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Foreword

Official references concerning the evaluation of the

LEADER Initiativel focus on two dimensions:

> an evaluation of the “classical type” following the
general guidelines and procedures established for
assessing other programmes.

> a complementary dimension which takes account of
the LEADER’s objectives as well as certain unique
aspects: its locally-based approach, the innovative
measures, and an evaluation of the nature and com-
position of the beneficiary groups.

In early 1998, the Commission produced guidelines on
the methods of interim evaluation. At the time of final-
ising this document (May 1999), these interim evalua-
tions had been completed for a majority of the national
or regional programmes. Related guidelines on the offi-
cial ex-post evaluation were also in preparation. The Com-
mission will send these to the Member States by Autumn
1999 at the same time as the guidelines for the ex-post
evaluation of the Objectives 1 and 5b programmes.

This Observatory dossier is not part of the regulatory
and obligatory measures for evaluating the Initiative.

It is designed to give interested local groups2 and author-
ities some elements of a methodology which can be incor-
porated in a complementary way as outlined above, but
whose utilisation is purely voluntary. It appears impor-
tant to be able to provide a tool that can help authori-
ties and groups draw lessons from the LEADER experience
which may be taken into account when shaping future
rural development policies and programmes.

This dossier is the result of work undertaken by a group
of experts from the Observatory and has been revised
in light of the work carried out on the ex-post evalu-
ation of LEADER I.

A consultation procedure of potential users has been
put in place to ensure that the method put forward
corresponds as much as possible to the evaluation
needs of the local groups and different levels of
authorities responsible for implementing LEADER.

> Preliminary consultations were undertaken during the
first half of September 1998 with a small number of
national and regional administrations: the Ministries
of Agriculture in Germany and Ireland; the regional
administrations of Aquitaine (France) and Scotland
(UK); the Agriculture Department of the regions of
Andalusia (Spain) and Emilia-Romagna (ltaly).

> This consultation was further deepened at a meet-
ing organised by the LEADER European Observatory
in October 1998, which was attended by some 20
national and regional authorities, LAGs, as well as
experts involved in the ex-post evaluation of LEADER
I or interim evaluations of LEADER Il, and repre-
sentatives of the Commission.

[1] OJEC 94C 180/12 and STAR Doc. VI/3479/94REV3

[2] The term “local group™ used in this dossier covers all LEADER |1
beneficiaries: “local action group” (LAG) or “Other LEADER 11 Collective
Body”. At the beginning of 1999, LEADER Il comprised 942 beneficiaries,

of which 879 were LAGs and 63 were other collective bodies.
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Introduction

Objectiv es and contents
of the dossier
Objectives

This dossier has two main objectives:

> to propose common guidelines for evaluating® the
unique aspects of the LEADER Initiative. These are
referred to as “specific features” in the text. The imple-
mentation of all of these specific features is what pro-
duces the “added value” of the LEADER approach.

> to put forward the first elements of a method which
might satisfy the evaluation needs of the programme’s
different stakeholders# (at the local as well as
regional/national and European levels) to determine
the added value of LEADER's specific features.

Contents of the dossier

7 specific features

Seven core specific features have been identified as

characteristic of the LEADER approach:

> The area-based approach

> The bottom-up approach

> The local group

> The innovative character of actions

> The linkage between actions (integrated and multi-
sectoral approach)

> Networking (at regional, national and European
level) and transnational cooperation.

> Methods of management and financing

The results produced by the combination of the spe-
cific features form what can be called the added value
of the LEADER approach.

Placed in the local context

The analysis of each specific feature is first placed in

a framework of characteristics comprising:

> the area (physical characteristics, local players, local
institutions);

> the action plan decided at the local level (or “rural
innovation programme” in LEADER |1 terminology).

Different needs and complementarities

The information and evaluation needs of the different

stakeholders are then presented. The analysis starts from

the hypothesis that the focus of each level is different:

> The local group may wish to obtain, thanks perhaps
to an internal evaluation®, an analysis of its own activ-
ities in order to improve its future performance. It
may also want to have succinct information which
can be given to other levels to provide accountabil-
ity in terms of actions and expenditure.

> The regional, national and European levels would
most likely want to present the results of different
groups (or regions or Member States depending on
the level) and to evaluate the technical assistance
provided to the groups. They may also wish to know
what the impact of the Initiative has been and
whether LEADER's specific features can make devel-
opment actions more effective than other develop-
ment methods and policies.

The analysis of the specific features

from the local viewpoint

Having established the general framework, each spe-

cific feature is analysed in a systematic fashion from

a local viewpoint:

> definition

> motivation for their introduction in LEADER

> expected impact of each specific feature

> key questions for evaluating processes, results and
impact.

[3] Certain terms will be explained in footnotes utilising the definitions
contained in a glossary on evaluation to be published shortly by the
European Commission.

[4] Stakeholders: individuals, groups or organisations with an interest
in evaluated interventions or in the evaluation itself and notably
authorities that have decided and financed the intervention, managers,
operators, spokespersons of the public concerned.

[5] Internal evaluation: an evaluation carried out on the initiative of
the local group with the objective of improving its capacity to stimulate

local development.

Introduction
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The analysis of the specific features

from the point of view of the other levels

Some complementary questions are put forward to

respond to the supposed needs of the other levels

(regional, national, European).

> |dentification of best practice by comparing differ-
ent approaches;

> Evaluation of external resources supplied by these
levels;

> Assessment of the rules and procedures established
by the different levels of management (the “rules of
the game”).

Conclusion

In conclusion, the dossier puts forward a range of
questions aiming to identify the main lessons from the
LEADER experience for the benefit of other rural devel-
opment policies, and to identify and promote exam-
ples of best practice.

Introduction
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Some reminder s about LEADER
and i1ts ev aluation

Guidelines for evaluating LEADER:
two different requirements

LEADER is a Community Initiative which aims at intro-
ducing and experimenting with a new approach to rural
development. LEADER Il has focused on the innovative
nature of actions, their demonstration effect and transna-
tional cooperation between LEADER beneficiaries (local
action groups or LEADER |1 other collective bodies).

In the Notice to Member States (94/C 180/12), the Euro-
pean Commission, as promoter of the Initiative, out-
lined the general objectives, guidelines and requirements
for assessing LEADER 11, strengthening the importance
of evaluation in relation to the previous Initiative.

The information to be provided by the LEADER bene-
ficiaries and the regional or national authorities must
comprise:

“Information for assessment purposes, permitting an ini-
tial analysis, specification of the changes expected, the
extent of the innovation and the model function of the
project. This information will serve as a reference point
for assessment to analyse over the duration of each pro-
ject the emergence of the innovation in question, its
impact, its spontaneous spread and the conditions for
any transfer.” “The periodic assessment must also show
the value added by the different categories of the pro-
gramme in relation to other measures in the same area
(including transnational cooperation projects).”

In order to achieve this objective, the LEADER 11 eval-
uators should “use specific parameters adapted to the
programme’s characteristics” (par. 19 of the Notice).

Furthermore, in the official document on the proce-

dures for monitoring and assessing Structural Funds

expenditure (STAR Doc. V1/3479/94REV3), two require-

ments are established for the evaluation:

1)the general guidelines and established procedures
for the evaluation of other programmes are applic-
able to LEADER;

2)“as regards impact evaluation, it will be necessary
to take account of LEADER's objectives as well as cer-
tain unique aspects: its locally-based approach, the
innovative measures, an evaluation of the nature
and composition of the beneficiary group.”

This quick review of official references on the evalua-

tion of LEADER provides a first indication of what is

expected: in fact, two different evaluation methods

should be used.

> 0On the one hand the procedures identical to those
of other EU programmes have to be followed. These
are based on physical and financial indicators for
evaluating progress, results and impact.

> On the other hand, to assess its different approach
to rural development, LEADER’s unique and distinc-
tive aspects should also be evaluated.

Although the Initiative represents a very modest share
of the Structural Funds, the evaluation work that actu-
ally needs to be done is in fact more complex than for
other Community interventions. If the methodology for
the first type of evaluation is fairly well established,
a methodology for evaluating the unique aspects of
LEADER has not yet been put forward. This Observa-
tory document aims to contribute to and enrich the
reflections of the Initiative’s wide range of partners.

In this final stage of LEADER 11, many local groups also
wish to put in place an internal evaluation mechanism
that enables them to draw lessons from the activities
carried out and to prepare for the future. The system-
atic presentation of LEADER's specific features in this
document may be of use to them.

Some reminders about LEADER and its evaluation
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An example to illustrate
the importance of identifying
the specific features of LEADER

A practical example may help to illustrate why evalu-
ating LEADER is not a straightforward matter.

Let us consider a local group which has developed a
series of actions on rural tourism.

The results of these actions have been new visitors to
the area, additional income and diversified employ-
ment for the local population. New links with the
external economy have been created, all of which have
improved the competitiveness of the local area.

The indicators established “ex-ante” could for exam-

ple aim to quantify:

> the number of renovated houses

> the number of persons trained in techniques of tra-
ditional construction

> the number of users of the collective recreation centre

> the number of new visitors to the area

> the new jobs and revenue generated

> the cost of these new jobs.

If one considers the statistics furnished by these indi-
cators, some elements such as enhancing the value of
local resources, the participation of local actors, or the
linkage between actions will not be visible and their
influence on the results will not be appreciated. These
indicators will show some of the results and impact of
the actions, which is of course important, but very lit-
tle will be provided on the added value of the “LEADER
approach” in relation to the other approaches.

Some reminders about LEADER and its evaluation

Going back to our example, we will not know:

> that a preliminary information gathering exercise
had involved more than 200 inhabitants;

> that the definition of the entire project was the sub-
ject of a numerous coordination meetings with all
the interested parties;

> that the property holders had participated in the
definition of the project and contributed private
investment to its realisation;

> that the value of know-how based on techniques of
local traditional construction has been enhanced;

> that a collective system of recreation for families
with children had been organised thanks to a mar-
ket study and experts, and is accessible to all per-
manent residents;

> that a new image for the area has been created and
promoted.

How can one take account of the impact which these
more qualitative factors can have, and which make the
difference between LEADER and the other approaches
to rural development, ie, its added value?

This is what is sought in the task identifying the spe-
cific features of LEADER.
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Identifying

LEADER’ s specific featur es

Definition of the specific
features and their linkage
with the programme and the factors
of development

The specific features of LEADER are those unique
aspects which have characterised the initiative since
its launch in 1991, and have contributed to its inno-
vative character and its success in very different types
of rural areas. The Notice to Member States concern-
ing LEADER 11 refers to most of them.

We have selected 7:

1.The area-based approach

2.The bottom-up approach

3.The local groups (horizontal partnerships)
4.The innovative character of actions

5. The linkage between actions, ie, the integrated and
multi-sectoral approach

6.Networking, including transnational cooperation
7.Methods of management and financing

These 7 specific features should be considered as the
core aspects of the Initiative. They were chosen by the
working group as being key to the success of LEADER,
and can be used by all stakeholders.

Each core feature will be defined and its role, as part
of the evaluation exercise, explained in the next chap-
ter. Figure 1 aims to clarify how the specific features
influence the traditional, basic components of a pro-
ject or programme evaluation.

Most LEADER groups and national and regional author-
ities may have already identified an evaluation
method which links the stated objectives of the rural
innovation programme with the actions being imple-
mented, the progress towards expected results and the
impact measured with appropriate indicators (finan-
cial, physical, performance and impact).

The LEADER initiative does not operate in a vacuum
but is tightly linked with local factors of development
which change from one area to the next. We have sin-
gled out three such factors: the rural context, the key
local players and the institutional environment.

These factors are considered strategic in the LEADER ini-
tiative. The specific features link the rural innovation pro-
gramme to these local development factors and therein
modify the traditional approach to rural development.

In Figure 1, each specific feature is shown in relation

to the objectives, actions, results and impact of a pro-

gramme on the one hand, and in relation to the local

development factors on the other. The diagram clearly

shows that the specific features simultaneously influ-

ence the planning process and the local context:

> the area-based approach introduces a process based
on the resources and particular needs of each area;

> the bottom-up approach enables key local players to
be involved in a participatory way and takes account
of the specific features of each area. This generates a
new perception of the strengths and weaknesses, oppor-
tunities and threats, which will influence throughout
the programme the definition of objectives, the real-
isation of actions, the expected results and the impact.

> the local group, which is organised in a horizontal
partnership, brings together key local players as well
as the local institutions;

> the innovative character of actions, the linkage
between them and the multi-sectoral approach all
have an influence on the actions implemented as
well as their expected results and impact;

> networking and transnational cooperation influence
the relationships between the local level and the out-
side world (circulation of information and knowledge
and joint projects). These mainly occur between local
action groups from the same country or at European
level, and may be forged directly or through the estab-
lished national or European networks. They also help
strengthen linkages with regional and national author-
ities as well as the European Commission. Transna-
tional cooperation is a more formalised and structured
agreement than networking.

Identifying LEADER’s specific features

15
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> the financing arrangement (“Global Grant” or “Oper-
ational Programme”, single tranche or multi-annual)
influences the flexibility of the programme through-
out its implementation and, in many cases, the
nature of the projects that can be financed (inap-
propriate payment methods can for instance dis-
courage the most fragile and sometimes the most
innovative project leaders).

Figure 1 shows that each specific feature taken indi-
vidually will influence one aspect of the local context
or programme in particular. For example, innovation
mainly concerns the actions and their results; the area-
based approach influences the initial definition of the
area and consequently all subsequent processes.

The specific features may also be examined together.
This would allow their added value to be assessed as
an additional impact which would not have existed had
a more conventional approach been used.

The information needs
of the different levels (from the local
to the European). Are they different
in respect of the specific features?

Figure 1 identifies the 7 specific features and their
linkages with the components of a programme and the
local development factors. This could represent the
stakeholder’s information needs in an evaluation.

Some specific features should be approached from dif-
ferent perspectives (regional, national or European).
Funding and networking (including transnational
cooperation assistance and finance) in particular are
largely the responsibility of the regional, national and
European levels.

The diagram in Figure 2 shows how the specific fea-

tures implemented at the regional, national or Euro-

pean level act:

> the funding and delivery method of the LEADER pro-
grammes (multi-annual funding, operational pro-
grammes or global grants, etc) carry a number of
particular features:

> co-financing, bringing together local private and pub-
lic contributions with external financial support (Euro-
pean Union, regional and/or national authorities);

> a budget is allocated to each group on the basis of
the rural innovation programme approved by the
regional or national authorities;

> some flexibility enables the budget to be adapted
to changes which may arise during implementation.

> regional or national networking enables direct rela-
tions between groups to be forged as well as struc-
tured links through the established networks (at
national level, generally with the support of the
national network coordinating unit). Networking will
also facilitate direct relations between local groups
and the regional/national level and affect the type
of information and services offered by the public
administration or by other national/regional players.

> networking activities may involve direct relations
between groups or by means of the European rural
development network — supported by the Commis-
sion in the form of the LEADER European Observa-
tory and providing a broader and richer framework
of references for exchanging experience;

> transnational cooperation refers to specific joint
projects between several LEADER groups at the Euro-
pean level. It influences the groups’ actions because
it provides a framework for the transfer of experi-
ence and for achieving a critical mass formerly
unavailable in rural areas.

Identifying LEADER’s specific features
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The evaluation focus from the national/regional or Euro-

pean perspective is likely to be slightly different from the

local level. At these levels it is necessary to evaluate:

> the effectiveness and efficiency® of the specific fea-
tures for which these levels are responsible (financing,
networking, transnational cooperation) in relation to
other policies where these aspects are not present;

> the functioning of the “rules of the game” (guide-
lines and procedures) established at these levels;

> the reasons explaining the differences observed
between the performance, the results and the impact
of the groups at local level;

> the suitability of LEADER as a model and its trans-
ferability to other regional, national or European
policies. The evaluation will take account of the
added value brought by the package of specific fea-
tures and each individual feature.

Identifying LEADER’s specific features

To meet these needs, the information about the per-
formance of individual programmes must be given in
such a way that it allows for the aggregation of data
from the local level upwards (a bottom-up procedure),
a comparison between groups and the recognition of
models of best practice.

Table 1 summarises the specific features that each
stakeholder should evaluate and suggests a focus for
the evaluation. Several methods which may be used to
evaluate the specific features are also proposed. How-
ever, it is clear that work needs to be done at the
methodological level to organise the circulation of
information between different levels as well as to have
efficient analytical tools.

[6] Effectiveness: the fact that the objectives have been reached.
Efficiency: the fact that the objectives have been obtained

at a reasonable cost.
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TagLe 1: THE INFORMATION NEEDS OF DIFFERENT STAKEHOLDERS

The stakeholders

The relevant specific features

The possible focus of the evaluation

Suggested methods

the local level

> the area-based approach

> the bottom-up approach

> local groups

> innovative actions

> linkages between actions

> networking and transnational coop-
eration

> methods of management and financ-

ing

How have the specific features affected:

a)the planning process?

b)the factors that influence the local
context?

What has been the added value in

terms of results and impact?

How have management and financing

methods and networking influenced

the results at local level?

What are the lessons for future actions?

Internal (self) evaluation conducted
with the help of an external evaluator
Ad hoc surveys of project leaders or

certain categories of the population

the national/

regional level

> management and financing methods

> national and regional networking

How have the guidelines and the pro-
cedures influenced the implementa-
tion of the specific features?

What models and which best practices
have emerged? What have been the
negative aspects?

How have the management and
financing methods and networking
influenced the results at local level?
What are the lessons for regional
and/or national rural and agricultural
policies, and the future of LEADER?
Suitability of LEADER as a model,

its transferability, benchmarking,

mainstreaming?

Internal evaluation of results/impact
External evaluation of data received
from local level

Aggregation and comparison of data
by relevant typologies, eg, area, part-
nership, sector

Ad hoc surveys on specific themes or
target groups

the European level

> management and financing methods
> European networking

Transnational cooperation

How have the guidelines and delivery
methods influenced the implementa-
tion of the specific features?

Which regional and national charac-
teristics emerge?

How have the management and
financing methods and networking
influenced the results at local level?
What are the lessons for other rural
and agricultural policies, and the
future of LEADER?

Internal evaluation of results/impact
External evaluation of data supplied
by the national/ regional level
Aggregation and comparison of data
by relevant typologies, eg, area, part-
nership, sectoral action

Ad hoc surveys on specific themes or

target groups

20
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Chapter 3
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and evaluation issues
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Questions

and evaluation issues
for each specific feature

In this chapter, each specific feature will be analysed
following a standard procedure:
> a proposed definition in order to have a common
reference;
> an outline of the motivation for its introduction
in LEADER in order to clarify the objectives of its
presence in a rural development programme; in this
way we have the terms of reference for evaluating
the results and the impact;
> a proposal related to the main questions which will
be used to evaluate each specific feature:
> ashort description of the initial situation to show
the context;
> the description of the processes that were acti-
vated by its implementation;
> the results and impact, and the lessons learned.

To render the methodology more accessible, only those
questions which are common to all stakeholders are
put forward here; other questions may naturally be
developed by those who wish to deepen one or other
particular point.

The set of questions put forward in this chapter are
mainly relevant at the local level , which is the first
“building block” of the evaluation. The other levels will
be studied in the following chapter.

In placing these questions, particular attention should
be given to the choice of the respondent interviewed,
with preference for the persons in charge of the local
group. If other resources are available, complementary
enquiries may be carried out among selected types of
project leaders”. The results of these enquiries will be
useful for answering the suggested questions. General
briefing sessions for the groups are highly recom-
mended to improve understanding of the questions
asked and the expected answers.

The area-based approach
Definition

The area-based approach consists in defining a devel-
opment policy starting from the current situation,
strengths and weaknesses particular to an area. Under
LEADER, this area is a rural territorial unit that has a
certain homogeneity, is characterised by an internal social
cohesion, shares a common history and tradition, and
experiences a common feeling of identity. Its size can
vary significantly according to context (for example,
between low and high density areas) and the strategy
adopted for development. The delineated area need not
coincide with an existing administrative unit. The LEADER
area has been indicatively defined in the Notice to Mem-
ber States as an area of less than 100 000 inhabitants.

Motivation and expected results

The rationale behind the area-based approach is linked
to the new importance given to the role of endoge -
nous resources (rather than exogenous resources) in
the promotion of sustainable development. Rural areas
are different from each other: every area has its own
unique and typical mix of resources which may be more
effectively utilised by local players and institutions.
These are best placed to know the strengths and weak-
nesses of the area and to have an overview of its
potential. Endogenous resources may be physical, envi-
ronmental, cultural, human, economic and financial,
institutional and administrative. The design of devel-
opment policies at the local level may turn out to be
more effective and manageable as it allows for the
mobilisation of these resources.

[7] Project leader: Person or organisation (public or private) seeking

and eventually obtaining assistance for a given project.

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature

23



24

The area-based approach:

> adds value and mobilises previously underestimated
endogenous or typical resources;

> offers better perspectives for sustainable develop-
ment than policies which apply undifferentiated
measures to all disadvantaged rural areas;

> gives an overview of the area.

Main questions

a) the initial situation

> Explain how the LEADER area was initially defined
(criteria used, arguments for enlarging or reducing
it, consideration given to the existence of endoge-
nous resources in its delineation, correspondence or
not with an administrative unit).

> Evaluate the appropriateness of such delineation,
size, social cohesion and cultural identity, critical
mass of activities, rural character).

> Was the initial delineation of the area appropriate? Why?
b) the processes

> Did the area-based approach give a new or more effec -
tive added value to previously underestimated endoge -
nous resources? Which ones?

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature

c) the results and impact

The key issue here is to evaluate the potential of the
area, and the strengths and weaknesses of the local
resources which should have been identified in the ini-
tial area analysis. The concept of “critical mass” is use-
ful: it refers to the capacity of the LEADER area to gen-
erate a development process that mobilises its own
resources. However, what was considered a critical fac-
tor for development at one time may not necessarily
remain so and vice-versa.

> Did the area succeed in generating a development
based on its own resources?

> Were the rural innovation programme and the
expected actions relevant for the area?

> Did the programme provide an overview?

> Did the actions increase the sense of belonging to the
area and identity of the population? Was the feeling
of collective responsibility vis-a-vis the area rein -
forced?

d) the lessons

> Should the area’s delineation be modified? Why?



The bottom-up approach
Definition

The bottom-up approach aims to encourage partici -
patory decision-making at the local level for all those
concerned with development policies. The involvement
of local players is sought and includes the population
at large, economic and social interest groups, and rep-
resentative public and private institutions.

Capacity building is a strategic component of the bot-

tom-up approach:

> awareness raising, training, participation and mobil-
isation of the local population to identify the
strengths and weakness of the area (analysis),

> the participation of different interest groups in the
strategic choices of the rural innovation programme,

> transparent criteria for selecting the actions imple-
mented.

Participation may take place at different stages of the
programme (prior to the plan, during implementation,
after its conclusions); it can be assured through direct
participation or through the medium of representatives
of collective interests.

To be effective, the bottom-up approach must be
applied to a relatively small area, in which the inhab-
itants know each other, can meet easily and have the
occasion to take part in decision-making. The bottom-
up approach is therefore interrelated with the area-
based approach.

Motivation and expected results

The bottom-up approach is an alternative to the tra-
ditional forms of policy making, which is more often
than not top-down. It is a method for identifying
desirable policy measures through the consultation of
relevant interest groups at the local level.

If it is assumed that rural areas have a different set of
resources and have different problems to resolve; mea-
sures adapted to each case are required. Centralised deci-
sion-making becomes inappropriate or insufficient as
it cannot be adapted to take into account the particu-
larities of each area. Local participatory decision-mak-
ing becomes therefore a strategic tool for acknowledging
the different policy needs of rural areas. If this approach
enables new ideas to be revealed then it should be
applied at the analysis stage when the rural innovation
programme is being designed.

A second assumption is that participatory decision-
making can ensure, insofar as it functions efficiently,
a wide and fair representation of all groups of interest,
thus creating an occasion for building up a consensus,
dealing with conflicts and fostering interrelationships
between sectors and groups.

Adopting the bottom up approach implies empowerment
at the local level in relation to the other levels of gov-
ernance. It can bring about an increased effectiveness
and flexibility in rural development, decentralisation and
a higher degree of consensus at the local level.

Main questions

a) the initial situation:

> Explain whether participatory decision-making has
been used, how it was implemented, the role of ani-
mation activities and who was involved, and the
presence or absence of previous experience.

> If no form of animation or participatory decision-
making has been used explain why and how this
influenced the plan and its results; in this case,
please ignore the questions that follow.

b) the processes

> Who took part in the democratic consultation process
to build the initial consensus for the rural innovation
programme and how? Who was excluded and why?
(Actions involving animation, awareness raising and
mobilisation of the population, formal consultation
of representatives of social organisations and eco-
nomic interests).

> Who participated in and who was excluded from the
decision-making process? How? Why? (Consider the
influence of public and private interests, particular
sectors and groups, independently of their mem-
bership in the local group).

> Has the bottom-up approach been used consistently
throughout the programme? (in the preliminary
phase, in the identification of strategies and
actions, and in the implementation).

> How were participation and animation activities
organised? (Role of ‘animators’ (facilitators) and
external experts, and technical assistance).

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature
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c) the results and impact

> In what way has the bottom-up approach influenced:
> the perception of local problems and local needs,
> the choice of new objectives, strategies and actions,
> wider representation of local players in policymak -
ing?

> In what way has the bottom-up approach practically
contributed to the development of the area? (Impact)

> Has the level of decision-making been strengthened in
relation to other levels? Has participation encouraged:
> the development of a consensus for local action,
> the establishment of negotiating practices,
> economic and social cooperation,
> an enhanced capacity to integrate the local popula -
tion in the new forms of organisation within the area?

> What additional contribution has the bottom-up
approach made in relation to the top-down approach?
Has it been extended to programmes other than
LEADER? To other areas? (demonstration effect)

d) the lessons

> What lessons should be retained to consolidate the
approach? Are there any negative or undesirable
effects? How could the approach be improved? Which
models of good practice should be retained?

26 Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature



The local group
Definition

Under LEADER 11, the “local action group” (LAG) is a
combination of public and private partners who devise
acommon strategy and innovative actions for the devel-
opment of a rural area. These partners should represent
leading figures in the economic and social life of the
area, and the various sectors and associations concerned
with the environment, culture and social integration.

The “other collective bodies” are more thematic in
their orientation but they must also have an integrated
strategy, around their theme of intervention, for the
rural development of an area.

These local groups may have been set up ad-hoc or may
have existed already. They generally decide the direction
and content of the rural innovation programme; they make
decisions on the different actions to be financed; in cer-
tain cases, they directly implement these decisions; in
others, the actual payments are made by an organisa-
tion charged with managing subsidies from public funds.

The LAG, which is neither a public nor private sector
body, is one of the most original and strategic spe-
cific features introduced by the LEADER Initiative.
Endowed with decision-making power and a relatively
important budget, the LAG usually represents a new
form of organisation which can significantly influence
the institutional and political balance of the area.

Motivation and expected results

The main reason for delegating the management of LEADER
to the local groups is based on the expectation that they
would be more effective in stimulating local initiative
than existing administrations and agencies. In many cases,
a long history of sectoral and top-down policies has led
to a lack of organisation and dynamism in rural areas.

A local action group is expected to:

> draw together the “living strengths” of an area
around a joint project;

> have decision-making autonomy and a capacity to
take a fresh look at local resources;

> link the different measures;

> be flexible in their management;

> be capable of seizing the opportunities offered by
the local mix of resources;

> be more susceptible to innovative ideas;

> be able to integrate and deal with separate sectoral
approaches.

A second type of motivation is that the constitution
of groups, especially where the local level of the pub-
lic administration is not very well structured, should
reinforce decentralisation to subregional level and
increase the degree of subsidiarity. A wide represen-
tation of all local interest groups within the LAG is reg-
uisite in order to ensure a holistic and multi-sectoral
perspective on the one hand and the diversification of
the rural economy on the other.

Main questions and issues:
a) the initial situation:

> Did the local group exist before LEADER?
If yes,
> What was its mission?
> Was it related to rural development?
> Has it been adapted or modified?

If no,

> Which procedure was followed for constituting the
LAG? (choice of partners, sectors or groups included
or excluded);

> Have there been any big changes to the membership?

> Did the LAG employ its own staff and/or share its
personnel with other agencies or administrations?

> What legal status did the LAG choose?

b) the processes

> Was there a real degree of autonomy in the decision-
making capacity of the LAG? Did it acquire legitimacy
and recognition through its operations? How?

> Did the LAG have adequate representation of all local
interests? (any predominant interest: public, private,
political, sectoral, individual?)

> Did the constitution of a local action group influence
the recognition of needs and problems? Did this lead
to the choice of different strategies and actions in
relation to previous practice?

> Was the method of decision-making used appropriate?
Was the staff sufficient, qualified and motivated?

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature
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¢) the results and impact d) the lessons

> In which way did the constitution and operation of > were periodic self-evaluations on the effectiveness of
the LAG: the LAG carried out? By the management board?

> influence other existing public institutions? (facil - o
> what lessons may be drawn for consolidating the local

action group in terms of effective management, the
organisation of consensus and the mobilisation of

itation of inter-sectoral exchanges between agen -
cies, political cohesion effect),

> influence local players? (new organisations and rela -
resources (what has worked well and what should be

tionships, strengthening of negotiating capacity in con - . .
s g g g g capacity avoided)? Should new partners join?

flicting situations, redefinition of common interests
and identity, cooperative and social cohesion effect)

> stimulate new activities? (resource mobilisation
effect)

> did the constitution of the LAG have an empowerment
effect at the local level?

> has the LAG experience generated an imitation or a
transfer of this model to other agencies or other pro -
grammes? (demonstration effect, model function)

> Have any negative effects been identified?

28 Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature



The innov ative character of actions

One of the most important aims of LEADER 11 is “to stim-
ulate innovative measures by those, whether public or
private, engaged at local level in all sectors of rural activ-
ity, to make known the results of these experiments
throughout the Community and to assist rural opera-
tors in different Member States who wish to profit from
the lessons learnt elsewhere and to work jointly on some
projects” (Notice to Member States, 1/7/94).

Innovation is therefore closely connected with trans-
fer and networking. The emphasis, in relation to
LEADER 1, has shifted from the experimentation of an
innovative approach to rural development, to the
experimentation of actions of an innovative nature.

Innovation and the capacity to serve as a model are
part of the eligibility criteria for actions in LEADER I1I.
The 1/7/94 Notice to Member States stipulates that by
promoting innovation and demonstration criteria, the
Commission does not wish “to restrict the operational
scope of the initiative to a few avant-garde operations
of little potential use elsewhere, but wishes to ensure
that the programmes financed contribute real added
value in relation to other operations financed by the
EU or other forms of assistance under the Community
Support Frameworks”.

Each local group may have a very high number of dif-
ferent actions (each measure containing several sub-
measures) and it would be extremely difficult to eval-
uate all of them. We propose that the group chooses
three to five actions, which it considers the most inno-
vative, and which comply with the innovation criteria
in relation to the context or carry elements that could
be transferred elsewhere.

Definition

Several meanings have been attributed to the innov-

ative character that LEADER actions should have8. For

example:

a)actions seeking to add value to local resources (typ-
ical of the specific rural context, including cultural
and environmental aspects, tourism and local iden-
tity, raising the capacity of the local population to
take initiatives);

b)actions which have not been considered in other devel -
opment policy measures (distinct from measures sup-
ported by other EU programmes or national measures);

c) actions which have offered new responses to the
weaknesses and constraints (classical and new) of
rural areas (decline in agricultural employment and
activity, departure of the most educated people, rise
in youth unemployment and job insecurity, growing
isolation as a result of the disappearance of certain
business and private services, deterioration of the
environment, etc);

d)actions which fall under the usual definition of inno-
vation, especially technology and know how: a new
product, a new process, a new form of organisation or
a new market; this includes the application of new infor-
mation and communication technologies in rural areas.

These criteria may be used to define and evaluate inno-
vative actions, and account should be taken of the fact
they may be complementary (adding value to a typi-
cal resource may refer to traditional know-how, for
example a technique for producing cheese, which can
be adapted, updated and marketed differently). The
transfer of innovation should form part of the evalu-
ation of this specific feature.

Motivation and expected results

The motivation for introducing the concept of inno-
vation in LEADER is different for each of the four cri-
teria indicated.

a)In the case of adding value to local resources, the
reasons for considering this type of measure as inno-
vative are twofold:
> on the one hand, globalisation is viewed as an
new external constraint which could marginalise
further local, rural markets with undifferentiated
products (loss of competitiveness);
> on the other hand, the decline of the agricultural
sector and its traditional support measures is cre-
ating an internal constraint on diversification.

[8] The LEADER European Observatory has produced several publications
on this theme, especially the “Methodological guide for the analysis of

innovative actions” and the dossier “Innovation and rural development”.

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature
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Local resources are unique and typical to an area;

they are linked to its environment, its history, its

culture etc, and usually have a high quality content.

They can therefore play a strategic role in rural

development on two fronts:

> they are expected to be able to find niche mar-
kets enabling local products (produce, tourism) to
be marketed at lucrative prices whilst remaining
competitive with industrial products targeted at
the global market;

> the diversification of the socio-economic fabric
in rural areas offers an alternative to farming.

b) In the case of actions not considered in other devel -
opment policy measures, the objective is to keep
LEADER as a distinct approach which operates in
those domains not covered by traditional policies,
for example:
> LEADER can be complementary to other European
and national programmes by establishing a “divi-
sion of labour”. For example, LEADER actions to ani-
mate and mobilise resources, whilst their physical
realisation is financed by other (bigger) programmes;

> LEADER concentrates on immaterial investments
leaving material investments to other measures?;

> LEADER supports the sectors which did not receive
any previous support from other rural pro-
grammes, such as culture, the natural environ-
ment, rehabilitation of architecture and small
heritage buildings, rural tourism, organising pro-
duction chains from the producer to the con-
sumer, organising supply and demand, creating
labels and catalytic themes, etc.

¢) In the case of actions considered innovative because
they provide new responses to the new or traditional
problems of rural areas, the aim is to stimulate ini-
tiatives at the local level in order to find alternative
solutions which are sustainable over time. Although
they are partly based on financial transfers and grants
as in the past, they are able to take advantage of the
new opportunities and attractiveness of rural areas.
Thus they can identify new ways of providing services
and income to low density areas.

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature

d) In the case of actions which are classically linked to
technological innovation, the objective is not so much
to produce “radical” innovations but on the contrary
to produce “incremental” innovations (based on imi-
tation or adaptation)19 which create new combina-
tions of know how between local traditional knowl-
edge and widely available technologies (industrial,
information and communication technologies). These
create new products, new processes, new forms of
organisation or new markets.

The transfer of these innovations is expected to be
facilitated through networking and/or transnational
cooperation (see below) between rural areas.

Main questions
a) the initial situation

> describe what the local action group has considered
as an innovative action and how this was translated
in the selection procedures used by the LAG;

> select 3 to 5 examples of the most innovative actions
and classify them under one or more of the 4 above-
mentioned criteria for defining innovation. Do these
actions reflect the overall strategy of the LAG.

[9] This is especially true in the Objective 5b areas where immaterial
investments inject new dynamism. In the Objective 1 areas, by contrast,
LEADER tends to support actions which relaunch economic activities
necessitating material investments but which have a collective dimension.
[10] These three types of innovation (radical, imitation and adaptation)
correspond to three types of approaches or phases in the combination
of local know-how and widespread technologies. Innovation by imitation
introduces new technologies by imitating a product or an organisation
set up elsewhere but using endogenous resources; innovation by
adaptation corresponds to a higher phase beyond imitation in which
new technologies are adapted and modified to local know; radical
innovation involves an in-depth modification which temporarily creates

a monopoly for the innovator.



b) the processes

> How did the search for innovative projects influence
the planning and implementation process? Were there
any eligibility problems for the innovative actions?

> Which methods were followed to identify and imple -

ment innovative actions? What were the key elements
(relations with other groups, experts, universities, etc,
either local or not?)

> Could the actions considered as most innovative be
realised with other measures available locally? Were
they linked or complementary in any way with other
national or regional programmes? In what way?

> Were there any regulatory hindrances to innovation or
procedures not adapted to innovation needs?

¢) the results and impact

>

>

>

Did any innovative action linked to adding value to
local resources improve the opportunities of the rural
area on external markets or strengthen the diversifi -
cation of the local economy? How was this achieved?
(resource mobilisation effect)

What have been the advantages and disadvantages of
any linkages or complementarities between LEADER
and other national or European programmes?

Which typical rural problems, defined in the business
plan, did innovative actions provide a new solution
for? How was this achieved? (social, political, eco -
nomic cohesion effect)

Did any of the innovative actions result in a new prod -
uct, a new process, a new form of organisation or a
new market? How was this achieved?

Have any innovative actions already been transferred

to or taken/adapted by other groups or public author -
ities? (transferability and demonstration effect,

model function), How was this achieved?

Have there been any spin-offs or multiplier effects
(intended or unintended) which resulted from one or
more innovative actions? (generating effect)

d) the lessons

>

What lessons should be drawn for future actions to
facilitate the emergence of innovation?

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature

31



32

The actions: linkages
and multi-sectoral character

Linkages between actions and the multi-sectoral
approach are different features of LEADER actions.

Definition

The linkage between actions — contained in the acronym
of the LEADER Initiative “Links between Actions for the
Development of the Rural Economy” — explicitly states
that actions and projects within the business plan should
not be individual and separated measures (for example
training courses on the one hand and grants for estab-
lishing farm accommodation on the other) but should
be co-ordinated and well integrated in a coherent whole.
Integration may refer to actions within the same sec-
tor or in different sectors, to all actions in the programme
or to groups of them (measures).

Among the most important forms of linkages is the
“chain of production” type of linkage, which covers the
production process from the very beginning (necessary
inputs, raw products) to the intermediate phases of
processing right through to the end (distribution and
marketing). For each of these phases, efforts are made
to create as many links as possible with existing activ-
ities or those likely to be set up in the area. This can
address all the problems and the bottlenecks which
could be strategic for the area.

A more complicated form is the inter-sectoral linkages
that may be established between actions. This involves
adopting a comprehensive overview of intervention,
involving all the relevant sectors in the area (economic,
social, cultural and environmental) and endeavouring
to have as many multi-sectoral actions as possible.

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature

Motivation and expected results

The main objective for emphasising different forms of
integration between actions and their multi-sectoral
character is to reorganise and co-ordinate the differ-
ent sectoral approaches, predominant in rural devel-
opment policies, into a coherent set of policy measures
to ensure they are neither implemented independently
nor in opposition to one another.

The holistic, integrated approach to planning:

> creates or exploits existing synergies among differ-
ent sectors;

> increases the overall effectiveness of the programme
and the sustainability of individual actions;

> encourages the diversification of the rural economy,
creating an alternative to the declining agricultural
sector and strengthening its capacity to respond to
sectoral crises.

Main questions:

a) the initial situation

Describe the type of linkages between actions that were
considered in the business plan and their multi-sectoral
character. In what way were these linkages established
or secured (animation, preliminary negotiations among
interest groups, selection of projects, etc)?

b) The processes

> In what way was the co-ordination of other pre-exist -
ing sectoral interventions improved through LEADER
actions? Were there any difficulties and obstacles?
Were they overcome? How?

> Which synergies were created or enhanced between
different sectors? How was this achieved?

> Which forms of integration and linkages prevailed? How?

> the creation of production chains within the area?

> the organisation of supply and demand?

> the creation of simple linkages, such as ad hoc
training for a specific action?

> the diversification of agriculture in related activi -
ties (tourism, environment etc)?

> the creation of products and services involving a
range of public and private figures and/or differ -
ent sectors of activity?



c) the results and impact

> What influence did the various forms of integration
implemented have on the result and impact of the
actions?

> What effect did co-ordinating different sectoral mea -
sures have on local players, existing institutions and
the rural context?

> What were the advantages for the local economy and
community of creating or adding value to potential
synergies between sectors? Which groups and sectors
benefited most from this?

> Did integration and the multi-sectoral aspect facilitate
the diversification of the area or the specialisation of
some sectors?

d) the lessons

> what lessons should be drawn for future actions to
facilitate the integration of actions and their multi-
sectoral approach?
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Networking
and Transnational Cooperation

Definition

Networking and transnational cooperation provide the
framework for the circulation of information and exchange
of experiences among those involved in rural develop-
ment actions. Hence, they contribute to the transfer and
dissemination of experiences. The participants are not
only the LAGs but include the public authorities and their
decentralised services, local collective bodies, social and
economic partners and associations. National and regional
authorities are also involved in networking but not directly
by transnational cooperation (except from a funding per-
spective, see below).

LEADER 11 has set up many ways of networking and

exchanging:

> The LEADER Observatory facilitates exchange of
experience at European level, gathers and dissemi-
nates information on innovative models and prac-
tices and provides technical assistance designed to
help different rural areas set up transnational coop-
eration projects;

> National coordination units have also been set up
in eleven of the EU countries. They have an organ-
isational and information function for national
LEADER groups, and provide technical assistance and
support for the implementation of LEADER.

> Transnational cooperation is a more formalised
agreement than networking and takes place between
LAGs from several Member States. Three types of pro-
jects are included: the transfer of knowledge, the
search for complementarities and the joint-produc-
tion of goods and services, and exchanges.

Furthermore, national associations of groups and/or
regional networks have been set up in a large humber
of Member States, at the initiative of the local groups,
in order to strengthen inter-group cooperation;

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature

Motivation and expected results

Networking has been established as a requirement for
all direct LEADER beneficiaries. They have a series of
obligations, in particular to provide information on the
actions carried out.

By facilitating the exchange and circulation of infor-

mation about rural development policies and the dis-

semination and transfer of innovation, networking

aims to:

> reduce isolation and increase the information and
references used by LAGs, thereby improving their
decision-making capacity and the effectiveness of
rural development actions;

> compile a database of information and analyses on
innovative actions and practices in order to promote
the transfer of know-how and best practices between
rural areas.

In the case of transnational cooperation the motiva-
tion is more ambitious. This may be to achieve a “crit-
ical mass” of products or services (for example through
joint production or marketing agreements) and to
bring partners together in order to achieve a stronger
bargaining power on the markets or in sectors.

Main questions:

a) the initial situation

> describe the type of external contacts and exchanges
established and their purpose (exchange of infor-
mation; approaches to
actions/projects, products,
involvement in regional, national or European asso-

methods; specific

persons, services;
ciations). Which persons and organisations were
involved in the exchanges (other LAGs, associations
of LAGs, experts and practitioners, elected persons,
university and research centres, specialised techno-
logical agencies, others)? Which type of network was
used (European, national, regional, informal, other)?

> Describe the transnational cooperation project set
up by the LAG? What were its objectives and who
was involved (the LAG itself, other local players,
individual or collective businesses)? When were they
defined (as the action plan was drawn up or on the
basis of new needs identified as it got underway)?



b) the processes

> How was the need to network or get involved in
transnational cooperation identified? At what stage
in the implementation of the programme. Who took
the initiative?

How were contacts initiated and developed? Which
channels were used? (visits, seminar participation,
publications, telephone, e-mail, experts, intermediary
institutions or agencies, etc)? What strategy was fol -
lowed to choose the contact? (similarity of needs,
proximity, complementarity, etc)? How did the con -
tacts evolve during the programme?

Was technical assistance (networking, partner search,

transnational cooperation) useful and relevant to the

group needs? At what level was it the most efficient

(regional, national or European)? Which complemen -
tarities were established between networks?

Were the model actions acquired through networking
easy to transfer and adapt to local circumstances or
did they require adaptation? Did this hinder the trans -
fer of practices or model actions?

How did the transnational cooperation projects over -
come the difficulties specific to this type of project
(definition of joint objectives, communication
between partners, cultural and language differ -
ences)? Did the slowness of developing these project
negatively affect local mobilisation?

¢) the results and impact

> Was networking influential for identifying innovative
actions and methods, for expanding local references
and know-how, and for local capacity building?

> Did it help to create a system of external contacts
which reduced the isolation of the area and created
new opportunities for durable exchanges? How was
this achieved?

> Did transnational cooperation contribute to reaching
a critical mass (of references, products, services to be
marketed) otherwise insufficient at local level? Did
this enable local projects to be carried out which
would not have been possible otherwise? Why?

d) the lessons

> Which lessons should be drawn to improve networking
and facilitate transnational cooperation in the future?

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature
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Methods of management
and financing

The decentralisation of LEADER’s management to Mem-
ber States between LEADER | and LEADER Il (LEADER
Il is delivered through national and regional pro-
grammes) has in many cases altered the degree of
financial autonomy of the LAGs. This degree of auton-
omy varies considerably from one Member State to the
next, even between regions from the same country.
Administrative traditions specific to each country, the
form of intervention chosen by the Member State and
approved by the European Commission (Operational
Programme or Global Grant), the size of the financial
envelope (amounts above 40 million euro are paid in
annual instalments), the methods of public co-fund-
ing, and the type of LAG (public, private, mixed) are
all factors which have determined the financial man-
agement principles of LEADER.

Whatever the method of financial
financing may be considered as a LEADER specific fea-
ture because in many cases, it is the groups which:

management,

> define their budget on the basis of the actions
planned in their rural innovation programme;

> allocate their resources to different measures;

> approve actions as they are submitted by the pro-
ject leaders;

> modify and adjust these allocations during imple-
mentation if necessary;

> are accountable for their decisions.

Such financial decision-making by a group, which is not
always identifiable with the public authority, empowers
the group and remains a specific and unique aspect of
LEADER. This is one of the conditions of the bottom-
up and area-based approach principles and is required
to respect the objectives sought by creating the LAG.

LEADER's particular management methods have in all
cases strongly influenced the programme’s delivery and
flexibility. This element must, therefore, be taken into
account to evaluate the Initiative.

Questions and evaluation issues for each specific feature

Definition

The main stakeholders place a financial envelope at the

disposal of the LEADER group to deliver an integrated

programme in the area. The contract, which links the

LEADER group to those in charge of the national or

regional programme, has at least the following:

> a provisional programme which provides the refer-
ence framework for all financial decision-making of
the local group,

> the financing plan by year, measure and fund,

> the procedures for selecting project leaders.

But no matter what the degree of autonomy held by
the local group, the delegation of management to
groups is only partial. The authorities in charge of
LEADER are responsible for public financing (European,
national and regional).

Motivation and expected results

Delegating part of the decision-making and manage-

ment of funds to the groups is designed to:

> give them responsibility for allocating money to
measures in accordance with local needs,

> decentralise decision-making and management,

> provide financial autonomy to enable the plan to be
adjusted to changing needs when it is underway,

> give them leverage for negotiations between local
players and sectors.

Main questions:

a) the initial situation

> Describe the guidelines and procedures for financ-
ing LEADER:

> what is the division of labour established between
the national/regional authorities and the LAG?

> what channel is used to distribute funds to the pro -
ject leaders?

> what degree of autonomy does the local group
have?



b) the processes ¢) the results and impact

> Availability of funding: > did delays in the availability of funding influence the
> did financial allocations arrive regularly and when results and impact of actions? How?

they were due, for both LAGs and project holders? . . o
> did changes to the allocation of funding in the bud -

get (flexibility) help to correct initial mistakes or bet -
ter respond to local needs? At what stage were the

> did any significant delays slow down the delivery
of the programme? What were they due to (admin -
istrative delays, differences in the rate of progress .
. . . . changes made, which procedure was used and what
of the region’s different groups, financial manage - L
. - was the objective?

ment methods in place, lack of complementarity
with other programmes, etc)? > did this capacity to adjust provide leverage for the LAG
> did any funding partner make (an) advanced pay - to negotiate with different sectors and local partners?

ment(s) due to delays in the transfer of funds? Which? . ) . o .
> were any particular financial decisions made (choice

> Changes to the sums allocated to the measures dur - of small or large projects, guarantees, bank arrange -
ing their implementation. ments, etc)? Which? What were their results?
> were the initial financial allocations for

) . o d) the lessons

actions/projects changed significantly? What was
the reason? How did this affect the realisation of > What lessons can be drawn to improve financial man -
actions? agement in the futures?

> if financial management was delegated to a pub -
lic agency, did its presence influence the decision-
making capacity of the group?
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Chapter 4

Information needs
at the national/r egional
and European lev el
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Information needs
at the national/r egional
and European lev el

Table 1 in Chapter 2 gave a brief introduction to the
evaluation needs of the national/regional and European
levels. This last chapter aims to draw out some ques-
tions which these levels can put to themselves to enable
them to meet these needs. The answers may come from
the findings of a local level, voluntary self-evaluation
exercise as they may come from information supplied
by the regulatory follow-up and evaluation. The results
of these two approaches, one more qualitative and the
other more quantitative, should ideally be compared in
order to enhance the interrelations between the LEADER
method and the results obtained.

Evaluation at the regional/national and European lev-
els have similar objectives; only the area level changes
as does the respective weight of the specific features
for which these levels are directly responsible. In a bid
to simplify, the questions contained in this chapter are
addressed at the regional/national level only.

At this level, the objectives of the evaluation may be
classified into three categories:

a) An assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of
the different institutional levels in the establish-
ment of delivery guidelines and procedures (referred
to as the “rules of the game” throughout this chap-
ter) to enhance LEADER's specific features (techni-
cal assistance, animation, making information and
know-how available, administrative advice, defini-
tion of appropriate monitoring methods, etc).

The questions put forward below aim to evaluate to
what extent certain “rules of the game” established
at the national/regional level to deliver LEADER, have
restricted, extended or guided the groups’ interpre-
tation of LEADER'’s specific features. Did they influ-
ence the way in which the groups understood and
implemented their mission? The ex-post evaluation
of LEADER I has in fact shown that the guidelines and
procedures produced by national/regional authorities
have played arole in “filtering” the information con-
tained in the Notice to Member States on LEADER I.

b) Identifying models and best practice by comparing
different approaches and by looking for ways to explain
the differences in the performances of the groups.

This exercise is fundamental to the definition of a
future development policy for rural areas.

c) Evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of the
different institutional levels in making external
resources available to the local groups:
> In terms of financing, the regional/national level
is an obligatory channel for the management of
European funds. In many case, this level also
takes part in co-funding local programmes.

> Networking activities fall upon the national and
or regional networks, which are organised and co-
funded by the regional/national authorities.
Their functions are complementary to those of the
LEADER Observatory at European level. Transna-
tional cooperation can sometimes be facilitated
by support at regional level.

As these two specific features depend on the
regional/national and European stakeholders, the way
in which they are handled should also be evaluated. The
decisions and actions taken at these levels can signif-
icantly influence the capacity of local groups to imple-
ment their actions or obtain the results expected from
the presence of the specific features (this is one of the
main conclusions of the LEADER | ex-post evaluation).

Information needs at the national/regional and European level
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The area-based approach
a) Defining the “rules of the game”

What principles have been established to define the
areas?

Has this led to conflicts or exclusions?
What was the outcome of these negotiations?
b) Identifying best practice

> Compare the methods for delineating areas, explain
the differences and those areas where the approach
worked best.

> Has it:
> mobilised undervalued endogenous resource?
> provided a comprehensive overview of the area?
> led to a more sustainable form of development?

The bottom-up approach
a) Defining the “rules of the game”

Has the administration been favourable to the bottom-
up approach?

Did the administration already have animators and for-
mer experience?

Were technical assistance and guidelines foreseen?
b) Identifying best practice

> ldentify models and best practices of animation and
participatory decision-making, explain the differ-
ences in performance.

> Did participatory decision-making:
> help new ideas about actions to emerge and allow
new interest groups to be involved?
> increase consensus?
> empower the sub-regional level of governance?

> |s this desirable at regional/national level?

The local groups

a) Defining the “rules of the game”

Were guidelines given in respect of:
> the composition of the group?

> management methods?

> the role of the public sector?

b) Identifying best practice

> Compare and identify models and best practices;
explain the differences in the composition of groups
and their performances

> Assess the effectiveness of the groups in stimulat-
ing local initiative. Did their presence:
> have an empowering effect on the sub-regional
level of governance?
> ensure a wide representation of local interests?
> lead to the diversification of the rural economy?

The innovative character
of actions

a) Defining the “rules of the game”

Did the administration provide guidelines on:

> defining innovation?

> the methods for identifying innovative actions?

> the type of actions to be favoured?

> distinguishing between innovative actions and
innovative methods?

> the procedures for selecting innovation?

b) Identifying best practice

> Compare and identify models and best practices;
identify the types of innovation implemented (see
the four criteria in section 3.4.); explain the differ-
ences; which sectors, areas and individuals gener-
ate the most interesting innovations?

> Have they contributed to:
> new market opportunities?
> a diversification of the rural economy?
> constructive linkages with other programmes?
> new opportunities arising from the attractiveness
of the area?
> new services for the most sparsely populated areas?

> Did this mainly involve adaptive innovation? Were
transfers and model functions used?

Information needs at the national/regional and European level



The actions: linkages
and multi-sectoral character

a) Defining the “rules of the game”
What guidelines were given?
Was there any previous experience?

Which linkages were the most significant (within and
between sectors, or multi-sectoral)

b) Identifying best practice

> Compare and identify models and best practice;
identify the types of integration and explain the dif-
ferences.

> Did they:
> coordinate the sectoral approach?
> exploit inter-sectoral synergies?
> accelerate diversification?

Networking and transnational
cooperation

a) Making external resources available

Initial situation:

Describe how the regional/national network was
organised:

> definition of its functions,

> choice of body in charge,

> main activities, staff and costs

What guidelines were given on transnational cooperation?

Which method of Measure C financial management was
chosen (pre-allocation of funding or call for proposals
in the course of implementing the programme)

Was technical assistance for transnational cooperation
foreseen? If yes, describe this?

Process:
How were information circulation and networking
organised?

How were needs defined and satisfied?

How was the transfer of innovative actions managed?

Was the technical assistance for transnational coop-

eration provided by the Observatory:

> positive, by enabling groups to define useful pro-
jects for their area?

> negative, by distracting the groups’ manager from
local work?

How was the selection for financing Measure C projects
organised. According to which criteria?

Was the division of funds between Measures B and C
altered during the programme? If yes, why?

Results and impact:

Did networking and transnational cooperation:

> help reduce the isolation of groups?

> provide the information needed by the groups?

> facilitate exchanges between groups and the trans-
fer of experience?

> enable actions to be undertaken that could not have
been done so by one group only?

Lessons:
What lessons should be drawn for future actions?

b) Identifying best practice

> Compare the models and best practices of groups
using networking and transnational cooperation

> Identify the perceived differences in the relevance
of the services offered by the bodies in charge of
the network

> Did networking and transnational cooperation:

> reduce isolation?

> improve access to information?

> promote transfers?

> structure the demand and supply of products and
services?

> enable actions to be undertaken that would have
been impossible for one group?

Information needs at the national/regional and European level
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Financial and management
methods

a) Funding attribution

Initial situation:
> What guidelines and procedures were established
and what were the basic principles?

> What degree of autonomy in financial decision-mak-
ing was accorded to the groups?

> Which financial instruments were suggested? Why?
Were alternative funding mechanisms foreseen?

> Was co-funding available? On which basis: annual or
multi-annual? How did this influence the progress
and impact of the actions?

Process:

What were the consequences of the financial proce-
dures in terms of:

> the progress and impact of the actions?

> the availability of funding?

> use of the flexibility given to the groups?

> decision-making autonomy?

> accountability?1!

Results and impact:

> Did delays influence the results of the actions?

> Did flexibility help correct initial errors?

> Was funding attribution carried out effectively by
the groups?

Lessons:
What lessons should be drawn about the financial man-
agement effectiveness of groups?

b) Identifying best practice

> |dentify the most suitable financial management
models. Explain their differences.

> Evaluate:
> the effectiveness of decision-making in manag-
ing funding attribution?
> the degree of flexibility allowed and what is nec-
essary?
> the leverage effect obtained in the negotiations
between the different operators.

[11] Accountability: the obligation for operators involved in setting up
and implementing public intervention, to give information and
explanations to policy makers and citizens about the results expected or

obtained and about the way public resources are used.
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Conclusions

The evaluation exercises put forward in this dossier
should allow different stakeholders to arrive at a cer-
tain number of conclusions that show the added value
of the LEADER approach.

> At the local level, it will therefore be possible to
envisage the changes that need to be made in the
future to the way a specific feature is implemented.

> The regional/national and European levels may ask

themselves:

> whether LEADER is a suitable model for other rural
development policies,

> which changes should be envisaged for the deliv-
ery of the new rural development Initiative, espe-
cially with regard to the “division of labour” and
the responsibilities of the stakeholders.

The added value of the LEADER approach

Figure 3 shows that each specific feature has a spe-
cific intermediary objective but that there are signif-
icant correlations between them. This is especially the
case, for example, between the area-based approach
and the local group which contribute to several inter-
mediary objectives.

The presence or absence of these correlations (depend-
ing on the extent to which the specific features were
applied) may or may not create synergies between the
different aspects of intervention, multiplying its effec-
tiveness and efficiency.

LEADER’s suitability as a model and changes
to be envisaged

At the regional/national and European levels, a simi-
lar exercise is desirable. The institutions charged with
formulating rural development policy could draw con-
clusions on what has worked well in LEADER and could
be useful in other policies, and what has worked less
well and should be changed in the future.

For each specific feature, the comparison between
good and ‘not-so-good’ practice at the regional/
national level (benchmarking!2) allows conclusions to
be drawn on:

> the contributions and limitations of the model,

> the type of incorporation in the most appropriate

policies,
> and the areas and policies which may be concerned.

Prospects

This dossier is a working tool that can considerably
enrich the evaluation work undertaken by LEADER ben-
eficiaries and the authorities.

However, this document is just the first phase. Addi-
tional effort is required to achieve an integrated
approach to evaluation that meets the needs of the
different stakeholders in the evaluation without gen-
erating too much more work.

[12] Benchmarking: A qualitative and quantitative comparison of

performances of an intervention with those claimed to be the best
in the same or similar field of intervention. Benchmarking is easier
where the regional or national level already has a classification

of good and not-so-good practices.

Conclusions
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The method must be tested first of all; several local
groups and administration have already agreed to use
it. On reading this document, others may decide to fol-
low their example. The LEADER European Observatory
is monitoring around ten specific pilot evaluations but
would welcome feedback from other users. Observa-
tions, criticisms and suggestions will enable us to
know whether the questions put forward for each spe-
cific feature are the most relevant and to delete, mod-
ify or add questions where necessary.

In the following phase, a series of tools for gathering
and comparing data will be produced; these include, a
classification grid and typologies as well as a proposal
for a method to present results in a harmonised manner.

Finally, it may be expedient to work on integrating the
two complementary approaches: the more quantitative
type (centred on results and impact) and the more qual-
itative approach which has been adopted in this dossier.
The final objective will be to end up with a proposal
for a follow-up and evaluation system which meets the
ambitions of the Community Initiative and the new direc-
tions for future rural development policies.
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