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Prioritisation Tool for Ranking CAP Needs

CASE STUDY FACTSHEET

Description and relevance

The Polish case study focused on testing a participatory
Prioritisation Tool designed to enhance transparency and
inclusiveness in ranking the needs identified for the
next CAP Strategic Plan. The process aimed to address
long-standing challenges in policy design, where
limited time and uneven stakeholder participation often
constrained debate and reduced objectivity.
 

The case built upon lessons from the 2023–2027 CSP
cycle, where prioritisation was seen as overly
technocratic. By introducing a structured participatory
approach, the study sought to ensure balanced input
from representatives of the “quadruple helix” –
policymakers, practitioners, academia, and civil society. 

The experiment was conducted by the European Rural
Development Network (ERDN) team in collaboration with
national stakeholders. It demonstrated how a
transparent voting mechanism could foster better
understanding of trade-offs among social, economic,
and environmental priorities in agricultural and rural
development policy.
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Results and practical innovations

Workshops revealed that the modified CV method was
simple enough for diverse participants while rigorous
enough to provide meaningful results. Each participant
distributed 
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distributed 100 points among needs, constrained by minimum and maximum thresholds to avoid dominance by
specific interests. This ensured fairer representation of minority perspectives. 

The process revealed convergence around themes of sustainability, farm resilience, and knowledge
transfer, while exposing tensions between production-oriented and environmental priorities. 

Innovations included pre-testing the method, real-time feedback on aggregated results, and transparent
documentation of each stage. The exercise demonstrated how participatory prioritisation can both democratise
policymaking and increase stakeholder ownership of CAP strategies.
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Poland should institutionalise participatory
prioritisation early in the CSP design process,
ensuring real policy impact rather than symbolic
consultation. Regional replication could test
scalability and reveal local variations in
preferences. 

Continuous capacity building for facilitators and
stakeholder representatives is crucial to maintain
quality. In the long term, integrating the prioritisation
tool with quantitative indicators from monitoring
systems would bridge stakeholder perceptions
with measurable policy outcomes, reinforcing the
credibility and inclusiveness of CAP governance.

Benefits, limitations, and risks

The principal benefit was the establishment of a
transparent and inclusive prioritisation process
that participants perceived as legitimate and fair. It
improved dialogue among groups traditionally
separated in policy debates and promoted evidence-
based reasoning. 

However, time constraints and limited political
influence of the exercise restricted the scope of
stakeholder participation. 

Risks included potential tokenism if the process
remains disconnected from actual decision-making.
Moreover, differences in technical literacy among
stakeholders occasionally created asymmetries in
understanding the preferences of other stakeholders.

Nevertheless, the method successfully demonstrated
that a structured voting mechanism can enhance
both objectivity and social legitimacy of CAP
planning.

Recommendations

Constrained Cumulative Voting (CV) procedure.

Stakeholder workshops with representatives of the quadruple helix.

Facilitated discussion and documentation protocol.

Scoring tables linking needs to CAP objectives.
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