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Written comments from the Hungarian delegation in relation to 

the system of indicators 
 

 

(The Hungarian comments below include our reflections in relation to the topics 

discussed during the Working Party on Horizontal Agricultural Questions (WP-HAQ) 12-

13 September 2019 and the Special Committee on Agriculture (SCA) 16 September 

2019.) 

 

 

Part 4: Indicators 

 

We are grateful for compiling all the output and result indicator fiches into one document. 

We think that O.6 and O.7 should also be deleted from the list, just like O.30 in order to 

reflect the present state of Annex I presented by the Romanian Presidency.  

 

General comments  

- In the case of Output indicators, proportioning has been arisen as a calculation 

method. Proportioning has always been a major challenge (e.g. in case of O.16 

proportioning animal head (unit) to payments). 

- The number of beneficiaries in the case of certain outputs is the number of 

recipients, so the number of interventions can be counted once. (e.g. O.3 Number 

of CAP support beneficiaries) 

- It is unrealistic for a Member State to pay only half (or a certain part) of a measure 

at by the end of the financial year. On the other hand, if we have not paid the 

entire planned financial budget for a planned intervention by the end of the 

financial year, we should not reduce the number of hectares. (E.g. the Member 

State planned 100 hectares of payments and planned 100,000 euros for it. The MS 

paid 80,000 euros for all 100 hectares. Then the number of hectares is 

underperformed but not the output!) (O.4 Number of ha for decoupled DP) 

- A partial payment cannot reduce the number of hectares output. If a payment is 

made to a beneficiary for two or more reference years within a given financial 

year, it should also be proportional or should the relevant physical area be 

provided -> not clear instructions (O.6 Number of ha subject to enhanced income 

support for young farmers) 

- In the case of Result indicators, where the denominated data supplied by 

EUROSTAT, is the data taken over once (at planning phase) and subsequently the 

result of the implementation is compared to this value or does the data 

(EUROSTAT) need to be constantly updated? In some cases the numerator is 

derived from aggregated IACS figures, while the denominator is Eurostat data. 

The latter is not under the control of the PA and may refer to different time 

periods. (e.g. R.4 Linking income support to standards and good practices: Share 

of UAA covered by income support and subject to conditionality, R.8 Targeting 

farms in sectors in difficulties: Share of farmers benefitting from coupled support 
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for improving competitiveness, sustainability or quality and R.9 Farm 

modernisation: Share of farmers receiving investment support to restructure and 

modernise, including to improve resource efficiency)  

- In the case of Result indicators for which calculations (evaluation) are already 

carried out in the 2014-2020 period, the calculation experience should be used? 

 

Please find our technical comments in relation to the indicator fiches in annex to this 

document. 

 

26/09/2019, Budapest 
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ANNEX 

 

OUTPUT INDICATORS  
Broad type 

of  intervent ion  

Output  indicator  Comments/Caveats  from HU  

European 

Innovat ion 

Partnership  for  

agricul tural  

knowledge and  

innovat ion 

(EIP)  

O.1 Number of  EIP  

operat ional  groups  

 

O.2 Number  of  advisors  

set t ing up or  part ic ipat ing 

in  EIP operat ional  groups  

 

CAP support  O.3 Number of  CAP 

support  beneficiar ies  

The number  of  beneficiar ies  of  this  output  is  the number of  

recipients ,  so the number of  intervent ions can be counted once.  

What  is  the added value of  such  data?  In  the annual  performance 

report ,  the  output  and resul t  of  each intervent ion shal l  be reported in  

accordance with Art icle 121 of  the  Common Strategic  Plan Regulat ion.  

For example,  i f  there is  a  serious underperformance at  this  output ,  

which may have f inancial  consequences,  then how i s  the fund 

calculated?  Pi l lar1?  Pi l lar  2  or  Market  Intervent ions?  

Decoupled 

directsupport  

O.4 Number of  ha  for   

decoupled DP  

If ,  according to  the f iche,  the number of  hectares  that  received 

support  is  the output ,  we do not  agree with the methodology.  On the one 

hand,  i t  i s  unreal is t ic  for  a  Member  State to  pay only half  or  a  certain  

part  of  a  measure at  the end of  the f inancial  year .  On the o ther  hand,  i f  

we have not  paid the ent i re planned f inancial  budget  for  a  planned 

intervent ion by the end of  the f inancial  year ,  we should not  reduce the  

number of  hectares .  E.g.  the Member State has  planned 100 hectares  of  

payments  and planned for  100 thousand euros.   The MS paid 80,000 

euros for  al l  100  hectares .  Then the planned payment  is  underperformed  

but  not  the output .  
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O.5 Number  of 

beneficiar ies  for  

decoupled DP  

For the  purpose  of  the performance clearance,  the number of  

beneficiar ies  of  the  Round -Sum payment  for  smal l  farmers  should also 

be provided taking into account  part ial  payments ,  because this  direct  

payment  is  defined  per  farmer  and thus the performance clearance is  

done per  farmer.  

If  only a part ial  payment  was made in  the Financial  Year concerned  

under the Round Sum payment  for  smal l  farmers ,  onl y a part ial  number 

of  beneficiar ies  is  to  be reported,  corresponding to  the share of  the  

payment  in  the Financial  Year concerned in  the total  amount  to  be paid.  

For example,  for  a  smal l  farmer receiving only a 50% advance 

payment  in  the Financial  Year conc erned,  the reported output  is  0 .50.  

By contrast ,  for  the  aggregated number  of  beneficiar ies  of  decoupled  

payments ,  the number of  beneficiar ies  of  the round -sum payment  for  

smal l  farmers  are accounted in  ful l .  

O.6 Number of  ha 

subject  to  enhanced  

income support  for  young 

farmers  

In our opinion part ial  payment  cannot  reduce the number of  hectares  

output .  

Quest ion:  If  a  payment  is  made to  a beneficiary for  two or  more 

reference years  wi thin a given f inancial  year ,  should  i t  also be 

proport ional  or  should the  relevant  phys ical  area be provided?  

O.7 Number  of 

beneficiar ies  subject  to  

enhanced income support  

for  young farmers  

The derivat ion of  f iches  is  not  consis tent .  While the f lat -rate subsidy 

for  smal l  farms should be proport ional  to  the amount  paid,  this  f iche 

wil l  al low the Member State to  calculate by the tota l  number of  

beneficiar ies  even i f  only a part ial  payment  has  been made.  Nei ther  the  

number of  heads nor the number of  hectares  should be proport ional  to  

the amount  paid i f  the output  is  a  number of  hectares  or  heads.  

Another  quest ion is :  how to deal  with a payment  in  a given f inancial  

year  for  several  reference years?  

Risk 

management  

tools  

O.8 Number of  farmers  

covered  by supported r isk 

management  inst ruments  

The farmer,  whose c laim was covered 75%,  should be reported as  one 

uni t?   

Coupled O.9 Number of  ha  
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support  benefi t t ing from coupled 

support  

O.10 Number  of  heads 

benefi t t ing from coupled 

support  

We do not  agree with the part ial  payment  compared to  number of  

heads as  a  basis  of  output  indicato r  calculat ion.  

Payments  for  

natural  

constraints  and  

other  region  

Specif ic  

constraints  

O.11 Number of  ha 

receiving ANC top  up (3 

categories )  

The number of  hectares  shouldn’t  be proport ional  to  the amount  paid 

i f  the output  is  a  number of  hectares .  

O.12 Number of  ha 

receiving support  under 

Natura 2000 or  the  Water  

Framework Direct ive  

When determining the value  of  the output ,  the s ize of  the  affected  

area could be considered instead of  proport ioning  

 

Payments  for  

management  

commitments  

(environment -

cl imate ,  genet ic  

resources ,  

animal  welfare)  

O.13 Number of  ha 

(agricul tural )  covered by 

environment/cl imate  

commitments going 

beyond mandatory 

requirements  

Should Natura 2000 not  covered by this  indicator ,  or  excluded? If  not  

covered i t  should be  emphasized.  

According to  Art ic le 43.  (1 .)  d)  to   j )  and  l )  sectoral  types of  

intervent ions should be paid    Never theless  Art icle 43 k) ,  o)  and p)  

intervent ions should be considered due to  environment  and cl imate 

commitments .  Art icle 60  (1.)  a)  iv . ,  v .  and x i .  should be  also  concerned 

in  this  indicator .   

O.14 Number of  ha 

(forest ry)  covered by 

environment/cl imate  

commitments going 

beyond mandatory 

requirements  

Should Natura 2000 not  covered by this  indicator ,  or  excluded? If  not  

covered i t  should be  emphasized.  

O.15 Number of  ha 

with support  for  organic 

farming 

 

O.16 Number  of 

l ivestock uni ts  covered by 
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support  for  animal  

welfare,  heal th  or  

increased biosecuri ty 

measures  

O.17 Number  of 

projects  support ing 

genet ic  resources  

 

Investments  O.18 Number  of 

supported on-farm 

product ive investments  

 

O.19 Number  of 

supported local  

infrast ructures  

For the  calculat ion of  the values  of  the  indicators  by proport ioning,  

the cumulat ive data shal l  be awarded as  a resul t  of  the part ial  

performance of  the project  for  the di ffere nt  f inancial  years .   

How should we plan  annual  and ful l - t ime targets?  

O.20 Number  of 

supported non-product ive 

investments  

For the  calculat ion of  the values  of  the  indicators  by proport ioning,  

the cumulat ive data shal l  be awarded as  a resul t  of  the part ia l  

performance of  the  project  for  the different  f inancial  years .  How the 

annual  and ful l - t ime targets  should be planned?  

O.21 Number of  off -

farm product ive 

investments  

For the  calculat ion of  the values  of  the  indicators  by proport ioning,  

the cumulat ive da ta shal l  be awarded as  a resul t  of  the part ial  

performance of  the project  for  the different  f inancial  years .  How should  

we plan the annual  and ful l - t ime targets?  

Instal lat ion 

grants  

O.22 Number  of 

farmers  receiving 

instal lat ion grants  

 

O.23 Number  of  ru ral  

entrepreneurs  receiving 

instal lat ion grants  

 

Cooperat ion  O.24 Number  of 

supported producer  
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groups/organizat ions  

O.25 Number  of 

farmers  receiving support  

to  part icipate in  EU 

qual i ty schemes  

 

O.26 Number  of 

generat ional  renewal  

projects  (young/non -young 

farmers)  

 

O.27 Number of  local  

development  s t rategies  

(LEADER)  

 

O.28 Number of  o ther  

cooperat ion groups  

(excluding EIP reported 

under O.1)  

 

Knowledge 

exchange and  

informat ion  

O.29 Number  of 

farmers  t rained/given  

advice  

The total  number of  advis ory and t raining act ivi t ies  is  requested on 

an aggregate basis ,  but  should be  reported separately:  the number  of  

advisory act ivi t ies  and the number of  t ra ining act ivi t ies .  

O.30 Number of  non-

farmers  t rained/given  

advice  

 

Horizontal  

indicators  

O.31 Number of  ha 

under environmental  

pract ices  (synthesis 

indicator  on physical  area  

covered  by condi t ional i ty,  

ELS,  AECM, forest ry 

measures ,  organic 

farming)  
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O.32 Number of  ha 

subject  to  

condi t ional i ty (broken 

down by GAEP pract ice)  

The f iche  s t ipulates  that  th e overal l  area  subject  to  condi t ional i t y 

(which,  theoret ical ly,  equals  to  the total  BISS area)  is  not  to  be  

presented under this  indicator .  Though,  i t  requires  confi rmat ion that  the 

BISS area fal l ing under a specif ic  GAEC condi t ion should accompany 

the value provided  for  the given GAEC condi t ion.  Furthermore,  not  

every GAEC condi t ion can be paired wi th a defini te  number of  hectares  

(e.g.  GAEC 3,  the ban on burning plant  res idues –  given the  volat i le  and 

eventual  occurrence of  burning,  the only opt ion seems to be total  

number of  arable hectares) .  When i t  comes to  EFAs,  one  should pre -

define the area to  be  presented as  EFA -related.  

Sectorial  

programmes  

O.33 Number  of 

producer  organizat ions 

set t ing up an operat ional  

fund/program 

 

O.34 Number  of 

promotion and  informat ion 

act ions,  and market  

moni toring 

Defini t ion and explanat ion is  needed for  „promotion and informat ion 

act ion”,  also for  „market  moni toring”.  Methodology for  market  

monitoring also should be explained.   

O.35 Number  of  act ions 

for  beekeeping 

preservat ion/ improvement  
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RE S UL T  I NDI CAT OR S  

EU Cross-

Cut t ing 

object ive:  

Modernisat ion  

Resul t  indicators  Comments/Caveats  from HU  

Fostering 

knowledge,  

innovat ion and  

digi tal izat ion in  

agricul ture and  

rural  areas  and  

encouraging 

their  uptake  

R.1 Enhancing 

performance through 

knowledge and  innovat ion:  

Share of  farmers  receiving 

support  for  advice,  

t raining,  knowledge 

exchange,  or  part ic ipat ion 

in  operat ional  groups to 

enhance economic,  

environmental ,  cl imate and  

resource ef f iciency 

performance  

Methodological ly the indicator  with “Total  number of  farmers” in  

the denominator  would represent  “Share of  farmers  receiving support”  

(as  i t  i s  s tated in  the Indicator  name)  more precisely.  The o ther  solut ion 

might  be:  “Share of  farms receiving support” in  the indicator  n ame.  

With a correct  defini t ion of  who can  be considered  as  a  farmer (e.g.  i f  

not  the farm manager is  the  one who receives  the  t raining but  someone 

else form the farm  

R.2 Linking advice  and 

knowledge sys tems :  

number of  advisors  

integrated within  AKIS 

(compared to  total  number 

of  farmers)  

Defini t ion and methodology should be  clearer .  Number of  days of  

support  should be compared to  the to tal  number of  farmers .  It  wi l l  

resul t  a  rat io  (%):  the uni t  of  measurement  is  the number  of  days of  

support  provided to  advisors .  It  i s  not  clear  that  the uni t  of  

measurement  is  a  „net  days” or  should be weighted or  mult ipl ied by the 

number of  part icipants .   More clear  formula should be presented .  

R.3 Digi t iz ing 

agricul ture:  Share of  

farmers  benefi t t ing from 

support   to  precis ion 

farming technology 

through CAP 

-  Digi tal izat ion in  agricul ture is  more  than precis ion farming,  the 

t i t le  should be changed.  The defini t ion of  digi tal  technologies  need  

matching with intervent ions.  

-  Needs to  be clar i f ied what  is  included in the inve stments  -  

machinery,  sensors ,  software,  etc.  

-  The number of  beneficiar ies  is  not  clear  -  farmers ,  not  farmers  

( indicated in  the  comments) ,  farms,  cooperat ion projects .  The 

numerator  and denominator  of  the index  should have the same uni ts .  
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-  The contr ibut ion  of  digi tal  technologies  to  agri -envi ronment -

cl imate commitments  needs veri f icat ion!   

EU Specif ic  

Object ives  

  

 

Support  

viable farm  

income and 

resi l ience  across  

the Union to  

enhance food 

securi ty  

R.4 Linking income 

support  to  s tandards and 

good pract ices:  Share of  

UAA covered by income 

support  and subject  to  

condi t ional i ty  

The numerator  is  derived f rom aggregated IACS figures ,  whi le the 

denominator  is  Eurostat  data.  The lat ter  is  not  under  the control  of  the  

PA and may refer  to  different  t ime periods.  W e propose to  consider  the  

use of  LPIS data  in  the denominator  instead.  Ignoring the major  

methodological  di fferences between the two may resul t  in 

dis torted/ i rrelevant  indicator  values .  

In  the case of  those indicators  (R.4,  R.8 and R.9)  where  Eurostat  

area  data is  included in the formula,  a  s tat ic  f igure  ( i .e .  f igure f rom the  

planning year)  or  a  yearly updated f igure is  used?  

It  i s  essent ial  to  es tabl ish in  advance which indicators  are to  be  

presented  in  a  cumulated/yearly manner in  the annual  performance 

reports .  The same goes for  target  values  –  as  expressed several  t imes 

during the regulat ion’s  discussion.  

Further  informat ion  is  needed on the presentat ion rules  of  f inancial  

sources  under determinat ion.  If  i t  i s  a  subject  of  planning,  that  should 

be clearl y s tated  in  the relevant  legal  provis ions.  Otherwise,  undesired  

mismatches may occur during the report ing exercise;  which was the  

case under the current  budgetary period.  

R.5 Risk Management:  

Share of  farms with CAP 

risk  management  tools  

We recommend using the IACS data instead (al l  CAP beneficiar ies) .  

 

The indicator  current ly has  the possibi l i ty to  Use aid for  certain of  

the l is ted measures  (cr is is  management  measure) ,  but  is  not  a  

characteris t ic  of  the frui t  and vegetable operat ional  fund.  Such 

measures  are not  specif ied in  the nat ional  envelope on The wine t rack.  

However,  there is  no disease control  among The sub  measures  of  the  

beekeeping aid.  

Our quest ions about  calculat ing The indicator:  
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What do we consider  to  be a farm?  An appl icant  = a farm?   If  th e aid  

is  to  be used by producer organisat ions,  are  the organisat ions or  their  

members  or  perhaps the members  concerned by the measure needed?  

(The Lat ter  may pose a problem as  i t  i s  not  always possible  to  give the 

products  suppl ied by those farmers  the  me asure concerned ,  e .g.  which  

member 's  product  was sold cheaper in  cr is is  management . )  

For The "All  farms" data,  we indicate that  we do  not  keep the  

number of  beekeepers  (we know only the number of  part ic ipants  in  the 

aid measure) .  The number of  beekeepers  m ay be the source of  the  

ALI/ENAR regis ter ,  which is  to  be  requested f rom the  NÉBIH, but  i t  i s  

necessary to  determine the date of  the data.  

R.6 Redis t r ibut ion to 

smal ler  farms:  Percentage  

addi t ional  support  per  

hectare for  el igible  farms  

below average farm size 

(compared to  average)  

The f iche spreads over the basic act ,  where Member States  have only 

two constraints :  the aim is  to  t ransfer  funds from large farms to small  

or  medium-sized farms and to ensure  that  the amount  of  plus  aid per  

hectare is  not  higher than the nat ional  average per  hectare of  aid.  

However,  this  f iche asks for  a  percentage of  output  (how many 

percent  of  the average farm size per  hectare is  higher than the average 

of  al l  producers  per  hectare) .  

Before that ,  i t  has  to  be calculated how m uch of  the average s ize  

below the hectare  and the average over  the hectare is  above the average 

s ize without  redis t r ibut ion.  

In  countr ies  using SAPS,  there is  no point  of  count ing two averages,  

especial ly for  farmers  below average farm size and above avera ge,  

because i f  we put  the f inancial  envelope on the el igible hectare,  this  is  

the same in our system, because i t  i s  a  f lat -  rate subsidy.  

The methodology described is  complicated,  unnecessary and would 

delay payments .  

R.7 Enhancing support  

to  farms in areas  with 

specif ic  needs:  Percentage  

addi t ional  support  per  
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hectare in  areas  with 

higher  needs (compared to  

average)  

Enhance 

market  

orientat ion and  

increase  

compet i t iveness ,  

including 

greater  focus  on  

research,  

technology and  

digi tal isat ion  

R.8 Target ing farms in 

sectors  in  dif f icul t ies :  

Share of  farmers  

benefi t t ing from coupled 

support  for  improving 

compet i t iveness ,  

sustainabi l i ty or  qual i ty  

The numerator  is  derived f rom aggregated IACS figures ,  whi le the 

denominator  is  Eurostat  data.  The lat ter  is  not  un der  the control  of  the  

PA and may refer  to  different  t ime periods.  We propose to  consider  the  

use of  LPIS data  in  the denominator  instead.  Ignoring the major  

methodological  di fferences between the two may resul t  in 

dis torted/ i rrelevant  indicator  values .  

In  the case of  those indicators  (R.4,  R.8 and R.9)  where  Eurostat  

area  data is  included in the formula,  a  s tat ic  f igure  ( i .e .  f igure f rom the  

planning year)  or  a  yearly updated f igure is  used?  

It  i s  essent ial  to  es tabl ish in  advance which indicators  are to  b e  

presented  in  a  cumulated/yearly manner in  the annual  performance 

reports .  The same goes for  target  values  –  as  expressed several  t imes 

during the regulat ion’s  discussion.  

Further  informat ion  is  needed on the presentat ion rules  of  f inancial  

sources  under determinat ion.  If  i t  i s  a  subject  of  planning,  that  should 

be clearly s tated  in  the relevant  legal  provis ions.  Otherwise,  undesired  

mismatches may occur during the report ing exercise;  which was the  

case under the current  budgetary period.  

R.9 Farm 

modernisat ion:  Share of  

farmers  receiving  

investment  support  to  

res t ructure and modernise,  

including to  improve 

resource ef f iciency  

In the case of  those indicators  (R.4,  R.8 and R.9)  where  Eurostat  

area  data is  included in the formula,  a  s tat ic  f igure  ( i .e .  f igu re f rom the  

planning year)  or  a  yearly updated f igure is  used?  

It  i s  essent ial  to  es tabl ish in  advance which indicators  are to  be  

presented  in  a  cumulated/yearly manner in  the annual  performance 

reports .  The same goes for  target  values  –  as  expressed several  t imes 

during the regulat ion’s  discussion.  

Further  informat ion  is  needed on the presentat ion rules  of  f inancial  

sources  under determinat ion.  If  i t  i s  a  subject  of  planning,  that  should 

be clearly s tated  in  the relevant  legal  provis ions.  Otherwise,  undesi red  
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mismatches may occur during the report ing exercise;  which was the  

case under the current  budgetary period.  

Improve the  

farmers '  

posi t ion in the 

value chain  

R.10 Bet ter  supply 

chain organizat ion:  Share 

of  farmers  part icipat ing in  

supported Producer  

Groups,  Producer  

Organizat ions,  local  

markets ,  short  supply 

chain ci rcui ts  and  qual i ty 

schemes  

 

R.11 Concentrat ion of  

supply:  Share of  value of  

marketed product ion by 

Producer Organizat ions 

with operat ional  

programmes  

 

Contr ibute to  

cl imate change 

mit igat ion and  

adaptat ion,  as  

wel l  as  

sustainable 

energy 

 

R.12 Adaptat ion to 

cl imate change:  Share of  

agricul tural  land  under  

commitments  to  improve 

cl imate adaptat ion  

 

R.13 Reducing 

emissions in  the l ivestock 

sector:  Share of  l ivestock 

uni ts  under support  to  

reduce GHG emissions 

and/or  ammonia,  including 

manure management  

 

R.14 Carbon s torage in 

soi ls  and biomass:  Share  
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of agricul tural  land  under 

commitments  to reducing 

emissions,  maintaining 

and/or  enhancing carbon 

s torage (permanent  

grassland,  agricul tural  

land in  peat land,  forest ,  

etc . )  

R.15 Green energy f rom 

agricul ture  and forest ry:  

Investments  in  renewable  

energy product ion 

capaci ty,  including bio -

based (MW) 

 

R.16 Enhance energy 

eff iciency:  Energy savings  

in  agricul ture  

 

For the CMEF indicator  R14,  w e are current ly demonstra t ing the 

improved eff iciency of  energy use in  agricul ture and food processing 

through projects  supported by rural  development  programs.  The 

evaluators  assess  the sample of  opera t ions performed in this  priori ty 

area  and  ident i fy changes in  energy use  and performance as  a  resul t  of  

the implementat ion of  the projects ,  i .e .  an increase in  energy eff iciency.   

The representat ive sample is  selected  by the evaluators  on the basis  

of  the characteris t ics  of  the project  and of  the benefic iary in  the  

Operat ions Database.  We must report  three t imes during the 

programming period,  as  part  of  the Extended Annual  Implementat ion 

Report :  in  2016;  2018;  and ex  post .  The indicator  value serves  the  

purpose of  evaluat ion and there  is  no  f inancial  consequen ce for  the  

inadequate ful f i lment  of  the target  value.  

In  this  case,  for  PMEF indicator  R16,  the provis ion of  annual  data on  

the total  number of  beneficiar ies  would be a disproport ionate  

adminis t rat ive burden for  both the beneficiar ies  and the Member State 

compared to  the current  system. This  resul t  indicator  should be used for  
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evaluat ion purposes  without  any f inancial  consequence in  case of  

underperforming.  

R 17 Afforested land:  

Area supported  for  

afforestat ion and creat ion 

of  woodland,   including 

agroforestry 

 

Foster  

sustainable 

development  

and ef f icient  

management  of  

natural  

resources  such  

as  water ,  soi l  

and ai r  

R.18 Improving soi ls :  

Share of  agricul tural  land 

under management  

commitments  beneficial  

for  soi l  management  

 

R.19 Improving ai r  

qual i ty:   Share of  

agricul tural  land  under  

commitments  to  reduce 

ammonia emission  

Only 20-40 percent  of  ammonia emission is  connected to  land 

(manure appl icat ion).  Signif icant  par t  of  ammonia emission occurs  

during the housing and manure s torage.  R19 doesn’t  ref lect  a mmonia  

mit igat ion of  l ivestock feeding s t rategies ,  l ivestock housing and manure  

s torage.   Livestock  uni t  ( instead of  hectare)  would be preferable to  

quant i fy the effect  of  a  certain operat ion.   

R.20 Protect ing water  

qual i ty:  Share  of  

agricul tural  land  under  

management  commitments 

for  water  qual i ty  

Among the  types  of  intervent ion  concerned digi ta l  farming 

technology should be also included.  

Part icipat ing in  Cert i f icate Schemes should be also considered.  

Contr ibut ion towards maintenance of  good condi t ion an d 

improvement  needs to  be different iated ( l inking WFD).  

R.21 Sustainable 

nutr ient  management:  

Share of  agricul tural  land 

under commitments  related  

to  improved nutr ient  

management  

Among the  types  of  intervent ion  concerned digi ta l  farming 

technology should  be also included.  

Part icipat ing in  Cert i f icate Schemes should be also considered.  

Contr ibut ion towards maintenance of  good condi t ion and 

improvement  needs to  be different iated ( l inking NEC).  

R.22 Sustainable water  

use:  Share of  i r r igated 

Among the  types  of  intervent ion  concerned digi ta l  farming 

technology should be also included.  
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land under commitments  to  

improve water  balance  

Part icipat ing in  Cert i f icate Schemes should be also considered.  

The denominator  should be total  i rr igated area.   

R.23 Environment-

/cl imate-related 

performance through 

investment :  Share of  

farmers  with support  in  

investments  related to  care  

for  the environment  or  

cl imate  

 

R.24 

Environmental /cl imate 

performance through 

knowledge:  Share of  

farmers  receiving support  

for  advice/ t rain ing related  

to  environmental -  cl imate 

performance  

 

Contr ibute to  

the protect ion  

of  biodivers i ty,  

enhance 

ecosystem 

services  and  

preserve 

habi tats  and  

landscapes  

R.25 Support ing 

sustainable forest  

management :  Share of  

forest  land  under 

management  commitmen ts 

to  support  forest  

protect ion and  

management  

 

R.26 Protect ing forest  

ecosystems:  Share of  

forest  land  under 

management  commitments 

for  support ing landscape,  
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biodivers i ty and  ecosystem 

services  

R.27 Preserving 

habi tats  and species :  Share 

of  agricul tural  land  under 

management  commitments 

support ing biodivers i ty 

conservat ion or  res torat ion  

The involvement  i s  not  clear ,  but  in  the case  of  the  frui t  and 

vegetable product  chain,  we cannot  give a hectare of  data.  There are  

environmental  measures  in  the meas ure to  support  the opera t ional  fund,  

but  whether  these measures  are included in the marked points ,  we are  

not  able to  decide according to  our knowledge.  Furthermore,  even i f  we 

were able to  make a decis ion on the previous issue,  we do not  receive  

any data in  the appl icat ions of  the operat ional  program that  each  

member of  the PO and the land was affected.  

R.28 Support ing Natura 

2000:  Area  in  Natura 2000 

s i tes  under commitments 

for  protect ion,  

maintenance and 

restorat ion  

According to  the Art icles  65 and 28 the proport ion of  payments  

should be reported  for  each Natura 2000 area .  As Natura 2000 areas  are  

el igible for  funding under Art icles  65 and 28,  i t  would be advisable to  

col lect  not  only the proport ion of  the two sums as  described  in  the f iche 

but  also the  proport ion of  both intervent ions.  Therefore  decoupl ing wil l  

not  mean extra work  in  the future.  

R.29 Preserving 

landscape features :  Share 

of  agricul ture land  under  

commitments  for  managing 

landscape features ,  

including hedgerows  

 

Att ract  

young farmers  

and faci l i tate  

business  

development  in  

rural  areas  

R.30 Generat ional  

renewal:  Number of  young 

farmers  set t ing up a farm 

with support  from the CAP   

 

Promote 

employment ,  

growth,  social  

R.31 Growth and jobs 

in  rural  areas:  New jobs in 

supported projects  
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inclusion  and 

local  

development  in  

rural  areas ,  

including bio-

economy and  

sustainable 

forest ry 

R.32 Developing the 

rural  bio economy:  

Number of  bio -economy 

businesses  developed with 

support  

 

R.33 Digi t is ing the 

rural  economy:  Rural  

populat ion covered  by a  

supported Smart  Vi l lages  

s t rategy 

 

R.34 Connect ing rural  

Europe:  Share of  rural  

populat ion benefi t t ing 

from improved access  to  

services  and infrast ructure  

through CAP suppor t  

 

R.35 Promoting social  

inclusion:  Number of  

people from 

minori ty and/or  

vulnerable  groups  

benefi t t ing from supported 

social  inclusion projects  

If  only aggregated data about  minori ty and/or  vulnerable groups are 

col lected,  the resul ts  of  CAP promoting,  social  inclusion cannot  be 

presented in  a nuanced way.  

Detai led segmentat ion is  required for  data col lect ion (e .g.  col lect ing 

data from vulnerable social  groups for  school ing/age/gender/previous  

employment  s tatus/ residence).  

 

Among the groups affected by social  inclusion,  we su ggest  to  name 

the low-educated populat ion and young people  af fected by early school  

leaving.  

Improve the  

response of  EU 

agricul ture to  

societal  

demands on  

R.36 Limi t ing 

ant ibiot ic  use:  Share of  

l ivestock uni ts  concerned  

by supported act ions to  

l imit  the use of  ant ibiot ics 

Since the indicator  asks  for  the number of  animals  being subject  of  

measures  providing support  for  reducing ant ibiot ic  consumption,  we  see 

no diff icul t ies .  It  should be clearly def ined though,  what  measures  are  

appropriate  for  that  purpose.  If  they were asking for  how much of  the  

supported farms reduced their  AB consumption that  would be 
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food and heal th ,  

including safe,  

nutr i t ious and 

sustainable 

food,  as  wel l  as  

animal  welfare  

 

(prevent ion/reduct ion)  interest ing.   

R.37 Sustainable 

pest icide use:  Share of  

agricul tural  land 

concerned by supported 

specif ic  act ions which lead  

to  a sustainable use of  

pest icides  in  order  to  

reduce r isks  and impacts  

of  pest icides  

 

R.38 Improving animal 

welfare:  Share of  l ivestock 

uni ts  covered  by supported 

act ion to  improve animal  

welfare  
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