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ABSTRACT

PRORURAL- Azores Rural Development Plan - for 22672013, is the European Union rural development
policy adjusted to the Azores Region and it is supgd by European Agricultural Fund for Rural Deyhent.

The PRORURAL was approved by Commission Decisio2@7) 6162, on the™of December 2007. The
PRORURAL has four center lines: 1) improving contpeiness of the agricultural and forestry sect@};
improvement of the environment and rural landsc&)equality of life in rural areas and diversifiat of
economy; and 4) operation of LAGs, Acquisition kills and entertainment in rural areas.

The financial implementation rate was 34% and fpraval rate was about 60% as regards to plana tot
allocation. This higher performance achieved in thaterial and financial execution was the resultthaf
concerted effort between all entities in chargeghef programmer’s management and the commitment and
initiative of the beneficiaries despite the econourises period.

The objective of this research is the assessmahed®RORURAL in an engaged actor’s perspectivethad, it
was established an expert panel, constituted mdiplyarmers. A questionnaire was made and a Stsngt
Weaknesses/Limitations, Opportunities, and Thre§®&/OT- matrix is presented.

Keywords: Assessment, Azores, Rural Plan, PRORURAL, SWOTyaisa

INTRODUCTION

The main objective of this paper is the assessmmEMRORURAL plan according to the
farmers’ point of view.

The PRORURAL was approved by Commission Decisiorf2007) 6162, on the "4 of
December 2007 and is a part of second pillar ofGbemon Agricultural Policy (CAP). The
PRORURAL has four center lines or axis: 1) imprgviocompetitiveness of the agricultural
and forestry sectors; 2) improvement of the envirent and rural landscape; 3) quality of life
in rural areas and diversification of economy; dhaperation of LAGs, acquisition of skills
and entertainment in rural areas.

The improving competitiveness of the agriculturald aforestry sectors (axis 1) has the
following tools:

1.1. Professional training and information actions.

1.2. Establishment of young farmers.

1.3. Early retirement.

1.4. Management and advising services (agricunceforestry).
1.5. Modernization of agricultural holding.

1.6. Improvement of the economic value of forest.

1.7. Adding the value of agriculture and forestrgquct.

1.8. Cooperation for the promotion of innovation.

1.9. Creation and development of new financialruraents.
1.10. Natural disasters.

1.11. Improvement and development of infrastructure
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The instruments of the improvement of the environhaad rural landscape (axis 2), are:
2.1. Maintaining of agricultural activity in Lesg¥ored Areas.

2.2. Agri-environment payments and Natura 2000.

2.3. Support to non-productive investments.

2.4. Management of forestry areas.

The tools of quality of life in rural areas and elisification of the economy (axis 3) are:
3.1. Diversification of the economy and creatingpsgment in rural areas.

3.2. Improvement of quality of life in rural areas.

3.3. Training and information.

The tools of Leader approach (axis 4) are:

4.1. Execution of local development strategies.

4.2. Cooperation LEADER.

4.3. Operating of the LAG’s, acquisition of sk#isd entertainment in rural areas.

Table 1. Number of projects in PRORURAL, in the ceter lines 1 to 4

Center lines: N° %

1. Improving competiveness of the agricultural ane$try sector§ 56 70
2. Improving of the environment and rural landscape 1 1.25
3. Quality of life in rural areas and diversificatiohthe Rural 22 27.5
economy

4. Leader approach 1 1.25
Total 80 100

Source: (PRORURAL, 2011)

The most demanded measures were in the cented)im@aproving competiveness of the
agricultural and forestry sectors (70%) and in ¢kater line 3, quality of life in rural areas
and diversification of the rural economy (27.5¢bable 1) The center lines 2, improving of
the environment and rural landscape and 4, Leagperoach, only had one project (1.25%
each one).

Table 2. Number of projects in PRORURAL, in the ceter lines 1

Center line 1: N° %
1.2. Establishment of young farmers and 29 51.8
1.5. Modernization of agricultural holdings.
1.3. Early retirement 4 7.1
1.6. Improvement of the economic value of forest 5/ 8.9
1.7. Adding the value of agriculture and forestrgdguct 9 16.1
1.11. Improvement and development of infrastructure 9 16.1
Total 56 100

Source: (PRORURAL, 2011)

Both tools, Establishment of young farmers (1.29 &Modernization of agricultural holdings
(1.5.), represent more than one half (51.8%) ofinkkestments in the center ling(Table 2)
The adding the value of agriculture and forestrgdpict (1.7.) and the Improvement and
development of infrastructure (1.11.) were the sdomost important measures (16.1% each
one). The less important measure in axis 1 wayEatitement (1.3.) (7.1%)
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Table 3. Number of projects in PRORURAL, in the ceter line 3
Center line 3: N° %
3.1 Diversification of the economy and creating &wment in rural 12 54.5
areas
3.2. Improvement of quality of life in rural areas 10 45.5
Total 22 100
Source: (PRORURAL, 2011)

The Diversification of the economy and creating Eyment in rural areas (3.1) were an
investment option for 54.5% of total investmentaainter line 3 and the improvement of
quality of life in rural areas (3.2.) were 45.5%tloé total number of projec¥able 3)

MATERIAL AND METHODOLOGY

The assessment of PRORURAL is made by a panel tdrd#ers involved in the program.

It was conceived and applied a questionnaire toptreel, inquiring their personal vision of
the assessment of PRORURAL program.

The questionnaire was divided in three parts: s éne had four questions which inquired
four alternatives about their opinion of the stitdisg weakness, the threats and opportunities
of the PRORURAL program. This part had allowedtedhe SWOT matrix. The second part
was the axis tools assessment. It was used anabstiale with 5 points: 1 (bad); 2 (fair); 3
(good); 4 (very good) and 5 (excellent). The answeere analyzed using statistics, such as,
maximum and minimum value, average and mode wihalhjective of identifying the best
and worst tools in the axis. Finally, the third tpaad additional information, such us, year of
birth, profession, level of education, and placelioihg; used to characterize the social
profile.

The SWOT matrix is a tool very much used in theesssient of programs @WON ET AL,
1999). The SWOT analysis is a strategic planninghot used to evaluate the internal
environment: Strengths, Weaknesses/Limitations atsb the external environment:
Opportunities, and Threats involved in a projectimra business venture. It involves
specifying the objective of the business venturg@miject and identifying the internal and
external factors that are favorable and unfavoréblachieve that objective EIXEIRA, 2005
AND 2011). The SWOT matrix will allow achievable goals objectives to be set for the
organization. The strengths are the characterisfite business or project team that give it
an advantage over others. The weaknesses are tehmtars that place the team at a
disadvantage (limitations) relative to others. Tdygportunities are external chances to
improve performance (greater profits) in the enwmnent. Finally, the threats are external
elements in the environment that could cause teofdrlthe business or project.

The major importance of SWOT matrix is to point 8teenghts and weak points, to realize
the opportunities and threats and to express tegicadirection. The SWOT analysis may be
used in any decision-making situation when a ddsared-state (objective) has been defined.
Examples include: non-profit organizations, goveental units, and individuals. SWOT
analysis may also be used in pre-crisis plannigmaventive crisis management. It has also
being used in creating a recommendation duringhbily study/survey.

In agriculture field the SWOT matrix is usefulaslata qualitative analysis, as it can be find
in some researches IEERIO ET AL., 2008) but also in professional trainingiIN\MA AND
LIMA-SANTOS, 2010).
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RESULTS

The survey comprised a total of 44 valid questiinesa The questionnaires were from
Terceira (59%) and S. Miguel (41%) islands. Abdi9% were male and 9.1% were female.
The age average of people inquired was 38 yearg2dldvas the youngest and 58 was de
elder). The average years of education was 10 amges from 4 to 19 (master degree). The
co-financing contribution of European and Azoreaogpams in average were about 65.6%
(the maximum value were 81.9% and the minimum valas 54.5%).

In Figure 1 we can find a graphic with Axis 1, the improvingntpetitiveness of the
agricultural and forestry sectors, of PRORURAL. Thest results were the following
measures: 1.8. Cooperation for the innovation pt@no(93.5% of each positive answer,
which means equal or upper than fair); 1.7. Addihg value of agriculture and forestry
product and 1.11. Improvement and developmentfadsiructure (93.4% of each answer was
equal or upper then fair); 1.9. Creation and dgualent of new financial instruments (93.1%
of each answer was upper equal or then fair); abd. Natural disasters (93% of each answer
was equal or upper then fair). The best Excellerdres (5) were obtained by 1.5.
Modernization of agricultural holding (9.7%) and’.1Adding the value of agriculture and
forestry product (9.4%); and 1.8. Cooperation fa& promotion of innovation (9.3%).
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Figure 1. Assessment of axis 1 of PRORURAL in 2011

In the central line 1, the worst results wdfdgure 1) 1.1. Professional training and
information actions (about of one half, 50.5% hadveered badly), 1.2. Establishment of
young farmers, (34.3% of bad score), 1.3. Earlyaetent (32.6% respondents had chosen a
score 'bad’), and the tool, 1.4. Management andsauly services - agriculture and forestry
(27.9% respondents had scored 'bad’).
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Figure 2. The maximum, minimum and mode scores ofxés 1 of PRORURAL

The tools with the maximum grade (5) are: all tanlghe axis 1, except 1.6. Improvement of
the economic value of forest, 1.9. Creation andeltgament of new financial instruments,
and 1.10. Natural disastgjsigure 2)

With the minimum grade (1) we can find &ingure 2 all tools in the axis 1, except 1.2.

Establishment of young farmers, 1.5. Modernizatbmgricultural holding, and 1.7. Adding

the value of agriculture and forestry product.

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 17 1.8 1.9 110 1.1

Figure 3. The average score of axis 1 of PRORURAL

The best average (3.7) was found in toll 1.5. Mod@tion of agricultural holding and the
second best is the tool 1.11. Improvement and dewatnt of infrastructure (3.4). The worst
average (2.0) is relative to tolls 1.3. Early mment and 1.6. Improvement of the economic
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value of forest. The best mode (5) was 1.5 Modatimn of agricultural holdingFigures 2
and 3)

The SWOT matrix

The most important strengtl{Eigure 4) of PRORURAL according to our research were:
funding assistance (21.1% of respondents), eskebéiat of young farmers (20.3%),
competitiveness of farms (11.3%), modernizatiomgricultural holding (7.5%), agricultural
diversification (7.5%) and improvement of qualitl lve in rural areas (6.8%). The other
strengths mentioned in the questionnaire were: nenlapplication, animal welfare,
communication, early retirement, environmental girgs online application, self-
employment; professional training and pasture ratiom.

1 | | | |
Others (less than 5% each) 23,3 '
4 ] | | |
Funding assistance 21,1 ‘
4.1 ] | |
Establishment of young farmers 20,3 ‘
4 ] |
Competitiveness of farms 11,3 ‘
4.1 |
Modernization of agricultural holding 9,8 '
Agricultural diversification A '
Improvement of quality of live in rural... 6,8 ‘
0] 5 10 15 20 25

Figure 4. Strengths of PRORURAL

The most important weakness of PRORURAL w&sgure 5) Beadledom (27.8% of
respondents), Delays in project analysis (30.4%) @elays in the payments (10.4%). The
other weakness pointed were: No innovation, Diffies in the first application, Degradation
of rural landscape, Difficulties in bank credit AFHIAGRI do not work well, Complexity of
European rules; the Head limit eligible criteria &ach tool; Dependency of own capital; and
Absence of poultry support.
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| | I | I
Delaysin project analysis 30,4
{.l I I I
Other (less than 3.5% each) 27,8 '
1 | | [
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i I
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Environmental pression | 3,5
0] 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Figure 5. Weaknesses of PRORURAL

Although the answers about the most important dppdres of PRORURAL were very
diverse(Figure 6) the ones most relevant were: Less beadledom (omeatiby 17.0% of
respondents), Speeding in the payments (10.7%)eddmg in the analysis (9.8%), More
communication (7.1%), Best professional trainingl &ffluent treatment and valorisation
(5.4% each one). But, the top scores are: Stopastipg the building of stables, Early
retirement and Technical office support (3.6% eand).

1
A

Other (less than 3% each)

Less beadledom 17

Speeding in the payments 10,7

Speeding in the analysis _:_9..8,_
More communication _,_L‘I_'_
Effluent treatment and valorisation _,.E_.ﬂ_]
Best professional training _,_5..4_]
Valuation of milk of the Azores _,_5,4_
Technical office support _.ﬁ_.ﬁ_
AR

Best early retirements

Stop supporting the building of stables |3.6

20 25 30

=]
i
[y
=]
[y
i

Figure 6. Opportunities of PRORURAL

The range of answers about threats were enormatd,ib possible to assort the main threats
(Figure 7) in the following groups: Promotion the Azoreanlkm{20.8%); Professional
training (7.5%); Valorization of agriculture, Eantgtirement and Direct support (5.7% each
one); More communication, Effluent treatment andonaation, Support only for young
farmers, Support partial farmers and Subsidie®topensate the milk quote (3.8% each one).
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Others (less than 3.8% each) 3|5 8
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EEEELLE
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Figure 7. Threats of PRORURAL

CONCLUSIONS

We can conclude that the interviewees belief thatstrengths of PRORURAL were mainly
the funding assistance, establishment of young darand modernization of agricultural
holding. The weaknesses recognized were mainly ledach and delays in the project
analysis and in payments. The threats were valuaifomilk production, technical office
support and professional training. The opportusitieere less beadledom, speeding in the
project analysis and in the payments.

According to these results it will be recommendeat tve need many more flexibility along
with the investment project, conception and analy#e also need to develop some tools,
such as professional training and conceive thevation and the valorization of Azorean
products as an opportunity for marketing.
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