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The LAG Survey 2017  
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• LEADER implementation 'on the ground’ - LAGs’ viewpoint

• Possible improvements for current and future periods

• Wide reaching, robust, LAG oriented information & analysis

• Informs DG AGRI, ENRD and stakeholders

• 710 LAGs responded from 27 Member States

• Focused on:

• Basic Data

• LEADER Principles

• LEADER Operation

• LEADER Improvements



Basic data

#LeaderCLLD



Basic Data – Make up of Responses
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• Responses from 27 Member States

• 19 National and 70 Regional RDPs

• 72% responses came from LAG managers

• 22% were ‘new’ LAGs, 44% LEADER I – LEADER+

• 59% selected by end 2015, 10% in 2017

• 67% had launched calls by end of 2016

• 32% used two or more funds (60 EMFF, 109 ESF, 177 ERDF)
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Percentage of LAG budget spent on Animation and 
Administration by LAG Budget

< 10% 10 - 13% 14 - 16% 17 - 20% 21 - 25%

44%

18%

Basic Data – Funding



LEADER Principles

#LeaderCLLD



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

49% limitation on voting rights

Cooperation projects

50% requirement in project selection

Innovative approaches

Multi-sectoral

Networking

Area based LDSs

Local public-private partnerships

Bottom-up approach

Essential Important Medium importance Low importance Not at all

LEADER Principles – Importance



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Innovative approaches

Cooperation projects

Multisectoral LDS

Networking

Bottom-up approach

Area based LDSs

Local public-private partnerships

Extent to which LAGs are able to Implement the Elements of the 
LEADER Approach

Fully Mostly Moderately Slightly Not at all

LEADER Principles – Practice



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Project holders` ability to implement LEADER projects is
not overly constrained by bureaucracy & admin burden

Project application procedure is accessible & encourage
local stakeholders to participate in LEADER

Decision-making power of LAGs is not overly limited by
RDP level procedures & regulations

Implementation procedures are able to meet local
development needs in a flexible, innovative way

LAG funding for the animation of local stakeholders &
networking is sufficient.

Eligibility conditions for LEADER beneficiaries are
appropriate & proportionate to support sought

LAG has overall control of setting selection criteria &
defining calls for projects

LAG is able to use qualitative criteria & local knowledge
for project selection decisions

Admin & reporting requirements limit LAG’s capacity for 
animation & local development

LAG's ability to implement LEADER constrained by
bureaucracy & admin

Aspects of LEADER Implementation as seen by Local Action Groups

Agree strongly / agree Disagree strongly/ disagree

LEADER Principles – Practice



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Finding innovative solutions to
local problems

Strengthening economic linkages
among local actors

Improving local community social
capital & cohesion

Mobilising local / endogenous
resources

Improving local knowledge, skills &
capacities

Unpaid work by LAG members

Strengthening stakeholder
participation governance

Strengthening public private
partnership

Directly addressing local issues &
opportunities

Cooperating with other LAG
territories

Very/important and difficult Very/ important and achievable

LEADER Principles – Importance and Achievability



LEADER Operation
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6%

8%

8%

10%

13%

18%

20%

23%

23%

33%

37%

43%

30%

63%

26%

27%

25%

26%

27%

17%

34%

17%

14%

30%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Proportion of non-public partners in the LAG.

Level of Managing Authority / Paying Agency conditions, reporting
requirements, etc.

Direct involvement of LAG members in local development strategy
implementation.

LAG territory.

Direct involvement of the LAG in other regional and territorial
development actions or structures.

LAG / staff involvement in animation.

Number of full-time equivalent employees.

LAG autonomy in decisions related to local development strategy
design.

LAG population.

LAG autonomy in decisions related to local development strategy
implementation.

LAG freedom to develop innovative solutions.

Available budget.

significantly/less than before no change significantly/more than before not applicable

LEADER Operation – Changes Since 2007-2013



0 50 100 150 200 250

Reporting & comms with the MA/PA
(including regional intermediaries)

Financial & admin of LAG and local projects

Reporting to /working with
LAG board & members

Monitoring & reviewing the LDS

Working with other LAGs, regional/
national RNs & ENRD.

Supporting project development
& implementation

Developing /managing cooperation projects

Animation, capacity building & training
of local stakeholders

Supporting innovation at the local level

Comparison of Day-to-Day Activities and Priorities for Increase

Highest priority to increase Most time spent

LEADER Operation (‘day-to-day’ and ‘ideal’)



0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Ensure LDS contributes to RDP

Cooperation with partners outside LAG territory

Avoid risk wherever possible

Optimise LAG management efficiency

Maximise budget spent

Develop, maintain local stakeholders’ networks

Strengthen LAG role and profile locally

Maximise number of projects supported

Develop / mobilise local capacities, resources

Develop,support innovative local solutions

Promote areas' social, economic and cultural cohesion

Achieve objectives LDS

Importance of Operational Priorities to LAGs

1 2 3

Importance of Operational Priorities to LAGs



LAG freedom to pursue operational objectives within 
the current national/regional delivery framework



Communication by and with the LAG

The main way the LAG communicates 
with the wider public in the LAG 

territory 

(% of LAG responses)

LAG website: 89%

LAG office: 71%

LAG staff working in local community / meetings, 
forums / social media: 60-65%

Partners and their activities: 53% 

LAG participation in local events and fairs: 51%

Newsletter, other printed media: 45%

The main ways in which the LAG 
receives information from the 

Managing Authority  

(% of LAG responses)

E-mail: 90%

Regular meetings and forums: 68%

MA website: 34%

Through NRN: 31% 

Printed publication and guidance: 22%

Social media: 5%



LAG tasks in relation to local projects

3%

19%

31%

48%

Project selection and
payment of claims.

Project selection, formal
approval and payment

of claims.

Project selection and
formal approval.

Project selection only.
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LEADER Improvements 
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LEADER improvements
What can we do now?
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1. Simpler application forms / process (53%) ;

2. Simpler and more proportionate system of controls (for 
smaller projects) (53%);

3. Improving MA/IB turnaround time on approving 
selected projects (39%);

4. Simplification, harmonisation and flexibility to support 
LAGs in the practical use of multi-funding (35%); and

5. Better common knowledge and networking between 
LAGs, MA/PA & NRNs (34%).



LEADER Improvements
Gaps and Support Needed, MS Level

• Ensuring better and mutual understanding of audit expectations             
(RDP Authorities & NRNs)

• Communicating and explaining relevant changes e.g. in 
regulations  (RDP Authorities)

• Coordination and cooperation between LEADER actors at EU and 
national level (RDP Authorities & NRNs)

• Supporting costs of LAG participation in the work of the ENRD, 
e.g. events. (NRNs)

• Overall more gaps and support needed from RDP Authorities for 
very low budget LAGs, least by >€10m LAGs

• LEADER I LAGs and New 2014-2020 LAGs identifying the most 
gaps/ needs for support from RDP Authorities and NRNs

• Support from NRNs with Capacity Building and Self Assessment 
very important for New 2014-2020 LAGs



20%

19%

28%

1%

8%

24%

Levels of Independence and 
Responsibility

Status Quo

Much higher in both

Moderate in both

Less independence / lower responsibility

Existing independence / lower responsibility

Don't link the two

12%

34%

42%

12%

Would Greater Independence 
Improve Achievement?

Not at all A little

Significantly Very Significantly

LEADER Improvements
Independence, Responsibility and Achievement



Perceived Effect of LAG Independence and 
Responsibility Changes on Improving LAG Achievement
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Status Quo Don't link the two Moderate in both Much higher in
both

Existing
independence /

lower
responsibility

Less independence
/ lower

responsibility

Not at all A little Significantly Very significantly



LEADER Improvements

36%

27%

28%

9%

Would a Centralised Support Service (e.g. shared and managed 
by multiple LAGs) Improve LAGs’ Level of Achievement?

Not at all A little Significantly Very significantly



LEADER Improvements - ENRD Involvement

LAG self-assessment.

LAG involvement in PWGs and thematic work.

Thematic work

Supporting local animation and participation.

Working with other funds.

Communicating LEADER achievements.

Strengthening innovation in LEADER.

Working with other RDP institutions (MA, PA, NRN, ENRD).

LAG reviews of the local development strategy.

Improving project development and delivery support.

Strengthening the role of the LAG locally.

Networking and cooperation in LEADER.

LAG financial and administrative management…

Implementing simplified cost options.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Priorities for support from ENRD to meet LAGs’ implementation 
needs by %

1st Choice 2nd Choice 3rd Choice



LEADER Improvements

What would help you get more involved with ENRD?

❖ Top 3 
✓ 55% more available time
✓ 41% a higher LAG budget
✓ 36% more flexible administration rules for travel, 

participation in conferences etc.

❖ Bottom 3
✓ 29% less costly methods of communication
✓ 14% NRN support
✓ 14% more language versions



LEADER Improvements

6%

24%

43%

28%
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Importance of Self Assessment of LDS to Improve LAGs' Operation 

Not very important Moderate importance Important Essential



LEADER Improvements

2%

14%

18%

6%

25%
23%

12%
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15%
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30%

Timeline - Launch of First Self-assessment

Not applicable

Already done

It is an ongoing process

By end 2017

First half of 2018

Second half of 2018

In 2019 or later



Thank you for your attention!

ENRD Contact Point 
Rue de la Loi / Wetstraat, 38 (bte 4) 
1040 Bruxelles/Brussel 
BELGIQUE/BELGIË 
Tel. +32 2 801 38 00
info@enrd.eu

www.enrd.ec.europa.eu

http://www.enrd.ec.europa.eu/

