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The context of the GA 
Evaluation 

• Ongoing evaluation contract between the 
Managing Authority (Dept. of Agriculture) and 
consortium of LKN Analysis EPE & Filagrotiki 
Symvoyleftiki Ltd

• The work was undertaken in November 2024 and 
runs until 31st  March 2025 covering CAP 
payments until 31st December 2025.

• This evaluation was planned to create  a bridge 
between the planning and the implementation 
phases due to the significance of the GA and the 
need to revalidate and secure a chosen pathway.



Scope of evaluation as indicated by the MA

Support stakeholders in understanding the GA of the CSP 2023-27 and the interplay of 
interventions 

Provide an initial set of conclusions regarding the level of achievements with regard to the 
intervention logic prescribed under the three  relevant Specific Objectives, SO4, SO5 & SO6. 

Take early correction measures  in the CSP that arise from identified weaknesses in the 
modelling of the GA and gaps between the layers of interventions  

Evaluate the need to revise strategic focus arising from  changes in the current state 
of the environmental situation and the effects of climate change 



Limitations to this evaluation work
• Only an estimated 6% of the total CSP 2023-27 budget was activated, primarily from Pillar I 

related interventions (direct payments and area-based  Eco schemes and agri-
environmental).

o Eco schemes/EnvClim interventions activated  

o Forestry,  investment, training and cooperation not activated

• Guidelines from the Evaluation Helpdesk  for the Evaluation of GA were not published.

• Progress in non-GA interventions was not adequate to judge their actual coherence with the 
GA structure.

• Much of the evaluation work was carried out on planned than actual interventions

• Too early to take account of farmers’ perspectives and experience on the set of GA tools

• Evaluation of effectiveness in relation to output and result indicators and subsequently 
affecting impact indicators could not be ‘properly undertaken’.

• An evaluation in the form of an ongoing consultation



Methodological 
approach



Intervention logic for the 
evaluation work

SO4 Climate 
change mitigation 

adaptation

SO5 Efficient management of natural resources
(example)

SO6 Reversing 
biodiversity loss

Needs / Thematic 
areas

Increase of soil organic matter
Protection from soil erosion in mountainous regions
Use of waste leaves and branches not otherwise recycled

Needs / Thematic 
areas

Conditionality 
relevance

GAEC 5 Tillage Practices
GAEC 6 Protective soil cover

Conditionality 
relevance

Eco-scheme Five interventions Eco-scheme

Agri-environmental Four interventions Agri-environmental

CSP investments 
cooperation, 

training

Two interventions CSP investments 
etc 

Interlinkages in environmental needs

External Cohesion: EU instruments (RRF + Cohesion)+National Env&climate Strategies
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FoS:  To what extent do the GA instruments and 
their interplay contribute towards ….

SO4 SO5 SO6
GHG emissions in 
agriculture ↓ Ammonia emissions in agriculture ↓ Biodiversity related to 

agricultural land ↑
Soil organic carbon 
sequestration ↑ Nutrient leakage and soil erosion ↓ Biodiversity in Natura 2000 

areas affected by agriculture ↑
Renewal energy production 
capacity ↑ Nutrient balance on agricultural 

land is improving, thus reducing 
nutrient losses

↑ Agro-biodiversity ↑

Resilience of agriculture to 
climate change ↑ Pressure on natural water 

reservoirs is decreasing ↓ Trends of pollinators ↑
The use and risk of chemical 
pesticides and the use of more 
hazardous pesticides

↓ The area covered by 
landscape features in 
agricultural land

↑

Annex I  of Regulation (EU) 2022/1475



Evaluation Framework: Data/info sources
 EU Agri-food data portal & national statistical databases
 Guidelines Literature on environment evaluations  from period 2014-20
 CSP related sources SWOT Analysis, APR 2024
 External  Coherence Literature * Thalia (Cohesion) Programme and the 

Cyprus EU Partnership Agreement 2021-27 * Recovery & Resilience Plan for 
Cyprus * Environmental & Climate related strategies e.g. Report for Nitrate 
vulnerable zones, National Energy and Climate Plan, The national GHG 
inventory

 Stakeholders’ interviews 
 Link interventions to farming practices based on JRC publication 

Classification  scheme based on farming practices - A tool  for labelling interventions 
with environmental and climate-related commitments in Common Agricultural Policy Strategic Plans



Internal:  
EQ: How do instruments forming part of the GA and other CSP interventions complement 
each other or work in synergy to deliver the CAP environment and climate objectives? Are 
trade-offs and/or overlaps observed?

Coherence

GA Other CSP Directives & 
legislation

Non-CSP relevant 
instruments

External: 
EQ: Do non-CSP instruments & legislation support or contradict the GA environment and 
climate objectives? 
EQ: To what extent does the implementation of the CSP serve equally and proportionately the 
objectives set in terms of outputs and results, regarding European – National Environmental 
Strategies? 



Tools for evaluating Coherence
 Matrices of Co-relations
 Linking GAEC/SMR to Interventions 
 Pooling Interventions through the JRC 

Classification
 Investigating through intervention 

description and the relevant indicators 
the layers of interventions

 Linking non-CSP instruments to the 
intervention logic as per thematic area 

SECTION (JRC) / CLASSIFICATION  (JRC) / ΠΑΡΕΜΒΑΣΕΙΣ / ΔΡΑΣΕΙΣ ANNUAL 
BUDGET  

ANNUAL 
OUTPUT 
TARGET  

% OF GA 
ALLOCATED 

(budget) 

Diagnosis and Management plans 2.230.800 12.440 10,3% 
D21 Nutrient management plans 440.400 4.520 2,0% 

Α.Π. 3.1/ «Δράση Ε: Χρήση πιστοποιημένου σπόρου σε συνδυασμό με την χρήση λάσπης ή λιπασμάτων βραδείας 
αποδέσμευσης ή με συμμετοχή στο σύστημα της βιολογικής γεωργίας»       

3.1 Ε1 - Πιστοποιημένος σπόρος και χρήση λάσπης 140.400 520 0,6% 
3.1 Ε4 - Χρήση μόνο λιπασμάτων (μόνο πρώτο έτος) 300.000 4.000 1,4% 

D24 Soil sampling 440.400 4.520 2,0% 
Α.Π. 3.1/ «Δράση Ε: Χρήση πιστοποιημένου σπόρου σε συνδυασμό με την χρήση λάσπης ή λιπασμάτων βραδείας 

αποδέσμευσης ή με συμμετοχή στο σύστημα της βιολογικής γεωργίας»       
3.1 Ε1 - Πιστοποιημένος σπόρος και χρήση λάσπης 140.400 520 0,6% 
3.1 Ε4 - Χρήση μόνο λιπασμάτων (μόνο πρώτο έτος) 300.000 4.000 1,4% 

D23 Water management plans 1.350.000 3.400 6,2% 
Α.Α. 1.1/ «Δράση Α Στοχευμένες αγροπεριβαλλοντικές δράσεις στην καλλιέργεια της πατάτας»       

Α.Α. 1Α - Πατάτα 840.000 2.400 3,9% 
Α.Α. 1.1/ «Δράση Β Στοχευμένες αγροπεριβαλλοντικές δράσεις στην καλλιέργεια των εσπεριδοειδών »       

Α.Α. 1Β - Εσπεριδοειδή  510.000 1.000 2,3% 
Fertilisation and soil amendments 9.627.400 37.820 44,3% 
F121 Max mineral fertiliser input 850.000 500 3,9% 

Α.Π. 3.1/ «Δράση Γ Αξιοποίηση κομπόστας σε μόνιμες και ετήσιες καλλιέργειες (σιτηρά, ψυχανθή και κτηνοτροφικά 
φυτά)»       

 

Layer Objective Contribution to synergy

Conditionality Minimum requirements applicable 
Ensures minimum standards for soil, water and biodiversity across 
the CSP area. 

Eco-schemes
Voluntary annual payments for 
environmental/climate practices

Encourage farmers to go beyond the minimum standards – e.g. agro-
ecological practices

CLIM&ENV Multi-annual commitments for targeted actions
They allow for deeper and more targeted interventions, especially in 
sensitive areas (nitrate-vulnerable zones or Natura 2000 areas)



Internal Cohesion

Coupled support to sheep & goat Trade off: GHG emissions increase
Trade off: Greater pressure on water resources 

Investments to renewable energy in borehole 
pumps 

Trade off: Water resource pumping cost 
reduced acting negatively in wise water 
management 

No overlaps between Eco-schemes & Env&Climate interventions

External Cohesion

GA Non-GA Subject/ Need

Recycle water 
networks
Smart water 
management systems

Wastewater treatment 
centers

Management of water 
resources

Synergy & 
Complementarity

Sewage systems in 
rural areas

Bundle of 
interventions

Sub-ground water 
quality

Synergy

Overall weak coherence with bulk of interventions contained in CSP 

Some conclusions reached



Relevance (serving the identified needs) 
EQ: To what extent does Green Architecture maintain its timeliness and contribute to the 
achievement of the specific objectives 4,5,6 referred to in article 6 of Reg. 2021/2115;

EQ: To what extent are changes to the Strategic Plan required?

• Do they match the needs addressed in SWOT & as revised in GA evaluation work

• Adequately understood and interpreted by key stakeholders

• Compared to the previous programming period

Tools: Update of the context indicators – Charts of Intervention logic – Literature Reviews – 
interviews

Examples of findings: 

• Water scarcity intensified and must be elevated in terms of time and budgetary importance

• Farmers’ training in GA interventions needs to intensify and align in timing with intervention 
announcements.  



Effectiveness

EQ: To what extent can the 
bundle of instruments under 

the GA contribute to the 
effectiveness of the CSP in 

relation to each of the specific 
environmental and climate 

objectives?

EQ: To what extent is there an 
increased Environmental 

Ambition in the Strategic Plan 
compared to the past 
programming period?



Tools used for effectiveness

Based on the achievement of result 
indicators on the milestone of 2024 & 
deviations from milestone.

Calculate the degree of importance of the 
interventions related to the Result Indicators 
and justify deviations

Use scenarios to calculate the risk of 
deviations from the planned Output & Result 
indicators (based on 2024 observations and 
revised UAA statistics affecting the value 
calculations of the RIs)

SO
Milestone 
2024

Achieved 
2024

5 R.19 PR Improvement and 
protection of soils
Percentage of UAA subject to commitments 
supported and beneficial for soil management with 
a view to improving soil quality and living 
organisms

20,87% 17,58%

Indicator R20
SO relevance SO5
Τίτλος Improving air quality
Output target 2024 (%) 11.17%
Achieved 2024 (%) 4.15%
Contribution to the GA (%) 37.16%

Relevant interventions …….

Comments

The target indicator has not been 
served due to the lag of all 
interventions. The lack of interest 
in interventions probably makes 
achieving the objective 
unattainable.



Tools used for higher ambition
• Based on comparative assessment of output indicators (2014-22, and 2023-27) in 

interventions serving similar needs Actual RDP vs Planned CSP
• Budgetary comparison in absolute terms 
• Budgetary comparison on the balance of interventions in key need areas  
• Output indicator comparison between two consecutive years (2023 – RDP & 2024 CSP) in 

area-based interventions
• Planned Vs Actual RDP – Planned Vs expected in CSP

Intervention 
2023 - 2027

Output 
target 
2024

Achieved 
Output 

2024

Achieved/ 
Planned

Achieved 
Output 

2023

Planned 
2024 / 

Achieved 
2023

Indicative 
ambition

Achieved 
2024 / 

Achieved 
2023

Resulting 
ambition

Targeted AE 
actions in 
potato/ citrus

340 280 82% 336 101% - 83% ↓



Examples of 
findings

• Organic farming noted 88% increase  in budget 
and 43% increase in output indicator

• Agri-environmental interventions in potatoes & 
citrus reduced by -13% in payments and -16% in 
output indicators

• Weak progress noted in recycle water 
investments that may affect the balance of the 
GA in terms of a key intervention area. 



Pros and Cons of methods

• Valuable insights were gained on the methodological approaches 
for future evaluations

• Coherence and relevance tools did not consider spatial variations 
in terms of Environmental and Climate needs

• Open discussion interviews could not capture a representative 
view of stakeholders on the GA – a survey with close ended 
questions is necessary as a follow up step

• Effectiveness was evaluated only on the planned milestone for 
2024 on the O & R indicators hence efficiency evaluation was not 
considered.



Pros & Cons of early evaluation

+ Make suggestions on minor adjustments in the indicators plan
+ Give warnings of significant gaps noted in the intervention logic
+ Identify policy gaps resulting from changing environmental pressures  

e.g. acute water scarcity
+ Adapt to new or revised policy guidelines at EU and/ or national level
+ Initiate stakeholders’ discussion on the virtues & shortfalls of the designed 

GA to meet the key environmental issues 
- Effectiveness as defined in the CSP evaluation terminology (i.e. how 

successfully the implemented measures deliver the intended results and 
impacts) cannot be properly undertaken.

- Does not capture the real effects of the GA interventions i.e. results and 
impacts and cannot answer the EQs  and FoS

- Not possible to capture farmers’ perspectives and experience in making use 
of multiple interventions as well as adhering to rules and obligations
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