyses, and to inform the green
transition of agriculture. They facilitated direct involvement
of stakeholders like farmers, researchers, and interest
organizations.

In addition to the ImPACtons! digital platform, 12 regional
thematic workshops were organized, each focusing on
different aspects of the CAP, bringing the debate directly
to citizens across France. Furthermore, a Citizen
Assembly for Agriculture (ACA) was convened, bringing
together 125 randomly selected citizens who dedicated
two days to discussing and co-developing a new
‘agricultural contract. To further expand public
participation, citizens were also encouraged to host their
own house debates, using provided guidelines on the
digital platform of 'ImPACtons!" to facilitate structured
discussions and contribute their perspectives to the
broader debate.

37

The outputs included minutes of the workshops.

The Citizen Assembly on Agriculture produced the
Social Contract for the CAP, outlining six priority
objectives and 17 measures. Public workshops and
house debates generated reports summarizing
discussions, proposals, and key concerns. The entire
debate process - together with the inputs through the
digital platform 'ImPACtons!" - was documented in a
comprehensive report by the CNDP. This report was
then submitted to the French Ministry of Agriculture and
Food and informed the Ministry's public statement on the
lessons learnt from these debates, influencing France's
National Strategic Plan for the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) 2021-2027.



