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Aspects of the Helpesk Guidelines adressed
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Guidelines on the assessment of the 
Green Architecture (GA)

CSP = CAP Strategic Plans
EQ = evaluation questions

Intervention logic

Source: Own illustration

Effectiveness

EQ1: 
Impacts GA

EQ2: 
Env. ambition  

compared to 2014-22

Coherence

EQ3: 
Internal coherence GA

EQ4: 
External coherence 

to none-GA

EQ5: 
Contribution of GA to long-term 

targets

Efficency

EQ6:
Simple GA-implementation 

(administrative costs)

EQ7:
Cost-effectiveness 

of GA 

Research study (Runge et al. 2025)
Are eco-schemes a step towards a greener EU 
agricultural policy or do they only add to its complexity?
• Comparison among 4 MS: Austria (AT), France (FR), 

Germany (DE), The Netherlands (NL)

Evaluation study (Pufahl et al. 2022)
Evaluation of Rural Development Programmes in 4 
German federal States 2007-13, 2014-22) 
• all measures contributing to “green objectives” 

are considered

Illustrative examples
Examples are not exactly those proposed in the GA guidelines!
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Intervention logic
- Types of interventions contributing to GA, budget allocation by SO

Data and method
• Indicator: Share of planned CSP budget 

2023-27 
• Data: Catalogue of CAP interventions (DG 

Agri 2024) 
https://agridata.ec.europa.eu/extensions/
DashboardCapPlan/catalogue_interventions.
html

• Method: Result indicators (R.16-18, R.25-28) 
are used to allocate expenditure to (sub) SO

Results
• Budget allocation by SO is similar across MS
• Highest budget share: biodiversity (SO6)
• Lowest: water quantity, air quality (SO5)
• ECO & ENVCLIM are most relevant

Figure: 
Share of planned CSP budget  (EU + national co-finance) allocated 
to SO4-6 by type of interventionalso use realised expenditure

Source: Runge et al. (2025)
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Effectiveness
- Evaluation Question 2: Environmental ambition of CSP 2023-27 compared to 2014-22

Approach taken by Runge et al., 2025
• Environmental ambition for both periods is 

assessed based upon annual expenditure (only 
ECO, ENVCLIM)

Shortcomings
• No expenditure for Standards of Good Agricultural 

and Environmental Condition (GAEC )
− Assumption: Equal ambition of 2014-22 

(greening + GAEC) and 2023-27 (GAEC)
• No expenditure for interventions that partly 

contribute to SO4, SO5, SO6, e.g. investments
− Interventions that partly contribute to green 

objectives are not considered in both periods

Approach of GA guidelines

• Environmental ambition for both periods is
assessed based upon impacts  -> impact indicators

May not be possible because

• Impacts of conditionalities not assessed in 2014-22

• Impacts relate to different number of funding years 

• 2014-22: 8 years

• 2023-27: 5 years
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Effectiveness
- Evaluation Question 2: Environmental ambition of CSP 2023-27 compared to 2014-22

Figure:
Annual expenditure (EU + national co-finance) per total utilised 
agricultural area (UAA) for ECO and ENVCLIM in 2015-21 and 2023-27

Source: Runge et al. (2025)

Data and method
• Indicator: Annual expenditure (EU + 

national co-finance) by intervention
• Data: Planned expenditure 2023-27: 

Catalogue of CAP interventions
• Data: Realised expenditure 2015-21: 

Dashboard Financing the CAP 
https://agridata.ec.europa.eu/
extensions/DashboardIndicators/Environment.html

Results
• Environmental ambition increased due to 

eco-schemes
• Increase was highest in MS with low 

ambition in 2015-21 (NL, FR) 
• EU average: ECO expenditure are offset by 

decreased ENVCLIM budgets

Options to improve the method used
• use realised expenditure
• consider all GA interventions
• add ambition level (high, middle,…)
• add (negative) expenditure for 

interventions with negative impacts
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Determinants of administrative costs 
relate to single GA intervention and to their interaction
imposed by EU-level rules or MS-level factors

EU-level rules that increased costs
• Introduction of Eco-schemes  similar to ENVCLIM, but with 

different administrative rules
• Modification of conditionalities  especially in MS where GA 

elements were built upon each other (see figure)

Efficiency 
-  Evaluation Question 6: Simple GA-implementation in terms of administrative costs

EN
VC

LI
M

EN
VC

LI
M Overlapping 

obligations 
GAEC8 and 
ECO (DE) / 

ENVCLIM (AT) 
required 

subsequent 
modifications

Figure: Interfaces between GA elements

Source: Böhner and Röder (2025), modified

Germany
Eco-schemes were newly 
designed & ambitious 
 low uptake

Austria
Eco-schemes are 
“old” ACEM are 
 uptake as expected

Figure: History of Eco-schemes in Austria and Germany
MS-level factors influencing administrative costs 
• Number of total/new options and their interfaces
• Models of implementation (plot-based, farm-based, collective)
• Ambition level: More ambitious measures are more expensive

Source: Runge et al. (2025)
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Less favoured areas (0)

Natura-2000 (+)

Low input grassland (+)

Mulch and direct sowing (+)

Diverse crop rotation (+)

Intercrops (+)

Ploughless grassland renewal (+)

Organic farming (++)

Low input grassland (++)

Nature conservation (++/+++)

Stripe measures (++)

Forests (++)

Nature conservation (+++)

EUR per hectare

Costs of funding Costs of implementation

Efficiency 
- Evaluation Question 7: Cost-effectiveness of Green Architecture

Note: Costs are averaged over four German States, 2007-2013                         Source: Pufahl et al. (2022)

Figure: Ambition level and average costs per hectare of measures targeted to 
biodiversity (four German federal states, 2007-13) Data and method

• Impacts: Qualitative impacts 
measures (low +, middle ++, high +++) 

• Costs = Costs of funding 
+ public implementation costs of a 
typical year (data: survey based)

• Method see Fährmann and Grajewski 
(2013), Grajewski and Becker (2025)

Results

• Impacts correlate positively with costs
− high impacts (+++) --> high costs

• Method allows to identify outliers

AECM

Investments

Investments have 
lasting impacts but 

high costs

Compensatory measures 
have low costs but only 
non-permanent impacts
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Conclusion 

• The GA evaluation essentially builds upon the evaluation of the effectiveness, efficency and 
coherence for SO4, SO5 and SO6 („old stuff“) 

Value added of GA evaluation

• Joint consideration of SO4, SO5 and SO6
− Does the budget allocation by SO reflects the priority of needs?
− Ratio between instruments with permanent vs. temporary impacts

• Comparisson of the environmental ambition level between 
2014-22 and 2023-27 > difficult, when based upon impacts

• Emphasis on single aspects, e.g.
− internal coherence of GA interventions (well tuned, interfaces, overlap …) 

Standard  
CAP evaluation

Value added of 
GA evaluation
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Thank you!

contact: andrea.pufahl@thuenen.de
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