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1. Introduction 

The “Innovative Toolbox empowering effective CAP governance towards EU ambitions” (Tools4CAP) project 

implemented 16 national focus groups and one EU-level focus group as part of the Stakeholder Engagement 

Platform outlined in Task 6.2 (Work Package 6 (WP6)). The focus groups provided a platform for interactive 

discussions, allowing participants to share their experiences, challenges, and suggestions related to the methods 

and tools used in designing and monitoring the CAP Strategic Plans (CSP) and the future Common Agriculture 

Policy (CAP) (post-2027) (see D1.4 on Inventory of Methods and Tools (II)). The goal was to uncover context-specific 

issues, capture diverse perspectives, and generate valuable insights into the applicability and effectiveness of the 

methods and tools as identified by Tools4CAP via interactive discussions.  

This deliverable presents the main findings of the second round of the focus groups, which were conducted between 

July 2025 and June 2026 and engaged over 160 relevant actors. 

The discussions during the national focus groups explored how tools used in the Tools4CAP case studies may need 

to be adapted or improved to remain fit for purpose in the evolving policy landscape. In this context, the European 

Commission's proposal on the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for the period after 2027 (COM/2025/5651), 

introduces a significant change for the CAP.  

According to the proposal, the strategic planning of selected EU policies (Cohesion, Agriculture and Rural, Fisheries 

and Maritime, Prosperity and Security) will be integrated in a single National and Regional Partnership Plan (NRPP) 

specific to each Member State (MS). The proposed Regulation would replace the current CAP Strategic Plans 

Regulation (EU) 2021/2115 and embed the CAP within a broader horizontal framework for EU budget 

implementation. The objective is to harmonise rules on performance monitoring, indicator use, data reporting, policy 

coherence and transparency of spending across EU policies. 

Overall, this represents a major shift in CAP planning architecture, raising important questions as to whether such 

integration will strengthen or weaken the quality of agricultural policy planning. 

Against this background, national focus groups were invited to reflect on the implications of the new policy framework 

and to discuss which tools could best support the transition towards the future design and implementation of the 

CAP. 

The findings of the national focus groups fed into the EU-level focus group, which provided a structured and 

interactive forum for EU-level stakeholders to exchange views and generate concrete insights into the design of the 

CAP for the 2028–2034 period, as well as to identify practical tools to support the development and implementation 

of the NRPPs.  

The insights stemming from these activities are useful for making recommendations for the Handbook of Good 

Practices (Deliverable D5.3). Furthermore, the focus group findings contributed to a better understanding of the 

strengths and limitations of the methods and tools used to design evidence-based policy planning. Finally, the results 

of the focus groups enable Tools4CAP to further specify the needs of end-users and the application of other methods 

and tools for the next programming period (post 2027). 

This report is organised as follows:  

•  Section 2 details the methodology employed for setting up and implementing the focus groups, 

encompassing the overall approach and stakeholder engagement activities.   

•  Section 3 provides an in-depth analysis of Member States’ experiences regarding the design and future 

implementation of the NRPPs. It examines the main structural challenges, identifies emerging opportunities 

and added value of the new framework, and outlines the key enabling conditions in terms of tools, 

capacities, and governance arrangements as discussed during the national focus groups. 

•  Section 4 focuses on the operational dimensions, analysing how NRPP ambitions can be translated into 

practice as discussed during the national focus groups. It is structured around four thematic areas (i.e. 

 

1 Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the European Fund for economic, social and 

territorial cohesion, agriculture and rural, fisheries and maritime, prosperity and security for the period 2028-2034 and amending 
Regulation (EU) 2023/955 and Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2024/2509. COM/2025/565 final. 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/D1.4-Inventory-of-methods-tools-used-by-MSs-II.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025PC0565
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creating a shared and integrated vision, balancing governance levels, designing (cost-)effective 

interventions, and measuring impacts) while also highlighting cross-cutting issues. 

•  Section 5 presents the main insights from the EU-level focus group, further enriching and complementing 

the findings from the national-level discussions with a particular emphasis on the role of tools across key 

stages of the policy cycle, namely needs assessment and vision building, intervention design, and resource 

allocation. 

•  Section 6 provides a concise set of conclusions summarising the key findings emerging from the second 

round of the focus groups. 

2. Methodology 

2.1. General approach 

Compared to the first round of focus groups (September 2023 - January 2024; see Deliverable D6.5), this 

second round adopted a forward-looking perspective by incorporating the new European MFF and the NRPPs, 

including the notions and developments on the next CAP reform. In particular, this second round aimed at collecting 

detailed feedback on selected tools tested in the case studies, while considering the NRPPs developments, 

particularly at the national level. Participants were asked to review key features and experiences from case studies 

and reflect on their relevance in future design, planning and governance frameworks.   

¡Error! No se encuentra el origen de la referencia. outlines the timeline of the various activities undertaken, from 

protocol design to synthesis of the results and delivery of this report.  

Figure 1. Timeline of activities related to the Tools4CAP second round of focus groups (FGs) 

 

 

Source: Ecorys 

 
The first step was to design the national focus groups and so develop the national focus group protocol (Milestone 

92; see Annex 1). The protocol, used by the focus group coordinators to guide the national focus group discussions, 

provided guidance on organising the sessions, ensuring balanced stakeholder participation, and contextualising 

discussions in light of current and emerging EU policy developments.  

A first draft of the protocol was prepared in July 2025 and subsequently discussed with the coordinators to further 

tailor it to the national needs. Training sessions for the focus group coordinators were also organised in January 

2026, after which the focus groups were officially launched. The process for developing and rolling out the national 

focus groups is detailed in the figure below.  

 

 

2 Milestone 9 was submitted in July 2025, some information related to the NRPPs could be different due to the recent development.  
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Figure 2. Stepwise process for the development and roll-out of the second round of national focus groups 

 

Source: Ecorys 

 

A resource package was prepared for each national focus group, complementing the protocol. The package included 

the following:  

•  Background document containing guidance information related to the new policy framework and the tools 

tested in the case studies; 

•  Templates for reporting the findings, including specific questions tailored to the topic chosen, yet generic to 

allow coordinators the flexibility to adapt them to their own contexts; 

•  a PowerPoint presentation of the most relevant policy developments to support focus group coordinators 

with the content preparation.   

Focus group coordinators were invited to indicate the preferred topics to discuss during the second part of the 

discussion of the national focus groups. Each of the four proposed thematic areas addresses key questions related 

to the design of the future sections related to agriculture within the NRPPs, and they are:  

▪ Creating a shared and integrated vision;  

▪ Balancing regional, national and EU priorities; 

▪ Designing (cost-)effective interventions; 

▪ Measuring impacts of emerging & integrated priorities. 

At the same time, efforts were made to ensure a balanced distribution of focus groups across these thematic areas, 

allowing for a comprehensive coverage of the different policy dimensions. 

The figure below provides an overview of the topics covered in the 16 national focus groups. 
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Figure 3. Topics covered by the national focus groups 

 

 

Source: Ecorys 

In the second part of the discussion of the national focus groups, specific case study tools were also presented. 

These are categorised according to the tool categorisation that was realised in the Tools4CAP Conceptual 

Framework (D1.2 Tools4CAP conceptual framework) and which are also used in the structuring of the Inventory of 

Methods and Tools Update (II) (D1.4): 

•  Stakeholder engagement tools;  

•  Policy choices supporting tools; 

•  Policy analysis tools for evidence-based decisions;  

•  Monitoring and data collection tool. 

Following the national focus groups, the coordinators were requested to report on the discussions using a structured 

reporting template. Once all reports were collected, a consolidated analysis was carried out to inform the preparation 

of the EU-level focus group.  

The EU-level focus group brought together relevant EU-level actors not only to present and validate the main findings 

emerging at the national level, but also to complement them with an EU-wide perspective. The aim of the EU-level 

focus group was to collectively reflect on the transition from CAP Strategic Plans to the sections dedicated to 

agriculture within the NRPPs, and to discuss practical tools and approaches that can support the planning and 

implementation in the new policy context. Participants were invited to create a shared evidence-based understanding 

of a prioritised set of tools, needs, and potential adaptations across three main steps of the policy design: (i) needs 

assessment & vision building, (ii) intervention design, and (iii) budget allocation/prioritisation; and to reflect on 

practical recommendations on how EU-level support could complement national approaches while preserving 

national flexibility and adaptation. Details on the discussion and the main insights of the EU-level focus group are 

provided in sub-section 2.3. 

2.2. Stakeholder engagement  

One component of the national focus groups was to engage the most relevant actors in discussions to capture their 

direct experience and knowledge regarding the tools and processes related to the design and future implementation 

of the NRPPs. The focus group coordinators sought to bring together policy-makers, tools developers, researchers 

and actors involved in the design and monitoring processes. 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/case-studies/
https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/D1.2-Conceptual-framework.pdf
https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/D1.2-Conceptual-framework.pdf
https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/D1.4-Inventory-of-methods-tools-used-by-MSs-II.pdf
https://www.tools4cap.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/D1.4-Inventory-of-methods-tools-used-by-MSs-II.pdf


 

      |  10 

Figure 4 provides an overview of the typology of actors engaged in the 16 national focus groups (167 participants, 

incl. the focus group coordinators). Each focus group aimed to ensure balanced representation of the targeted 

groups to better understand the process's dynamics and identify challenges at different steps and from different 

perspectives. Focus group coordinators were also encouraged to pay close attention to gender balance among 

participants, to the greatest extent possible. Despite these efforts, men accounted for over 65% of participants, while 

women represented only around 35%.  

In terms of stakeholder composition (Figure 4), most participants represented National Competent Authorities, 

scientific and research institutes, and “others”. In contrast,  farmers’ organisations, regional and local authorities, 

and paying agencies were less represented. In terms of engagement, some national focus groups achieved a high 

level of participation and cooperation, with meetings gathering more than 20 participants. In contrast, stakeholder 

engagement proved more challenging in other national focus groups, where participation remained limited (fewer 

than 6–7 participants). This was often due to competing commitments, as in some cases, National Authorities were 

simultaneously involved in multiple working groups and meetings related to the design and coordination of the next 

CAP. In addition, the novelty of the new programming period, combined with a degree of uncertainty surrounding its 

implementation, led some stakeholders to question their capacity to provide informed and meaningful input. 

Figure 4. Typology of stakeholders participating in the national focus groups. 

 
Source: Ecorys 

The EU-level focus group brought together 12 participants, including , DG AGRI, the Joint Research Centre, the EU 

CAP Network, national paying agencies, regional managing authorities, researchers and national managing 

authorities. 

3. Experiencing the design and future implementation of the NRPPs 

Section 3 presents the main insights emerging from the 16 national focus groups, focusing on how Member States 

perceive and experience the design and future implementation of the NRPPs. Drawing on stakeholder discussions 

across diverse national contexts, this chapter provides an analytical synthesis of the structural dimensions shaping 

the transition towards the NRPP framework. Articulated in three sub-sections, the chapter first examines the main 

structural challenges encountered by Member States in designing and implementing the NRPPs. It then identifies 

the key opportunities and added value associated with the new framework, before outlining the enabling conditions 

required to support this transition.  

3.1. Structural challenges in designing and implementing the NRPPs 

The analysis of the findings from the 16 national Focus Groups confirms that the introduction of the NRPPs is 

perceived as a significant transformation of the current governance model for the CAP, as well as policies related to 

Farmers organisations
11%

National Authorities
29%

Paying agencies
5%

Regional & local authorities
8%

Scientific & research 
institutes

23%

Others
24%
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agriculture and rural areas in general. The change goes beyond a simple institutional adjustment, and it is widely 

understood as a systemic shift requiring the integration of previously separated policy domains, funding instruments, 

and administrative structures into a single strategic policy framework. 

A first and recurrent structural challenge mentioned in national focus groups relates to the definition of 

governance and coordination mechanisms, which remain largely uncertain, under discussion, or only partially 

defined in most Member States, at the moment the focus groups took place. Across highly centralised systems (i.e. 

Latvia, Lithuania) as well as decentralised or federal contexts (i.e. Germany, France, Italy), there was an agreement 

among focus group members on the lack of clarity regarding which authority should assume the overall coordination 

role and how responsibilities should be distributed across ministries and administrative levels. As emerged from the 

focus groups, competing governance models are being considered in various Member States. For instance, there 

are ongoing debates in France and Italy between centralised versus regionalised governance structures that remain 

unresolved, reflecting broader institutional traditions and political considerations. According to Italy and France, a 

centralised approach can ensure strategic coherence but may risk creating additional administrative layers and 

limiting adaptability. Conversely, a regionalised model may better reflect territorial needs but requires strong 

coordination capacity and raises concerns about fragmentation or uneven implementation.  

Similarly, in federal or decentralised systems such as Germany, existing sectoral and institutional “silos” continue to 

limit efficient coordination. Stakeholders emphasised that these silos are deeply embedded in administrative 

practices and organisational cultures, often reinforced by “path dependencies” that favour the continuation of 

established procedures rather than experimenting with integrated approaches. 

A second major set of challenges identified in focus groups concerns institutional and political constraints, 

which significantly shape both the design process and future implementation. Across multiple focus groups, 

stakeholders pointed to the influence of political cycles, inter-ministerial competition, and uncertainty regarding the 

overall budget dedicated to agricultural policy in the next programming period. For example, the proximity of national 

elections in Poland was explicitly identified as a key risk factor, potentially leading to shifting priorities, delays in 

planning, and reduced transparency in decision-making processes.  

More broadly, the focus groups in Bulgaria and Hungary highlighted that the integration of funding streams into a 

single funding system introduces new dynamics of competition between ministries and sectors, particularly in relation 

to non-ring-fenced budgets. This creates significant tensions, as ministries and policy domains compete to secure 

financial resources, often in the absence of clearly established prioritisation criteria. This could lead, as mentioned 

by Poland, Latvia and Ireland, to a potential marginalisation of agriculture and rural development priorities within a 

broader, multi-sectoral framework. Furthermore, stakeholders in these focus groups expressed uncertainty as to 

whether the sections related to agriculture would retain sufficient autonomy and visibility, especially given its 

historical position as a standalone policy with dedicated funding streams.  

Beyond institutional competition, a key structural bottleneck lies in the absence of a robust and transparent 

prioritisation process. Stakeholders from the national focus groups held in Italy, Czechia, Latvia and Poland 

highlighted that trade-offs between competing objectives are often not systematically assessed through formal 

methodologies. This lack of structured prioritisation limits the ability to make explicit, evidence-based choices in the 

NRPP design. 

In addition, stakeholders from Italy, Czechia, Greece, Germany, Spain and France emphasised the difficulty of 

translating EU-level priorities into national and regional contexts, particularly where objectives may be perceived as 

conflicting or insufficiently adapted to local realities. This challenge was reported particularly in contexts 

characterised by complex governance structures or high territorial diversity, where stakeholders noted that aligning 

overarching EU ambitions with differentiated regional needs requires strong coordination mechanisms and adequate 

analytical capacity, which are not always fully developed. 

A third category of structural challenges concerns operational and systemic bottlenecks, particularly in 

administrative capacity, data systems, and technical infrastructure. Across focus groups, stakeholders consistently 

emphasised that the transition towards an integrated planning and monitoring framework requires coordination, 

analytical capacity, and data interoperability that are often not yet fully in place. 

Data fragmentation emerged as a major issue in focus groups held in Greece, Latvia, and Slovenia, where relevant 

datasets are often distributed across multiple institutions and are incompatible. This fragmentation limits the ability 

to produce coherent analyses and support evidence-based policymaking. Several focus groups highlighted limited 

IT readiness and analytical capacity as key constraints. For instance, participants from Lithuania and Romania noted 

the absence of integrated information systems and the difficulty of merging large administrative databases, while 
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Bulgarian and Greek representatives raised concerns about insufficient human resources and technical expertise to 

manage increasingly complex monitoring requirements. These constraints are further exacerbated by the tight 

timelines for NRPP preparation. In multiple focus groups, stakeholders expressed concerns that the planning 

process may rely heavily on existing tools and datasets, limiting the potential for innovation.  

Across focus groups, a common finding is the high degree of uncertainty associated with the transition towards the 

NRPP framework. Discussions remain at an exploratory stage, with key design choices still under development and 

limited operational guidance available. This uncertainty affects not only governance arrangements but also the 

definition of priorities, intervention design choices, and monitoring approaches. 

Overall, the findings from the focus groups suggest that the challenges associated with the NRPP are not merely 

technical but structural, involving governance arrangements, institutional cultures, political dynamics, and 

administrative capacities. The transition to an integrated, multi-fund framework, therefore, represents a significant 

shift in the way policies, and in particular the next CAP, are designed, coordinated, and implemented. 

3.2. Opportunities and added value of the NRPP and the post-2027 CAP  

Despite the significant challenges identified, stakeholders across focus groups also recognised that the NRPPs offer 

an important opportunity to improve the coherence and effectiveness of EU-funded policies. This section highlights 

the opportunities and added value that participants in focus groups envisage in the new policy framework, particularly 

in strengthening policy integration, enhancing coordination across governance levels, and enabling a more strategic, 

outcome-oriented allocation of resources. It also reflects how stakeholders perceive the potential of the NRPPs to 

address existing fragmentation and support more coherent, evidence-based policy design. 

A central opportunity lies in developing a more integrated policy design approach that enables stronger alignment 

among agricultural, environmental, territorial, and social objectives. In some focus groups, including Lithuania and 

Spain, participants highlighted that the NRPP could facilitate a more holistic approach to addressing complex, 

interrelated challenges such as climate change, rural exodus, and regional inequality. This integrated logic is 

particularly relevant in contexts where existing policy frameworks have been fragmented. In Slovakia, for example, 

stakeholders explicitly identified the NRPP as an opportunity to overcome policy silos and move towards a more 

coherent policy planning, to the extent that long-term strategic visions are developed along with robust intervention 

design. 

A second opportunity is the shift towards a performance-oriented framework, which places greater emphasis on 

outcomes and impact rather than financial absorption. Across multiple focus groups, this shift was generally seen 

as a positive development, with the potential to improve the efficiency and strategic use of public resources. 

However, stakeholders also emphasised that this transition requires substantial improvements in indicators, data 

systems, and analytical tools. In Ireland and Spain, for instance, the importance of developing robust impact 

indicators and integrated data systems was highlighted as a precondition for meaningful performance monitoring. 

A third opportunity relates to enhanced territorial coherence and strategic prioritisation. The integrated structure 

of the NRPP could allow Member States to better align funding allocations with territorial needs, reduce duplication 

across interventions, and enhance complementarities among policy instruments. In focus groups with Member 

States that exhibit strong regional diversity, such as Italy and Czechia, this potential is particularly significant, as it 

may enable more context-sensitive and flexible policy design. At the same time, stakeholders noted that achieving 

these benefits requires a careful balance between integration and flexibility. Overly rigid frameworks or excessive 

centralisation could undermine the capacity to adapt interventions to local conditions and respond to emerging 

challenges. 

Going beyond these benefits, stakeholders also highlighted opportunities to improve the design and effectiveness 

of specific CAP interventions. Particularly in the Dutch focus group, participants highlighted the potential to 

develop more integrated, or ‘bundled’, interventions that combine financial support, advisory services, and regulatory 

elements. Such approaches are seen as particularly relevant for addressing complex challenges (i.e. climate 

mitigation, biodiversity), where single instruments have proven insufficient. 

In addition, the NRPP framework was seen as enabling more targeted interventions, moving away from “one-size-

fits-all” schemes. Stakeholders emphasised the potential to better tailor measures to farm types, regional conditions, 

or specific environmental pressures, thereby enhancing both uptake and effectiveness.  
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Another important opportunity relates to improving the cost-effectiveness of interventions. Stakeholders from 

several focus groups (i.e. Bulgaria, the Netherlands, Spain) noted that existing measures are not always sufficiently 

grounded in robust cost assessments or realistic assumptions regarding uptake, behavioural responses, and 

implementation constraints. Evidence from several focus groups highlighted cases where interventions are poorly 

targeted, insufficiently linked to identified needs, or designed in ways that do not fully reflect farming practices or 

administrative feasibility. The NRPP framework could therefore provide a stronger basis for linking intervention 

design with expected results, thereby improving the efficiency of resource allocation.  

Finally, the NRPP was also seen as an opportunity to strengthen stakeholder engagement and participatory 

governance. In several focus groups, existing consultation mechanisms could be expanded or adapted to support 

more structured and inclusive co-design processes, thereby improving the legitimacy and relevance of policy 

interventions. 

Overall, it was commonly recognised across the national focus groups that, while the NRPP could introduce 

additional complexity, it also offers the potential to significantly improve the coherence, strategic orientation, and 

impact of EU-funded policies, provided that key enabling conditions are met. 

3.3. Enabling conditions: tools, capacities and governance  

The focus groups clearly indicate that the successful design and implementation of the NRPP will depend on 

coherent enabling conditions that combine analytical tools, data systems, stakeholder engagement mechanisms, 

and administrative capacities. 

A first key condition concerns the availability of analytical and strategic tools to support evidence-based 

policymaking. Many focus groups (i.e. IT, SL, LT, SK, CZ, HU), stakeholders highlighted the importance of tools 

such as cost–benefit analysis, impact assessment models, scenario analysis, and intervention logic frameworks. 

These tools are essential for prioritising interventions, assessing trade-offs, and ensuring coherence between 

objectives and measures.  

In several focus groups, specific examples of effective tools were identified. These include modelling tools such as 

Slovenia’s SiTFarm, used for ex-ante scenario analysis, comprehensive analytical approaches such as the one 

proposed in the Netherlands, which is an integration of three complementary tools (i.e. the Intervention – Objective 

– Impact, IOI matrix, the joint eco-scheme–farm income model, and the Policy Monitoring Tool) to design, target, 

and monitor the eco-schemes. On participatory tools, a successful example was Lithuania’s Multi-Actor 

Platform used in the “Engage into Rural Policies with Actors (SHERPA)” Horizon project. This applied participatory 

methods, including a Delphi-based approach, which demonstrated the value of structured dialogue and vision-

building exercises in facilitating consensus among diverse stakeholders and linking scientific knowledge with policy 

development.   

Despite the good examples reported across the national focus groups, stakeholders agreed that the use of such 

tools remains uneven. In some focus groups, such as the Netherlands, advanced modelling and participatory 

approaches are already well established, while in others, their application is limited by a lack of human resources, 

time pressures, and data availability. 

A second critical condition is the development of integrated data systems and monitoring infrastructures. 

Stakeholders consistently emphasised the need for interoperable databases, harmonised indicators, and user-

friendly dashboards enabling real-time monitoring of policy performance. In several cases, while large amounts of 

administrative data exist, they remain fragmented, difficult to access, or incompatible across systems, limiting their 

effective use for monitoring and decision-making. In Spain, systems such as the Agricultural Holding Information 

System (SIEX3) and farm-level data tools were highlighted as promising examples of integrated data infrastructures, 

although challenges remain in terms of data availability and interoperability. Conversely, the focus groups held in 

Greece, Latvia, and Romania found that the main challenge lies not in the lack of data but in the inability to effectively 

integrate and use existing datasets. More specifically, stakeholders emphasised the need for more robust indicator 

frameworks, as they currently often focus on outputs rather than outcomes or impacts. This raises concerns about 

the feasibility of implementing a performance-based approach, as indicators are not always sufficiently linked to 

policy objectives or intervention logic. 

 

3 https://www.fega.gob.es/en/siex1 

https://rural-interfaces.eu/
https://www.fega.gob.es/en/siex1


 

      |  14 

A recurrent concern is the need to better attribute observed impacts to specific interventions, particularly in the 

context of integrated and multi-funding mechanisms. The perceived increased complexity of the NRPP framework 

for Member States may further complicate causal analysis, making it harder to assess what works and why.  

Another enabling factor concerns stakeholder engagement and coordination mechanisms. Stakeholders in 

Slovakia, Germany and France, highlighted that participation often remains formal rather than substantive, with 

limited influence on actual decision-making. For this reason, structured participation formats, including co-design 

workshops, thematic working groups, and consultation platforms, were widely recognised as essential for aligning 

policy interventions with local needs and stakeholder expectations.  

Importantly, the importance of administrative capacity and governance support was consistently highlighted 

across all focus groups. The design of the NRPP requires trained staff, clear procedures, and sufficient institutional 

capacity to manage complex coordination processes across ministries and governance levels. In many focus groups, 

stakeholders pointed to the need for enhanced training, capacity-building, and technical support, particularly in 

relation to data analysis, monitoring, and evaluation.  

In addition, there is a clear demand for guidance from the European Commission, especially concerning performance 

frameworks, audit requirements, and methodological approaches. There was a common agreement among 

stakeholders for a strong preference for non-binding guidelines and flexible toolkits, allowing adaptation to 

national contexts, rather than highly prescriptive instruments. This, in turn, reflects the diversity of administrative 

systems and governance structures across Member States. 

Without significant improvements in these areas, there is a clear risk for Member States represented in the focus 

groups that future performance-based frameworks of the post-2027 CAP and the NRPPs will remain primarily 

compliance-driven, rather than serving as tools for addressing specific needs, continuous adaptation, and strategic 

steering of the policies. Overall, the findings from the national focus groups suggest that the success of the NRPP 

will depend not only on the availability of tools but particularly on the broader ecosystem in which these tools are 

embedded, including governance arrangements, institutional coordination, and political commitment. The transition 

towards an integrated, performance-based framework, therefore, requires not only technical adjustments but a 

broader transformation of governance models and administrative cultures. 

4. Translating NRPP ambitions into practice 

While Section 3 presented a synthesis of findings from the national focus groups, focusing on the structural 

conditions shaping the NRPP and the next CAP, this section builds on these discussions by examining how NRPP 

ambitions can be translated into operational terms at the national level. It showcases how broad ambitions for 

integration, performance and strategic coherence can be translated into concrete processes, and how governance 

arrangements, tools and administrative capacities can interact in practice. In line with the objectives of Tools4CAP, 

particular attention is given to the practical role of tools, not as standalone solutions, but as elements embedded 

within wider institutional and political processes.  

In the second part of the discussion, each national focus group concentrated on one of four thematic areas (as 

outlined in Section 2.1). While Sections 4.2–4.5 present the main insights for each thematic area, they also include, 

when relevant, significant contributions from other focus groups. Furthermore, although many findings can be clearly 

linked to the four thematic areas, a number of cross-cutting issues emerged consistently across all discussions. 

These are summarised below. 

4.1. Cross-cutting issues 

The most prominent element mentioned during the national focus groups that could strongly influence the way NRPP 

ambitions are translated into practice is the tension between integration and complexity. While the NRPP is 

expected to improve coherence across agricultural, environmental, territorial and social policies, stakeholders 

repeatedly stressed that integration does not automatically simplify the implementation. On the contrary, combining 

multiple policy domains within a single policy framework often requires additional negotiation, more interfaces 

between ministries, prioritisation and a stronger need for clarification of procedures. This was particularly evident in 

focus groups in decentralised or multi-level systems such as Italy, France and Germany. In these cases, integration 

was seen as likely to slow down decision-making, especially in the early stages of the NRPPs preparation. In 

Slovenia, for example, stakeholders highlighted that strategic planning must begin immediately if the sections of the 
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NRPPs dedicated to agriculture have to influence in a broader inter-ministerial process, while delays risk allowing 

other sectors to define priorities first. In Romania, frequent exchanges between ministries were already taking place, 

but stakeholders nonetheless emphasised that the process was still highly fluid, with the formal coordination 

structure not yet established.  

A second cross-cutting issue is the persistent gap between policy ambition and implementation capacity. In 

many focus groups, stakeholders noted that the NRPP proposal introduces expectations around integrated 

monitoring, cross-sectoral coordination, results-based planning and flexible resource allocation that exceed current 

administrative capabilities. This concern was particularly pronounced in the focus groups held in Greece and Latvia, 

where participants emphasised that the challenge lies not in the desirability of integrated planning as such, but in 

the difference between what the new policy framework demands and what administrations are realistically able to 

deliver under current staffing, data and institutional conditions. This gap is also visible in relation to the transition 

from a compliance-oriented system towards a more performance-oriented approach. Bulgaria, Hungary and Ireland 

pointed to the growing pressure to define more meaningful results and impact indicators, while administrations often 

still rely on output-oriented logics and existing procedures designed primarily around control, spending and eligibility 

criteria.  

A third cross-cutting finding concerns the role of tools as enabling but not decisive factors. Across the focus 

groups, stakeholders broadly recognised the value of analytical, digital and participatory tools, but they also made 

clear that tools do not, by themselves, resolve political trade-offs, institutional competitions or legal uncertainty. In 

the Czech, Polish and German focus groups, participants stressed that evidence can better inform what real needs 

are and therefore the prioritisation processes, but final decisions remain political, especially where resource 

allocation is contested.  

A fourth cross-cutting issue is the importance of timing and sequencing, namely ensuring that tools are applied 

at the most suitable stages of the policy cycle to maximise their relevance and effectiveness. Some tools are 

most useful in the early phases of vision-building and needs assessment, while others are better suited to 

intervention design, budgeting or monitoring. In Slovenia, for instance, participants explicitly distinguished between 

the use of   Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN), Farm Sustainability Data Network (FSDN) and other datasets 

for baseline analysis and the later use of the Slovenian Typical Farm Model (SiTFarm) for scenario-building. In 

Spain, the same sequencing logic appeared in the distinction between tools that support indicator calculation and 

those that assist with ex post evaluation or monitoring, such as carbon sequestration MRV approaches and soil 

organic carbon measurement. Furthermore, many focus groups pointed to a broader uncertainty effect, namely the 

fact that Member States are trying to prepare for the NRPP while key regulatory details, funding envelopes and 

approval procedures remain unresolved. This uncertainty affects not only governance design but also the willingness 

of administrations to invest in new methods, engage stakeholders early, or move beyond existing practices. 

Finally, a further cross-cutting issue relates to the uncertainty regarding governance ownership and 

coordination roles. This translates into delays in decision-making, unclear responsibilities in inter-ministerial 

processes, and difficulties in planning activities. In several focus groups, stakeholders emphasised that the design 

and future implementation are constrained not only by complexity, but by the absence of clarity on who is the main 

owner for key stages of NRPP preparation and coordination. 

4.2. Creating a shared and integrated vision 

Building on the cross-cutting issues identified above, this section synthesises findings from the national focus groups 

on the creation of a shared and integrated vision under the NRPP framework.  

The first element that emerged from the discussion is that, in practice, creating a shared and integrated vision is an 

iterative, politically mediated process. Across the national focus groups (FR, RO, SK, SI, LT), stakeholders 

described vision-building as developed through continuous exchanges among ministries, paying agencies, regional 

actors, experts, and stakeholders, often under conditions of uncertainty and limited time. For instance, in Lithuania, 

stakeholders similarly emphasised that creating a common direction requires linking sectoral planning traditions with 

broader territorial and social ambitions, rather than simply aggregating parallel priorities.  

A recurring practical problem is mentioned in the discussions is that, even when the need for a shared vision is 

recognised, the ownership of that vision often remains unclear. Where no single institution has both the mandate 
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and legitimacy to convene other actors, integrated vision-building risks producing formally coherent but substantively 

fragmented documents. This risk was highlighted particularly in France, where the unresolved question of central 

versus regional ownership affects not only governance design, but also the possibility of building a solid shared 

strategic vision. In addition, the development of a shared vision is frequently constrained by diverging sectoral 

priorities. Stakeholders noted that ministries often define initial visions from their own policy perspectives, leading to 

parallel strategic directions rather than an integrated framework. This reflects a broader challenge in reconciling 

objectives such as competitiveness, environmental sustainability, and territorial cohesion during the vision-building 

phase itself, rather than at later stages of policy design. 

From an operational perspective, the focus groups suggested that strategic planning tools can support but not 

substitute for governance clarity. Foresight exercises, scenario analysis, theory of change approaches and 

intervention logic frameworks were all identified as useful ways to structure discussion and make assumptions 

explicit. In Slovakia, stakeholders saw mission-oriented foresight and theory of change approaches as particularly 

relevant for aligning long-term national priorities with the NRPP’s integrated logic. In Slovenia, the discussion 

revealed a more concrete challenge: whether and how existing strategic documents can be reused as a basis for 

the NRPP. Participants identified the proposed National Vision for Slovenian agriculture4 as an analytically strong 

reference point, but one whose political future remained uncertain.  

Stakeholder engagement tools are also critical in this area, but their effectiveness depends heavily on timing and 

integration into decision-making. Across multiple focus groups, stakeholders noted that consultations often take 

place too late, thereby limiting the practical influence of participatory processes. Stakeholders from the focus groups 

in Germany, France and Slovakia all pointed to the risk that participation remains formal or consultative. By contrast, 

where multi-actor platforms, thematic working groups or co-design workshops are embedded earlier in the process, 

they may help structure debate, identify shared priorities and improve ownership of the final plan.  

To conclude, creating a shared and integrated vision depends on three main conditions: first, the presence of a 

credible coordinating actor; second, the use of strategic tools that can translate general ambitions into coherent 

narratives and choices; and third, participatory mechanisms that influence priorities since the early stage of the policy 

cycle. 

4.3. Balancing regional, national and EU priorities 

Balancing priorities across governance levels emerged as a central theme in the national focus groups (CZ, PL, IT, 

LV). This sub-section presents the main challenges highlighted by Member States in terms of aligning EU-level 

ambitions with national strategies and regional specificities, particularly in contexts where trade-offs between 

objectives need to be managed. 

In operational terms, this balancing exercise requires continuous negotiation about who defines priorities, how 

trade-offs are assessed, and which governance level ultimately has discretion on the implementation. 

In decentralised systems such as Italy and Spain, the challenge lies in reconciling national strategic coherence with 

the diversity of regional needs and institutional capacities. Italian stakeholders repeatedly underlined that a single 

national framework must not erase the territorial specificity that characterised earlier regional Rural Development 

Programmes (RDPs). In Spain, the regionalised administrative structure was seen as both a challenge and a 

potential strength: it increases coordination efforts, but also offers the possibility of more territorially grounded and 

context-sensitive policy implementation if appropriate governance arrangements are put in place.  

In more centralised systems, stakeholders do not envisage regionalised NRPP chapters, but they nonetheless stressed 

that national planning must still reflect regional diversity. However, stakeholders in Latvia pointed to longstanding 

imbalances between central institutions and regions, and underlined that regional needs can be overlooked even in 

small countries if governance remains too concentrated and definitions of “rural actors” remain too ambiguous. At 

the practical level, stakeholders highlighted that balancing priorities often means confronting explicit trade-offs. In 

Czechia, examples included tensions between environmental sustainability and farm competitiveness. These trade-

 

4 By the time of submission of this deliverable, the Vision is not yet adopted.  
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offs are not new, but under the NRPP, they become more visible because they are no longer mediated solely by 

sector-specific funding envelopes.  

In order to facilitate this balancing process, focus groups mentioned specific analytical tools. For instance, territorial 

impact assessments, scenario models, dashboards and prioritisation tools can help make differences across 

territories more visible and can structure debate. In Czechia, stakeholders pointed to integrated data systems and 

territorial analysis as useful preconditions for more context-sensitive prioritisation. In Italy, logical frameworks, theory 

of change approaches and data tools were seen as important for linking strategic choices with territorial realities. 

Nonetheless, it was noted that the application of methodologies for prioritisation analysis is often inconsistent and it 

remains largely implicit, therefore limiting transparency.  

A further challenge concerns the practical meaning of subsidiarity. Across the focus groups, subsidiarity was often 

mentioned as a principle, but not always clearly operationalised. In practice, balancing subsidiarity with integration 

requires agreement on which decisions should be taken centrally, which can be adapted regionally, and how regional 

actors are involved when formal implementation remains nationally managed. France offers a clear example of this 

tension, meaning that depending on whether the NRPP becomes more centralised or more regionalised, the same 

principle of territorial relevance could lead to very different administrative structures and very different relationships 

between the National and Regional Authorities.  

4.4. Designing (cost-)effective interventions 

Some national focus group discussions focused on the design of effective interventions. The subsection below 

synthesises how Member States can translate strategic objectives into targeted, coherent and evidence-based 

measures, while ensuring their cost-effectiveness and feasibility within the integrated NRPP framework. 

The design of interventions is the point at which strategic priorities must be translated into concrete measures, 

payment structures, eligibility rules and delivery mechanisms. Across the focus groups (DE, NL, HU, BG), 

stakeholders repeatedly described this stage as one of the most difficult, precisely because it is where ambition must 

confront feasibility, and where abstract integrated policies must be turned into concrete policy design. 

A first recurring challenge concerns prioritisation. In several focus groups, stakeholders observed that past 

programming cycles produced a proliferation of interventions, often because administrations sought to 

accommodate multiple objectives simultaneously. This was highlighted particularly in the Bulgarian, Hungarian and 

German focus groups, making it more difficult to maintain strategic focus and to assess cost-effectiveness. Under 

the NRPP, many participants expect greater pressure to justify intervention choices and to concentrate resources 

more explicitly, especially where budgets are uncertain or non-ring-fenced.  

A second practical issue concerns the need for better targeting and differentiation. Several focus groups argued 

that existing interventions are too generic, and that future design should be more closely aligned with differences in 

farm structures, territorial conditions, or specific environmental pressures. In the Netherlands, discussions around 

eco-schemes highlighted that the actual relevance of a menu of measures differs across farm types and sectors, 

even where a formally uniform scheme exists.  

Cost-effectiveness was also discussed in more operational terms. Stakeholders emphasised that interventions are 

not always designed on the basis of realistic assumptions regarding uptake, behavioural change or administrative 

feasibility. In Germany and Hungary, participants similarly suggested that intervention logic needs to be more explicit, 

not only to justify measures but to ensure that they are implementable and aligned with expected outcomes.  

The use of analytical tools in this area is significant, but uneven. Cost-benefit analysis, modelling approaches, 

intervention logic frameworks and scenario tools were widely recognised as useful. In Hungary, participants 

emphasised the value of combining quantitative assessment with qualitative market analysis, where modelling is 

less feasible. In the Netherlands, intervention design was supported by ex ante studies, public consultation, theory 

of change work and analysis of distributional effects of changes to direct payments. In Italy, stakeholders underlined 

the need for coherent analytical systems linking prioritisation, intervention design and monitoring. However, the focus 

groups also suggested that there is often no direct linkage between analysis and final decision-making. Tools may 

be technically sound and robust, but their outputs are not always decisive in the political negotiations.  
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A further implementation challenge concerns consistency and complementarity across interventions. Under the 

NRPP, the risk of overlap or double funding may increase as different sectors and instruments are brought into one 

single integrated framework. Hungary provided a clear example, noting the need to adjust programme elements to 

avoid duplication between environmental schemes. The Netherlands highlighted the need to think more 

systematically about complementarity between eco-schemes, Agri-environment-climate measures (AECMs) and 

wider green architecture. Germany raised another concern: unless rural development priorities are better anchored, 

intervention design may remain biased toward agricultural measures at the expense of broader territorial needs. 

4.5. Measuring impacts of emerging and integrated priorities 

This final subsection draws together insights from the national focus groups (GR, IE, ES) on how to ensure 

coherence and measure the impacts of NRPP implementation. The shift towards a performance-based system 

requires administrations to go beyond tracking spending and outputs, and to develop monitoring systems capable 

of capturing how interventions contribute to broader environmental, territorial and social outcomes. Across the focus 

groups, stakeholders broadly supported this direction, but expressed significant concerns about feasibility, 

proportionality and data readiness. 

A recurring finding was the need for stronger impact indicators, particularly for integrated or emerging priorities. 

In Spain and Ireland, participants stressed that output and result indicators alone are insufficient to assess whether 

interventions are delivering meaningful change. In Bulgaria and Greece, similar concerns emerged around the 

limited operationalisation of impact indicators. At the same time, stakeholders warned that the search for better 

indicators must not lead to further complexity. In Greece, participants were particularly explicit that future monitoring 

systems need to remain realistic, proportionate and compatible with existing administrative conditions. In Latvia, one 

stakeholder argued that common definitions may be more important than ever more granular indicators.  

Data-related tools play a central role in this area. A successful example was reported by Spain with the SIEX 

system, which was described as a potential data integration system, capable of facilitating indicator calculation if 

interoperability between administrative systems is improved. The Spanish focus group also highlighted the value 

of combining different sources and methods, from farm-level digital data and economic modelling to field sampling 

and remote sensing, to assess impacts such as carbon sequestration or soil organic carbon (SOC). Other countries 

illustrated the opposite side of the equation. In Slovenia, stakeholders discussed the limitations of FADN/FSDN as 

a central evidence source, particularly when sample sizes are too small for reliable disaggregation by farm type, 

age, gender or territorial context. In Greece and Latvia, participants similarly emphasised that the issue is often 

related to fragmented systems, weak interoperability and limited institutional capacity to translate raw data into 

usable evidence. Digital tools and dashboards were generally seen as promising, especially where they can reduce 

duplication and improve transparency. However, stakeholders repeatedly warned about the importance of their 

usability. If systems are difficult to access, poorly integrated, or disconnected from decision-making, they risk 

increasing administrative burden without improving policy learning.  

A particularly important operational issue concerns the use of evaluation results. Across many focus groups, 

stakeholders suggested that evaluation findings often arrive too late, are not sufficiently integrated into planning, or 

remain weakly connected to political decisions. Ireland’s focus on intervention logic as both an ex-ante and ex-post 

tool is relevant because it illustrates a more systematic way of linking design, monitoring and evaluation. Likewise, 

Germany’s emphasis on ensuring access to evaluation reports for all stakeholders points to the need to make 

evidence more transparent and more usable within the broader governance process. In several Member States, 

stakeholders also pointed to uncertainties regarding institutional responsibilities for monitoring and evaluation 

under the NRPP framework. As integrated monitoring systems require contributions from multiple ministries, a lack 

of clearly defined roles may further complicate data collection, indicator calculation, and the effective use of 

evaluation results in decision-making processes. 

In practice, measuring impacts under the NRPP therefore requires not only better indicators and more integrated 

datasets, but also more realistic expectations about what can be measured, clearer definitions, and stronger 

feedback loops between monitoring, evaluation and policy adaptation. Without these elements, there is a significant 

risk that performance frameworks remain compliance-oriented. 
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5. Insights from the EU-level focus group  

To complement the perspectives and insights gathered from the national focus groups, an EU-level focus group 

brought together key stakeholders to further explore and discuss the outcomes of the national focus groups. The 

discussion focused on tools and methods related to the three main stages of the policy cycle: 

•  Tools for needs assessment and vision building; 

•  Tools to ensure coherence and impacts for the design of effective interventions; 

•  Tools for transparent budget allocation and resource prioritisation.  

The meeting was organised in a hybrid format and lasted three hours. It opened with a presentation by the 

Directorate-General for Agriculture, which provided an overview of the evolving policy context from an EU 

perspective. This was followed by a presentation from the project team on the Tools4CAP conceptual framework for 

the sections related to agriculture of the NRPPs, and a presentation on the key findings from the national focus 

groups. The second part of the meeting was structured as an interactive discussion, with specific case-study tools 

presented in relation to the three key policy design stages outlined above. Each presentation was followed by a 

discussion among participants, allowing for the exchange of views and reflections.  

The subsections below synthesise the key insights from these discussions, structured along the main stages of the 

policy cycle. 

5.1. Navigating uncertainty: tools for needs assessment and vision building  

The discussion was introduced through the presentation of the Slovenian integrated case study to develop a vision 

for supporting CAP strategic planning. The Tools4CAP case study demonstrates how different analytical and 

participatory components can be combined into a structured vision-building process, and it emphasises that vision 

development should be considered as an upstream and continuous process, rather than a single step within the 

formal programming cycle, combining data analysis, stakeholder engagement and scenario-based reflection. 

Building on this example, the discussion at the EU-level highlighted that while a wide range of tools is available, their 

practical applicability varies significantly. According to JRC, highly complex analytical tools, such as advanced agro-

economic models, are often difficult to use in practice and require strong institutional and technical capacity. As a 

result, their usefulness may be limited in some contexts, and they are often more effective for identifying general 

trends or gaps rather than directly informing policy decisions. At the same time, DG AGRI noted that simpler 

analytical approaches can provide substantial added value, particularly for needs assessment. Even relatively basic 

analyses based on structural indicators or farm-level data can support a shared understanding of key challenges 

and help frame policy priorities. In this sense, the role of analytical tools is not only to generate precise estimates 

but also to facilitate a common diagnostic baseline for decision-making. 

A further important dimension concerns timing and sequencing, aspect that was also raised in the national focus 

group. According to the EU-level stakeholders, vision-building tools are most effective when applied early, before 

the formal planning phase, allowing time for reflection and dialogue. However, in practice, the time available for such 

processes is often limited by political and institutional timelines, which tend to shift the focus relatively quickly towards 

operational planning. Nonetheless, the vision-building process was highly recognised as a vital step to define 

directions in the policy design, including in situations when the planning phase is already at an advanced stage. 

The discussion also highlighted that vision-building remains strongly influenced by political dynamics. According to 

stakeholders, even where analytical tools are available, final decisions are not always evidence-driven but may 

reflect experience, institutional preferences or negotiation processes. This suggests that tools can support, but not 

replace, political decision-making.  

Finally, it was reported that stakeholder engagement is a significant component of vision-building processes. While 

participatory tools are widely used, their effectiveness depends on the capacity of participants to contribute 

meaningfully. Differences in resources, organisation and experience across actors can affect the quality of 

engagement, pointing to the need not only for inclusive processes, but also for strengthened stakeholder capacity. 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/case-studies/an-integrated-approach-to-developing-a-vision-for-supporting-cap-strategic-planning/
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5.2. Tools to ensure coherence and impacts for the design of effective interventions 

The session started with a presentation of a case study from the Netherlands, focusing on the use of integrated  

tools for eco-scheme design. The case illustrated how a combination of data analysis, modelling approaches and 

stakeholder consultation can be used to simulate different policy scenarios, assess distributional effects, and support 

more informed decisions. In particular, it highlighted the importance of linking budget allocation decisions with 

expected impacts and behavioural responses, and of testing alternative configurations of support before 

implementation. 

Building on this example, the discussion highlighted that a wide range of tools is available to support the design of 

effective interventions, but that their applicability and usefulness depend strongly on context and capacity. According 

to stakeholders, a key distinction emerges between more advanced modelling approaches and simpler analytical 

tools. While modelling tools can provide valuable insights into policy impacts, coherence and trade-offs often require 

substantial expertise and resources, limiting their usability across all Member States. 

At the same time, as highlighted during the discussion, simpler tools can already play a significant role in improving 

intervention design. Analytical approaches based on farm-level data, such as FADN/FSDN, can be used to construct 

representative farm types and simulate the effects of different policy options. These approaches allow policymakers 

to assess potential trade-offs and to anticipate unintended distributional consequences.  

Another central theme of the discussion was the importance of linking tools to intervention logic and expected 

impacts. According to the stakeholders, tools should not only support the identification of needs, but also help ensure 

consistency between objectives, measures and expected results. In this respect, scenario-based tools, simulation 

exercises and intervention logic frameworks were seen as particularly relevant. 

According to stakeholders, some existing tools would require adaptation to remain fit for purpose under the evolving 

CAP framework. Despite this, current modelling approaches are largely designed to assess practice-based 

interventions, while future policy developments may increasingly involve performance- or result-oriented 

approaches.  

Finally, the discussion underlined the importance of adopting a system-based perspective: interventions should be 

assessed not in isolation, but within the broader context of farm systems and policy mixes. This implies the need for 

tools that can account for interactions between different activities, sectors and policy objectives, thereby supporting 

more coherent and integrated intervention strategies. 

5.3. Prioritising resources: tools for transparent budget allocation   

The discussion was introduced through the presentation of a Tools4CAP case study from Germany, focusing on the 

“Intervention  – Objective – Impact IOI Matrix for intervention setting. This tool aims to support policy coherence and 

prioritisation by systematically linking policy instruments to objectives and expected impacts. It allows policymakers 

to visualise how different measures contribute to overarching goals and to identify overlaps, gaps or inconsistencies 

in the policy cycle. In the context of budget allocation, the IOI matrix provides a structured framework to assess 

trade-offs and support more transparent and evidence-based prioritisation decisions. 
Following this introductory presentation, the discussion immediately focused on the new level of complexity for 

allocating resources under the new NRPP framework. The shift towards a more integrated and flexible policy 

architecture implies that resource allocation is no longer confined within sector-specific envelopes, but increasingly 

requires coordination and negotiation across policy domains and ministries. This development significantly raises 

the importance of analytical tools to support prioritisation, particularly in contexts where different sectors must 

compete for limited and, in some cases, non-ring-fenced resources. Tools that help demonstrate needs, assess 

impacts and justify resource allocation choices were considered essential for strengthening the position of specific 

policy areas such as agriculture, and within broader national decision-making processes. 

At the same time, the discussion highlighted that no single tool is sufficient to support allocation decisions in such a 

complex environment. In particular, effective prioritisation requires combining different types of tools and data 

sources, including economic analysis, territorial data, and scenario-based approaches, in order to provide a more 

comprehensive basis for decision-making. 

A further important theme relates to the role of data and integrated information systems. According to stakeholders, 

tools that bring together multiple data sources and allow for the simulation of different allocation scenarios can 

https://www.tools4cap.eu/case-studies/integrated-tools-for-eco-scheme-design/
https://www.tools4cap.eu/case-studies/integrated-tools-for-eco-scheme-design/
https://www.tools4cap.eu/case-studies/intervention-objective-impact-ioi-matrix-for-intervention-setting/
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significantly improve transparency and understanding of trade-offs. In this context, examples of emerging tools, such 

as integrated analytical platforms combining administrative data with farm-level typologies, illustrate how policy 

options can be tested and compared across different groups of beneficiaries. 

The discussion also emphasised the growing relevance of data-sharing and feedback mechanisms. According to 

stakeholders, future approaches to resource allocation may increasingly rely on the availability of detailed and 

comparable data, including data provided by beneficiaries themselves. A concrete example was provided by Estonia 

with the “Green Light tool”, a livestock scheme that provides higher support to farmers who share herd health data, 

in exchange for personalised feedback and benchmarking. According to stakeholders, this illustrates a shift towards 

more data-driven and performance-oriented policy approaches, supporting more targeted allocation decisions. 

6. Conclusions 

The second round of focus groups provides a coherent and forward-looking set of insights on how tools can support 

the transition towards the NRPPs and the post-2027 CAP.  

Across discussions, a central conclusion is that the availability of tools is not a main constraint; rather, the challenge 

lies in their effective integration within complex governance, data and decision-making systems. Tools are widely 

recognised as essential enablers of more strategic, evidence-based and transparent policymaking, but their impact 

depends on the broader institutional and political context in which they are applied.  

A second key conclusion concerns the growing importance of combining different categories of tools across the 

policy cycle. Analytical tools, such as cost–benefit analysis, scenario modelling and intervention logic frameworks, 

are seen as critical for structuring evidence, assessing trade-offs and supporting prioritisation. At the same time, 

participatory tools and stakeholder engagement mechanisms are equally important to ensure that policy design 

reflects real needs and builds ownership. Data-related and monitoring tools complement this toolbox by enabling 

tracking of performance and impacts. However, the discussions clearly indicate that no single tool can address the 

complexity of NRPP design; effective policymaking requires integrated tool ecosystems combining analytical, 

participatory and data-driven approaches in a coherent manner.  

Third, the findings highlight that timing and sequencing are critical for maximising the added value of tools. Tools 

used at early stages, such as needs assessment, vision-building or scenario analysis, play a key role in shaping 

strategic direction and framing policy choices. Other tools, including modelling, intervention logic or budget allocation 

frameworks, are more relevant at later stages of intervention design and resource prioritisation. Similarly, monitoring 

and evaluation tools are essential to support learning and adaptation throughout implementation.  

Fourth, the discussions underline persistent gaps in data systems and analytical capacity, which limit the effective 

use of tools. While large amounts of data are available, fragmentation, lack of interoperability and limited accessibility 

continue to constrain their use for evidence-based policymaking. In particular, stakeholders emphasised the need 

for integrated data systems, harmonised indicators and user-friendly dashboards that can support both analysis and 

decision-making. At the same time, improving the attribution of impacts to specific interventions remains a major 

challenge, especially in an integrated, multi-funding framework such as the NRPP.  

Another aspect that emerged from the focus groups relates to the uneven uptake and usability of advanced tools. 

While sophisticated modelling and analytical approaches can provide valuable insights, their practical relevance 

often depends on available expertise, resources and time. Simpler tools, based on structural indicators or farm-level 

data, are often more accessible and can already provide significant added value for needs assessment, prioritisation 

and intervention design. This points to the importance of opting for flexible and user-oriented toolkits, rather than 

relying exclusively on complex methodologies.  

Again, the focus groups confirm that tools alone cannot resolve core policy challenges, such as competing priorities, 

governance uncertainty or political trade-offs. Evidence generated through tools can inform discussions and improve 

transparency, but final decisions remain inherently political, particularly when it comes to resource allocation or 

balancing objectives. As a result, tools should be understood as supporting instruments that strengthen, rather than 

replace, decision-making processes.  

Finally, a key overarching conclusion is that the effectiveness of tools depends on enabling conditions, including 

administrative capacity, stakeholder engagement, and institutional coordination. Strengthening these enabling 

conditions, i.e. through training, capacity-building, clearer roles and improved coordination, emerges as a priority to 

ensure that tools are not only available but effectively used. In this context, focus groups noted that there is a strong 
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preference for flexible, non-prescriptive guidance and practical toolkits that can be adapted to national contexts while 

supporting a more coherent and performance-oriented CAP governance framework.  

Overall, the second round of focus groups shows that tools can play a transformative role in supporting the design 

and implementation of the NRPPs, but only if embedded within a broader system that aligns governance and 

decision-making processes. The transition towards a more integrated and performance-oriented policy framework 

will therefore require not only better tools, but also a stronger capacity to use them strategically and coherently 

across all stages of the policy cycle, from design to implementation, monitoring and evaluation. 
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Annex I – Protocol for the National focus groups (July 2025) 

1. Introduction 

Tools4CAP is organising EU - and national-level focus groups as part of the Stakeholder Engagement Platform 

(Task 6.2, WP6). These groups bring together stakeholders to share experiences and assess the methods and tools 

used to design and monitor Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) Strategic Plans (CSP). Their purpose is to identify 

practical challenges, collect feedback, and evaluate the added value of these tools in different contexts. 

This second round of focus groups will concentrate on the tools tested in the Tools4CAP case studies. Participants 

will discuss their usability, effectiveness, and adaptability, identify barriers to uptake, and propose improvements. 

The results will feed directly into the Handbook of Good Practices (Deliverable D5.3), a practical toolbox to support 

CAP governance across the EU. Figure 5 illustrates the role of the second-round Focus Groups within Tools4CAP. 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Role of the second-round focus groups within Tools4CAP5 

It is important to note that this second round adopts a forward-looking perspective by incorporating key 

upcoming EU policy developments, including the proposed  National and Regional Partnership Plans (NRPPs) the 

proposed performance framework and notions and developments on the next CAP reform post 2027. The 

discussions will therefore explore how tools may need to be adapted or improved to remain fit for purpose under the 

evolving policy landscape. This will help ensure that the Handbook remains both forward-looking and grounded in 

practical insight. 

These protocols provide guidance to focus group coordinators on organising the sessions, ensuring balanced 

stakeholder participation, and contextualising discussions in light of current and emerging EU policy developments. 

The focus group protocol should be used together with accompanying templates (i.e. invitations, agendas, and 

reporting templates). The sections below provide the information required to design and conduct national focus 

groups across 16 EU Member States . 

 

  

 

5 Dates reported in this figure were updated due to adjustments in the organisation of the work.  

https://www.tools4cap.eu/case-studies/
https://ecorys.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/HE-CAPSPToolkitfordesignandmonitoring/Shared%20Documents/General/WP6/T6.2%20-%20engagement%20platform/Second%20round/Templates?csf=1&web=1&e=cki5Ga
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2. Objectives of the second round of focus groups 

The second round of national focus groups aims to collect detailed feedback on selected tools tested in the 

Tools4CAP case studies, while considering EU policy developments (i.e. the NRPPs), the performance framework, 

and the proposed post-2027 CAP reform. Participants will review key features and experiences from Tools4CAP 

case studies and reflect on their relevance in future planning and governance frameworks. Discussions will consider 

how the tools can be applied in different national contexts, taking account of governance structures, stakeholder 

dynamics, and policy priorities. Participants will also identify challenges and provide recommendations to refine the 

Handbook. In short, the national focus groups will implement the following four points, the last two of which are 

particularly important in view of the upcoming policy cycle: 

1. Review a cluster of tools that were tested in the Tools4CAP case studies, including discussing their 

objectives, main features, implementation experiences and preliminary results from the case studies. 

2. Assess the potential applicability and relevance of these tools within national contexts, taking into 

account local governance structures, stakeholder dynamics, and other contextual factors. Identify any 

perceived barriers or limitations to adoption, including institutional, legal, technical, or cultural constraints. 

3. Reflect on the relevance and applicability of these tools in relation to upcoming policy 

developments, particularly concerning the NRPPs, the performance framework and the legislative proposal 

for the CAP reform. 

4. Make recommendations for refining the handbook of good practices to improve the usability and 

uptake of the tools, bearing in mind current policy developments. 

3. Background 

The background that follows provides context for the national focus groups by comparing the current CAP 

framework, set out in the CAP Strategic Plans Regulation (EU) 2021/2115, with the European Commission’s 

proposal for the post-2027 CAP, as set out in the National and Regional Fund (NRPF) Regulation (COM(2025) 565) 

and the proposed regulation focusing on the CAP for 2028–2034 (COM/2025/560) and the Performance Regulation 

(COM/2025/545). A complementary set of PowerPoint slides is available to support coordinators in presenting this 

background to participants and framing the discussions. 

In summary, under the current CAP, funding is delivered via two dedicated funds (the European Agricultural 

Guarantee Fund (EAGF) and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, (EAFRD)) and implemented 

through CSPs. The new delivery model places emphasis on performance and allows Member States flexibility to 

tailor interventions to national/regional needs. In the proposed post-2027 CAP, agricultural spending would be 

integrated into a single NRPP and delivered as the “CAP chapter”6 within the NRPPs. Financing, approval, 

monitoring, and governance processes would follow the same procedures as other NRPP areas, creating 

opportunities for stronger cross-sectoral coherence but potentially reducing the CAP’s procedural autonomy. 

The sections below describe in more detail the main anticipated changes concerning planning/governance, specific 

objectives, budget, interventions, and performance monitoring. 

Table 1. Comparison of CAP regulations 2021-2027 and legislative proposals for 2028-2034 

Programming period Programming period 2021-2027* Programming period 2028-2034 

Multi Financial 

Framework (MFF) 

Regulation laying down the 

multifinancial framework for the 

years 2021-2027 

Proposal for a regulation laying down the 

multiannual financial framework for the years 

2028-2034 

CAP regulations Regulation on NSPs  Proposal for a regulation on the European Fund 

for economic, social and territorial cohesion, 

agriculture and rural areas, fisheries and maritime 

 

6 When the protocol was drafted, it was understood that a specific CAP Chapter was compulsory for Member States. Within the EU-level 
focus group, and following recent developments, DG AGRI clarified that there is no obligation for Member States to include a specific 
“CAP chapter” in their NRPP.  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/2115/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025PC0565
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025PC0560
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0545&qid=1753797488776
https://ecorys.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/HE-CAPSPToolkitfordesignandmonitoring/Shared%20Documents/General/WP6/T6.2%20-%20engagement%20platform/Second%20round/1.%20Focus%20group%20materials/Tools4CAP_Focus%20group_Background%20slides%20policy%20context.pptx?d=w1b73108ac7e443159f3f8f78fff8e421&csf=1&web=1&e=KXlGJu
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32020R2093
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32020R2093
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32020R2093
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0571&qid=1753801194712
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0571&qid=1753801194712
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0571&qid=1753801194712
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/2115/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0565R%2801%29&qid=1753697054840
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0565R%2801%29&qid=1753697054840
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0565R%2801%29&qid=1753697054840
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Regulation on the financing, 

management and monitoring of the 

CAP   

Amendment to the CMO 

Regulation 

affairs as well as prosperity and security for the 

period 2028-2034 

Proposal for a regulation on the CAP  

Proposal for a regulation establishing a framework 

for expenditure tracking and performance for the 

budget and other horizontal rules applicable to 

Union programmes and activities  

Proposal for a regulation amending the CMO 

Regulation  

* 2023-2027 for CAP regulations. 

3.1 Planning/governance 

The current CAP is primarily structured through the CAP Strategic Plans Regulation (EU) 2021/2115, which 

introduced the new delivery model. Under this model, each Member State must prepare a single CSP that integrates 

both Pillar 1 and Pillar 27 interventions into one coherent strategy. These CSPs are stand-alone programmes: they 

are designed, approved, financed, and monitored independently from other EU funding programmes/policy areas. 

The new delivery model shifts the CAP from a compliance-based system to one focused on performance outcomes. 

Member States are granted more flexibility to tailor interventions to their national and regional contexts, provided 

they align with the EU-wide objectives set out in the regulation (see 

Section 3.2). The European Commission retains oversight through 

the approval of CSPs, performance monitoring, and progress 

evaluation towards the EU-objectives, while implementation 

remains largely within national competence. 

The proposed CAP introduces significant changes by embedding 

agricultural policy within the broader NRP Fund. CAP interventions 

will no longer operate as independent plans but as a “CAP chapter” 

within each NRPP, subject to the same approval, monitoring, and 

performance assessment procedures as other NRP-funded policy 

areas. This integration promotes cross-sectoral coherence and 

synergies with cohesion, social, climate, and other EU priorities, but 

has raised concerns among agricultural stakeholders about a 

potential loss of influence and fragmentation of CAP provisions 

across multiple regulations. Member States retain responsibility 

for implementing interventions, managing payments, and 

conducting controls, but the design phase will be guide by the 

Commission, which will take up a steering role, and the need to align with broader NRP Fund priorities. Additionally, 

the European Council, rather than the European Commission, will formally approve the NRPPs; and implementation 

of the plans remains a responsibility of the Member States. 

 

7 At the time of the writing of this report, this terminology is no longer valid. 

Figure 6. Overview CSPs vs NRPPs 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R2116
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R2116
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R2116
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2021.435.01.0262.01.ENG
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2021.435.01.0262.01.ENG
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0565R%2801%29&qid=1753697054840
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0565R%2801%29&qid=1753697054840
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0560&qid=1753798247771
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0545&qid=1753797488776
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0545&qid=1753797488776
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0545&qid=1753797488776
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0545&qid=1753797488776
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0553&qid=1753802172985
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0553&qid=1753802172985
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Figure 7. Adapted conceptual framework of D1.2 considering current developments. Source: Tools4CAP, 2025 

 

Source: Ecorys 

Under the proposed CAP, planning requirements shift significantly as CAP-specific analyses are integrated into the 

broader NRPP framework. In contrast to the previous CSP process, where the European Commission prescribed a 

detailed sequence of steps—including stakeholder consultation, needs assessment, prioritisation, SWOT analysis, 

intervention logic, and ex-ante evaluation—Member States now enjoy greater autonomy. The detailed SWOT 

analysis is replaced by a Commission Steering mechanism to guide the identification of challenges and priorities. 

While this grants Member States flexibility, it also increases their responsibility to ensure transparent policymaking, 

as currently proposed regulations do not specify methodologies or tools for NRPP design.  

Nevertheless, Member States must implement a comprehensive partnership process, ensuring balanced 

representation of stakeholders, including rural representatives, civil society organisations, relevant bodies, and 

research institutions across multiple policy domains. The proposal also introduces more mandatory interventions 

and a revised set of objectives (see next section), aligning agricultural planning more closely with the overarching 

goals of the NRP Fund. Finally, horizontal principles such as the Do No Significant Harm (DNSH), gender equality, 

and non-discrimination, are applied consistently across all NRP-funded policies, including the CAP chapter8. 

3.2  Specific objectives 

The current CAP is structured around ten key objectives, organised under three overarching pillars. The first pillar 

comprises the economic objectives, covering the need to ensure a fair income for farmers (Specific Objectives 

(SO)1), promote the long-term competitiveness of agricultural holdings (SO2), and strengthen farmers’ position 

within the food supply chain (SO3). The second pillar focuses on environmental and climate ambitions, 

encompassing climate action (SO4), the sustainable management of natural resources (SO5), and the protection of 

biodiversity and landscapes (SO6). The third pillar addresses social and territorial challenges, including generational 

renewal (SO7), the vitality and resilience of rural areas (SO8), and the provision of safe, high-quality food alongside 

enhanced animal welfare standards (SO9). Complementing all three pillars is a cross-cutting objective on 

knowledge, innovation, and digitalisation (CCO), which supports research, advisory services, and modernisation 

across the CAP’s economic, environmental, and social dimensions. 

In the proposed CAP, specific objectives are no longer presented as a stand-alone list. Instead, they are embedded 

within the NRP framework, where Article 3 of the NRP Fund Regulation establishes five high-level, cross-sectoral 

objectives for all EU investment, including sustainable prosperity, defence capabilities, social cohesion, quality of 

 

8 See footnote 5.  
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life, and protection of fundamental rights. Agricultural policy is addressed primarily under the specific objective (d), 

to “sustain the quality of life in the Union,” with the following five sub-objectives: 

• I) supporting fairer and sufficient income for farmers and their long-term competitiveness, including the 

farmers’ position in the value chain; 

• (II) contributing to long-term food security; 

• (III) improving the attractiveness and living standards, including access to healthcare, in rural areas and fair 

working conditions and fostering generational renewal; improving farmers’ preparedness and ability to cope 

with crises and risks; enhancing the access to knowledge and innovation and accelerating the digital and 

green transition for a thriving agri-food sector; 

• (ON FISHERIES) (IV) ensuring sustainability, competitiveness and resilience of the Union fisheries and 

aquaculture sector, boosting the sustainable and competitive blue economy in coastal, island and inland 

areas, enhancing the socio-economic opportunities and the resilience of the local communities and ensuring 

strong ocean governance in all dimensions, with safe, secure, clean and sustainably managed ocean; 

• (V) enhancing sustainable agriculture and forestry management practices to promote resilient climate 

action, provision of multiple ecosystem services, supporting efficient water management, quality and 

resilience, the implementation of nature-based solutions, strengthening sustainable development, 

environmental protection, enhancing the conservation and restoration of biodiversity, soil and natural 

resources, and improving animal welfare. 

These sub-objectives effectively constitute the “new” CAP objectives that Member States must follow when 

designing the CAP chapter9 of their NRPPs. Broadly, sub-objectives (i) and (ii) align with the current economic 

objectives in the CSPs, (iii) corresponds to social objectives, and (v) reflects environmental objectives. 

3.3  Budget 

Under the current CAP, funding is delivered through the EAGF for Pillar 1 and the EAFRD for Pillar 2, totalling 

386.6 billion EUR under the 2021-2027 MFF. 

Although the overall EU envelope is expected to rise to around €2 trillion—a nominal increase of roughly 25%—

funding for the existing shared management funds, including the CAP and cohesion, will remain unchanged in 

nominal terms. Under the proposed CAP, the new NRP Fund would create a single multi-fund envelope of around 

€865 billion, within which at least €293.7 billion is ring-fenced to support farmers’ income, distributed between 

Member States according to their share in the current CAP in reference year 2027. Member States may top up this 

core amount with additional funding (see also Figure 8). Beyond the ring-fenced allocation, €453 billion remains 

available for Member States to fund national, regional, and sectoral priorities, including income support beyond the 

minimum allocation, LEADER, innovation and knowledge sharing, local cooperation, school schemes, and activities 

in outermost regions. For mandatory interventions, Member States are obliged to provide support in their plans. The 

Commission will provide national recommendations on the CAP to guide Member States in addressing agricultural 

and rural development challenges.  

Under the EU Facility, there is also the Unity Safety Net, providing €6.3 billion over 2028–2034 (€900 million per 

year) to stabilise agricultural markets, doubling the previous 2023–2027 agricultural reserve (€450 million/year). 

Additional EU Facility measures support agricultural promotion, data collection, and technical assistance, enhancing 

farmer protection and sector resilience. 

Certain interventions—degressive area-based income support, coupled income support, support for small farmers, 

and cotton payments—are fully EU-financed to ensure a level playing field. For all other support interventions, 

Member States must provide a minimum national contribution of 30% (which would be the case for agri-

environmental and climate actions (AECAs)), with national co-financing rates for other CAP measures set at 15%, 

40%, or 60% depending on the region receiving the funding. 

 

9 See footnote 5.  
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Farmers across Member States will only know their actual CAP allocations once national plans are approved at the 

end of the process, which complicates forward planning. In addition, 25% of the NRPP’s envelope will be frozen 

during the first years for emergency purposes (i.e. natural disasters). After the midterm review, the remaining funds—

once compensation for natural disasters has been accounted for—can be programmed up to 2031, while keeping a 

portion reserved for future emergencies. 

Figure 8. CAP budget within the NRPF (2028-2034) 

 

Source: European Commission 

3.4 Interventions 

3.4.1 Direct payments 

Direct payments under the current CAP are delivered through the EAGF and consist of several interventions:  

• Basic income support for sustainability (BISS): decoupled per-hectare payments aimed at providing a 

basic level of income support. 

• Complementary redistributive income support for sustainability (CRISS): compulsory redistribution of 

income support from larger to smaller and medium-sized farms, applied by all Member States. 

• Eco-schemes: voluntary for farmers but mandatory for Member States, funded through at least 25% of 

national direct payments envelopes. 

• Complementary Income Support for Young Farmers: aimed at supporting generational renewal. 

• Coupled income iupport: optional, allowing Member States to support specific sectors in difficulty under 

strict conditions. 

Payments are not subject to degressivity or capping at EU level, although Member States may apply them voluntarily. 

Eligibility is based on active farmer rules and compliance with conditionality standards (GAEC and Statutory 

Management Requirements (SMR) requirements). 

Direct payments in the proposed CAP will undergo a substantial redesign through the introduction of Degressive 

Area-Based Income Support (DABIS) to promote fairness and target those who are most in need. Under DABIS, 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/circabc-ewpp/d/d/workspace/SpacesStore/0b812eb5-320a-4ed7-9004-3b78df3b8b41/download
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payments are based on eligible hectares, but larger farms will see reduced payments per hectare (degressivity) and 

a cap — currently proposed at €100,000 annually per farm. Eligibility rules are expected to be simplified, since the 

new farm stewardship model replaces the current enhanced conditionality. However, the extent of simplification will 

depend on the final design of stewardship requirements at Member State level.  

3.4.2 Green architecture 

The current CAP introduced a three-layer green architecture, consisting of enhanced conditionality (with SMRs and 

GAECs), eco-schemes and agri-environment-climate measures (AECMs). Enhanced conditionality sets the baseline 

sustainability standards, forming the foundation of a social contract in which farmers receive income support in return 

for meeting EU requirements on environmental protection, animal welfare, and public health. 

In the proposed CAP, current eco-schemes and AECMs will be merged into AECAs. Conditionality is replaced by 

a farm stewardship approach; with a key difference that some protective practices might no longer be considered 

part of the baseline in different Member States, meaning farmers could receive additional compensation through 

environmental payments for implementing these practices. Another new feature is the introduction of transition 

payments, which farmers can receive by submitting plans outlining how they intend to adopt more sustainable 

practices. These plans would require approval by Member State authorities, who have expressed resistance to their 

introduction due to the potential administrative burden.  

3.5 Performance 

Performance monitoring under the current CAP relies on indicators linked to the CSPs, but reporting is largely 

retrospective, and assessment of environmental and socio-economic outcomes has been uneven across Member 

States. While the new delivery model emphasises results-oriented planning, the flexibility afforded to Member States 

has sometimes limited comparability at the EU level. 

A single, unified system for monitoring EU spending and measuring results is proposed across all funds, including 

the proposed CAP. Under this new architecture, every intervention area in the NRPP will be assessed using a 

common set of indicators and coefficients, similar to the system used for the Recovery and Resilience Facility. 

The new system would use a harmonised classification of interventions financed by the EU budget – through 

intervention fields – providing a comprehensive, aggregated view of how EU funds are allocated. This system would 

be the basis to estimate expenditures contributing to cross-cutting policy objectives (i.e. climate mitigation and 

adaptation, biodiversity), by applying approximate percentage-based coefficients (i.e. 0%, 40%, 100%) to these 

intervention fields (see Figure 5).  

For each intervention, Member States must also select one output indicator —which captures the coverage of the 

measure, such as the number of farmers or hectares involved—and one or more result indicators, which measure 

the extent to which the objective is reached, such as an increase in soil organic content. Member States must select 

one output indicator defining the final milestone or target, and one or more result indicators selected from those 

listed in the regulation. They must also indicate the year by which the result‑indicator targets are expected to be 

achieved. This is a major change compared to the 2023–2027 CAP, where Member States had to report annual 

values. Under the new system, if objectives are met, the Commission may validate the corresponding payment 

disbursements to Member States, following a mechanism similar to that used for the Recovery and Resilience 

Facility. 

This system is intended to simplify reporting, harmonise performance tracking across the EU budget, and make 

spending more transparently linked to results, although the complexity of integrating CAP into the broader NRPP 

may pose challenges for attribution and impact evaluation.
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Figure 9. Intervention fields and indicators as outlined in Annex I under the proposed performance monitoring legislation 

 

Source: Annex I, COM/2025/54510 

3.6 What now? 

The European Commission’s proposed budget plan is now under negotiation with European Parliament and the 

European Council11. The Commission’s proposal has encountered strong opposition from regions, farmers, and 

many MEPs who demand separate funding streams. A plenary vote of the Parliament on 12 November 2025 was 

expected to reject the proposal, however, this was averted after the Commission introduced corrective 

amendments12, including: 

▪ A dedicated “rural target” expressed as a minimum % (10%? TBD) of the NRPPs’ envelope outside the 

ringfenced amounts for the CAP. This would also include a specific category in the performance regulation 

for rural areas. 

▪ A “reinforced identity” of the CAP, through moving some articles currently included in the NRP Regulation 

(i.e. definitions, specific requirements of CAP interventions, monitoring of agricultural resources, ...) to the 

CAP Regulation, while maintaining the integrated programming in the NRP Regulation. 

▪ A strengthened partnership principle and regional check; through ensuring that all authorities concerned 

are appropriately represented in the monitoring committee, and ‘that all authorities shall have the possibility 

to exchange with the Commission. Furthermore, it is proposed to have a “regional check” by setting out 

which (local, regional) authorities have been consulted, how they have been selected and how their 

representativeness and input have been reflected in the NRP Plan (= summary of consultation process in 

preparation of the Plan and each chapter). 

▪ A strengthened governance structure to increase the role of the budgetary authority – the European 

Parliament and the Council – in the annual budgetary procedures. 

 

10 Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL establishing a budget expenditure tracking 

and performance framework and other horizontal rules for the Union programmes and activities. 
11 Draft interim report of the European Parliament on the MFF can be found here; and a draft negotiation box of the Council of the European 

Union can be found here 
12 Document with corrective amendments can be found here. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52025PC0545&qid=1753797488776
https://www.euractiv.com/content/uploads/sites/2/2025/12/MFFEuractiv.pdf
https://www.euractiv.com/content/uploads/sites/2/2025/11/EURACTIV-HEADING1.pdf
https://www.euractiv.com/content/uploads/sites/2/2025/11/Euractiv_Proposal-National-Plan.pdf
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4. Overview of focus groups 

The second round of national focus groups will be organised around four thematic areas, each addressing key 

questions related to the design of the future CAP chapter13 within the NRPPs. Each thematic focus group will provide 

participants with a structured framework for discussion, helping to generate practical recommendations for adapting 

case study tools to the post-2027 CAP context. The four thematic areas are ‘creating a shared and integrated vision’, 

‘balancing national and regional needs with EU priorities’, ‘designing (cost-)effective interventions’, and ‘measuring 

impact of emerging priorities’. 

4.1 Focus group 1 – Creating a shared and integrated vision 

Under the current CAP (2023–2027), each Member State develops a CSP outlining its national vision for agriculture 

and rural development while adhering to EU objectives.  

Insights from the first round of focus groups (D6.5 – Analysis of first round of focus groups) highlighted the challenge 

of addressing all 10 CAP objectives. For example, in Estonia, objectives were sometimes approached in “silos,” 

making it difficult to achieve balance between economic, environmental and social objectives. Nevertheless, as 

noted by an EU CAP Network representative during the EU-level focus group, “striving for a common vision remains 

essential to achieving shared policy outcomes through the CSP design process.” 

Looking ahead, agriculture and rural policy will be imbedded within the broader NRPP, requiring integration with 

cohesion, social, climate, and other policy areas. This shift presents an opportunity to develop a truly cross-sectoral 

vision, but also raises key questions: How can Member States design their NRPPs to ensure that agriculture, 

cohesion, climate, and social etc. are all effectively integrated (i.e. breaking the silo’s)? How can competing 

objectives be balanced to deliver a shared and coherent plan? 

This focus group will allow participants to explore not only what they want to achieve in terms of objectives, but also 

how to work more coherently across the plan’s design. The discussion will focus on developing a shared and 

integrated vision, aligning CAP interventions with broader sustainability and food system goals,.  

4.2  Focus group 2 – Balancing national and regional needs with EU priorities 

Currently, CSPs allow Member States to adapt interventions to regional and local needs while aligning with EU 

objectives. This dual approach helps balance subsidiarity with common EU goals. As a result, priorities vary between 

countries, regions and stakeholders, yet each CSP must demonstrate how it contributes to EU-wide objectives such 

as sustainable agriculture, climate mitigation, rural vitality, and food security.  

Insights from the first round of Focus Groups (D6.5) showed that stakeholder involvement can be challenging, 

particularly when balancing regional needs and conflicting opinions. For example, in Flanders (BE), stakeholders 

helped identify regional needs, but prioritisation was conducted separately to avoid interest-based influence, which 

in turn affected subsequent budget allocation decisions. Political considerations also added complexity to the 

prioritisation process. Furthermore, differences in regional consultation further complicated CSP design. Article 106 

of the Regulation states that “where applicable” regions should be effectively involved. In regionalised countries, 

such as Italy, this obligation is enshrined in national law. In non-regionalised Member States, consultation is 

discretionary, resulting in wide variation in practice. To address this, minimum standards for regional and local 

consultation could be proposed, ensuring a more consistent and inclusive CSP process. A representative from the 

Committee of the Regions during the EU-level focus group of the first round (D6.5) suggested establishing 

mandatory guidelines, particularly for non-regionalised Member States, to ensure that CSPs comprehensively reflect 

identified local needs. 

Looking ahead, under the proposed post-2027 CAP, prioritisation will be guided by new mechanisms, including the 

Commission Steering mechanism, aimed at safeguarding agricultural and rural priorities within the broader NRPPs. 

The Commission has proposed a dedicated “rural target,” expressed as a minimum percentage of the NRPP 

envelope outside the ring-fenced CAP amounts, to ensure additional support for rural areas and farmers. 

Complementing this, a strengthened partnership principle introduces a “regional check,” requiring Member States to 

 

13 See Footnote 4.  
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clearly document which local and regional authorities were consulted, how they were selected, and how their input 

was reflected in the plan. These measures aim to foster inclusive and representative planning; however, balancing 

agricultural and rural development objectives may still be challenging given competition with cohesion, climate, and 

other policy priorities in the same NRP envelope. This raises key questions: how can Member States balance 

agricultural and rural development needs with competing needs, such as cohesion, social, climate and other policy 

areas? How can the ‘regional check’ be implemented in practice to ensure meaningful and representative 

stakeholder input across local and regional authorities? 

This Focus Group will give participants the opportunity to reflect on strategies for prioritisation, examine trade-offs, 

and share practical approaches to aligning regional and national needs with broader EU objectives.  

4.3 Focus group 3 – Designing (cost-)effective interventions 

Under the current CAP, Member States design interventions using a flexible mix of tools, including direct payments, 

eco-schemes, rural development programmes, agri-environment-climate measures, and support for young farmers; 

etc. CSPs specify eligibility conditions, budget allocations, unit costs, planned outputs, and result indicators for each 

intervention, ensuring transparency and enabling monitoring. 

Insight from the first round of Focus Groups (D6.5) highlighted key challenges in designing interventions and 

allocating budgets. In Flanders (BE), budget allocation followed a sequential approach: interventions were designed 

first, followed by target setting and budget allocation, with cost-effectiveness playing a central role. Prioritised needs 

did not always translate into larger budgets, underscoring the need to align expected outcomes with available 

resources. In France, a significant lack of local data was observed, especially for agri-environmental measures 

where costs vary by region and farm. Collecting timely and detailed field-level data, including monetisation of cost-

benefit practices, was identified as essential for designing effective interventions and accurately estimating budgets 

for new measures such as eco-schemes or agri-environmental climate measures. 

This Focus Group will provide participants with the opportunity to reflect on intervention design strategies (especially 

for green payments)  

4.4 Focus group 4 – Measuring impacts of emerging priorities 

Under the current CAP (2023–2027), monitoring is carried out through CSPs using a structured performance 

framework. Member States report on common indicators linked to each objective, covering farm income, 

environmental performance, rural development, and wider socio-economic outcomes. 

Insights from the first round of focus groups (D6.5) highlighted the complexity of monitoring and ex-ante evaluation 

processes. The Flemish Managing Authority underlined the difficulties faced by smaller Member States in recruiting 

independent ex-ante evaluators and forming suitable consortia, suggesting that multiple, smaller evaluations could 

help reduce cost constraints while remaining rigorous. The French representative emphasised the value of 

structuring ex-ante evaluations as a series of modular activities, potentially published on a shared platform to 

strengthen transparency and consistency, while preserving independence. These activities proved useful in 

assessing both internal and external coherence of the CSPs, revealing synergies between interventions. In contrast, 

the Estonian representative found limited added value where the ex-ante evaluation was carried out in parallel with 

CSP drafting, especially given the significant volume of documentation, which reduced scope for meaningful revision. 

Across all cases, the challenge remained to link evaluation results to measurable impacts, particularly for (social 

and) environmental interventions, where data gaps are higher. 

Looking ahead, under the proposed post-2027 CAP, monitoring and evaluation will take place within the broader 

NRPP framework, encompassing agriculture, rural development, climate, and cohesion policies. This integrated 

approach provides an opportunity to assess cross-sectoral synergies, long-term territorial impacts, and outcomes 

related to biodiversity, climate resilience, and rural vitality. At the same time, it introduces new challenges. Isolating 

agricultural-specific impacts—such as changes in farm income, crop diversification, or environmental performance—

may become more difficult, and broader territorial indicators could dilute the visibility of key agricultural outcomes. 

To address this, robust modelling and impact-assessment tools—such as scenario analysis, cost-benefit modelling, 

spatial environmental assessments, and field-level simulations—will be increasingly important. These tools can help 

Member States evaluate trade-offs across policy domains, anticipate long-term effects, and design interventions that 

deliver measurable, evidence-based results. 
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This Focus Group will give participants the opportunity to explore how NRPP monitoring frameworks can evolve to 

capture emerging priorities, including protein self-sufficiency, pesticide use, soil health, and broader sustainability 

outcomes. Discussions will focus on developing new indicators, integrating innovative modelling approaches, and 

creating comprehensive data systems that can provide comparable, transparent, and actionable evidence across 

policy areas.  

5. Setting up the focus groups 

The roadmap in Figure 6 outlines a three-phase process for organising the focus groups between mid-2025 and 

early 2026, aligned with key EU policy developments such as the MFF (July 2025) and the anticipated legislative 

proposal for the CAP reform (autumn 2025). 

Phase 1 focuses on conceptualising the focus groups, with this document providing an initial foundation. As 

mentioned in the introduction, a key element of this phase is the integration of new policy developments (i.e. the 

new MFF and the CAP reform proposal) to ensure that the project outcomes remain as up-to-date and relevant as 

possible. 

Phase 2 covers the organisation and implementation of the national focus groups, following five practical steps (as 

set out in the following sections)—from selecting the topic to gathering feedback. These steps are described in more 

detail in the following sections. 

Phase 3 involves reporting and analysis, using a common template. This will result in a synthesis of findings from 

16 national Focus Groups and one EU-level Focus Group, contributing to deliverable D6.6. 

Figure 10. Roadmap of the second-round of national Focus Groups 

 

Source: Ecorys 

Step 1: Select the topic area of choice 

Focus Group coordinators can choose their preferred topic of focus, while ensuring that all thematic areas and case 

studies are comprehensively addressed across the full set of focus groups (see Section 4 for brief description of 

each thematic focus group). 
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Step 2: Identify the format & key stakeholders or experts to invite to the focus group 

The format of the meeting can be online, physical or hybrid, depending on the resources of the hosting partner and 

the availability or preference of the participants. The focus group coordinator can decide the type of meeting that will 

be hosted 

For identifying the key stakeholders, the starting point could be to screen the already available list of stakeholders 

that you can find here. These stakeholders/individuals have been involved in the development of the CSP in each 

Member State. Screen the list and update it if necessary. Once you have identified a list of stakeholders, start 

contacting them to invite them to participate in the focus group. 

Step 3: Inform and get consent to participate in the project activities 

Any activity that engages an individual/stakeholder, cannot start without informing them and getting their consent to 

participate in the meeting. Use this online form and send it together with the invitation. Ensure the consent form is 

correctly fulfilled before engaging with the relevant experts.  

You can ask for a confirmation of the consent form at tools4cap@ecorys.com.  

Direct link to consent form: https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/Tools4CAP_informed_consent  

Step 4: Facilitate the focus group 

Once the stakeholders are confirmed and their consent received, establish a date, location and timing for the 

meeting. When this is confirmed, please also inform the tools4cap mailbox (tools4cap@ecorys.com). 

Structure of the meeting 

Size: 8-10 participants 

As a general rule of thumb, a good focus group can vary in size between 8-10 participants. Nonetheless, the focus 

group coordinator might consider that more participants are needed to ensure a balanced representation across the 

types of stakeholders. The goal is to have a manageable size of the group to allow for each individual to contribute 

to the discussions. 

Timing: max 4h 

Typically, a focus group meeting should be at most half a day. The discussions are meant to be concrete and 

practical. A meeting longer than 4 hours might cause fatigue, and discussions might be derailed or become too 

broad. In addition, some stakeholders that should participate (i.e., policy-makers) might not be available to engage 

in a more extended meeting. The suggestion is to keep it short and focused. Nonetheless, the focus group 

coordinator is better placed to decide the length of the session.  

Support roles 

To ensure a smooth organisation and a meaningful dialogue with and among participants, several roles could 

support the activity: 

Moderator/facilitator 

The most important role in a focus group is that of the moderator or facilitator of the meeting. The essential part will 

help to create an open and productive space for participants to share their thoughts, gather meaningful insights, and 

guide the discussion toward achieving the objectives of the focus group. 

Note-taker 

The role of the note-taker is to document and record the discussion proceedings, key points, and relevant information 

shared by the participants. 

Technical support 

https://ecorys.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/sites/HE-CAPSPToolkitfordesignandmonitoring/Shared%20Documents/General/WP7/T7.3%20%E2%80%93%20Coordination/CAP_SPs_Stakeholder_mapping_endusers/Tools4CAP%20Stakeholders%20mapping_endusers.xlsx?d=wa259f753497640a2998f8628953b35af&csf=1&web=1&e=dVYaDt
https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/Tools4CAP_informed_consent
mailto:tools4cap@ecorys.com
https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/Tools4CAP_informed_consent
mailto:tools4cap@ecorys.com
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Whether the meeting is online, physical or hybrid, it might be good to have a person that can support the technical 

aspects: setting-up and testing the equipment, assisting with audio and video setup, providing technical guidance, 

etc. 

Other roles/support 

Other roles can be envisioned as needed, and up to the focus group coordinator to decide. 

Collect feedback 

After each focus group session, a thank-you email can be sent to participants, outlining the next steps. If a draft 

meeting report is to be shared, the timeline and specific expectations for feedback will be clearly communicated with 

all participants. Additionally, a short feedback survey can be circulated to gather participants' reflections on the 

session. 

6. Reporting on the focus groups outcomes 

The national focus group discussions will be reported according to the template provided by the Task lead. This will 

ensure a consistent approach across all 16 national focus groups to support the smooth analysis and synthesis of 

these outcomes. A preliminary draft of the national focus group findings will be disseminated and presented to the 

EU-level focus group to complement it with the European insights. Finally, a report will be submitted as part of 

deliverable D6.6 Analysis of second-round focus groups due in June 2026. 

A preliminary outline of the reporting template is detailed here below.   

▪ Composition of the meeting: Type of stakeholders engaged in the focus group. 

▪ Topic selection and justification: The topic selected for the focus group discussion and a brief justification 

of this selection. 

▪ Key questions addressed: For each thematic area chosen, report on the key questions provided in the 

template: 

• Question 1: How do you see the design and implementation of the NRPP in your country, and what 

challenges and opportunities do you anticipate? 

• Question 2: What specific tools, approaches, or resources would be most useful in your country to 

support planning and monitoring under the NRPP? 

• Question 3: T.B.D. 

• Question 4: T.B.D. 

▪ Main conclusions: Outline the key messages arising from the discussion in the focus group with regards to 

the topic covered and the different elements. 

▪ Feedback from the focus group coordinator: The coordinator's feedback is particularly relevant to inform the 

second round of focus groups.  
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7. Timeline (indicative) 

At the national focus group level 

January 2026   Mapping the needed stakeholders 

February 2026   Establish the focus group meeting 

February/March 2026  focus group meetings 

March 2026 Reporting on the outcomes of the meeting. Consider time to get validation on the 

results from participants. 

 

At the project level 

Beginning of June 2025  Sharing draft protocols with WP leaders for feedback 

Mid December 2025 Finalisation and dissemination of the protocols to ensure a harmonised approach 

across all 16 focus groups  

January 2026 Presenting the protocols to focus group coordinators 

January - March 2026 Organisation and execution of the national focus groups. Coordinators will 

prepare reports on the outcomes following the conclusion of their sessions. 

By the end of March 2026 Reporting on the focus group meeting. 

Beginning of April 2026  Organisation of the EU-level focus group. 

April 2026 Analysis of all focus group reports and preparation of Deliverable 6.6, which will 

synthesise and analyse the findings from the second round  

End of April 2026  Finalisation and submission of Deliverable 6.6.  

8. Resources and documents 

▪ Template for invitation 

▪ Template for agenda, briefings 

▪ Template for PPT 

▪ Template for reporting 

▪ Feedback form/survey 

▪ Background documents  

 

 

 

 

 


