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1. TITLE OF THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME

National Rural Development Programme for the 2014 — 2020 period

2. MEMBER STATE OR ADMINISTRATIVE REGION
2.1. Geographical area covered by the programme

Geographical Area:

RO - National

Description:

The National Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 covers the entire territory of Romania. Romania is
situated in the South-Eastern part of Europe, at the crossroad of the main axes of communications North-
South and East-West.

The area is of 238,391 km? and comprises: 61.3% agricultural land (cca. 14,6 mil. ha, of which 64.2%
arable land, 32.9 % meadows and natural grasslands and 2.7% plantations of trees and vineyard); 28.3%
forests and other forestry vegetation lands; 10.4% the built area of the localities, waters, roads, railways and
unproductive lands (INS Tempo Online, 2012).

From the point of view of its area, Romania is an average country in EU 27 (5.41% of the area EU27). The
territory of Romania includes 5 bio-geographical regions (steppe, Black Sea, Pannonia, continental and
alpine) of the 11 European bio-geographical regions.

Out of the total area of the country, around 87.1% is the rural area that comprises communes, as
administrative-territorial units, together with its component villages, and on this territory 45.0% of the
Romanian population lived in 2012.

The allocation per geographical area is balanced: 33% plain area (up to 300 m altitude), 37% hill area (300-
1000 m) and 30% moutain area (over 1000 m altitude).

2.2. Classification of the region

Description:

According to the Nomenclature for Territorial Units for Statistics (NUTS) the territorial structure of
Romania, assimilated to NUTS, is:

e NUTS I: Romania;
e NUTS II: 8 development regions, with an average population of 2,67 mil. inhabitants per region;
e NUTS IlI: 42 counties, showing the administrative-territorial structure of the country;

e NUTS IV: is not used[1], because no territorial associations were made yet;

11




e NUTS V: 320 municipalities and cities, 2,861 communes with 12,957 villages (Statistical yearbook,
2012).

According to the Article 59 in the Regulation on the support for rural development by EAFRD no
1305/2013 seven of the eight regions of Romania are less developed, and the gross domestic product
(GDP) per capita under 75% in the average GDP of EU27, the exception is the region of Bucharest-IIfov
that registered a GDP per capita of 113% against the average EU27.

[1] In Romania, the NUTS 4 level - the level of microregions - has not been yet organized. In general, the
microregions are made up occasionally, based on the voluntary partnership of some communal
administrations, within programmes or projects.

[2] According to Annex I ,,Coverage of the regional aids by the Member States for the period 2014-2020 at
the ,,Community orientations on the regional State Aid for the period 2014-2020” adopted by the European
Commission (EC) on 28.06.2013, GDP per capita expressed in Euro PPC/inhabitant was in the region
North-West - 42,33%, Centre 45,00%, North-East — 29,33%, South-East — 37,67%, South-Muntenia
39,33%, South-West Oltenia — 35,67%, West — 52,00%, while in Bucharest-1lfov it was 113,00% - reported
in percentage to the average EU27.
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3. EX-ANTE EVALUATION

3.1. Description of the process, including timing of main events, intermediate reports, in relation to
the key stages of RDP development.

According to the provisions in Art. 55 in Regulation 1303/2013, the Member States perform ex ante
evaluations in order to enhance the quality of the preparation of each programme. The ex ante evaluations
are under the responsibility of the authority responsible for the preparation of the programmes.

Under these circumstances, the Managing Authority for PNDR launched - by the Technical Assistance
measure in PNDR 2007-2013 - the public tender for awarding the contract: The ex ante evaluation of the
rural development programme for the period 2014-2020”, after which the contract was awarded to the
association formed by S.C ACZ CONSULTING SRL - leader of association, together with Iris S.R.L. and
T33S.R.L.

The contract was signed on December 13th 2013, and the kick-off meeting of the project took place on
January 13th 2014.

The general objective of this evaluation is for experts independent from experts involved in the
programming to provide real added value and to enhance the quality of the National Rural Development
Programme 2014 and to make value judgments and recommendations on programming issues The ex ante
evaluation of PNDR 2014-2020 includes also a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), prepared
according to the requirements in the European Directive SEA 2001/42/EC on the evaluation of the effects of
certain plans and programmes on the environment and in the Governmental Decision no 1076/2004 that
reflects the provisions of the directive above mentioned.

The analysis of the evaluator covers all the chapters of the programme and ends with conclusions and
recommendations for the Managing Authority in order to enhance and to ensure the coherence of the
Programme.

The ex ante evaluator has submitted the inception report and intermediary reports. On 1% of July 2014, the
ex ante evaluator has submitted a preliminary ex ante evaluation report that contains also the preliminary
version of the Report on the Strategic Environmental Assessment, which is attached as an annex to the
National Rural Development Programme 2014 — 2020 sent to the European Commissions services in July
2014,

The final version of the ex ante evaluation will be finalized until the adoption of the Programmes.

3.2. Structured table containing the recommendations of the ex-ante evaluation and how they have
been addressed.

Title (or reference) of the recommendation Category of recommendation Date

001. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

002. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment
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003. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

004. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

005. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

006. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

007. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

008. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

009. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

010. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

011. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

012. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

013. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

014. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
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assessment

015. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

016. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

017. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

018. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

019. Common indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

020. Additional indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

021. Additional indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

022. Additional indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

023. Additional indicators The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

024. Evidences supporting SWOT analysis The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

025. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT | The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014

analysis assessment
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026. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT | The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014

analysis assessment

027. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT | The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014

analysis assessment

028. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT | The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014

analysis assessment

029. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT | The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014

analysis assessment

030. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT [ The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014

analysis assessment

031. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT | The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014

analysis assessment

032. SWOT analysis in the perspective of SEA The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

033. SWOT analysis in the perspective of SEA The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

034. SWOT analysis in the perspective of SEA The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

035. SWOT analysis in the perspective of SEA The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014
assessment

036. Connection with the SWOT analysis The SWOT analysis, needs | 07/03/2014

assessment
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037. Correct formulation of the needs

The
assessment

SWOT

analysis,

needs

07/03/2014

038. Strategy Construction of the intervention | 10/04/2014
logic

039. Strategy Construction of the intervention | 10/04/2014
logic

040. Strategy Construction of the intervention | 10/04/2014
logic

041. Strategy Construction of the intervention | 10/04/2014
logic

042. Measures Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
logic

043. Measures Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
logic

044. Measures Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
logic

045. Analysis and assessment on the integration degree of | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014

the equal opportunities and non-discrimination principle in | logic

the RDP

046. Analysis and assessment on the integration degree of | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014

the sustainable development principle in the RDP logic

047. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014

the Community-led Local Development logic

048. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
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the Community-led Local Development

logic

049. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
the Community-led Local Development logic
050. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
the Community-led Local Development logic
051. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
the Community-led Local Development logic
052. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
the Community-led Local Development logic
053. Analysis on the contribution of the Rural Network to | Construction of the intervention | 06/06/2014
the implementation of rural policy and good governance in | logic
rural areas
054. Indicator Plan Establishment of targets, | 06/06/2014
distribution of financial
allocations
055. Indicator Plan Establishment of targets, | 06/06/2014
distribution of financial
allocations
056. Indicator Plan Establishment of targets, | 06/06/2014
distribution of financial
allocations
057. Indicator Plan Establishment of targets, | 28/06/2014
distribution of financial
allocations
058. Indicator Plan Establishment of targets, | 28/06/2014
distribution of financial

allocations
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059. Analysis on the Evaluation Plan Programme implementing | 06/06/2014
arrangements

060. Analysis on the Evaluation Plan Programme implementing | 06/06/2014
arrangements

061. Human Resources Programme implementing | 29/06/2014
arrangements

062. Human Resources Programme implementing | 29/06/2014
arrangements

063. Human Resources Programme implementing | 29/06/2014
arrangements

064. Human Resources Programme implementing | 29/06/2014
arrangements

065. Human Resources Programme implementing | 29/06/2014
arrangements

066. Analysis on the adequacy degree of thematic sub- | Other 06/06/2014

programmes

067. Analysis on the adequacy degree of thematic sub- | Other 01/07/2014

programmes

068. Strategy Construction of the intervention | 19/06/2014
logic

069. Preliminary final report Construction of the intervention | 01/07/2014
logic

070. Measure 4 SEA specific recommendations 01/07/2014
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071. Measure 6 SEA specific recommendations | 01/07/2014
072. Measure 7 SEA specific recommendations | 01/07/2014
073. Measure 8 SEA specific recommendations | 01/07/2014
074. Measure 16 SEA specific recommendations | 01/07/2014
075. Measure Leader SEA specific recommendations | 01/07/2014

3.2.1. 001. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment

Date: 07/03/2014
Topic: Verification of the context indicators
Description of the recommendation

Sectorial indicators

The indicator Age structure needs additional explanation.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted: the proposed value for the report between young/old managers and the

value for the total Number of farm managers was accepted

The indicator should include also: the number of managers under 35 years and those between 35 and 55
years. This recommendationwas partly accepted, this element was accepted only as a percentage figure.

3.2.2. 002. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment

Date: 07/03/2014
Topic: Verification of the context indicators
Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Employment rate of the population per economic activity shows different values in our
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| analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

The recommendation was not accepted. The value of this indicator is generated automatically.

3.2.3. 003. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator Agriculture area under organic farming shows different values in our analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The indicator value was changed.

3.2.4. 004. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Gross fixed capital formation in agricultureshows different values in our analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The indicator value was changed.

3.2.5. 005. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Forest and other wooded land (FOWL) shows different values in our analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted. It was included the value from 2012 provided by NIS, namely,
6746906 ha (28.3% of the national land area — 23839071 ha)

3.2.6. 006. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
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Date: 07/03/2014
Topic: Verification of the context indicators
Description of the recommendation

For the indicator: Forest and other wooded land (FOWL) no. of ha we have more recent values, from 2012.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted.

3.2.7. 007. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

Socio-economic indicators

The indicators: Population, Territory and GDP/per capita must be reformulated by making them specific
for the rural area.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted.

For the indicators: Population and Territory relevant for the rural area will be inserted in the SFC the values
of the respective additional indicators according to the definition of the rural area for Romania, due to the
fact that these values have implications in the establishment of the target indicators (rural population). The
indicator: GDP/per capita — rural is not collected. Moreover, in the 4.17 section of NRDP are provided the
additional indicators relevant for population and territory reported to the rural area in compliance with the
national legislation.

3.2.8. 008. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Population shows different values in our analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was not accepted. It was used the value from DG AGRI database which is automatically
generated by the SFC for the indicator: Population at the national level.
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3.2.9. 009. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Age structure shows different values in our analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was not accepted. The value of the indicator was changed according to the value from DG
AGRI database, which is automatically generated by the system.

3.2.10. 010. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Self employment rate — rural shows different values in our analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was not accepted. This indicator is not collected by NIS. It was used the value of a proxy
indicator that represents the total values of the proxy indicators: Self employed worker — 31,5% and Unpaid
family worker — 26,4%, according to the definition of the rural area applicable for Romanian RDP.

3.2.11. 011. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Unemployment rate shows different values in our analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was not accepted. The value of the indicator was changed according to the value from DG
AGRI database, which is automatically generated by the system. In the 4.1.7 section of the NRDP is
provided the additional indicator relevant for the unemployment rate reported to the rural area according to
the national legislation.

3.2.12. 012. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
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Date: 07/03/2014
Topic: Verification of the context indicators
Description of the recommendation

For the indicators: Population, Age structure and Unemployment rate we have more recent values — 2013.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was not accepted. The value of the indicators was changed according to the value from
DG AGRI database, which is automatically generated by the system. In the 4.1.7 section of the NRDP are
provided the additional indicators relevant for Population, Age structure and Unemployment rate reported to
the rural area according to the national legislation.

3.2.13. 013. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicators: Population structure employed per sectors — national and the Economy structure contain
incorrect sources.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was not accepted. For the indicator: Economy structure — at the national level was used
the value from DG AGRI database, which is automatically generated by the SFC, and for the indicator at the
rural level we do not collect data, according to the definition of the rural area specific for the Romanian
RDP. Regarding the indicator: Population structure employed per sectors — at the national level was used
the value provided by NIS, value that was used also in the socio-economic analysis for a better coherence.

In the 4.1.7 section of the NRDP was provided the additional indicator relevant for the population structure
reported to the rural area in compliance with the national legislation.

3.2.14. 014. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

Environment indicators

The indicators: Extensive agriculture area, Natura 2000, Soil organic matter in arable land, Soil erosion
and GHG emissions from agriculture need a better formulation.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted, with the exception for the indicator: Soil organic matter in arable land, for
which was used a proxy indicator (Soil organic matter — source JRC)
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3.2.15. 015. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Production of renewable Energy from agriculture and forestryneeds more details.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. It was inserted Production of energy by valorification of the forests and the
indicator was updated at the level of the year 2011.

3.2.16. 016. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicator: Soil organic matter in arable land needs to be replaced with a proxy one.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. It was inserted the proxy indicator: Soil organic matter — source JRC.

3.2.17. 017. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicators Land cover, Extensive agriculture area used for livestock, Protected forests, Water quality,
Energy use in food industry show different values (data with different values are available in other sources).

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted for the first indicator (Land cover). We kept the data provided by DG
AGRI.

Recommendation was accepted for the indicator Extensive agriculture area used for livestock. We used the
value provided by DG AGRI but as a proportion (38.9%).

Recommendation was accepted for the indicator: Protected forests. We used the value provided by DG
AGRI at the level of the year 2005. For this indicator there are no recent data and due to this reason it was
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also used a proxy indicator.
Recommendation was accepted regarding the indicator: Water quality.
Recommendation was not accepted for the indicator: Energy use in food industry. The value of this indicator

is in compliance with the data provided by the study undertaken for MARD by the National Centre for
Preparation in Statistics (NCPS) in 2013, data from NIS database.

3.2.18. 018. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

For the indicator Land cover we have more recent data.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted. From the data provided by DG AGRI, the categories of land cover do
not correspond with the ones available provided by NIS. Due to this fact, for this indicator was used the data
from DG AGRI database since 2006, the last available data. Moreover, in order to show the evolution of
different categories of land cover we used specific data provided by NIS through a proxy indicator (The
dynamic structure of the land cover).

3.2.19. 019. Common indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The sources for the indicators: Land cover, Protected forest and Farming intensivityshould be re-checked.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

The sources were re-checked according to the observations mentioned above.

3.2.20. 020. Additional indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicators: School drop out rate, Education institutions with an agriculture profile and the net
migrationare not strictly connected with the rural dimension.
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How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted for the first 2 indicators, and the third indicator was removed due to
consistency reasons.

3.2.21. 021. Additional indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicators: Diffusion of the internet and Road infrastructure are not clearly defined.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

The first indicator was removed.

Recommendation was accepted for the second indicator. The typology of the road was detailed.

3.2.22. 022. Additional indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

For the indicator: Number of farms according to the field activity (vegetable, livestock, mixed)the title is not
correlated with the value foreseen for the percentage.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted.

3.2.23. 023. Additional indicators

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Verification of the context indicators

Description of the recommendation

The indicators: Application of fertilizers on soil and the Proportion of the agriculture areas that contributes
to the net emissions must be arranged under one indicator with sub-indicators in order to support clearly the
elements of the SWOT analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The indicator was defined by the DG AGRI document (Sources
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| contributing to the annual cumulated emissions of CH4 and N20 from agriculture).

3.2.24. 024. Evidences supporting SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

Each element of the SWOT analysis has to be based on a common or additional indicator or to be supported
by a justification provided by the socio-economic analysis. The analysis identified the following
possibilities:

a. The elements may be redundant, too general and hard to be proven and therefore they may be
removed. This is the case for example for: Increase the competition of the products with high added
value from other markets and of the pressure exerted on the sale retail sector.

b. The elements may be justified with an adequate justification that may be included in the socio-
economic analysis. This is the case for example for: The limited success of the stimulation policy of
cooperation between farmers, reflected in a low degree of associations with implications for the
viability of farms.

c. The elements are important and relevant and the identification of some quantitative data is
essential. This is the case for example for: the Low record in the land cover registry of the agriculture
lands.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

a. Recommendation was accepted. The element was removed.

b. Recommendation was not accepted. For this element there are supporting data related to
organizations and producer groups in the General description and also the additional indicator no. 29
— No. of organizations (handicraft, consumption, credit). The element from SWOT related to
association was reformulated.

¢. Recommendation was not accepted.

3.2.25. 025. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

The second dimension of the SWOT analysis is less represented. There are not many elements related to the
future/external perspective, although they are crucial.

Some elements are ambiguous. They could be understood as a trend or as the desired result, for example:
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Increase of the added value by diversificationof quality wood products offer.

Some elements are actions to be taken, for example: The establishment of new SMEs with activities that are
non-agricultural, cultural, creative and for cooperation in rural areas, in order to generate new jobs.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommandations were partly accepted. The “opportunities” were analysed and rephrased according to
what was recommended by the ex ante evaluator.

For example: The establishment of new SMEs with activities that are non-agricultural, cultural, creative
and for cooperation in rural areas, in order to generate new jobswas rephrased with: Availability of a
developing market that could be capitalized, at domestic and international level.

3.2.26. 026. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

The SWOT analysis should be filled in with the following additional information:

(Strengths) “Tangible and intangible cultural heritage and rich and diverse natural heritage”. This element
refers to two very important aspects. Thus, it shall be divided in:

I. Tangible and intangible cultural heritage
ii. Rich and divers cultural heritage

(Strengths) “Experience in the current programming period related to the setting-up of public-private
partnerships at local level (LAG)”. This element has been questioned by the Commission. It may be
reformulated as: “Awareness and attention to the LEADER approach potential provided at territorial level
and confirmed by the high number of applicants between 2007 — 2013.” — to be considered inserting it in
“Opportunities”.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The SWOT analysis has been revised according to the recommendations of
the ex ante evaluator.

3.2.27. 027. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation
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Opportunities) “Attractiveness of rural areas, which can generate premises for development of basic
infrastructure and services”. The logic is reversed, the new infrastructure ensures attractiveness. In
conclusion it should be rephrased: “Investments in basic infrastructure and communication provide a more
attractive rural area”

(Opportunities) “Use of traditional knowledge in the agricultural and rural areas to develop specific
activities” — this is a vague phrase. Rephrase: “The non-used value of traditional knowledge in the rural
areas to develop high added value products, considering the increased European request for natural and
traditional production (non-industrial production) of food (drinks and food).

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The SWOT analysis has been revised according to the recommendations of
the ex ante evaluator.

3.2.28. 028. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

(Opportunities): “Interest of tourists in areas with local cultural and natural resources” — is t00 vague.
Reformulation: “Increase of the international request for touristic locations characterized by the possibility
of practicing eco-tourism (with environmental and cultural specific”).

(Opportunities): ”Completion of criteria for the designation of the eco-tourism destination in Romania, as
basis for development of agro-tourism tourist facilities in these destinations”. It is recommended reversing
the logic: “Improvement and development of tourism infrastructure due to the investments undertaken under
NRDP 2007-2013, is a pre-condition for increasing the attractiveness and accessibility of the rural areas”.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The SWOT analysis has been revised according to the recommendations of
the ex ante evaluator.

3.2.29. 029. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

The SWOT analysis should be filled in with elements related to the experience from the 2007 — 2013 period
by capitalizing the information contained in the annual reports and intermediary evaluation:

(Strengths): relatively good performance in the implementation and absorption of specific measures for the
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“non-productive” investments.

(Strengths): relatively good performance in the implementation and absorption of the measure on
investments for “basic services for the rural population” according to the integrated results in the
intermediary evaluation.

(Opportunities): Development of microenterprises for obtaining alternative income sources, especially by
women, aspect that was proved by their ability to harness the opportunities offered by NRDP for initiating
new business (especially in the tourism sector)

Weaknesses: Challenges for small size family farms to provide financing for grants, since the loan banking
system does not accept to guarantee real estate loans.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted. The SWOT analysis has been revised according to the
recommendations of the ex ante evaluator. The proposal on filling in the SWOT analysis with the
“strength”: relatively good performance in the implementation and absorption of specific measures for the
“non-productive” investmentswas not accepted due to the fact that this measure was not implemented
during the 2007 — 2013 period.

3.2.30. 030. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

(Threats): Delayed initiation of activities relevant for the rural development Strategies of LAGs.

(Threats): Risk of rejecting the EU funds due to lack of local public and private beneficiaries’ capacity to
support and implement productive investments.

The SWOT analysis should be filled in with the following additional information related to the additional
elements relevant to EU policies:

a. Information on Danube macro-region in terms of capacity building and increase of public efficiency;
b. Increasing the efficiency of the local actors as a result of the support provided by OP ACD;

c. Attention to EU social innovation processes that integrate different types of knowledge (producers and
consumers are considered to be information sources) in the new research programme (HORIZONT 2020);

d. Improving the communication and accessibility infrastructure following the investments made through
EAFRD during the 2007 — 2013 period;

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The SWOT analysis has been revised according to the recommendations of
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the ex ante evaluator.

Recommendation on the completion of the SWOT analysis with additional information related to EU
policies was not accepted.

3.2.31. 031. Formulation of the elements included in the SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

The SWOT analysis should be filled in with other elements related to international Organizations:

a. Increased awareness among consumers from local and international level on the existing connections
between food products, environment and health status (FAO: global trend);

b. Consumer’s demand for developing education on food products, health and nature (FAO: global trend);

c. New role of women in rural areas, also as economic actors following the natural process of emancipation
(source: survey and interviews undertaken under the ex ante evaluation);

In order to have a more concise and clear vocabulary is preferred the use of a more standardized and simple
language (low/high level, increase/decrease).

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

First recommendation was not accepted.

Second recommendation was accepted.

3.2.32. 032. SWOT analysis in the perspective of SEA

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

In the SWOT analysis is recommended to be listed an impact analysis on air quality, related to the GHG
emissions and an analysis on the active material management.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

In the SWOT analysis the climate change topic was covered where was provided information related to the
GHG emissions in the agriculture sector.

In the SWOT analysis the waste management and manure management topic were covered, which is by far
the main provider of agriculture waste.
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3.2.33. 033. SWOT analysis in the perspective of SEA

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

Moreover, the analysis on the sewage mud management produced by wastewater treatment plants and its
use in agriculture as fertilizer should be considered — recycling sewage mud in agriculture lands.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

According to the 2011 environmental report, the amount of sewage mud used in agriculture was of 2376.4
tons in 2010, the entire amount receiving the environmental approval for use. Considering the reduced
amount and the fact that the use of it is strictly regulated, we do not consider appropriate to touch this topic
in the NRDP, especially due to the fact that the financed investments from EAFRD do not target this aspect.

3.2.34. 034. SWOT analysis in the perspective of SEA

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

After checking whether the SWOT analysis refers to the possible development that might take place in case
the programme would not be implemented it was proved that such an analysis is not included in the SWOT
analysis. Therefore, some threats related to the non-implementation of the NRDP 2014 — 2020 have been
filled in in addition to the threats that are presented in the original SWOT analysis.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Regarding the recommendation for the SWOT analysis to refer to the possible development that might take
place in case the programme would not be implemented, we emphasize that the mentioned aspects are
subject to SEA, namely the presentation of the “0” alternative (failure version of not implementing the
plan/programme).

3.2.35. 035. SWOT analysis in the perspective of SEA

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: SWOT analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

In the SWOT analysis should be added some strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. For example
the insertion of the threat: “Irrigation systems are in an advanced stage of degradation and they are not
operational”.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account
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Recommendation was accepted. According to the ex ante evaluator certain proposals were
included/rephrased.

3.2.36. 036. Connection with the SWOT analysis

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Needs analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

For the needs related to ITC/internet and financing support for farmerswe did not find direct elements of the
SWOT analysis that may provide justification.

There are 3 needs that might be proven inconsistent with certain SWOT elements, such as: The need of a
rural development instrument for bottom-up promotion of development initiatives and activities by the local
communities, having the needs identified at local level and the endogenous potentialis not consistent with:
Experience in the current programming period regarding local rural development based on bottom-up
approach, by creating local action groups (LAGs) — strength in the SWOT analysis

The needs related to early school dropout and social infrastructureshould be supported by SWOT analysis
elements related specifically to aspects such as gender equality and those on Roma population.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendations were accepted. In order to correlate the SWOT analysis the foreseen needs and/or
elements were rephrased accordingly.

3.2.37. 037. Correct formulation of the needs

Category of recommendation: The SWOT analysis, needs assessment
Date: 07/03/2014

Topic: Needs analysis consistency

Description of the recommendation

It is recommended to rebuild the semantics of the needs description considering the following structure:

o Gaps
e Unforeseen change
e Sector

Target group

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted. Needs were rephrased considering the following 2 elements: focus
on need (gap) and the expected output.
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Recommendations on sector, targe groupsections were not accepted due to the following reasons:

e Provisions of the Strategic programming guidelines of the COM request only the need description

e The additional information recommended by the evaluator are parts of each measure fiche

3.2.38. 038. Strategy

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 10/04/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

Following the analysis it was revealed that Focus Area 6C is not related to any need.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Observation is correct. The NRDP 2014 — 2020 will not address this Focus Area.

3.2.39. 039. Strategy

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 10/04/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

It is recommended to provide additional explanation detailing the meaning and association of “need
*general objective” in case of needs 12 and 25.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted. Information in the strategy was detailed in order to provide better
clarity.

3.2.40. 040. Strategy

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 10/04/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

Internal links and potential synergies are not explicitly described in the NRDP at the Focus Area or Priority
level. It is recommended to emphasize more explicitly this internal coherence under the NRDP.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. Chapter 5.2 of the Strategy has been revised according to the ex ante
observations. Combination of measures and potential synergies were detailed for each Focus Area in
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compliance with the identified needs.

3.2.41. 041. Strategy

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 10/04/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

The NRDP is not always fully describing the synergic interaction between measures. It is recommended to
further detail this aspect in the measures’ decription.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The revised Strategy covers precisely this internal consistency part at both
Focus Area level and synergies between Focus Areas and cross-cutting objectives level.

3.2.42. 042. Measures

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

Following the analysis of the proposed support schemes under the NRDP 2014 — 2020, the evaluators
believe that the financial allocation for Measure 1 is not adequate considering the need of providing a
consistency between the importance of the measure and the financial allocation.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The allocation for M1 was supplemented in order to address better the
needs of training and information activities. The added allocation took into account also the
complementarity with the national vocational training services but also the complementarity with the ESF.

3.2.43. 043. Measures

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

At the programme level a strategy for administrative simplification (for example the adoption of standard
costs or lump sums) is not envisaged. Therefore, the risk of long procedure timeline and the risk of
commitment due to errors (unintentional) are very high and can jeopardize the financial absorption of the
NRDP. Currently, it seems that the possibility provided by the new regulation for the use of simplified costs
is not sufficiently considered.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account
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Recommendation was partly accepted. Simplified costs will be eligible only for sM4.1 relevant for the
orchards sub-programme in compliance with the provisions of art. 62 of R (EU) no. 1305/2013 and art. 67
of R (EU) no. 1303/2013. Thus, the standard costs will be used for the costs related to reconversion and
setting-up of plantations (eg. seed material, works, support system etc.)

3.2.44. 044. Measures

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

Considering the current situation, the evaluators find it important for the NRDP to focus on one hand on the
innovation system as a whole (relations between Universities, research stations, farmers and agriculture
enterprises) and on the other hand to provide the framework for social experiments in the rural areas such as
community services, public-private partnerships, welfare, ITC etc. Regarding this aspect, the financial
allocation for M16 seems to be inadequate as long as the operational groups appear to be real mechanisms
for change in rural areas.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was not accepted. Although the financial allocation seems relatively small, it has taken
into account the emphasis on covering the setting-up and functioning costs based on pilot projects of
potential operational groups, considering that the innovation culture is poorly represented in the rural areas.
Furthermore, the experience from other MS has revealed that the development of such partnerships requires
relatively long time and a gradual approach, which is expected to happen also in the Romanian case.

3.2.45. 045. Analysis and assessment on the integration degree of the equal opportunities and non-
discrimination principle in the RDP

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic

Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

It is recommended the particularization of some innovative solutions adequate in the SWOT analysis and
needs description on the application of equal opportunities and non-discrimination principle.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted. The Strategy deals with this principle on both Focus Area 6A and
6B. Thus, the issues are addressed both at the level of equality between residential societies and at the level
of disadvantaged population categories.

3.2.46. 046. Analysis and assessment on the integration degree of the sustainable development principle in
the RDP

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
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Date: 06/06/2014
Topic: Construction of the intervention logic
Description of the recommendation

Following the needs and measures analysis it has been revealed that the connection between measures and
needs is not always explained. Therefore, in order to consolidate the internal consistency it may be useful to
indicate the specific needs that are addressed under each measure.

It is recommended to synthesize the identified needs in the socio-economic analysis at the beginning of each
measure description; more specifically, a short reference to the need may be inserted under the section:
“General description of the measure, including intervention logic, and contribution to FA and cross-cutting
objectives”.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted.

Addressing of needs in compliance with measures is presented in the Strategy section where practically is
shown the combination of measures leading to the achievement of the identified needs.

3.2.47. 047. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for the Community-led Local Development

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

It was considered that the information provided on CLLD is very general in terms of several important
aspects presented below. In order to improve the quality of the NRDP, it is recommended to complete the
Programme with a more comprehensive description on the way in which these aspects would be addressed.

The preparatory support is limited in explaining how the local actors’ building capacity will be covered.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation related to the preparatory support was accepted by indicating in detail which are the
elements of the preparatory support and how the local actors’ building capacity would be organized.

3.2.48. 048. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for the Community-led Local Development

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

Definition of the areas is very general.
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How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

This recommendation is not justified. The eligible LEADER and population areas were defined in
compliance with the Reg. no. 1303/2013 — Art. 33 (6).

3.2.49. 049. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for the Community-led Local Development

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

The description of the selection criteria for LAGs and LDSs limits itself to define only the titles of the main
criteria categories.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. Selection criteria were exemplified.

3.2.50. 050. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for the Community-led Local Development

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

The specific indicators related to the main challenges are not elaborated.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

This recommendation is not justified. Each local strategy will have LAGS’ specific indicators.

3.2.51. 051. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for the Community-led Local Development

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

In the section related to the quality of the Strategy could be formulated specific sub-criteria, taking into
account the adoption of innovation principle, the quality of the LAG structure, the decision making strategy
process and the specific features of the LEADER approach.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted: the innovation principle was detailed and there were inserted focus areas in
which could be included the actions that address the relevant needs from the territory.
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Eligibility criteria related to the quality of the LAG structure were inserted such as administrative capacity
for implementing LDS and criteria related to the decision making strategy process or urban organizations
must represent maximum 25% at both decision and total population level of the covered territory.

3.2.52. 052. Analysis on the adequacy degree of the approach for the Community-led Local Development

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

The role of the LAGs in the development of specific evaluation activities related to the local development
stratetegy may be specified in a more detailed manner (What are they? What is the coordination method
applied by the MA? What is the role played by the independent evaluator of NRDN and NRDP?)

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. LAGs’ activities were detailed according to Art. 34 (3) of Regulation
1303/2013 and it was also included the carrying of specific evaluation activities related to the strategy.
Moreover, there were also detailed the tasks of the MA.

Regarding the independent evaluator, as it was mentioned in the Evaluation plan, the MA will initiate the
necessary procedures for contracting a “permanent evaluator” at the beginning of the programme for the
organization of data provision.

3.2.53. 053. Analysis on the contribution of the Rural Network to the implementation of rural policy and
good governance in rural areas

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic

Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation

The ex ante evaluator recommends to be mentioned that in the Action Plan of NRDN:

o will be explained how the main categories of key actors will be identified and involved.

o will explain how RSU will develop an intervention logic setting clear indicators and objectives and it
will build from the very beginning, a simple monitoring and auto-evaluation system of its own
activities.

o will present how RSU will collect indicators and information (completion of basic quantitative data,
with a qualitative evaluation and study cases), in order to ensure an adequate monitoring of
activities.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted. Chapter 17 has been revised and detailed according to the
recommendations and took into account the space limitations of the SFC and the fact that the Action Plan of
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| the NRDN iis an implementing and not a programming tool.

3.2.54. 054. Indicator Plan

Category of recommendation: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations

Description of the recommendation

The ex ante evaluator emphasizes the need to provide additional arguments that support the established
values (for ex. the 60 euro value allocated to each participant that will be trained under FA 3A).

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The Indicator Plan is accompanied by an explanatory document that
provides additional information related to values and calculation methodologies.

3.2.55. 055. Indicator Plan

Category of recommendation: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations

Description of the recommendation

The ex ante evaluator proposes that the value of 12710 to be updated to 12709 for the indicator: No. of
beneficiaries (young farmers) receiving support under Sub-measure 6.1 — FA 2B.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted.

3.2.56. 056. Indicator Plan

Category of recommendation: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations

Description of the recommendation

The ex ante evaluator highlighted that the projects receiving support under LEADER measure do not
address to FA 2A, 2B, 5D etc.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted.

3.2.57. 057. Indicator Plan

Category of recommendation: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations
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Date: 28/06/2014
Topic: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations
Description of the recommendation

The ex ante evaluator proposes that the value for the indicator: No. of farms participating in the mutual fund
(Measure 17.2) — FA 3A to be updated in order to be in compliance with the legislative modification.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted.

3.2.58. 058. Indicator Plan

Category of recommendation: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations
Date: 28/06/2014

Topic: Establishment of targets, distribution of financial allocations

Description of the recommendation

The ex ante evaluator proposes to be detailed the used methodology for calculating the indicator: No. of
selected LAGs — FA 6B, the revision of the Indicator Plan and to be provided new values for the projects
supported under LEADER.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The details are shown in the explanatory document.

3.2.59. 059. Analysis on the Evaluation Plan

Category of recommendation: Programme implementing arrangements
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Implementing arrangements

Description of the recommendation

a. In the “Activities on evaluations preparation” (9.3), it might be useful to also include the
mechanism for identification of additional evaluation questions by consulting the stakeholders.

b. According to the interviews, human resources represent the main issue. In sub-chapter 9.7 this issue
must be taken into account more in depth. It nay be useful to anticipate a specifc plan on the
evaluation capacity that would identify the important needs and would present the activities
undertaken to strengthen the human resources and recruitment.

c. Moreover, it may be useful to organize specific activities related to: workshops on the
counterfactual analysis, peer review in other European MAs, active participation in the European
Rural Network for evaluation, collaboration with academia (internship of PHD students in MARD)

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

a. Recommendation was accepted. In the section related to the preparation activities of the evaluation
plan was inserted “the mechanism for identification of additional evaluation questions by consulting
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the stakeholders”

b. Recommendation was accepted. In the section “Human Resources” were inserted notes on the
elaboration of a specifc plan on the evaluation capacity that would identify the important needs and
would present the activities undertaken to strengthen the human resources and recruitment.

¢. Recommendation was accepted. In the section “Human Resources” were inserted the necessary
additional activities in order to strengthen the administrative capacity.

3.2.60. 060. Analysis on the Evaluation Plan

Category of recommendation: Programme implementing arrangements
Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Implementing arrangements

Description of the recommendation

a. The “Auto-evaluation” activity of LAGs will be managed at the central level through NRDN. It may be
useful to be foreseen the preparation of an operational guidelines.

b. A more structured support may come through the ongoing selection of the evaluator in early stages (as it
is recommended also by the EC). The evaluator, in collaboration with the NRDN may support the
consolidation of the capacity relevant for the previously mentioned activities.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

a. Recommendation was accepted. In the section “Local Action Groups” were inserted provisions related to
the fact that the NRDN will be involved in the consolidation of the capacity to fulfil these actions, by
elaborating operational guidelines for evaluation and by training actions.

b. Recommendation was accepted. There were detailed notes related on contracting a “permanent
evaluator”.

3.2.61. 061. Human Resources

Category of recommendation: Programme implementing arrangements
Date: 29/06/2014

Topic: Implementing arrangements

Description of the recommendation

Considering that many of the aspects related to the consolidation of capacity are reported at the national
level it is necessary to have a strong coordination with the OP ACD. In order to have a synergy in this sector
it would be useful to create a cooperation protocol.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

This recommendation is not justified. The consolidation of the capacity for the involved staff in
implementing EAFRD is eligible under the measure “Technical Assistance” from the NRDP 2014 — 2020.
Regarding the public beneficiaries of the NRDP (municipalities), they represent an eligible category of
beneficiaries under the OP ACD.
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3.2.62. 062. Human Resources

Category of recommendation: Programme implementing arrangements
Date: 29/06/2014

Topic: Implementing arrangements

Description of the recommendation

Regarding the need of consolidating the capacity at internal level it would be useful to undertake a
structured evaluation in order to plan a consolidation of human resources and internal knowledge
management. Among the useful actions emerged from the interviews include: peer workshops on specific
topics (eg. standard costs), exchanges through European sectorial projects and territorial cooperation
projects, focus on the following specific topics: public procurements, monitoring and evaluation, practice
experience and pilot projects.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. In the Action Plan for implementing TA such actions will be considered for
consolidating the administrative capacity.

3.2.63. 063. Human Resources

Category of recommendation: Programme implementing arrangements
Date: 29/06/2014

Topic: Implementing arrangements

Description of the recommendation

In the public procurement procedure for certain activities such as evaluation and technical assistance should
be used the criterion based on quality and not on price. Although, it is difficult and dangerous considering
the possibility of submitting appeals, it is strongly recommended that the experience of the contractor to be
considered more important than the lowest price.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. We will consider this in the implementation of the TA (including for the
activities relevant for the Evaluation Plan).

3.2.64. 064. Human Resources

Category of recommendation: Programme implementing arrangements
Date: 29/06/2014

Topic: Implementing arrangements

Description of the recommendation

It is necessary to develop an integrated Plan for simplification on different topics regarding simplification. It
may be implemented under the technical assistance. Some elements may be related to:

a. Launching of a selection call in two stages. In the first stage would be presented the project idea
and the minimum requirements regarding the eligibility; the selection would be done based on a
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subjective eligibility and analysing the value of the project idea. In the second stage the contractor
would define its proposal and would integrate the administrative aspects. If the proposal was valid
then the project would be selected and financed.

b. The use of a standard format of required information through the financing application form so that
the potential beneficiary that would like to submit projects to be able to know what information he/she
must provide.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was partly accepted. For simplification is intended to:

e Request at the submission of the project a minimum number of simplified documents
following at the signing of contract to be requested the authorizations, approvals and all the
other documents that are necessary for the investment,

e However, in order to reduce the administrative burden there will be available project models
for financing certain types of investments carried out under the NRDP.

3.2.65. 065. Human Resources

Category of recommendation: Programme implementing arrangements
Date: 29/06/2014
Topic: Implementing arrangements

Description of the recommendation

It is necessary to develop an integrated Plan for simplification on different topics regarding simplification. It
could be implemented under the technical assistance. Some elements may be related to:

a. The adoption of standard costs and lump sums (as it is already done for M6). Standard costs already
a possible practice for ESF during the 2007 — 2013 period may be applied for Measures 1 and 2.

b. To adopt an indicator system in order to monitor the costs and the administrative burden. This tool
is useful providing a cost analysis based on indicators.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

a. Recommendation was partly accepted. Simplified costs will be eligible only under sM4.1 relevant
for the orchards sub-programme in compliance with the provisions of art. 62 of R (EU) no. 1305/2013
and art. 67 of R (EU) no. 1303/2013. Thus, there will be used standard costs for the costs related to
reconversion and setting-up of plantations (eg. seed material, works, supporting system etc.).

b. Recommendation was accepted. The proposed simplifications will be monitored, evaluated and
improved continuously and in due time through the following mechanisms:

e monitoring on how the system responds on the on-line submission and its improvement in due
time so that the beneficiaries to be able to submit financial applications under optimum
conditions,
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¢ regular update and completion of the reference price database;

e annual evaluation on the organization of sessions and on the available allocations regarding
the number of submitted projects and the necessary evaluation time for ARIF in order to
improve the organization of sessions, to limit the decision making process on the approval of
projects.

3.2.66. 066. Analysis on the adequacy degree of thematic sub-programmes

Category of recommendation: Other

Date: 06/06/2014

Topic: Fruit growing thematic sub-programme
Description of the recommendation

The main weakness of this sub-programme is the absence of a distinctive Indicator Plan according to the
provisions of art. 8 (2.c) of Regulation no. 1305/2013.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The Indicator Plan related to the fruit growing thematic sub-programme has
been elaborated and sent to the ex ante evaluator.

3.2.67. 067. Analysis on the adequacy degree of thematic sub-programmes

Category of recommendation: Other

Date: 01/07/2014

Topic: Fruit growing thematic sub-programme
Description of the recommendation

It is recommended to insert in the thematic sub-programme M2 — Advisory services.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was not accepted. The increase knowledge level of farmers working in the orchards sector
will be addressed in an integrated manner under the NRDP by measures 1 and 2. Moreover, under sub-
measure 7.2 support will be provided for the extension and modernization of the secondary education
institutions from agriculture sector, actions that will provide to the future farmers an increase level of
knowledge and working capacities. Therefore, we consider that the current approach will have a stronger
effect on the level of knowledge of farmers working in the orchards sector than the inclusion of M2 in the
orchards sub-programme.

3.2.68. 068. Strategy

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 19/06/2014

Topic: Construction of the intervention logic

Description of the recommendation
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There is a lack of consistency between FA from Chp. 5 — Strategy and Chp. 8 — Measures, as follows:
a. Measure 1: FA 1A and 1C are mentioned in Chp. 5 but not mentioned in Chp. 8
b. Measure 2: FA 1A is mentioned in Chp. 5 but not mentioned in Chp. 8.
c. Measure 10: It was added sub-measure 10.2 that addresses FA 4A. FA 4B, 5A, 5D and 5E do not
appear in Chp. 5 but they appear in Chp. 8. In Chp. 5, FA 5A was removed from the table but the text
indicates the fact that the FA is presented under Measure 10.
d. Measure 11: It was added Sub-measure 11.1; it is not clear if there is a sub-measure 11.2. In Chp. 5
were removed FA 4A, 4C and 5E but they appear in Chp. 8. FA 4C was removed from the table but

the text indicates the fact that the FA is presented under Measure 11.

e. Measure 13: From Chp. 5 was removed FA 4A while Chp. 8 keeps the notes related to FA 4A and
4C.

f. Measure 16: On one hand FA 5A is kept in Chp. 5 but it is removed from Chp. 8. On the other hand
FA 2A and 6A are removed both from Chp. 5 and Chp. 8.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

a. Recommendation was not accepted. Measure 1 is a horizontal measure that addresses to FA 1A and
1C. In terms of allocation M1 is not quantified under P1. Under the measure is stipulated the FA with
financial allocation. Considering that through the programme is provided training and formation for
farmers, young farmers, processors, mutual fund and farmers involved in the environment protection,
there were mentioned those FA where the measure has allocation. It is correct the specification for FA
1A and 1C for Chp. 5 because this chapter describes the priority and presents the measures that
address the FA.

b. Recommendation was not accepted for the same reasons outlined above for Measure 1.

c. Recommendation was accepted. Chp. 8 has been revised, FA 5A was inserted and there were kept
the main FA. FA 5A is considered main one in both Chp. 5 and Chp. 8.

d. Recommendation was accepted. Chp. 8 has been revised keeping as main only FA (4B). There are
two sub-measures and both of them address to FA 4B.

e. Recommendation was not accepted. Chapter 8 has been revised keeping as main one only FA (4C).

f. Recommendation was accepted. FA 5A was removed from Chp. 5 under this measure.

3.2.69. 069. Preliminary final report

Category of recommendation: Construction of the intervention logic
Date: 01/07/2014

Topic: Preliminary final report

Description of the recommendation
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It is recommended the insertion of micro-loan schemes.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

MARD plans to provide to the NRDP beneficiaries the necessary financial instruments in order to ensure the
private financing. To this end it is developed an ex ante assessment for financial instruments according to
the provisions of art. 37 (2) of R (EU) no. 1303/2013. The results of this assessment will allow the selection
and adequacy of those financial instruments that respond best to the needs of the targeted market. Currently,
in this process, is analyzed the opportunity of inserting in the NRDP two financial instruments: credit and
guarantee.

3.2.70. 070. Measure 4

Category of recommendation: SEA specific recommendations
Date: 01/07/2014

Topic: SEA specific recommendations

Description of the recommendation

The negative impact of investments activities would be reduced by the proper application of the rules in
force related to the construction investment objectives, to the relevant environmental legislation and the
provisions of Community regulations on rural development (eg. provisions on investment in irrigation
systems). It is recommended that for each activity that is supported under this measure to be paid particular
attention to the eligibility and selection criteria that are in compliance with environmental protection.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. For each activity that is supported under this measure were established
eligibility and selection criteria that are in compliance with the environmental protection.

3.2.71. 071. Measure 6

Category of recommendation: SEA specific recommendations
Date: 01/07/2014

Topic: SEA specific recommendations

Description of the recommendation

There is a risk of negatively affecting the environment through an inadequate implementation of some
eligible actions under the measure (for ex. uncontrolled development of tourism, inadequate development of
livestock sector which can be a source of air pollution, water and soil resources and may affect
biodiversity). Therefore, it would be necessary that the different business plans concerning the
environmental impact to be continuously assessed.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. The business plan requires obtaining an environmental permit. The
business plan, among other things, will prove the opportunity of implementing the project by taking into
account the specific conditions.

48




3.2.72. 072. Measure 7

Category of recommendation: SEA specific recommendations
Date: 01/07/2014

Topic: SEA specific recommendations

Description of the recommendation

In terms of environmental perspective, investments in small scale basic infrastructure through the proposed
actions present a risk to the environment, particularly for biodiversity, ecosystems and ecosystem services.
However, these risks can be mitigated through an assessment of the environmental impact of each activity
or project, and a proper assessment of their (for Natura 2000 sites), which will result in mitigation measures
for the environment.

For tourism development it would be necessary to be assessed the importance of the area for tourism
development potential and to be harmonized the development of tourism together with the area potential.
The selection criteria must also confer a close attention to the environment.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. For each activity that is supported under this measure were established
eligibility and selection criteria that are in compliance with the environmental protection. At the same time,
before implementation, the projects that need an assessment on the environmental impact will be subject to
EIA/EA.

3.2.73. 073. Measure 8

Category of recommendation: SEA specific recommendations
Date: 01/07/2014

Topic: SEA specific recommendations

Description of the recommendation

If the actions are implemented inside Natura 2000 Sites it is necessary to go through the EA proceedings in
order to establish whether the afforestation action would bring changes to the conservation status of
habitats/species which were declared sites.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. For these projects will be developed EA in compliance with the legal
provisions.

3.2.74. 074. Measure 16

Category of recommendation: SEA specific recommendations
Date: 01/07/2014

Topic: SEA specific recommendations

Description of the recommendation

Considering that this measure can also support the implementation of project investments, in such cases, it is
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very important to be assessed the impact of those on the environment. In such cases, it is recommended the
use of selection criteria aimed at protecting the environment.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted. For each activity that is supported under this measure were established
eligibility and selection criteria that are in compliance with the environmental protection.

3.2.75. 075. Measure Leader

Category of recommendation: SEA specific recommendations
Date: 01/07/2014

Topic: SEA specific recommendations

Description of the recommendation

Regarding the investments measures under this measure, they may have a negative impact on the
environment. Therefore, when assessing the quality of the strategy, it would be necessary to take into
account the environment criteria. Similarly, when assessing the quality of the partnership it would be
appropriate to evaluate the activities of the partnership targeting the environmental protection in the area
covered by the partnership.

How recommendation has been addressed or justification as to why not taken into account

Recommendation was accepted.

3.3. Ex-ante Evaluation report

See Annexed Documents
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4. SWOT AND IDENTIFICATION OF NEEDS
4.1. SWOT

4.1.1. Comprehensive overall description of the current situation of the programming area, based on
common and programme-specific context indicators and other qualitative up-to-date information

Territory and population

Romania has a significant but underutilized growth potential. With a total area of
238,391 km? {1} [CI 3] and a population of 21.356 X million inhabitants {1} (according to Eurostat, in
2012 Romania had a population of 20.077 million inhabitants — provisional data) {1} [CI 1] , Romania
ranks 7™ in the EU27 for both area (6.0%) and population (4.25%). From a regional perspective there is a
balanced distribution of territory between the 6 regions (14.33% North, 14.30% Center, 15.46% North-East,
15% South-East, 14.45% South-Muntenia, 12.25% South-West-Oltenia, 13.44% West), while Bucharest -
IIfov region occupies only 0.76% of Romania. By geographic areas (mountains, hills and plains), the
country’s teritory is distributred in relatively balanced proportions.

Rural areas, representative for Romania, have substantial resources for development. Thus, in 2012,
rural areas (according to the Definition in Annex 1) have a surface of 207,522 km ? (87.1%) {3} [A3] and
45.0% of Romania’s population lives in this territory. {2} [A1]. The rural population is not evenly
distributed across the country. In some regions it’s percentage is higher (South Muntenia - 58.6% North East
- 56.8% and South West - 51.9%), the highest density, except for Bucharest-1lfov region, being registered in
the North-East region (63.24 inhabitants / km 2, while in the western part of the country the rural area is
less populated (26.51 inhabitants/km ?in West region) {2} [A4]. These disparities influence th