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Acronyms and Abbreviations
The list below provides the abbreviations used throughout the report. All terms related to
the Standard Cost Model (SCM) method are described in detail in the Greek SCM ‘Manual
for the implementation of the Standard Cost Model in Greece’
AB

Administrative Burden

AC

Administrative Cost

AMKA

Social Security Number

BAU

Business As Usual

CAP

Common Agricultural Policy

CC

Consultancy Cost

f

Frequency

IO

Information Obligation

KEP

Citizens Service Centre

MAE

Man-Work units

NEB

Normally Efficient Business

OGA

Agricultural insurance organisation

OOP

Out of Pocket cost

OPEKEPE Payment authority of the CAP aid schemes
P

Price

PA

Priority Area (in Greek SCM also referred to as ‘Sector’)

PASEGES Pan-Hellenic Confederation of Unions of Agricultural Cooperatives
Q

Quantity

RDP

Rural Development Programme

SPS

Single Payment Scheme

TEVE

Insurance fund for self-employed, now OAEE
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Executive summary
This report presents the findings from the measurement of the selected information
obligations in the priority area Agriculture, together with recommendations to reduce
administrative burdens.
The measurement involved interviews with businesses and experts. The information
obligations selected for Agriculture form the fifth largest proportion of administrative costs
and fourth largest proportion of administrative burdens in this project. They represent a total
administrative cost of EUR 315.85 million to operators in Greece. Of this, EUR 289.35
million (92%) has been classified as administrative burdens. The remainder is businessas-usual cost which businesses would be likely to continue to incur if the obligations did not
exist.
The following recommendations are made as an action plan to reduce administrative
costs and burdens in the selected Agriculture obligations1:
Recommendation

Calculated reduction
in administrative costs

Calculated reduction in
administrative burdens

Improve guidance and user experience
of the online system for SPS
registration*

EUR 12 032 560

EUR 12 032 560

Reduce the time spent by farmers at
intermediaries by increasing
efficiency*

EUR 94 251 086

EUR 94 251 086

Application progress tracking in the
SPS electronic system

EUR 5 920 867

EUR 5 920 867

Eliminate in-person paper submission
of the application for SPS transfer of
rights

EUR 284 067

EUR 284 067

Greater use of standard costs to
simplify Rural Development
Programme applications*

EUR 1 756 613

EUR 1 756 613

Improve user-friendliness and guided
support of Rural Development
Programme application forms and
templates*

EUR 6 275 271

EUR 6 275 271

1

In line with standard practice, the reduction calculations have been made individually for each
recommendation. It is therefore not possible to add together these calculated reductions to obtain an
overall total reduction because different recommendations affect the same obligations. The overall
reduction obtained depends on the sequencing of recommendations. The impact of the
recommendations marked * would be reduced by the other recommendations being implemented, and
the impact of recommendations which are not marked would be affected similarly by prior
implementation of the recommendations marked *.
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Encourage clustering in applications
for Rural Development Programme
support for food quality

EUR 2 757 297

EUR 2 757 297

Reduce required supporting
documentation for applications by
sharing data within the public
administration*

EUR 68 393 813

EUR 68 393 813

Electronic submission of wine
production declaration, and harvest
declarations gathered electronically
from growers

EUR 207 646

EUR 207 646

The recommendation to increase the efficiency of intermediaries who help farmers
with their SPS applications would mainly involve mandating a proper system of
appointments to avoid waiting, ensuring intermediaries do not demand documents which are
not actually required, and increasing the time window for SPS applications. It would mean
farmers spend less time waiting at offices, and do not spend so much time gathering
information.
The recommendation to reduce the supporting documents required for SPS and
Rural Development Programme applications would involve scanned documents
accumulating in OPEKE’s system over time, as well as connections being established to other
ministries and government bodies, and systematic review of the need for documents. Farmers
would need to submit fewer documents, and information would be re-used
The recommendation to improve guidance and user experience of the SPS system,
and allow application progress tracking and electronic transfer of rights would involve
system improvements that would encourage more applicants to make their own SPS
application without intermediaries, reduce the time that farmers spend asking about the
progress of their application, and remove a paper process.
The recommendation to use standard costs as much as possible in the Rural
Development Programme would reduce significantly the time which applicants spend
gathering documents to justify the planned expenditure in their proposals.
The recommendation to improve Rural Development Programme forms and
templates would involve applying form design techniques to help applicants understand how
to complete more of the form without expert help, which reduces consultancy costs.
The recommendation to encourage clusters of applicants for food quality measures
under the Rural Development programme would involve promoting the benefits of this
approach, both in terms of business results and reduced costs. It would result in less
administrative cost for applicants because costs would be shared, and it would also promote
entrepreneurship in the sector.
The recommendation to proceed with the electronic submission of wine production
and grape harvest data would involve rolling out a pilot scheme which operated in 2013 for
the grape harvest and including wine producers. This would remove from wine producers the
cost of checking and taking responsibility for data about their suppliers.
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The implementation of recommendations in the Agriculture area should be given
significant priority because the SPS affects nearly all farmers in Greece and is significantly
burdensome. The timing of implementation needs to match up with key deadlines for
payments and applications in the farming year.
Different and additional options and suggestions were made by stakeholders about
obligations in the priority area Agriculture. These are included to provide additional material
for the Greek government to consider further measures to meet stakeholder concerns.
The measurement covered the following selected obligations in the priority area
Agriculture:
Obligations relating to registration for the Single Payment Scheme (including updates)
Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development Programme
for the modernisation of agricultural holdings (Measure 121)
Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development Programme
for setting up of young farmers (Measure 112)
Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development Programme
for participation of farmers in food quality (measure 132)
Obligations to apply for permit to construct a small-scale livestock installation/shelter
Obligations to declare data on wine production

© OECD 2014
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1.

Introduction
1.1.Background

The Ministry of Administrative Reform and e-Government of the Hellenic Republic
(“the Ministry”) and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (“the
OECD”) signed a Contribution Agreement in the last quarter of 2012 for OECD to carry out
this project to measure and reduce administrative burdens in 13 key sectors of the Greek
economy.
The project is expected to provide independent assessment, using the Greek modification
of the internationally-recognised Standard Cost Model (“SCM”), to help to identify
shortcomings and unnecessary administrative burdens for business in the regulatory
environment that hinder the functioning of markets, damaging long-term growth and limiting
benefits to corporate and household consumers. The SCM is a method for determining the
administrative costs for business imposed by regulation. The SCM breaks down regulation
into a range of manageable components that can be measured. The SCM neither addresses nor
questions the policy objectives of each piece of regulation. As such, the measurement and
analysis focus only on the administrative activities that must be undertaken in order to comply
with regulation, not on the benefits that accrue from the legislation.
Economic recovery in any country is partly hampered by the quality of the regulatory
framework. In 2006, the European Commission estimated that administrative costs amounted
to approximately 6.8% of Greek GDP, and that a reduction of 25% in administrative costs in
Greece might yield benefits of an increase of up to 2.4% of GDP by 2025.
This report describes the situation regarding administrative costs and administrative
burdens at 1 September 2013 for the Agriculture priority area. It was prepared by the OECD
Secretariat in co-operation with Capgemini Consulting Netherlands and Deloitte Business
Solutions SA Greece. The report gives an overview of the measurement results of the burden
in the Agriculture and makes specific recommendations to reduce administrative burdens in
this priority area.

1.2.Project approach
The project covers information obligation (IOs) stemming from different laws and
regulations grouped into 13 Sectors or priority areas (PAs):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Agriculture and agricultural subsidies
Annual accounts/company law
Energy
Environment
Fisheries
Food safety
Pharmaceutical legislation
Public procurement
Statistics
Tax law (VAT)
Telecommunications
Tourism
Working environment/employment relations

The project uses the Greek Standard Cost Model (SCM) methodology as its basis and is
structured in the following five phases.
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1.

Screening and collection of sector relevant laws and regulations

2.

Qualitative scan of mapped regulations

3.

Quantitative measurement of administrative burdens selected

4.

Formulation of recommendations for redesigning/abolishing (parts of) laws and
regulations

5.

Publication and exploitation

The first phase of the project concerned the screening and selection of relevant laws and
regulations by means of desk research. The result of this step was an overview of all
regulations potentially causing administrative burdens in the 13 different Priority Areas.
Based on this overview, a qualitative scan of the mapped regulations was performed in
order to identify the most likely burdensome and/or irritating areas. This scan, accompanied
with additional meetings with key stakeholders, resulted in a selection of obligations for indepth assessment.
The final report covers in depth stages 3 and 4: the results from the work undertaken
under the quantitative measurement of administrative burdens stemming from selected laws
and regulations and the formulation of recommendations to reduce administrative burdens in
the Priority Area Agriculture.
More precisely this report contains:
•

A description of the IOs and respective laws and regulations in measurement scope
for the priority area Agriculture

•

The main findings of the measurement

•

Recommendations with quantified reduction proposals

This report does not include a detailed description of the methodology followed in the
different stages. An analysis of the measured IOs within this priority area is in Annex 1.
The words “businesses” and “companies” are used interchangeably throughout this
report. Where necessary, the term “businesses” includes sole traders and freelancers.

1.3.Methodology
The methodology used during this project is based on the ‘Manual for the
implementation of the Standard Cost Model in Greece’ A short introduction to the main
characteristics of the measurement approach is presented below.
The Standard Cost Model Manual (SCM) is a widely recognised method to calculate
administrative burdens, which has been applied in many international projects from 2002
onwards. The model breaks down administrative costs imposed by legal acts into components
that can be assessed with reasonable accuracy. The tool is characterised by the economic
approach to law-making and regulation. Its aim is to identify all obligations arising from
specific legislation, which render the law and procedures particularly aggravating to the
functioning of the market and the economy.
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The methodology neither addresses nor questions the fundamental objectives of
legislation. Instead, the measurement focuses only on the administrative activities that must
be undertaken in order to comply with legislation. The scope of this measurement lies within
measuring the administrative costs for business to be compliant.
The SCM method during this project focuses solely on the administrative costs for
businesses. Thus, administrative costs are defined as the costs incurred by businesses in
meeting IOs. An IO is defined as: “An obligation contained in legal, regulatory or other
explanatory text of the public administration and which require from the company to provide
data to public authorities or third parties, or to maintain data which can be made available to
public authorities or others if requested. Moreover, obligation which imposes the above but
has been adopted by the daily administrative practice in public services.”
Every IO has attributes that describe:
•

Content of the data required or “data requirement” (what must be provided)

•

Target group (the population that must provide it)

•

The frequency of the obligation (when it must be provided)

IOs can stem from either EU legislation or from nationally implemented laws and
regulations. This project focuses on both IOs stemming directly from EU legislation and on
those stemming from the national implementation of EU legislation.
During stage two of the project particular attention has been paid to screening and
identifying of “over-implementation” (or “gold-plating”) of an EU legal act at national level,
in terms of additional IOs or procedural requirements, amended frequency, or population (i.e.
coverage) as this could lead to an increase in administrative costs linked to the provisions of
EU legislation, as well as national measures.
The SCM method distinguishes between information that would be collected and
processed by business even in the absence of the legislation and information that is solely
gathered for the purpose of the legal obligation. The former are called “business-as usual”
(BAU) costs, the latter administrative burdens. Together, the administrative burdens and
business-as-usual costs constitute the administrative costs on businesses.
Altogether, the total administrative costs for business are assessed on the basis of the
average cost of the required administrative activity (Price) multiplied by the total number of
occurrences of the obligation performed per year (Quantity). The cost is estimated by
multiplying a standard tariff attributed to a specific employee type (base on average labour
cost per hour including pro rata overheads) by the time per action (the internal costs). Where
appropriate, other types of cost such as outsourcing/consulting costs, equipment or costs of
supplies that can reasonably be attributed to an information obligation are taken into account
(the external costs). Furthermore, for this measurement, “additional costs” (costs posted on
businesses which do not stem from laws and regulations but which are faced as part of a
specific IO) are separately taken into account. The quantity is calculated as the frequency of
the required activities multiplied by the number of entities concerned. This results in the
following core equation of the SCM method:
∑
Where
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P (Price) = Tariff × Time



Q (Quantity) = number of entities × frequency.

In stage 3 of the project, interviews and expert assessments were conducted to estimate
the time and other costs for businesses to comply with IOs. All results were standardised with
the objective of providing a single estimate of what would be required for a normally efficient
business to complete each of the administrative activities in order to comply with the IO.
Information on the quantity was gathered by public servants from government sources and
desk research. If no Q was available or further work seemed necessary, an informed estimate
was made by Capgemini Consulting Netherlands and Deloitte Business Solutions SA Greece.
It should be emphasised that the goal of the standardisation is not to average the cost
data obtained through the interviews and/or expert assessments but to derive a plausible result
for a normally efficient business for each IO. The SCM method defines a normally efficient
business as a business within the target group that performs administrative activities required
by the IO neither better nor worse than may be reasonably expected.
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2.

Introduction to priority area and overview of measurement
results

This chapter presents the results of the mapping and selection of the measured IOs and
an overview of the measurement results within this priority area.

2.1.Selection of IOs and respective laws and regulations
The table below provides the selection of IOs and the respective national laws and
regulations and the relevant EU legislation which were identified and examined during the
previous stages of the project and in which the selected IOs within the priority area
Agriculture are contained and/or in which they have a legal base.
Annex 1 provides a detailed description and process models of the IOs.
Table 2.1:

Regulatory framework

Information Obligation

Legislation in scope

IO1: Obligations relating to Secondary national legislation:
registration for the Single Payment
Joint Ministerial Decision 262346/19 March 2010 Scheme (including updates)
Additional administrative measures and procedures
for the implementation of the Single Payment
Scheme (SPS) based on EC regulations 73/2009 and
Council 1120/2009 of the Commission, as amended
by
MD
150527/4.4.2011
and
MD
644/51838/3.5.2012
Circulars:
OPEKEPE
Circular
11545/29-01-2014
–
Certification of authorities for the completion and
submission of petitions for SPS in the context of
ΟΣΔΕ (Completed System for Administrative
Control) for the years 2014-2020
OPEKEPE Circular 55287/10-05-2013 – procedures
on the 2013 integrated system in relation to the
application of the SPS and other support schemes
within reg. (EC) 73/2009 & 1405-1406)
OPEKEPE Circular 12386/06-02-2013 - Transfer of
the SPS rights for the year 2013
EU legislation:
Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 Establishing
common rules for direct support schemes for farmers
under the common agricultural policy and
establishing certain support schemes for farmers,
amending Regulations EC 1290 / 2005, EC 247 /
2006, EC 378 / 2007 and repealing Regulation EC

14
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Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
1782 / 2003
Commission Regulation (EC) 1120/2009 on the
Commission - Laying down detailed rules for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC)
73/2009 as regards cross-compliance, modulation
and the integrated administration and control system,
under the direct support schemes for farmers
provided for that Regulation, as well as for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC)
1234/2007 as regards cross-compliance under the
support scheme provided for the wine sector
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
129/2013 amending Regulation (EC) 1121/2009 as
regards the transitional national aid to be granted to
the farmers in 2013 and Regulation (EC) 1122/2009
as regards the reduction related to the voluntary
adjustment of direct payments in 2013
Commission Regulation (EC) 1121/2009 laying
down detailed rules for the application of Council
Regulation (EC) 73/2009 as regards the support
schemes for farmers provided for in Titles IV and V
thereof
Commission Regulation (EC) 1122/2009 laying
down detailed rules for the implementation of
Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 as regards crosscompliance, modulation and the integrated
administration and control system, under the direct
support schemes for farmers provided for that
Regulation, as well as for the implementation of
Council Regulation (EC) 1234/2007 as regards
cross-compliance under the support scheme provided
for the wine sector
Council Regulation (EC) 1405/2006 laying down
specific measures for agriculture in favour of the
smaller Aegean islands and amending Regulation
(EC) 1782/2003
Council Regulation (EC) 1290/2005 on the financing
of common agricultural policy

IO2: Obligations relating to
application for support under the
Rural Development Programme for
the modernisation of agricultural
holdings (Measure 121)

© OECD 2014

Primary national legislation:
Law 3614/2007 on management, inspection and
implementation of development interventions for the
programming period 2007-2013, as amended by Law
3752/2009, Law 3840/2010 and Law 4072/2012

15

Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
Secondary national legislation:
Ministerial Decision 8932/22.09.2008: Decision on
the establishment of a system for the management
and control of the Programme Agricultural
Development of Greece 2007- 2013
Joint Ministerial Decision 4985/2010 - Aid regimes
of Measure 121 "Modernisation of agricultural
holdings" of Rural Development Programme 20072013, as amended by JMD 5719/3.6.2011, JMD
2970/6.3.2012
Ministerial Decision 11308/2010 - Detailed rules for
the submission of applications for aid under the
regime for encouraging investment in farms.
Measure 121: "Modernisation of agricultural
holdings", as amended by MD 1870/17.3.2011,
9167/26.08.2011
Ministerial Decision 11302/16.11.2010 – Adaptation
to Kallikratis Programme of procedures referring to
the aid regime for encouraging of investment in
farms - Measure 121 "Modernisation of agricultural
holdings"
Ministerial Decision 12374/29 December 2010 Specifications and instructions for completing the
application for support under the Rural development
Programme for the modernization of agricultural
holdings (Measure 121), as amended by MD
7680/19.07.2011
Ministerial Decision 145/11.01.2011 – Evaluation
criteria for aid under the regime for encouraging
investment in farms. Measure 121: "Modernisation
of agricultural holdings", as amended by MD
1775/16.03.2011 and MD 7566/15.07.2011.
Ministerial Decision 146/11.01.2011 relevant to the
aid under the regime for encouraging investment in
farms. Measure 121: "Modernisation of agricultural
holdings" of Rural Development Programme 20072013, as amended by MD 1774/16.03.2011, MD
4115/09.05.2011, MD 6041/10.06.2011, MD
7681/19.07.2011, MD 8965/19.08.2011 and MD
9167/26.08.2011.
Circulars:
Circular 125938/14 December 2012 - Instructions for
the payment procedure to agricultural holdings under
the Rural development Programme for the

16
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Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
modernization of agricultural holdings (Measure
121)
Circular 3417/19 April 2011 – Circular for the
selection of tractors. Measure 121 “Modernisation of
agricultural holdings”
EU Legislation:
Commission Regulation (EU) 147/2012 amending
Regulation (EU) 65/2011 laying down detailed rules
for the implementation of Council Regulation (EC)
1698/2005, as regards the implementation of control
procedures as well as cross-compliance in respect of
rural development support measures
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
937/2012 amending Regulations (EC) 1122/2009 and
(EU) 65/2011 as regards the method for determining
applicable interest on undue payments to be
recovered from beneficiaries of the direct support
schemes for farmers under Council Regulation (EC)
73/2009, of support for rural development under
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 and of support
for the wine sector under Council Regulation (EC)
1234/2007
Commission Regulation (EU) 65/2011 laying down
detailed rules for the implementation of Council
Regulation (EC) 1698/2005, as regards the
implementation of control procedures as well as
cross-compliance in respect of rural development
support measures
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 on support for
rural development by the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 679/2011 of 14 July 2011 amending Regulation
(EC) No 1974/2006 laying down detailed rules for
the application of Council Regulation (EC)
No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD)
Regulation (EC) 1974/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council laying down detailed
rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC)
1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
EAFRD
Commission Regulation (EC) 1320/2006 laying

© OECD 2014
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Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
down rules for the transition to the rural development
support provided for in Council Regulation (EC) No
1698/2005
Council Decision of 20 February 2006 on
Community
strategic
guidelines
for
rural
development (programming period 2007 to 2013)
(2006/144/EC)
Community guidelines for State aid in the agriculture
and forestry sector 2007 to 2013 (2006/C 319/EC)

IO3: Obligations relating to
application for support under the
Rural Development Programme for
setting up of young farmers
(Measure 112)

Primary national legislation:
Law 3614/2007 on management, inspection and
implementation of development interventions for the
programming period 2007-2013, as amended by Law
3752/2009, Law 3840/2010 and Law 4072/2012
Secondary national legislation:
Ministerial Decision 8932/22.09.2008: Decision on
the establishment of a system for the management
and control of the Programme Agricultural
Development of Greece 2007- 2013
Joint Ministerial Decision No 17371/704/20
November 2008 - Aid regime of measure 112
"Setting up of young farmers" of Axis 1 of Rural
Development Programme 2007-2013", as amended
by MD 2541/23.02.2009, JMD 10639/11.08.2009,
JMD 2655/30.03.2010, JMD 5970/23.07.2010, JMD
19552/24.09.2013 and JMD 26463/16.12.2013
Ministerial Decision No. 1421/27.1.2009 – Approval
of Application File of Young Farmer – Guide for the
supplementation of the evaluation of the application
file on the aid regime of measure 112 “Setting up of
young farmers of Axis 1 of Rural Development
Programme 2007-2013"
Ministerial Decision No. 5818/30.04.2009 – Details
for the implementation of the aid regime of measure
112 "Setting up of young farmers" of Rural
Development Programme 2007-2013"
Ministerial Decision No. 14357/13.12.2011 –
Procedure and method of payment of the 2nd and 3rd
instalment of the financial support in the frame of
measure 112 “Setting up of young farmers” of Rural
Development Programme, in accordance with JMD
704/2008

18
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Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
Circulars:
Circular 827/11.2.2011 – Clarifications on the
amendment decisions for the approval of business
plans for beneficiaries of Measure 112 of the Rural
Development Programme
Circular 22090/29.10.2013 – Circular clarifying
provisions of JMD 17371/704/20.11.2008 for the
implementation of Measure 112 “Setting up of young
farmers”, as amended and complemented by JMD
19552/24.09.2013
EU legislation:
Commission Regulation (EU) 147/2012 amending
Regulation (EU) 65/2011 laying down detailed rules
for the implementation of Council Regulation (EC)
1698/2005, as regards the implementation of control
procedures as well as cross-compliance in respect of
rural development support measures
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
937/2012 amending Regulations (EC) 1122/2009 and
(EU) 65/2011 as regards the method for determining
applicable interest on undue payments to be
recovered from beneficiaries of the direct support
schemes for farmers under Council Regulation (EC)
73/2009, of support for rural development under
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 and of support
for the wine sector under Council Regulation (EC)
1234/2007
Commission Regulation (EU) 65/2011 laying down
detailed rules for the implementation of Council
Regulation (EC) 1698/2005, as regards the
implementation of control procedures as well as
cross-compliance in respect of rural development
support measures
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 on support for
rural development by the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 679/2011 of 14 July 2011 amending Regulation
(EC) No 1974/2006 laying down detailed rules for
the application of Council Regulation (EC)
No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD)
Regulation (EC) 1974/2006 of the European
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Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
Parliament and of the Council laying down detailed
rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC)
1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
EAFRD
Commission Regulation (EC) No 1320/2006 laying
down rules for the transition to the rural development
support provided for in Council Regulation (EC) No
1698/2005
Council Decision of 20 February 2006 on
Community
strategic
guidelines
for
rural
development (programming period 2007 to 2013)
(2006/144/EC)
Community guidelines for State aid in the agriculture
and forestry sector 2007 to 2013 (2006/C 319/EC)

IO4: Obligations relating to
application for support under the
Rural Development Programme for
participation of farmers in food
quality (measure 132)

Primary national legislation:
Law 3614/2007 on management, inspection and
implementation of development interventions for the
programming period 2007-2013, as amended by Law
3752/2009, Law 3840/2010 and Law 4072/2012.
Secondary national legislation:
Ministerial Decision 8932/22.09.2008: Decision on
the establishment of a system for the management
and control of the Programme Agricultural
Development of Greece 2007- 2013
Joint Ministerial Decision 1483/5 June 2009 Subsidy definition and procedures in the application
of Measure 132 “Participation of farmers in Food
quality Systems”, as amended by Ministerial
Decision 15064/26 October 2012
Ministerial Decision 1720/3.7.2009 – Details for the
implementation of Measure 132 “Participation of
farmers in Food quality Systems” of Axis 1 of Rural
Development Programme 2007-2013", as amended
by Ministerial Decision 2047/28 January 2013
Ministerial Decision 14813/20.12.2011 - Details for
the implementation of Measure 132 “Participation of
farmers in Food quality Systems” of Axis 1 of Rural
Development Programme 2007-2013", as amended
by Ministerial Decision 2049/28 January 2013
Circulars:
Circular 5383/19.04.2012 – Clarifications on issues
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Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
relevant to submission and review of applications for
payment of Measure 132 of Rural Development
Programme 2007-2013
EU legislation:
Commission Regulation (EU) 147/2012 amending
Regulation (EU) 65/2011 laying down detailed rules
for the implementation of Council Regulation (EC)
1698/2005, as regards the implementation of control
procedures as well as cross-compliance in respect of
rural development support measures
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
937/2012 amending Regulations (EC) 1122/2009 and
(EU) 65/2011 as regards the method for determining
applicable interest on undue payments to be
recovered from beneficiaries of the direct support
schemes for farmers under Council Regulation (EC)
73/2009, of support for rural development under
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 and of support
for the wine sector under Council Regulation (EC)
1234/2007
Commission Regulation (EU) 65/2011 laying down
detailed rules for the implementation of Council
Regulation (EC) 1698/2005, as regards the
implementation of control procedures as well as
cross-compliance in respect of rural development
support measures
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 on support for
rural development by the European Agricultural
Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 679/2011 of 14 July 2011 amending Regulation
(EC) No 1974/2006 laying down detailed rules for
the application of Council Regulation (EC)
No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by
the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD)
Regulation (EC) 1974/2006 of the European
Parliament and of the Council laying down detailed
rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC)
1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
EAFRD
Commission Regulation (EC) No 1320/2006 laying
down rules for the transition to the rural development
support provided for in Council Regulation (EC) No
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Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
1698/2005
Council Decision of 20 February 2006 on
Community
strategic
guidelines
for
rural
development (programming period 2007 to 2013)
(2006/144/EC)
Community guidelines for State aid in the agriculture
and forestry sector 2007 to 2013 (2006/C 319/EC)

IO5: Obligations to apply for Primary national legislation:
permit to construct a small-scale
Law 4056/2012 - Regulation for livestock issues,
livestock installation/shelter.
livestock installations and other provisions
Secondary national legislation:
Joint Ministerial Decision 5888/03 February 2004 Laying down conditions, principles and documents
for construction and setting-up approval of livestock
shelters framed as a greenhouse and mobile livestock
shelters
Circulars:
Clarifying circular No. 1464/67426/13.6.2012 on the
implementation of Law 4056/2012 - Regulation for
livestock issues, livestock installations and other
provisions
IO6: Obligations to declare data on Secondary national legislation:
wine production
Ministerial Decision 398581/27 September 2001 Defining details for implementing the Commission
Regulation 1282/2001 concerning the information to
identify wine products and to monitor the wine
market for the amendment of Regulation 1623/ 2000
Circulars:
Circular Νο. 5509/123907/11 October 2013 on the
submission of harvest declarations for wine
producers by electronic means
EU legislation:
Commission Regulation (EC) No 436/2009 laying
down detailed rules for the application of Council
Regulation (EC) No 479/2008 as regards the
vineyard register, compulsory declarations and the
gathering of information to monitor the wine market,
the documents accompanying consignments of wine
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Information Obligation

Legislation in scope
products and the wine sector registers to be kept
Council Regulation (EC) No 479/2008 on the
common organisation of the market in wine,
amending Regulations (EC) No 1493/1999, (EC) No
1782/2003, (EC) No 1290/2005, (EC) No 3/2008 and
repealing Regulations (EEC) No 2392/86 and (EC)
No 1493/1999
Commission Regulation (EC) 1282/2001 - Laying
down detailed rules for the application of Council
Regulation (EC) 1493/1999 as regards the gathering
of information to identify wine products and to
monitor the wine market and amending Regulation
(EC) 1623/2000 (repealed)
Commission regulation (EC) 1493/1999 - The
common organisation of the market in wine
(repealed)
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2.2.

High level measurement results

The total administrative cost for the Priority Area Agriculture is EUR 315.85 million
with 8% of this cost to be considered as business-as-usual. Therefore the administrative
burden amount to EUR 289.35 million for the Priority Area Agriculture.
The pie chart below provides the high-level findings of the measurement. It contains the
administrative cost per information obligation within this priority area.
Figure 2.1: Total identified Administrative Cost for the priority area
IO_04. Obligations relating to
application for support under the
Rural Development Programme for
participation of farmers in food
quality (measure 132);
EUR 15 755 983.32
IO_03. Obligations relating to
application for support under the
Rural Development Programme for
setting up of young farmers
(Measure 112); EUR 13 476 638.40

IO_06.

Obligation to declare data
on wine production;
EUR 410 548.81

IO_05. Obligation to
apply for permit to
construct a small-scale
livestock
installation/shelter
(includes the relevant
environmental impact
assessment);
EUR 144 969.50

IO_02. Obligations relating to
application for support under the
Rural Development Programme for
the modernisation of agricultural
holdings(Measure 121);
EUR 36 280 710.53

IO_01b. Obligations relating to
registration for the Single Payment
Scheme (transfer of rights);
EUR 1 556 833.53

IO_01a. Obligations relating to
registration for the Single Payment
Scheme (application);
EUR 248 228 456.60

The most burdensome IO within this Priority Area is IO1 - “Obligations relating to
registration for the Single Payment Scheme”, accounting respectively for 79.08% (78.59% for
the application to the SPS - 01a, and 0.49% for the transfer of SPS rights - 01b) of the total
administrative cost of the PA, due to the fact that it is an annual obligation concerning the
great majority of farmers.
The IOs related to the RDP (3 IOs together) account for 20.74% of the total
administrative cost in relation to the above mentioned ad hoc funding schemes.
Finally IOs 5 and 6 are the less burdensome of this PA, accounting respectively for
EUR 0.14 million and for EUR 0.41 million in administrative costs.
The Information Obligations, as well as the laws and regulations in concern are
diversified enough to cover a variety of costs within this Priority Area. They do differ in
terms of benefit for society, governance structure and/or target group. Comparing several IOs
in terms of administrative cost therefore creates a picture that must be interpreted with
considerable caution. The figure above presents the share of administrative cost per IO as part
of the total administrative cost in the Priority Area Agriculture. The unit of comparison in the
figure is total administrative cost.

24

© OECD 2014

Furthermore, this measurement covers only a selection of all obligations relevant to the
priority area. Therefore, additional administrative cost and burdens exist that have not been
covered by the measurement. A detailed description of the origin, process and measurement
results of the IOs is presented in Annex 1.
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3.

Action Plan and Recommendations for Priority Area
Agriculture

This chapter describes the consideration of alternatives to the current situation for the IOs
measured. It makes and quantifies recommendations to simplify the current situation and
reduce administrative burdens. It also describes the suggested sequencing and prioritisation of
the reduction proposals and suggested ways to facilitate their implementation. The
recommendations are explained in detail and quantified on the basis of previous experiences
and expert assessments.
The recommendations to reduce administrative burdens and costs in the priority area
Agriculture are calculated to reduce administrative costs and burdens by the following
amounts:
Recommendation

Calculated reduction
in administrative costs

Calculated reduction in
administrative burdens

Improve guidance and user experience
of the online system for SPS
registration*

EUR 12 032 560

EUR 12 032 560

Reduce the time spent by farmers at
intermediaries by increasing
efficiency*

EUR 94 251 086

EUR 94 251 086

Application progress tracking in the
SPS electronic system

EUR 5 920 867

EUR 5 920 867

Eliminate in-person paper submission
of the application for transfer of rights

EUR 284 067

EUR 284 067

Greater use of standard costs to
simplify Rural Development
Programme applications*

EUR 1 756 613

EUR 1 756 613

Improve user-friendliness and guided
support of Rural Development
Programme application forms and
templates*

EUR 6 275 271

EUR 6 275 271

Encourage clustering in applications
for Rural Development Programme
support

EUR 2 757 297

EUR 2 757 297

Reduce required supporting
documentation for applications by
sharing data within the public
administration*

EUR 68 393 813

EUR 68 393 813

Electronic submission of wine
production declaration, and harvest
declarations gathered electronically
from growers

EUR 207 646

EUR 207 646
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Note that adding together the individual reduction calculations for each recommendation
gives an understanding of the magnitude of the potential reduction, rather than an exact
figure. In line with standard practice, the reductions are calculated separately for each
recommendation based on the costs as measured for this project. The impact of the
recommendations marked * would be reduced by the other recommendations being
implemented in advance, and the impact recommendations which are not marked would be
affected similarly by prior implementation of the unmarked recommendations.

3.1.

Identification of potential simplification and reduction options

During stage 4 of the project, potential simplification and reduction options were
identified as appropriate from the views of businesses expressed during the measurement
stage, stakeholder views, experience of other administrative burden reduction exercises, and
the views of the teams of Greek public servants involved in the project.
Potential simplification and reduction options were developed by Greek public servants
on the basis of a structured questionnaire developed by the OECD using the “IO Burden
Reduction Pyramid” which was developed by the Capgemini, Deloitte and Ramboll
consortium as part of the EU project on baseline measurement and reduction of administrative
costs in 2009-10. The questionnaire asked public servants to respond to the following
prompts, in order, about each IO measured:
1. What is the policy goal of the IO?
2. Option A: Remove completely this IO in order to reduce administrative burdens
(arguments in favour, arguments against, conclusion)
3. Option B: Redesign public administration processes in this IO to reduce
administrative burdens (identify opportunities for public administration to act in a
less burdensome way, and conclude which appear most suitable)
4. Option C: Target the IO more precisely to the policy goal (identify less
burdensome ways to meet the policy goal identified, and conclude which appear
most suitable)
5. Option D: Make the IO as flexible as possible for business (identify ways to make
complying with the IO more flexible for business, and conclude which appear
most suitable)
6. Option E: Reduce the variables in the SCM equation: Population, frequency, time
and tariff (identify possible changes to each of the four variables, and conclude
which appear most suitable)
This provided a structured way to consider larger reforms ahead of smaller reforms, and
ensured that attention was not only on small changes to the variables of the SCM equation.
Lists of potential simplification and reduction measures for the Agriculture priority area is
summarised in Table 3.1 to 3.4 below. It is important to note that individual potential
measures listed in these tables might not be compatible; these are simply lists of individual
reform measures.
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Table 3.1:

Summary of potential simplification and reduction measures
suggested for IO1

IO1: Obligations relating to registration for the Single Payment Scheme (including
updates)
Policy goal:
Inform payment agency (OPEKEPE) of applications for payment under the Scheme and
provide relevant data
A: Remove IO completely
B: Redesign public administration
processes
C:Target IO more precisely to policy
goal
D: Make IO as flexible as possible
for business
E: Reduce the variables in the SCM
equation

Table 3.2:

 Not considered feasible to remove IO completely
because of EU rules
 Interconnect with other databases to verify and
supply data
 End requirement to submit inheritance transfers in
Athens
 Redesign forms to make them simpler to complete
 Simplify electronic processes to allow
repopulation of last year’s data if unchanged
 Redesign forms to make them simpler to complete
 Reduce waiting time at intermediary (union)
 Do not require certified copies

Summary of potential simplification and reduction measures
suggested for IOs 2-4

IO2: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings (Measure 121)
IO3: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for setting up of young farmers (Measure 112)
IO4: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for participation of farmers in food quality (measure 132)
Policy goal:
Ensure grants are provided under Rural Development measures for suitable projects and at
reasonable levels
A: Remove IO completely

B: Redesign public administration
processes

C:Target IO more precisely to policy
goal
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 Not considered feasible due to EU law
 Data sharing with other bodies to reduce
documents require
 Codify and simplify legislation and rules
 Expand use of electronic application service
 Set time limits for decisions
 Pay in instalments and use electronic invoicing
 Encourage groups of farmers to apply for some
measures
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D: Make IO as flexible as possible
for business

E: Reduce the variables in the SCM
equation

Table 3.3:

 Collect supporting information from other public
bodies
 Make it easy to find out about progress with
application
 Use standard costs not quotations
 Make forms and templates easier to understand,
and more helpful
 Provide sample applications to help show what is
required

Summary of potential simplification and reduction measures
suggested for IO5

IO5: Obligations to apply for permit to construct a small-scale livestock
installation/shelter
Policy goal:
Ensure livestock shelters are constructed in places which do not cause harm to the
environment, and are of good quality for farmers
A: Remove IO completely
B: Redesign public administration
processes
C:Target IO more precisely to policy
goal

 Co-ordinate inspections from different bodies
 Notification with objections
 Reduce level of detail required in application

D: Make IO as flexible as possible
for business
E: Reduce the variables in the SCM
equation

Table 3.4:

Summary of potential simplification and reduction measures
suggested for IO6

IO6: Obligations to declare data on wine production
Policy goal:
Meet EU requirements to gather data about wine production
A: Remove IO completely
B: Redesign public administration
processes
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 Not feasible because of EU obligations
 Electronic submission based on electronic harvest
declarations from growers
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C:Target IO more precisely to policy
goal
D: Make IO as flexible as possible
for business

.
 Place accountability for harvest data with growers,
not with wine producers

E: Reduce the variables in the SCM
equation

3.2.

Recommendations for the priority area Agriculture

Certain measures from the potential simplification and reduction measures were
examined further in order to develop a compatible set of recommendations for the project
which could form a coherent action plan for administrative burden reduction for the project.
The potential measures which have been developed into recommendations are those which
appear to have the potential to make meaningful reductions to administrative burdens or
irritation factors, and which appear to be compatible with the overall policy goals of the
obligations. The other potential measures recorded in the tables above might serve as an
additional resource for the Greek government in considering further reduction opportunities.
The recommendations are presented individually in the remainder of this section. The
background to each recommendation is described, as well as the current situation as presented
to the project and the desired future situation which would happen if the recommendation was
implemented. A list of the relevant parts of legislation and regulation which would need to be
considered for amendment is provided. This is based on the project team’s assessment of the
original legal mapping done by the Greek public servants in Stage 1 of the project, and also
on additional legal analysis in order to identify relevant provisions and compatibility with EU
law. Finally, an assessment is made of the likely reduction in administrative burdens which
would result from the implementation of each recommendation.
As is common practice in administrative burdens exercises, the reduction in
administrative burdens for each recommendation is provided independently, i.e. the reduction
is calculated on the basis of the implementation of each recommendation from the current
situation, and no account is taken of the combined effect of recommendations. This means
that the total reduction in administrative burdens which would be achieved by implementing
all recommendations cannot be calculated by simply adding together the reductions for each
recommendation; further analysis would be required once it was clear which
recommendations would be implemented.
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3.2.1.

Improve guidance and user experience of the online system for SPS registration

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens by EUR 12 032 560 and administrative costs by the same amount on a stand-alone
basis.
The Greek government should continue to improve the user-friendliness of the online
system for the registration for SPS by integrating GIS application tools, guides, concrete
examples, e-learning tools and a limited upfront theoretical calculation of the payment to the
farmer.
This would reduce the time spent filling in the application by applicants who use the
online system themselves, and intermediaries who complete the application on behalf of the
applicant.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 1a: Obligations relating to the yearly application for the Single Payment Scheme
Background and rationale
The OPEKEPE has developed an online system for registration which allows farmers to
declare their agricultural activity and submit an application for payments under the SPS
during May each year. Although the application can be submitted in hard copy or
electronically, our measurement showed that applications are now submitted online. This may
be done by the farmers themselves or with the assistance of intermediaries. For the period
covered by the measurement, the intermediaries were mainly the cooperative unions to which
farmers belong. There is also the possibility of a consultant agronomist acting as an
intermediary. The intermediaries are important because of the digital gap caused by both
infrastructure (availability of broadband and hardware) and familiarity with computers and
the application.
In measurement, we found that only a small percentage of farmers use the online system
personally, and an ever smaller percentage of farmers had attempted this without some
assistance from an intermediary.
From interviews, we found that the submission time is influenced by the application
itself. Interviewees who had tried to submit the application on their own reported that they
found the electronic system very hard to understand. They also reported that the system did
not appear to be fully functional, and there were operating issues (such as non-returned
responses, loss of data). This was one factor influencing their use of intermediaries.
We also found during measurement that many interviewees reported the complexity of
the application meant that mistakes were made during input. This was also influenced by the
pressure of queues at union offices, and a perceived need for better training and knowledge of
intermediaries, especially temporary staff. Mistakes lead to corrections during the application
process and, if noticed after the submission, total resubmission. According to expert
assessment conducted as part of measurement, the number of re-submissions can reach 60%.
This adds to the time taken to complete an normally efficient application.
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This recommendation therefore aims to increase the user-friendliness of the system in
order to increase its direct use by farmers, and reduce the time spent on familiarisation with
the system. It will also reduce some time spent on submission by intermediaries, since they
would also be able to reduce the time spent per application.
We recommend improvements to the system which will help guide users through the
application process, notably:


Implementation/optimisation of visualisation tools (such as photographical/
geographical maps for the land parcel description) through Geographic Information
System (GIS) application tools that allow the user to select and associate a parcel of
land with specific production.



Development of a guided application, supported by the following tools:
o

Guides focused on the farmer-specific attributes; differentiated based on
different cases (such as open-ground, greenhouse or livestock farming
activity) as well as on different production types;

o

Providing concrete examples of correctly completed applications (which help
ensure correct completion and reassure the applicant about declaring accurate
data).

o

E-learning tools for the online application, which could range from more
simple step-by-step guides with screenshots to more interactive e-learning,
which will help the applicants use the system themselves.

We also recommend that the system should include, where possible, an up-front,
indicative and theoretical calculation of the support to which the farmer would be entitled
based on the application data. This would provide information which would help indicate to
the farmer whether there might be errors in the application. The application can then be more
easily corrected, which would reduce the overall time taken for a successful and accurate
application to be made.
Description of current situation
On most occasions, applicant farmers submit their application at the Union’s offices, as
they either do not feel confident about submitting the application themselves, or they perceive
the system as complex and not fully functional.
Description of desired situation
A farmer who chooses to submit his application on his own has access to user-friendly
tools that guide him in a re-assuring way through his declaration. The support includes access
to concrete examples and easy-to-use applications that allow him to submit the required
information.
The same guided tools, examples and applications are available to intermediaries.
Where possible, the system provides an up-front, indicative and theoretical calculation of
support due based on the information provided, which allows the user to identify more easily
whether errors have been made in the application and correct them.
Legislation to be examined
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On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or completion and/or amendment of the relevant practices and the
following national legislation and circulars taking into account the relevant EU legislation in
this priority area.
National legislation and circulars
Joint Ministerial Decision 262346/19-3-2010 (Article 11 par. 1 and 5)
Annual O.PE.KE.PE. circulars (latest is Prot. N° 55287/10-05-2013 – for the
application for SPS in 2013)
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 Establishing common rules for direct support
schemes for farmers under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain
support schemes for farmers, (Article 19, 56)
Commission Regulation (EC) 1122/2009 laying down detailed rules for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 as regards cross-compliance,
modulation and the integrated administration and control system, under the direct
support schemes for farmers provided for that Regulation (Articles 12, 20)
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would affect SPS applicants who decide to submit the application
themselves. It should increase this number, and also make it quicker for them to submit their
application using the online system.
These applicants would:



Increasingly be able to submit the application themselves, or with the help of family
and friends, rather than using an intermediary.
Be guided through the online application process, and be able to see examples of
correct applications and read step-by-step guides.

Taking into account the important guiding role of intermediaries, as well as the limited
access or use of IT solutions by farmers, this recommendation would initially target 20% of
the applicants. For this population it is estimated that it will reduce the time spent on
familiarisation and submission of the application by 3 hours (which includes avoiding going
to an intermediary for submission) and reduce the out of pocket costs by 30%.
There would also be some reduction in time for intermediaries who make the remaining
80% of applications, since they would also benefit from the improvements.
On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 12 032 560 in administrative burdens and the
same amount in administrative costs, since there is no business as usual activity.
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Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 248 228 456.60
AC=EUR 248 228 456.60

AB=EUR 236 195 896.74
AC=EUR 236 195 896.74

Reduction of
EUR 12 032 560 AB
EUR 12 032 560 AC

of which:
IO 1a: Obligations relating to the yearly application for the Sigle Payment Scheme
Measurement results

Estimated impact (future
figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 276.91
f= 1
Q= 896 422
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 248 228 456.60
AC=EUR 248 228 456.60

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 263.49
f= 1
Q= 896 422
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 236 195 896.74
AC=EUR 236 195 896.74
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 5%
(of IO 1a AB and AC)

Reduction of
EUR 12 032 560 AB
EUR 12 032 560 AC
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3.2.2.

Reduce the time spent by farmers at intermediaries by increasing efficiency

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens by EUR 94 251 086 and administrative costs by the same amount on a stand-alone
basis.
The administration should take action, and ensure action by intermediaries, to reduce the
time which applicants spend preparing and submitting their application via an intermediary.
In concrete terms, this would be achieved by: increasing the time window for SPS registration
at intermediaries; developing a better scheduling and appointment system with intermediaries;
ensuring intermediaries do not demand from farmers documents which are not required; and
providing field knowledge and information about to intermediaries to reduce errors.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 1a: Obligations relating to the yearly application for the Single Payment Scheme
Background and rationale
A large percentage of farmers continue to use intermediaries to assist them with their SPS
application or complete the application on their behalf. As described above, during this
measurement, the intermediaries used by most farmers were their local cooperative unions, on
the basis of the agreement between OPEKEPE and PASEGES (the Pan-Hellenic
Confederation of Unions of Agricultural Co-operatives).
Based on the information from measurement, there are significant opportunities to reduce
the administrative burdens on farmers by improving the way that intermediaries process the
applications. There is definitely some good practice, but the measurement highlighted an
opportunity to improve processes and remove elements which have resulted in particular in
additional time spent by farmers gathering unnecessary documents, and time spent waiting at
intermediary offices.
In measurement, we found that the most burdensome activities in this obligation are the
gathering of information for the application and submitting the information at the
intermediary’s office.
There are 4 factors which seem to be increasing the time spent on these activities which
could be reduced by the administration acting with intermediaries:


The limited time window for which applications are possible at intermediary
offices. Based on the measurement, a normally efficient applicant must make
the application within a 3 to 5 day period. This creates a bottleneck which leads
to queues at the intermediary office, and this pressure can also understandably
lead to errors in applications.



The limited use of scheduling and appointment systems by intermediaries to
reduce the waiting time.



The request by intermediaries for copies of documents which are not required by
law for the application.
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The limited SPS and field knowledge of some staff working for an intermediary,
particularly fixed term and temporary staff, which appears to limit the efficiency
of making an application and increase the error rate.

On the limited time window, we recommend that agreements with intermediaries require
that they are available to farmers for a longer period, not just for a few days.
On scheduling and appointment systems, we found during measurement some examples
of practice which helped farmers avoid queues. These included arranging appointments,
visiting applicants and establishing temporary offices, and, in one case, making pre-arranged
home visits. At the same time, there were examples of applicants having to visit the office for
a second day because the waiting times were so long. We therefore recommend that the
agreements with intermediaries include necessary requirements about waiting times and
scheduling appointments with applicants and, in the case of intermediaries with many sites,
the establishment of mechanisms which can be applied at sites to segment applicants by type
of activity, geographical location or name. This type of arrangement could also be improved
by having a central call centre during the operating period which could make appointments
for applicants and answer their questions.
On the request for documents which are not actually required, we found during the
measurement that although the most recent circular did not require the submission of certain
tax declarations, certified copy of ID, and certified copies of other declarations and
certificates, these were still requested by intermediaries. We therefore suggest that OPEKEPE
produces checklists of documents for intermediaries which list the documents actually
required.
On the issue of raising efficiency and reducing errors caused by limited familiarity of
staff with SPS and field knowledge, we recommend that the intermediaries are required to
have some expert knowledge available to their staff (perhaps by telephone) and that
OPEKEPE provides a simple introductory guide for intermediaries which provides
information about the SPS, and issues which intermediaries should cover in training the staff
who will assist with applications.
Description of current situation
Most registrations for SPS are performed by and within intermediaries. Farmers face
waiting times in order to submit their declaration, partly because all registrations are handled
within a limited period.
In most cases, intermediaries demand a certain number of documents beyond those that
are required by law.
Registration mistakes at the intermediary may create additional time spent by farmers for
resubmission and correction of the application.
Description of desired situation
Applications for SPS via intermediaries can be made throughout the period before the
deadline.
Based on a scheduled meeting, the farmer submits his application to the intermediary.
Intermediaries operating many sites have a system of appointments and scheduling which is
publicised. Arrangements to minimise waiting time form part of the OPEKEPE certification
of an intermediary.
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Intermediaries ask only for the documents that are required by law, and they use
OPEKEPE checklists to ensure they have received the correct documents.
The staff of the intermediary have enough knowledge of SPS and farming to help assess
the completeness of the application, and there are fewer resubmissions and corrections.
Legislation to be examined
On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or completion and/or amendment of the relevant practices and the
following national legislation and circulars taking into account the relevant EU legislation in
this priority area.
National legislation and circulars
Annual O.PE.KE.PE. circulars (latest is Prot. N° 55287/10.05.13 – for the application
for SPS in 2013)
OPEKEPE Circular 11545/29-01-2014 – Certification of authorities for the
completion and submission of petitions for SPS in the context of ΟΣΔΕ (Completed
System for Administrative Control) for the years 2014-2020
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 Establishing common rules for direct support
schemes for farmers under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain
support schemes for farmers, (Article 19, 56)
Commission Regulation (EC) 1122/2009 laying down detailed rules for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 as regards cross-compliance,
modulation and the integrated administration and control system, under the direct
support schemes for farmers provided for that Regulation (Articles 12, 20)
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would affect applicants who submit their SPS application via an
intermediary.
These applicants would:





Be able to submit their application during a longer period before the deadline
Not have to wait at the intermediary, because they would make an appointment in
advance which is kept to, or the intermediary would make other arrangements to
make the submission conveniently (for example, home visits)
Submit only the supporting documents required by law, and not additional documents
which the intermediary believes are necessary.
Be less likely to have to make a further submission in order to correct the first
application.

This recommendation will allow the reduction of time spent on collecting the supporting
documents for the application and on waiting times at intermediary offices. The reduction in
time is estimated at 6 hours for greenhouse farmers and 7 hours for open-ground farmers and
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livestock breeders. Additionally, out of pocket costs related to travel will be reduced by 50%,
because of the reduction in visits to various authorities for collecting unnecessary documents.
On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 94 251 086 in administrative burdens and the
same amount in administrative costs, because there are no business-as-usual costs.
Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

AB=EUR 248 228 456.60
AC=EUR 248 228 456.60

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 153 977 370.59
AC=EUR 153 977 370.59

Reduction of
EUR 94 251 086 AB
EUR 94 251 086 AC

of which:
IO 1a: Obligations relating to the yearly application for the Single Payment Scheme
Measurement results :

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments)=
276.91 EUR
f= 1
Q= 896 422
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 248 228 456.60
AC=EUR 248 228 456.60

P (weighted segments) =
171.77 EUR
f= 1
Q= 896 422
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 153 977 370.59
AC=EUR 153 977 370.59
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 38 %
(of IO 1 AB and AC)

Reduction of
EUR 94 251 086.01 AB
EUR 94 251 086.01 AC
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3.2.3.

Application progress tracking in the SPS electronic system

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens by EUR 5 920 867 and administrative costs by the same amount on a stand-alone
basis.
The government should develop the electronic system already in place so that applicants
can track the progress of their SPS application for support and receive automatic updates.
This will reduce the time they currently spend following up their application.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 1a: Obligations relating to the yearly application for the Single Payment Scheme
Background and rationale
In measurement, we found that applicants for SPS currently spend time contacting the
authorities, either directly or via their intermediaries, to receive updates and confirmation of
progress, or some indication of the status of their application. This particularly relates to
confirmation of whether the application has been received and processed, and when a
payment will be made, and a normally efficient applicant spends 30 minutes on these
contacts. An applicant will spend more time on this activity if there is a delay, and they may
attend meetings to discuss the progress. We also found that applicants were irritated not only
by delay, but by the lack of information about the date could be expected. Some applicants
relied on personal contacts within OPEKEPE in order to obtain information.
We recommend that the electronic system for SPS should be improved so that farmers, or
their intermediaries, can track the progress of their application online. The different status
types which could be shown include:







Application submitted
Under verification
Requests made for additional information
Subject to further adjustment
Approved and in payment process
Payment completed

In addition, it might be possible to improve the system so it sends automatic notifications
to the applicant by e-mail or SMS when each step in the process is completed.
Description of current situation
In order to obtain information on the application and on payment, farmers normally spend
time contacting the authorities to obtain an indication of progress. Some rely on unofficial
contacts within OPEKEPE.
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Description of desired situation
The applicant or his intermediary has continuous access online to the status of the
application (end-to-end until payment), and may also receive automatic notification by e-mail
or SMS on the status of his application.
Legislation to be examined
On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or completion and/or amendment of the relevant practices and the
following national legislation and circulars taking into account the relevant EU legislation in
this priority area:
Joint Ministerial Decision 262346/19-3-2010, Article 11 par. 1 and 5
Annual O.PE.KE.PE. circulars (latest is Prot. N° 55287/10.05.13 – for the application
for SPS in 2013)
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 Establishing common rules for direct support
schemes for farmers under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain
support schemes for farmers (Article 19, 56)
Commission Regulation (EC) 1122/2009 laying down detailed rules for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 as regards cross-compliance,
modulation and the integrated administration and control system, under the direct
support schemes for farmers provided for that Regulation (Articles 12, 20)
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would affect all applicants for registration under the SPS.
These businesses would:




No longer have to spend time following up their application directly with OPEKEPE
or their intermediaries to understand its status.
Be able to find information online about the progress of their specific application.
Receive automatic e-mail or SMS notifications about the progress of their application
and payments.

Based on the results of measurement, it is estimated that 30 minutes can be saved on
contacting authorities or intermediaries as to check the status and progress of an application.
On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 5 920 867 in administrative burdens and
administrative costs, because there is no business-as-usual activity.
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Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 248 228 456.60
AC=EUR 248 228 456.60

AB=EUR 242 307 589.29
AC=EUR 242 307 589.29

Reduction of
EUR 5 920 867.31 AB
EUR 5 920 867.31 AC

of which:
IO 1a: Obligations relating to the yearly application for the Single Payment Scheme
Measurement results:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 276.91
f= 1
Q= 896 422
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 248 228 456.60
AC=EUR 248 228 456.60

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 270.31
f= 1
Q= 896 422
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 242 307 589.29
AC=EUR 242 307 589.29
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 2%
(of IO 1 AB and AC)

Reduction of
EUR 5 920 867.31 AB
EUR 5 920 867.31 AC
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3.2.4.

Eliminate in-person paper submission of the application for transfer of rights

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens by EUR 284 067 and administrative costs by the same amount on a stand-alone basis.
The current requirement to submit electronic and paper versions of the application for
transfer of SPS rights should be replaced with an electronic application, with the supporting
documents sent to the OPEKEPE office.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 1b: Obligations relating to the transfer of rights under the Single Payment Scheme
Background and rationale
Currently, the application for transfer of SPS rights is made both electronically and on
paper. An application is made using the electronic system in the period February to April. A
paper copy is submitted, generally in person, to the regional offices of the OPEKEPE. For
some cases, such as force majeure, the application must be submitted to the OPEKEPE
central office in Athens.
These arrangements add cost for farmers who need to transfer rights, for example because
of inheritance. At the same time, we understand from OPEKEPE and the Ministry that certain
hard copy documents proving title are required because of the lack of a central land registry
(cadastre).
The SPS electronic system could be changed to allow the transferor and the beneficiary to
identify themselves, from different locations if necessary, and make an online declaration
about the transfer of rights. Scanned versions of the relevant documents could be uploaded. If
necessary, the hard copies of these documents could be sent by registered mail or courier to
the relevant regional offices, but there should be no requirement to appear in person. This
would also remove the need for a personal visit to the central office in Athens.
In measurement, applicants were also irritated by the limited time window for
applications, and we therefore recommend that applications for transfer are accepted all year.
Because of the deadlines for applications for support, however, it might only be possible for
rights to be transferred in-year up to a particular deadline.
Description of current situation
Together, the beneficiary and the transferor need to submit the request for transfer to the
decentralised offices of the OPEKEPE through both electronic and paper means.
In case of force majeure, the request for transfer needs to be submitted by hand to the
central offices of the OPEKEPE in Athens.
An application can only be made between February and April.
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Description of desired situation
The application process is handled electronically by allowing the beneficiary and the
transferor to authenticate themselves and declare the transfer.
Supporting proof is submitted by registered mail or courier.
There is no requirement to travel to a regional or central office.
Applications can be made throughout the year.
Legislation to be examined
On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or completion and/or amendment of the relevant practices and the
following national legislation and circulars taking into account the relevant EU legislation in
this priority area:
Joint Ministerial Decision 262346/19-3-2010, as in force, Article 14 par. 1, 2, 4 and 5,
20 par. 1 and 2 and Article 21 par. 1, 2 and 3 on the submission, process and
accompanying documentation of applications for the transfer of rights under the
Single Payment Scheme
Circular 12386/06-02-2013 (Transfer of SPS rights for the year 2013)
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 Establishing common rules for direct support
schemes for farmers under the common agricultural policy and establishing certain
support schemes for farmers, (Articles 33, 43, 50, 62)
Commission Regulation (EC) 1122/2009 laying down detailed rules for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 as regards cross-compliance,
modulation and the integrated administration and control system, under the direct
support schemes for farmers provided for that Regulation (Article 20, 82)
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would affect those transferring SPS rights (entitlements), including following
sale, gift, inheritance or following force majeure, and those receiving the rights.
These applicants would:





No longer be required to submit a hard copy of the application.
No longer be obliged to take a copy of the application or proofs in person to any
OPEKEPE office
Be able to submit the minimum necessary proofs by registered mail or courier.
Be able to submit an application at any time during the year.

This recommendation will reduce the time spent on the application by 60 minutes per
transfer, as well as remove the consultancy costs charged by intermediaries (currently EUR
10). Taking into account the digital divide, this recommendation would affect 50% of the total
annual applications for transfers.
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On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 284 067 in administrative burdens and
administrative costs, since there are no business-as-usual costs.
Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 1 556 833.53
AC=EUR 1 556 833.53

AB=EUR 1 272 766.34
AC=EUR 1 272 766.34

Reduction of
EUR 284 067.19 AB
EUR 284 067.19 AC

of which:
IO 1b: Obligations relating to the transfer of rights under the Single Payment Scheme
Measurement results:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (sum segments) =
EUR 63.60
f= 1
Q= 24 478
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 1 556 833.53
AC=EUR 1 556 833.53

P (sum segments) =
EUR 52.00
f= 1
Q= 24 478
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 1 272 766.34
AC=EUR 1 272 766.34
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 18%
(of IO 1b AC and AB)

Reduction of
EUR 284 067 AB
EUR 284 067 AC
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3.2.5.

Greater use of standard costs to simplify Rural Development Programme
applications

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens by EUR 1 756 613 and administrative costs by the same amount on a stand-alone
basis.
The government should ensure a wider use is made of standard costs for applicants to use
in their applications for support under the Rural Development Programme. This will reduce
the significant burdens caused to applicants when they have to arrange pro-forma invoices to
submit to justify their proposed costs.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 2: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings (Measure 121)
Background and rationale
When applications for support are made under the Rural Development Programme, the
applicant can use standard costs where these are available, or otherwise must submit proforma invoices for proposed items over a certain threshold. We understand the current
threshold in Greece is EUR 1 500 and we also understand from the Ministry that only one
pro-forma invoice will be required.
Standard cost lists reduce the administrative burden on applicants, because they are not
required to obtain the pro-forma invoice or quotation. In measurement, the gathering of data
for the application was found to be the most burdensome activity in the process, taking
between 30 and 45 hours. Within that, the gathering of pro-forma invoices and technical
specifications was the most demanding part. It required the applicant to search for suppliers
and ask for prices which are not, however, guaranteed by the supplier for long enough to be
used once an approval is issued.
We understand from the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development that there are
plans to use a number of standard costs for Rural Development Programme applications from
2014. Nevertheless, there will always be potential items which it makes little sense to include
on a standard cost list. This can be for different reasons, including price volatility and wide
variation in technical specifications. The administration also has to invest its own resources in
the production of standard cost lists. We also understand that the administration has in place
processes to assess whether prices quoted on pro-forma invoices are reasonable. Article 62(2)
of Regulation 1305/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council (OJ L.347,
20.12.2013, p.487) requires that where aid is granted on the basis of standard costs or
additional costs and income foregone, Member States must ensure that the relevant
calculations are “adequate and accurate and established in advance on the basis of a fair,
equitable and certifiable calculation. To this end, a body that is functionally independent from
the authorities responsible for the programme implementation and possesses the appropriate
expertise shall perform the calculations or confirm the adequacy and accuracy of the
calculations.”
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It is not within the scope of this project to recommend the detailed items which should be
subject to standard costs. We recommend that the government ensures it makes significant
further use of standard costs in order to reduce administrative burdens on applicants. We
therefore calculate the illustrative benefit of this measure on the basis of a reduction in 50%
of the time taken to gather pro-forma invoices.
Description of current situation
For the initial application under this measure, a farmer generally needs to collect pro
forma invoices to define the amount of the investment and provide additional documentation
in support of his investment plan.
Description of desired situation
An application is made on the basis of a mixture of standard costs and pro-forma
invoices, based on only one pro-forma invoice being required per item. 50% less time is taken
to collect pro forma invoices than would be the case if all proposed project items had to be
supported by a pro forma invoice.
Legislation to be examined
On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or amendment of the following national secondary legislation taking
into account the existing obligations of EU law in this priority area:
Ministerial decision 12374/29-12-2010, as in force, Articles 3 par. 3, 5 par. 3, 7 par.
2, 8 par. 1
Ministerial Decision 11308/2010, Article 13, Annex 9.
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Commission Regulation (EU) 65/2011 laying down detailed rules for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005, as regards the
implementation of control procedures as well as cross-compliance in respect of rural
development support measures, Article 24.2(d)
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), Articles 26, Annexes
Regulation 1794/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down
detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 on support
for rural development by the EAFRD, Article 53 par. 1
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would affect applicants under the Rural Development Programme.
These applicants would:
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Be able to rely more often for their application on standard costs for planned
expenditure
Not be required to collect submit as many pro forma invoices with their application

The implementation of this measure would reduce the time spent by the applicant on
collecting pro-forma invoices from different suppliers, as well as the time spent on the
relevant parts of the application. The impact is estimated on the basis of a 50% reduction in
the time spent on these activities following the publication of new standard costs.
On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 1 756 613 in administrative burdens and in
administrative costs, since there is no business as usual activity.
Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 22 079 186.92
AC=EUR 36 280 710.53

AB=EUR 20 322 573.96
AC=EUR 34 524 097.57

Reduction of
EUR 1 756 612.96 AB
EUR 1 756 612.96 AC

of which:
IO 2: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings (Measure 121)
Measurement results:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 4 365.38
f= 1
Q= 8311
BAU= 39.14%
AB=EUR 22 079 186.92
AC=EUR 36 280 710.53

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 4 154.02
f= 1
Q= 8311
BAU= 41.14%
AB=EUR 20 322 573.96
AC=EUR 34 524 097.57
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 8%
(of IO 2 AB)

Reduction of
EUR 1 756 612.96 AB
EUR 1 756 612.96 AC
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3.2.6.

Improve user-friendliness and guided support of Rural Development
Programme application forms and templates

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens by EUR 6 275 271 and administrative costs by the same amount on a stand-alone
basis.
The government should improve the complex forms and templates used for Rural
Development Programme applications by re-designing them based on user feedback and
principles of good form design, including clarity, explanations, use of direct questions and
sequencing (to direct the user between sections). The government should also provide
examples of applications for different types of project to help applicants become familiar with
the requirements.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 2: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings (Measure 121)
IO3: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for setting up of young farmers (Measure 112)
IO 4: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for participation of Farmers in food quality.
Background and rationale
The forms and templates used to apply for support under the Rural Development
Programme measures listed are in Annexes 3, 4 and 5.
In measurement, we found that applicants considered the technical details and documents
which were required for the application file to be extremely complex. Although they
outsourced the completion of the application to consultants and advisers, they spent time
meeting the advisers and travelling in order to understand what information was required
next.
Some of the information which is required in the application is complex. Therefore, it is
more worthwhile ensuring that the forms and templates themselves are clear and easy to
complete. This will help applicants understand themselves what they should complete and
reduce reliance on experts for non-technical issues.
We understand from the Ministry that applications for some Rural Development
Programme measures are due to be made using the same system which is used for SPS
applications. This could help to reduce the time taken in application.
In both online and static forms, it would be possible to improve the user-friendliness and
navigation of the form based on good form design principles. These include clarity, providing
information on the form about why information is requested, using direct questions to guide
the user to the next relevant part of the form, and ensuring the sequence of the form reflects
the user understanding of the situation. User feedback would also help understand where the
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templates and forms can be simplified, along with ideas from other countries. To add to the
Greek government’s own expertise in this area, interesting resources from other countries for
the development of public sector forms include a better practice guide from the Australian
National Audit Office, and guidelines originally from a joint project of the Norwegian
Ministry of Trade and Industry (NHD), Confederation of Norwegian Enterprise (NHO) and
the Federation of Norwegian Commercial and Service Enterprises (HSH).2
As well as form design, the government should provide examples of completed (fictional)
applications of different categories of project under the programme. These will help
applicants become more familiar with the requirements.
Description of current situation
The technical details and the documents that are required for the application to the
measures are perceived as extremely complex. As a result, potential applicants seek external
support not only on technical matters but also in order to understand the development of a
technical file and additional documents.
Description of desired situation
Applicants are guided through the application process and understand when they need
help to develop the technical details for the file. Their own increased understanding allows the
development of the application in a more efficient and effective way.
Legislation to be examined
On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or amendment of the following national secondary legislation taking
into account the existing obligations of EU law in this priority area:
Measure 121
Ministerial Decision No. 4985/2010, as in force, Article 15
Ministerial Decision 11308/2010, Annexes 3, 4, 6, 7, 10
Ministerial decision 12374/29-12-2010, Articles 2-8, Annexes
Measure 112:
Joint Ministerial Decision 704/2008, as in force, Annexes
Ministerial Decision No. 1421/27.1.2009, Annex
Ministerial Decision No. 5818/30.04.2009, sections A and B
Ministerial Decision No. 14357/13.12.2011, Articles 1, 2, 3
2

Australian National Audit Office (2006) User-Friendly Forms, Key Principles and Practices to
Effectively Design and Communicate Australian Government Forms: Better Practice Guide, Canberra :
www.anao.gov.au/~/media/Uploads/Documents/user_friendly_forms.pdf
Brønnøysund Register Centre (2011) ELMER: User Interface Guidelines for Governmental Forms on
the Internet Version 2.1, Brønnøysund : www.brreg.no/elmer/elmer_2_1_english.pdf
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Measure 132:
Ministerial Decisions 1720/3.7.2009 and 14813/20.12.2011, as in force, Annexes
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 679/2011 of 14 July 2011 amending
Regulation (EC) No 1974/2006 laying down detailed rules for the application of
Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), Article 13
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD), Article 76 par. 2
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would affect potential applicants for measures under the Rural Development
Programme.
These businesses would:




Understand more quickly and easily what information is required to complete their
application, and have seen fictional examples of similar applications.
Be able to understand better when to approach their advisors for technical advice.
Be able to develop their application more quickly

This recommendation would remove part of the time spent on familiarisation and creating
the technical file. It is estimated that the time spent on these activities would be reduced by
4 hours overall, with a high impact on reduction of irritation caused by these IOs. Consulting
costs would be reduced by 10%, as a result of increased efficiency in the application and less
expert guidance.
On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 6 275 271 in administrative burdens and
administrative costs.
Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 39 162 890.97
AC=EUR 65 513 332.25

AB=EUR 32 887 619.65
AC=EUR 59 238 060.93

Reduction of
EUR 6 275 271 AB
EUR 6 275 271 AC
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of which:
IO 2: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings(Measure 121)
Measurement results:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 4 365.38
f= 1
Q= 8311
BAU= 39.14%
AB=EUR 22 079 186.92
AC=EUR 36 280 710.53

P (weighted segments)=
EUR 3 966.07
f= 1
Q= 8311
BAU= 42.08%
AB=EUR 18 760 483.68
AC=EUR 32 962 007.29

Potential reduction:

Reduction of
EUR 3 318 703.24 AB
EUR 3 318 703.24 AC

IO 3: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for setting up of young farmers (Measure 112)
Measurement results:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 1 628.40
f= 1
Q= 8276
BAU= 20%
AB=EUR 10 781 310.72
AC=EUR 13 476 638.40

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 1 475.56
f= 1
Q= 8276
BAU= 22.07%
AB=EUR 9 516 406.88
AC=EUR 12 211 734.56

Potential reduction:

Reduction of
EUR 1 264 903.84 AB
EUR 1 264 903.84 AC

IO 4: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for participation of Farmers in food quality.
Measurement results:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 2 820.62
f= 1
Q= 5 586
BAU= 60%
AB=EUR 6 302 393.33
AC=EUR 15 755 983.32

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 2 517.78
f= 1
Q= 5 586
BAU= 67.22%
AB=EUR 4 610 729.09
AC=EUR 14 064 319.08
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Potential reduction:

Reduction of
EUR 1 691 664.24 AB
EUR 1 691 664.24 AC
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3.2.7.

Encourage clustering in applications for Rural Development Programme
support

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens by EUR 2 757 297 and administrative costs by the same amount on a stand-alone
basis.
The government should encourage groups of farmers to work together on applications for
Rural Development Programme support by promoting and publicising evidence about the
benefits of working together to create certified quality clusters. Working together on Rural
Development Programme support reduces administrative burdens because the consultancy
costs and time are shared across a number of applicants.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 4: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for participation of Farmers in food quality
Background and rationale
Measure 132 of the Rural Development Programme aims to help farmers to improve their
production or holdings in order to increase competitiveness by providing high quality
certified products, on the basis of production which is environmentally sound and aims to
reduce pesticide and nitrate residues.
Local and regional authorities (mainly prefectures) play a significant role in the
familiarisation process by encouraging farmers or groups of farmers to apply under the
measure. In measurement, interviewees said it was best practice for groups or clusters of
farmers to work together to develop applications for support under this measure. This allowed
them to work together and share some of the costs of developing an application, which
include consultancy costs as well as time.
The government will reduce administrative burdens for applicants if it takes successful
action to promote clustering of applicants under this measure. Useful activity might take the
form of:


brochures, media events, conferences and roadshows about the benefits of the
measure and success stories from groups of farmers who formed clusters and applied
for assistance;



events for intermediaries who encourage farmers to participate in clusters, including
local and regional authorities, research centres, universities;



awards for successful collaboration under the measure.

As well as reducing administrative burdens, this recommendation should also help
support entrepreneurship among farmers.
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Description of current situation
The great majority of applications for participation of farmers in the food quality measure
are submitted individually. Each applicant bears alone the full costs associated with the
application.
Description of desired situation
Farmers are encouraged to participate in production clusters, as a way of obtaining
funding under this measure, but mainly as a way to organise their production for branding and
selling.
When they choose to apply for support, their individual application costs under this
measure will be reduced because they are spread across more participants.
Legislation to be examined
On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or amendment of the following national secondary legislation taking
into account the existing obligations of EU law in this priority area:
Ministerial Decision 1483/5-6-2009 - Subsidy definition and procedures in the
application of Measure 1.3.2 “Participation of farmers in Food quality Systems”,
Article 5 par. 1.
Ministerial Decision 1720/3.7.2009 – Details for the implementation of Measure 132
“Participation of farmers in Food quality Systems” of Axis 1 of Rural Development
Programme 2007-2013", as in force, Part I, section 4.
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 on support for rural development by the
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)
Regulation (EC) 1974/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council laying
down detailed rules for the application of Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005 on
support for rural development by the EAFRD
See also EU Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European
Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the
Regions – Towards World-Class clusters in the European Union: Implementing the
Broad-based innovation strategy, SEC (2008) 2637.
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would affect farmers who choose to participate in groups/clusters to apply
for support under this measure of the Rural Development Programme.
These applicants would:


Share the costs of developing their application for support with one another.
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Sharing the costs will reduce time and consultancy costs for individual participants in the
cluster, as the entire application for support would be equally split among them. The
recommendation is assumed to affect 20% of existing applications and is based on an estimate
that the average size of a cluster would be 8 farmers.
On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 2 757 297 in administrative burdens and the same
amount in administrative costs.
Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 6 302 393.33
AC=EUR 15 755 983.32

AB=EUR 3 545 096.25
AC=EUR 12 998 686.24

Reduction of
EUR AB 2 757 297
EUR AC 2 757 297

of which:
IO 4: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for participation of Farmers in food quality
Measurement data:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 2 820.62
f= 1
Q= 5 586
BAU= 60%
AB=EUR 6 302 393.33
AC=EUR 15 755 983.32

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 2 327.01
f= 1
Q= 5 586
BAU= 72.73%
AB=EUR 3 545 096.25
AC=EUR 12 998 686.24
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 18%
(of IO 4 AB)

Reduction of
EUR AB 2 757 297.08
EUR AC 2 757 297.08
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3.2.8.

Reduce required supporting documentation for applications by sharing data
within the public administration

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens by EUR 68 393 813 and administrative costs by the same amount on a stand-alone
basis.
The government should reduce the documents required to support SPS registration and
Rural Development Programme applications, and ensure that OPEKEPE can share data on
and for registrations and applications with the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development, and with other relevant ministries and agencies.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 1: Obligations relating to registration for the Single Payment Scheme (including
updates)
IO 2: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings(Measure 121)
IO 3: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for setting up of young farmers (Measure 112)
IO 4: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for participation of Farmers in food quality
Background and rationale
Currently, farmers submit many of the same documents to OPEKEPE for different
purposes. These include tax documents, copies of ID card, social security certificates,
contracts and leases. They also submit a copy of the SPS registration as part of some Rural
Development Programme applications. There is a clear opportunity for information sharing
within OPEKEPE, between OPEKEPE and the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development, and with other Ministries and agencies.
The expansion of the SPS registration system to act also as an application tool for some
Rural Development Programme measures will help integration. We understand from
OPEKEPE that work is already underway or nearing completion to integrate this system with
IACS and with the main Ministry of Finance tax system (Taxisnet). We also understand that
interconnection with the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development’s own register
systems may be complete in 20 months.
As noted above, it appears that intermediaries have been asking applicants for more
documents than are actually required by law, and this makes it more difficult to understand
the current situation.
We therefore recommend that OPEKEPE conducts a structured programme to reduce the
amount of information required from applicants and ensure that information is shared. The
implementation of this programme would involve:
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-

Collecting supporting documents once per year as they are submitted or updated for the
SPS application 2014. These documents would not then be submitted for Rural
Development Measures, and the existence of an SPS declaration would itself become
proof of the documents needed in order to obtain it. OPEKEPE would have received the
documents already and could retrieve them from its own systems. To apply for a measure
under the Rural Development Programme, applicants would only need to refer to their
SPS application.

-

Assessing the relevance and enforcement value of the documents currently supplied. In
most cases, they should be replaced with a simple statement of compliance at the moment
of application. An application could be subject to inspection with a system of penalties in
case of false declarations.

-

Changing IT systems to enable data sharing between ministries and agencies, and creation
of pre-filled forms. This would allow checks, and should remove the need for submission
of information on land use and ownership, income and tax declarations and other
information about the applicant.

For example, to make an SPS registration with no changes from the previous year, an
open-ground farmer would not need to submit any additional supporting documents; his
registration in the SPS would consist of simply approving a statement of compliance.
This recommendation should be implemented systematically and has the potential to
provide significant benefits to reduce administrative burdens.
Description of current situation
For the submission of applications for SPS and Rural Development Programme measures,
applicants must provide in several cases the same documents which originate from different
ministries or agencies. These include proof of land (E9 or equivalent), proof of income tax
(E1), proof of insurance (OGA) and the SPS registration
Description of desired situation
Applicants make applications for schemes and measures based a statement of compliance,
plus any proof documents which have not been submitted previously.
OPEKEPE uses data sharing, and recalls as necessary data from within its own systems
and other government IT systems to support the application. The new proof documents are
also uploaded and stored so they can be referred to in future applications.
OPEKEPE uses the data it holds to provide pre-filled declarations for SPS registration
each year, so that new information is not required if there is no change.
Legislation to be examined
On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or amendment of and/or additions to the following national
secondary legislation taking into account the existing obligations of EU law in this priority
area:
Law 3614/2007, as in force (Article 9 par. 1, 2, 5, 7)
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Ministerial Decision 8932/2008: Decision on the establishment of a system for the
management and control of the Programme Agricultural Development of Greece
2007- 2013.
Ministerial Decision No. 4985/2010 of GG B 1026/2-7-10 (Articles 25, 28 par. 1)
Ministerial Decision 11308/2010 of GG B 1964/21-12-2010 (Article 31 par. 1.b)

Ministerial Decision 14813/20.12.2011 (Part II,10.2.II)
Joint Ministerial Decision 262346/19 March 2010 -Additional administrative
measures and procedures for the implementation of the Single Payment Scheme
(SPS) based on EC regulations 73/2009 and Council 1120/2009 of the Commission
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Commission Regulation (EC) 1122/2009 laying down detailed rules for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) 73/2009 (Recital 25, Article 7 par. 1 and
2, Article 20)
Commission Regulation (EU) 65/2011 laying down detailed rules for the
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005, as regards the
implementation of control procedures as well as cross-compliance in respect of rural
development support measures (Article 24 par. 1, 2)
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would, over time, affect almost all applicants for SPS and Rural
Development Programme measures.
These applicants would:





Submit fewer supporting documents because standard information would be shared
from other government systems, for example tax and social security systems
Submit fewer supporting documents because the amount of supporting information
has been reviewed to eliminate unnecessary documents
Spend less time visiting different public authorities to obtain documents to submit as
proof.
Receive pre-filled notifications for SPS registration based on the previous year’s
information which they could just certify and return if there were no changes.

This measure would allow a significant reduction of the time spent on gathering the
documents in support of each application for the SPS declaration (IO1 –reduction of 2 hours
for greenhouse farmers, and 4 hours for the other segments), as well as for the applications for
Rural Development Programme support for the modernisation of agricultural holdings (IO2),
support for new farmers (IO3) and participating in food quality (IO4) (reduction estimated at
8 hours). Additionally, out-of-pocket costs would also be reduced by EUR 15 to 25 per
application depending on the segment, because there would be reduced need to visit various
authorities or experts to collect these documents and certify them.
On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 68 393 813 in administrative burdens and the
same amount in administrative costs.
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Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 287 391 347.57
AC=EUR 313 741 788.85

AB=EUR 218 997 534.11
AC=EUR 245 347 975.39

Reduction of
EUR 68 393 813 AB
EUR 68 393 813 AC

of which:
IO 1a: Obligations relating to the yearly application for the Sigle Payment Scheme
Measurement data:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
276.91 EUR
f= 1
Q= 896 422
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 248 228 456.60
AC=EUR 248 228 456.60

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 203.73
f= 1
Q= 896 422
BAU= 0%
AB=EUR 182 625 740.78
AC=EUR 182 625 740.78

Potential reduction:
Reduction of 26%
(of IO 1a AC)

Reduction of
EUR 65 602 715.82 AB
EUR 65 602 715.82 AC

IO 2: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings(Measure 121)
Measurement data:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 4 365.38
f= 1
Q= 8311
BAU= 39.14%
AB=EUR 22 079 186.92
AC=EUR 36 280 710.53

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 4 239.18
f= 1
Q= 8311
BAU= 40.31%
AB=EUR 21 030 265.44
AC=EUR 35 231 789.05
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 3%
(of IO 2 AC)

Reduction of
EUR 1 048 921.48 AB
EUR 1 048 921.48 AC
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IO 3: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for setting up of young farmers (Measure 112)
Measurement data:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 1 628.40
f= 1
Q= 8276
BAU= 20%
AB=EUR 10 781 310.72
AC=EUR 13 476 638.40

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 1 502.72
f= 1
Q= 8276
BAU= 21.67%
AB=EUR 9 741 183.04
AC=EUR 12 436 510.72

Potential reduction:
Reduction of 8%
(of IO 3 AC)

Reduction of
EUR 1 040 127.68 AB
EUR 1 040 127.68 AC

IO 4: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for participation of Farmers in food quality
Measurement data:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P (weighted segments) =
EUR 2 820.62
f= 1
Q= 5 586
BAU= 60%
AB=EUR 6 302 393.33
AC=EUR 15 755 983.32

P (weighted segments)=
EUR 2 694.94
f= 1
Q= 5 586
BAU= 62.80%
AB=EUR 5 600 344.85
AC=EUR 15 053 934.84
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 4%
(of IO 4 AC)

Reduction of
EUR AB 702 048.48
EUR AC 702 048.48
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3.2.9.

Electronic submission of wine production declaration, and harvest declarations
gathered electronically from growers

Summary of recommendation
The implementation of this recommendation is calculated to reduce administrative
burdens for wine producers by EUR 207 646 and administrative costs by the same amount on
a stand-alone basis. (Costs for grape growers were not measured so cannot be quantified.)
The government should proceed with its plan for electronic data collection of harvest data
from grape growers, and from wine producers, which will reduce the costs to wine producers
of their own data submission and also the checking which they currently perform of harvest
data from their suppliers.
IOs affected
This recommendation reduces administrative costs primarily for the following
Information Obligations:
IO 6: Obligation to declare data on wine production
Background and rationale
Currently, wine producers make a data submission in hard copy and include with their
wine production data information about their suppliers’ grape harvest (not only in cases where
they are also growers).
It was clear from measurement that wine producers spend a significant amount of time more than 30 hours which is 76% of the time taken for this obligation - cross-checking data
declared by growers with data from the Directorate of Agriculture of the prefecture. They take
this time because they do not want to be penalised for making a false declaration about their
suppliers’ harvests.
The Ministry of Agriculture has been trialling electronic harvest information submission
by grape growers. We understand that they now plan to roll this out nationwide, and at the
same time allow wine producers to submit information electronically on the same system. We
were told this will remove the need for detailed harvest submissions by wine producers
(because information will be provided by the system) as well as reduce the burden for grape
growers.
We recommend that the government continues with its simplification in this area.
Description of current situation
Wine producers keep records about production which are completed and delivered by
hand to the responsible authority.
Wine producers also need to submit vineyard information that they obtain from the
vineyard owners and for which they are held accountable. As a result they spend time
checking the information with the Directorate of Agriculture of the prefecture.
Description of desired situation
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Wine producers submit electronically the data for the production of wine and wine
products and their stocks by gaining access to vineyard information and linking it to the
grapes received from their suppliers.
A calculation of consolidated production data is automatically made.
Legislation to be examined
On the basis of an assessment of the current situation and the legislation in scope identified in
the previous stages of the project, in order for the recommendation to be implemented there
needs to be a review and/or completion and/or amendment and/or repeal of the following
national legislation, as well as amendment and/or extension of the scope of the following
circular on harvest declaration to cover also production declarations, taking into account the
relevant EU legislation in this priority area.
Ministerial Decision 398581/27-09-2001 (Government Gazette 1293/B/08-10-2001)
Defining details for implementing the Commission Regulation No 1282/2001
Concerning the information to identify wine products and to monitor the wine market
for the amendment of Regulation No 1623/2000 (Article 1, Tables Γ, Γ1)
Circular Νο. 5509/123907/11 October 2013 on the submission of harvest declarations
for wine producers by electronic means
EU legislation which sets relevant obligations in this area
(references are to consolidated versions)
Commission Regulation (EC) No 436/2009 laying down detailed rules for the
application of Council Regulation (EC) No 479/2008 as regards the vineyard register,
compulsory declarations and the gathering of information to monitor the wine market,
the documents accompanying consignments of wine products and the wine sector
registers to be kept (Recital 16, Articles 9, 12, 16)
Council Regulation (EC) No 479/2008 on the common organisation of the market in
wine, amending Regulations (EC) No 1493/1999, (EC) No 1782/2003, (EC) No
1290/2005, (EC) No 3/2008 and repealing Regulations (EEC) No 2392/86 and (EC)
No 1493/1999 (Article 111)
Assessment of impact on administrative costs and burdens
This change would affect wine producers.
These businesses would:




No longer be required to obtain harvest information from their suppliers since this
will be supplied within the system.
No longer be obliged as a result of rules on accountability to check the supplier data
with the prefecture.
Be able to submit the production data electronically.

The implementation of the system will reduce considerably the time spent by all
producers gathering and checking data related to production. The reduction is estimated at
60%, which corresponds to more than 2 days. They will also save time submitting the
application, and the reduction is estimated at 2 hours.
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On this basis, the reductions in administrative burdens and costs for this recommendation
have been calculated as a reduction of EUR 207 646 in administrative burdens and
administrative costs.
Total for this recommendation
Measured relevant IOs:

Estimated future figures:

Reduction potential:

AB=EUR 287 384.17
AC=EUR 410 548.81
of which:

AB=EUR 79 738.57
AC=EUR 202 903.21

Reduction of
EUR 207 646 AB
EUR 207 646 AC

IO 6: Obligation to declare data on wine production
Measurement data:

Estimated impact
(future figures):

P = EUR 571.80
f= 1
Q= 718
BAU= 30%
AB=EUR 287 384.17
AC=EUR 410 548.81

P = EUR 282.6
f= 1
Q= 718
BAU= 60.70%
AB=EUR 79 738.57
AC=EUR 202 903.21
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Potential reduction:
Reduction of 51%
(of IO 6 AC)

Reduction of
EUR 207 645.60 AB
EUR 207 645.60 AC
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3.2.10. Other administrative burden issues
Charges by intermediaries for assistance with applications
In measurement, we noted that SPS applicants reported that they were being charged fees
by intermediaries for assistance with their applications. We understood that the agreement
with PASEGES for assistance with applications by local cooperative farming unions was
based on a financial payment from the Greek authorities to the confederation, and that charges
to individual farmers were not permitted. Nevertheless, individual charges were common
practice as recorded in our measurement, and were therefore included in the costs incurred by
a normally efficient application.
We therefore intended to recommend that the government and PASEGES should enforce
the agreement more closely to eliminate local service fees, and this was calculated to result in
an estimated reduction in administrative burdens of EUR 50 049 200.
From our discussions with the Ministry and OPEKEPE, we understand the situation is
planned to change for 2014 in a way which makes this recommendation redundant. A call has
been issued by OPEKEPE for applications to become certified intermediaries. Certified
intermediaries will not receive a direct payment from the state, but they will be entitled to
charge farmers for their services. They must submit a price list. This has been described to us
as introducing competition into the intermediary services market, because certified
intermediaries will not be limited to one type of company or organisation. Their prices will
also not be set by government, and we understand that it might be considered acceptable for
an intermediary to provide assistance with an application in exchange for a commitment to
purchase other services, in practices which sound like tied selling and bundling.
It does seem likely that farmers will now pay for services from intermediaries because the
intermediaries will not be financed by the state. It is not clear what effect any competition will
have on prices. We might expect current prices to set the expectation for future charges. On
this basis, the administrative burden of the previous union fees will be eliminated, but it is
likely to be replaced in most cases by intermediary fees, which do not count as administrative
burdens within the SCM but are paid by farmers.
On the potential development of innovative charging mechanisms, we note that Article 12
of Regulation 1290/2005 sets a general principle that aid payments must be made in full to
beneficiaries in all cases, and that this will have to continue to be complied with.
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3.3.

Suggested sequencing and prioritisation

The sequencing and prioritisation of these recommendations should depend on both their
relative impact and difficulty. The difficulty is best appreciated by the relevant Ministries of
the administration, which also have competing priorities.
The Agriculture priority area is the fourth largest priority area covered by this project in
terms of the size of its administrative burdens and it affects a relatively significant number of
businesses in the economy, and nearly all of the businesses in the agriculture sector.
Therefore in relative terms within the administrative burden reduction project, the
implementation of recommendations in this area should be accorded medium priority.
Comparative analysis of the recommendations shows that:
 Improving the working of intermediaries to ensure they do not keep farmers
waiting or demand excessive documents will have the highest impact in reducing
administrative burdens. It involves OPEKEPE collaborating with the new
intermediaries and setting targets and expectations about how they will work with
farmers. It would reduce administrative burdens quickly if action can be taken to
reduce waiting times before the peak period for submitting SPS applications in the
Spring. This would require urgent action because OPEKEPE issued the call for
applications for intermediaries in late January 2014.
 Reducing the documents required for SPS and Rural Development Programme
applications will have the second highest impact in reducing administrative
burdens. It involves a programme of work to make improvements to IT systems and
also identify the documents supplied which are truly necessary to support
applications and payment requests. It is likely to require further planning and staged
implementation over many months.
 Improvements to the SPS application system to provide a guided experience
and progress tracking will depend on IT system changes, which will need to be
specified, designed, built and tested.
 Rural Development programme application process improvements, such as
greater use of standard costs, will need to be in place before applications are
invited under the new programme in order to have maximum effect.
 Changes to the wine production declaration arrangements will need to take
account of the latest fixed submission dates of 31 July and 10 September.
Government and businesses should co-operate and act jointly in order to successfully
reduce administrative burdens. The government should take the lead in abolishing and/or
simplifying regulations or practices and involve and consult sector organisations and
businesses throughout the implementation process.
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3.4.

Other issues

The following relevant issues were raised by stakeholders during the project. They are not
administrative burden reduction recommendations within the scope of this priority area, but
they are irritations to business which the government could consider addressing:


Farmers report of a lack of clear official information about SPS and Rural
Development Programme applications and the exact requirements.



Farmers report delays to SPS payments of 2 or 3 months, and a lack of information
about these delays.



Farmers report that banks withhold SPS payments which are due to them, even if
the farmer’s debts are not to the bank but to third parties. This is seen as highly
irritating.



There is irritation that SPS entitlements have been transferred speculatively.



The contribution rate of 50% in Rural Development Programme measures is
reported as too high, since farmers are unable to secure bank loans to make their
contribution.



There was a perception that in order to be accepted to participate in Measure 121 of
the Rural Development Programme, farmers appeared to be required to participate
in Measure 112 (young farmers).



There is concern at delays in approving Rural Development Programme applications
for support, with reports that decisions for approval have taken between 1 and 3
years.



Farmers report concern that prices rise during the course of a Rural Development
Programme project and this undermines the original approved amount of the grant.



The number of payment instalments for Rural Development Programme grants is
seen as too few to cope with the expenditure incurred.



There is concern that the limits placed on expenditure at pre-approval stage under
Rural Development Programme measures did not demonstrate that the assessor
understood the market, and they seemed to bear little relation to the application.



There is a perception that the need to commit to a 5 or 10 year plan for Measure 112
becomes difficult to achieve over time, especially in current market conditions.



The maximum amount of subsidy under Measure 132 is seen as insufficient to make
a sufficient impact on marketing certified products in an immature market.



There are delays reported in the pre-approval and approval decisions for livestock
shelters, and a lack of clarity and understanding of the recent requirements. Farmers
were also required to undergo a large number of un-coordinated inspections from
different bodies.
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4.

Conclusion

This report identifies the priority area Agriculture as the fifth largest of the 13 priority
areas covered by the project in terms of the total administrative costs and fourth largest in
terms of administrative burdens measured. On the basis of the fieldwork, the total
administrative costs were measured at EUR 315 854 140.68 and the total administrative
burdens at EUR 289 351 540.86.
This is explained in part by the fact that the obligations relating to the Single Payment
Scheme affect almost every farmer in Greece, because an annual application must be made
for payments. Also, the financing requirements of the SPS and Rural Development
Programme are based on ensuring subsidies are not claimed fraudulently and understanding
how grants will be used.
Some of the obligations measured result in different costs for different types of farm. This
has been reflected in the fieldwork by segmenting and measuring different groups, for
example farmer with and without livestock or with and without land. In this way, the
measurement approximates the main the differences in cost which exist.
Due to its size, the Agriculture priority area offers significant opportunities for
administrative burden reduction within the project.
This report makes nine recommendations for administrative burden reduction measures
on Agriculture3:
Recommendation

Calculated reduction
in administrative costs

Calculated reduction in
administrative burdens

Improve guidance and user experience
of the online system for SPS
registration*

EUR 12 032 560

EUR 12 032 560

Reduce the time spent by farmers at
intermediaries by increasing
efficiency*

EUR 94 251 086

EUR 94 251 086

Application progress tracking in the
SPS electronic system

EUR 5 920 867

EUR 5 920 867

Eliminate in-person paper submission
of the application for transfer of rights

EUR 284 067

EUR 284 067

3

In line with standard practice, the reduction calculations have been made individually for each
recommendation. It is therefore not possible to add together these calculated reductions to obtain an
overall total reduction because different recommendations affect the same obligations. The overall
reduction obtained depends on the sequencing of recommendations. The impact of the
recommendations marked * would be reduced by the other recommendations being implemented, and
the impact of recommendations which are not marked would be affected similarly by prior
implementation of the recommendations marked *.
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Greater use of standard costs to
simplify Rural Development
Programme applications*

EUR 1 756 613

EUR 1 756 613

Improve user-friendliness and guided
support of Rural Development
Programme application forms and
templates*

EUR 6 275 271

EUR 6 275 271

Encourage clustering in applications
for Rural Development Programme
support

EUR 2 757 297

EUR 2 757 297

Reduce required supporting
documentation for applications by
sharing data within the public
administration*

EUR 68 393 813

EUR 68 393 813

Electronic submission of wine
production declaration, and harvest
declarations gathered electronically
from growers

EUR 207 646

EUR 207 646

The IOs with the most reduction potential in this Priority Area are reducing the time that
farmers spend waiting at intermediaries to make SPS applications, and data-sharing within
OPEKEPE and with other government agencies to reduce the amount of documents required
to accompany SPS and Rural Development Programme applications.
The involvement of businesses and stakeholders is key to achieving the burden reduction
through implementation. The government should take the lead and also ensure that businesses
and their representatives are consulted and engaged during implementation to assure that
solutions are well-designed.
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1. Annex 1: Analysis of information obligations and quantification of
administrative costs
This Annex provides the measurement results of the study per IO within this Priority Area. For every
IO the origins and process description are presented and the detailed measurement results are
described and analysed.

1.1. Obligations relating to registration for the Single Payment Scheme (including
updates) – IO1
1.1.1.

Origins and process of the information obligation (brief assessment of purposes of
IO)

Figure 1.1: Process for complying with the requirement “Obligations relating to registration
for the Single Payment Scheme (including updates)”

The application for Single Payment Scheme arises mainly from the European legislation (mainly
from Council regulation (EC) N° 73/2009). Its additional measures and implementation procedures
are set in Greece by the Joint Ministerial Decision 262346/19-3-2010 at first and by annual circulars
(last in date is Prot. N° 55287 – for the application for SPS in 2013).
The Single Payment Scheme is, as for the rest of Europe one of the core implementation pillars of
the CAP. As such, it is aimed in aligning and optimising the funding scheme for farmers. Its
application therefore is the only registration required for farmers and breeders in order to receive
economical subside and aid from European Union.

68

© OECD 2014

In the process itself, farmers and breeders are requested to submit a single, integrated application
containing the description of their agricultural installation. Among others, main information provided
is the types of exploitation, the number of parcels (land description), the number and types of animals
as well as additional information on specific activities (de-coupled), which may lead to additional
subsidies.
The most common information for each application is listed here below:
-

Declaration of agricultural exploitation
Application for aid
Application for decoupled measures
Application for additional financing
Declaration and farming and breeding for insurance purposes
Proof of enrolment to the register of farmers and farming installations

The application needs to be accompanied by a declaration of farming and animal breeding, as well
as by the proof of registration to the ‘Register of farmers and farms’, which is obtained prior to this
IO. The application shall include all supporting documents establishing eligibility for aid that may be
provided as appendices to the application.
The most recent circular differentiates the documents to provide upon submission whether the
installation or activity had been modified or not:
-

If no modification had occurred during the previous year, the only document that is required
is the ID card of the applicant. In case of a modification, the applicant is required to provide:
- an E9 certificate (property title) or equivalent, such as leasing contracts,
- an E1 certificate and tax clearance,
- copy of ID and copy of Bank booklet,
- tabs and invoices that prove the kind of cultivation,
- copy of proof (e.g. contracts) for cases of specific decoupled measures which require
documents relating to the current period.

-

In case of first submission for SPS ,an applicant needs to provide as well his registry number
to OGA, AMKA (agricultural insurance and social security), and his registry to the farmer’s
registry, a decision of approval for Rural development programmes,

-

For additional, compensatory allowance, the applicant is required to hand as well as domicile
certification, an E3 certification and other documents related to the special regime he may
belong to.

The application is then submitted to the OPEKEPE, which is the Payment and Control Agency for
Guidance and Guarantee for Community Aid. For that, the Agency has developed an online system
which allows applicants to submit their application online (www.opekepe.gr) after specific
registration procedures in the system.
Otherwise the application is submitted by the applicant at the premises of the central offices,
provided functional local electronic registration system.
Once established and approved, the application is registered in the central database. The
application is then printed in three copies (one of which is kept by the farmer) and is submitted to the
competent bodies, along with the application for payment.
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1.1.2.

Results from measurement and quantification

Table 1.1

Composition of Administrative Cost and Administrative Burden (IO 1a)
Nr of
entities /
frequency
occurrences

Price (P)
PA:
Agriculture

Time

Consulting
costs

Out of
pocket /
Equipment
Costs

(in minutes)

(in EUR)

(in EUR)

P (in EUR)

(Q)

(f)

BAU

Total AB

Total AC

(%)

(in EUR
million)

(in EUR
million)

IO 1(a): Obligations relating to the yearly application for the Single Payment Scheme
Open
ground
production

900

50

25

273

780 157

1

0%

213.10

213.10

Livestock
with land

820

100

30

311

104 562

1

0%

32.47

32.47

Livestock
without land

1 035

50

30

308

4 180

1

0%

1.29

1.29

Greenhouses

510

50

20

182

7 523

1

0%

1.37

1.37

For the purpose of this measurement, 4 different segments of farmers have been identified as to
their activity and main characteristics, which may have an impact on their administrative costs:
 Farmers with open-land production
 Livestock breeders with Land
 Livestock breeders without Land
 Greenhouse producers
The number of occurrences for this IO relate to the average annual applications for the SPS for
each of these segments for the past three years (2010-2012), which are performed by manual workers
(agriculture)4.
Standardised description of the activities related to the IO 1a
As described in the previous section, the SPS is the core support scheme for farmers, as one of the
CAP pillars. In order for a farmer to receive his / her subsidy, it consists on a yearly application that
aims at declaring the farmer’s activity as well as his agricultural exploitation.
Introducing the following sections, it is important to set at first a brief overview of the
stakeholders that are – or may be – implicated in the SPS application process, as well as to other
measures, such as the OPEKEPE - Payment Authority of Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) Aid
Schemes, the cooperative Unions of farmers, as well as the different categories of farmers, scoped
within this measurement as segments.
The SPS payment regime in Greece under the OPEKEPE:

4

The standard hourly rates per employee type are in Annex 8
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As from 2001, the OPEKEPE is the payment authority of the Common Agricultural Policy
(C.A.P.) Aid Schemes, under the Ministry of Rural Development and Food. As such, it is the main
controlling body, which at term authorises the payments the different aid schemes that are provided
by the European and Greek measures set in place. As presented on its website, “It has its siege in
Athens and 6 regional branch directorates and 4 regional units. There are also 39 local offices at
Prefecture level”.5
For the application to the SPS, the OPEKEPE has developed an online system for registration that
enables farmers during the month of May to declare his agricultural exploitation and submit a request
for subsidy. As presented below, this system is key to the entire process in scope.
The application can indeed be submitted both in hardcopy and electronically, but as arising from
the interviewees, paper submission is no longer considered, as all applications are submitted online,
with the assistance of the cooperative Unions they belong to.
The role of the agricultural cooperative Unions of farmers:
For their submission, most of farmers require the services of their local Agricultural Cooperative
Union. The latter play a significant role in the rural life and they are often designated by practice as
responsible or as the unique way for facilitating the submission process.
These Agricultural Cooperative Unions belong to the Pan-Hellenic Confederation of Unions of
Agricultural Co-operatives (PASEGES), which is the central body of representation of the Unions to
the government. It is responsible for coordinating the local actions of Unions, mostly (yet not solely)
for educational and research purposes (for which it is subsidised by the Ministry of Rural
Development and Food and by the Greek Agricultural Insurance Organisation - ELGA). It is as well a
key actor in monitoring the agricultural law and in coordinating the high-level human resources of the
Unions.
As such, the Unions are the main point of contact of a farmer for his/her usual administrative
obligations. Through the interviews, the farmer’s Union is often perceived as the only organisation
where applications such as the SPS (or the transfer of rights) may be submitted. It is therefore of high
importance in the process of registration and application for subsidy.
The process for the SPS submission is common for all 4 segments of farmers (although the time
spent on it differs as explained further) and its main steps are presented below.
1. Familiarisation with the process:
As a first step, farmers get familiarized about the SPS and the process every year; they usually
spend a small amount of time (standardised at 30 minutes) to get (re)acquainted with the process after
having spoken with other farmers, and being informed on the exact period of the submission and on
the documents that are required for submission. Farmers may also get informed through the web,
through their contacts at the local Agricultural Cooperative Unions, or even from agronomist experts
in case they consult them for other subsidies’ programs.
2. Gathering of documents prior to submission:
After being informed on the place, the date and the process of submission, farmers are required to
gather the necessary documents in order to submit them along with the SPS application. The most
common documents required are:

5

Source (and further information that can be obtained): www.opekepe.gr
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-

The tax (Income) Declaration (E1), tax clearance certificate and Tax Declaration of
Immovable Assets (E9), which they collect from their accountant (they usually visit him for
this reason).

-

Their property titles or leasing agreements in case they lease their land.

-

A certified copy of their Identity Card, their Agricultural social Insurance booklet and their
bank account booklet – for which they need to go to the different administrations, as well as
(usually) to the police or the KEP – service centres for citizens, for authenticating the copies.

Although the law does no longer require some of these documents (through its more recent
circular), in most cases, farmers are asked to submit them every year, as required by the Unions.
Additionally and depending on the type of rural exploitation, farmers are also required to gather
documents that justify their activity such as:
-

Invoices that prove the kind of their cultivation and in some circumstances the ticket tabs of
the seed bags;

-

A copy of the animal registry (for breeders) after updating and authenticating it at the official
veterinary authority. The animal register contains information about the species, the gender,
the number of animals as well as information about their breeding or selling.

-

A domicile certificate from the municipality, in specific cases of additional payments in
specific regions, such as for mountainous lands or on island.

-

A certification for livestock breeders without land (from the municipality) which allows them
to use the public grazing land and to move animals.

In order to gather all these documents, farmers need to request them at the different authorities,
which requires them time (estimated usually from three hours for greenhouses to more than ten hours
for livestock breeders without land) and out of pocket costs, especially for the travelling costs and
copies they need to make.
3. Application – submission to the Unions:
After gathering the necessary documents, farmers visit their local Union or temporary offices that
are set up nearby (in the village they reside in or close to it), so as to submit the SPS application along
with the Union’s employees. Usually the period for submission as communicated by the Unions is
very restricted and the majority of the farmers have to be serviced within a period ranging from three
days to one week. As a result, farmers go the Union’s office, wait in line and when their turn comes,
hand the gathered documents to the Union’s employees and fill together the application on the
electronic system.
Because of the great number of applicants, the waiting time for submitting both the documents
and the respective SPS application can be considerable. Farmers usually have to wait three to four
hours, in order to get their turn and submit their application. For the service provided by the
employees, Unions require an on spot payment (that ranges from 50 EUR for most segments to 100
EUR for livestock breeders with land, as they need to declare their livestock along with the land they
have). In reality, prices vary considerably across Unions, and no unique pattern is observed (some
may charge higher or lower fixed fees per declaration, whereas others on a variable price depending
on land area size or on the livestock size).
In cases of wrongful submission of information, the applicant needs to re-apply for the scheme
following the same procedure. According to an expert assessment, the number of re-submissions may
72

© OECD 2014

reach 60 % of initial applications, which varies mainly on the experience of the Union’s employees
(this however does not require additional consultancy/Union costs).
4. Reception of payment:
Once the SPS application is submitted, farmers may have additional contacts with their Unions or
with the OPEKEPE, as to be informed about the reception or non-reception of their payment. When
delays are extended, further contacts and meetings may occur with the different actors-stakeholders.
Farmers, regardless the segment they belong to (excluding the greenhouse segment which is not
concerned by the payment), approximately spend annually 30 minutes for these contacts.
On decision, payments are deposited in applicants’ bank account (usually end of Augustbeginning of September of each year), upon which they are notified by their bank.
Table 1.2

Composition of Administrative Cost and Administrative Burden (IO 1b)
Nr of
entities /
frequency
occurrences

Price (P)
PA:
Agriculture

Time

Consulting
costs

Out of
pocket /
Equipment
Costs

(in minutes)

(in EUR)

(in EUR)

P (in EUR)

(Q)

(f)

BAU

Total AB

Total AC

(%)

(in EUR)

(in EUR)

IO 1(b): Obligations relating to the transfer of rights under the Single Payment Scheme
Open
ground
production

240

0

10

63

21 484

1

0%

1 350 055

1 350 055

Livestock
with land

270

0

10

69

2 879

1

0%

199 932

199 932

Livestock
without land

225

0

10

60

115

1

0%

6 847

6 847

For the purpose of this measurement, 3 different segments of farmers have been identified as to
their activity and main characteristics, which may have an impact on their administrative costs:
 Farmers with open-land production
 Livestock breeders with Land
 Livestock breeders without Land
 Greenhouse producers are not concerned by this IO, as they do not currently benefit
from rights or payment entitlement from the SPS
The number of occurrences for this IO relate to the annual number of requests for transfer of SPS
rights, which are performed by manual workers (agriculture) 6.
Standardised description of the activities related to the IO 1b
The rights on agricultural exploitations represent the payment entitlements, for the SPS as a whole
as well as to additional compensatory benefits.
6

The standard hourly rates per employee type are in Annex 8
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These rights may be transferred by sale or lease of land, as well as by any other definitive transfer
with or without land. (e.g. rights of milk production).
The most common cases where transfers of rights occur are in cases:


a farmer goes to pension and decides to sell his rights due to retirement,



a farmer transfers his rights to other members of his family, or



the farmer dies (inheritance).

It is worth to be noted that the transfer of rights can take place only between farmers and in most
cases within the same Member State. Requests for Transfer of rights are handled by the OPEKEPE (as
presented previously), which is the main payment authority of the Common Agricultural Policy
(C.A.P.) Aid Schemes.
The process of transferring rights is rather straightforward, as described by the following steps:
1. Familiarisation with the process:
As to familiarise themselves with the process, farmers benefit from several information sources:
-

Mouth to ear from/with other farmers that are aware of the process;

-

The internet, when available (from official sources – yearly circulars as well as from various
electronic newspapers);

-

The cooperative Unions to which the farmers belong to;

-

The Agronomist Expert, who has as well the knowledge and expertise to inform the farmers
about the process.

Most common ones identified are the cooperative Unions and the expert, who guide the farmer
through the transfer process. This usually takes 15 minutes for open-ground farmers and livestock
breeders with land, and 30 minutes for livestock breeders without land, as it appears they have a
deeper need for information on their case.
2. Gathering of Documents:
In order to obtain or to transfer his rights, a farmer is required to collect different documents that
prove and support the transfer in relation to its nature. As to be sure of having all of the required
documents, he usually seeks confirmation at the Union’s offices, at his expert’s or at the decentralised
offices of the OPEKEPE directly.
For instance, when the transfer of rights is realised along with a transfer of land, the farmer is
required to obtain a copy of the sales contract from the notary and a proof of registration of land to the
national registry. This usually takes him 45 minutes, as these documents are already in possession of
such documents. Similar proofs may require a death registration act in the case of death, or a copy of
the testament that proves the inheritance of such rights.
3. Submission of application and transfer of rights:
The submission of the documents and the application for the request of transfer of rights occurs
during a specific period of the year, which is usually set between February and April (mostly as to
ensure an adequate transfer before the submission of the SPS application). As from 2013, the
submission of a transfer of rights application is realised by electronic means through the system that is
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set in place by the OPEKEPE. In reality, the electronic registration precedes a paper submission (by
registered mail or by hand delivery): The electronic form is printed, signed and submitted along with
requested documents.
To do so, and when all above mentioned documents are gathered, the farmers benefiting for these
rights along with the transferor usually visit their local cooperative Union’s office or an expert.
Together, they fill the electronic form, submit all documents, print the filled form and sign it. Their
signature needs then to be authenticated at the KEP (service centre for citizens) or at the police.
Filling such an application, completing it and submitting it usually requires 45 minutes for both,
mostly spent on authenticating the request. The application itself and the submission is handled by the
Union or the expert, for a standardised fee for the farmer of EUR 10.
When officially submitted (electronically and by paper) the OPEKEPE verifies the request and
the respective documents, and decides on the approval of the transfer, within a period of 6 weeks.
1.1.3.

Analysis of measurement results IO 1a

The measurement results show that if this IO is completely removed, both the administrative
burden and the administrative cost for the Greek economy would be reduced by EUR 248 228 456.60.
The information obligation in scope requires some time and costs for farmers and breeders; it is
perceived as of high importance since this application is the basis of the subsidies they are entitled to.
Alone, it accounts for 78.59% of the total administrative cost of the PA, due to the fact that it is an
annual obligation concerning a great majority of farmers. It is important to mention that, as this
application is entirely done for the purpose to obtain their payment (or/and to benefit from additional
funding measures), there are no Business-as-usual activities.
From the above-mentioned activities, the most burdensome ones are related to gathering
information (requiring requesting different certificates from different administrations) and on
submitting the application at the Union’s offices (external meetings and checking the provided
information).
Together, these activities represent 50 to 80% of the time spent for the entire application.
Gathering of documents may indeed require 3 hours to more than 10 hours, depending on the
certificates to gather and on the distances to travel on each occasion.
More precisely, the burden and cost of these activities may vary on the segments that have been
identified for our measurement. These concerns mostly the activities of data gathering and the time
required for submission. In relation to data gathering, farmers are required to gather specific
documents depending on their segment:
-

Open-land farmers are required to provide a Tax Declaration of Immovable Assets (E9), or
in case they lease their land, they have to submit the leasing contracts. They also have to
submit invoices and tabs (from seed bags) that prove their cultivation. This usually takes them
7 hours as to gather all these documents.

-

In the case of livestock breeders with land, they are required to provide a copy of their
Animal registry after authenticating it at the official veterinary service. In case breeders with
their own land, use part of it for cultivation, they have to submit proof of their cultivation as
well, similarly to the open-land producers. This usually takes them 6.5 hours to gather all
these documents. The time related to the submission is as well higher than for the open-land
producers, as all animals of the livestock need to be registered in the system (each animal
consists in one line in the system). Additionally, the fee charged by the Unions is twice as
higher as the other segments, as they need to declare both livestock and land.
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-

Livestock breeders without land usually use the municipality’s grazing lands (which
requires an authorisation) and are required to have a moving permit. For the SPS application,
they have to submit their animal registry (as the livestock breeders with land), but they do not
have to submit any property title since they do not own a fixed land. Instead they are required
to provide a certification from the municipality that allows them to use the municipality’s
grazing fields and a copy of their authorisation to move their livestock. They are also required
to submit a domicile certificate from their municipality. This usually takes them 10.5 hours to
gather all these documents. Similarly to breeders with land, the time related to the submission
is higher than for the open-land producers, as all animals of the livestock need to be registered
in the system (each animal consists in one line in the system).

-

Greenhouse producers are on the other hand required to submit property titles or leasing
contracts and proofs of their cultivation, but they do not currently benefit from any SPS
payment. They apply to SPS scheme solely in order to declare their agricultural property and
their cultivation. It usually takes them 3 hours to gather all these documents.

The above-mentioned burdens and costs may also vary upon other factors as identified through
the interviews:
o

The personal use of online system for the submission; only a small percentage of interviewees
had the knowledge of the possibility to submit by themselves the application and an even
smaller percentage had tried to apply without the Union’s assistance. Generally, farmers were
totally risk averse as regards to the use of the online system for their application since they
considered it to be complex and not functional.

o

The submission of the SPS application with other stakeholders; The Unions are the most
widely used organisation for submission of the SPS application. In some cases however, this
is been done by an external expert (agronomist consultant), who assisted the farmer within the
framework of a subsidy for another funding measure, which induced lower times on the
whole submission activity. The possibility of submitting it via the expert is however not a
common practice, nor is it well-known.

o

The organisation of the Unions in relation to the SPS; The submission of SPS application, in
most cases, takes place at the agricultural Union’s central offices. Due to the large number of
applicants, and in order to reduce the long waiting time, Unions in some cases arranged an
appointment with the farmers separately for the submission of their application. In some other
cases, employees of the Unions, visited the applicants’ place and set temporary offices, so that
farmers would not have to travel at the Union’s central offices. Furthermore, on one particular
case, the Union’s employee went from an applicant to another (making home visits that
prearranged). On a more negative example, the waiting times for certain cases were so high
that applicants needed to revisit the Union’s office the very next day.

o

Requirements on application documents; the amount of documents that were requested by the
Unions showed also some variance. Some Unions were requiring all documents above
mentioned whereas others had already adjusted to the new circular and were requesting fewer
documents, limited to the actual declaration. This would mostly generate differences in
gathering data times. Another difference was the authentication of the documents submitted,
where copies delivered by farmers did not for every case need to be certified as valid copies.

o

Information about the payment; through the interviews, there were differences at last in the
way that farmers were informed about the payments. As most of them relied on personal
contacts within OPEKEPE, some others were informed either a payment confirmation by
email or by an SMS, but this does not appear to be a common practice either.

Main irritation points
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The suggestions presented below represent the views of businesses collected through the interviews
conducted. They do not take into account the views of the OECD, the Greek authorities or the
consultants’ assessment.
o

The submission procedure at the Union’s offices in relation to the opening of the program:
According to interviewees, one of the most irritating factors was the waiting time and the delays
that are set each year for the submission of the SPS application. It was mentioned that, as the
registration program would run for a limited amount of days, the timeframe for applying to the
SPS is very short. Usually within three to four days, all farmers have to visit the local Unions in
order to be serviced, which in most common cases creates huge queues of applicants, who have
to wait for about 3-4 hours.

o

Information from official and unofficial authorities:
For the entire application, the interviewees note a certain lack of information as highly irritating.
Official authorities (OPEKEPE, prefecture, Unions) rarely communicate details to the applicants
about the exact procedure and the documents that are required. For this reason a great majority of
the interviewees has pointed out the fact that they do not have information or clear indication
regarding the details of the application.

o

Redundancy of application documents:
As it occurs from the interviews, documents that needed to be collected had already been
submitted in the previous years. For example, applicants are required to submit not only longterm leasing contracts every year, but also identical documents, such as property titles (E9),
copies of insurance and bank booklet, and copies of ID card. The yearly re-collection of all these
documents requires additional time and cost which could be avoided. It is to be mentioned that
the most circular specifies that such documents do not need to be gathered, unless there were
significant modifications in the declaration; Unions however in most common cases do not seem
to have applied this.

o

Complexity of the electronic system:
All SPS applications need to be submitted through the electronic system of OPEKEPE, which
has been described as significantly innovative. However for those interviewees who tried to
submit their application by their own, it has been described as very hard to understand and
complex. Additionally those applicants who had tried, considered the system as not fully
functional and presenting operational issues (such as non-returning responses, loss of data, etc.).
As a result, they resorted to submitting their application at their Union.

o

Complexity of the application itself and mistakes:
As stated from many of the interviewees, the correct filling of the application form is a quite
complex procedure. As highlighted, registration mistakes were often made, which lead many
applicants to resubmission, creating additional times as well as irritation. It is important to
mention that many of these incorrect submissions were due to the fact that employees among the
Unions were either too rapid (as a result of the above mentioned queues) or insufficiently trained,
since additional personnel is temporarily hired for that specific task. In some cases, interviewees
indicated that they had to correct themselves the Union’s employees. Such unintentional mistakes
create high irritation points as they may lead to the reduction of the payment amount, or even the
total loss of it, when unnoticed.

o

Reception of payment and delays:
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The first payment in relation to the SPS is said usually to be received during the end of August
and the beginning of September (the second and final one occurs in the end of the year or the
beginning of the next year). In most cases, a strong irritation was pointed out resulting from
payments being delayed for about 2 or 3 months. Besides the fact on not receiving as such the
payment, the fact of not receiving any information on these delays or on the actual date that
payments could be realised has been identified as particularly irritating.
Additionally, yet extending the scope of this measurement, has been voiced on many occasions
the role of the bank as to withhold any payment. Farmers declared that they did not receive their
payment because of other debts that they had (not only to the bank, but for 3rd parties as well).
Applicants stated this as extremely irritating as such a subsidy should not be bound for general
debt reasons, nor to other public contributions.
1.1.4.

Analysis of measurement results IO 1b

The measurement results show that if this IO is completely removed, both the administrative
burden and the administrative cost for the Greek economy would be reduced by EUR 1 556 833.53.
In relation to the PA, this sub-IO is not very burdensome, as it accounts for 0.49% of the total
administrative costs, given the fact that the transfer of rights is realised on an ad-hoc basis, and is not
very common.
Even though the process of transferring rights seems simple and straightforward, it still entails
some burdensome activities. Among these, the most important ones are related to filling the
application and to submitting it, requiring from both the transferor and transferee to be present, to
authenticate their signatures and to go to the Union or to the expert.
Regarding costs, these amount to an out-of-pocket amount related to the service provided by the
latter (EUR 10) as well as to having photocopy and travelling costs.
Overall, based on the interviewees’ responses, the “business-as-usual” part of the costs amounts
to 0%, as farmers would not bear such costs normally.
Among the segments is scope of our measurement (more precisely, open-land producers,
livestock breeders with land and livestock producers without land), the burden and cost of these
activities may mostly vary on whether the transfer of rights is done with or without land:
-

Open-land farmers and livestock breeders with land are required to provide specific land
documentation, proving the transfer that has occurred. This concerns document such as the
notary act, proof of sale, and other potentially supporting evidence (animal transfer proof on
occasion, etc.). Such an activity takes them usually 45 minutes.

-

In the case of livestock breeders without land, they are not required to provide such
documents but only the application itself; the gathering of document is therefore reduced to
15 minutes.

-

In the case of greenhouses, such transfer is not in scope, as greenhouse owner do not
currently benefit from rights or payment entitlement from the SPS.

Main irritation points
The suggestions presented below represent the views of businesses collected through the interviews
conducted. They do not take into account the views of the OECD, the Greek authorities or the
consultants’ assessment.
o
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Requests for transfer of rights have to be submitted in a specific period of time, usually from
February till April. This short period of submission has been identified as an irritating factor for
many of the interviewees, as, in many circumstances, they had to wait from 4 to 8 months in
order to apply for the transfer.
o

Validation of the signatures and double submission of request:
Applicants had to visit the Union or the expert with the necessary documents and submit the
application. After an initial electronic submission, they had to print a copy of it and visit the
appropriate authority (the police or KEP) in order to authenticate their signatures, and mail it
through the Union/expert with OPEKEPE as final destination. Such a validation process is
perceived among interviewees to be unnecessarily burdensome and often described as over
controlling.

o

Submission to the Central Authority:
In cases of a transfer due to force majeure, transferees were required to visit the OPEKEPE’s
central offices at Athens. More specific, in cases of transfer due to inheritance, interviewees did
not have the opportunity to submit the application at the prefecture offices, not at the Unions.
They had to travel to Athens instead, inducing a considerable traveling and timely cost, which
was highly irritating for them.

o

Distribution-Allocation of rights:
The allocation of rights, as claimed by some of the interviewees, have been historically subject to
speculation arising from legislative changes; such an irritation has been raised, as to illustrate
cases when:


transferred rights in some occasions were soon lost after the transfer (such as after the
CAP reform),



upon redefinition on compensatory allowances (more recently).

According to some of the interviewees, one also irritating point is the ways these rights are
allocated. For instance, as they were part of the present measurement, greenhouse and some
vineyard producers find quite irritating the fact that their cultivation cannot be included in any
payment entitlement under the SPS, mostly in relation to the effort they require for their
exploitation (as it was stated by them). This extends the discussion beyond the present
measurement, but may be perceived as a global irritation point from other segments.
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1.2. Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings (Measure 121) - IO2
1.2.1.

Origins and process of the information obligation (brief assessment of purposes of
IO)

Figure 1.2: Process for complying with the requirement “Obligations relating to application
for support under the RDP for the modernisation of agricultural holdings (Measure 121)”
As set by the Rural Development Programme, Measure 121 refers to the modernisation of farms

(crop and livestock production) through investments to improve their overall performance. The aim of
it is to provide an incentive to farmers to modernise their holdings by improving their production,
their quality, their hygiene and their soil protection and safety in the workplace.
The main juridical documents related to this IO are the Ministerial Decision No. 4985/2010 of GG
B 1026/2-7-10 and the Ministerial Decision 11308/2010 of GG B 1964/21-12-2010.
According to these laws, after responding to a call for participation in the program, candidates are
invited to apply for aid at the Rural Development from the Prefecture. To submit the application one
should provide all the necessary documentation as described by the law. The application as such must
be drafted and signed by an agronomist, which is then returned to the applicant for submission to the
Department of the Prefecture. To it are annexed all architectural drawings in relation to the project of
modernisation.
After evaluating and assessing the application that had been submitted, the competent authority
takes the final decision to approve or not, which is duly notified to the applicant.
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After the submission of the application and its approval, applicants are requested to draft a
declaration of acceptance of transaction. With this statement, they accept the conditions that are
established by the EU, including keeping all documents and decisions for five years, keeping track of
the subsidies they have received in their books and clearly mark the project boards with EU standards
(European Law 73/ 09). During the completion of their project, the applicants must then apply for
payment at the Rural Development prefecture including all supporting documents. These concern
projects such as upgrading mechanical equipment, structures, greenhouses, land improvements, etc.
In case the applicants can get a guarantee from their bank they can ask for an advance payment
once they accept the approval, otherwise they will have to apply for the first payment at a later stage.
The guarantee must be equal to 110% of the advance payment, which cannot exceed 50% of the total
investment.
In case applicants cannot get a guarantee, they are required to apply for first payment within 12
months from the approval of the project and when at least 20% of the project is completed. Along
with the evolution of the project and its completion, applicants can apply to get the final payments.
1.2.2.

Results from measurement and quantification

Table 1.3

Composition of Administrative Cost and Administrative Burden (IO 2)
Nr of
entities /
frequency
occurrences

Price (P)
PA:
Agriculture

Time

Consulting
costs

Out of
pocket /
Equipment
Costs

(in minutes)

(in EUR)

(in EUR)

P (in EUR)

(Q)

(f)

BAU

Total AB

Total AC

(%)

(in EUR
million)

(in EUR
million)

IO 2: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development Programme for the modernisation of agricultural
holdings (Measure 121)
Open
ground
production

3 750

3 500

100

4 426

6 280

1

40%

16.68

27.79

Livestock
without land

3 110

2 500

70

3 255

5

1

35%

0.01

0.02

Livestock
with land

3 180

3 500

75

4 275

1 450

1

35%

4.03

6.20

Greenhouses

3 840

3 000

100

3 945

576

1

40%

1.36

2.27

For the purpose of this measurement, 4 different segments of farmers have been identified as to
their activity and main characteristics, which may have an impact on their administrative costs:
 Farmers with open-land production
 Livestock breeders with Land
 Livestock breeders without Land
 Greenhouse producers
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The number of occurrences for this IO relate to the annual number of applications (on 2011)
under this measure, which are performed by manual workers (agriculture).
Standardised description of the activities related to the IO 2
The support scheme under measure 121 is to support farm investment and to assist agricultural
holdings to improve their economic performance through better use of the production factors. Such
measure aims at facilitating and encouraging investments for modernisation, such as:
-

on new technologies and innovation, targeting quality, organic products and on farm
diversification, including non-food sectors and energy crops;

-

on environmental, occupational safety, hygiene and animal welfare status of agricultural
holdings. 7

The investment amount that can be subsidised (from 40% to 75% of the total investment) under
this measure depends on the holding of the farmer, on its main characteristics as well as on the
location of the installation for which the subsidy is meant. It may concern large-scale investment
projects, as well as smaller-scale ones, for open-land productions, greenhouses, and livestock breeders
with or without land. These four categories represent the main segments that have been targeted for
the present measurement study.
Regardless their activity, all above-mentioned categories must go through a specific process, in
order to receive support for the modernisation of their agricultural holdings, which is presented below.
The further sections present the differences that exist among these.
1. Information and familiarisation with the process
The programme for the modernisation of agricultural holdings does not occur on a regular basis
(such as on a yearly basis); it is therefore announced by authorities on the basis of a strategic decision
to enhance development and innovation through the opening of this programme on a rather ad hoc
basis. In order to follow closely the annunciations made by the authorities (from the opening of the
programme to its payment conditions), the farmers benefits from several information sources:
-

Mouth to ear from/with other farmers that are closely following the programmes;

-

The internet, when available (from official sources as well as from various electronic
newspapers);

-

The cooperative Unions to which the farmers belong to (or may belong to): on a majority of
cases, the prospective applicant visits the Union’s office and requests for information about
the measure.

-

The Agronomist/Geotechnical Expert, who has as well the knowledge and expertise to inform
the farmers about the programme.

Among these sources, the most important and widely used are announcement from the
prefecture’s Directorate of Rural Development, the follow-up from Unions and mostly the experts,
which have developed particular contacts with authorities, as to be aware of when the program is
announced, as well as its conditions for applying to it. Open-ground farmers and livestock breeders
without land spend approximately 90 minutes on this step, whereas livestock breeders with land and
greenhouse farmers spend approximately 120 minutes, given that they need slightly more time as to
familiarise and to assess their project in relation to this measure.
7

Source: http://www.agrotikianaptixi.gr
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2. Data gathering and preparation of application folder
Once the programme opens, and upon discussion with their expert (who examines his eligibility
to the programme), prospective applicants are required to gather a series of documents so as to submit
them along with their application. These documents are on most cases gathered by the applicant
farmer upon guidance of the expert, at different administrations (which requires time as well as
travelling costs from and to these):
-

A copy of ID card;

-

A copy of the farmer’s SPS application (delivered usually by the Unions – to establish the
kind and volumes of cultivation or breeding activity);

-

The E1 form (tax income) and tax clearance, which he generally gets from his/her accountant;

-

The E9 Tax Declaration of Immovable Assets;

-

A domicile certification and a family state certificate, from the municipality he resides in;

-

A copy of the diplomas and studies certificates;

-

A certification from the agricultural social insurance service (OGA);

-

Leasing contracts of land or property titles of their own land;

-

A copy of the bank deposit book

-

Pro-forma invoices from potential suppliers, in relation to the investments to be made, and
which the programme partly covers for (with specific information on the characteristics of the
investment).

Based on the four different segments in scope of our measurement, the documents that applicants
per each category may require to gather to complete their application are the following:


Open – land producers, Greenhouse farmers and livestock breeders with land may also
gather documents such as a copy of existing operating licence (from the Urban Planning
authority usually) as well as a certificate from the municipality that the plot has access to
water resources.



Livestock (breeders) with land may gather other documents such as a copy of their animal
registry, a copy of licence for wastewater, proof of ownership rights, their licence to establish
the livestock facility, a proof of compliance with environmental standards, a recent certificate
from the Land Registry, a Tax Declaration of Immovable Assets (E9) and a declaration
whether they have a tractor in their land.



Livestock (breeders) without land may also gather a copy of their animal registry and a
licence to move their animals to other areas.

The gathering of these documents may take from 25 hours (for livestock breeders) to 35 hours
(for open-ground farmers and greenhouse farmers), from a request from one administration to another,
but where the most timely step lays in gathering pro-forma invoices.
In order to identify and ensure their eligibility at first and the completeness of their application,
applicants-farmers outsource the application to an agronomist expert, with whom they develop a fully
detailed 5 – year feasibility / technical study. This study is one of the most crucial parts of the
application since it fully describes the modernisation plan to be implemented and the resources that
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will be needed. It also aims at identifying the required additional documents to gather, so as to collect
further credited points for the applicant’s eligibility. Among others, an important criterion is called the
MAE (Μονάδες Ανθρώπινης Εργασίας, which translates into Man-Work Units, and is equivalent to
1750 hours per year) as for other measures of the Rural development programme.
For the entire application, along with payments that are associated to it, the cost of the agronomist
expert according to the interviewees ranges from EUR 1.000 to 5.000, with a normal efficient farmer
value ranging across the segments from EUR 2.500 to 3.500 (such costs vary also on the size of the
project and on the subsidy).
3. Submission of Application
Once the application file is completed, it is usually submitted by the agronomist expert himself
based on the agreement with the applicant, after having checked and signed the application. It usually
takes one hour as to proceed with the submission.
4. Reception of pre-approval decision and declaration of acceptance
After the submission and checking of the application, the prefecture issues a pre-approval
decision, declaring the investments that have been approved for funding, and informs the applicant
accordingly. Although as such this activity is not time consuming, it is important to mention that in
most cases, due to a certain delay in the decision process that may take up to three years, there is a
significant amount of time spent by the farmer with his expert and at the authorities as to check and
follow-up the status of his application. Given the amounts in scope, particularly for large-scale
investments, this may take up to five hours on additional time spent on follow-up, even though the
main follow-up is done by the expert himself.
When such a decision is taken, applicants receive a letter of acceptance to be signed and to return
to the authorities. This letter details the amounts and/or investments that have been declared eligible
for funding, and invites the applicant to accept the terms and conditions of the programme under
which he could claim his payments. Along with acceptance of this letter/contract – which they assess
with the expert, the applicants are usually asked to submit a tax clearance certificate, a social
insurance certificate and on a case by case a certificate of non – bankruptcy.
5. Reception of Final Approval
Once the aforementioned documents are submitted to the prefecture, the latter issues a final
approval and informs the applicants accordingly. At this stage, as it was previously mentioned,
applicants can ask for an advance payment as long as they satisfy the criteria mentioned above.
However, from the interviews it was apparent that nobody was able to do so since they didn’t satisfy
those criteria and as a result they had to rely on their own funds, bank loans or a combination of them.
6. Application for payments
Once the final approval is issued, and once farmers complete 20% of their project, they can apply
to receive the 1st payment of the subsidy. In most cases, investments have been commenced prior to
the approval, as in most cases these were deemed important for the continuation of their businesses,
and also more urgent than the decision process.
After the reception of first payment and on a case by case the results of conducted inspections, the
applicant farmer under this measure may apply for the rest of his payment, which consists by law in
one or two different instalments (2nd and 3rd payments). In reality, given the delays that have occurred
these two instalments are usually regrouped into one single payment for the current period.
For each submission of payment requests, as for the initial application, the application is handled
by the expert. Upon his direction, the farmer is required to gather and submit documents such as the
84
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invoices for their expenses, a proof of payments through their bank account, a proof of reception of
works or materials purchased and used in the project as well as the tax certificate and social insurance
certificate. It may as well be required to provide additional documents on the investment, such as a
copy of urban planning licence, a greenhouse standards certification, technical specifications of the
machinery, etc.). It may take usually for applicants from 8 hours (for livestock breeders) to 12 hours
(for open-ground and greenhouse farmers) for gathering the required information.
The payment request, along with these documents is then submitted by the expert to the
authorities. For these payments, the waiting time usually exceeds the year and ranges most commonly
between 2 and 3 years. The longer the waiting time is, the more numerous the contacts the farmer has
with the expert and the authorities as to get informed about the progress of payment. When payment is
realised, the farmer is notified by about the payment by the bank.
7. Inspection and reception of payments
After the approval and throughout the above-mentioned payments, the farmers are subject to onspot inspections from the authorities, as to verify the realised investments and the modernisation of
the holdings.
An appointment is arranged between inspectors and the applicants for this purpose and the whole
inspection can last from two hours to an entire day based on the complexity of the project.
After the inspections are completed, the applicants expect to receive the amount of the subsidy
agreed upfront with the prefecture. According to the interviewees, the reception of the payments can
take from one up to 3 years to be realised from the approval.
1.2.3.

Analysis of measurement results

The measurement results show that if this IO is completely removed, the administrative burden
for the Greek economy would be reduced by EUR 22 079 186.92. The administrative cost reduction if
this IO is abolished completely would amount to EUR 36 280 710.53.
The process of applying and getting support under the context of the Rural Development Program
for the modernisation of agricultural holdings generates a certain amount of burdensome activities,
accounting for 11.49% of the total administrative costs of the PA.
The most burdensome activity of the process is the gathering of the data along with the
preparation of the application folder and with the payment requests. Among these, probably the most
demanding part of this activity is the gathering of the pro-forma invoices and other technical
specifications since it requires the applicants to search extensively for suppliers and ask for prices
which can however not be guaranteed once the approval is issued. The time spent on the whole
activity according to the interviewees from all the segments ranges generally from 1 800 to 2 700
minutes (or 30 to 45 hours overall), representing more than 50% of the time spent on the entire
process.
Along with the gathering of information on the various steps of the process, a second most
burdensome activity is related to having meetings with the expert agronomist, in order to prepare and
cross-check the application files, as well as to follow-up the progress of each application. This was
estimated from interviewees to usually range at 5 hours for greenhouse producers and 6 hours for
open-ground producers and livestock breeders with land. Livestock breeders without have indicated
that they usually spend 10 hours for such meetings, as their application needed further assistance and
work along with the expert.
Additionally to these time-consuming activities, the farmer bears as well considerable external
costs related to consultancy. The outsourcing of the entire application to an agronomist expert costs
him usually between EUR 2500 and EUR 3500, but might get much higher depending on the size of
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the investment, as well as on the innovative aspect of the modernisation, regardless of the segment the
farmer belongs to.
Out of the total time and cost for the whole process, 35 to 40% is considered to be business-asusual since it contains certain activities that the applicants would do in the context of their normal
business activity. This became apparent from the interviews since most of the interviewees declared
that it was among their intentions to modernise their agricultural holdings, for which they would
consult an external expert and that they only lacked the financial support.
More precisely, the burden and cost of these activities may vary on the segments have been
identified for our measurement. It is important to mention at this point that, from the interviews, it
appears that the costs between the different segments find their differences in minor details. The
below section however suggests the main ones that stand out:


Open-land farmers within this measure have projects that can be considered as complex and
multiple (with many sub-projects); as a result, not only do they require additional documents
to gather as a whole (as for instance numerous pro-forma invoices from different suppliers),
which takes them a total of 44 hours, but also the consultancy fee for their expert ranges
among the higher ones, with an standardised value of EUR 3 500 and which has even reached
the amount of EUR 5 000.



In the case of livestock breeders with land, their projects were perceived as more standard
than for the open-land projects, as these mainly concern the modernisation and the extension
of their existing stabling installations (with or without the adequate equipment). As a result,
times related to gathering application and payment documents are slightly smaller, to a level
of 30 hours. Consultancy costs are equally high (to EUR 3 500), related to the costs of the
expert, since the technical details of the application are demanding as well, and as the subsidy
amount is perceived to be high.



Livestock breeders without land usually do not have projects requiring such large
investments, which affect its complexity on the one hand, and the investment amount on the
other. Gathering information (as the most burdensome activity) is therefore less timeconsuming than for the open-land farmers, nonetheless significant with a total of 30 hours.
Consultancy costs appear as well to be lower, to a level of
EUR 2 500, related to the
costs of the experts, who handles the entire application.



Similarly, as for open-land farmers, Greenhouse producers have projects that can be
considered as complex (with main difference the complexity and the technical details related
to specific hydroponic projects), hence requiring from greenhouse farmers almost 47 hours to
gather the required documentation (for the initial application as well as for payments), and
expert costs that range from EUR 1 000 for a simpler investment to EUR 5 000 for a more
complex one. On-spot inspections seem as well to be less time-consuming as the other
segments.

The above-mentioned burdens and costs may also vary upon other more significant factors as
identified through the interviews:
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o

The size of the investment to be (partly) subsidised; the expert costs usually represent a
certain percentage of the total subsidy, which often stands at 3% to 5% of the total subsidy.
Additionally, the larger and more complex the project is, the more documents are needed for
the application or for its payments (such as pro-forma and normal invoices, technical
specifications, etc.);

o

The level and kind of outsourcing for the services of external experts - agronomists; most of
the interviewees relied entirely on experts for their application. In one case however, the
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application was handled by the farmer himself, as he had the knowledge for it, and required
the services of an external mostly for his approval and signature for a much lower fee.
o

Travelling costs may vary among farmers, as going to an expert, to their Union or to the
prefecture can be depending on the location of the farmer himself (e.g. a farmer on an island
may require to travel by boat as to go to the prefecture or even to his Union, as opposed with
one in continental Greece).

o

The familiarisation level of the suppliers themselves with the measure in scope; suppliers that
are aware of the requirements of information to be provided by the farmer could address more
quickly and efficiently his requests, thus minimising the time spent by the applicant to gather
the correct documentation. This concerns mostly the pro-forma invoices in relation to the
investments in scope of the application;

o

Delays in the approval and payment; as stated here above, the delays may generate many back
and forth meetings with the farmer, his expert and the administration, which is estimated to
three hours for the farmer, regardless of the segment he belongs to (this has been included in
the standard time spent by the applicant).
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Main irritation points
The suggestions presented below represent the views of businesses collected through the
interviews conducted. They do not take into account the views of the OECD, the Greek authorities or
the consultants’ assessment.
o

The financial constraints of the application:
One of the most irritating factors from the interviewees is related to the requirement of having
50% of the project amount as own capital prior to the application. In many occasions,
interviewees had difficulties to gather such amount or such proof, particularly in the last few
years. In order to do so, applicants often referred to bank loans and agreements on difficult terms,
as to ensure that they would not be excluded from the programme.

o

The link to the measure 112 of the RDP (young farmers):
According to the interviewees, one additional irritation was the difficulty to be approved for the
programme. Applicants mentioned that there is a high connection of this measure with the
measure 112 or young farmers. Being part of the latter appears to be a prerequisite for the
approval or rejection to the modernisation application.

o

The complexity of the technical file for the application:
Most of the interviewees found the technical details and the documents that were required for the
application to the measure extremely complex. As a result, potential applicants had to visit the
expert on many occasions, spending time and having travelling costs, in order to get informed
about the progress of technical file and to hand in additional documents. As it was raised from
the interviews, the details of the documents, of the file and of other required studies, were so
specific that made the consultancies’ cost much higher.

o

The delays in the approval decision and in the payments:
The interviewees have stated delays as the most irritating factor of the procedure, beyond any
other administrative burden. On many cases, the decision for approval was taken 1 to 3 years
from the submission of the application. Such delays not only create a major irritation, as they
create an important barrier to their projects, but also may require many back and forth
negotiation and consultation activities so as to push the application wherever it is held. In many
cases, applicants waited long time for the pre-approval to the program (1 to 1.5 year) and they
had to wait almost the same time for the final approval. This time lag often discourages people
from further proceeding with their investments even if their applications had been approved.
Similarly a great percentage of interviewees that had been approved to the programme had great
delays for the reception of their payment. As stated previously, it may take from 1 to 3 years to
receive the subsidy that was initially promised and that for no specific reason provided to the
beneficiaries. This forced them to borrow from banks with higher interest as to cover their debts,
and thus creating an unstable financial situation. Relating this to the crisis in place, there are huge
irritations arising from it, as they are entrapped in their investments and banking loans, which are
often taken on mortgages.
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o

The fragmented information from official authorities and unofficial sources:
For the entire application process and stressing the previous point, most of the interviewees
criticised openly the lack of information from official authorities, from the familiarisation to the
reception of the subsidies. For instance, in the beginning, they stressed that the information
provided in the opening of the program was too brief in relation to what needed to be done.
Throughout the application process, it was pointed out that there was no adequate information or
explanation on the status and the follow-up of the subsidy, particularly in relation to the approval
of the subsidised amounts and on the payments. Information coming from the Unions, experts or
media appears to be disparate and confusing.

o

The price fluctuation on investments:
An additional irritation, yet not directly related to this project, concerned the price fluctuation
that happens upon announcement of the opening of such programmes. As stated by some
interviewees, suppliers seemed to increase their prices (up to 40%) which aimed at absorbing a
great part of the subsidy that was allocated. Furthermore, due to the abovementioned delays,
prices fluctuate to a level where the subsidy or the initial investment amount is no longer
representative of the actual investment to be made.

o

The number of payment instalments:
The payment of the subsidy as presented previously is split in two or three instalments. As stated
from the interviewees, the number of instalments is perceived to quite small in relation to the
subsidy amount. The investments requiring a certain level of liquidity, matching the actual
payments to these instalments required sound(er) financial planning.

o

Redundancy of the information to provide:
For their application, as well as for the approval or for their payment, farmers are required had to
collect documents that had already been submitted, either within the framework of the SPS
application, or for other programmes, such as measure 112 for Young Farmers. Applicants in
many cases were asked several times to provide their tax and insurance certification, copies of
legal titles, a copy of their ID card, leasing contracts and other documents, which multiplied time
in collecting and gathering them.

o

The limitation to certain amounts per type of investment
As a general yet recurring irritation point, limitations on amounts of the subsidy were
communicated upon pre-approval of the application, but without an explication of their
calculation. In many cases, it was perceived that these limitations did not show an understanding
or the knowledge of the market, and that they seemed to be predefined before the application
itself and common to each applicant. As to that last part, the interviewees questioned the
necessity of gathering pro-forma invoices, if standard amounts were already fixed. Applicants
had to spent lot of time for the pro-forma invoices and offers, so they regarded this as highly
irritating. Furthermore, due to the delays between the application and the approval, these
subsidised amounts may no longer be in line with the most recent technology or the market
prices.
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1.3. Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for setting up of young farmers (Measure 112) - IO3
1.3.1.

Origins and process of the information obligation (brief assessment of purposes of
IO)

Figure 1.3: Process for complying with the requirement “Obligations relating to application
for support under the Rural Development Programme for setting up of young farmers
(Measure 112)”

The purpose of this programme is to enhance the agricultural economy by enabling young farmers
to set up their own production. The programme refers to people that:
are between 18 and 40 years old
are permanent residents of mountain villages and regions or regions with population up to
100 000.

are qualified professionals or promise to become qualified within a period of 36 months.
The terms and conditions for participation at this programme are set by EC 1975/2000, Joint
Ministerial Decision No 17371/704/20-11-2008 (Government Gazette B 2497/2008) and Law
3614/2007.



Initially, the prospective young farmer usually familiarises himself with the programme as well as
its requirements; He then needs to gather all the supportive documents and data required. Among
others:
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He has to fill an application for support;
He prepares a long term business plan, where he presents information about the current and
desired state of the land at the end of the period. The business plan must be approved and
signed by a geotechnical or a technologist of agriculture.

© OECD 2014

And finally he completes his application with a series of other documents and data required
such as:



o
o
o
o
o
o

Validated copy of identity card or passport so as to prove his / her age
Copies of Tax certificates for the last 3 years
Proof of termination of previous employment (if any)
Family Status Certificate
Domicile Certificate confirmed by mayoral or regional authorities
Validated Degree Certificate

The full application is then submitted in two printed copies (one prototype and one copy with all
the supporting documents) as well as electronically, at the authorities in charge (initially at the
Prefecture, Advisory Committee, which checks for completeness and which then forwards it to the
Prefecture’s Secretary General) for a final approval.
Once his application is approved, the applicant is invited sign a contract according to which he
has to report on the progress of the project so as to get the financial support. At the same time he
receives the 1st instalment of the support.
In order to get the rest of the support (in either 1 or 2 additional instalments), he must report at the
Directorate of Rural Development on the progress of the project. At this stage he has to provide the
Directorate with proof of relevant expenses, a form of request for payment as well as other documents
required. Once the Directorate confirms that the young farmer goes according to the action plan,
approves the payment of the 2nd instalment of the support.
Finally in order to get the remaining support the applicant must submit once again the
aforementioned documents plus a progress report signed by a geotechnical or agricultural
technologist. Once the Directorate confirms that everything goes as initially agreed, it approves the
final payment of the support fund.
1.3.2.

Results from measurement and quantification

Table 1.4

Composition of Administrative Cost and Administrative Burden (IO 3)
Nr of
entities /
frequency
occurrences

Price (P)
PA:
Agriculture

Time

Consulting
costs

Out of
pocket /
Equipment
Costs

(in minutes)

(in EUR)

(in EUR)

P (in EUR)

(Q)

(f)

BAU

Total AB

Total AC

(%)

(in EUR
million)

(in EUR
million)

IO 3: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development Programme for setting up of young farmers
(Measure 112)
Nonsegmented

2 400

1 000

100

1 628

8 276

1

20%

10.78

13.48

For the purpose of this measurement, the number of occurrences for this IO relate to the annual
number of applications under this measure (on 2009), which are performed by manual workers
(agriculture).
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Standardised description of the activities related to the IO 3
The purpose of this support scheme under Measure 112 of the Rural Development Programme is
to enhance the agricultural economy by enabling young farmers to set up their own agricultural
production. In order to benefit from this programme, the applicant young farmer needs to establish a 5
year business plan, have only as occupation the agricultural exploitation, whilst making a commitment
to be a farmer for at least the next 10 years.
1. Familiarisation with the process:
The programme for setting up of young farmers does not occur on a regular basis (such as on a
yearly basis); it is therefore announced by authorities on the basis of a strategic decision to enhance
the development for young farmers on a rather ad hoc basis. In order to follow closely the
annunciations that are made by the authorities (from the opening of the programme to its payment
conditions), the farmers benefits from several information sources:
-

Mouth to ear from/with other farmers that are closely following the programmes;

-

The internet, when available (from official sources as well as from various electronic
newspapers);

-

The cooperative Unions to which the farmers belong to (or may belong to): on a majority of
cases, the prospective young farmer visits the Union’s office and requests for information
about the measure.

-

The Agronomist/Geotechnical Expert, who has as well the knowledge and expertise to inform
the farmers about the programme.

Among these sources, the most important and widely used are the Unions and the experts, which
have developed particular contacts with authorities, as to be aware of when the program is announced,
as well as its conditions for applying to it. It takes three hours to get familiarised with such an
information obligation.
2. Submission of initial application:
As a first step in the application process, prospective young farmers are required to submit an
application that aims at presenting their agricultural business plan for the next 5 years, as well as their
commitment to the agricultural sector for the next ten years.
To do so, the applicants require the services of external experts, agronomists, which guide the
applicant through the entire application process. Depending on the region and on the expert, the costs
relating to these services may vary on most cases on a percentage of the payment the farmer receives
for it. The standardised fee is estimated to EUR 1000.
On a practical side, the applicant schedules several meetings with the expert for the application
and the development of his/her business plan. They usually meet three to four times (in total six
hours) in order to discuss the contents (which focuses on gathering the credited points as to have
additional adhesion criteria to the programme) and submit the application along with its
administrative documents.
These documents are in most cases gathered by the applicant – young farmer upon guidance of
the expert, at different administrations (which requires time as well as travelling costs from and to
these):
-
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A copy of ID card which needs to be certified (at a KEP – service centre for citizens or at the
police);

© OECD 2014

-

A copy of the farmer’s SPS application (delivered usually by the Unions – to establish the
kind and volumes and cultivation);

-

The E1 form (tax income) and tax clearance of the usually last three years, which he generally
gets from his/her accountant;

-

In some cases, invoices that prove their exploitation (from the accountant as well on most
cases)

-

A domicile certification and a family state certificate, from the municipality he resides in;

-

An insurance certification from previous employment (such as TEVE certification);

-

A copy of the diplomas and studies certificates (which need to be certified as well);

-

A certification from the agricultural social insurance service (OGA);

-

Leasing contracts of land for the years that they will participate to the program or property
titles of their own land (E9)

Along with the gathering of these documents, the expert proceeds to the development of the
application, focusing mostly on the creation of the prospective young farmer’s business plan. As such,
they declare their cultivation or their livestock capital for the years to come, and collect the credited
points as to complete the applicant’s eligibility. Among others, an important criterion is called the
MAE (Μονάδες Ανθρώπινης Εργασίας, which translates into Man-Work Units, and is equivalent to 1
750 hours per year). For its understanding, the young farmer commits to evolving the MAE from the
minimum starting value of 0.5 to a minimum value of 1 over the following five years from his
application and that his income from his agricultural exploitation will increase over that period.
This application is also accompanied by a 10 year commitment to be a farmer. Such gathering of
information requires usually six hours for the applicant. Once the entire application folder is
completed, the application is submitted by the expert on behalf of the applicant.
3. Approval and 1st reception of payment
Upon submission, the application is checked by the authorities for approval or not, with a followup from the applicant with his expert. According to the interviewees, this may take from 3 to 4
months.
When the application is approved, and the young farmer is accepted to the measure, they are
invited by letter to present themselves at the prefectural authorities (dir. of Rural development), where
they are asked to sign their commitment to the program, and along with it their request for 1 st
payment. Usually, farmers have to wait about one year in order to get their first payment.
4. Data Gathering and submission for 2nd and 3rd payment request
After the reception of first payment and on a case by case the results of conducted inspections, the
young farmer may apply for the rest of his payment, which consists by law in two different
instalments (2nd and 3rd payments). In reality, given the delays that have occurred these two
instalments have been regrouped into one single payment for the current period.
For the requests for payment, as for the initial application, the application is handled by the
expert. Upon his direction (on meetings that usually take in total four hours), the young farmer is
required to gather additional documentation such as invoices that prove the cultivation he has and the
investments that he made in his exploitation. Additionally, in some cases, other administrative
documents such as bank booklet copies, tax clearance and E1, insurance and tax certification are
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required. As for the initial gathering of information, it usually takes him five hours to collect the
required information, which he verifies along with the application itself.
The payment request is then filled and submitted by the expert to the authorities. For these
payments, the waiting time ranges generally from 6 to 12 months, but may be much longer on certain
occasions. The longer the waiting time is, the more numerous the contacts the farmer has with the
expert and the authorities as to get informed about the progress of payment. When payment is
realised, the farmer is notified by his bank of the payment.
5. Inspections and compliance to the program
After the approval and throughout the above-mentioned payments, the farmers may be subject to
administrative or on-spot inspections from the authorities.
Usually, administrative inspections are based on the SPS declaration (where he is required among
others to declare that he is under this measure). For a period of ten years, the central controlling body,
the OPEKEPE, realises cross-checks to assess the level of compliance of the farmer to the terms of
the program. (Among others, OPEKEPE checks if the cultivation and exploitation that is declared in
the SPS application is the same as the cultivation and exploitation declared under this measure). This
may lead to additional requirements from the OPEKEPE to the farmer, but this is rare.
More often and usually on the basis of cross-checks, the OPEKEPE may realise field inspections,
as to check the compliance to the programme on spot. Among the interviewees, three out of five have
received such an inspection that usually lasts 4,5 hours (along with its preparation upfront).
1.3.3.

Analysis of measurement results

The measurement results show that if this IO is completely removed, the administrative burden
for the Greek economy would be reduced by EUR 10 781 310.72. The administrative cost reduction if
this IO is abolished completely would amount to EUR 13 476 638.40.
This IO represents 4.27% of the total administrative costs measured for this PA. From the abovementioned activities, the most burdensome ones are related to gathering information (on approval and
on request for payment) and on meeting with the expert as to develop the application folder (including
checking the provided information). Together, these activities represent more than 65% of the time
spent for the measure. Gathering of documents may indeed require 11 hours as such, with additional 5
hours to assess and evaluate them along with the expert who the applicant meets on several occasions
(8 hours on external meetings).
Additionally, the farmer bears external costs that are related to outsourcing the application to an
expert resulting in an usual 1000 EUR consultancy’s cost. OOP costs are related to traveling costs
(within the municipality and sometimes at the prefecture) and on making copies and certifying them.
An additional and unforeseen amount of time, as well as some OOP costs, is more due to the
delays on the approval of the application or of the payment. In order to follow-up his application or
the status of his payment, the farmer usually contacts and meets with his expert or with the
administration itself.
Although these activities bear significant administrative costs, 20% of the total cost is considered
to be “Business-as-usual” as most of the interviewees would develop a multi-year business-plan, and
require some outsourcing services for it (in terms of time and costs). They would not do it however in
the same level of detail, nor would they require gathering as many documents for it.
These burdens and costs however may vary upon other factors as identified through the
interviews:
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o

The level and kind of outsourcing for the services of external experts - agronomists; most of
the interviewees relied entirely on experts for their application. In one case however, the
business plan as well as most of the application was developed by the farmer himself, and had
an expert sign his application for a much lower fee.

o

Travelling costs may vary among farmers, as going to an expert, to their Union or to the
prefecture can be depending on the location of the farmer himself (e.g. a farmer on an island
may require to travel by boat as to go to the prefecture or even to his Union as opposed with
one in continental Greece).

o

Delays in the approval and payment; as stated here above, the delays may generate many back
and forth meetings with the farmer, his expert and the administration.

Main irritation points
The suggestions presented below represent the views of businesses collected through the
interviews conducted. They do not take into account the views of the OECD, the Greek authorities or
the consultants’ assessment.
o

The complexity of the technical file for the application:
Most of the interviewees found the technical details and the documents that were required for the
application to the measure quite burdensome in relation to the details that were asked. As a
result, potential applicants had to visit the expert on many occasions, spending time and having
travelling costs, in order to get informed about the progress of technical file and to hand in
additional documents. For instance, the details that were required for developing their five-year
business plan made them spend much more time than they would usually spend. Furthermore,
this level of details often led to unintentional mistakes from the experts themselves, thus creating
additional time-consuming research and gathering.

o

The Delays in the approval decision and the reception of payments:
According to the interviewees, most of the applicants had to wait for quite a long time in order to
get approved to the program (4-6 months) and to receive the subsidies related to it (between one
and two years). Beyond the measurement itself, these delays were identified as important burden
for them. Beyond waiting for the payments (on first, second or third instalments), applicants
often had to follow-up on their application on the payments’ statuses, creating additional
meetings with their expert and authorities. Additional irritation was pointed out as they do not
receive any official communication from authorities, but rather receive informal and rumour
information from newspapers, internet and from their Union.
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o

The fragmented information from official authorities and unofficial sources:
For the entire application process and stressing the previous point, most of the interviewees
criticised openly the lack of information from official authorities, from the familiarisation to the
reception of the subsidies. For instance, in the beginning, they stressed that the information
provided in the opening of the program was too brief in relation to what needed to be done.
Throughout the application process, it was pointed out that there was no adequate information or
explanation on the status and the follow-up of the subsidy, particularly in relation to the revision
of the subsidised amounts (which on most cases seem to have been cut unilaterally by 50%).

o

Inelasticity on the compliance to the 5-year business plan and the 10 year commitment
Through the interviews, beneficiary young farmers have stated that the compliance to the 5-year
business plan may become quite difficult to achieve. As the production market fluctuates, it was
stated that it was difficult or impossible to adapt accordingly their cultivation or exploitation, as
they are bound to the conditions under which they received their subsidy. Furthermore it was
stated that the difference between having the five-year commitment to the business plan and the
ten-year commitment to being a farmer was unjustified within this measure, making the latter
unnecessary as such. Some of the interviewees stressed as well that even if their exploitation
proved to be not efficient and profitable, they were bound to keeping it for the rest of the
programme.

o

The number of payment instalments:
The payment of the subsidy as presented previously is split in two or three instalments. The
amounts as such were described as not sufficient to cover investments but rather to provide a
financial cushion for the start of their activity. As stated from the interviewees, the way these
instalments are set could be revised as to receive an annual subsidy for the entire programme,
which would have rather the characteristics of an additional yearly fee to the SPS.

o

Redundancy of the information to provide:
For their application, as well as for the approval or for their payment, farmers are required had to
collect documents that had already been submitted, either within the framework of the SPS
application, or for other RDP programmes. Applicants in many cases were asked several times to
provide their tax and insurance certification, copies of legal titles, a copy of their ID card, leasing
contracts and other documents, which multiplied time in collecting and gathering them. The
absence of a centralised collection of such documents, along with the requirements to have other
dates upon different (yet close) submissions, was stressed as highly frustrating.

.
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1.4. Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development
Programme for participation of farmers in food quality (measure 132) – IO4
1.4.1.

Origins and process of the information obligation (brief assessment of purposes of
IO)

Figure 1.4: Process for complying with the requirement “Obligations relating to application
for support under the Rural Development Programme for participation of farmers in food
quality (measure 132)”

The purpose of this action is to enhance the agricultural economy by providing assistance to the
development of quality systems.
Through measure 132, farmers are financially supported to implement and participate in quality
schemes (Organic Production and Integrated Management) for the production of agricultural products
intended for human consumption.
These aim at providing proof to consumers on the quality of production and to realise added value
to primary agricultural products. Quality systems are organic, integrated crop management systems
(AGRO 2) and integrated management of quality assurance for pork (AGRO 3).

The institutional framework for the implementation of the measure is determined by Ministerial
Decision No 1483/5-6-2009 GG B 1327/3-7-2009, (EC) No 1974/2006 and by amending Ministerial
decision 2047/28-01-2013.
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Following the invitation of the authorities for expressions of interest, candidates are requested to
apply for aid through an application form and different supporting documents attached to it.
These documents are a certified contract with an organisation certificate, legal titles, income
clearance certificate, proofs of being a farmer and that the agricultural procedure is standardised with
the standards of measure 132. The application is filled either on paper or online at www.metro132.gr
, printed and filed along with documentation and supporting evidence in DAOK / DAO (General /
Regional Directorates of Rural Economy and Veterinary) of the relevant region. The above
documentation is submitted in a file, in which it is important to include a copy of the initial
application for the single payment scheme.
After evaluating and assessing the application that had been submitted, the competent authority
takes the final decision to approve or not, which is duly notified to the applicant.
After the submission of the application and its approval, applicants are requested to apply for
payment at Rural Development prefectural government including all supporting documents. With this
statement, they accept the conditions that are established by the EU, including keeping all documents
and decisions for five years.
During the completion of their project, the applicants must apply for payment electronically by
filling out the form available on www.metro132.gr and printing it or by filling paper and by
submitting within 30 days at the DAOK together with the necessary supporting documents (receipted
vouchers, a certificate certifying a contract with an organisation certificate) etc.
The request for payment takes place every year for five years. The maximum sum awarded on
exploitations amounts to 3000 EUR. The payment of beneficiaries is done by depositing the amount
payable to their individual account.

1.4.2.

Results from measurement and quantification

Table 1.5

Composition of Administrative Cost and Administrative Burden (IO 4)
Nr of
entities /
frequency
occurrences

Price (P)
PA:
Agriculture

Time

Consulting
costs

Out of
pocket /
Equipment
Costs

(in minutes)

(in EUR)

(in EUR)

P (in EUR)

(Q)

(f)

BAU

Total AB

Total AC

(%)

(in EUR
million)

(in EUR
million)

IO4: Obligations relating to application for support under the Rural Development Programme for participation of farmers in food
quality (measure 132)
Nonsegmented

1 320

2,500

30

2 821

5 586

1

60%

6.30

15.76

For the purpose of this measurement, the number of occurrences for this IO relate to the annual
number of applications under this measure (on 2009), which are performed by manual workers
(agriculture).
Standardised description of the activities related to the IO 4
The purpose of this support scheme under Measure 132 of the Rural Development Programme is
to enhance activities conducted within the scope of setting an integrated management system for
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agricultural production. The programme particularly refers to farmers produce certified organic
products, agro 2 certified products and agro 3 certified products (pork which can be consumed by
human). It is as such linked to a certification process which entails obligations that are linked to the
production process as such.
The duration of the programme is of 5 years helping farmers to improve their exploitation or their
holdings in order to gain competitiveness from delivering high quality certified products to the
consumer, in a production that is environmentally correct and aims at reducing pesticide and nitrate
residues (on product and on land).
The application and subsidy request for such a programme may be summarised by the following
steps:
1. Familiarisation with the process:
The programme for the participation of farmers in food quality systems does not occur on a
regular basis (such as on a yearly basis); it is therefore announced by authorities on the basis of a
strategic decision to enhance the participation of farmers in food quality systems on a rather ad hoc
basis. In order to follow closely the annunciations that are made by the authorities (from the opening
of the programme to its payment conditions), the farmers benefits from several information sources:
-

Mouth to ear from/with other farmers that are closely following the programmes;

-

The internet, when available (from official sources as well as from various electronic
newspapers);

-

The cooperative Unions to which the farmers belong to (or may belong to): on a majority of
cases, the prospective young farmer visits the Union’s office and requests for information
about the measure;

-

The Agronomist/Geotechnical Expert, who has as well the knowledge and expertise to inform
the farmers about the programme;

-

The authorities (mostly the prefecture) may also play a significant role in the familiarisation
process as it may encourage farmers (or a group of farmers producers) to participate in such a
program, and deliver them trainings in that direction.

Among these sources, the most important and widely used are the Unions and the experts, which
have developed particular contacts with authorities, as to be aware of when the program is announced,
as well as its conditions for applying to it. It takes usually two hours to get familiarised with such an
information obligation.
2. Submission of initial application:
As a first step in the application process, applicant farmers are required to submit an application
with the necessary following documents, which takes them usually half a day (4 hours) to collect:


An E1 form (tax income) and tax clearance, which he generally gets from his/her accountant;



A copy of ID card which needs to be certified (at a KEP – service centre for citizens or at the
police);



A certification from the agricultural social insurance service (OGA);
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A copy of the farmer’s SPS application (delivered usually by the Unions – to establish the
kind and volumes and cultivation);



Leasing contracts of land for the next five years of the programme or property titles of their
own land (E9)



A copy of the contract with an official certifying organisation as well as copies of the quality
certification they have obtained



A technical file on the quality system in place or to develop, gathering different qualitative
measures (chemical analysis of the production, parameters that show the reduction in
pesticides and in nitrate, etc.) as well as the production prospect aver the next five years.

In order to get approved, the application results in credited points as to evaluate the applicant’s
eligibility. Among others, criteria taken into consideration are the quality certification of the product,
the area and quality of land, the MAE (Μονάδες Ανθρώπινης Εργασίας), which translates into ManWork Units, and is equivalent to 1750 hours per year), the existence of a retail unit or system, the
income of the applicant farmer as well as to if he has been approved to the program of young farmers.
To draw such an application, the farmer requires the services of external experts, agronomists,
which guide the applicant through the entire application process, for a standardised cost of EUR 500
annually for 5 years. In reality, these costs consist in a five-year annual fee that may vary from EUR
250 to EUR 800 annually, depending on the size of the project, which covers not only the application
but the entire follow-up of the payments and of the quality system itself.
On a practical side, the applicant schedules one or two meetings (estimated to 2 hours in total)
with the expert for the preparation of the application and gathers the different administrative
documents mentioned here above upon indication of the expert.
3. Approval to the program:
Upon submission, the application is checked by the authorities for approval or not. According to
the interviewees, this may take from 1 to 3 years, inducing often a recurring follow-up from the
applicant with his expert.
When the application is approved, and the farmer is accepted to the measure, he is invited by
letter to accept the terms of the programme, and as such to commit to his production for the following
five years in relation to his application.
4. Submissions for payment request:
After the reception of approval, the farmer is required to submit a request for payment on a yearly
basis (for five years). This is done through the means of an application folder that requires the
following documents:


An E1 form (tax income) and tax clearance, which he gets from his/her accountant;



A copy of the contract with an official certifying organisation as well as copies of the quality
certification they have obtained for the specific year



Copies of invoices that show expenses realised in order to comply with the terms of program.

Subsequently, he receives a payment in relation to his application each year (with the condition
that he complies with the terms of program).
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As for his application, the payment requests are mostly handled by the farmer’s expert, who
informs the farmer about the additional documents that are needed, as well as on the state of his
request. Usually, the main documents to collect are the invoices since the expert keeps track of the
remaining documents for his other applications - it usually takes him a couple of hours to do so.
When payments are delayed, additional meetings with the expert are planned as to get informed about
the progress of his payment request. It takes two additional hours in total on meetings with the expert
as to draw the payment requests.
5. Inspections (compliance to the program) and reception of payment:
After the approval and throughout the above-mentioned payments, the farmers may be subject to
administrative or on-spot inspections from the authorities.
Usually, administrative inspections are based on the SPS declaration (where he is required among
others to declare that he is under this measure). For the period of five years of this programme, the
central controlling body, the OPEKEPE, carries out cross-checks to assess the level of compliance of
the farmer to the terms of the programme (among others, OPEKEPE checks if the cultivation and
exploitation that is declared in the SPS application is the same as the cultivation and exploitation
declared under this measure). This may lead to additional requirements from the OPEKEPE to the
farmer, but this is rare.
More often and usually on the basis these cross-checks, the OPEKEPE may perform field
inspections, as to check the compliance to the programme on spot. Through the entire programme, it
appears that 20 to 30 % of the farmers that have been approved for this measure have received such an
inspection that usually lasts from 3 to 5 hours.
Statistically, as stated by one of the interviewees, every exploitation may have one or two on spot
inspections.
When the check is complete and eventually the inspection conducted from authorities, the
payment is deposited at the farmer’s bank account. When important delays occur, the farmers have
contacts with the expert, with authorities and with the bank in order to get informed about the
reception or non-reception of payment.
1.4.3.

Analysis of measurement results

The measurement results show that if this IO is completely removed, the administrative burden
for the Greek economy would be reduced by EUR 6 302 393.33. The administrative cost reduction if
this IO is abolished completely would amount to EUR 15 755 983.32.
This IO entails some important administrative costs (4.99% of the total administrative burden for
this PA), yet it is the one with the highest business-as-usual level (at 60%).
From the above-mentioned description and according to the interviewees, the most burdensome
activities are related to meeting with the expert as to develop the application folder and gathering
information in relation to it (on approval and on request for payment), as well as facilitating on spot
inspections. Together, these activities represent more than 70% of the time spent for the measure.
Gathering of documents may indeed require 4 hours as such, with 1 additional hour to assess and
evaluate the application file as developed with the expert (4 hours on external meetings).
Additionally, the farmer bears external costs that are related to outsourcing the application to an
expert and where the consultancy’s cost is estimated to an annual fee of 500 EUR. For the whole
duration of program, the total fee of expert for a normally efficient farmer-applicant is estimated to an
amount of EUR 2 500. Additional OOP costs are related to traveling costs, phone call costs and on
making copies and certifying them.

© OECD 2014

101

It can be noted that, along with these latter, a certain amount of time, as well as some OOP costs,
are related to the delays on the approval of the application or of the payment. Waiting for decision on
each case requires from the farmer activities such as getting informed, develop and have contacts with
the authorities and increased meetings with the expert.
Although these activities bear significant administrative costs, 60% of the total cost is considered
to be “Business-as-usual”; most of the interviewees have clearly stated that this application is part of a
process that already took place (the measure in itself has not been the initiator for certification, but
rather an additional cushion on the investment realised or to realise). The objective of the certification
in itself is indeed to have a more qualitative production and to be more competitive on it.
Farmers would therefore conduct analyses (such as chemical analysis of the production,
parameters that show the reduction in pesticides and in nitrate), which would require as well some
outsourcing services for it (in terms of time and costs). They would not do it however in the same
level of detail, nor would they require gathering as many documents for it.
These costs however may vary upon other factors as identified through the interviews:
o

The level of implication of external experts – agronomists in the process; most of the
interviewees relied on experts not only for their application but for the entire implementation
of the integrated production management, including the certification process. In some cases
however, the application is done in a more disparate way, inducing further time in meetings
and costs related to it. Additionally, experts had most occasions a great majority of collected
documents (archive) but not on all cases.

o

Travelling costs may also vary among farmers; going to the expert, to gathering documents or
to obtain further information from the prefecture can be depending on the location of the
farmer himself (e.g. a farmer on an island may require to travel by boat as to go to the
prefecture or even to his expert as opposed with one in continental Greece).

o

Delays in the approval and payment; as stated here above, the delays may generate many back
and forth meetings with the farmer, his expert and the administration. As farmers had indeed
to wait from 6 months to 2 years to get their approval, this required further follow-up from
them.

o

The top-down organisation of the implementation of a production management system; for
some of the interviewees, the certification that enabled such a measure has been the result of
an increased cooperation among farmers, including with the assistance/push of the
prefecture’s authorities, leading to increased information and trainings on the measure, and
thus indirectly influencing the associated times and costs related to it. Increased cooperation
has also led to economies of scale as well in relation to the expert costs, as the latter handled
all concerned applications together.

The number of conducted inspection can also be an important variance factor, as farmers under
this measure did not get inspections every single year. In fact, during the program, some farmers had
not received any inspections whereas other farmers had already facilitated three.
Main irritation points
The suggestions presented below represent the views of businesses collected through the
interviews conducted. They do not take into account the views of the OECD, the Greek authorities or
the consultants’ assessment.
o
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The interviewees have stated delays as the most irritating factor of the procedure, beyond any
other administrative burden. On many cases, the decision for approval took 1 to 3 years from the
submission of the application, which on a few cases had even led the applicants to believe that
the measure was abandoned. Such delays not only create a major irritation, as they create an
important barrier to the projects that were undertaken, but also may require many back and forth
negotiation and consultation activities so as to push the application wherever it is held. Similarly
for payments, huge delays were pointed out as these took one to three years to be realised.
o

The subsidy amounts:
The subsidy amounts were perceived among a great majority of the interviewees as particularly
low. Annual subsidies ranging from EUR 1 500 to a maximum amount of EUR 3 000 seem not to
reflect the cost of certified products on a market that is still immature for it (and hence forcing
producers to lower their prices), nor the production costs and risks that are associated to it.

o

Inelasticity on the compliance to the 5-year programme
Through the interviews, applicant farmers for certified production systems have stated that the
compliance to a 5-year plan may become quite difficult to achieve. As the production yet is
expected to expand, it was stated that it was difficult or impossible to adapt accordingly their
exploitation. A good example of such irritation is the obligation to keeping a certain livestock
capital to a fixed level as to ensure the reception of this subsidy. Being bound to the conditions
under which they receive their subsidy, they were not able to grasp further opportunities for
expanding or differentiating their production.

o

The fragmented information from official authorities and unofficial sources:
For the entire application process and stressing the previous point, most of the interviewees
criticised openly the lack of information from official authorities, from the familiarisation to the
reception of the subsidies. For instance, in the beginning, they stressed that the information
provided in the opening of the program was too brief or disparate in relation to what needed to be
done. The information provided by certification organisations, by Unions or even from experts
on that part was crucial, yet difficult to check and to assess.
Throughout the application process as well, it was pointed out that there was no adequate
information or explanation on the status and the follow-up of the subsidies or from the
inspections that were conducted.

o

Redundancy of the information to provide:
For their application, as well as for the approval or for their payment, farmers are required had to
collect documents that had already been submitted, either within the framework of the SPS
application, or for other RDP measures. Beneficiaries in this measure are asked on a yearly basis
for 5 years to provide a series of documents, which are already provided and require time in
collecting and gathering them. The absence of a centralised collection of such documents, along
with the requirements to have other dates upon different (yet close) submissions, was stressed as
highly frustrating.
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1.5.
Obligations to apply for permit to construct a small-scale livestock
installation/shelter –IO 5
1.5.1.

Origins and process of the information obligation (brief assessment of purposes of
IO)

Figure 1.5: Process for complying with the requirement “Obligation to apply for permit to
construct a small-scale livestock installation/shelter”

The main legislations in scope of this IO are Law 4056/2012 (defining the conditions and
procedures for livestock installations) and Inter-ministerial Decision 5888/03-02-2004 (Government
Gazette B’ 355/18.02.2004 – which sets the requisites, terms and conditions for construction and
installation approval of livestock installations under a greenhouse frame or in of mobile livestock
shelters). Furthermore a clarification circular of Law 4056 has been developed in 2012 by the
Ministry of Rural Development which clarifies the process and the conditions for livestock
installations.
The purpose of this permit is to allow breeders to construct small scale livestock facilities /
shelters. Generally and traditionally, all constructions require a construction permit in order to build
any installation, which is given by the urban planning.
In the case of small-scale livestock facilities as well as to ensure certain standards of quality (and
In order to legalise numerous existing shelters and small-scale facilities for breeders), the permit in
scope of this IO is not a construction permit per say but an installation permit which follows a slightly
different scheme.
The facilities concerned by this IO are those of category 1 and 2 as described in Law
4056/2012and its clarification circular:
1. Temporary and mobile livestock shelters (without structural frame and that serve extensive or
mobile breeding activity)
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2. Livestock facilities shelters that are built under recognised construction standards (greenhouse
frames or other specific frames that do not exceed 300m²)
Initially, the breeder gets familiarised with the requirements for such an application in relation to
the construction of a small scale livestock. He then gathers all the supportive documents and data
required. These documents are:





The application for the permit itself
An environmental approval (which is measured under PA “Environment” – category A and
B)).
A declaration on the honour by an engineer or a geotechnician.
A geotechnical report on the installation to construct.

The application with its documents is then submitted at the prefectural department of agriculture –
to the “Stabling Committee” in order to get a pre-approval installation licence, which is valid up to
three months after its issuance.
Obtaining this licence enables the construction of the shelter/installation. When the construction is
complete and 30 days before the transport of livestock, the breeder is required to apply for an
installation/shelter licence.
For this application, main documents and information to collect are the following:




The application for installation/shelter licence itself
The pre-approval installation licence, obtained beforehand;
Certificate from the Urban Planning which certifies that the facility satisfies specific
standards.

The breeder/owner of the installation then submits the aforementioned application with its
documents at the prefectural department of agriculture – to the “Stabling Committee” which conducts
an inspection of the facilities within 30 days of the application.
The installation/shelter licence is then granted (upon positive evaluation) and communicated to
the breeder
1.5.2.

Results from measurement and quantification

Table 1.6

Composition of Administrative Cost and Administrative Burden (IO 5)
Nr of
entities /
frequency
occurrences

Price (P)
PA:
Agriculture

Time

Consulting
costs

Out of
pocket /
Equipment
Costs

(in minutes)

(in EUR)

(in EUR)

P (in EUR)

(Q)

(f)

BAU

Total AB

Total AC

(%)

(in EUR
million)

(in EUR
million)

IO5: Obligations to apply for permit to construct a small-scale livestock installation/shelter
Nonsegmented
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1 770

1 000

60

1 450

100

1

20%

0.12

0.14
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For the purpose of this measurement, the number of occurrences for this IO relate to the average
annual number of applications to construct small-scale livestock installations and shelters, which are
performed by manual workers (agriculture).
Standardised description of the activities related to the IO 5
As stated in the theoretical description of the process, farmers that want to construct a small-scale
livestock installation need to apply for the relevant licence, in scope within this IO. This actually
concerns type 1 and type 2 installations (temporarily and mobile livestock installation, livestock
installation with greenhouse frame), whether they are existing or not. The process for applying for
such a permit is similar on any case, and drains its importance as it is a prerequisite for farmers to
apply to different financial schemes, as well as to legalise existing installation upon specific standards
that ensure quality treatment in the breeding sector.
Generally, the process of obtaining such a licence can be split into the following activities:
1. Familiarisation with the process:
In order to get familiarised by the permit application, the breeders benefits from several
information sources:
-

Mouth to ear from/with other farmers that are aware of the legislation changes or that have
been through a similar procedure;

-

The internet, when available (from official sources as well as from various electronic
newspapers);

-

The cooperative Unions to which the breeders belong to.

-

The Agronomist experts, who handle other programs for the breeder (such as measures 112,
121 etc.) and who have as well the knowledge and expertise to inform the farmers about the
permit.

-

Most importantly, topographer/engineer experts who in order to proceed with the construction
(or its adjustments) advises and explains as well the permit process.

It takes usually three hours to get familiarised with such an information obligation.
2. Pre-approval of the installation: Application for starting the constructing works
Once farmers are familiarised with the process and in order to construct their small-scale facility,
applicants-breeders are required to submit an application for pre-approval. As such, this application
aims at getting an approval for starting the construction of the works related to the installation.
Throughout the entire process, breeders are in most cases assisted by a topographer-expert (as
stated previously) who takes also in charge the construction.
The application for permit folder is generally consolidated by the applicant himself, gathering the
following documents and certifications, which require him a total time of 6 hours of gathering
(beyond inspections and waiting times):
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A certification from the Forestry department of the prefecture that the breeder’s installation is
not a forestry area;



A certification from the Archaeological department of the prefecture that the breeder’s area
has no archaeological findings
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A copy of the Environment permit or of the declaration to standard environmental terms (as
studied with IOs 18 and 19 of the present study)



A certification from the Municipality that the area of installation has the appropriate distance
of the residential area.



A topographic diagram and a technical description from the topographer expert, for a fee of
approximately 1000 EUR, depending on the installation, and for which the applicant spends
four hours as to validate the above-mentioned and the application as such.

In order to get these certifications, the breeder-applicant needs to provide at first a request for
certification to the different departments, upon which these administration conduct on spot inspections
in presence of the breeder. Usually the services that inspect the area prior to this first approval are the
Forestry department, the Archaeological department and the Environmental department (which
however is performed within the deliverance of the environment permit). Usually, four hours in total
are spent as to facilitate these inspections.
Upon positive inspections, the breeder receives the certification and submits the application for
licensing (including all necessary documents) at the stabling committee of the prefecture. This is
usually performed with the assistance of the expert as part of his fee.
The stabling committee at this point authorises-or not – the pre-approval for construction, which
may be obtained within two to four months, and communicates it to the breeder. Once the application
for the construction of works is approved, the breeder is allowed to start the construction of his smallscale livestock installation.
3. Application for licence and inspections:
When the works are conducted and the installation is ready for operation, the applicant -breeder is
required to submit an application for the final approval of licence. To do so, the breeder prepares with
the expert and under his guidance the application which contains mostly the following documents:


The pre-approval of the installation, as obtained by the stabling committee;



A certificate from the Urban Planning which certifies that the facility satisfies specific
standards.

This certificate is actually provided by the Construction Company (which gets it from the urban
planning) and serves as a certificate of compliance to the terms of the law.
He usually spends three hours as to collect and verify these documents, and additional two hours
on consolidating the application with the expert.
Along with a specific application for permit, the breeder then submits all of the above-mentioned
at the stabling committee for approval, which conducts on spot inspections as to verify the installation
and its compliance to the standards. This inspection usually lasts about two hours.
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4. Reception of Licence:
Once all inspections are conducted and the public authorities have positively concluded, an
installation permit is granted and provided by the prefecture. This usually takes one to three months.
1.5.3.

Analysis of measurement results

The measurement results show that if this IO is completely removed, the administrative burden
for the Greek economy would be reduced by EUR 115 975.60. The administrative cost reduction if
this IO is abolished completely would amount to EUR 144 969.50.
As such, this IO is not perceived as very burdensome, as it accounts for 0.05% of the total
administrative costs measured for this PA.
Among the activities mentioned here above and according to the interviewees, the most
burdensome ones are related to obtaining the different certifications, for which the applicants need to
visit four different authorities as well as to facilitate their inspections. This part represents almost half
of the total time spent on the application, estimated to thirteen hours in total, counting inspections as
well. Spending time with the expert (external meeting) and checking of information is significant as
well, as several meetings need to be conducted during the entire application process; a normal
efficient applicant spends usually 6 hours to that effect with the expert.
In terms of costs, a necessary requirement, and the only part of “business as usual” activity as
well, for such an application is the development of topographic diagrams that need as well to be
submitted. These represent a consultancy cost of EUR 1 000, but which may vary depending on the
installation, and a business-as-usual cost estimated at 20% of the total time and costs related to the
entire IO. This figure is justified by the fact that although the breeder would require the expert’s
services for such diagrams, he would neither have as many contacts with him (many were related to
creating the application), nor would he request the different certificates.
These burdens and costs however may vary upon other factors as explained here below; through
the interview campaign, having applicants for new shelters installations, as well as applicants for
existing ones would allow to examine the differences that may occur between them. An interview was
conducted as well with someone who had experience in the previous regime, under which the
submission required a building permit from urban planning.
It appears that the processes (and the time and costs related to it) were not that different between
applicants for new installations and applicants for existing ones. Although the pre-approval process as a step for being able to construct - does not exist as such in the previous installations process, it
appears that the collection of certifications and the inspections related to them did occur – with some
minor differences. Once these inspections and the pre-approval was obtained, the stabling committee
conducted its own inspections in order to grant the permit.
In relation to the previous regime – for a building permit in years 2004-2005 -, the time spent by
the applicant appears to be on a similar level, having outsourced nevertheless the entire application to
the construction company and paying a much higher fee for it (EUR 3000 for an engineer, EUR 2500
for a topographer and EUR 2500 for an environmentalist). In addition to this, a bribe for EUR 1 000
was required, as to accelerate the process at the Urban Planning. Furthermore, waiting times were
much higher in comparison to the present process for enabling the construction of the facility.
It is important as well to mention that a new law (august 2013) gives the opportunity to the very
small existing livestock installations to get a much simpler licence. In order to tackle the illegal
constructions, this law aims at legalising existing installations without paying a fine for it (arbitrary
constructions stable facilities and temporary shelters for breeders not exceeding a total of 35 sq. m.).
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To do so, breeders/farmers may submit an application dedicated to it along with a copy of their
SPS application, a certification on technical conditions from an engineer and a 300 EUR deposit in
favour of the Greek State.
Given the recent enforcement of this law, it has not been possible to measure the costs that are
related although they are perceived to be minor.
Main irritation points
The suggestions presented below represent the views of businesses collected through the
interviews conducted. They do not take into account the views of the OECD, the Greek authorities or
the consultants’ assessment.
o

A certain lack of transparency and guidance from official authorities:
According to the interviewers, there are a few issues on the information provided by official
authorities. This irritation however ought to be placed in the context of recent legislative
changes, aiming among others at legalising existing establishments, as well as simplifying the
process for different categories of establishment. Concerned breeders pointed out the fact of a
certain weakness or disparity in identifying in which category or through which process they
needed to obtain their licence, as well a certain delay as to obtain a clear answer from authorities
or from their expert. This was pointed out as irritating since such authorisation is critical to
obtaining their subsidies.

o

Delays in the pre-approval and the approval of the licence:
The interviewees have stated that there usually are delays in the pre-approval and the approval
decisions, which usually take from five to six months each.. These delays not only create many
irritations, but may create as well a problematic situation in case this licence may be a
prerequisite for the application for a subsidy or another funding measure.

o

Number of certifications and inspecting services:
In order to get different certifications and start building the establishment, breeders were required
to facilitate a certain amount of inspections from various authorities. The numerous and typical
aspects of these inspections created a certain level of irritation; for instance, breeders questioned
the utility and pertinence to have inspections from the archaeological service when their
exploitations are situated on graze lands. Furthermore, the mapping and the documents that some
authorities used for their inspections was considered in many cases not up-date, creating
additional discussion, and eventually irritations.
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1.6.

Obligations to declare data on wine production – IO6
1.6.1.

Origins and process of the information obligation (brief assessment of purposes of
IO)

Figure 1.6: Process for complying with the requirement “Obligation to declare data on wine
production”
Any activity related
with the production
and trading of wine
products

Keeping Records

Activity
performed
every year

Data Gathering
• Production data
• Processing and
Trading Data

Submission of the
respective data at
the Directorate of
Agricultural
Development of
their Region

Data Gathering
• Inventory of
Wine and Must

Submission of the
respective data at
the Directorate of
Agricultural
Development of
their Region

Process
Completed

The purpose of this obligation stems from EC 1282/2001, as well as the Ministerial Decision
398581/27-09-2001 (Government Gazette 1293/B/08-10-2001) which clearly state the obligation of
wine makers (both individuals and cooperatives) to declare data on an annual basis and report those
data to the Directorate of Rural Development of the Region they are located. According to the MD
398581/27-09-2001, the declaration of those data is a prerequisite for the trading of wine products.
In order to comply with the aforementioned informational obligation, wine makers gather and
report data on an annual basis regarding their production, their processing and trading capacity as well
as the inventories of wine and must they keep.
In order to gather those data, they can use the records they already keep for any activity related
with the production and trading of wine products that takes place.
More specifically, for wine production, winemakers must declare data regarding:
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Information concerning the declarant
Information about the place where the products are held
The area of vineyards in production in which the products used originate
Quantity data (measured in Hectolitres) segmented based on categories such as table wines,
quality wines produced in special regions, other wines and products, wines with / without a
geographical indication etc.
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Regarding the declaration of processing and trading data, winemakers must declare the same data
as previously, plus data regarding the name and address of suppliers and / or buyers providing
references on delivery documents.
The aforementioned data must be submitted at the Directorate of Rural Development by the 10th
of December of each year.
As regards the inventories of wine and must they keep, they must fill a form with data regarding:



The stock of wine (red, rose and white)
The stock of must that is kept with producers and traders.

For wines these quantities are further segmented into categories such as table wines with / without
geographical indication, wines with Community origin, wines originating in third countries etc.
For must these quantities are segmented into categories such as concentrated grape must and
rectified concentrated grape must.
These data must be submitted at the Directorate of Rural Development by the 10th of September
of each year.
1.6.2.

Results from measurement and quantification

Table 1.7

Composition of Administrative Cost and Administrative Burden (IO 6)
Nr of
entities /
frequency
occurrences

Price (P)
PA:
Agriculture

Time

Consulting
costs

Out of
pocket /
Equipment
Costs

(in minutes)

(in EUR)

(in EUR)

P (in EUR)

(Q)

(f)

BAU

Total AB

Total AC

(%)

(in EUR
million)

(in EUR
million)

IO6: Obligations to declare data on wine production
Nonsegmented

2 370

-

50

572

682

1

30%

0.27

0.39

For the purpose of this measurement, the number of occurrences for this IO relate to the number
of wine producers, which are performed by professionals.
Standardised description of the activities related to the IO 6
In order for wine producers to be able to trade wine and wine products, they must submit, each
year, a declaration to the prefecture’s Directorate of Rural Development with information regarding
their production, processing and trading data as well as their inventory. This declaration provides the
information required to the Ministry as to identify wine products in relation to Vineyards and to
monitor the wine market.
The information provided consists in basically two categories of forms to be submitted on an
annual basis on different periods:
-

A declaration on wine production (incl. processing and trading, if applicable) which needs to
be submitted usually by 10 December each year, in a detailed as well as in a consolidated
way, and presenting the yield of the grape harvest;
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-

A declaration on wine and must stocks data by the end of the season, which is 31 July each
year, giving an accurate insight on the results of the wine harvest.

In order to be able to comply with this obligation, wine makers follow a common process for both
types of declarations, as presented and explained below:
1. Data Gathering for Production Data
Every year, by 10 December, wine producers are required to submit a declaration on their wine
production, as well as their processing and trading data. They do so by filling specific forms which are
either sent to them by paper by the Directorate of Agriculture or they download them from the web –
in a PDF format. These forms have two main categories of information that need to be completed:




Information in relation to the vineyards (suppliers-winegrowers):
o

Name and address of the suppliers as well as reference of the delivery documents;

o

Area of vineyards in production in which the products used originate

o

Data on grapes (quintals)

Information in relation to the wine production arising from these:
o

Production quantitative data per category produced such as table wines, quality wines
produced in special regions, other wines and products, wines with / without a
geographical indication.

In order to gather all these information and to be accurate in this declaration, wine producers work
closely with their suppliers, constantly monitoring the data that the latter provide regarding their
vineyard plots and their production.
This is due to the fact that wine makers have the responsibility according to the law to provide
correct data on the aforementioned categories of information.
As they might be heavily penalised from wrong information (mostly on data arising from
vineyard production and grape harvest), they need to spend a certain amount of time not only
recording their inputs and outputs but also ensuring that the data provided by the winegrowers is
correct. To do so, they often need to get in touch with the Directorate of Agriculture (on the
prefectural level) and confirm the legitimacy of the vineyards from which the products originate. This
continuous activity during the harvest requires from one hour to several days depending on the
amounts, variety and exclusivity of the grapes supplied, thus adding extra administrative burden for
wine makers. It is estimated that a normally efficient business spends 15 hours on gathering specific
information from winegrowers, and additional 15 hours on calculating and checking the provided
information.
The second part of the production form requires the wine producers to match the data in relation
to the grape harvest with their production, by measuring the quantities of wine that is contained in
their tanks. Such an activity takes wine producers a total time of 4 hours
This data is filled gradually on a detailed form and then consolidated within a simpler one, as a
summary of the production from grape harvest.

2. Data Gathering for wine and must stock Data
With regards to the wine and must stock declaration, this must be submitted at the very latest by
the 10th of September of each year and in relation to the production held after the harvest period. For
112
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this, wine producers are required to declare the stocks of concentrated (and rectified) grape must and
wine held by them by 31 July of the year.
This information requires less effort from wine producers as it is usually followed and registered
by them on a regular basis. To retrieve such data, they measure on a regular level the quantities of
wine contained in their tanks as well as the stocks retained in their inventory.
This activity requires in total six hours (among which four hours for data gathering) and may be
partly automated by the use of software programs (more or less sophisticated).
3. Submission of Data
Once the data regarding production and inventory are collected, the forms (in their detailed and
consolidated way) are completed and submitted by the wine producers at the prefecture’s Directorate
of Agriculture. This is done by visiting the prefecture and handing by hand these forms.
1.6.3.

Analysis of measurement results

The measurement results show that if this IO is completely removed, the administrative burden
for the Greek economy would be reduced by EUR 287 384.17. The administrative cost reduction if
this IO is abolished completely would amount to EUR 410 548.81.
The process of declaring data for the production of wine and wine products and their stocks
entails some time-consuming activities which require time from wine producers in order to comply
with this information obligation, and ensuring compliance for further inspections. As such, it accounts
for 0.13% of the total administrative costs for this PA, as it concerns the very specific segment of
wine producers.
Particularly, for the process of data gathering for the declaration of production data and the
submission of the respective form, wine producers spend 33 hours, which represents 85% of the total
time needed for the whole process to be completed. Out of this activity, the main burden lays on the
gathering and checking of data from winegrowers. More than 30 hours (76% of this IO) are actually
needed for ensuring accurate documentation, through frequent cross-checking of the data declared
from winegrowers and grape harvesting, with the assistance of the prefecture’s Directorate of
Agriculture.
As far as declaring data on wine and must stocks is concerned, it is a less burdensome process,
requiring 15% (6 hours) of the total time needed for the whole information obligation. Among this,
the activity which requires the most time is that of data gathering with 10% (4 hours). This is due to
the fact that they have to measure both the amount of wine contained in their tanks as well as to
retrieve data from their inventory.
As regard the use of technology in order to facilitate the process, even though most of the
interviewees use software programs (some more sophisticated, some others less) for the monitoring of
input and output data, they explicitly declared that they have not purchased any of these software
programs exclusively for the purposes of this informational obligation.
Although these activities bear significant times, 30% of the total cost is considered to be
“Business-as-usual” as most of the interviewees would on any case follow closely their production
and their stocks; they would as well gather information on their suppliers, however not in the extent of
what is required by law, nor to the amount of responsibility that is given to them for the accuracy of
the collected data.
Overall, wine makers do not bear any major out-of-pocket costs for this information obligation,
apart from the travelling cost at the prefecture’s offices. A standardized cost of EUR50 has been
estimated for this activity. It is important to mention that although in some cases data is retrieved from
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specific software, it is not counted as a cost as these software have been installed/implemented by
wine producers so as to keep their annual accounts and are therefore out of scope of this IO.
These burdens and costs however may vary upon other factors as identified through the interviews
with wine producers, in terms of their compliance with the information obligation as well as to the
way they gather the data required. More specifically:
o

The size of the production (in relation to the supply from grape harvesting): Large wine
producers collect different grapes from different suppliers, which multiplies their burden, as
well as their difficulty to actually check each of the suppliers (grapes, vineyard areas and
harvesting quality and exclusivity). Smaller wine producers on the other hand have either
their own production (for which data collection is burden-less) or they maintain a confidential
relation with their supplier, thus minimizing the time they need to gather and submit the data
required for the declaration of production.

o

Wine makers differ both in terms of the size of their company as well as the use of software
programs used for data gathering. Both have a significant impact on the time required to
finish the whole process. Small producers have fewer tanks as compared with their larger
peers, thus requiring less time to measure them and declare the production and inventory data.
At the same time, firms with more sophisticated software systems used for the monitoring of
inputs and outputs, seem to spend less time for the retrieval of the inventory data they need.

Main irritation points
The suggestions presented below represent the views of businesses collected through the
interviews conducted. They do not take into account the views of the OECD, the Greek authorities or
the consultants’ assessment.
o

The increased responsibility of wine producers in relation to winegrowing production :
As stated by the interviewees, an important irritation relates to the need for retrieval of the
winegrowing data required in order to fill and is described as a painful process. As a result, they
need to constantly require information from their suppliers, in order to either ask or to confirm
the data provided, so as not to be penalised by an erroneous declaration of data. Furthermore,
there is a feeling that instead of exerting control at the winegrower's level, authorities have
transferred this responsibility and the respective burden at the wine producer.

o

The absence of official information available to wine producers :
In close relation to the previous irritation point, a great majority of the interviewees have pointed
out the fact that there no official sources as to countercheck the data provided from winegrowers.
Additionally, wine producers are unable to confirm ex-ante the data that winegrowers provide to
them regarding the legitimacy of their plots. It requires them to confirm, on a rather informal
basis the data received at the prefecture. As a reminder, wine makers are accountable according
to the law for the data wine growers provide and they have to continuously check these data
which requires extra effort and time. Only ex-post check from the Directorate of Agriculture
allows for a check of these data.

o

The redundancy of provided information :
For each set of data that is provided (for production and for stocks), wine producers are required
to submit two statements, one detailed-analytical and one that consolidates the previous data. The
latter could be merged with the former since it is less useful.

o
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The absence of electronic means :
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All the information (including the forms) are provided by paper or in PDF; the absence of usage
of electronic means creates additional burden. Such a solution could easily automate parts of the
process, particularly on checking and supplying information on winegrowers and vineyards.
o

The inspection philosophy :
In spite of numerous inspections conducted by the Rural development departments (for numerous
reasons and objectives beyond this IO), the inspectors are at present perceived as having a purely
repressive role rather than a consultative one, without often understanding the wine production
process, which creates a great level of confusion and irritation between producers and their
administration.

o

Providing harvesting information :
As raised by one of the interviewees there is one additional irritation related to an additional IO
related to providing harvesting information, as from this year in a separate form between the
individual and the consolidated one. This IO actually concerns winegrowers as well as own wine
producers as such and requires information regarding the quantities of grapes produced. It is a
process that is perceived as highly time-consuming yet partly useful, gathering and categorising
different kinds of harvesting information and drawing a report of 10 pages with relevant
information.
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Annex 2: Forms: Obligations relating to registration for the Single
Payment Scheme (including updates) - IO 1
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Annex 3: Forms: Obligations relating to application for support under
the Rural Development Programme for the modernisation of agricultural
holdings (Measure 121) – IO 2
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Annex 4: Forms: Obligations relating to application for support under
the Rural Development Programme for setting up of young farmers
(Measure 112) – IO3
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Annex 5: Forms: Obligations relating to application for support under
the Rural Development Programme for participation of farmers in food
quality (Measure 132) – IO4
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Annex 6: Forms: Obligation to apply for permit to construct a smallscale livestock installation/shelter – IO5
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Annex 7:

220

Forms: Obligation to declare data on wine production – IO 6

© OECD 2014

© OECD 2014

221

222

© OECD 2014

© OECD 2014

223

Annex 8:

Hourly rate per employee type

Employee Type
1: Legislators, senior officials and managers
2: Professionals
3: Technicians and associate professionals
4: Clerks
5: Service workers and shop and market sales workers
6: Craft and related trades workers
7: Plant and machine operators and assemblers
8: Manual workers (agricultural and fisheries)
9: Elementary occupations

Hourly Rates
(per employee type)
EUR 34.62
EUR 24.82
EUR 19.06
EUR 16.73
EUR 13.46
EUR 18.03
EUR 17.19
EUR 13.21
EUR 12.92

To calculate the total AC and AB, employee types are used. For every employee type a
standardised hourly wage rate is used. The hourly rates presented above are based on employer costs
and include a 25% overhead. They are used to calculate the administrative cost and burden for the
different IOs in scope of this measurement.
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