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1) Introduction 
 
1.1 The context of SAPARD programme. 
 
Poland is a rural country with a high proportion of the total population living in the 
countryside.  The density of population in a land rich country is for the most part low.  Poland, 
and especially its rural population is also an agricultural country, although nowadays the 
proportion of national output coming from agriculture has fallen in relative terms.  But many 
of the rural workforce still depend on this declining sector for a large part of their livelihood 
and are consequently poor. 
 
The above situation is similar to many regions within several member States except for one 
major difference and that is the legacy of a command economy.  Over the past decade Poland 
has made great strides in establishing a market economy and the performance has been 
impressive.   But the pace of this adjustment has not been as great within the rural sector and 
modes of thought, dependence on central decisions and actions as well as resignation are all 
real, if silent and unmeasured barriers to progress.  Part of the history of many areas contains 
forced resettlement experience and even today social cohesion is weak. These characteristics 
vary according to whether an area was heavily dependent on the State farm sector usually in 
areas where population density is low and consequently rural services are expensive to install 
and maintain.  In contrast other areas of what might be termed peasant agriculture rely  for 
their livelihood on small and fragmented farms which to a large degree are not part of the 
market economy.  The population density is usually higher. 
 
The features of the Polish rural society and the agricultural sector have been well described 
elsewhere.  (See 1 Agricultural Situation in Poland, DGVI Working Document.  June 1998.)  
The autarchic characteristics of many small farms has been demonstrated as a successful 
survival strategy in times of great change including large adverse shifts in the terms of trade 
between agricultural input and output prices and as a haven for many displaced from 
employment in other industrial sectors.  So much so that unemployment, under employment 
and low labour productivity are an obvious feature of Polish farming.  Other impediments for 
development include the small size of farm business, especially in the south of Poland and the 
effects of years of low investment  in the North of Poland, the ex State farm sector is more 
predominant with larger farm sizes and a greater degree of structural change into a more 
commercial type of agriculture.  Low incomes, even after accounting for the high level of 
consumption of home grown food are an obvious consequence of this situation especially 
when the remainder of the rural economy has also not developed as fast as the urban parts of 
the economy.  A polarisation of the sector is taking place between a static peasantry and a 
more dynamic commercial sector.  A further consequence is social unrest in the countryside 
which has produced a marked shift towards much higher rates of protection against imports of 
food. 
 
The need for structural change is obvious.  Far too many people are seeking their livelihood 
from the agricultural sector.  High rates of growth in the overall economy over the past few 
years has not so far proved to be  a sufficient condition to bring about the degree of necessary 
change.  The lagging rural sector economy, the high proportion of young and old people in the 
rural population and the lack of mobility of the agricultural work force and private capital 
investment in rural business are all part of the difficulty of getting both agriculture and the 
rural sector moving.   
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Growth in the rural economy would be stimulated by growth in the agricultural sector since 
the demand for on-farm investment services and additional farm-household income would be 
met for the most part by the local economy.  This would in turn attract labour and capital to 
other sectors.  Investment on farms to adjust to more expensive and therefore fewer on farm 
labour resources being available would also be necessary.   Agricultural and rural 
development go hand in hand.  In Poland’s case, where the number of people in agriculture 
compared with their contribution to GDP is so out of line with other countries, the necessity of 
fostering a prosperous overall rural economy is paramount.  It is encouraging to see this fact 
underpinning the SAPARD proposal and in what might be termed, “Ministry thinking”. 
 
The above  characteristics are most pronounced in the dairy sector with a highly dispersed 
pattern of production, a low level of marketed output, low levels of technical efficiency and 
poor links with the processing sector.  All of these factors impede the competitiveness of the 
sector. The milk processing sector along with that of meat (which are important components 
of the rural economy) are also in a state of change with much more concentration and market 
led innovations still to take place.  The harmonisation of the acquis in line with growing 
consumer demands for greater food safety and quality is also most important for milk and 
meat products.  This problem has been prioritised in the National programme for the Adoption 
of the Acquis. In addition the management of animal wastes both in production and in 
processing is an important element in improving the state of the environment in that there is 
good scientific evidence of pollution of ground water in the vicinity of farm s due to poor 
animal waste facilities and management.   
 
Over the last ten years there has been substantial public expenditure in rural infrastructure.  
The greatest progress has occurred for water supply with an average annual increase in 
connections to 150,000 households.  There have also been increases in the supply of sewage 
services, but here the disparity with urban facilities is still much greater than in the case of 
water supply. 
 
Telephone services are very sparse in rural areas and unreliable power supplies are a serious 
problem.  Investment in roads currently have more priority than in the early 1990’s. 
 
The food processing sector has seen remarkable change since the collapse of the State system.  
Many small businesses took over their functions.  Currently consolidation is taking place in 
the sector at a rapid rate.  Profitability and investment (especially foreign) has been highest in 
the highly processed foods and less so in basic functions such as slaughterhouses, milk and 
fruit and vegetable processing.  Great changes have taken place in supplies and trade.  The 
new opportunity is the prospect of supermarket retailing growing quickly. 
 
Experiences of rural development from elsewhere and within Poland itself clearly show that 
investment in human capital is a condition for rural change.  The analysis shows that 
educational levels in rural Poland are so low that structural adjustment out of (and not into) 
agriculture will be too slow.  These facts lead the Team to stress the need to view SAPARD as 
just one ‘building block’ within a whole set of Government actions to this end.  The co-
ordination of SAPARD with other complementary actions which support human development 
and especially education within a supportive sectoral policy will be an essential part of the 
success of the programme.  The amount of resources available for such complementary 
measures and indeed the commitment to this view seems to be inadequate.  2Wilkin (1999), 
refers to the risk in rural Poland of ‘a deepening educational collapse’ and that investment in 
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human development is getting smaller and smaller each year and that human resources are the 
most limiting factor for rural development.  
 
1.1.1 The Place of SAPARD among other policy investments 
 
SAPARD objectives are primarily accession driven.  3The funding is driven according to EU 
principles including additionality, that is they will provide extra resources over and above 
national expenditure.  The principle of co-financing results in 25% of the total public funds 
coming from Polish taxpayers resources. 
 
The amount of funding is small in relation to the needs.  In a real sense the funds will set in 
place the procedures for future management of structural funds to which Poland will be 
eligible after accession.  Nevertheless, the funds could provide, through leverage and 
multiplier effects, discernible impacts. 
 
Structural policies are only a component of, and cannot substitute for, macro 
economic/sectoral policies.  SAPARD in turn is only a component of rural structural policy.  
Success for any component relies on timely support from complementary programmes.  
 
The involvement of stakeholders is now increasingly recognised, in that the targeted 
beneficiaries should be involved in decisions about their future and about investments which 
they both directly and indirectly finance. 
 
1.2 Objectives to be met and needs to be fulfilled by the Programme 
 
The stated strategic objectives in the SAPARD programme (section 3.2) are to develop 
competitiveness and to facilitate the adoption of EU sanitary and hygiene regulations within 
the whole agri-food sector and to encourage multifunctional rural development by creating the 
conditions for the expansion of non agricultural activities in rural Poland.  
 
The proposed programme deals with the main core of what might be termed the rural problem 
from the perspective of the practicalities of accession and also with the necessary preparations 
for joining the single market and the expected future common agricultural market 
mechanisms. The dominant problem is that of rural and under and unemployment.  It follows 
that the main effort during the pre-accession period should be to improve competitiveness in 
preparation for joining the single market.  If such preparations are not completed then there is 
a high risk of people being displaced when accession occurs. 
 
In striving to allocate SAPARD funds in a purposive way, the programme preparation 
procedures are helpful in emphasising the importance of clarifying and quantifying objectives 
at different levels, which in turn feed through to choices about plan design, including 
complementarity and co-ordination with other programmes.  Other useful concepts include the 
rule of additionality, which at a practical level involves judgements about whether the 
supported investment would take place without the programme.  It is likely, for example, that 
smaller farms and businesses will face more serious constraints to investment than larger 
ones. The need for a holistic and integrated perspective is emphasised by the phenomenon of 
displacement, whereby support may simply reallocate economic activity rather than add to it. 
Similarly, such an overall perspective is needed to assess the environmental, social or equity 
aspects and externalities of the programme.  The evaluation concept is always that impact can 
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only be assessed in comparison with the next best alternative.  This comparison usually takes 
the form of the relative situation with, as opposed to without, the programme. 
 
The reality is (as opposed to many expectations) that SAPARD funds are so small that they 
are most unlikely to have a significant direct impact on Polish agricultural and rural 
development. This is not the intention of public Structural programmes.  Most of the funds 
used for development will be private funds, so that the real focus of public activities is to 
create the conditions whereby such funds will be forthcoming and will be allocated wisely in 
terms of stimulating necessary adjustments in line with future competitive conditions and real 
commercial opportunities. 
 
1.3 Characteristics of the SAPARD Programme 
 
The following measures will be undertaken: 
Priority Axis 1: Improvement of the market efficiency of the agri-food sector 
Measure 1  Improvement in processing and marketing of food and fishery products 
 
The schemes under this measure include capital grants for: 
1.1. Processing products of animal origin (milk, meat) and fish; 
1.2. Support for restructuring the processing and improvement of the marketing of fruit and 
vegetable products including the creation of producer groups. 
 
Measure 2  Investments in agricultural holdings 
 
The schemes under this measure include capital grants for: 
2.1. Restructuring and modernisation of farms specialising (or which plan to specialise) in 
high quality milk production; 
2.2.  Modernisation of farms specialising in the production of meat, including; 

2.2.1 High quality beef production especially on farms ceasing to produce milk; 
2.2.2 Restoration of sheep production; 
2.2.3 Improvements in hygiene, animal waste management, energy use and animal 

welfare standards on pig and poultry farms; 
Scheme 2.3. Reduction of pollution originating from agricultural activity by assistance for the 
construction of animal waste storage and management facilities. 
 
Priority axis 2: Improvement of conditions for economic activities and job creation 
 
Measure 3  Development of rural infrastructure  
 
The schemes under this measure include support for the installation and upgrading of: 
3.1. Water supply for rural households including water purification , sewage systems and 
sewage treatment plants; 
3.2. Solid waste disposal and recycling systems; 
3.3. Communal and district roads in rural areas; 
3.4. Energy supply (alternative energy and electricity); 
3.5. Telephone networks. 
 
Measure 4  Diversification of economic activities in rural areas 
 
The schemes under this measure include support for: 
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4.1. investment in rural diversification for a wide range of rural economic activities; 
4.2. the promotion, marketing and information concerning rural economic activities; 
4.3. pilot projects concerning agri-environmental measures and afforestation. 
 
In addition to the above measures, technical assistance is envisaged for a range of necessary 
supporting activities including that required for programme management including IT 
systems, animation, information and publicity campaigns, studies and pilot projects and 
evaluation activities. 
 
All the measures include some direct environmental actions. 
 
1.4 Targeting in Relation to Objectives and Needs 
 
The main prioritised sectors of dairy and meat (including fish) for stimulating the adoption of 
sanitary, hygiene and environmental standards will assist in the solution of major anticipated 
accession issues and focus on sectors that are likely to be competitive within the single 
market.  The consistency of assistance covering both production and processing of milk is a 
strong point of the programme. Other sub priorities such as stimulating producer organisations 
in the fruit and vegetable sector are also consistent with the acquis and the building up of 
competitive strengths. The urgency of continuing with investment in rural infrastructure and 
in improving the conditions for the emergence of non-agricultural economic activities is fully 
supported by the analysis of the rural situation.  
 
The strategy of improving rural infrastructure alongside measures to support the 
diversification of rural resources into more productive uses as well as plans to stimulate the 
viability and the adoption of the acquis in food processing and on farms are thus well 
justified.  All the more so, in that they reflect the conclusions from an extensive consultation 
exercise with potential beneficiaries. The allocation of the proportion of funds between each 
measure reflects the urgent need to create more non agricultural rural jobs, the likely rates of 
uptake for each measure, institutional constraints on implementation and the uses to which 
public funds might reasonably be put. 
 
Needs will vary according to the targeting of national and other donor assistance.  The 
question of the separation of SAPARD and national programmes of assistance for farmers and 
processors has been debated.  Where the respective programme objectives are the same then it 
would be theoretically possible to amalgamate the schemes.  However, it is difficult to 
estimate overall levels of public support where subsidised interest rates are used as is the case 
for most national programmes.  Unless the same instruments are to be used, then it will 
always be difficult to amalgamate national and SAPARD schemes. 
 
1.5 Consistency and appropriateness of the proposed strategy 
 
The measures within the Programme support each other.  For example, the need to produce 
dairy products which meet both EU and commercial hygiene and quality requirements 
involves investment and changes in practice on both farms and in factories.  For farms that do 
not perceive it to be profitable to make the changes, support is to be made available for 
switching production towards quality beef or to diversify into non-agricultural activity.  All 
these activities will require infrastructure.  It is unlikely that private finance will be sufficient 
to install facilities to meet environmental requirements which is a reason for some public 
support.  The pilot scheme on the agro– environment will be used to realistically assess the 
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degree of compensation necessary for meeting conservation rules and to cover the extra costs 
of environmentally friendly practises. 
 
Whilst the synergies between measures are fully explored, the Programme cannot in itself 
assure a fully complete set of instruments due to its limited resources and scope. In particular 
essential training components have to be provided mostly outside SAPARD (since SAPARD 
only covers training in agriculture and forestry). 
 
The programme builds on much past experience.  These experiences have mostly been 
qualitatively evaluated with simple descriptive statistics of outputs but with little reference to 
impacts.  The programme also includes new elements in line with the challenge of accession. 
It reflects the outcome of a deliberate and wide debate and  it has been prepared in an 
atmosphere of great change. 
 
Structural policies are only a component of, and cannot substitute for, macro 
economic/sectoral policy. (4 Michałek 1999).  SAPARD in turn is only a component of rural 
structural policy.  Success for any component relies on timely support from complementary 
programmes. In the case of SAPARD reference should be made to most research findings on 
the high rates of return from investment in rural people (human capital ) including rural 
women.  Moreover, the involvement of stakeholders is now increasingly recognised, in that 
the targeted beneficiaries should be involved in decisions about their future and about 
investments which they both directly and indirectly finance.   
 
SAPARD does not (surprisingly) support investment in human capital to any significant 
extent and yet its success will depend on sufficient numbers of qualified people being 
available in time.  The co-ordination of the way SAPARD fits in with and supports other 
programmes is thus crucial.  In addition its success will depend to a great extent on the 
progress towards a market economy, such as the relaxation of constraints in the land market, 
the opening up of trading opportunities, greater access to credit and services of all kinds, non-
distortionary sectoral price policies as well as innovation.  Since 1989, progress in most of 
these areas in Poland has been impressive.  
 
1.5.1.  Pre-requisites for successful public intervention 
 
In general a rule for the allocation of public funds is that they should be used mainly for 
technical and institutional infrastructure which are unlikely to be financed from private 
sources. Such public investment should be made in the light of the gains to be made by the 
private sector or, in other words, social gains ultimately depend on private performance. 
 
At least four consequences flow from the acceptance of this principle: 
• τhat the adoption of much of the acquis is fundamentally about improving the necessary 

conditions for a market economy to work, for example in the areas of food hygiene, 
quality standards and price reporting and thus these activities might justifiably be 
subsidised; 

• that the problems of allocating public funds to private beneficiaries are reduced by 
lowering the grant rate in structural funding; 

• the number of objectives for such programmes are reduced and in consequence the 
chances of success are increased by simpler implementation and monitoring requirements; 
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• subsidies for investment should be justified by the objectives to be achieved rather than 
simply on some indication of need. 

 
The reality (as opposed to many expectations) is that SAPARD funds are so small that they 
are most unlikely to have a significant direct impact on Polish agricultural and rural 
development  This is not the intention of public structural programmes.  Most of the funds 
used for development will be private funds, so that the real focus of public activities is to 
create the conditions whereby such funds will be forthcoming and will be allocated wisely in 
terms of stimulating necessary adjustments in line with future competitive conditions and real 
commercial opportunities. 
 
2) The methodology and the approach of the ex-ante evaluation  
 
2.1 During the preparations 
 
The ex-ante evaluation has been an ongoing process consisting of an initial seminar on the 
challenge of the draft regulations and the necessary preparation process as long ago as June 
1997.  During 1999, after the setting up of the Department of pre-accession assistance in the 
Ministry, PHARE assistance was given in the form of 7 days of consultancy time in March to 
assist with discussions about the overall strategy and in designing the way in which 
consultations should be carried out.  (The analysis of the consultation exercise and the 
consultation report is presented in Annex 1).  Twinning support for more intensive day to day 
advice became available in mid 1999.  A follow up visit of 12 consultancy days to evaluate 
the first drafts of the proposals, took place in September 1999 in the light of the then finalised 
and accepted Coherent National Agricultural and Rural Development Strategy.  A Ministry 
seminar was organised to debate the conclusions after more intensive consultation with 
individual members of the Department of pre-accession assistance. (see notes from seminar in 
Annex 2)  The remaining time of the EU consultant of some 18 days plus some 10 days of the 
two main Polish consultants was spent in commenting on further drafts and queries during the 
revision process.  The Agricultural Policy Unit (SAEPR) have provided on-going analyses and 
evaluation. 
 
2.2 Final assessment 
 
The final ex-ante evaluation effort took place during December 1999 using an independent 
team of senior Polish and an EU based independent consultant in association with the Institute 
for Rural and Agricultural Development, Polish Academy of Sciences, over a period of some 
three weeks.  The assessment coincided with the finalisation of the drafting with checks on the 
proposals being made by consultations with experienced practitioners and by reference to 
available literature and reports (see list Annex 4).  Discussions were also held with the 
drafting team and their Director.  In addition a briefing was prepared for the State Secretary 
with responsibility for the programme prior to his final meeting with the Ministry 
management committee to approve the final version of the plan. 
In all of these ways the ex ante evaluation influenced all stages of the plan preparation. 
 
The availability of information has strictly limited the work of the drafting and evaluation 
team.  Official information on rural society and  agriculture has been assembled and improved 
using much of the recent work of researchers in this field including that carried out under the 
auspices of the Institute for Rural and Agricultural Development, Polish Academy of 
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Sciences.  Good descriptions, some in English, exist of the situation in Polish rural areas, in 
Polish agriculture and the Polish food sector. 4,5 & 15   Information does not exist, or is not 
available, for many of the questions that a development strategy needs answers for.  
(22Gorzalak 1997)  The situation has been exacerbated by changes in the administrative 
structure of Poland, by rapid changes in the agri-food sector as well as the informal status of 
peasant types of agriculture.  Numerical estimates must therefore be treated with extreme 
caution.  Some heroic assumptions have been used in the appraisal to avoid the error that no 
impacts occur if a number is not available.  
 
3) Analysis of the current situation 
 
3.1 The comprehensiveness, realism of the description of the recent and current state of 
affairs in the Polish Rural and Agricultural sectors.   
 
The analysis is comprehensive and brings out the most important issues, such as rural 
unemployment, poor educational levels, the poor structure of farming, the inadequacy of rural 
infrastructure and low rural incomes.  
 
There is insufficient evidence about the lack of capital, the low mobility of the farm and rural 
labour force along with poorly developed institutions which support the development of a 
market economy. Most of the growth in the demand for agricultural and rural services is either 
from exports or mainly urban parts of Poland which reflects the low levels of endogenous 
development in rural Poland.   
 
The variation between regions, between farms, between types of processing company would  
also be informative in that a more profound analysis would clarify and enable more precision 
in the nature and extent of desirable intervention. It also gives more optimism in that there are 
sectors, regions, farms and firms that are adapting and growing in a dynamic way.  Likewise, a 
review of the existing state of affairs concerning the rural environment such as a high share of 
protected areas in Poland would also be supportive of the environmental actions proposed. 
 
Just over half of the official number of farms do not participate in the market for agricultural 
commodities to any great extent and thus an agricultural programme will not improve their 
situation.  (See Table 3.2 below)  This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that almost 70 % of 
rural unemployed people belong to households who do not farm and that the problem is 
getting worse in that the share of unemployment in rural areas is increasing relative to the total 
Polish situation. Clearly the measure on diversification of economic activities in rural areas in 
Poland cannot be confined to farms.  Demographic forecasts also show an increase of almost 
one million in the size of the rural working population in the next four years (5Rosner 1999). 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.2 
 

Private farms by value of marketable production 
 

Value of marketable production in 1995/6 
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     % of farms with   
 PLN   ECU  marketable production 

 
2 501 - 4 999 782 - 1 563 13.5 

5 000 - 14 999 1 563 - 4 688 21.2 
15 000 - 24 999 4 688 - 7 814 6.8 
25 000 - 49 999 7 814 - 15 628 4.0 
50 000 - 99 999 15 628 - 31 257 1.4 

100000 and above above 31 257 0.5 
 
Educational levels and the provision of infrastructure, the dependence on agriculture and rates 
of economic development vary across the country.  Whereas SAPARD is a national 
programme the up-take of measures will vary according to regional conditions. 
 
Research findings clearly show a dynamic and relatively profitable ‘commercial farm sector’ 
set against a static small farm or peasant sector existing on very low incomes often supported 
by pensions and other forms of transfer.  This is reflected in the choice of the target 
beneficiaries (small to medium farms) for Measure 2.  In the processing sector, less official 
data exists (17Przepiora 1999 Identification of Marketing Strategies in the Polish Dairy 
Industry), but it is clear that there is great dynamism within the sector with many small firms, 
and the overall performance depends on the marketing strategy of the companies.  
Consequently, the selection process for Measure 1 should emphasise the marketing aspect. 
 
More reference to the state of the environment would  show the importance of poor manure 
storage and management on the pollution levels in farm wells.  More generally the installation 
of piped water supplies in many rural villages has increased the urgency for sewage treatment 
facilities which are still at a very low level.  Sewage is one of the main causes of extensive 
river pollution in Poland. (See 14The State of the Environment in Poland, Report of the State 
Inspectorate of Environmental Protection). 
 
There are also variations in the competitiveness of agricultural enterprises in Poland with 
dairy and fruit production being amongst the most internationally competitive.  (19Tangerman 
et al.)  Grain production including oilseeds especially on larger farms is also well placed.   The 
revealed competitive advantage as shown by the pattern of agricultural trade bears out the 
above conclusions to some extent in that the EU tends to import agricultural commodities 
from Poland and exports processed food to Poland.  Measures 1 and 2 should focus to a 
greater extent on competitive sectors such as dairy, fruit and vegetable and grain. 
 
In addition, in the period up until the Russian financial crisis, Polish food exports to the East 
grew very quickly and became more important than trade with the EU.  Even now the volume 
of exports to former communist states has not fallen to the same extent as the value of 
exports.  Commercial decisions about the adoption of EU standards would not favour such 
investments in all situations, at least prior to accession.  Some form of state incentive is 
therefore appropriate to generate a longer-term view if accession is not to be held up and 
prosperity within the single market is to be more assured.  This argument supports public 
funding for dairy and meat sectors in Measure 1. 
 
A major criticism is a lack of information about the rural economy.  What kind of industries 
exist, what is their relative importance, what changes are taking place?  In particular a 
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description of the status and growth of S.M.E.’s or ‘micro’ enterprises and especially of 
opportunities for those in the food sector and rural tourism. 
 
3.2 Comments on the degree of agreement with stated disparities, gaps and opportunities 
for economic, social and environmental issues 
 
The factual statements of disparities are relevant and form a good basis for the planned 
programme.  More could be added as argued in section 3.1 by exploring the variation in 
circumstances.   
 
The exhaustiveness of the implied causality is questioned.  In addition to poverty associated 
with a poor agricultural structure and the high transaction costs between farms and processors, 
rural people , as stated, suffer from many other disadvantages.  The problem is how to break a 
vicious circle.  The implied complete solution of Government financed capital investment is 
neither feasible, sufficient or indeed sensible in itself.  A whole range of policies and 
interventions are needed, including macro and sectoral policies and reforms to the regulations 
and public services including utilities, if the level of rural incomes is to increase. 
 
The evidence from the literature on agricultural development provides a basis for our 
assessment.  The evidence has been is summarised in a short paper by 6Hazell (1998) which is 
applicable to other sectors: agricultural development depends upon 5 processes all beginning 
in English with the letter I (“the 5 Is”), namely; innovation, infrastructure, inputs, institutions 
and incentives. 
 
3.2.1.  Pre requisites for agricultural development 
 
Innovation. Strong national agricultural research and extension systems (both public and 
private) are needed to generate and disseminate productivity-enhancing technologies.   In the 
case of small and medium-sized enterprises, this would be the role of business support centres 
since innovation also applies to organisation as well as to technology. 
 
Infrastructure. Food rural infrastructure, particularly roads and transport systems, piped water 
(with drainage), telecommunications and waste are needed.  A problem is to define rural 
infrastructure as distinct from national or regional programmes.  It will likely include “join 
up” facilities such as feeder roads, junctions and other ways of “tapping into”(obtaining) 
national supplies and services, including for example credit, training and information. 
 
Inputs: Efficient delivery for agricultural services are needed, especially for modern farm 
inputs (only a small proportion of farmers in applicant countries buy certified seeds each 
year), food processing, and credit. There is much emphasis on subsidised credit as an 
agricultural policy instrument in candidate countries. Over and over again, this approach has 
been shown not to work well, and the task is to improve the delivery of credit (especially to 
small farmers and small and medium-sized enterprises) rather than to subsidise it.  The 
process has become institutionalised and is highly sensitive.  In terms of assistance for 
investment (as grants or as credit subsidies), this fact emphasises the targeting of farms and 
food businesses so that that intended beneficiaries are actually reached. 
 
Institutions. Efficient and liberalised markets, that provide farmers with ready access to 
domestic and international (EU) markets, are needed.  The adoption of the acquis can help 
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here in terms of price information systems and grading standards. There is also a need for 
effective institutions to provide key public services where these cannot be left to the private 
sector, and to encourage the private sector to come together for the purpose of collective 
activities such as improvement societies, development and lobbying associations.  This latter 
issue is probably most important in the case of producer groups, despite the danger that 
public funds are diverted for limited private gains. 
 
Incentives. Macroeconomic, trade and sector policies are needed that do not penalise 
agriculture. The Europe Agreements have a slow, in-built degree of liberalisation but the prize 
of accession is to be a full participant in a large single market.  Moreover, the reforms of the 
CAP will mean operating farms nearer to, if not at, world price levels.  It is most important for 
the agricultural sectors of applicant countries to gear up for this and also to put in place 
measures that do not hold it within non-tariff barriers to trade, e.g. food hygiene.  Recent 
studies show that many sectors of Polish agriculture are competitive by international 
standards. 
 
3.2.2. The pre-requisites for social equity 
 
The above “5 Is” are needed for stimulating development but can result in an uncomfortable 
distribution of the benefits.  For example, SAPARD farm and food processing incentives will 
likely benefit the more prosperous agricultural areas and would naturally benefit larger 
farmers and processors as current national schemes do (7Kulawik 1999). 
 
6Hazell makes the point that agricultural development should be broadly based for it to be fair 
in a social sense. Unlike processing and marketing, there are few economies of scale in 
agricultural production, and hence targeting family farms is attractive on both equity (fairness) 
and efficiency grounds. For applicant countries with many small farms, this philosophy would 
mean that regional farm structure should be one of the variables for determining regional 
allocation of SAPARD funds, and that there should be cut-off points (both a minimum and a 
maximum) for farm-based support.  In Poland the distribution of dairy cows is highly skewed, 
with many small herds. An attractive measure might include a form of dairy herd conversion 
scheme (incentives to give up selling milk) in the light of quotas and exacting and expensive 
dairy hygiene regulations.  A more general measure to encourage a better farm structure would 
be farm amalgamation or even pre-retirement pension schemes.  Small and medium-sized 
farms should also receive priority in publicly funded agricultural research and extension and 
in marketing and credit supply.  Analyses of growth options for farmers in several applicant 
countries in the light of accession does show that expansion can be attractive (8Mech, 1999; 
9Hughes, 1999), but there are exchange-rate risks as well as those connected with the timing 
of accession, with the state of the CAP including the future of dairy quotas (10Majewski et al. 
1998). 
 
However, for the most part, the asset base of small farm businesses will be so small that even 
high rates of return on the capital involved will not produce a comparable income.  Real prices 
for agricultural products fall inexorably year on year except during short-lived booms.  Thus 
investments in human capital, such as education and health, and in semi-public services such 
as water supply and sewerage, are essential for improving the productivity of poor people and 
increasing their opportunities for gainful employment, mostly off the farm.   
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Women play many key roles in farming and ancillary activities and are a strong influence in 
the family for education levels of farm children.  They thus warrant targeted programmes in 
agricultural extension and education, for example for farm financial record-keeping and 
organisation.  Women often drive diversification activities such as agro-tourism activities, and 
thus require credit and other aids for small business assistance. 
 
Equity or fairness considerations logically mean the full participation of poorer rural people in 
the policy formulation process and not just the rich and powerful.  They need to be consulted 
on the priorities for public investments from which they are expected to benefit or help 
finance.  It is thus important that methods are worked out for this to be done in the evaluation 
process throughout the life of SAPARD. 
 
The rural non-farm economy should be actively encouraged and this is recognised within the 
SAPARD operational programme.  This is a reason for partnership both nationally and in the 
regions.  The rural non-farm economy is a source of employment and income especially for 
small farm families.  In addition, there are powerful income and employment multiplier 
effects within rural economies when agriculture grows. 
 
3.2.3  Pre requisites for environmental objectives 
 
Priority may be needed for regions where the environment is heavily threatened, in terms of 
soil conditions, erosion, pollution or flood.  Boosts to sustainable farming systems can reduce 
the incentive for migration from such areas which could be a problem for other parts of the 
EU as a whole.  In the case of Poland the environmentally protected areas are in a unique 
situation with regard to economic development opportunities. 
 
Extending as well as defining property rights, and ensuring the good husbandry of all natural 
resources in leasing and in utilisation of common land, may be advantageous.  Incentives to 
develop markets for “ecological” types of production could have a big response as the 
intensity of land use in Poland is already low, so that a changeover from existing systems may 
not involve big yield reductions.  The acquis, for example, sets out the conditions for organic 
farming, but other systems such as integrated farming systems have not as yet taken off and 
would need a strong promotional effort for them to do so. 
 
As with all measures for agricultural and rural development, 6Hazell argues for the 
involvement of those who manage natural resources, through the improvement of institutions 
so that they are involved in decision making and through enlightenment about natural 
resources by means of training.  Environmental issues also require monitoring of systems and 
in some cases, the delineation and protection of sites of particular environmental value. 
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3.3. Comments on the coherence of the ranking of disparities 
 
The acid test of the ranking of the disparities is measured by the allocation of resources to the 
different measures. Here we find that food processing receive the greatest funds followed by 
infrastructure, diversification and finally on farm investment. 
 
The evidence for such a ranking is limited by the paucity of the information.  It is, however, 
well known that the cost of bringing processing plants up to EU standards is high and indeed 
the disruption already caused to Polish milk exports to the EU by a failure to meet the 
requirements has already been experienced.  What is not clear is the extent to which these 
costs should be publicly funded or indeed the total amount of expenditure that is required. 
 
We accept with some qualifications the emphasis on infrastructure provided that investments 
are made with the purpose in mind of creating the conditions for additional employment or at 
least maintaining current jobs. 
 
The diversification measures are a direct way of tackling the large rural employment problem.  
There is insufficient emphasis in the analysis and the proposed diversification measure on 
support for rural women. 
 
Farm investment support is justified by the requirements of the acquis for milk production, 
and other types of public goods that are desirable.  There are several qualifications here 
concerning the importance of crop storage in adding to the competitiveness of Polish 
agriculture and for ensuring the quality of livestock products.  It may therefore be desirable to 
cut some of the expenditure for sheep, poultry and pig production to make way for crop 
storage, but such support should only be given for group storage.  The logic of the programme 
is to try to ensure that the first customers of farms are competitive so that all farms can benefit 
from secure market outlets. 
 
The main concern is what is missed out.  6Hazell’s list refers to the importance of research and 
extension and educational provisions are referred to in the analysis. 6Hazell’s analysis on 
incentives is supported by the views of 4Michaleck (1999).  The access to credit rather than 
subsidised credit is to be taken into account by a microloan scheme in the World Bank rural 
development programme.  Substantial national subsidised credit schemes for agricultural and 
rural adjustment will also continue along with an environmental protection fund.  A large part 
of the Ministry of Agriculture’s budget is also used for farmer’s pensions which is a direct 
social payment. 
 
3. 4 Comments on the clarity and accuracy of the identified driving forces for 
sustainable rural development 
 
The conclusion drawn from the analysis that the solution to the agricultural problem lies to a 
large degree outside of agriculture and within the rural and wider economy has full support.   
 
The reasoning for the need to adopt a pull or demand led approach is also fully accepted rather 
than concentrating public intervention on supply side measures.  Furthermore, that while the 
adoption of the acquis will assist in the development of a market economy, it is expensive, 
especially in the milk and meat sector, and that public intervention will be necessary both for 
reasons of food safety and other public good grounds but also to speed up the natural rate of 
progress.  One main qualification is that while the analysis has shown the need for a 
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complementary and coherent set of public interventions in the agricultural and rural sector, 
especially in education and other forms of human capital enhancement, many of these actions 
lie outside the SAPARD programme. They may not have not been stressed sufficiently. 
 
Increased emphasis on market or demand side criteria for eligibility and selection criteria is to 
be encouraged.  Moreover, there should be an awareness that capital subsidies can impose less 
than optimal solutions to problems. Changes in price differentials for quality milk, changes in 
farming systems to improve competitiveness and concentration in both farming and food 
processing are also ways in which the objectives of the programme can be achieved. 
 
Mixed farming is for example the norm in Poland and the system has many attractions from a 
risk management and sustainability point of view.  The programme will encourage so called 
pluri-activity or off farm employment.  This is a common solution to the income problem of 
small farms. 
 
Finally, the role of public intervention in rural and agricultural development is not about 
directly overcoming capital constraints by the State.  The idea of financing activities using 
taxpayers funds that would not otherwise be financed needs to kept in mind. 
 
4) Assessment of the proposed strategy in relation to the situation described and the 
identified needs based on past experience 
 
There are important and successful lessons about the uptake of national schemes for both rural 
infrastructure which used grant assistance and agricultural development which relied on the 
provision of subsidised credit. 
 
Agricultural schemes have latterly become more focussed on specific targets including dairy 
farms and processing plants and specialist beef development initiatives. 
 
Recent infrastructure programmes have been financed jointly with PHARE funds and also by 
means of the World Bank ASAL loan.  There is also a programme, which was begun under 
ASAL and was subsequently continued with national funding, to give subsidised loans for 
rural job creation. 
 
There is, therefore, a substantial amount of experience to draw on for all the processes 
involved in public interventions of this type including planning and implementation.  There is 
also a considerable and growing amount of experience of EU structural measures. 
 
4.1 The key lessons from evaluation studies of recent Polish programmes 
 
The uptake of these forms of assistance has been good but it does not necessarily follow that 
this is a clear indication of expressed needs.  In the case of infrastructure under the ASAL 
loan, water supplies were given initial priority, thereafter national schemes have emphasised 
investment in roads.  Patterns of the rate of uptake have been analysed which show a slow and 
steady build up with time.  Regional patterns show how the peripheral parts of Poland lost out 
relative to the more heavily populated central and southern areas.  About a quarter of the 
gmina’s did not participate in the programme. A few made the most of the opportunity.  One 
of the current issues where investments have been made is how to ensure that the number of 
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connections to facilities such as water treatment plants are sufficient to cover the maintenance 
costs especially where householders are poor. 
 
Job creation schemes are considered to have worked well.  The main type of business 
requesting support are small traders.  Banks are used as a vehicle for the subsidised credit and 
they also carry any risks of default.  This may explain the low default rate. 
 
Interest rate subsidies are a popular means of giving support towards structural adjustment on 
farms.  Specific credit lines are given for enterprises such as dairy and beef enterprises, the 
establishment of young farmers and agro-tourism.  Subsidised credit has been shown to favour 
larger producers while small peasant households tend not to borrow at all or, if they do, from 
family sources. 
 
These experiences have provided some general indications of: 
• empirical estimates of the real costs and practical issues of effecting structural 

improvements; 
• predictions of the likely pattern of uptake both in terms of the likely measures and their 

regional pattern as well as likely beneficiaries; 
• the recognition of the need for careful prior assessment of investment in infrastructure 

given the fact that some few gmina’s have apparently over-invested in infrastructure, 
beyond their ability to finance the annual costs of such improvements; 

• the acceptance of a more purposive and integrated approach to installing public services in 
that additional development may not automatically follow; 

• that reference be made to local and regional structural plans (which are currently being 
prepared) in the selection process for SAPARD projects on infrastructure and food 
processing. 

 
The procedures used so far have been primarily implemented in a centralised way and it is 
accepted that this approach will need to change in line with both the anticipated volume of 
effort and also the new systems of devolved regional government.  The opinion received was 
that devolution of responsibility to the gminas had been successful.  However, a great deal of 
training is still required for regional decision making in SAPARD to be successful.  It is likely 
that the degree of effort will exceed the resources within the technical component of 
SAPARD and PHARE.  One large change to be taken into account is the fact that the banks 
have had a key role in the management of the subsidised loan schemes.  Grant systems shift 
many of these tasks to the public administrative system which has no experience in economic 
project evaluation. 
 
4.2 Expert opinions concerning the relevance and likely response and uptake to the 
measures with respect to economic, social and environmental effects 
 
4.2.1 Relevance 
 
In general the strategy is broadly relevant with respect to the identified needs and 
opportunities and they have been selected following an extensive consultation process.  
However, due to the limitations in SAPARD scope and resources, the arrangements for the 
complementary inputs that will support the SAPARD programme is crucial. 
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At a more specific level, there is concern about the absorptive capacity of the proposed 
devolved SAPARD administrative system of project identification and planning, submission, 
approval, implementation, inspection, monitoring and evaluation as the quality of this work 
will have a large effect on the impact of the programme.  The amount of technical assistance 
is probably insufficient to achieve the quality levels required.  The intention is that by sub-
contracting tasks such as planning to the private sector as well as public institutions, market 
mechanisms will have some influence on the quality of work demanded by beneficiaries and 
the selection procedures.  Assistance for training and information of all kinds should be an 
important component of all schemes. 
 
The importance of a “market led” as opposed to a “supply side” approach is accepted in most 
quarters.  The danger of State assisted investments being made in non-viable enterprises, 
especially through displacement effects in the processing sector is a real one. 
 
The different needs in Measure 2 of a more commercial, as opposed to peasant types, of 
farming were also recognised by several experts.  One view is that there should be higher rates 
of grant for smaller farms and lower rates but wider limits for more commercial farms.  The 
decision as to the level of rates and limits, should be devolved to the regional selection 
committees, according to the number and type of applications they receive.  There is a strong 
belief in economies of size in farming; the evidence for this is not convincing.  If they do not 
exist to any marked degree then it is possible to meet both equity and efficiency criteria by 
focussing on development choices for viable small farms.  Other issues concerning relevance, 
is a strong view, that, support is necessary to enhance crop storage in order to improve the 
competitiveness of the cereal sector.  Such support for grain storage, if forthcoming, might be 
included at the expense of investments aids in the intensive livestock production (particularly 
pig and poultry). 
 
If it is possible, some shifts in emphasis are also proposed in Measure 3 including more 
support for social types of infrastructure and village development such as the upgrading of 
community buildings including schools and clinics to give communes more options to select 
solutions matching their local needs.  In addition, in the case of infrastructure, the need to 
create public facilities that are sustainable and thus foster development is not yet fully 
understood. 
 
A strongly held belief is that the most limiting factor for rural job creation under Measure 4 
in Poland’s rural area is underdeveloped human capacity.  The present schooling system (and 
its reforms) are seen as a real impediment to accession if it fails to enable young people to 
leave the land.  SAPARD measures cannot directly assist with this issue but the programme 
can make a contribution by, for example, road improvements making travel to and from 
school easier.  Scheme 4.2 should also facilitate the implementation of scheme 4.1 by the 
development of marketing, certification and information initiatives. 
 
There is much complementarity between economic, social and environmental needs and 
measures, for example water treatment, waste land fill sites and agro-environmental schemes.  
In other cases there are conflicts as, for example, where a farmer finances his own share of 
manure storage facilities.  The cash gain in terms of saved nutrients is likely to be small in 
relation to the cost and availability of capital although the farm family should see a non cash 
improvement in the quality of their water supply. 
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Some experts strongly believe that Poland cannot afford investments of an environmental 
nature.  Others hold an equally strong opposing view.  A guiding principle in steering a path 
between such opposite views is that the optimum amount of investment in environmental 
goods occurs where the cost of avoiding pollution just equals the damage that it causes 
(11Weiss 1994).  However for this principle to be fully applied, it is necessary to have systems 
in place which impose the costs of pollution on the originators.  A grant scheme will not 
produce the desired impacts on its own, nor will stocking rate limits necessarily reduce 
pollution or enhance the quality of the ecosystem.  This is yet another example of the 
SAPARD programme being relevant within a of a wider set of government actions. 
 
4.2.2 Uptake 
 
One of the main concerns is the initial rate of uptake which will be slow in the initial years as 
new procedures are both installed and used.  This is one of the main reasons for multi-annual 
funding. 
 
The problem of co-finance was raised on several occasions and especially the issue of finding 
cash until grants are received on expenditure incurred.  The usual system is for a project to be 
financed in stages, with payments being made accordingly.  This will be most important for 
the possible beneficiaries in Measures 1 & 2.  However this highlights the problem of 
responsibility for uncompleted projects. 
 
For the most part, SAPARD differs from past and existing schemes in that it is to provide 
grant assistance, as opposed to subsidised loans.  In that loans have to be repaid and grants 
have no interest charge, the amount of assistance under SAPARD will always be greater (and 
usually substantially greater) than for subsidised credit, irrespective of the level of interest rate 
subsidy. 
 
The importance of disseminating information about the SAPARD programme in good time, 
so as to increase the rate of uptake, was emphasised by those with experience of both 
infrastructure and job creation schemes.  Banks which have had an important role in 
subsidised credit schemes are unlikely to have the same degree of influence with SAPARD 
measures which adds to the case for an effective information campaign to be put in place. 
 
High quality project preparation support can also be crucial and adequate resources must be 
planned to provide extension and advisory services. 
 
This problem is probably less for infrastructure in that a set of projects for approval is 
believed to exist;  gminas will need to put their share (co-finance) of such capital expenditure 
in their budgets for 2000/2001 which are due for completion at the end of March 2000.  
Moreover, the empirical evidence from ASAL support for infrastructure clearly shows a slow 
initial rate of uptake.  It is proposed to vary the rate of grant for poorer gminas so this should 
enhance the overall demand for support.  In the case of Measure 4, Diversification, a pro-
active approach is deemed to be necessary to secure the necessary rate of uptake. 
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4.3 Recent and ongoing experience of monitoring and evaluation 
 
Unfortunately, there is not a good record of monitoring and evaluation in recent programmes 
with similarities to SAPARD.  Records have been kept of a descriptive nature but very little 
information exists concerning the economic impact.  The new regional structure adopted by 
Poland from Jan 1999 has also changed the statistical base. 
 
Data on the impact of improvements in infrastructure on job creation and incomes does not 
exist.  The amount of employment created by job creation schemes is quoted so that a rough 
budgetary cost per job figure can be deduced.  The estimates are usually taken from obligatory 
business plans and are thus not achieved outputs.  Moreover, no displacement or additionality 
effects are taken into account, nor are estimates available of the number of years new 
enterprises survive. 
 
One view is that much of the evidence for assessing the economic impact of rural 
development initiatives may already be collected by different departments within local 
administrations (e.g. tax data gives a good indication of economic activity)  If true, then it 
should be possible to design an evaluation system to collate this data.  However, in so far as 
the questions to be asked are new, it is likely that some additional information will also need 
to be collected. 
 
5) Assessment of the consistency of the proposed strategy of the SAPARD Programme 
 
The most important rural symptoms of low competitiveness in Poland are concerned with the 
degree of rural unemployment (2 million people), the very high level of agricultural 
employment in relation to the amount of output produced and the small fragmented size and 
autarchic nature of at least half (about one million) of the official number of Polish farms.  
The main EU accession problems are concerns about meeting the common hygiene and food 
safety and quality standards required by both the Single Market legislation and, increasingly, 
by discerning global customers such as supermarkets.  
 
The priorities indicated in the SAPARD Regulation of market efficiency, hygiene standards 
and job creation and maintenance need not be automatically consistent.  Nonetheless, a 
balance is sought between priority axes in the Polish SAPARD programme in pursuing those 
objectives. 
 
The main priorities chosen by Poland also need to be consistent with essential complementary 
human development activities such as education. 
 
The measures within the Programme support each other.  For example, the need to produce 
dairy products which meet both EU and commercial hygiene and quality requirements 
involves investment and changes in practice on both farms and in factories.  For farms that do 
not perceive such changes to be profitable, support is to be made available for switching 
production towards quality beef or to diversify into non-agricultural activity.  All these 
activities will require infrastructure.  It is unlikely that private finance or that private returns 
will be sufficient to justify facilities to meet all environmental requirements so that some 
public support will be necessary.  The pilot sub-measure on the agro–environment is 
supported using the same argument.  Moreover, modernisation of the farm and food sectors 
will probably add to the existing pool of unemployment so that direct job creation measures 
through diversification and, indirectly, through improving rural infrastructure, are wise. 
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Whilst the synergies between measures are fully explored, the Programme cannot in itself 
assure a full or complete set of instruments due to its limited resources and scope. In 
particular, essential training components have to be provided mostly outside SAPARD (since 
SAPARD only covers training in agriculture and forestry).   
 
In addition, SAPARD objectives are narrower than the needs of Polish rural and agricultural 
sectors.  Obviously, national policy will be continued following the additionality principle.  
Debates about the amalgamation of SAPARD with national programmes can be resolved on 
the basis of the objectives to be achieved. 
 
There are also solutions other than capital subsidies, to the problems to be addressed by 
SAPARD.  For example it has been shown (12Safin 1997) that dairy plants can raise the 
proportion of high quality delivered milk by paying premiums to suppliers.  Such a solution 
can be self-financing.  Another example would be that policies which result in the 
concentration of dairy production onto fewer farms and milk processing into fewer factories 
reduce the national costs of meeting the EU standards. 
 
The tensions between efficiency and equity have not been sufficiently brought out and this 
leads to some fuzziness in the description of eligible expenditure and also in the criteria for 
selecting beneficiaries, especially in Measure 2.  Here arbitrary limits are placed on grant 
assistance whereas equity issues are not mentioned in the accompanying objectives. 
 
Environmental objectives are not sufficiently discussed and are dealt with by requiring 
compliance, for example with manure storage as a condition of support to improve milk 
quality, which may not necessarily be an efficient approach e. g.  if solid manure systems 
based on straw are to be used or if appropriate management practices for the utilisation of the 
manure are not adopted.  A wider and more general approach to fulfilling environmental 
objectives might be to give support to the adoption of the recently developed codes of 
sustainable farming practice and especially for the farm beneficiaries identified in this 
programme. 
 
The infrastructure measure should include the possibility of beneficiaries choosing public 
investments which integrate and utilise individual types of public works such as community 
facilities used for education, training and health activities.  This statement supports the caveat 
in the infrastructure measure which makes the case for the possibility of village improvements 
later on in the programme. 
 
There is also some doubt about the assumption that investment in infrastructure leads 
inevitably to the emergence of economic development.  There is a danger that without the 
management of such investment in a purposive way resources could literally be buried.  The 
quality of project identification and co-ordination of both the planning and implementation of 
investments is thus of prime importance. 
 
The dividing line between traditional and non-traditional agriculture supported under 
Measures 2 and 4 has not yet been clearly defined. If the Programme is to be transparent to the 
beneficiaries, some distinctions need to be clarified in the implementing regulations. 
5.1 Comments on the justification of the strategy and the priorities for action 
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In general the justification of the strategy goes back to the Polish policy frameworks as well as 
National Programme of Preparation for EU Membership.  The linkages could perhaps be 
presented with clearer references to the SAPARD objectives. 
 
The choice of the meat and milk sector is logical since there is a clear juxtaposition of the 
likelihood that the acquis could be an impediment for accession, and it is expensive to adopt.  
Public funds are justified in that for companies not exporting to the EU there is only a weak 
argument to incur the costs of its adoption, especially if they are uncertain about the date of 
accession.  High standards of food safety and quality can be seen as public goods. Non-
compliance has already disrupted trade with the EU, it involves both the farm and processing 
sector and food processing is an important source of rural employment.  
 
The degree of investment both in the processing and farm sector will be more efficient if there 
are structural changes which will involve many of those involved finding alternative 
employment.  This argument as well as the existing state of affairs in rural areas, supports job 
creation schemes, as proposed in the diversification measure, as supported by the investment 
in infrastructure and, most specifically, by encouraging small farmers to take up specialist 
beef production. 
 
There is a case for encouraging group activities given the resistance based on past experience 
to such measures.  Group collection of milk can reduce costs significantly.  The economies of 
scale in food processing are large.  Increasing the competitive power of producers in rural 
markets is also justified by the poorly developed state of rural produce markets. 
 
The case for storage, to be included within the farm investment measure, is based on the fact 
that grain quality is important in ensuring the quality of livestock products.  Grain is also an 
important and competitive sector within Polish agriculture.  The support should be restricted 
to group schemes. 
 
Measure 3 is a pre-requisite for both the adoption of the acquis and rural employment creation 
attempted under the other measures. 
 
Under Measure 4, Scheme 4.2. could usefully be extended to include local brands certification 
and designation of origin actions. 
 
5.2 The consistency of the operational objectives with the global objectives 
The link between the global objectives and the operational objectives is not always clear. 
Reducing the number of general objectives would simplify the monitoring and evaluation of 
the Programme. 
 
In Measure 1, if non viable plants are selected through the exclusive use of technical criteria, 
then competitiveness will be reduced, displacement may well occur and the proportion of 
processed milk and meat output meeting EU standards will not be sustainable in the longer 
term.   More specifically, the number of plants meeting EU standards is only a rough guide to 
how much produce meets EU standards since the distribution of plant size is highly skewed 
with many small plants and fewer larger ones.  A more precise definition of impacts , specific 
and operational objectives would be helpful including the conditions for support contained in 
articles 26 and 26 of Council Regulation 1257/1999. 
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In Measure 2, one of the main specific objectives is to increase the amount of delivered milk 
to dairies meeting EU hygiene standards.  Supporting, larger dairy farms is more likely to be 
an effective way of doing this.  Yet there is a strong equity aspect within the operational 
aspects of the measure such as modulation of the amount of assistance and the measurement 
of the number of farms applying for, and receiving, support.  Reasons for differential rates of 
support for smaller farmers are not found in the global objectives.  This should be clarified.  In 
addition the operational objectives are presented in a non-measurable manner.  The 
improvement of working conditions on farms is a general objective, but it is not clear which 
operational objectives contribute.  Moreover, this general objective is not included within the 
Strategic objectives. It is not necessarily the case that reducing agricultural pollution protects 
the landscape - see general Objectives (section 2.3 of measure 2).  The conditions for support 
contained in Commission regulation 2759/1999 should also be met and monitored. 
 
In Measure 3 the general objectives are consistent with the strategic objectives but 
insufficient emphasis is made of the need for infrastructure to support business development 
and economic activity.  Indeed, there might be conflicts between the equity (improvement of 
living conditions) and efficiency (attracting inward investors) objectives of Measure 3, which 
need to be carefully resolved at the level of project selection criteria.  The same point can be 
made concerning the specific outputs from the measures which read very much as an end in 
themselves with no association with economic development.  
 
In Measure 4, the objectives set at different levels are consistent except that new or existing 
jobs that are created will need to last or be sustainable over time.  Moreover, the wording 
suggests that jobs will be created for  rural people rather than be created by them which should 
be the sense of the word encouragement in the third strategic objective (section 3.2).   
 
5.3 The compatibility of the SAPARD programme with national programmes, PHARE 

and the World Bank Rural Development Programme.  How will compatibility be 
ensured?  

 
The SAPARD Programme seeks to complement national, PHARE, ISPA and programmes 
financed from the IFI (notably the World Bank).  The coherence amongst these policy 
instruments will be ensured by the references to framework policy documents (notably the 
Coherent structural and rural development policy as well as the Preliminary National 
Development Plan), as well as by separate targeting and on-going monitoring by the common 
national and regional steering partnerships. 
 
The objectives of national aids tend to be broader than those of the SAPARD programme, 
with some schemes covering potentially similar areas. In particular, there is a problem of the 
compatibility of national programmes for rural job creation, farm and food processing 
modernisation, which rely on subsidised credit, and the measures targeted on the same issues 
by SAPARD. As already stated, support from SAPARD will always be more attractive to 
beneficiaries.  It would not be wise to involve banks in the schemes simply to ensure some 
kind of management of beneficiaries since borrowing may not be necessary or sensible. 
Support to interest rates also tends to strengthen the banking system whilst being expensive to 
both the beneficiary and the state. Commercial credit would not count towards the public 
funding limit.  Grants increase the equity of borrowers and therefore their capacity to borrow 
although there may be problems of financing the initial stages of a plan.  It does not, therefore, 
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seem logical to combine subsidised credit schemes with SAPARD in order to meet the co-
financing requirements. This issue is recognised and is the subject of recent negotiations. 
National resources must also be planned to ensure training and the provision of extension and 
advisory support to help potential beneficiaries prepare high quality projects on time. 
 
Overall coherence between SAPARD and PHARE and ISPA is assured in the Preliminary 
National Development Plan, which however extends only till 2002. The national partnership 
of the Ministries and regional partners already operates to assure on-going co-ordination. 
 
At the operational level, compatibility can be enhanced if the selection and monitoring 
procedures at the regional and national levels are conducted by the same set of organisations 
or, at the very least, information is shared.  Given the suggested composition of the relevant 
committee’s this appears to be quite feasible.  The Marshall’s offices and the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Rural Development have responsibilities for setting strategies at regional and 
national levels respectively. The role of the regional monitoring committees in regions 
selected for PHARE, will be crucial to make sure the two sources of funds are used to their 
best advantage, particularly for the measures such as infrastructure and diversification, where 
potential overlaps can occur. As regional PHARE will initially only operate in 5 regions 
(including four substantially rural regions) and is project based, central decisions on the 
separation between investments eligible under PHARE and SAPARD (e.g. by investment 
value) would not be feasible.  At the project level, no amalgamation of SAPARD and PHARE 
funds is envisaged given the differences in procedures to be applied. 
 
The main solution for infrastructure where projects will be approved at the regional level is 
that the beneficiaries (gminas) will put together a financial package with funds from different 
sources according to the various rules of donor and national funding.  In this way the gmina’s 
will ensure financial engineering. 
 
The World Bank project should strengthen institutional capacities at the regional level by 
providing necessary human resource training, which largely remains outside SAPARD. It 
remains to be decided if the funds from SAPARD and the World Bank loan can be mixed at 
the project level.  The idea of using the same regional steering committees for SAPARD, 
World Bank and PHARE funds would add to synergies between the initiatives. 
 
Finally, extensive information activities will be required to provide transparent information of 
all potential programmes available to rural dwellers. 
 
5.4 Comments on the justification for the balance of measures and/or the means the 

decision on balance has been reached 
 
The Polish Programme is balanced around two priority axes corresponding to the SAPARD 
Regulation.  The balance between measures has been largely based on an extensive 
consultation process (cf. Annex1). 
 
In theory, the balance of measures should try to equate the contribution of the last units of 
expenditure from each measure towards the strategic objectives.  The response or level of 
impact will eventually decline as more resources are used for a given measure.  This is 
impossible to do with any precision in that there are three overall objectives.  The conditions 
necessary for producing a contribution will also change with time and with the pattern of 
investments made in other measures.  Another problem is that the level of expenditure in 
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essential complementary measures are also likely to be limited and determined independently 
of SAPARD.  
 
Qualitatively, the balance of the operational programme can only be assessed by ranking it 
with a proposal deemed more efficient.  Slight improvements in the efficiency of the 
Programme might be achieved by: 
• more emphasis on social infrastructure, training and allowed forms of human development 

including technical assistance; 
•  a more tightly fashioned set of measures for farm development which would make room 

for grain storage assistance at the expense of support to meat farms (notably pigs and 
poultry); 

• in view of the time it takes to develop uptake for all measures, a greater weighting to 
infrastructure in the first and early years of the programme.  Another reason for this is the 
fact that infrastructure is essential for the implementation of the other measures; 

• support is given in all measures according to the additionality principle, that is that the 
investment would not otherwise occur.  This requires careful selection criteria. In measures 
1 and 2 there are arguments for lowering the grant levels. 

 
In addition, given the uncertainties about accession, some important consequences follow. 
Firstly, the regional steering committees should have the power to vary the rate for different 
schemes as well as the use of schemes within the measure, according to revealed local 
circumstances and demand, especially for Measures 3 and 4. The proposed national 
Programme balances the need to prioritise SAPARD resources against the concept of giving 
local decision makers the responsibility of making a choice of actions from a wide range of 
relevant options within the measures. Secondly, the overall balance of measures should be 
flexible and be changed according to timely monitoring and evaluation results (of SAPARD 
and other programmes) and changing objectives as accession draws closer. The SAPARD 
Programme has no precedents and is likely to need more adjustments than is usual for 
Structural Programmes in the light of the rapid changes that are underway.  Special clauses 
facilitating necessary amendments might be a useful pro-active management tool to ensure the 
Programme’s efficiency and effectiveness. 
 
5.5 Comments on the justification of the financial resource allocation including the 

problems of:- 
 
5.5.1.co-finance and other sources of support  
 
A common view is that the ability to co-finance SAPARD assistance, especially the provision 
of private funding, will restrict its uptake. 
 
Some analysis of this view follows.  Firstly from the point of view of the taxpayer, the 
provider of SAPARD funds, the aim must be to achieve the objectives at the least cost. 
Secondly, higher rates of grant, mean that for a given sum, fewer beneficiaries are supported 
and this could be a more risky option in that high rates of grant run a greater danger of 
encouraging beneficiaries to make bad investments.  Lowering the cost of capital or increasing 
the amount of funds available can make bad investments, as well as good, both feasible and 
profitable.  Higher rates of grant may also displace commercial borrowings, in which case the 
grants do not conform with the principle of additionality.  The provision of own resources 
guarantees the commitment and care of the beneficiary whilst an aim of any public assistance 
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programme is to lever out a greater amount of private funds for investment than might 
otherwise be the case.  
 
This latter effect can be explained as follows. Suppose a beneficiary owns assets worth 100 
units of value and it is considered prudent to only borrow the equivalent of the value of the 
owned assets, that is a further 100 units, making 200 in all;  it is thus possible to finance an 
investment costing 100.   If under SAPARD, a grant is received equal to 50% of the value of 
the investments, the assets of this beneficiary are now 150.  Using the same borrowing rule it 
would now be possible to borrow 150 units of value.  There is, thus, a potentially larger 
leverage effect from a grant scheme than from subsidised credit since a loan has to be repaid;   
subsidised credit does not add to the value of owned assets and thus does not gear up the level 
of prudent borrowing. 
 
The issue of pre-finance under the SAPARD programme can be assisted by, for example, 
contributions in kind (especially own labour) and by releasing some funds on approval, with a 
final balancing payment being made on satisfactory completion (advances upon the provision 
of necessary guarantees).  
 
5.5.2 rates of SAPARD grant assistance  
 
The Programme proposes for measures 1 and 2 fixed, and quite high rates, of grant. The rate 
of grant under Measure 2 is 50 % of eligible expenditure, except for manure storage and 
management systems on farms (65%).  The rates of aid can vary up to 50% for measures 3 and 
4 but the actual rate is more dependent on the level of demand.  There are also, for most of the 
schemes within the measures, limits to the absolute amount of assistance that is to be given.  
There are several arguments for differentiating and lowering the rates. 
 
The degree of State support should be as low as possible whilst assuring the achievement of 
the general objectives.  For example, if the objective is to have a number of plants up to EU 
standards, then public support should be given in the first instance to those plants which 
require the least public funds to meet that objective. The starting levels of support should 
therefore be low with an increase later on in the programme, depending on the response. 
 
The criteria for the selection of processing plants to adopt the acquis should not be based on 
simply a private view of the need for public finances.  Public expenditure criteria should be 
used.  For example, it may be wise to allow higher rates of support for strategically situated 
plants, such as a single dairy plant serving a remote region.  Proposed ceilings of aid for 
processing can be three times higher than currently applied ceilings for subsidised credits by 
ARMA, without a case being made for such a high level of use of public funds.. 
 
The rate of grant for on-farm investment might be varied depending on farm size. The 
measure implicitly targets two types of farms; those which are competitive (and with support 
will become more competitive, usually big farms) and those which could become competitive 
(with support, usually small farms).  It is not the intention to give support to non - viable 
farms.  Perhaps the most efficient use of public funds would be to give small farms higher 
rates of grant and lower ceilings and to provide bigger farmers with lower rates of grant and 
higher ceilings. 
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The proposal to give grants for the purchase of additional breeding stock will simply increase 
their price, so that the main beneficiaries will be the current owners of such livestock.  This is 
not the stated intention of the programme.  Moreover, their are more effective ways of 
improving the genetic basis of a dairy herd. 
 
In the case of infrastructure, the benefits of scale may be more easily obtained at the district 
level or through gmina associations. Consequently, the possibility of having higher ceilings 
should be considered. 
 
The devolution of decision making to the regional level is consistent with the idea of enabling 
regional authorities to vary the rate of assistance according to their project application rates 
and their rankings of the contributions such projects make to the stated objectives. 
 
The problems of the provision of Polish public and private funds to complement EU 
SAPARD funding might be less difficult than expected because the overall scale of the 
Programme is quite small compared to the Polish agricultural and rural populations.  
Moreover, even though the average level of wealth or equity is low, the distribution of the 
ownership and control of assets is usually skewed. The wealthiest potential beneficiaries are 
most likely to receive support and this another reason for considering lowering the rates of 
assistance. 
 
5.5.3 likely rates of uptake/coverage of potential beneficiaries. 
 
The regular pattern of total expenditure for each year of SAPARD is infeasible.  This belief is 
based on the empirical evidence of the uptake from previous programmes, and especially the 
ASAL programme.  Whereas it is likely that investment in infrastructure can be implemented 
swiftly, there is still a discernible learning curve.  Moreover, there is considerable potential for 
waste by rushing, especially in a new situation where it is not desirable to set inappropriate 
precedents.  It is thus highly desirable that SAPARD is managed as a multi-annual fund or at 
least for there to be some phasing in of expenditure allowed in the first years of the 
programme.  Plans also need to be considered for servicing commitments at the end of the 
programme or upon accession. 
 
The uptake necessary to exhaust the budget allocation may also not be reached for the 
diversification measure (measure 4) because of limitations in implementation and the 
importance of potential beneficiaries knowing about the scheme.  It will take a sizeable 
information campaign to bring about this state of affairs.  An allowance of two years has in 
fact been made in the agro environmental scheme to make the necessary preparations and to 
benefit from the precedent pilot PHARE projects.  
 
Experience of the bidding system with infrastructure shows that very often savings are made 
against budgeted expenditure which allows the commissioning of additional projects.  Strict 
annual limits would reduce the possibilities to fully use the resources planned. 
 
The rate of grant and the associated conditions of eligibility  and scope can be varied to some 
extent to match the number of successful applications to the amount of funds available.  This 
is a further reason for the devolvement of decisions about the regional rates to the regional 
steering committees (especially for Measure 3 and 4).  However, as stated previously, it will 
be necessary to allow switching of allocated regional funds from under-spending regions to 
other more active areas, if the best overall national use is to be made of the programme. 
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Regional envelopes could be released in tranches, with full commitment of the previous 
tranche being a condition for triggering the next one. 
 
The calculations of the consistency of the rates of grant and ceilings with the specific 
objectives and budget allocations according to unit cost estimates are not shown in the 
Operational Programme.  It is thus not possible to comment on the feasibility or efficiency of 
the forecast coverage of the programme.  For example, the number and size of dairy farms that 
will be needed to make deliveries of the required quantity of high class milk to the target 
number of dairy plants that are planned to meet EU standards.  Overall efficiency is likely to 
be enhanced by the collation and wide dissemination of information about unit costs and 
technical performance.  In this way selection committees will have a growing body of 
comparative evidence against which the realism of project proposals can be assessed.  Thus, 
the way the programme is managed includes more than simply checking the realism and 
consistency of the targets. 
 
There are also some concerns, for example about the unclear or implied way processing plants 
are to be selected for assistance (danger of supporting weak enterprises) or emphasis on 
specialist types of farms (if most farms in Poland have a mixed production pattern). In the 
case of food processing there are real difficulties in seeking to support only additional 
activities and of avoiding a waste of public funds by creating even more processing capacity 
or displacing firms who do not receive support.  In the case of infrastructure, there is an 
inherent engineering bias in some of the conditions for assistance such as minimum lengths of 
road which might rule out poorer gminas potentially interested in smaller, yet more cost-
benefit efficient investments (e.g. bridges). 
 
5.6 The extent to which environmental measures apply and an assessment of the 
environmental impact of the proposed measures. 
 
The guide on environmental appraisal in the context of SAPARD (DLG)13 assumes rather 
more resources are available for this kind of work than one can realistically expect. 
Environmental considerations are not likely to be on a par with economic and social 
considerations in Poland especially when, for example, land use is so extensive and rural 
poverty and social disadvantage are so manifest (see quotation on page 10 of the above 
publication).  The stark choices for the various uses of very scarce resources rules out such a 
comfortable view of the world. 
 
Nevertheless, environmental aspects are given prominence in all the measures in the plan, 
often in a direct way by means of sub-measures. 
 
Information about the state of the environment (14The State of the Environment in Poland, 
Report of the State Inspectorate of Environmental Protection) shows the importance of poor 
manure storage and management on the pollution levels in farm wells.  More generally the 
installation of piped water supplies in many rural villages has increased the urgency for 
sewage treatment facilities, which are still at a very low level, and economic growth will 
exacerbate the problem of waste disposal which is currently inadequate.  Sewage is one of the 
main causes of extensive river pollution in Poland.  Many food processing plants use energy 
inefficiently and produce large amounts of waste water.  New legislation about the disposal of 
animal waste in the processing of meat has been introduced.  The extent of the area of 
protected countryside in Poland (around 30% of the land  is an indication of the weight given 
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to conservation in the political process as is the proposed pilot agro-environmental and 
afforestation scheme in measure 4 of the proposed programme.  
 
The use of SAPARD resources for environmental purposes which compete directly with 
economic and social uses is debatable.  It should be possible to find measures where 
environmental and other objectives are complementary.  For example improved grain storage 
would be environmentally beneficial if it reduced storage losses to any significant extent.  
More efficient processing which economises on energy use or the provision of alternative 
sources of energy would be another example of complementarity. 
 
The programme does not have the necessary scope to address many of the real sustainability 
problems of Polish agriculture such as soil acidity, the decline in soil organic matter, soil 
erosion and water management.  These remain primarily issues for national programmes. 
 
The evaluation in the following table shows in a qualitative way that for the most part all the 
measures will have a positive and substantial impact on rural environmental status.  The 
indicators are abstracted from those proposed by DLG in their publication on Guidance on 
Environmental Appraisal. 



 32

5.6.1 Contributions of the measures to selected key indicators of environmental status 
 
Measures contributing to the indicator 
 

Key Indicators Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3 Measure 4 
     
Water quality for 
drinking 

 Farm manure 
storage 

Piped water supplies  

Water quality in 
catchments or sub-
catchments 

Reduction in 
waste water 

 Installation of 
sewage treatment 
facilities. Waste 
disposal facilities 
and management 

 

Soil nutrient status  Farm manure 
management 

  

Air quality - reduction 
of green house gasses 

Increase in 
efficiency of 
energy use 
Reduction in 
wastage of 
food 

Facilities to 
improve energy 
utilisation on 
farms 

Waste disposal 
facilities and 
recycling 

 

Conservation of nature, 
including rare species 
and biodiversity 

 Facilities for 
pasture 
management 
specialisation 
and growth in 
size of farms 
could reduce 
bio-diversity 

 Amenity -based 
activities under 
Measure 4 
including 
information and 
Pilot agro-
environmental 
schemes 

Conservation of the 
landscape 

Buildings a 
possible blot  

Buildings and 
fences may 
detract from 
the landscape 

Waste management 
facilities will 
enhance the 
landscape 
Roads and power 
lines could detract 
from it 

Afforestation 
and 
employment of 
abandoned land 
will improve 
the landscape. 
Improved 
sources of farm 
incomes which 
might enable 
greater care of 
the 
environment 

Human health  More 
hygienic 
food 

More hygienic 
food, improved 
water in farm 
wells 

Waste management 
facilities 

Greater 
provision of 
local services 

Land use  Stocking rate 
limits do not 
have a precise 
effect 

 Greater 
provision of 
land 
maintenance 
services  



 33

Some evidence for the scale of the environmental impact can be judged from the target 
number of projects for each measure and schemes as shown below: 
 
5.6.2 Target number of projects by measure 
 

Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3 Measure 4 
    
100 milk plants Modernisation of 

1000-1300 dairy 
farms/year 

1000 water supply and 
sewage projects 

16000 extra jobs for 
rural dwellers 

200 meat plants Modernisation of 
800-1000 meat 
farms/year 

350 waste disposal 
sites 

Additional income 
sources for 5500 
farm households 

50 abattoirs 700- 1000 manure 
stores and 
management 
facilities/year 

1000 road projects 450 local community 
projects some of 
which may enhance 
the management of 
the environment 

100 fruit and 
vegetable 
processing plants 

 250 energy supply 
projects 

30000 ha of land 
covered by agro-
environmental 
scheme 

250 fruit and 
vegetable 
producer groups  

 100 telephone projects 3500 farmers 
receiving additional 
income including 800 
organic producers 

150 fish 
processing plants 

  3000 ha of afforested 
land in sensitive pilot 
regions 

 
There are some points of detail concerning measure 2 and 4:- 
 
The minimum size of unit for assistance with manure storage of 10 livestock units will 
include only a small proportion of the Polish dairy herd.  The limit should be taken as an 
estimate of the size of herd (based on a past PHARE programme) where the costs of 
preventing pollution are not in excess of the costs of pollution.  Experience will be necessary 
to validate this size limit.  Improving drinking water supplies to small farm households may 
be more cost effectively achieved in other ways. 
 
The proposed level of support of 120 Euro /hectare in the pilot agro-environmental scheme 
(Scheme 4.3) has been carefully estimated. Experience of the uptake of the scheme will serve 
to confirm the exactness of this amount when compared with other opportunities. The figure 
is consistent (i.e. lower) with the estimate of the average income per hectare of 285 ECU for 
1996 shown in table 2.3.3-1 of the Commission document describing the agricultural situation 
in Poland ( EC June 19981).  The payment is for compensation for the costs and lost revenue 
from farming resulting from introducing or retaining conservation practices. 
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5.7 Comments on the compatibility of the SAPARD programme with reforms in the 
regionalisation and devolution of government, education and other relevant changes. 
 
A new regional administrative structure was introduced in Poland in January 1999. Although 
some actors (mainly gmina) have developed substantial experience over the last 10 years, new 
tiers of local government at the regional (marshal office) and powiat (county) level need time 
to gain expertise and to establish operational working procedures between themselves, with 
social partners and with the central government.  The formation of local partnerships with 
NGO’s and business organisations might be difficult due to the weaknesses or even absence of 
organisations representing rural communities and the established tradition of a top-down 
approach amongst most officials.  These factors would have an impact on: 

• poor or biased needs identification due to potential beneficiaries not knowing of 
opportunities provided by the programme.  If information is incomplete, projects 
may be designed inappropriately. 

• SAPARD implementation will require effective co-operation between all stake 
holders, which might pose some problems at the beginning of the project in view of 
the short time that is available to get the programme operational. 

• to achieve SAPARD goals (incentives to attract investors, acquis communautaire 
adoption) and at the same time to reach a compromise with social goals, such as 
improvements in living standards, there is a need to become familiar with, and use, 
sophisticated tools of economic impact assessment.  A question to be answered is  
whether adequate skills can be found and/or developed in time. 

 
6) Consistency with the Common Agricultural Policy and other policies.  
 
6.1 The consistency of the proposed measures with the current market regimes and 
likely changes that may occur  
 
The most direct way in which the programme contributes to the adoption of market regimes is 
in the support given to create and develop producer groups for fruit and vegetables. 
 
If, as is recommended, grain storage is added within Priority Axis 2 then this would improve 
the quality of grain in line with intervention quality requirements. Quality beef production 
would contribute in the same way.  Developments in rural roads would also assist in the 
operation of market regimes e.g. in reducing the costs of filling and emptying intervention 
stores.  
 
The environmental, quality and rural development emphasis is in line with the strategic 
multifunctional model for European agriculture which is competitive, sustainable and quality 
orientated.  Rural development as a second pillar of the CAP is also similar in concept to 
much of the strategy of this programme.  (see CAP Reform - A policy for the future  
18European Commission COM 98 (158) final).  Pilot projects in agri-environmental and 
afforestation proposed under Measure 4, are designed to develop the capacity to implement 
actions foreseen under Title II, Chapter VI of Regulation (EC) Nr 1257/99, to be obligatorily 
applied in the Member States.  Restructuring of production in line with increased quality 
requirements will necessitate redeployment of resources with production increase at the farm 
level on selected viable farms, and other small farms giving up the production. This shall be 
especially the case for milk farms, as new quality regulations are more easily justified from a 
financial point of view on larger farms. 
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6.2 Consistency with the aim of adopting the acquis re food hygiene, and safety 
This is a major objective of the programme.  
 
However, some details could perhaps be usefully spelled out more clearly.  For example, 
Commission Regulation 2759/99 provides that support for investment in agricultural holdings 
and processing and marketing of agricultural products shall be granted provided that minimum 
standards regarding the environment, hygiene, and animal welfare are met. The Polish 
Operational Programme envisages the conditionality of fulfilling these standards, however 
they are not yet sufficiently defined (e.g. no reference to usual good farming practices despite 
a recent information initiatives under-taken by MARD). 
 
6.3 Co-ordination with administrative aspects of market regimes and the acquis 
 
Some farm registration will be required in accordance with IACS procedures in the pilot agro-
environmental scheme.  
 
In general, the administrative preparation to the CAP is supported under the PHARE 
Programme. On accession, the Paying Agency to be accredited (in line with Council 
Regulation 1663/95) for the SAPARD Programme is planned to be used for the CAP direct 
payments, Accompanying Measures, and FEOGA-Guidance funds. The overall financial 
system to be elaborated for the SAPARD Programme will be in line with the principles of the 
Council Regulation 1258/99 for the financing of the CAP. The details of control, audit, 
reporting etc. structures are still to be worked out by the Polish party in partnership with the 
Commission services, upon the approval of the financial regulations for SAPARD. 
 
6.4 Respect of equal opportunities between men and women 
 
This is not specifically emphasised but equal opportunities are observed in all parts of the 
programme.  The participation of men and women in the programme should be monitored and 
if significant imbalances are noted, corrective actions might be proposed.  Eligibility 
conditions are equal for men and women.  Moreover, as men are mostly financially 
responsible on Polish farms, Scheme 4.1. is not confined to farmers, but is extended to 
encompass farm family members so as to ensure adequate participation of women. 
 
6.5 Respect of international and national obligations 
 
The emphasis on hygiene and food safety are in line with developments in new world trading 
arrangements and the Europe agreements. 
 
7) Assessment of expected results and impacts of the selected prioritised measures in 
terms of their economic, social and environmental effects 
 
7.1 The feasibility, efficiency and fairness of the operational and specific targets 
The feasibility of the programme depends on: 
• the speed with which all the necessary preparations can be put in place including informing 

and interacting with the potential beneficiaries.  As stated in section 5.3 this will be 
unlikely to occur within the first year for all measures, with the possible exception of 
infrastructure; 
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• the effectiveness of the implementation mechanisms.  The measures are not dissimilar to 
previous and current means of support.  The main differences are reliance on grant 
assistance which should ease administration, and of a more decentralised approval system 
which will require expertise to be available at this level.  Banks have performed project 
assessments for subsidised credit schemes, but this will not be necessary for grant-only 
situations. 

• the flexibility of the programme.  The main anticipated difficulties are the weakness of past 
monitoring and evaluation with tentative targets set based on benchmark data which is 
unreliable or absent. 

 
Over a seven year period the operational targets which are summarised in table 5.6.2, seem to 
be feasible. 
 
The efficiency of the proposed measures in the Polish SAPARD depends on: 
• the actual costs of the necessary investments.  The danger with capital subsidies is that too 

much capital is used in a project since its cost is reduced; 
• incentives not being used to support unsustainable businesses and are not given to 

businesses that survive for only a short period of time; 
• unwise investments by businesses are avoided such as the creation of over capacity in the 

food processing industry, or unsustainable jobs; 
• avoiding displacement effects (especially for measures 1 and 4); 
• supporting investments that are additional to those that would have been financed 

independently of the programme; 
• capital being allocated in the most profitable way. 
 
The arguments for low and variable rates of grant, with local responsibility and authority 
(regional steering committees) for decisions, plus the emphasis on tests of viability of 
beneficiaries as well as a bidding system for contracts (e.g. for infrastructure projects), are all 
ways in which the above effects might be ameliorated. It should also be the case that one of 
the functions of public funds is to encourage risks to be taken that would not normally be 
possible.  The total impact of successful projects should nevertheless more than compensate 
for the total impacts of failed projects.  Selection criteria need to take this into account. 
 
The need for flexibility of the SAPARD programme in order to use the available funds most 
effectively is stressed, given the degree of change that is involved in the accession process as 
well as developments in the food chain and in rural society as a whole. 
 
The fairness of the programme will depend on: 
• the transparency of the selection, inspection and approval processes; 
• fairness in the eligibility and selection criteria and in decision making; 
• the comprehensiveness and effectiveness of actions to compensate the less well off; 
• equal access to information about the programme. 
 
It is well known that the better educated and well off members of society tend to gain the most 
from interventions such as those proposed in the programme.  They tend to be well placed 
within the system and have experience in its operation.  This applies as much to gmina’s as it 
does to individuals.  High rates of support , will give the better off and go-ahead institutions a 
double advantage in that in any rationing system they are most likely to be a the front of the 
queue.  Rationing is more likely the higher the rate of grant assistance. 
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A great deal of effort is going into the design and preparation of the programme. Measure 4 
includes support (scheme 4.2) for a positive approach to encourage uptake.  There are limits 
on the total amount of support for all the measures.  If there are to be some kind of limits on 
regional expenditure then this will also be a way in which the less active, and usually less well 
off, might be given a greater chance of assistance.  Setting up the regional envelopes, 
particularly for Axis 2 measures, should be a way of compensating regions for less 
participation in the efficiency axis, taking into account factors such as rural employment or the 
level of infrastructure. 
 
However, the strategic objectives of the programme are focussed on accession and 
competitiveness issues. 
 
7.2 The realism of the proposed time scale. 
 
The proposed time scale is realistic provided it is possible to carry forward expenditure in the 
earlier years.  This is justified by the universal phenomenon of learning curves, things begin 
slowly and gradually build up.  One way of ameliorating this effect in the plan is to include a 
greater proportion of infrastructure expenditure during the first year, based on the view that 
large projects have been prepared and there is adequate experience available to expedite them.  
However, there are limits to this tactic, such as the budget timetables of the gminas, the past 
experience in the ASAL programme which had a slow build up in the first years and the need 
to adopt new procedures that are specific to SAPARD. 
 
7.3 Have eligible projects already been prepared? 
 
There are claimed to be infrastructure projects on hand.  Moreover, some beneficiaries are 
likely to have anticipated the announcement of the programme. An intensive information 
campaign is needed to promote the Programme early this year amongst its beneficiaries, 
especially communes and processing plants, as Measure 1 and 3 are currently biggest in 
budget terms and the project preparation cycle is probably considerably longer than in the 
other Measures. 
 
7.4 The level of awareness amongst beneficiaries concerning SAPARD and the 
information mechanisms that exist. 
 
This is an accepted weak point.  The SAPARD Programme receives significant publicity in 
Poland, however since no details have as yet been agreed, there are worries that thorough 
information may not be disseminated in time.  
 
Firstly, there are false expectations about the programme.  The potential beneficiaries tend to 
underestimate their own role or indeed expect the Programme to generate solutions to their 
problems with little awareness as to project preparation techniques, financial responsibilities 
or monitoring functions. 
 
Regional offices are currently being set up by the implementing body the new regional 
structures and the nature of grant assistance will change the nature of the existing information 
system.  Banks, for example, will not have a key role as they do for subsidised credit.  The 
task will be more easily completed where there are a few large participants such as dairy 
plants and gmina’s.  It will be more difficult to inform large numbers of potential beneficiaries 
about the diversification and farm modernisation measures, many of whom will not be in 
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touch with traditional sources of information such as the extension agency, local authorities 
and banks.  Fortunately, actions are being taken with PHARE support to address this problem.  
There is a large amount of effort needed to design the system, formalise and set out eligibility 
criteria and make available application forms.  Information that is sufficient for action will 
require that these tasks are completed.  Communication networks initiated in the course of the 
regional consultation exercise should be used. 
 
7.5 The limits to uptake, the likely rates of uptake and the appropriateness of the rates 
of proposed assistance under the Polish SAPARD Programme 
 
Reference should be made to comments in sections 4.2.2. and 5.5.2 about the appropriateness 
of the proposed rates of assistance.  Arguments are presented for lower and variable rates. 
 
The most constraining limits to uptake will probably vary with the stage of the programme.  
Initially information about the programme and the implementation system might be the most 
serious bottleneck.  Later on the rate of grant and the conditions of assistance could be more 
constraining.  If the targets are reached then the available funds will become the most limiting 
factor.  The most fundamental limit is the degree to which the supported investments are 
attractive to the beneficiaries, or, in other words, the level of inherent demand within a given 
macro-economic situation. 
 
Measure 1 Improvements in processing and marketing of food and fishery products. 
 
Very few plants have attained EU standards.  A large amount of milk and meat products are 
thus not processed in such plants.  The commercial decision is, therefore, the degree to which 
managers of such plants see any benefit from the investment and that in turn will depend on 
how close they believe accession is, the severity of any penalties for not being able to meet the 
rules, the chances for derogations especially if they are small, and their expectations 
concerning their anticipated performance in the single market.  Another factor is their existing 
competitive strength and how well established they are.  Something like 1/3

rd of dairy 
processing plants are in a good position so that the target of 100 plants is, in effect, hoping to 
upgrade most of the long term viable dairy plants.  But targeting will need to be precise and 
will need to be based on objective evidence to support judgements of long term viability.  The 
evidence is that those companies with well developed marketing philosophies and strategies 
are likely to be most successful (17Przepiora 1999). 
 
Similar augments can be made with respect to meat processing and slaughterhouses but the 
structure of the industry is much more diverse.  Nevertheless if the targeting of viable plants 
can be achieved, the long term aim of bringing most of the industry up to standard is 
consistent with the number of supported plants. 
 
The targeted number of fish processing plants is a higher proportion of the total population. 
The plants are mostly small and there are real limits on the size of fish catches.  The target, if 
achieved, could well be wasteful as structural change takes place. 
 
The information on fruit and vegetable processing is too sparse, except that it is well known 
that there is resistance to co-operation by producers.  The evidence shows that such producer 
groups will have to compete with established private processors so that it is possible that the 
number of viable producer groups will be the main limitation on uptake. 
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Thus, in general, it can be concluded that the limit on the uptake of SAPARD funds is most 
likely to be commercial expectations about the wisdom of such investments rather than any 
additional physical or financial limits on needed upgrading or replacing of facilities 
 
 
 
Measure 2  Investment in agricultural holdings 
 
The recently introduced legislation on milk quality will stimulate investment in the facilities 
needed to improve the delivered quality of milk as well as the emerging commercial practise 
by dairies of paying premiums class of milk.  It is, thus, likely that given the high rates of 
grant and the extensive scope of the proposed measures, the total funding will soon be 
exhausted.  Greater prioritisation and a lowering of the rates of assistance are likely to be 
required for this measure.  Most farms in Poland would qualify for the range of assistance 
suggested and the high rate of grant for manure storage and management (65%) will also 
increase the risk of funds running out. 
 
Measure 3 Development of rural infrastructure 
 
The schemes or sub-measures range from water supplies, sewage, roads, energy supply and 
telephones.  Past schemes have been most successful in supporting water supply 
improvements where targets have been fully met.  Roads have been supported by national 
programmes after the end of the ASAL support.  Telephone and electricity improvements 
have been restricted owing to difficulties with the State owned suppliers and deregulation and 
freer licensing is probably a necessary condition for efficient uptake.  The information about 
the outputs and results is restricted, presumably so as not to pre-empt the choices of regional 
authorities.  This view can be supported given the emphasis to be placed on providing 
infrastructure to support business development and the uncertainties of predicting these 
requirements. Thus, it is difficult to predict the rates of uptake by scheme.  The most likely 
constraint on overall uptake, apart from the difficulties with the State suppliers, is thus likely 
to be the availability of co-finance and/or the capacity to pursue a pro-active approach with 
lagging local authorities.  For the most part the planned expenditure should be achievable, 
except perhaps in the first year, especially as the grant rates and limits in the proposal are not 
precisely fixed.  Assistance can thus be varied to some extent with changes in demand. 
 
Measure 4. Diversification of economic activities in rural areas providing for multiple 
activities and alternative income 
 
The scheme for capital grants for investment in rural diversification covers a wide set of 
activities and a large number of potential beneficiaries.  The inherent demand, given the high 
rates of unemployment, the income situation in agriculture, the anticipated growth in the 
working population and the experience of similar current job creation schemes for small 
businesses (micro enterprises) is likely to far exceed the available resources.  The most likely 
limitation stems from the breadth of the proposal in that without specific targets (presumably 
to be decided by the regional authorities) information about the assistance may not reach the 
beneficiaries.  The anticipated expenditure is, thus, dependent on the achievement of the 
fullest possible impact of the promotion, marketing and information scheme.  It is unlikely 
that this will have occurred in the first year. 
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The scheme for agro-environmental measures and afforestation (pilot project) has as one of its 
specific objectives the gathering of experience of implementing such schemes in Poland. 
Hopefully, the rates and conditions of assistance will be varied.  The agro-environmental pilot 
projects are also designed to benefit from a PHARE 99 project. 
 
 
7.6 The degree to which the attainment of operational and specific objectives will 
necessarily meet the global objectives. 
 
A clearer definition of objectives at the respective levels and a closer degree of alignment 
between them would be helpful for all the measures. 
 
Measure 1 
 
There follows a summary of the global objectives: 
• to improve the safety and quality of food production 
• to improve competitiveness, through rationalisation and restructuring to prepare for the 

single market 
• to strengthen links between producer and processors 
• to strengthen producer groups 
• to limit environmental pollution 
• to provide training of staff 
• to encourage long term contracts for supplies. 
The statement of operational objectives is reflected as targets for the number of plants meeting 
the EU sanitary and veterinary standards.  In addition outputs are expressed in terms of 
projects submitted and approved and the number of plants adopting HACCP, producer groups 
formed and persons completing training (there is no target for the number of persons trained 
in the Programme - this is to be demand led - also, another source of uncertainty is that the 
limiting factor for training is likely to be the existence of training providers).  A limited 
amount of benchmark data also makes it difficult to set up more detailed targets. 
 
The specific objectives do not emphasise change sufficiently nor the changed proportion of 
output that is dealt with (and the degree of added value produced) by approved plants. Nor, if 
a market-led approach is seen as the basis for survival, is sufficient emphasis given to links 
with wholesalers and retailers.  The overall view is that the links are necessary but not 
sufficient, and especially the notion that competitiveness is ultimately about conducting 
profitable activities which are demanded by customers. 
 
Measure 2 
 
The general objectives are: 
• to upgrade farm facilities to EU hygiene and environmental standards 
• to improve the quality of agricultural produce 
• to orientate production in line with market demands 
• to enhance the viability of Polish farms 
• to improve working conditions 
• to reduce agricultural pollution 
•  
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The measures concentrate on dairy and all types of meat production, plus a scheme to store 
and manage farm manure. 
 
The specific objectives for dairy farms are concerned with milk quality and links with 
processors.  The operational objectives are reflected in the number of farms and type of 
investment receiving support.  The annual target is 1000 to 1300 farms. If the number of cows 
per farm, ignoring the time taken to build up herds producing quality milk, is, say, an extra  40 
cows then in round figures the extra quality milk produced with a yield of 3500 litres is 
140,000litres per farm or, for a thousand herds, 140,000,000 litres.  Over 7 years the amount 
approaches 1,000,000,000 litres, less than 10% of current total production or nearly  20% of 
deliveries. 
 
This is a significant change on top of a base level of quality milk deliveries (which is not 
stated) but probably still leaves a significant shortfall.  Farm hygiene requirements for milk 
are more exacting than for other products. If the above figures are thought to be of the right 
order, it is suggested that the milk scheme should aim for greater coverage. This could be 
done by focusing more on the investments needed for hygiene and quality, using lower grant 
rates and also giving the measure greater financial priority at the expense of meat production. 
A situation could arise where dairy processing plants are improved under measure 1 but 
cannot get enough supplies of the right quality.   
 
There is not a good match between the operational and global objectives for this measure and 
perhaps limiting the number of objectives could enhance its effectiveness.  For example, a 
strong case could be made for  focussing exclusively on milk production.  Operational 
objectives are not always readily measurable.  Further evidence for this statement concerns 
grain storage.  Poland produces some 20 - 25 million tonnes of cereals per year which is some 
22% of total agricultural output 
 
Scheme 2.3  The operational objectives would be clearer if the likely change in the amount of 
waste that is to be properly managed is calculated.  It follows from the above calculations that 
if all dairy farms receiving support under Scheme 2.1 install such facilities then some 10% 
(very roughly) of the manure from dairy cows is treated.   
 
The suggested targeting is to be welcomed as is the reference to the extent and seriousness of 
the problem at a regional level.  In this way it is more likely that facilities will be installed 
where the problem is most costly. 
 
Measure 3 
 
The global objectives are: 

• to increase the attractiveness of rural areas for local and outside investors; 
• to ensure appropriate living standards; 
• to provide conditions for the implementation of the acquis. 

 
The specific objectives for water schemes and waste facilities only refer to household 
connections and services, so focus on the living standard criteria (which is not directly 
reflected in the overall strategic objectives for the SAPARD Programme).  The specific 
objective of improving local transportation is vague and along with the provision of power 
and telecommunication facilities does not refer to any specific purposes.  Water, waste 
treatment, transport and communication will all be needed to meet the acquis requirements in 
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the food processing sector and on dairy farms as well as in other rural based industries 
including small enterprises, which is not mentioned in the operational objectives. 
 
Measure 4 
 
The general objectives are to: 

• develop additional sources of income for farmers and new non agricultural 
employment opportunities for other rural dwellers.  

• provide farmers who produce environmental services with additional income. 
 
The specific objectives of scheme 4.1 emphasise tourism which is one means among many of 
meeting the general objectives. 
 
The specific objectives corresponding to the results include numbers of jobs created and 
maintained.  The specification objectives would be more consistent if the results 
concentrated on measuring additional jobs resulting from the specified support (a 
difficult task) alongside some attempt to measure the sustainability of such employment.  
Some indication of the quality and type of jobs would be informative in terms of the 
amount of additional income that is generated and the costs incurred in obtaining it 
(travel costs, training required, lost agricultural output). 
 
The specific objectives of scheme 4 2 are to support collective and proactive means of 
fulfilling the general objectives.  The operational objectives might thus reflect some simple 
measures of the reliance of rural activities (supported under scheme 4.1) on this scheme and 
the types of activity that prove to be effective. 
 
The specific objectives of Scheme 4.3 suggest that farmers will receive income for their 
environmental services, rather than trying to find out how best to do this.  Moreover, the 
payments, the training provision and the adopted practices will produce outputs and results on 
farm incomes and the ecology.  The changes from the baseline position should be included in 
the operational and specific objectives.  As a pilot project the resources needed for 
implementation (the input) should also be recorded. 
 
7.7 The appropriateness of the selection and eligibility criteria  
 
Measure 1 
 
Essential characteristics of beneficiaries are that they should be financially responsible for 
viable or potentially viable enterprises.  A danger of SAPARD is that support may displace 
those that do not receive assistance and maintain those that do.  The displacement effect 
applies particularly to food processing.  If applications from competitors are received at 
different times or are assessed independently then there is more danger of displacement effects 
occurring, including the emergence of over capacity.  One way to ease the displacement effect 
is to put emphasis on the future marketing and sales strategy of applicants.  This requirement 
as well as the financial feasibility of the investment, has been accepted as project selection 
criteria in response to the on-going evaluation.  Environmental compliance is also required.  
Producer groups would need to be checked for conformity with EU laws, whilst at the 
moment the relevant Polish Act is still awaited. 
 



 43

The time allowed for the completion of plans is suggested to be 2 years, which again brings 
about the question of multi-annual financing for projects. 
 
The point of assessing economic, financial and marketing evaluation of applications is of 
paramount importance and efforts need to be made to make sure that the  quality of experts 
performing these tasks is acceptable. 
 
Measure 2 
 
The future viability of financially responsible beneficiaries using a business plan is stressed 
and environmental and welfare improvements are a condition for receiving assistance. 
 
The initial size of dairy farms of not less than 20000 litres alongside a commitment to expand 
to at least 20 cows (or its equivalent in litres) is problematic.  Investment in too small a farm, 
which is not likely to be viable, would not be wise, and yet too high a limit restricts the 
possibility of small farm development.  The intended flexibility to change these limits in the 
light of the uptake is sensible.  The maximum suggested time allowed to achieve the target 
size is however not specified, nor are the ways of controlling the compliance with these 
obligations. Possibly, the required limits might be required as business plan projections only. 
 
More detailed points on the selection criteria are: 

• that groups of farms, especially for investments necessary for the collection of milk , 
could be eligible (but this brings about a question of legal responsibility for aid); 

• that a person aged 55 or over could be eligible if a qualified successor is formally in 
place; 

• the conditions for receiving national assistance in addition to, or independently of, 
SAPARD are made clear; 

• the stocking rate limit of 1.2 LU on dairy farms might be set at a higher level in the 
light of experience and that the definition of forage areas and livestock units is 
clarified. 

 
Measure 3 
 
Greater freedom should be given for the possibility of constructing larger schemes at, say, a 
Powiat level given the economies of scale for such projects. 
 
A financial and economic assessment should be provided to demonstrate the contribution of 
the improvements to development including the additional costs to potential users at different 
rates of utilisation. The assessment should examine alternative types and phasing over time of 
investments to justify the proposal. 
 
The minimum length of road (500 m), maximum width (6m) and numbers of connections to a 
farm road (4 farms ), may have an economic basis but it is not clear what the basis is.  They 
may be impediments to highly profitable small investments.  For example a traffic bottleneck 
may be relieved by improving a short length of road, or a bridge, or a wide access road may be 
needed for, say, a large processing plant. 
 
The criteria upon which the regional steering committees will take decisions on the rate of 
assistance, depending on the demand for resources, should also be elaborated in detail in the 
implementing guidelines for each scheme. 
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Measure 4 
 
Scheme 4.1  The criteria are very wide.  In order to increase the chances of success then 
priority might be given to those with business experience, or who have some kind of backing.  
These characteristics may not be binding but would increase the confidence of the selection 
committee.  A condition to assist in evaluation could be to provide accounting information, 
number of jobs created and notification of a change of business status including cessation.  
 
Scheme 4.2  Such initiatives, if they are to be sustainable, usually involve the beneficiaries 
financing them after having received State support.  The beneficiaries would need to 
demonstrate their commitment in terms of their willingness to meet the costs of eventually 
financing the enterprise. 
 
Scheme 4.3 the participants would need to agree to farm registration according to the criteria 
for IACS.  The participants will also need to make a 5 year commitment according to article 
23 of Commission regulation 1257/1999 
 
7.8 The appropriateness of the requested technical assistance for producing the expected 
impacts 
 
The quality of management of implementation of the programme is crucial.  Whereas there is 
considerable relevant experience of similar kinds of intervention by the Government of Poland 
for agricultural and rural development, there are subtle and profound changes required by the 
SAPARD programme.  The first of these is the shift from a top down or centralist system 
towards local participation and partnerships.  The second is a shift from reward systems which 
paid off in a centrally planned economy (an emphasis on production, technology and costs) to 
those that are more appropriate in a market economy (an emphasis on returns or value added).  
While there is full commitment to both these shifts on the part of Government the reality is 
that the SAPARD programme, together with other complementary programmes, will require 
new forms of thought, new sources and types of information, new checks and balances, new 
skills and new decision making principles to be used by all involved and especially by those 
working at a regional level.  In sum the programme will involve not only learning but also 
some unlearning.  Thus, for example, one argument for the lack of local experience is to retain 
decision making and control at the central level irrespective of the limits this places on 
capacity  and responsiveness.  The best solution is to upgrade the capacity at all levels and this 
is the intended purpose of the TA.  One important institution to be strengthened is the regional 
steering committee and the Marshall’s office in its chairing of the committee.  Another 
example of such tensions is amongst the beneficiaries themselves and their expectations.  
Some farmers still expect the State to provide for their livelihood, others, normally more asset 
rich and younger people, are pursuing entrepreneurial activities (20K. Szafraniec,  “Polish 
Peasants - between Real Socialism and Real Capitalism”). 
 
The eligible actions to be supported are thus crucial.  The resources will probably not be 
sufficient.
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The following comments may prove to be helpful. 
• The TA earmarked for Commission activities is planned in relation to the needs of the 

programme and the Polish proposals. 
• The degree to which the World Bank’s operational system for its rural development 

programme is compatible with SAPARD and how much use can wisely be made of it. 
• Target dates should be set  
• An open  plan of activities, initially for the next few months, should be made and 

communicated to the main players, in order to identify the critical activities and the 
resources available for implementation by the target dates. 

• A much more detailed set of tasks for the programme as a whole and for each measure are 
required to accomplish the programme, both for training, selection of staff with the 
appropriate skills, appointments to committees, the number type and location of training 
and support events, the production of technical specifications and standard costs, rules for 
assessment and evaluation and information campaigns.  Special studies will need to focus 
on baseline data if future evaluation is to be valid.  These tasks are in addition to those to 
be conducted by the implementing body.  Sufficient room and resources should be planned 
to arrange for IT systems.  Once the programme starts its operation, major TA efforts must 
be placed upon the information task as well as the support for implementation and 
animation. 

 
7.9 The main risks that will influence the expected results and impacts 
 
Good intentions can lead to ruin.  There are unsound expectations and strong pressures 
surrounding the programme with many misconceptions of its purposes and resources.  Other 
risks are: 

• That the human capacity is indeed insufficient within the programme for promotion, 
animation, design, administration, decision making, inspection and quality control and 
the overall allocation of resources in terms of the desired outputs results and impacts. 

• That procedural hold-ups delay the progress of the programme. 
• That the performance of necessary supporting services for SAPARD such as training, 

business plan preparation, contractors is disappointing. 
• That the partnership mechanisms might not be put into practice 
• That the climate for investment changes or more global strategies are adopted which 

are inconsistent with the goals of the programme ( see 4Michałek).  The prospects for 
and progress towards accession stay on course. 

• That complementary policies and programmes which have synergies with SAPARD 
are not forthcoming or fail. 

 
8) Quantification of targets and impacts 
 
8.1 Assessment of the realism and accuracy of the quantified estimates of the needs, key 
disparities, objectives  
 
Needs and disparities 
 
The general quantified estimates of needs and disparities are all from official sources and/or 
credible research.  They include, for example, the number of rural unemployed (2 million) 
people out of the total rural population, with an estimate of underemployment backed by 
research which predicts the growth in the rural workforce over the next few years (1 million 
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over 4 years).  The fact that 70% of rural unemployment is not in farm households is a key 
statistic. 
 
The best use has not been made of existing information of the rural situation which shows 
regional differences for a whole variety of physical and social characteristics including 
education and measures of income.(5Rosner 1999) 
 
Confidential information also exists within ARMA of the regional uptake of different types of 
infrastructure and they can also identify active and inactive gmina’s.  A World Bank survey of 
rural poverty has been conducted and regions have been ranked according to their degree of 
poverty.  Little reference is made in the programme to regional variations in needs. 
 
The data on farm structure shows the small size and the distribution of land.  Additional 
information shows that around half of the official number of farms (1 million) are not part of 
the market economy.  They cannot therefore benefit, certainly in the short term, from 
improvements in the marketing of farm produce. 
 
The wide spread distribution of dairy cows is also quantified as are most variables connected 
with production.  Data on incomes and capital availability involve more assumptions and 
estimation.  (1EU 1998) 
 
Information within the programme about the processing sector is confined to the number of 
plants plus estimates of the number (few) that meet EU standards.  Some general statements 
are made about numbers, structure and performance.  There are published estimates of the 
effectiveness and productivity of different food processing sectors.  The estimates show 
relatively low processing productivity for milk, meat, fish and especially for fruit and 
vegetables which demonstrates the need for the programme and especially measure 1. 
(16Urban 1999) 
 
More use could have been made of the information that exists from the household survey and 
the general research literature including specific information about the environment.  
Nevertheless within the above limits the quantitative information that is presented is as 
accurate and realistic as it can be. 
 
Objectives 
 
Quantified targets for each measure are summarised in table 5.6.2, which are the effects of the 
programme at the output level.  The basis of these estimates depend on assumptions about the 
mean unit costs of such projects together with the rate of financial assistance and the total sum 
of money made available from respective sources.  They are thus necessarily approximate but 
do give a rough indication of likely outcomes.  Flexibility is planned for schemes within 
measures in response to demands from beneficiaries.  In the case of infrastructure the policy of 
giving more local choice and responsibility for local financing means that it is even more 
difficult to quantify targets although it should be possible to estimate the composition of 
different packages of investments that are feasible for a given sum of money (e.g. the length of 
road of a given type that can be constructed for the same cost as a sewage works of a given 
capacity - unit costs do exist but are not shown in the programme).  However, here again , 
considerable freedom is planned for the regional level to determine types of investment most 
relevant to their particular local circumstances, and thus the targets for the schemes are 
necessarily indicative. 
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In order to guide and assist decision makers concerning approvals it would be helpful to 
produce from existing information or by means of special studies, some indicative costs for 
upgrading processing plants and farms, installing different types of infrastructure and setting 
up the main types of diversification enterprises. 
 
8.2 Assessment of the identification of relevant indicators 
 
Measure 1 
 
The indicators consist of, at the output level, the numbers of applications and approvals.  At 
the results level, numbers of approvals and completions including the compliance 
requirements such as waste management facilities and in the case of fruit and vegetables 
conformity with the EU market regime. 
 
Comments include: 

• Change - The indicators should be able to capture the change in the number of plants 
and the proportion of produce that is processed under the desired conditions brought 
about by the programme including the necessary standards of hygiene and business 
viability. 

• Efficiency - The costs and benefits of making the necessary changes is important 
given the lack of funds.  How much was spent, in relation to the initial and achieved 
throughput and what were the benefits in terms of the value added.  Case studies might 
be a useful and effective way of adding understanding to the measure. 

• Labour use.  Given the sensitivity of unemployment, changes in the amount of labour, 
including that employed in making the investment, would be essential for an accurate 
evaluation. 

• Characteristics of the firms and groups that use the assistance, size, rate of growth, 
product range, management, market led philosophy, form of business, history 
including take-overs, management buy outs, ex-state enterprise etc. 

 
Measure 2 
 
The indicators include financial expenditure on different types of investment as well as 
numbers of farms applying and approval and completion rates.  The regional pattern of 
assistance is also included.  Increases in the amount of quality milk are to be recorded, but 
similar information is not mentioned for meat production.  The installed manure handling 
capacity is indicated but not the utilisation. 
 
Comments about the indicators include  

• the additional value added from extra animals and additional premia for quality; 
• the rate of build up of herds; 
• characteristics of those using the assistance, e.g. age, size. 
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Measure 3 
 
The indicators are confined to numbers of installations made or upgraded, length of roads 
built  and the number of connections made. 
 
Comments on additional indicators include: 

• indicators of changes of utilisation of installed capacity. e.g. changes in traffic volume, 
volumes of water, sewage and waste, number of calls, usage of electricity; 

• indicators of the total and unit installation costs and experiences of maintenance costs; 
• labour use and wages during the construction and installation; 
• assessments of the economic effects (from a base position) of the improvements. 

 
Indicators of changes in number of firms in a locality or a travel to work area; changes in the 
size of the workforce and patterns of employment; changes in local wage rates and other 
indicators of local economic activity such as changes in electricity use, population levels, 
amount of locally collected taxes, extent of house building and improvements.  These data to 
be collected in all gmina’s in a consistent way and collated to a Powiat and regional level.  
The most use to be made of existing information sources.  This information could be collected 
on a sample basis and subject to evaluation processes and further improvements in the 
measure. 
 
Measure 4  
 
Scheme 4.1  The output and results indicators are concerned with application rates and 
approvals plus numbers of jobs created and maintained.  In addition the amount of machinery 
and facilities including buildings that are purchased and constructed are to be recorded. 
 
Comments concerning indicators include: 
• the need to accurately assess the cost per additional job and the sustainability of the 

employment. 
• How long was employment generated for?  
• What was the quality of this employment as measured by hours worked and wages 

received?   
 
It may be most feasible to select a sample of beneficiaries to acquire the above data who 
would be followed up on a regular basis.  
 
It would also be simple to collect useful information about the type of diversification 
enterprises and the social characteristics of the beneficiaries. 
 
Scheme 4.2. The indicators are simply numbers of submission and approvals, plus where 
appropriate numbers of events held. 
 
Comments include: 
• The need to follow the success of such initiatives and to identify good practice in order that 

it can be shared and disseminated. 
• A national data base of different types of initiative would be very valuable with updating 

according to follow-ups on a sample basis. 
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Scheme 4.3. Indicators are numbers of farmers adopting the practices and the amount of land 
covered including the degree of afforestation and length of rivers protected. 
 
As this is a pilot project a much greater degree of detailed information will no doubt be 
collected in order to identify best practice and the associated impacts on the environment and 
the situation of the beneficiaries including their enthusiasm for the scheme. The success or 
otherwise of any associated marketing scheme (especially of organic produce) would be a key 
indicator.  Empirical estimates of the necessary rates of compensation to foster conservation 
activities are an important result. 
 
8.3 Assessment of the expected economic, social and environmental impacts and risks. 
 
Overall Assessment 
 
As a programme to achieve the strategic objectives the evaluation team have only made 
relatively minor suggestions for reallocation of resources within and between measures.  The 
programme is thus near the top of the ranking list of potential programmes. 
 
Suggestions for improvement include more investment in human capital within projects; 
simplification of the farm measure (i.e. a reduction in support to the pig and poultry sector) 
and greater focus on milk; the inclusion of group grain storage as well as a village 
improvement measure either separately or as a type of infrastructural investment. 
 
Economic Assessment 
 
Will the programme pay? 
 
In the most general terms:- 
a) lack of success could delay accession or increase the chances of special transitional 
arrangements for agriculture. 
 
b) lack of success could result in a decline in the net agricultural trade balance with the EU 
prior to accession due to reductions in exports.  Milk, meat products and fruit and vegetables 
are important exports to the EU.  Official trade in processed animal and milk products was 
valued at 186.5 million ecu, and fruit and vegetables at 301.4million ecu in 1996 (1European 
Commission 1998).  In comparison, the cumulative sum of public funds committed to priority 
axis 1 in the programme is 811 million euros or 116 million euros per year for 7 years. 
 
c) after accession the main effects could be either a gain in market share of the EU food 
market or a loss in the market share on the Polish domestic market.  1% of the value of Polish 
domestic production of meat, milk and fruit and vegetables in 1997 amounted to 216,200 
million PLN.  At a rough exchange rate of 3PLN/1ecu, this sum corresponds to 7,200 million 
ecu.  In comparison, the expenditure under Priority Axis 1 is thus on an annual basis slightly 
more than 0.1% of the total value of Polish production of the products concerned (at farm 
level Polish (low) prices). 
 
The stakes are very high. The SAPARD programme does not therefore seem to be an 
unrealistic ‘insurance premium’.  In other words, the relatively modest expenditure under the 
SAPARD programme should, if successful, guarantee the existing level and possibly growth 
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in economic activity in the Polish food and rural sector, both before and especially after, 
accession. 
 
MORE SPECIFIC ASSESSMENT.  PRIORITY AXIS 1 
 
Preparation of production reaching EU standards 
 
The necessary goals are: 
• that all delivered milk is at required standard by accession; 
• that most meat and fish is processed in approved plants except for any negotiated 

derogations for small plants (as has occurred in some member states); 
• that some form of producer organisation exists as a vehicle for the CAP market regime for 

fruit and vegetables. 
 
The achievement of the impacts is supported by recent legislation (See Annex 1, food 
processing section of the operational programme). 
 
The risks are: 
• commercial conditions in the Polish domestic and Eastern export markets do not justify the 

necessary investments; 
• macro-economic conditions become more unfavourable for investment including foreign 

investment in the sector; 
• SAPARD and national funds are used to support the existing structure e.g. in strategic 

areas, instead of helping to bring about necessary changes and adjustment to structures that 
are not competitive and stand in the way of accession; 

• displacement effects slow down the rate of modernisation; 
• funds are wasted due to non-additionality; 
• in the case of milk, deliveries from farms do not increase in line with processing capacity; 
• in the case of fruit and vegetables, producer organisations do not prove to be competitive. 
• funds are wasted due to poor decisions; 
• that not enough good projects are forthcoming in due time. 
 
Effect on employment 
 
Modernisation of food processing plants and farms will result in less labour being used. 
487,000 people were employed in food processing in 1998, with 52.4% in the sectors 
supported by Priority Axis 1 i.e. 255,188 people. 
 
The order of loss at the end of the programme period might be 20% of this figure or 50,000 or 
10 people/assisted plant, ignoring fruit and vegetable establishments, depending on the rate of 
improvement in labour productivity.  This is much lower than might be expected from a full 
modernisation programme, but it has to be remembered that the SAPARD programme in this 
measure is primarily intended for supporting the additional costs of meeting the acquis. 
 
At the farm level, the main impact is likely to be in dairying; 7,000-9,100 farms are targeted 
for assistance.  Labour productivity can safely be assessed to treble as concentration occurs, 
which would result in a loss of some 14,000 to 18,200 people.  Including some labour 
displacement effects on other farms, an approximate loss might be 20,000 people. 
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To balance these losses during the life of the programme, there will be some creation of jobs 
as a result of the investments. 
 
An important point in this respect is that if farm labour is encouraged by the schemes to 
conduct the work involved, the social cost will be low in view of the degree of 
underemployment that prevails on farms. The financial cost to the government of registered 
unemployed people is of the order of 3000euro/per annum (23World Bank Rural Development 
Programme, unpublished project appraisal document), which should encourage at least the use 
of local labour for the conduct of projects. 
 
Much of the investment in processing plants will be for imported machinery.  Thus the cost 
per job from the investment process will be quite high.  Assuming this is 30,000ecu/job, then 
for a total cumulative expenditure for Priority Axis 1 of 2046 million ecu this equates to 
68,000 people. 
 
A reasonable conclusion is that during the programme, the net employment effects will be 
close to zero.  (-50,000 losses in food processing -20,000  losses on livestock farms + 68,000 
gains from investment activity in food plants). 
 
Social effects 
 
The modernisation of farms and factories will reduce health risks for many consumers.  It will 
also improve working conditions in the sector. 
The main effect is the increased likelihood of the sector remaining competitive within the 
single market and thus sustaining an important industry. 
Modulation of grant support will increase the chances of smaller farm development. 
 
PRIORITY AXIS 2 
 
The relationship between the output/results and the overall impact has not been estimated for 
recent and ongoing infrastructure and job-creation schemes in Poland.   
 
Some rough calculations have been done on very limited data and thus there is no alternative 
but to make similar heroic assumptions in the following analysis. 
 
For infrastructure, as in Priority Axis 1, assume that the investment itself, for each of 30,000 
euros spent, generates 1 job during the programme.  For a total expenditure of 446.9 million 
euros some additional 15000 jobs might be created. 
 
If infrastructure is indeed spent in a way which creates business development, the best 
estimate of the cost per job that could be found is around 5,000 euros, so that four times as 
many jobs would result from the eventual impact of the improvements in infrastructure than 
from the direct effect of investment i.e. 60,000 jobs. 
 
A reasonable best estimate is that overall 75,000 jobs would ensue from Measure 3. 
 
The cost to the government could be reduced by up to 225 million ecu or by 58.6% if all the 
people were initially registered unemployed. 
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The stated impact of scheme 4.1 of Measure 4 is an extra 16,000 jobs.  This is low in 
comparison to the potential impact using the 5,000 euro/job coefficient on the total 
expenditure of 478.71 million euro = 96,000.  There will, however, be several moderating 
effects, including displacement, non-additionality and the survivability rate of new activities.  
Even so, 50,000 permanent extra jobs could be expected from such a programme.  This 
estimate is more consistent with the stated impact of the whole measure had an attempt been 
made to quantify these. 
 
In sum, Priority Axis 2 could generate, in very broad terms, some 110,000 extra jobs plus 
15,000 jobs related to the investment in infrastructure or 125,000 in total, without making any 
adjustment for labour losses due to the modernisation of infrastructure. 
 
A reasonable and attainable, target for the whole programme is thus 100,000 additional jobs.  
The build-up in the extra jobs would be most rapid in the final years of the programme. 
 
Risks 

• That investments in infrastructure are not made on business development criteria. 
• That non-additionality and displacement effects, especially in the diversification 

measure, are large. 
• That delays occur both in the uptake of the programme and in the full utilisation of the 

facilities. 
• Local initiatives for diversification will be insufficient. 

 
Social Assessment 

• Significantly more people will be connected to and be able to use public services.  
• The cost of those public services will be lowered by the extent to which investment 

improves efficiency. 
• People living in disadvantaged regions can receive preferential support through higher 

grant rates. 
• Improved roads should extend travel to work areas by reducing the costs of transport, 

increase the opportunity for schooling, especially at higher levels, without pupils 
having to live away from home and allow greater access to other public services over a 
greater area. 

• Grants for on farm diversification should allow farm households to increase and secure 
their incomes without reducing the number of people who live on farms (so enlarging 
the chances of retaining local culture). 

• Grants for job-creation remove, to a much greater degree, the constraints of own 
capital in setting up a business activity. 

• Reduced migration 
 
Environmental Assessment 
 
See Table 5.6.1 
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9) Project implementation arrangements 
 
9.1 Definition and clarity of responsibilities for authorities involved both directly and in 
supporting roles 
 
The administrative system will involve the Agency for Restructuring and Modernisation of 
Agriculture (ARMA) as both a paying agency and an implementing agency.  Decisions 
concerning Measure 1 will be taken by the Ministry of Agriculture and for Measures 2,3,4, by 
regional steering committees.  
 
The implementing rules and procedures are being discussed internally with the EU as well as 
being negotiated within the Polish implementing structures.  A detailed assessment of the 
implementation system can only be made once all the decisions are taken.  However, there is 
an understanding that a full accreditation process must be held before releasing funds.  Given 
the fact that the Paying agencies have so far had to be accredited for FEOGA Guarantee direct 
payments, there are uncertainties as to how the accreditation process should be transposed to 
organisations dealing with essentially structural projects.  There are several critical issues 
including that of multi-annual financing and the separation of implementation functions with 
those of implementation within the same organisation. 
 
The most contentious issue is whether or not the administrative arrangements are distinctively 
separate from the evaluation and selection functions, both regionally and nationally.  It is clear 
that decisions are to be made by the regional steering committees and MARD.  This is 
essential to meet the partnership principle and to maximise the involvement of stakeholders, 
and hence the efficiency, of the whole programme. 
 
The most vital issue is that the programme will need active management and support and, as 
written, the supporting functions (animation) are the responsibility of MARD.  Clarification of 
the tasks envisaged and the resources that are available would enhance the quality of all the 
programme tasks as there is too little existing experience at all levels and past experience is, 
for the most part, only partially relevant. 
 
The procedures used in past and current programmes have been primarily implemented in a 
centralised way and it is accepted that this approach will need to change in line with both the 
anticipated volume of effort and also the new systems of devolved regional government.  
Banks will no longer have an automatic role in assessing financial feasibility and this 
function, which is needed for selection, will need to be tendered out amongst the most 
experienced regional institutions.  Some schemes  notably 4.2 will require active promotion, 
by initiating top-down and supporting bottom-up ideas.  The regional steering committees will 
need to be trained to service SAPARD, PHARE, World Bank and other programmes.  
 
The opinion that we received was that devolution of responsibility to the gminas’ had been 
successful.  However, a great deal of training is still required for the regional role in SAPARD 
to be successful, and that the degree of effort will exceed the resources within the technical 
component of SAPARD and PHARE. 
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9.2 Economic and social partners that are to be involved 
 
The principle of partnerships is recognised and accepted.  A guide to the composition of the 
committees is that all organisations represented should have a function related to the 
programme.  Detailed procedures must be prepared for the regional monitoring committees to 
include economic, regional and social partners and voting and non-voting committee 
members. 
 
9.3 Procedures, composition and procedures of monitoring committees 
 
These are set out in general terms.  Specific considerations can be given once the system is 
elaborated in detail. 
 
9.4 Arrangements for monitoring and evaluation including the evaluation questions 
 
One of the lessons from past programmes is that information about, for example, the impact 
of  better infrastructure on business activity, was not collected.  The point that better 
information systems will need to be kept by local authorities for both management and 
evaluation purposes is now better appreciated.  Indeed the view was expressed that they 
already have some of the information but a system would need to be set up to process it in an 
appropriate way. 
 
The arrangements are that the Department of Pre-Accession Assistance within  MARD has the 
responsibility for monitoring and evaluation, but a more active role is necessary.  The 
collection of baseline data will require urgent action.  Indicators of impact will need to be 
designed and systems put in place for their collection.  The role of ARMA and the gmina’s in 
this process needs to be clarified.  An independent Evaluation Unit should be nominated to 
collect data and produce information for evaluation purposes. 
 
A potential problem (not only for monitoring and evaluation) is to isolate the impact of 
SAPARD measures from those of closely allied measures such as National and World Bank 
programmes.  There has been a detailed and extensive debate about the separation, for 
example, of ARMA and SAPARD measures, and we accept the reasons for the decision 
reached.  However, it will be difficult to isolate the impact of complementary measures and 
while this may be attempted, this should not in our view exclude an overall monitoring and 
evaluation approach.  Thus we would anticipate that monitoring and evaluation activities are 
conducted in a joint way in accordance with the reality of problems and solutions irrespective 
of the source of funding.  Such an approach would not of course exclude specific evaluation 
exercises. 
 
9.5 Efficiency of project selection, including selection and eligibility criteria, ease of 
application and costs of application borne by the beneficiary. 
 
SAPARD is a national programme.  Nevertheless the proposed implementation procedures 
will involve for all but Measure 1, regional decision making.  It will thus be necessary to 
allocate on some basis a regional share-out of funding.  The way this is to be done is not stated 
in the plan.  This question cannot be separated from decisions about the targeting of other 
major funds such as those under PHARE schemes, the World Bank Rural Development 
Programme and the national schemes implemented by ARMA.  In the case of where gmina’s 
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are the main beneficiaries, as for infrastructure, then the team supports the concept of finance 
from different sources being put together by the beneficiary. 
 
Subsidised credit schemes have successfully used banks for disbursement and evaluation.  
This is not an argument for including banks within the SAPARD procedures in that grants add 
to the equity of beneficiaries and no repayment is required.  If SAPARD beneficiaries do not 
borrow from banks in order to fulfil their plans, then the banks have no involvement. 
 
The view of the evaluation team after much debate is that SAPARD will need to be separate 
from any national or other programme of support except in the case of gmina’s where the idea 
of a package of finance being put together from various sources seems sensible. 
 
We strongly support the notion that local decision makers should be able to select from a 
range of options within the SAPARD programme in order to match the support available with 
their specific needs.  But such an approach emphasises the need to have clear, consistent and 
communicated objectives.  
 
A sensitive point concerning objectives is the trade off between efficiency and equity.  This 
issue is real when reference is made to the selection criteria and limits on the total amount of 
support available to a single beneficiary. There seems to us to be some ambivalence on this 
point.  On the one hand, a strictly commercial view would result in a greater fulfilment of the 
objectives, especially for food processing and infrastructure;  on the other hand, using the 
funds to bring promising farms and potentially competitive food processors into the 
commercial sector is an unwritten objective.  Similarly, the allocation of funds for 
infrastructure is could be more heavily influenced by need than by opportunity.  
Diversification initiatives are likely to be more readily taken up by individuals who are 
already well placed commercially (21Wos). 
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10) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF EX-ANTE EVALUATION OF THE SAPARD 
PROGRAMME 
 
The executive summary picks out the main points from the ex- ante evaluation, not 
necessarily in the order that they appear in the report.  The comments are concerned mainly 
with the programme as whole, beginning with our overall assessment.  There follow 
comments on the diagnosis on which the programme is based including previous experiences,  
the objectives, the appropriateness of the strategy and its linkages with other actions, the 
suggested basis for the selection of beneficiaries, the anticipated outputs and consequent  
impacts on employment, incomes and the environment and, finally, some views on 
implementation.    
 
The exte-ante evaluation has been carried out throughout the preparation of the SAPARD 
Programme by an independent team of Polish and EU consultants. Many of the comments 
made during the preparation of the plan have been included within it. 
 
10.1. Overall assessment of the SAPARD strategy 
 
The evaluation team is supportive of the general shape of the Programme which is based on a 
realistic assessment of rural and agricultural accession related needs in Poland and the 
constraints which exist concerning the limited resources available and the designated scope of 
the SAPARD eligible measures. 
 
The needs stand out clearly from the analysis.  Too few processing firms and farms meet both 
the commercial and legal requirements for hygienic, safe and customer-based milk and meat 
production.  Far too many people rely on agriculture for a living alongside a rural population 
where the rates of unemployment and under-employment are high.  The infrastructure of rural 
areas is poor, it threatens the physical environment and constrains economic and social 
development. 
 
The main prioritised sectors of dairy and meat (including fish) for stimulating the adoption of 
sanitary, hygiene and environmental standards will assist in the solution of major anticipated 
accession issues and focus on sectors that are likely to be competitive within the single 
market.  The consistency of assistance covering both production and processing of milk is a 
strong point of the programme. Other sub-priorities such as stimulating producer 
organisations in the fruit and vegetable sector are also consistent with the acquis and the 
building up of competitive strengths. The urgency of continuing with investment in rural 
infrastructure and in improving the conditions for the emergence of non-agricultural economic 
activities is fully supported by the analysis of the rural situation.  
 
The strategy of improving rural infrastructure alongside measures to support the 
diversification of rural resources into more productive uses as well as plans to stimulate the 
viability and the adoption of the acquis in food processing and on farms are thus well 
justified.  All the more so, in that they reflect the conclusions from an extensive consultation 
exercise with potential beneficiaries. The allocation of the proportion of funds between each 
measure reflects the urgent need to create more non agricultural rural jobs, the likely rates of 
uptake for each measure, institutional constraints on implementation and the uses to which 
public funds might reasonably be put.  Thus, for example, the Team supports a “demand led 
“or “pull” approach for assistance to small farmers by improving food processing rather than 
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by simply funding the various ways SAPARD allows of changing the symptoms of under 
development that exist on farms.  
 
Experiences of rural development from elsewhere and within Poland itself clearly show that 
investment in human capital is a condition for rural change.  The analysis shows that 
educational levels in rural Poland are so low that structural adjustment out of (and not into) 
agriculture will be too slow.  These facts lead the Team to stress the need to view SAPARD as 
just one ‘ building block’ within a whole set of Government actions to this end.  The co-
ordination of SAPARD with other complementary actions which support human development 
and especially education within a supportive sectoral policy will be an essential part of the 
success of the programme.  The amount of resources available for such complementary 
measures and indeed the commitment to this view seems to be inadequate. Wilkin (1999)2, 
refers to the risk of  ‘a deepening educational collapse’ and that investment in human 
development is getting smaller and smaller each year and that human resources are the most 
limiting factor for rural development in Poland. 
 
The Team would advocate a flexible approach to the contents of the plan in that Polish 
conditions are changing very rapidly.  The Team thus strongly supports the project cycle 
approach where through good and timely monitoring and evaluation against clearly worked 
out and stated objectives, actions can be changed in the light of new conditions and 
experience including experience in implementation.  
 
SAPARD is for the most part a new programme and thus the case for multi-annual funding is 
plain common sense. The experience of the World Bank financed ASAL programme in 
Poland for example, shows clearly the expected slow take-off for the support for infrastructure 
undertaken by the gminas.   
 
It is necessary to emphasise the role of taxpayer’s funds in facilitating agricultural and rural 
adjustment. They should only support activities that would not normally be financed by 
market forces, that is they should be additional.   Public funds can distort market behaviour by 
for example, propping up enterprises that may not be otherwise competitive, or supporting 
infrastructure which is in reality consumption.  The Team thus supports initiatives to bring 
about economic evaluation of proposals supported by regional and more local development 
strategies, and also initiatives which foster the participation of beneficiaries in programming 
and implementation of the SAPARD Programme. 
 
The programme should also make the best possible use of public funds.   It has to be borne in 
mind that much of the current debate, policy statements and consultation responses on rural 
development are driven by expectations and self interest concerning the SAPARD 
programme. Grant rates should, therefore, be at the lowest rate possible to meet the 
programme objectives.  Low rates also reduce the effects of any distortion, avoid the costs of 
rationing limited amounts of funds amongst a large number of potential beneficiaries as well 
as increasing the responsibilities of beneficiaries.  It is impossible to set the rates with any 
degree of certainty a-priori, and thus it is to be expected that they will be varied around an 
average rate according to the experience of uptake. 
 
The introduction of a more participative approach to rural development is strongly supported.  
It has several consequences including the need to strengthen local institutions and to take steps 
to seek out, communicate with and involve project beneficiaries in the identification and 
selection of eligible projects. Local involvement in the decision making process is effective 
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and will require the enhancement of local expertise. Substantial support will also be necessary 
for beneficiaries to inform them about the Programme, assist them in project identification, 
and in the preparation of business plans and applications. A major role could potentially be 
played by local animateurs, extension services and others. Attention should be given to 
assessing whether the level of these resources is adequate.  
 
10.2. Analysis of rural and agricultural problems and opportunities in Polish SAPARD 

Programme 
 
The analysis is comprehensive and brings out the most important issues, such as rural 
unemployment, poor educational levels, the poor structure of farming, the inadequacy of rural 
infrastructure and low rural incomes. There is also evidence of the lack of capital, the low 
mobility of the farm and rural labour force along with poorly developed institutions which 
support the development of a market economy.  There is also evidence that most of the growth 
in the demand for agricultural and rural services is either from exports or mainly urban parts 
of Poland. 
 
The variation between regions, between farms and between types of processing company 
would  also be informative in that a more profound analysis would clarify and enable more 
precision in the nature and extent of desirable intervention. It also gives more optimism in that 
there are sectors, regions, farms and firms that are adapting and growing in a dynamic way.  
Likewise a review of the existing state of affairs concerning the rural environment, such as a 
high share of protected areas in Poland would also be supportive of the environmental actions 
proposed. For example, just over half the official number of farms do not participate to any 
great extent in the market for agricultural commodities and thus an agricultural programme 
will not improve their situation.  This conclusion is reinforced by the fact that almost 70 % of 
rural unemployed people belong to households who do not farm.  This problem is getting 
worse in that the share of unemployment in rural areas is increasing relative to the Polish total. 
Clearly the diversification measure of economic activities in rural Poland cannot be confined 
to farms. Demographic forecasts also show an increase of almost one million in the size of the 
rural working population over the next four years (5Rosner 1999). 
 
Educational levels and the provision of infrastructure, the dependence on agriculture and rates 
of economic development vary across the country.  Whereas, SAPARD is a national 
programme, the up-take of measures will vary according to regional conditions.  
 
Research findings clearly show a dynamic and relatively profitable ‘commercial farm sector’ 
set against a static small farm or peasant sector existing on very low incomes often supported 
by pensions and other forms of transfer. This is reflected in the choice of the target 
beneficiaries (small to medium farms) for Measure 2.   In the processing sector, less official 
data exists, but it is clear that there is great dynamism within the sector with many small 
firms, and the overall performance depends on the marketing strategy of the companies.  
Consequently, the selection process for Measure 1 should emphasise the marketing aspect. 
 
More reference to the state of the environment would  show the importance of poor manure 
storage and management on the pollution levels in farm wells.  More generally the installation 
of piped water supplies in many rural villages has increased the urgency for sewage treatment 
facilities which are still at a very low level.  Sewage is one of the main causes of extensive 
river pollution in Poland. (14The State of the Environment in Poland, Report of the State 
Inspectorate of Environmental Protection). 
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There are also variations in the competitiveness of agricultural enterprises in Poland with 
dairy and fruit production being amongst the most internationally competitive.  (19Tangerman 
et al.)  Grain production, including oilseeds, especially on larger farms is also well placed.   
The revealed competitive advantage, as shown by the pattern of agricultural trade, bears out 
the above conclusions to some extent in that the EU tends to import agricultural commodities 
from Poland and exports processed food to Poland.   Measures 1 and 2 should focus to a 
greater extent on competitive sectors such as dairy, fruit and vegetables and grain. 
 
In addition, in the period  up until the Russian financial crisis, Polish food exports to the East 
grew very quickly and became more important than trade with the EU.  Even now the volume 
of exports to former communist states has not fallen to the same extent as the value of 
exports.  Commercial decisions about the adoption of EU standards would not favour such 
investments in all situations, at least prior to accession.  Some form of state incentive is 
therefore appropriate to generate a longer-term view if accession is not to be held up and 
prosperity within the single market is to be more assured.  This argument supports public 
funding for dairy and meat sectors in Measure 1. 
 
10.3. Experience of rural and agricultural development and its relevance to the 
SAPARD Programme 
 
The SAPARD programme builds on recent Polish experiences of development initiatives.  
They reflect an extensive and continuous debate about rural and agricultural affairs in Poland.   
 
At present structural assistance from national resources includes a substantial part of the 
Ministry of Agriculture’s budget for agricultural pensions and modernisation schemes, usually 
in the form of subsidised loans where rural banks are heavily involved in the project 
assessment.  Experience in administering grant-aid is limited. 
 
Valuable experience has been gathered on the basis of PHARE pilot projects. Moreover, the 
World Bank ASAL loan provided a strategic framework for many donor-supported activities 
and especially for the development of rural infrastructure.  The lessons here include the way in 
which uptake varied by region with the peripheral regions losing out.  A sizeable number of 
gminas did not take advantage of the support while a few made the best possible use of it.  
The rate of uptake has been shown to depend heavily on human capacity and leadership 
amongst local authorities. Water supplies were the most popular form of assistance.  The 
implementation capacity required for infrastructure under SAPARD is also within the bounds 
of existing experience in that the amount of suggested allocated funds per year under ASAL, 
and, more recently, national programmes, are of the same order as SAPARD. 
 
The link between infrastructure, economic development and job creation has not been fully 
evaluated using the ASAL programme and PHARE pilot projects so that the Team was not 
able to find empirical estimates of costs per job or even tests of causality.  The monitoring of 
the SAPARD Programme will offer a good opportunity to look into effects of infrastructural 
investments upon economic activity and to seek ways of making better project selection. 
Efforts in this direction will provide a sound basis for making the case for adjustment in the 
SAPARD programme itself and for the design of structural fund programmes after accession. 
 
10.4. Coherence of objectives of the SAPARD Programme in Poland 
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The chosen strategic objectives are consistent with those stated in the SAPARD regulation 
and also make sense from a Polish perspective as a candidate country near to accession.   
 
At the level of general and specific objectives there is inconsistency with the strategic 
objectives especially in Measures 1 and 2 and the Team believes effectiveness would be 
improved by a further tightening up of these.   
 
A sensitive point concerning objectives is the choice between efficiency and equity objectives.  
This dilemma is most obvious in Measure 2 in which no clear reference is made in the equity 
general objectives whilst plain equity limits are proposed in the selection criteria. Clarification 
of equity issues in other measures might also be beneficial. 
 
10.5. Linkages between the measures proposed in SAPARD Programme, national policy 
and other intervention 
 
The measures within the Programme support each other.  For example, the need to produce 
dairy products which meet both EU and commercial hygiene and quality requirements 
involves investment and changes in practice on both farms and in factories.  For farms that do 
not perceive it to be profitable to make the changes, support is to be made available for 
switching production towards quality beef or to diversify into non-agricultural activity.  All 
these activities will require infrastructure.  It is unlikely that private finance will be sufficient 
to install facilities to meet environmental requirements so that public expenditure is fully 
justified. The pilot sub-measure on the agro–environment is supported using the same 
argument. 
 
Whilst the synergies between measures are fully explored, the Programme cannot in itself 
assure a fully complete set of instruments due to its limited resources and scope. In particular 
essential training components have to be provided mostly outside SAPARD (since SAPARD 
only covers training in agriculture and forestry). 
 
In addition, SAPARD objectives are narrower than the needs of Polish rural and agricultural 
sectors. Obviously, national policy will be continued following the additionality principle.  
Debates about the amalgamation of SAPARD with national programmes can be resolved on 
the basis of the objectives to be achieved. 
 
There are also solutions other than capital subsidies, to the problems to be addressed by 
SAPARD.  For example it has been shown (Safin12) that dairy plants can raise the proportion 
of high quality delivered milk by paying premiums to suppliers.  Such a solution can be self-
financing.  Another example would be that policies which result in the concentration of dairy 
production on fewer farms and milk processing in fewer factories reduces the national costs of 
meeting the EU standards and such options should be considered.  
 
10.6. Appropriateness of project selection criteria under the SAPARD Programme 
 
One essential characteristic of beneficiaries is that they should be viable (in the case of gminas 
that the basis exists to maintain infrastructure).  A danger of SAPARD is that support may 
displace those that do not receive assistance and maintain those that do.  The displacement 
effect applies particularly to the food processing and diversification measures.  If applications 
from competitors are received at different times or are assessed independently then there is 
more danger of displacement effects occurring, including the emergence of over capacity. One 
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way to ease the displacement effect is to put emphasis on the future marketing strategy. This 
requirement as well as the financial feasibility of the investment has been incorporated within 
the project selection criteria as a response to the on-going evaluation.  
 
10.7. Appropriateness of rates of aid proposed under the SAPARD Programme 
 
The Programme proposes for Measures 1 and 2 fixed, and quite high rates of, grant. However, 
there are several arguments for differentiating and lowering the rates. 
 
The degree of State support should be as low as possible whilst assuring the achievement of 
the general objectives.  For example, if the objective is to have a number of plants up to EU 
standards, then public support should be given in the first instance to those plants which 
require the least public funds to meet that objective. The starting levels of support should 
therefore be low with an increase later on in the programme, depending on the response. 
 
The criteria for the selection of processing plants to adopt the acquis should include both 
commercial and public expenditure criteria.  It may also be wise to allow higher rates of 
support for strategically situated plants, such as a single dairy plant serving a remote region. 
 
The rate of grant for on-farm investment might be varied depending on farm size. The 
measure targets two types of farms: a) those who will be competitive (with support will  
become more competitive, usually big farms) and b) those who could become competitive 
(with support, usually small farms). Non-viable farms will  not be given support. Perhaps the 
most efficient use of public funds would be to give small farms higher rates of grant and lower 
ceilings and to provide bigger farmers with lower rates of grant and higher ceilings. 
 
In the case of infrastructure, the benefits of scale may be more easily obtained at the district 
level or through gmina associations. Consequently, the possibility of  having higher ceilings 
should be considered. 
 
10.8. Consistency of outputs and impacts of the SAPARD Programme 
 
The impact on competitiveness as a result of intervention under Axis 1 is difficult to quantify 
and perhaps the most accessible way to do this is to analyse the market share.  The loss (or 
gain) of even 1% of the market share of milk and meat is a very large amount of resources and 
would have a substantial effect on employment. Even more critically, the issue could even 
hold up the time at which Poland joins the EU.  Thus, the investment supported by this axis 
are more akin to an insurance premium than the commitment of a capital sum.  This means 
that the overall impact is far greater than any measurable effects. 
 
The targets of the number of processing plants to be modernised do not adequately reflect the 
objective of the Measure to process as much produce as possible according to the EU 
standards.  There is a possibility that whilst the target of modernising as many plants as 
possible is achieved, only a small proportion of output is affected, due the highly skewed 
distribution of capacity. 
 
The Team’s, estimate, albeit rough, of the job-creation effects of the programme are in the 
range of 100,000 jobs created and maintained by 2006.  The number of additional jobs is 
likely to build up from a low number in the first year at a fairly slow pace.  The crude cost per 
job-estimate that is in common usage based on recent experience is of the order of 5000 euros.  
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The farm and food processing measures are likely to result in job-displacement.  The direct 
diversification measure will inevitably be diluted in its impact by displacement effects and all 
new enterprises may not survive. The impact of infrastructure will consist of those jobs which 
are created by the expenditure itself and the creation of business activity on the back of it will 
depend both on the wisdom of the investments and the necessary accompanying initiatives.  
 
The economic returns depend on the degree to which unemployed or underemployed people 
take up and create job opportunities.  A World Bank estimate shows that every registered 
unemployed person receiving benefits costs around 3000 euros in public expenditure per year 
of unemployment.  
 
There is ground for optimism in that there will be, over the programme period, an increase in 
the number of young people coming onto the rural labour market and they may have more 
appropriate skills for employment within, and for creating, new enterprises.  
 
The programme contains several measures that are designed to correct environmental 
problems directly, such as manure stores and landfill sites as well as a pilot agro-
environmental scheme.  Modernisation will also improve the efficiency of energy and water 
use.  
 
10.9. Efficiency of implementation arrangements of SAPARD Programme 
 
The implementing rules and procedures are being discussed internally in the EU as well as 
negotiated with the Polish implementing structures.  
 
The classification of measures according to national and regional decision processes should 
reflect the extent to which the issues involved are confined to a geographic level.  In the case 
of food processing a national perspective will be necessary alongside more local decisions 
concerning the provision of infrastructure as proposed in the Programme. 
 
The need for some kind of regional budgets, given regional decision-making, cannot be 
escaped.  The experience with ASAL shows that the more active regions gained the most 
funding and this is also likely to be the case for commercial enterprises.  There is no guarantee 
that a highly skewed pattern of funding will not emerge across the regions. 
 
The Team strongly advocates that preparations for the programme are speeded up especially in 
the formation of National and Regional partnerships and for systematically informing all 
interested parties about the programme. 
 
The financing of beneficiary’s own contribution is likely to constrain uptake.  The facility for 
part financing, with a balancing sum withheld until completion is finalised, and for 
contributions to be made in kind, offer some alleviation for this problem. 
 
Finally the clear differentiation of implementation functions is fully supported. Involvement 
of representatives of beneficiaries and regional and economic partners in the decision making 
process is crucial to the success of the Programme. SAPARD is one way in which the new 
regional government system (operating since the beginning of 1999) and the development of 
responsibilities to a more local level is to be tried out and tested.  
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Annex 1 
 

SAPARD and Regionalisation in Poland 
Report from consultations  

held during week of March 8th-13th 1999 
Graham Dalton 

 
1) Introduction 
 
The fundamental issue for Polish preparations of the SAPARD plan is to utilise the funds that 
will be available for meeting National accession and rural development objectives while 
meeting(and negotiating ) the priorities set out in the draft regulation from the EU.  The issue 
of regionalisation has therefore to be judged in the context of Polish needs and strategic 
responses for rural actions but which are justified in the EU. 
 
There is a belief that by co-ordinating the actions of different parts of government more 
effective actions will result.  This can be supported by the logic that a whole range of services 
are in need of improvement in rural society ranging from education and health to support for 
business activities and the environment.  A sectoral approach such as agricultural measures 
(SAPARD contains nine such measures) assumes either the existence of adequate supporting 
services (or that a response will be forthcoming). 
 
A geographic or locational basis for planning and targeting, it is argued, makes it easier to 
highlight constraints and appropriate responses.  In addition a locational approach assists in 
fostering ownership of actions and, in that decisions are nearer to the ground, will hopefully 
be based on more accurate assessments and expressions of needs.  A sectoral approach mainly 
argues for transfers to be made to one branch of society, which in the case of rural societies is 
commonly agriculture. 
 
Ultimately the idea of development means enlarging the scope for freedom of action by all 
members of rural society and this definition has, therefore, to incorporate the right to self 
determination.  Policies that “do things for” people without their involvement create 
dependency and are contrary to the basic idea of what development is. 
 
The recent setting up of regional governments in Poland and the idea of subsidiarity within the 
EU will counter to some extent the strong agricultural lobby within Poland and the Union as 
well as modifying the heritage of centralist or “top down” policy formulation and 
implementation. 
 
This is not to say that locational and co-ordinated programming and implementation can exist 
without some central direction.  Nor that sector interests can be subsumed - they are too 
powerful for that.  The interests of different regions will need to be moderated and take into 
account national interests. 
 
Moreover, the idea of co-ordination is difficult to implement in a rapidly changing 
environment since institutions and issues do not stand still for long enough for bureaucracies 
to cope with them.  Respective freedoms and terms of reference/mandates within a democracy 
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cannot be overturned in order to force co-operation.  It has to be a mutual arrangement with 
the needs of the ultimate beneficiaries kept in view. 
 
2) The basis of the SAPARD plan 
 
As set out in the Polish coherent rural strategy the overall strategy is to achieve growth in the 
rural economy with a concomitant improvement in services.  The EU priorities as set out in 
the draft SAPARD regulation are to a) improve market efficiency, b) to adopt EU levels of 
quality and health standards in order to take part in the single market and to act on behalf of 
the Union at external borders and c) to introduce measures to create new employment in rural 
areas, all in compliance with the provisions on the protection of the environment. 
 
The problem is to meet Polish and EU priorities over the pre-accession period.  To achieve 
this it is important to have a clear understanding of how growth is achieved and what is meant 
by the SAPARD priorities and especially market efficiency. 
 
2a) Polish priorities 
 
There is perhaps a surprising degree of agreement on the diagnosis of needs and  actions for 
Polish agriculture and for its rural areas.  The World Bank proposals on rural development, fit 
well with the findings of the Rural needs survey. Existing measures mostly implemented by 
ARMA have a strong rural emphasis.  Prof. Wilken argued cogently for “soft” or human 
measures in terms of education, information and institutional development.   
 
The literature on agricultural development which is applicable to other sectors is summarised 
by a short paper by 6P. Hazell (The Journal of Agricultural Economics of the International 
Society of Agricultural Economists, September 1998, Vol. 19, pp.x-xii) 
 
Agricultural development depends upon 5 processes all beginning in English with the letter I -
the 5 I’s, namely; 
 
Innovation- need strong national agricultural research and extension systems(both public and 
private) to generate and disseminate productivity enhancing technologies.   In the case of 
small and medium sized enterprises, this would be the role of business support centres since 
innovation also applies to organisation as well as to technology. 
 
Infrastructure- need good rural infrastructure, particularly roads and transport systems, piped 
water (with drainage) telecommunications and waste.  A problem is to define rural 
infrastructure as distinct from national or regional programmes.  It will likely include “join 
up” facilities such as feeder roads as opposed to main roads, junctions and other ways of 
“tapping into” (obtaining) national supplies and services including for example credit, training 
and information. 
 
Inputs- need efficient delivery for agricultural services, especially for modern farm inputs 
(only 15% of Polish farmers buy certified seeds each year), agro-processing, and credit. My 
comments here would be that there is still too much emphasis on subsidised credit as an 
agricultural policy instrument.  It has been shown not to work well, over and over again, and 
the task is to improve the delivery of credit (especially to small farmers and small and 
medium sized enterprises) rather than to subsidise it.  The process has become 
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institutionalised and is highly sensitive.  In terms of assistance for investment (as grants or as 
credit subsidies) this fact emphasises the targeting of farms and food businesses so that that 
intended beneficiaries are actually reached. 
 
Institutions- Need efficient and liberalised markets that provide farmers with ready access to 
domestic and international (EU) markets.  The adoption of the acquis can help here in terms of 
price information systems and grading standards. There is also a need for effective institutions 
to provide key public services where these cannot be devolved to the private sector and to 
encourage the private sector to come together for the purpose of collective activities such as 
improvement societies, development and lobbying associations.  This latter issue is probably 
most important in the case of producer groups while making sure that public funding is not 
used for private purposes. 
 
Incentives- Need conducive macro-, trade and sector policies that do not penalise agriculture. 
The Europe agreements have a slow, in-built degree of liberalisation but the prize of accession 
is to be a full participant in a large single market.  Moreover, the reforms of the CAP will 
mean operating farms nearer too if not at world price levels.  It is most important for the 
agricultural sectors of applicant countries to gear up for this and also to put in place measures 
that do not hold it within non tariff barriers to trade-e.g. food hygiene.  Studies have been 
done recently which show that many sectors of agriculture are competitive by international 
standards (Matthew Gorton) 
 
Pragmatic issues in the choice of measures 
The above 5 I’s are needed for stimulating development but can result in unacceptable 
distribution of the benefits.  For example farm and food processing incentives will likely 
benefit the Western parts of Poland at the expense of the south and east and would naturally 
benefit larger farmers and processors. 
 
6Hazell makes the point that agricultural development should be broadly based for it to be fair 
in a social sense.  A point he makes is that there are few economies of scale in agricultural 
production (unlike processing and marketing) and hence targeting family farms is attractive on 
both equity (fairness) and efficiency grounds.  This philosophy for applicant countries with 
many small farms would mean that regional farm structure would be one of the variables for 
determining regional allocation of SAPARD funds and that there may be cut off points (both a 
minimum  and maximum) for farm based support.  The distribution of dairy cows is for 
example highly skewed in both Poland and Romania with many small herds and an attractive 
measure might include a form of dairy herd conversion scheme (incentives to give up selling 
milk) in the light of quotas and exacting and expensive dairy hygiene regulations.  A more 
general measure to encourage a better structure would be farm amalgamation and pre-
retirement pension schemes.  Small and medium sized farms should also receive priority in 
publicly funded agricultural research and extension and in marketing and credit supply.  
Analyses of growth options for farmers in several applicant countries in the light of accession 
does show that expansion is attractive but there are exchange rate risks as well as those 
connected with the timing of accession and with the imposition of quotas.  (Majewski et al 
report of an ACE project 1998). 
 
However, for the most part the asset base of small farm businesses will be so small that even 
high rates of return on the capital involved will not produce a comparable income.  Real prices 
for agricultural products fall inexorably year on year except during short lived booms.  
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Investments in human capital, such as rural education, clean water, health, family planning are 
essential for improving the productivity of poor people and increasing their opportunities for 
gainful employment mostly off the farm.   
 
Women play many key roles in farming and ancillary activities and are a strong influence in 
the family for education levels of farm children.  They thus warrant targeted programmes in 
agricultural extension and education, for example for farm financial record keeping and 
organisation.  Women often drive diversification activities such as agro-tourism activities and 
thus require credit and other aids for small business assistance. 
 
Equity or fairness considerations logically mean the full participation of poorer rural people in 
the policy formulation process and not just the rich and powerful.  They need to be consulted 
on the priorities for public investments from which they are expected to benefit or help 
finance.  It is thus important that methods are worked out for this to be done in the evaluation 
process throughout the life of SAPARD. 
 
The rural non farm economy should be actively encouraged and the inclusion of rural 
development in the SAPARD programme is to be welcomed.  However the measures are not 
sufficiently rural.  This is another reason for partnership both nationally and in the regions.  
The rural non farm economy is a source of employment and income especially for small farm 
families.  In addition there are powerful income and employment multiplier effects within 
rural economies when agriculture grows. 
 
Environmental modifiers 
 
Priority may be needed for regions where the environment is heavily threatened, in terms of 
soil conditions, erosion, pollution or flood.  Boosts to sustainable farming systems can reduce 
the incentive for migration from such areas which could be a problem for other parts of 
Poland and the EU as a whole.   
 
Property rights and ensuring good husbandry (of all natural resources) in leasing and in 
utilisation of common land may be advantageous in some parts of Poland.  Incentives to 
develop markets for “ecological” types of production (the intensity of land use in Poland is 
already low so that changeover periods would not be too expensive) may assist in this process.  
The aquis, for example, sets out the conditions for organic farming but other systems such as 
integrated farming systems have not as yet taken off and would need a strong promotional 
effort for them to do so. 
 
As with all measures for agricultural and rural development 6Hazell argues for the 
involvement of those who manage natural resources, through the improvement of institutions 
so that they are involved in decision making and through enlightenment about natural 
resources by means of training.  Environmental issues also require monitoring of systems and 
in some cases, the delineation and protection of sites of particular environmental value 
 
2b) SAPARD Priorities 
 
Market efficiency can be thought of as the effectiveness of allocation of resources (no 
rearrangement can produce more benefits) brought about in a situation that is free from 
distortion such as bureaucracies with rent seeking behaviour, the abuse of market power in 
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terms of the provision and payment for goods and services and unduly high costs in the 
performance of economic functions because of a lack of competition and competence.  
Evidence of poor market efficiency can be measured in various ways, such as the loss of local 
markets to imports and the loss of export markets to other competitors.  Other simple 
measures include price differentials between locations which bear no relation to transport 
costs, price differentials over time which have little connection with storage costs and price 
differentials within the food chain which exceed processing or comparable levels of 
transaction costs.  An important ingredient for making markets work better is up to date and 
readily available information about the prices of goods and services.  The precision of price 
information is improved if produce is graded so that prices can be quoted for identified and 
recognised quality standards.  Fortunately, this process is an important part of the acquis and 
is a necessary part of Poland’s preparations for accession. 
 
The above definitions of market efficiency indicate those measures in the draft regulation that 
might be used to achieve improvements.  At the farm level a good case can be made for 
instruments that would encourage restructuring of farms such as farm amalgamation, land 
consolidation, early retirement and young farmer schemes.  Further down the food chain the 
need to encourage more integrated relationships between farmer and processor using price 
incentives and more access to market outlets is also clear.  Improved storage , arbitrage 
(movement between locations of agricultural produce in response to price differentials) and 
processing facilities are also consistent with the priority.  But care will need to be taken in the 
use of public funds for private beneficiaries.  The aim is to encourage changes with public 
funds which the private sector would be unable or reluctant to do.  This could include the 
development of various forms of sector associations (a form of sectoral Business Support 
Centres) with a development brief through research, information and representation, and as a 
special case, producer groups or associations.  Their main function would be to improve the 
environment for the conduct of business.  More generally, producer groups are a means of 
obtaining required services in an economically efficient way and of adding to necessary 
competition within the Agri Business sector by means of collective action.  In the case of fruit 
and vegetables the fact that within the EU the market regime is run by producer associations is 
an added reason for trying to promote such organisations in this particular sector. 
 
Quality and health standards are not only important from an accession perspective but for 
Polish consumers also.  The problem is that standards vary according to the market segment 
and commercially Polish food businesses may not find it attractive to make the necessary large 
investments and especially if they serve only domestic markets (see 12Safin’s studies of milk 
and meat processing).  There is therefore a case for public funding for plants to adopt the EU 
standards and for the industry to adopt health controls as a necessary condition for exporting 
both to the EU and the rest of the world.  In view of the amount of funds involved a bidding 
system may be the best way of implementing such measures.  A real danger of public funds 
being used in this sector is the creation of over-capacity especially if plants which do not meet 
standards (and usually have lower short run costs) are allowed to continue.  There are 
derogations for small plants within the EU. 
 
Rural job creation is well recognised as a necessary part of the solution to the farm income 
problem and also as a rational response to the labour shedding consequences of farm and food 
processing modernisation.  It is thus a necessary component of a coherent agricultural and 
rural programme.  However, the measures in the draft regulation are not obviously targeted at 
this priority.  Investments and improvements which increase market efficiency will have 
strong multiplier effects within a rural economy.  But the specific measures which might 
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foster job creation and which should be consistent with the relevant acquis might be 
constrained to agricultural situations.  Incentives such as business start up assistance for 
diversification of economic activities should be available for a range of rural businesses 
(usually small and medium sized enterprises), if not from SAPARD then from other funding 
sources.  Likewise vocational training improvements should be utilised to assist those within 
agriculture to shift to other jobs or in the case of children from farms to have sufficient skills 
to not to have to enter the agricultural sector.  The concept of infrastructure should be broad 
enough to allow contributions from SAPARD to investments in human capital including 
health and safety. 
 
2c)  Comparing Agricultural and Rural Development Prerequisites and SAPARD 
Measures And Priorities. 
 
A comparison of the necessary conditions for agricultural and rural growth and the SAPARD 
priorities and list of measures leads to following conclusions; 
While there is much in common, the SAPARD list is not comprehensive enough to produce 
agricultural and rural growth and development.  A much wider set of conditions need to be 
present including institutional reform, incentives for change and stimulants to innovation.  
This is especially the case with rural job creation if the measures are essentially farm based 
and if training and education are not geared to fit people to obtain and develop non 
agricultural income earning opportunities.  In consequence, the relevance and quality of 
SAPARD plans can only be judged in a strategic sense by the way they fit into a more broadly 
based rural set of actions.  The coherent rural strategy documents thus seem  more important 
than the SAPARD plans. 
 
Secondly, it is not sensible or politically feasible to pursue market efficiency without  also 
considering the distributional impact or fairness of the chosen measures (the same applies to 
environmental concerns.)  It will thus be necessary to target groups such as family farms 
within a given size range, processors who are either exporting or intend to do so, producer 
associations and groups, women in the rural economy, and regions where without a 
sustainable agricultural sector, migration or deprivation could result or environmental loss 
could occur.  The World Bank have used unemployment to choose their priority regions.  One 
criterion for the prioritisation of SAPARD agricultural development measures if 6Hazell’s 
point about economies of scale is accepted, would be farm business size defined as some cut 
off value of annual sales.  Plans might reasonably be judged on the basis used for choosing 
eligible beneficiaries. 
 
Thirdly, the SAPARD priorities are highly complementary (my understanding of coherence) 
in that gains in market efficiency will lead to a need for shifts in occupational patterns and 
normally out of (or at least not into) agriculture.  The quality and health priorities will 
facilitate exports and the retention of domestic markets against imports and so sustain or 
improve rural employment.  The acquis concerned with price reporting and quality standards 
will assist in the development and operation of markets.  The test of coherence should 
demonstrate how the various chosen measures fit together and contribute as a whole to rural 
development. 
 
It is not clear how many of the services necessary for the development process to take place 
will be provided.  Presumably eligibility for SAPARD funding will entitle beneficiaries for 
training, and the receipt of  information but will a demand led system actually produce good 
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quality service provision?  Will specific steps need to be taken to ensure good quality service 
provision?  This is especially the case for those staff involved in preparing the arrangements 
for SAPARD.  There is a need for training those involved in handling finance, the 
arrangements for co-finance, setting up effective partnerships, publicising the assistance, 
setting in place the enabling legislation, developing performance and investment criteria, 
implementation arrangements and monitoring and evaluation procedures and most importantly 
negotiating the proposed plans with both the host governments Ministries and the 
Commission. 
 
Likewise innovation will depend on the quality of the work done in research, extension and 
support arrangements for business start up and training.  Institutional building begins to take 
on renewed importance. 
 
A final point is to reiterate the importance of flexibility and simplicity.  It seems absurd to 
allocate funds in a precise way for 14 measures across 7 years and possibly by region as well.  
The point of evaluation is to learn as experience is gained.  SAPARD plans are not an exercise 
in central planning but more of an indicative statement of intent based on good analysis and 
clear objectives.  It should also be acceptable to put together measures which would not 
require or be allocated a major part of the funding but which might in some situations make 
all the difference. 
 
3) Allocation of SAPARD funds 
 
A whole set of issues need to be considered including the need to accept that flexibility during 
the seven year plan is essential as experience of needs grows, new needs emerge and actions 
are effective. 
 
Within the next few weeks , if only for national budget preparation purposes, responsible 
Ministries will be making preliminary guesses at the budgetary proportions for each of the 
chosen measures under SAPARD.  
 
The first split is that between the three SAPARD priorities.  The quality and health measure 
could perhaps be most easily estimated in terms of absolute costs and therefore be top sliced 
with an equal split between market efficiency measures and job creation.  (Alternatively there 
could be  a simple three way split between the priorities.) 
 
The next division is to allocate measures to each priority.  The quality and health measure is 
unique and is justified for its effects on trade as having priority. 
 
It is suggested here that farm (agricultural holdings) forestry and food processing investment 
are distinctly market efficiency measures and moreover should be operated on a horizontal or 
country wide basis.  Other market efficiency measures would include land improvement and 
reparcelling along with land registration, agricultural water resource management, producer 
groups, farm relief and farm management services and environmental production methods.  
These may also be horizontal measures but in that the form they take and the likely uptake 
will depend on local conditions, some form of greater regional involvement may both be 
requested and be desirable. 
 
It is suggested that for discussion purposes that the farm and food processing measures are 
allocated 80% (misusing the 80/20 rule which recognises the law of diminishing marginal 
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returns and states that normally 20% of resources achieves most [80%] of your objectives) of 
the available funds split equally between them, with the remainder split equally between the 
other measure that are included.  Producer groups investing in storage or processing should be 
within the 80% investment envelope. 
The private contribution of the beneficiaries might be varied by region and according to the 
demand for assistance.  It might be set initially as 70% with a lower rate for environmental 
production methods. 
 
It is suggested that the job creation priority include the measures of development and 
diversification, vocational training, improvement of rural infrastructure and village 
development.  These measures should be implemented as far as possible at a regional level. 
 
The split of funds in the early part of the plan be 80% for the two measures i) rural 
infrastructure and ii) development and diversification, in equal amounts with the proviso that 
the latter measure applies to all small rural businesses.  Infrastructure is likely to be favoured 
by local authorities and thus might warrant a higher contribution from their funds than the 
suggested 50/50 rate. 
 
As the capacity of service providers grows during the course of the programme, funds 
committed to infrastructure could be shifted away from physical types of infrastructure and 
more towards human capital creation.  While there might be queries concerning the potential 
efficacy of village development measures it should be remembered that quality of life in rural 
communities is an important element in attracting investment from outside regions and 
retaining investment which is financed locally. 
 
There remains the split of funds between regions which might include an overall envelope for 
horizontal measures (excluding health and quality expenditure).  Whereas the objective 
criteria contained in title III Article 7.3 of the draft regulation was suggested as a basis for 
allocation with equal weight being given to farming population, agricultural area and 
GDP/head, this does not fit too well with ideas of rural development.  Thus job creation will 
be more urgent in rural areas with high unemployment and if targets, such as the development 
of small farms are set then the allocation of funds should take account of this. 
 
4) Preparing the programme 
 
There is much to be positive about in the very short time period that is available for preparing 
for SAPARD.  Not least is the fact that separate organisations are fully briefed about the 
initiative and are thinking and acting seriously to be ready in time.  Examples include the 
impressive network between Ministries, between MAFE and the Commission, between the 
Ministry and FAPA and perhaps most surprising of all the relationship between the 
Government of Poland, the EU and the World Bank.  Regional governments are now in place. 
 
That is not to say there are no tensions, but these tensions have to be judged in relation to the 
job to be done and the objectives to be fulfilled. 
 
Another main achievement is the state of the documentation of the NPAA and the Rural 
Strategy along with other papers and views on the nature of the rural and agricultural 
development problems in Poland.  These set out what the wisest options are, though not as yet 
in the detail required for the SAPARD plan or indeed the Polish budget for next year. 
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4.1) Institutional matters 
 
I found in most of my discussions much anxiety about institutional matters.  Some institutions 
have clearly designated responsibilities such as for the paying agency or paying body role. 
 
The World Bank proposals show how the Ministry of Agriculture is in the National 
Partnership Chair role and the time is ripe to assume this role in a more forceful way. 
 
On Institutions there are some well recognised principles; 
First, that what is to be done should determine the organisational form. Second, that given 
the diversity of the rural and agricultural sectors it will be necessary to have an equally 
diverse structure for decision making and operation.  The French case is an illustration of this.  
A monolithic structure may not work so well. 
 
Third, and this point is so much more important after recent news from Brussels, 
accountability, transparency and counter balances in power structures are essential.   
 
Four, partnerships may not work as there will be organisational interests to protect.  
Membership of partnerships should consist of only those institutions with money to spend or 
with skills, such as training, to impart. 
 
Fifth, representation of intended beneficiaries is an important ingredient of success. 
 
Sixth, there should be strict separation of financial functions and decision making on project 
proposals or even  advice on these. 
 
Seven, a point was made that partnerships might be set up in a way that replicates 
democratically elected bodies.  The point needs to be made that all organisations are 
accountable to Government and act on its behalf. 
 
Thus if the proposed paying agency (body) is to have other roles in SAPARD  there will be 
pressures to “mismanage”, and the public perception could be distorted unless effective means 
are available to ensure transparency such as declarations of interest.  
 
The tasks of the paying body will be even more difficult in the future as a result of the current 
problems in the Commission and sufficient resources to do the job will be needed if very large 
sanctions are to be avoided.  If different tasks are to be managed by the same organisation then 
the differentiation between distinct divisions and the reporting arrangements to Ministries 
have to be clear.  The Ministry of Agriculture does not want to be in a position of 
responsibility without authority.  The view was expressed in several meetings that the 
Ministry wished to run SAPARD all on its own.  (This may not be fair but it is a perception). 
.  
All the above are outside my main brief but they are pertinent in that one of the main aims of 
SAPARD is to learn the mechanisms of the Structural funds.  One of its principles is 
partnership between organisations and with stakeholders.  The reason for this is clear enough 
in that there is complementarity in the functions of organisations in meeting the needs of rural 
beneficiaries. For example, any investment programme in agricultural or food processing will 
require training of staff for full effectiveness to be achieved and so other Ministries are 
involved through necessity.  The same issue has to be resolved at the regional level too.  At 
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the staff level the lack of partnership results in competition, or worse, a lack of responsibility 
or simply waiting for directions.  The fact that there is an effective informal network of most 
of the National organisations with a potential contribution to rural and agricultural 
development is thus a substantial achievement and should be built on and emulated at regional 
levels. 
 
Partnership with the regions is also most important in all aspects of SAPARD beginning with 
consultation and planning (assistance was given in the preparation of  questionnaire for use in 
the regional consultation exercise - see Appendix 1).  Clear lines of communication and 
authority at the national level will be helpful to the regions as well as the informal networking 
that has begun.  Thus I fully support the regional seminars and even if the questionnaire does 
not work too well initially in setting out strategies, at least the message of intent is clear.  
 
The point of having a meeting with all regional representatives before the SAPARD plan goes 
into decision mode in Poland and the EU, which we discussed in your department, was well 
taken.  The idea of having some sort of regional representation on the National partnership 
decision body was discussed in our meeting with ARMA.  
 
The task of the Ministry and regional partnerships has resource implications and this needs to 
be recognised. An attitude of dependence was found in that the Ministry is apparently 
expected to organise most activities (and even a reluctance to lobby).  It is an important job 
and again resources will need to be found to do it well on a continuing basis possibly by 
FAPA. 
 
The question of the banks role in SAPARD was mentioned.  They have a commercial role as 
lenders and thus I think they should not be given any decision making power in SAPARD 
since they would have a split interest.  They would be most useful for information 
dissemination and would of course be holders of beneficiaries accounts.  They could 
contribute to local partnerships as they could help to ensure commercial realism in any 
assistance to commercial beneficiaries.  But to reiterate, in my view they should not be part of 
any decision making process. 
 
4.2) Co-financing 
 
Splitting the financial pie is an urgent task as shown by the questions from the Ministry of 
Economy in order to work out the call on central budgetary funds for co-financing in next 
years budget. Questions posed on co-financing received the answer in the Ministry of 
Agriculture that it would not drive the choice and extent to which various measures could be 
supported.  It clearly is some sort of problem from what I could understand from Mr.Zuber of 
the Ministry of Economy.  The message from a senior member of a regional government was 
that ARMA currently held most of the co-financing money for most of the SAPARD 
measures which could hinder the intent of the Government to implement regional decision 
making.  The role of ARMA in regional partnerships is thus important.  The actual measures 
chosen and the degree to which they are to be financed by sub national authorities needs 
clarification now .  It should not be a constraint (it might prove to be) but where the co-
financing will come from is not clear. 
 
At this stage it is not absolutely necessary to split funds between regions unless regional co-
financing funds have to be allocated according to national strategies which include such detail. 
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Mr. Zuber also emphasises the relationship between various EU funds and this too is an 
important matter for the Ministry of Agriculture to be clear about. 
 
4.3) Evaluation 
 
The impossibility of planning for seven years ahead and the need for flexible responses does 
highlight the importance of evaluation and is stressed in the draft regulation.  The experience 
of current EU structural funds is that changing plans is difficult.  I would strongly recommend 
that this task is given more emphasis both in discussions with the Commission (flexibility is 
required ) and internally (a system including base line statistics and well defined performance 
indicators as well as clear functions and reporting is put in place with resources). 
 
I found some confusion over statistics in that in discussions over a draft paper from SAEPR 
the question arose of funding.  I promised to raise it.  Is there a contract with SAEPR or at 
least some one to work on the statistics?  One of the urgent issues is the definition of rural 
areas and the precise locations where regional measures will be operative.  This will need to 
be discussed with the regional authorities as lines on maps are always sensitive and subject to 
disagreement. 
 
The NPAA will be revised later this year so the resourcing and sequencing of the tasks and 
funding will need some estimation.  Despite the written priorities I would give priority too 
those aspects of the acquis that influence trade, the development of markets and those 
fundamental steps such as preparing for IACS that are the basis of the CAP (and will also be 
in my view the basis of any policy for Poland even if it does not join the EU).  Health and 
safety in agriculture(which was raised by the Ministry of Labour) in view of the number of 
accidents on farms might well be added to this list. 
 
4.4) Information 
 
SAPARD will give incentives to those who wish to develop.  It is important for intended 
beneficiaries to have access to sources of information and advice about these incentives.  Such 
information should be within easy reach of say all farmers.  This customer based view of 
implementation raises another institutional point in that ARMA in putting in place the 
administration of IACS will need a system of local area offices.  Such offices could therefore 
be started by assisting in the implementation of SAPARD.  However, the situation could 
therefore arise where ARMA has the co-finance for a large number of measures, they are the -
paying body/ implementing agency and are the first point of contact for many local 
beneficiaries. 
 
Comments on this would include the need to stress the separation of approval from 
implementation, the need to ensure that reporting is to the Ministry with the responsibility for 
SAPARD and the need for creating effective, non symbolic, partnerships, both nationally and 
regionally. 
In terms of access to information, the view is often made that beneficiaries can be confused by 
a multiplicity of points of contact and there should be a single source or “one stop shops”.  
This institutional debate often neglects the fact that different institutions need to be well 
networked and to co-operate in meeting the needs of all beneficiaries. 
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Appendix 1a. 
 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR REGIONAL SEMINAR  

 

AIM  

 

A. To obtain their views on the most important measures for their regions 

B. To get their views on measures to be used  

C. To get their views on relative funding for the measures 

D. To give them an opportunity to put forward with objective evidence, special cases for their 

region. 

 

 

MAKE CLEAR  

 

1. Assistance is for Rural and Agricultural people in your region (what should be done first). 

2. Assistance is mainly for pre accession preparations. 

3. Opportunity for them to learn “Structural fund” procedures. 

4. Need to be extra or additional action. 

5. Action should change things not cover them up. 

6. In their collective interest to facilitate preparation and negotiation of the plan. 

7. Has to fit with other plans for whole region and measures should fit or complement each 

other. 

8. Public finance for mainly public services (that is private sector unlikely to finance 

proposed actions). 

9. Need short term priorities and longer term ones to plan a sequence of actions over a 7 

years programme. 

10. Plan has to be finished by the end of June. 

11. All regions are to be consulted. 

12. Commercial beneficiaries will be expected to contribute their own funds (probably at least 

1/2). 

 

The following questions to be answered in sequence. 
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PROBLEMS  

 

Action must solve problems, and be shown to have done so by the production of “measurable” 

or verifiable indicators e.g. additional jobs, number of people trained, miles of road or pipe. 

For the following problems in your regions agricultural and rural communities, rank the 5 

most important (in order of importance) short term and long term problems. 

(1) = most important  

(2) = least important 

 

L.P Problems short term long term comments/explanat

ion 

1.  Rural unemployment    

2.  Farm underemployment    

3.  Lack of education of rural population    

4.  Availability of education    

5.  Quality of public services: health,  

transport, telecommunication, water,  

drainage 

   

6.  Markets of Agricultural Products 

outlets, storage, processing 

   

7.  Low farm income    

8.  Supplies of Agricultural Inputs 

(availability, quality, price) 

   

9.  Poor information    

10. knowledge and skill of farmers    

11. Lack of business opportunities    

12. Co-operation between farmers and 

business people difficult 

   

13. Health of rural population    

14. Erosion, floods, ..............    

15. hardship of some social groups – old, 

young, women 

   

16. Banking and credit services     

17. knowledge of assistance – funds, 

advice 

   

18. Others specify    

19.     
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Given the most important problems you have identified, indicate those actions from the 

following list, which you support in the short term (first year) over the longer term (some time 

in next 7 years). 

In order for us to get some guide to priories use a (1) for those action you see as having high 

priority and a (2) for those action which are less urgent but still important. 

 

PLEASE DO NOT INDICATE MORE THAN 20 ACTIONS. 

 

 

EXPENDITURE ON EACH MEASURES 

 

Give that you have ticked actions within 14 broad measures.  

For each measure in which you have selected an action allocate in percentage term the 

approximate funding weight you would give to each in preferably a pie chart or in a list. 

 

A) Short term (1 year) 

 

B) Long term (7 years) 

 

Particular characteristic of your region 

 

1. Current “Rural” and “Agricultural” projects in y our Region, list and describe. 

 

Description   

Start data 

 

End Data 

 

Finance 

 

Organisation 

Aims Institutions Location     

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

1. Experience of above projects  

 

Will these projects be continued? 

 

 

2. Statistics for your region (See AIDE MEMOIRE) 
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3. SWOT analysis of your region 

 

 

 

Within region 

 

strengths 

 

  

weakness 

 

 

 

 

External to region 

 

opportunities  

 

  

threats 

 

 

GUIDANCE  

 

Try to show in your answers approximate estimates of  

1. size -  a number of people, institutions, money, projects 

2. where -  e.g. towns, rural areas, gmina 

3. when – past dates, trend rates, forecasts 

4. who/which – sectors of society (industry) 

 

 

5. In view of above, show how your choices of actions are justified. 
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APPENDIX 1.  MEETINGS HELD DURING MISSION IN MARCH 
 
Monday 8th March  
Project brief. 
Meeting with Dr. Andrzej Halasiewicz Director of Pre-Accession Aid, Min. of Agriculture 
and Ms Iwona Lisztwan, FAPA 
 
Tuesday 9th March  
World Bank Rural development proposals - Meeting with dr Mariusz Safin, Agricultural 
Sector Operations Manager 
 
Coherent policies 
Meeting with Mr. Jacek Szlachta (Director) and Mr. Piotr Zuber of Directorate of Regional 
Development Department, Ministry of Economy 
 
Financial Arrangements 
Meeting with Mr. Piotr Tworos (Director) and Ms Agnieska Bryl of Ministry of Finance , EU 
Funds and Budget Department 
 
Experiences of Małopolski Programme 
Meeting with Mr. K. Mysinski, FAPA 
 
Cofinancing of SAPARD 
Meeting with Ms. Aleksandra Szelągowska, Director of Finance, Ministry of Agriculture 
 
Wednesday 10th March 
Coherence between SAPARD and other policy instruments 
Meeting with Ms. Grazyna Gesicka, Under Secretary of state, Ministry of Labour and Social 
Policy 
 
The role of ARMA 
Three hour meeting with vice president, Michal Wójciak and senior staff including Ms Agata 
Zdanowicz, Deputy Director of Analysis and Programme Division, European Integration 
Section 
 
Rural development initiatives and priorities. 
Meeting with Prof. Jerzy Wilkin, Dean of the Department of Economics, University of 
Warsaw 
 
Statistics, choice of regions and indicators 
Meeting with SAEPR staff 
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Thursday 11th March  
Consultations and regional seminars 
Meeting with all staff of  Pre-Accession Assistance Directorate 
 
SAPARD and the budget of the government of Poland including co-financing 
Meeting with Piotr Zuber of Ministry of Economy 
 
Meeting with Director of FAPA,  Jacek Węsierski 
 
Friday 12th March  
Regional Consultations 
Meeting with senior staff of Voivodship and Marshall’s office of Malopolska region in 
Krakow 
 
Role of regional government 
Meeting with Janusz Sepiol, vice president of the Board of the Malopolska region 
 
Meeting with representatives of the Chambers of Agriculture and the ODR’s in Malopolska 
region about their role in SAPARD. 
 
 



APPENDIX 1.B. 
 

 
 
 

REPORT 
 
 
 

VOIVODSHIP CONSULTING 
QUESTIONAIRES FOR THE SAPARD 

PROGRAMME 
- summary of results 

 
by Anna Andrychowicz 

Agricultural Policy Analysis Unit (SAEPR) 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Warszawa, July 1999 
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Introduction  
 
The consulting questionnaire was sent to the Marshal’s Offices by the Ministry on Agriculture 
and Food Economy in May 1999. 
As MAFE is intended to construct Operational Programme for SAPARD it was necessary to 
begin the regional consultation process with a view to providing the guidelines for the 
Ministry that would enable the selection of priorities from the SAPARD programme. 
Accordingly, in the first stage of the process, sixteen seminars in all voivodships were 
organised in co-operation with the Marshal’s Offices. During each seminar, on the 
presentation of the EC structural policy essentials in the introductory section, the participants, 
who were organised in groups, were asked to select the SAPARD priorities. 
 
The questionnaires sent to the Marshal’s Offices after finishing the seminar cycles aimed at 
the formalisation of the priorities selection. Apart from the selection of a number of measures 
from among the several listed in the SAPARD programme, viovodships were asked to 
perform the analysis of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT analysis), and 
to draft the guidelines pertaining to the appropriation of the SAPARD measures and the co-
financing of activities. 
 
Furthermore, the Ministry queried about the advancement of regional strategies development 
(particularly the component pertaining to agriculture and rural areas), the existence of 
fractional strategies, the listing of strategic social partners, and the experience of a region in 
the earlier implementation of aid programmes in its area. 
 
This report comprises the part of the questionnaire that deals with the SAPARD priorities 
selection and the SWOT analysis. 
 
 
PART I  
Description of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. 
 
The analytic section of the questionnaire comprising the SWOT analysis is the most 
thoroughly prepared part. Numerous voivodships included next to descriptions the statistical 
data that portray specific phenomena. These are of special value to the Ministry considering 
the difficulties in preparing the data in the new administrative division of voivodships. 
 
However, there is lack of the links between the analysis contained in the questionnaire and the 
selected priorities, particularly between weaknesses and the actions put forward for respective 
priorities. These actions should exhibit the will to strengthen the weaknesses in agriculture 
and in rural areas. 
 
A. STRENGTHS 
As strengths most voivodships indicated good climatic conditions (climatic and soil-related) 
for agricultural development. As strengths all regions designated scenically attractive land 
which fosters tourism and agri-tourism (with soil and water free from pollution). 
 
In most of regions natural resources have been pointed to as an opportunity. 
 
Geographical location is viewed to be a strong positive factor, particularly in the regions 
located in proximity to national borders (both west and east), but also in central voivodships. 
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The crossing in the voivodship area of important communication routes (rail- and motorway) 
may also be employed to the advantage of regional development. Central voivodships 
emphasised the existence of a dense road network and thus the communicational accessibility 
of their regions. 
 
Other strengths indicated were: 
- proximity to big urban conglomerations or well-developed network of cities and towns 

(the existence of sales markets); 
- existence of natural resources base – high level of plant and animal production as well as 

land and production capacity that may foster production increase; 
- supply of cheap workforce; 
- well-developed base of agricultural education and assistance (schools, assistance centres, 

educational potential); 
- high agricultural culture and agricultural traditions in a region, cultural and historical 

heritage of rural dwellers; 
 
Apart from the above mentioned strengths that can be termed “universal” (occurring in most 
voivodships irrespective of their location) some typically regional features have been pointed 
to (in one or a few voivodships located in geographic adjacency) such as: 
- emphasis on the better-than-country-average feature, including better agri-structure (more 

numerous territorially extensive farms in the west of Poland), better age structure of rural 
dwellers, better average qualifications of rural dwellers, better market infrastructure 
development (stock markets, wholesale markets, food processing base) best forested land 
in Poland; 

- awareness of the necessity to undergo restructuring in agriculture and in rural areas, 
activity of local circles, farmers self-discipline in organising themselves, group activity; 

- developed ecological agriculture / integrated agriculture 
- fish production 
 
Experience of the Małopolskie voivodship in aid programmes implementation must be noted 
as the strength of the region. 
 
B. WEAKNESSES 
Weaknesses listed for all regions were similar. In order of the frequency of occurrence they 
may be set as follows: 
- poor agri-structure, overpopulation, structural unemployment; 
- low education level; 
- poor infrastructure; 
- low income level of farms; 
- lack of indispensable investment in farms, depreciated assets, lack of ways to accumulate 

capital; 
- poor processing base in the agri-food sector; 
- poorly organised market, production fragmentation; 
- undeveloped agriculture environment (service, assistance); 
- lack of employment for farmers who leave the sector 
- lack of specialisation of farms 
- predominance of poor (acidified) soil 
 
The following have been regarded typically regional weaknesses: 
- industry-induced environment degradation 
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- flood hazard 
- poor water retention and/or scarcity of water 
- post-PGR property: people pauperisation, lack of management strategy; 
- poor climatic conditions for soft fruit production; 
- collapsing industry – growth of unemployment  
 
In comparison to strengths it can be summarised that there are more similarities among 
regions in describing weaknesses, which are similar across the whole country irrespective of 
geographical location of regions. 
 
C. OPPORTUNITIES  
 
The most outstanding opportunities identified are (in order of the frequency of occurrence): 
- tourism base, tourism and agri-tourism development; 
- local products promotion, both in domestic and foreign markets, export opportunities; 
- border-close and transit location; proximity with communication routes; 
- receptive eastern markets, with particular demand for dairy products; 
- foreign co-operation prospects – interested investors, exchange of experience; 
- development of employment-demanding production; 

- world tendencies being of advantage to the country – healthy food in fashion, ecological 
and integrated agriculture, rural living in fashion; 

- circles activation – change of approach, group and affiliation organisation; well-
functioning municipal and local governments 

 
D. Threats 
The most frequently listed threat has been poor economic condition (scarcity of financial 
measures) of both local governments and rural dwellers (especially farmers). Lack of own 
government measures has been regarded a limitation on the development of infrastructure. 
Low and continually decreasing farmer income is seen as a result of uneconomic agricultural 
production. With farms being underdeveloped the situation is aggravated by lack of 
investment capital for modernisation. The second most frequently recorded weakness has been 
lack of stable national policy being at the same time protective towards rural areas and 
agriculture. The national policy lacks unemployment and land management strategy. Also, the 
threat of buying out land has been pointed at. The analysis quotes threats originating from 
inadequate national policy in the area of agriculture. This, in turn, results in poor market 
protection policy, influx of competitive western food, lack of legislation pertaining to 
producer groups or land circulation, lack of loans and guarantees. 
 
The following have also been regarded threats: 
- unstable economic and political situation in eastern markets; 
- education system not tallying with the market needs 
- statistically lower evaluation as compared with other voivodships 
- flood hazard 
- farmer conservatism (in Podlaskie voivodship) 
  
 
 
PART II  
Selection and description of priorities 
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Voivodships were asked to indicate five out of the fifteen (fourteen rather if technical 
assistance is not considered) SAPARD priorities in both, short- (within the first three years of 
the SAPARD programme operation) and long-term perspectives (the ensuing years). Some 
voivodships, however, selected more than the recommended five priorities; hence there are 
discrepancies in numbers in the listing (see the table below). 
 
In addition, three voivodships misunderstood the instruction as regards the filling out of the 
questionnaire. This resulted in their selecting two different sets of priorities for the short- and 
long-term perspectives (as a result all 14 or almost all SAPARD priorities were selected). The 
listing pertaining to the selection of respective priorities is enclosed in the table at the end of 
this report. 
 
As regards the priorities descriptions, most of the voivodships took advantage of the list of 
possible activities attached to the questionnaire, which resulted in the descriptions being 
general and schematic followed by lack of specific solutions or proposals. Most voivodships 
rewrote the list content without making a selection which does not allow to decide about a 
hierarchy of activities concerning, for instance, infrastructure (what is more important – roads 
whether sanitation of rural areas?) There occurred mistakes resulting from lack of 
understanding of the instruction. For instance, the answer to the question about the scope of 
activities was “the whole voivodship”. Proposals for some of the activities cannot be regarded 
as guidelines, since they are not allowed under SAPARD (e.g. in the forestry priority forestry 
offices financing has been proposed). 
 
It is worth noticing that some of the proposed activities appear under different priorities (e.g. 
common machinery usage appear in on farm investment and support for producer groups 
priorities). 
 
 
A. ON FARM INVESTMENT  
Designated by 12 voivodships (apart from the Kujawsko-Pomorskie, Opolskie, Podkarpackie 
and Zachodniopomorskie voivodships), of which 8 voivodships decided that the priority 
should be implemented in the short-term perspective, 10 – that it should be in a long-term 
perspective, and 6 – that it should be in both perspectives. In order of the frequency of 
occurrence this priority has been listed as third, forth, and fifth. 
 
Objectives: 
• Quality improvement of agricultural production; 
• Income enhancement – lowering of production costs; 
• Modernisation of agricultural production 
• Establishment of specialised farms indispensable for product-oriented production; 
• Improvement of standard and aesthetics of farms; 
 
Beneficiaries: Individual farmers, in particular members of producer groups 
 
Activities proposed: 
- Investment in direct marketing; 
- Diversification of farms; 
- Investment in buildings – enhancement of hygiene and handling of animals; 
- Programmes for young farmers; 
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- Agri-tourism; 
- Machinery purchase; 
- Investment in the development of environment-friendly activity: waste management, slabs 

for stable manure, liquid waste tanks (liquid manure), and fertiliser storage; 
- Training in economics and management; 
- Investment in fisheries; 
-  
 
B. IMPROVEMENT OF PROCESSING AND MARKETING OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS  
This priority has been designated by 14 voivodships (apart from the Dolnośląskie voivodship), 
13 in the short-term perspective, 12 in medium-term perspective, 10 in both perspectives. The 
priority has most frequently been listed as third and fourth. The Kujawsko-Pomorskie and 
Wielkopolskie voivodships indicated the priority in the first place. 
 
Objectives: 
• Quality improvement of products; 
• Introduction to and promotion of products on local / regional / domestic / foreign markets; 
• Development of processing base and market infrastructure; 
• Plant modernisation; 
• Establishment and rationalisation of sales opportunities; 
• Adjustment to the EC standards; 
• Competitiveness enhancement; 
• Increase in the added value of products; 
• Promotion of employment; 
• Adjustment of production to market preferences. 
 
Beneficiaries: food processors, individual farmers / members of producer groups, co-
operatives. 
 
Activities proposed: 
- Support for processors (taken generally, all sorts of processing were indicated with no 

specific activities proposed); 
- Quality-enhancing specialisation on farms producing raw material; 
- Production checks – veterinary and sanitary control; 
- Production lines modernisation; 
- Aid for farmers who want to purchase machinery and equipment (milk, pigs, cows, seed 

production) 
- Training in marketing and adjustment of production to market preferences; 
- Support in the field of trade shows and displays participation, local production promotion. 
 
C. VETERINARY AND PHYTOSANITARY QUALITY CONTROL  
  
This priority has been indicated only by the Podlaskie voivodship in the medium-term 
perspective and has been listed as fourth. It bears witness to the fact that the enhancement of 
structures of veterinary and phytosanitary quality control is a typically federal and not regional 
activity. 
 
D. ECOLOGICAL PRODUCTION METHODS 
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This priority has been indicated only by 8 voivodships. The Śląskie, Warmińsko-Mazurskie, 
and Świętokrzyskie voivodships selected the priority in the short-term perspective (listed as 
fifth and sixth), Opolskie, Małopolskie, Pomorskie, and Podlaskie voivodships – in the 
medium-term perspective (listed as sixth). The Łódzkie voivodship selected the priority in 
both perspectives (listed as fourth). 
 
Objectives: 
- Ground water protection; 
- Melioration; 
- Specific landscape qualities protection and natural environment protection; 

- Retention of specific character of farms; 

- “Healthy food” production 
 
Beneficiaries: rural dwellers / farmers, municipalities and poviats, national parks, ecological 
organisations. 
 
Activities proposed: 
- Propagation of agricultural operation having positive influence on the environment; 
- Retention of extensive agricultural production; 
- Landscape qualities preservation; 
- Fertilisation reduction – establishment of fertilisation plans, keeping of documentation; 
- Protection against water pollution; 
- Manure tanks; 
- Unproductive area management (swamps, rocky land); 
- Packaging, certification, standardisation of products originating from one area. 
 
E. DIVERSIFICATION OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES IN RURAL AREAS  
This priority has been indicated by all 16 voivodships, 15 – in the short-term perspective 
(apart from the Śląskie), 13 – in the medium-term perspective, and 11 – in long-term 
perspective. It has most often been listed as second, third, and fourth. 
 
Objectives: 
• Stabilisation and additional sources of income for rural dwellers; 
• Service sector development, better access to services in rural areas; 
• Unemployment elimination; 
• Economic activity enhancement; 
• Diversification and conversion of production. 
 
Beneficiaries: rural dwellers, legal entities, service companies, agri-tourist agencies, poviats, 
unions of municipalities 
 
Activities proposed: 
- Living and production assistance; 
- Raw materials processing; 
- Tourist infrastructure and projects linked with tourist activity; 
- Machinery lease; 
- Handicraft; 
- Organisation of traveller assistance and agri-tourism information centres; 
- Establishment of training centres – training in entrepreneur skills 
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F. Substitution system on farms 
 
None of the voivodships designated the priority. 
 
G. SUPPORT FOR PRODUCER GROUPS 
 
This priority has been designated by 14 voivodships (apart from the Kujawsko – Pomorskie 
and Zachodniopomorskie voivodship), 13 in the short-term perspective, and only 2 in the 
medium-term perspective, that is, Podlaskie, and Opolskie, which selected this priority in both 
perspectives. Apparently, voivodships clearly understand the necessity to establish producer 
groups but at the same time admit that such process should be supported only initially, that is, 
for only the first 2 or three years of the SAPARD programme operation. 
 
Objectives: 
- Strengthening of agricultural producers, operational consolidation; 
- Quality improvement of production 
- Sales market establishment – links between production and processing; 
- Intermediary elimination; 
- Establishment of original markets; 
- Access to market information. 
 
Beneficiaries: farmers, handicraftsmen, producer groups. 
 
Activities proposed: 
- Producer groups establishment (production of milk, livestock, fruit and vegetables, crops 

and oil plants, bee products, fish, handicraft, ecological products); 
- Training in marketing; 
- Establishment of Market Information Centre; 
- Technical and legal assistance. 
 
 
H. RENOVATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF VILLAGES  
 
This priority has been indicated by 11 voivodships, 6 – in the short-term perspective, 8 – in 
the medium-term perspective, and 3 – in both short- and long-term perspective (Podkarpackie, 
Kujawsko-Pomorskie, and Zachoniopomorskie voivodships). It has been listed as fourth, fifth, 
and sixth. 
 
Objectives: 
- Retention of cultural identity, customs, and tradition of a region; 
- Fostering of public functions of municipalities; 
- Enhancement of landscape qualities; 
- Improvement of rural aesthetics; 
- Improvement of attractiveness to potential investment. 
 
Beneficiaries: farmers, municipalities, cultural centres, affiliations, foundations, villages. 
 
Activities proposed: 
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- Cultural heritage support; 
- Public and social infrastructure support; 
- Production infrastructure support; 
- Improvement of living conditions; 
- Environment infrastructure improvement; 
- Protection of areas with significant tourist and landscape qualities. 
 
I. I MPROVEMENT OF LAND STRUCTURE AND REPARTITION  
 
This priority has been designated by 4 voivodships, The Dolnośląskie voivodship indicated it 
in both term perspectives, whereas the Lubelskie, Świętokrzyskie, and Śląskie – only in the 
medium-term perspective. It has been listed as fourth and fifth. 
 
Objectives: 
- Facilitating the sales and purchase of land; 
- Rational production space establishment. 
 
Beneficiaries: local governments of municipalities, poviats, and voivodships. 
 
Proposed activities: 
- Land integration (merger) and land exchange; 
- Improvement of natural environment and cultural qualities as compared to the present 

state of affairs; 
- Complex municipality organisation. 
 
J. LAND REGISTER ESTABLISHMENT  
 
This priority has been designated only by the Świętokrzyskie voivodship in the medium-term 
perspective. 
 
K. VOCATIONAL EDUCATIONAL IMPROVEMENT  
Vocational educational improvement has been deemed necessary by 11 voivodships, 9 in the 
short-term perspective, 6 – in the medium-term perspective, and 4 – in both perspectives. The 
priority has been listed as fourth and fifth 
 
Objectives: 
- Education directions – adjustment to the needs of a region; 
- Improvement of level of education and knowledge; 
- Change of employment in case of the unemployed – professional reorientation; 
- Promotion of economic approach towards agricultural production; 
- Change of mentality of agricultural producers; 
- Implementation of agricultural accounting; 
 
Beneficiaries: individual farmers, ODRs, educational >>>>>, Chambers of Agriculture, 
Vocational Educational Centres. 
 
Proposed activities: 
- Development and establishment of economic assistance centres; 
- Permanent educational centres; 
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- Training in production reorientation, effective farm management, organisation and 
management of specialised farm, production in line with environment protection 
standards; 

- Adult education; 
- Propagation of knowledge about EU; 
- Training in agri-tourism and agri-business; 
 
 
L. I MPROVEMENT OF RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE  
This priority has been designated by all voivodships, listed most frequently as first and 
second. All but the Wielkopolskie voivodship selected the priority in the short-term 
perspective, whereas in the medium-term perspective all but the Podlaskie, Lubuskie, and 
Świętokrzyskie selected it. 
 
Objectives: 
- Improvement of standard of living in rural areas; 
- Improvement of attractiveness of rural areas to potential business investors; 
- Improvement of the environment; 
- Balancing of development disproportion; 
- Economic activity enhancement. 
 
Beneficiaries: municipality inhabitants, legal entities operating in rural areas, local 
governments, municipality unions. 
 
Proposed activities: 
- Roads 
- Water supply; 
- Waste treatment facilities; 
- Sewage systems; 
- Stable waste utilisation; 
- Telecommunication; 
- Electricity installation; 
- Alternative power sources (windmills)  
- Gas systems installation; 
 
M. WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT  
 
This priority has been designated by 6 voivodships. The Podkarpackie, Pomorskie and 
Zachodniopomorskie voivodships pointed to the necessity of implementing the priority in 
both short- and long-term perspectives (all listed it as sixth), whereas the Łódzkie, 
Wielkopolskie, Warmińsko-Mazurskie, and Świętokrzyskie - in the medium-term perspective. 
 
Objectives: 
- Improvement of water balance; 
- Improvement of small retention; 
- Protection against flood; 
- Enhancement of recreation; 
- Water purification. 
 
Beneficiaries: municipalities inhabitants, water companies, municipalities. 
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Proposed activities: 
- Building new or reconstructing existing irrigation systems; 
- Construction of water reservoirs; 
- Investment in water quality improvement; 
- Draining land 
 
N. FORESTATION  
Forestation enhancement has been indicated by 7 voivodships: Podkarpackie, Małopolskie, 
Pomorskie, Podlaskie, Lubuskie, Warmińsko-Mazurskie and Świętokrzyskie. 
 
Objectives: 
- Marginal and unused land management; 
- Increasing forest area; 
- Improvement of water balance and climate; 
- Restoration of raw material sources; 
- Elimination of unemployment; 
- Enhancement of income. 
 
 
Beneficiaries: farmers, wood processors, forestry offices. 
 
Proposed activities: 
- Production of forest school materials; 
- Marketing and processing of wood and forest resources; 
- Forestation of poorest soil 
 
O. Technical assistance 
 
Technical assistance is deemed necessary by the Lubuskie (in the short-term perspective) and 
Opolskie (in the medium-term perspective) voivodships. These expect financing of the 
activities promoting the SAPARD programme (information campaign), preparation, 
implementation and monitoring of projects, preparation of project surveys. 
 
 
PART III 
Financing 
 
Varying the rates of aid 
In most cases voivodships indicated the possibility to diversify aid within a given project. 
 
Aid diversification has been proposed as based on the following essential criteria: 
 
1. Geographical diversification – most extensive aid for areas being in a disadvantageous 

situation, in danger, with poor water balance, with degraded environment, for selected 
municipalities / poviats with income per inhabitant lower than average. 

2. Subject diversification – more extensive aid for the unemployed, members of producer 
groups, warehouse owners, individual entrepreneurs and legal entities establishing jobs.  
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3. Diversification based on economic criteria pertaining to the project: cost of establishing 
one new job, number of jobs established, ability to effect an undertaking, amount of own 
contribution. 

 
Division of funding among measures 
All voivodships proposed that the most aid should be spent on technical infrastructure – 
from 25% of the whole aid up to 50 or even 70%. 
 
The second but one has been food processing – voivodships proposed that from 15% to 35% 
of the whole aid should be committed to this priority. 
 
On farm investment and diversification of economic activities in rural areas should obtain 
form 5 to 15% of the aid. 
 
To support producer groups, vocational educational improvement, and renovation and 
development of villages from 5 to 10% of aid should be committed. 
 
It has also been proposed that the rest of the activities should be granted up to 5% of aid. 
 
 
Final remarks 
 
It can be concluded on the basis of the consulting questionnaires that problems that agriculture 
and rural areas face have been perceived and are regarded as priorities in most of voivodships. 
As it appears in the questionnaires, the development strategies are under way and will be 
finished – at the latest – within the first quarter of the forthcoming year. The draft versions of 
the strategies can be expected by the end of the year. Give that the SAPARD activities are 
required to be in line with respective strategies, it is worth considering the application of 
questionnaires for the formulation of the strategies for respective voivodships. 
 
In the majority of voivodships there are already fractional strategies, which can be utilised as 
the base for the final versions of strategies. Taking into account the fractional strategies – in 
most cases, these are development strategies for “old” voivodships or, for example, surveys 
summarising aid programmes – ensures continuity in the implementation of the development 
policy, which influences positive evaluation of programmes by EU. 
 
It has emphasised to the advantage of voivodships that the majority of them have already 
implemented aid programmes within UE measures (Phare). Experience in the implementation 
of aid programmes (despite slightly different rules), contacts made with institutions, local 
administration knowledge of the EU requirements pertaining to projects will be helpful in 
formulating motions submitted to SAPARD and will be applicable in establishing the 
programme administration system. 
 
The listing of social partners attached to the questionnaire by regions will also be of value to 
the Ministry of Agriculture and Food. Partners will be helpful for organising information 
campaigns and consulting activities. On the basis of the listing of institutions designated by 
regions as important and co-operative in the field of agriculture and rural development it is 
easier to propose, for example, selection and project evaluation mechanism, composition of 
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regional steering committees and to realise that there is prospective assistance capacity for 
preparing projects for beneficiaries. 
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ASSESSMENT OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT MEASURES 
 
Department of Co-ordination of Pre-Accession Assistance and Structural Funds. 
 
Measure %SAPARD Funds 2000 Sub-Measures 
   
Infrastructure 40 - 
   
Diversification 5 - 
   
Farm Investment 15 - 
   
Food Processing 40 - 
 
? Agroenvironmental 

Technical assistance 

Recommendation  Producer Groups be a part of the measure - farm Investment 

 

INTRODUCTION  

1) Thank you for your time and patience 
2) Privilege to be involved - my comments are initial ones and to be used as an input to the 

debate.  But I have tried to be decisive and hence I may be controversial!  There is much 
urgency. 

3) Many of my ideas do not fit with administrative system.  But it is possible to solve this 
problem in the acquis - SAPARD is written very widely. 

4) Structure begin with a list of themes followed by comments on each measure. 
 

1  THEMES 

Recomendation1  Justify all proposals according to contribution to objectives 

PUBLIC/PRIVATE  

• Market Failure e.g. competition, market information, grading 
• collective action e.g. producer groups, infrastructure, training 
• social objectives e.g. disadvantaged groups/regions, education, small farms, rural women. 
• environmental protection e.g. groundwater, erosion 
• setting up regulatory mechanisms e.g. disease control, food quality 
R2  focus SAPARD on Public Investment 

 

TARGETTING  

• e.g. specific target of bring slaughterhouses/dairy plants to EU standards 
• fits with EU (and potentially third country) trade problems and Polish constraints 
• fits with dairy farm investment measure. 
• BUT - other sectors? 
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• infrastructure, village 
• farm investment, storage, quality 
• R3 - targeting, Yes 
• include words to allow changes at some future date or if uptake disappointing or priorities 

change 
 

COHERENCE, fitting together, LINKAGES 

e.g. Infrastructure has to be in place including waste disposal and business support for other 
measures to work 
• fit with other programmes  (National PHARE W.B.) 
• timing and sequence 
Recommendation4  each measure includes section on coherence 
Recommendation5 start project proposal process NOW 
 

MARKET DEVELOPMENT  

Consumer led development 

• grades/quality 
• prices 
• promotion 
• product development 
• traceability 
At farm level 
• storage 
• quality, grading 
• farm assurance 
• organic/ecological 
• producer groups/facilities/bargaining 
 

Recommendation6 Processing/Farm level measures include public funding of marketing 

initiatives 

 

SUBSIDIARITY  

Create a wide and clear framework for targeted beneficiaries 

NO  

• pre-selection of processors 
• licensing of builders 
• pre-judgements of what won’t work 
Recommendation7 - leave room for learning / initiative / innovation 

Recommendation8 - use a bidding system by beneficiaries if at all possible 

 

 



 96

SELECTION CRITERIA/ELIGIBILITY  

Problems 

• danger of investment in ‘non-viable’ entities  
• Creation of  non-viable businesses - displacement  
• Big enterprises take all the money 
• Some will already have made investments 
• Some can afford -to therefore should not have support ?? 
• Farm recording compliance does not work 
• Selection criteria are met by working backwards in plans 
 

Recommendations9,10,11,12,13,14 -  

• Beneficiaries shall be operational farms 
• Financial plan should measure ability to service debt 
• Investment by processors/diversification enterprises should be based on marketing plan 
• Projects should generate a rate of return on capital exceeding an agreed figure. 12% 
• Preference given to projects:- 

∗ positive environmental impact 
∗ use local suppliers/labour 
∗ add to rather than displace economic activity 
∗ have good prospects (sustainability) 
∗ positive impact on restructuring 

• which the market would not do 

NATIONAL ASSISTANCE (AIDS) & SAPARD  

Problems 
• Beneficiaries could have/should? have several sources of funds and thus 

working out public contribution difficult  
• calculation of ‘grant equivalence’ of subsidised credit based on Net Present 

Cost but at what interest rate? (High real interest rates) 
• justifiable to have national goals which differ from EU goals 
• SAPARD should be ‘additional’ 
• competition between schemes 

So, do you have independent scheme? or do you combine them? e.g. for farm development. 
 

Resolution/recommendation15 

• have integrated scheme only where goals are the same. 



2  MEASURES 

INFRASTRUCTURE  

TARGETS 

• Targets may change - social/village 
• relation to acquis  
• Spending priorities by type of infrastructure (Sector study) 
• by region (differences acknowledged) 
• rural - what is it? 
• support for other measures e.g. dairy farms, diversification 
• by need and goals 
• timing (NOW) 
• co-financing constraints 
• economic return (cut rate of return - see W B) 
LINKAGES 

• with other measures (IPSA ends and SAPARD begins) 
• markets depend on communication, livestock waste and environment 
• with other programmes (W B, PHARE).  Poor regions should on social grounds receive 

more. 
MARKET DEVELOPMENT 

• How will it contribute/  e.g. transport savings 
• market information 
• access and employment 
SUBSIDIARITY 

• How will the full participation of beneficiaries be assured?  E.g. regional envelopes 

SELECTION CRITERIA/ELIGIBILITY  

• Indicative regional envelopes with possibility of transfer if there is under spending 
• continuity and quality of supply, not just provision 
• expanded viability criteria  
• bidding system with list of criteria (transparency) 
• pro-active approach - urgent information exercise. 
NATIONAL ASSISTANCE & SAPARD 

• beneficiary puts together funding package 
• subsidised interest needs to be converted to grant equivalent at what interest rate (12%)?  
PUBLIC/PRIVATE 

• 25% contribution for farm sewage & water - form of contribution?  Groups of farms? Is 
payment in kind possible? 
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DIVERSIFICATION  

TARGETS 

• Rural entrepreneurs including farmers and members of households. 
• Accept need to be broad and to include ‘novel’ forms of agricultural production and 

marketing, but can we justify initial priorities e.g. rural tourism, agricultural contracting, 
young people, rural women.? 

• target rate of return? 
 

LINKAGES 

• with environmental measures, on farm investment 
• tourism 
• education & employment 
• other programmes e.g. W.B 
 

MARKET DEVELOPMENT 

• Is this included in Scheme 2? Namely need for market approach.  Examples of the kinds of 
initiatives that would qualify for support e.g. booking services, product development, 
promotion, quality marks, organic based on acquis, new marketing channels 

 

SUBSIDIARITY 

• a very wide range of potential beneficiaries.  How to represent them if no targetting. 

SELECTION CRITERIA/ELIGIBILITY  

• business plan most important 
• also need marketing plan and financial projections to estimate ability to service loans 
• collective initiatives should be seen as a portfolio - some will fail 
• who has knowledge to judge? On precisely defined criteria e.g. pay off capital and raise 

income (viable) per employed labour unit above regional standard. 
 

NATIONAL ASSISTANCE & SAPARD 

• If national systems have the same goals, then combine them.  If not separate them but with 
rules for working out rates of public assistance. 

 

PUBLIC/PRIVATE 

• Grants to rural business are essentially private, therefore low rates of assistance (you have 
50% - too high) 

• 50% more appropriate for collective schemes 
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FARM INVESTMENT  

TARGETS 

• Focussed on 1) restructuring of milk production and 2) prevention of environmental 
pollution on farms 

• too narrow for a potential 7 year programme (other sectors in need of restructuring ), are 
market developments needed e.g. food quality as influenced by on farm storage 

• ranking of farm waste management in farmers and in public mind.  Which areas most 
susceptible to pollution? 

 

LINKAGES 

• with dairy processing measures and waste management measures 
• producer organisation measures 
• farm waste control and public investment in water quality. 
• necessary infrastructure - power & running water. 
 

MARKET DEVELOPMENT 

• possibility of premium for quality and seasonality 

SUBSIDIARITY 

• automatic approval provided conditions met 
• use grant to overcome reluctance to operate collective activities 
• revise. licensing of builder’s clause 
 

SELECTION CRITERIA/ELIGIBILITY  

• doubt wisdom of machinery and pasture purchases being eligible 
• milking, cooling and cleanliness of buildings more a priority 
• can you have groups of farmers as beneficiary? 
• number of cows main eligibility criteria - not income or age or requiring accounts to be 

kept 
• justify size criteria - need to encourage collective actions such as shared production, 

cooling and collection facilities 
• criteria for waste management projects?  Farm operators - minimum of 10 LSU’s? - 

doesn’t solve problem of pollution from many small farms 
 

NATIONAL ASSISTANCE & SAPARD 

• SAPARD could be combined with elements of national measures but not for such things as 
land purchase 

• grant equivalence of a subsidised interest - interest rate to use? 
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PUBLIC/PRIVATE 

• waste management - 65%.  Is it enough?  The main private benefit is fertiliser saved 

• dairy 50% - too high- but more for collective schemes? (what is rate for producer group?) 

IMPROVEMENT OF FOOD PROCESSING AND MARKETING  

TARGETTING 

• Dairy and meat sector - upgrading to EU standard 
• Fruit and vegetable. Fish. Producer groups 
• Market driven 
• Possibility of other sectors 
• Organic 
LINKAGES 

• Other measures, including waste management, traceability of livestock 
• producer groups and poor structure e.g. procurement 
• infrastructure - importance of marketing contracts for farm development 
MARKET DEVELOPMENT 

• developments in market e.g. supermarkets non- tariff barriers to trade, food safety, quality 
assurance  

• Acquis requirements include 
a) price reporting  
b) grading standards 
c) certification of origin 
d) traceability 

SUBSIDIARITY 

• which plants given danger of investment in non-viable plants 
• displacement effects and tendency to add over capacity 
• some plants have made investment and are in strong position 
• Economics of scale in processing are large 
SELECTION CRITERIA/ELIGIBILITY  

• Bidding system with clear criteria based on marketing plan, 
• evidence of cost of meeting EU standards and business viability 
• No regional envelopes 
NATIONAL ASSISTANCE & SAPARD 

• Separate schemes with limits on public investment (specify rates of assistance) 

PUBLIC/PRIVATE 

• Emphasis on support for ‘additional’  costs of meeting requirements of acquis and those 
connected with regulations to operate a single market such as price reporting, common 
grading systems. 

• National schemes for investment to improve efficiency 
• Difficult to isolate respective costs, therefore SAPARD grant element should be low but on 

a specified list of allowable investments e.g. walls, drains, hygiene measures, data 
collection, grading equipment, laboratories for testing and collective actions - e.g. industry 
development 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

Up to 3% of budget for:- 

dissemination of information 

development of standard costs 

development of designs/construction standards 

development of codes of farm practice 

appointment of animateurs/rangers/project officers 

monitoring and admin systems 

training of admin staff 
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ANNEX 4 
 
Meetings Held during the December Mission 
 
Several meetings on a working basis were held with all the staff of the department of pre-
accession assistance who were involved in the preparation of the programme, including the 
Director of the Department, Dr. A Hałasiewicz and the under secretary responsible for the 
programme, Minister Wujec.  
 
Expert opinions were sought from the following people: 
• Witold Boguta; Executive Director of the Foundation for Rural Co-operatives 
• Janusz Turski; Director, Centre for Extension, Brwinow. 
• Andrzej Sniadowski; Adviser, Foreign Assistance Division, Agency of Restructuring and 

Modernisation of Agriculture 
• Agata Zdanowicz, Deputy Director of Analysis & Programme division European 

Integration Section, Agency of Restructuring and Modernisation of Agriculture 
• Michał Wójciak, Deputy President, Agency of Restructuring and Modernisation of 

Agriculture 
• Marius Safin, Agricultural Sector Operations Officer, The World Bank Office, Warsaw 
• Dr T Pęczek, formerly Director of FAPA and now consultant specialist in rural 

development at a regional and local level 
• Prof Dr Marek Kłodziński, Director, Institute of Rural and Agricultural Development, 

Polish Academy of Sciences  
• Piotr Figlarz Extension Centre, Modliszewice, Swietokrzyskie Region. 


