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The Evaluation Helpdesk is responsible for the evaluation function within the European Network for Rural Development (ENRD) by providing guidance on the evaluation of
RDPs and policies falling under the remit and guidance of DG AGRI’'s Unit C.4 'Monitoring and evaluation' of the European Commission (EC). In order to improve the
evaluation of EU rural development policy the Evaluation Helpdesk supports all evaluation stakeholders, in particular DG AGRI, national authorities, RDP managing
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(http://enrd.ec.europa.eu).
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https://www.envieval.eu/

INTRODUCTION

The choice of a suitable evaluation approach is a critical step in the evaluation process. The wish to carry out a robust
assessment of the policy’s effects needs to be matched with those aspects which factor into conducting an evaluation
(data and information availability, budget and resources, and the skills of the evaluators).

In the non-binding Guidelines, ‘Assessment of RDP impacts and achievements in 2019, published in August 2018,
logic models have been presented for the 13 Common CAP impact indicators covering Pillar Il. These logic models
support Member States in discussing different criteria for the choice of evaluation approaches for assessing the RDP’s
impacts during the evaluation activities in 2019 and the ex-post (2024).

The decision tool, ‘Data for the assessment of RDP achievements and impacts’, transports the logic models
developed in the above Guidelines into an interactive format, while providing further detailed and practical information.
The decision tool has been specifically designed for RDP evaluators who may wish to gain further insights into the
criteria for each step of the decision making process when choosing an evaluation approach. This tool also provides
practical recommendations on what to do in case of data gaps both in the short and long term, when solutions are
needed.



https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en

5%
OBJECTIVES

The interactive decision tool consists of a set of 7 logic models covering the 13 Pillar 2 CAP Impact Indicators. The 7
logic models can be read separately and aim to:

» Assist evaluation stakeholders in their decision on which evaluation approaches they can use for the assessment
of the common RDP impact indicators, as well as providing the necessary data and information sources at the EU
level for these approaches.

 Provide recommendations on possible solutions for overcoming data-gaps at the national and regional
levels (e.g. by providing guiding questions, practical hints and links to external information sources).

The tool focuses on data and information sources pertinent for the assessment of RDP achievements and impacts in
2019 and the ex-post. The decision tool is based on the Guidelines ‘Assessment of RDP impacts and achievements in
2019'. Additionally, the tool provides:

» Explanations on data needs for proposed evaluation approaches including availability and suitability of data for RDP
evaluations (frequency, delays, time series).

* Important questions to consider.

« Links to existing data sources and good practices.

« Complementary information on evaluation methods and their data needs.



https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en

HOW TO USE THE TOOL

This interactive decision tool contains a set of 7 logic models:

Sector-related impacts Environmental impacts
s N e N [ N

@ 1.01 Agricultural 1.07 Emissions from U{% 1.10 Water Abstraction in
. entrepreneurial income agriculture 6 Agriculture

1.07 — 1 GHG emission from _
ﬁf‘; .02 Agricultural factor agriculture @ .11 Water Quality:

7 1.11-1 Gross Nutrient Balance
(GNB) (Gross Nitrogen Balance
(GNB-N) and Gross
Phosphorus Balance (GNB-P))

[.11-2 Nitrates in freshwater

.07 — 2 Ammonia emissions from

income ,
agriculture

% .03 Total factor productivity in

. I / \
: agriculture ) |.08 Farmland Bird Index N
(FBI) g

J
N

1.12 Soil organic matter in

Socio-economic impacts
arable land

s ° h 5% 1.09 High Nature Value :
HNV) farmin
ﬁ* 114 Rural employment rate ( ) ° 1.13 Soil erosion by water

[.13-1 Estimated rate of soil loss

® o - J by water erosion;
e 1.15 Degree of rural poverty 1.13-2 Estimated agrlculftural
n area affected by a certain rate

of soil erosion by water

&
_ﬁ* .16 Rural GDP per capita ._
o
@ \\ J




HOW TO USE THE TOOL

Navigation within the clickable logic model:

% Are variables
& explaining

participation known?

Hyperlinked text

Brings the user back to the Takes the user to that specific Starting decision question of Takes the user to an external
starting page of the logic model decision question of the logic the logic model source or to another slide
model

»

_

Examples Additional notes Previous page Next page




HOW TO USE THE TOOL

Structure:

-

Each logic model begins with a description of the: .
* RDP size, uptake and other aspects that have to be considered for the selection of { % }
the evaluation approach.
+ Data availability for CMES indicators needed to assess net impacts at the micro Data available for Data available for
aRrngmacro levels, as well as, the specificities in the data availability for regionalised ingi“;‘—a'ijrs W
S.
K » Data availability for selected additional indicators. v /
/ Each decision question is organised in a way that facilitates the answers to the R e
following sub-questions:
* Why is this question important?

« What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?
» Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?
«  What can be done to improve the data situation (In the short term (for AIR 2019) and . ———————————

long-term (for ex-post)?

What can be done to improve the data situation?

. . . . . ort-term solutions (for
Each sub-question can be explored by clicking on its link. —
K Long-term solutions (for ex-post /

By answering each decision question in the tool with either a ‘YES’ or a ‘NO’ one will be taken to the next question, which will
i ultimately lead one to all possible evaluation approaches that can be applied given the specific criteria they have selected. '




HOW TO USE THE TOOL

« Approach A (an evaluation approach in an optimal data situation).
It can be used in 2019 and/or can be planned for the ex post evaluation.

« Approach B (an alternative evaluation approach in case of data gaps).
In several cases, approach B contains a qualitative component.

KThe tool will suggest various applicable approaches based on the data and other information:

In case of questions or any technical difficulties in accessing the files, please contact
the European Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development:

E-mail: info@ruralevaluation.eu

T. +322 737 51 30




* Assumes that the indicator used is matched to the unit of analysis (e.g. farm or region).
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)6(';’; Impact indicators

1.01 Agricultural entrepreneurial income
1.02 Agricultural factor income
1.03 Total factor productivity in agriculture

Impact indicators fiches
g Guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impacts in 2019, PART Il, Chapter 2.2.1, Section: ‘Intervention logic’

Related Common Evaluation Question:
CEQ 27: “To what extent has the RDP contributed to the CAP objective of fostering the competitiveness of agriculture?

Guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impacts in 2019, PART lll, Chapter 3.6, Section: ‘Clarification of general
intervention logic linked to the CEQ’



https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/cap-indicators/impact/2016-impact-indicators-fiches.pdf
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en

)6(';’; RDP size and uptake

The size, uptake and the structure of the RDP are important factors in the selection of the evaluation approach. If only a few units
are supported by measures under the rural development priorities and/or focus areas then significant RDP effects are not expected.
In such a situation the evaluator might choose a less robust evaluation approach (e.g. naive group comparison, or qualitative
assessment). Restrictions concerning the interpretation of calculations based on the above simplified techniques should be taken in
to consideration, especially regarding the magnitude of a possible selection bias. If there is sufficient uptake the evaluator can apply
advanced evaluation approaches.




z—;’; Data availability for CMES indicators

What is the unit of analysis and data available (EU-level)?

» At the micro level, the unit of analysis is the agricultural holding.

» At the macro level, the unit of analysis is the RDP area.

» Specifities in the data availability for regionalised RDPs.




’6‘_;T< Data availability for CMES indicators

Data available:

« FADN database (recommended)
« Farm bookkeeping database (highly recommended if available)

» Surveys (less recommended)

» Additional sources for deriving price indices needed for calculation of impact indicator .03 (Total factor productivity in agriculture)
at the farm level can be found at Eurostat (Key European statistics and Economic Accounts for Agriculture) or national statistics.

o A more detailed description of data necessary for the calculation of 1.03 can be found in the Guidelines Assessing RDP
achievements and impacts in 2019, PART IV, Chapter 4.1.6

@ Note



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/hicp/data/database?p_p_id=NavTreeportletprod_WAR_NavTreeportletprod_INSTANCE_BO6Fgp25CkI9&p_p_lifecycle=0&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&p_p_col_id=column-2&p_p_col_count=3
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/en/web/products-datasets/-/AACT_EAA01
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en

’6‘_;T< Data availability for CMES indicators

FADN database (recommended)

» FADN collects accountancy data from about 80,000 agricultural holdings in the EU. The FADN database includes several hundreds
of various types of variables and is representative of commercial agricultural holdings in the EU. Additionally, FADN is the only
source of farm micro-economic data that is harmonised (the bookkeeping principles are the same in every Member States). The
main institutions responsible for the preparation and processing of FADN data (e.g. regional breakdowns) are the national Liaison
Agencies (national FADN units).

 FADN data is available not only for each EU Member State, but also, for many FADN regions within a given country. The latest
update of FADN data in 2019 will provide data for year the 2017.

r Examples:
< « Germany

« Poland
* France
« Belgium

€ Note for regionalised RDPs

« Concerning the coverage and applicability of FADN in the assessment of RDP’s net impacts for 18 Member States which have only
one RDP, the entire available FADN (or farm bookkeeping) sample can be used.

€ Note

_



http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rica/index.cfm
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rica/liaisonagency_en.cfm?CodeCountry=EUR
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rica/regioncodes_en.cfm?CodeCountry=OST

Z—;r( Data availability for CMES indicators

Farm bookkeeping database (highly recommended if available)

« Farm bookkeeping data which in terms of the number of farms is much richer than FADN, may be available in many EU countries.

C
s ) Examples:
« Germany

« Slovakia
 Austria
« Poland

« Farm bookkeeping data is collected yearly by professional national farm accounting organisations and/or associations, however, it is not
harmonised across all EU Member States. The latest update in 2019 will present data for the year 2018.




’6‘_;T< Data availability for CMES indicators

Surveys (less recommended)

« Surveys data (specific surveys, e.g. Farm structure survey (FSS) EU 2013) is available every 3 to 4 years (depends on the country).
The latest update in 2019 should contain data on the years 2016 or 2017.

7 '\ Examples:
é « Germany

e Austria



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Farm_structure_survey_(FSS)
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Farm_structure_survey_2013_-_main_results

S’ ) FADN databases:
+ Germany: data is available for 16 Lander regions and every year from 1981 — present;

* Poland: data is available for 4 regions from 2004 - present;
* France: data is available for 25 regions, 22 regions of which from 1981 — present, and for 3 regions from 2012 — present;

+ Belgium: data is available for 3 regions from 2004 - present.




Sr > Farm bookkeeping databases:

o Germany: Testbetriebsstatistik

o Slovakia: In Slovakia the number of farms included in the farm bookkeeping database (approximately 2,500
farms in a sample) is more than 4 times bigger in comparison to FADN (600 farms in the sample)

o Austria: Farm bookkeeping database

o Poland: Farm bookkeeping database



https://www.bmel-statistik.de/landwirtschaft/testbetriebsnetz/testbetriebsnetz-landwirtschaft-buchfuehrungsergebnisse/
http://www.radela.sk/Statistiky.html#IL
https://www.agraroekonomik.at/index.php?id=buchfuehrungsergebnisse
https://www.ierigz.waw.pl/o-instytucie/struktura-organizacyjna/zaklady-naukowe/zrr

Data availability for CMES indicators

sf ) Surveys:
o Germany: German FSS 2016

o Austria: Austrian FSS 2016



https://www.destatis.de/DE/ZahlenFakten/Wirtschaftsbereiche/LandForstwirtschaftFischerei/LandwirtschaftlicheBetriebe/LandwirtschaftlicheBetriebe.html
https://www.bmnt.gv.at/land/produktion-maerkte/Agrarstrukturerhebung-2016---erste-Ergebnisse-.html

Datasets used for the computation of CMES impact indicators 1.01, 1.02 and 1.03 and for the subsequent

0 analysis of net impacts of the RDP 2014-2020 must originate from the same source and concern the same
farms. The data used should describe the major characteristic and economic performance of each individual
farm included in the sample and not be an aggregate for any specific group/type of farming (TF) (e.g. in case of
FADN, TF8 groupings are: field crops, horticulture, other permanent crops, milk, etc.; TF14 groupings;
economic size classes, etc.)

Individual farm data (delivered to evaluators anonymously, i.e. only with ID farm number) should be in panel
data form (i.e. the same units/farms are observed in various periods of time), for example, prior to and after
receiving support from the RDP 2014-2020.

For further discussion see section: Does the data cover different points in time?




In countries (France, The United Kingdom, Portugal, Spain, Finland, Germany, Italy and Belgium) where there
0 are more than one RDP to be evaluated, a closer look at the coverage of each RDP by FADN or farm

bookkeeping data is required

See section: Specificities in the data availability for reqgionalised RDPs




It is important that FADN or farm bookkeeping data is supplemented with the following information to be
0 obtained from the Paying Agency:

* Information specifying which individual farms included in the FADN or bookkeeping dataset were
beneficiaries of the RDP 2014-2020 (in which years).

* Intensity of support received by each farm identified in the FADN dataset from individual RDP
measures during the programming period 2014-2020.

 Ammount of support (in EUR) received by each farm identified in the FADN (beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries) shortly prior to the beginning of the RDP 2014-2020 programming period (e.g. year
2013).

« Total number of supported farms for each support category (measure, FA and priority) during the
period 2014-2020.




Z—;’; Data availability for CMES indicators

Macro level:

« The up-scaling can be done by multiplying net effects calculated for an average supported farm included in the FADN (or
bookkeeping) sample by total number of supported farms in a given RDP region.

@ Note

« Computation of net programme impacts at a macro - (regional) RDP level does not require acquiring any specific data at a macro-
level (except of a total number of supported farms in each support category).

* The indicators 1.01, 1.02 and 1.03 calculated from the Economic Accounts for Agriculture are currently available only at the macro-
level for each Member State and for several calendar years.

€@ Note




In the process of results extrapolation, additional information should be utilised regarding the distribution of individual types
of beneficiary farms in the available FADN or bookkeeping sample in comparison with the overall population of farms
supported from a given RDP.

By interpreting the obtained results, the calculated net results of the programme’s impacts at the macro-level can be
contrasted with the contextual data from Eurostat (Economic Accounts for Agriculture, Agriculture labour input, National
Accounts) or from the Total factor productivity (TFP). This data describes the comparable observable trends calculated for

impact indicators (1.01, 1.02 and 1.03).



https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-datasets/product?code=aact_eaa06
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Agricultural_accounts_and_prices
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/national-accounts
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-indicators/context/2017/c27_en.pdf

Data availability for CMES indicators

The changes in these indicators over time (e.g. starting from 2014) represents a gross effect caused by a number of
factors including the influence of other exogenous (i.e. RDP independent) factors.




5%

Data availability for CMES indicators Specificities for regionalised RDPs

Specificities in the data availability for regionalised RDPs

For regionalised RDP programmes if the number of beneficiary farms identified in the FADN or bookkeeping data is low and the
RDP programmes do not substantially differ from each other, it is recommended to combine FADN datasets covering more

RDP programmes (FADN regions).

For details see the section on regionalised RDPs: Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?

If regionalised RDP programmes differ from each other and the number of RDP beneficiaries in each regional dataset (FADN or
bookkeeping) is low, additional thematic surveys could be a solution.




z—;’; Data availability for selected additional indicators

g Examples of additional indicators, unit of analysis and data sources are provided in the Guidelines Assessing RDP
achievements and impacts in 2019, PART IV, Chapter 4.1, Section 4.1.1 ‘Additional indicators (examples)’



https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en

X . ! .
6'3( (_RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of
[ Available data for CMES ] beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?

indicators

(e.q. FADN)*

Why is this question important?

p
Data available for selected
additional indicators*

\

Does the data allow for the What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?
construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

YES (A”OWN_(?n yfor NO Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?
beneficiaries)

What can be done to improve the data situation?

Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019)

Long-term solutions (for ex-post

Guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impact in 2019, PART II, Chapter 2.1 and 2.2

g and PART |V, Chapter 4.1.
Guidelines Assessment of RDP results, Chapter 2.1 and 6.2, and Annex 11, Chapter 2.4.
Guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs, Chapter 4.3



https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/guidelines-assessment-rdp-results-how-prepare-reporting-evaluation-2017_en
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/app_templates/enrd_assets/pdf/evaluation/epe_master.pdf

X . ] ]
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of
[ Available data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

Why is this question important?

Ve

Data available for selected
additional indicators™ ] Analysis of net impacts of RDP programmes requires the use of a counterfactual approach and
therefore the construction of comparison groups. First, FADN or bookkeeping data should be verified
Does the data allow for the to see whether the data allows for clearly distinguishing farms which were supported by the RDP
construction of comparison 2014-2020 (programme beneficiaries) from other farms which were not supported (non-

ArOURS ObeiZ?ifC'f;arilif,a”d ot beneficiaries). This can only be done in cooperation with the Paying Agency.

(N

YES NO NO Whether a data structure enables one to construct a comparison group consisting of ‘programme
(Allow only for beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries’ will predetermine the type of net impact analysis (a
beneficiaries) . . .

methodological approach) which can be carried out.

In case the FADN or bookkeeping data allows for the construction of comparison groups of
programme beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, the impact analysis can be carried out by applying a
standard binary type of matching techniques (e.g. PSM-DID). This is in contrast to a situation when
the construction of two comparison groups is not possible (e.g. because all farms in the sample are
identified as programme beneficiaries). If this is the case, other quasi-experimental techniques and
methodological approaches (e.g. Generalised Propensity Score Matching (GPSM)) can be used.

From the fitted outcome model using GPSM, the dose-response function can be estimated for
outcomes across all levels of the RDP support (incl. zero as a special case).

- _



X .
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of

[ Available data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?
indicators
(e.g. FADN)* o . : :
\ What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?
Data available for selected . . .
additional indicators* ] v' Database available contains farms of which one part was supported from the programme
h and the other part was non-supported.
Does the data allow for the v' There is sufficient information available on both groups (adequate number of observations
construction of comparison on farms which belong to these two groups).
groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries? v' The dataset includes the most important control variables which will allow for the
VES NO NO establishment of similarities between these two groups prior to the beginning of the
T (Allow only for o programme.
beneficiaries) FADN or bookkeeping databases distinguish both types of farms.
€@ Note
€@ Note
@ Note
@ Note



X . ! .
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of
[ Available data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?

indicators

L (e.q. FADN)" What are the conditions in order to answer the Note(s)
¢ question with YES?

Data available for selected
additional indicators*

An evaluator should check if samples of programme beneficiaries available in FADN are
indeed representative of all farms supported by the RDP 2014-2020 (if not, to what extent is

Does the data allow for the represented?).

construction of comparison . . . . ' .
aroups of beneficiaries and non- « Special attention should be given to the second condition, which requires that both samples

beneficiaries? of farms covered by FADN or bookkeeping databases (i.e. beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries) should include a sufficient number of observations which allows for further

\

YES NO NO . . . . . .
(Allow only for econometric net impact analysis (a statistical/econometric requirement).
beneficiaries) » The issues of representativeness and econometric feasibility may be linked with each other.



X . ! .
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of
[ Available data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?

indicators

L (e.q. FADN)" What are the conditions in order to answer the Note(s)
¢ question with YES?

Data available for selected ]

additional indicators*

\

0 Administrative problems may be encountered by evaluators during data collection. This may
concern obtaining various administrative permissions necessary for using and receiving

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison national farm bookkeeping and/or FADN data. Usually, after all these procedures are
aroups of beneficiaries and non- successfully completed (permissions are obtained) anonymous farm bookkeeping data
beneficiaries? combined with relevant records from the Paying Agency (indicating which farm is a programme

YES NO NO beneficiary) are transferred to the evaluators without any further restrictions.

(Allow only for

beneficiaries) /4 ) Example:
7 * EU report ‘Investment Support under Rural Development Policy’


http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/evaluation/rural-development-reports/investment-support-rdp-2014_en.htm

X . ! .
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of
[ Available data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?

indicators

L (e.q. FADN)" What are the conditions in order to answer the Note(s)
¢ question with YES?

Data available for selected ]

additional indicators*

\

0 Concerning the sufficient number of observations which allows for the construction of adequate
control groups, the evaluator should be aware that:

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison  The number of observations in the group of beneficiaries should be much higher than the

f beneficiaries and non- . . . . ;
e number of model covariates (control variables) selected in the matching analysis.

 The number of observations in the group of non-beneficiaries should be higher than the

YES (AHOWN—(?nly for HO number of observations in the group of beneficiaries (this requirement may be weakened by

beneficiaries) applying some specific binary matching techniques (e.g. Nearest Neighbours with
replacement)).

« Small samples usually have larger error variances than large samples. A small sample size
may lead to biased estimations of the marginal treatment effects. This means that in small
samples a trade-off between bias and variance arises. The choice of the matching algorithm
is therefore important. Therefore, evaluators should use the largest possible number of
observations (supported and non-supported farms).



X . ! .
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of
[ Available data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?

indicators

L (e.q. FADN)" What are the conditions in order to answer the Note(s)
¢ question with YES?

Data available for selected ]

additional indicators*

\

0 The evaluator should consider what matching techniques are used in the impact analysis for
finding appropriate control groups. The binary matching approach further reduces the
available number of non-supported farms to those having structural characteristics more

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non- homogeneous to those of supported units (outcomes are selected controls belonging to

beneficiaries? ‘common support area’). While a low number of observations may negatively influence the

YES NO NO statistical significance of results obtained, working with more farms is always more

S (Allow only for o advantageous. This is particularly the case when using PSM-DiD models, which require large
beneficiaries) samples and good data.



X .
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of

[ Avalable data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?
indicators
(—g—)—e' - FADN . - gum g m - - -
Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

p
Data available for selected
additional indicators*

(N

Due to more rigid data constraints the construction of comparison groups and subsequent analysis of
impacts of regionalised RDPs may create additional problems. These may be linked both to the issue
of representativeness as well as to the econometric requirements. For example, assuming that a

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non- particular type of farm (e.g. field crops from TF8 groupings) had been assigned a special policy

beneficiaries? importance (e.g. TF type X) analysis of the available FADN database structure may reveal that due to

YES NO NO an insufficient number of observations the econometric estimation of programme effects by farm
o (Allow only for o types (TF) is not feasible.

beneficiaries)



X .
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of

[ Available data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?
indicators
(e.9. FADN)* . . :
\ What can be done to improve the data situation?
Data available for selected
additional indicators* .
- Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019)
Does the data allow for the ; L . ; o o . . ;
construction of comparison If various RDPs within a country are designed in a similar manner (e.g. similar intervention logic or
groups of bene_fif;ia_riei and non- target group) but statistical information is missing to build a counterfactual at the regional level (e.g.
bencficiarios? too few observations on individual programme beneficiaries) one possible solution is to construct
YES NO NO comparable control groups enabling the netting out of programme effects through combining multiple
(Allow only for regionalised RDPs. To do so, firstly, one needs to identify at the farm level a set of common control
beneficiaries) variables among different programmes/territories. Secondly, additional variables (e.g. dummy

variables) can be built into the list of covariates to identify the location of a farm in different RDPs
within a country, which allows for the separation of programme effects carried out in various areas
under consideration.

For more information on the use of territorial dummy variables see — Pufahl and Weiss, 2009 - Farm
Structure and the Effects of Agri-Environmental Programs: Results from a Matching Analysis for
European Countries, Evaluating the Effects of Farm Programmes: Results from Propensity Score

Matching).

- _


https://ideas.repec.org/p/ags/eaa111/52997.html
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227464642_Evaluating_the_Effects_of_Farm_Programmes_Results_from_Propensity_Score_Matching

X . ] ]
& [ RoPszeandupiske | Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups of
[ Available data for CMES beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

What can be done to improve the data situation?

p
Data available for selected

additional indicators* .
- Long-term solutions (for ex-post)

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison * Increase the sample (number of observations) in FADN and farm bookkeeping statistics.

groups of beneficiaries and non- Additionally, an option might be to extend the list of variables in FADN and farm bookkeeping

beneficiaries? datasets in order to enable a more detailed analysis of factors interesting from a policy point of

YES NO NO view (e.g. determining external farm income). This can be done by distinguishing in the FADN
S (Allow only for o subsidy section the level of support received in a given year from each individual RDP measure.

beneficiaries)

« Ensure that all beneficiaries of the RDP are fully integrated into the existing farm accountancy or
bookkeeping systems with their anonymous records being easily retrievable by respective
national authorities (e.g. FADN or farm bookkeeping offices) for evaluation purposes.

« Regular surveys adjusted to better meet the needs of the RDP evaluations.



indicators

(e.q. FADN)*

? [ RDP size and u ]
ptake
X P How many comparison groups are needed?
Available data for CMES ]

Why is this question important?

additional indicators*

p
Data available for selected J

\

Does the data allow for the What are the conditions in order to answer the question?
construction of comparison
groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

YES Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

v

How many comparison groups are
needed?

What can be done to improve the data situation?

NEXT

Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019)

Guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impact in 2019, PART II, Chapter 2.1 and 2.2
and PART |V, Chapter 4.1.

Guidelines Assessment of RDP results, Chapter 2.1 and 6.2, and Annex 11, Chapter 2.4.
Guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs, Chapter 4.3



https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/guidelines-assessment-rdp-results-how-prepare-reporting-evaluation-2017_en
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/app_templates/enrd_assets/pdf/evaluation/epe_master.pdf

? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

e
Available data for CMES }

How many comparison groups are needed?

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

Why is this question important?

additional indicators*

p
Data available for selected ]

(N

The creation of control groups is an essential part of evaluating programme impacts.

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison c : . ; , .
Groups o:béneﬁciariespar:d on. In this context answering the question, ‘How many control groups are needed?’ will depend on:
beneficiaries? » the structure of the available data, and
» the detail level of the net impact analysis to be carried out.

YES
v In a standard situation when an impact analysis is to be carried out in order to calculate the Average

[ How many comparison groups are J Treatment Effects on Treated (supported farms) (ATT) only, a binary PSM-DiD method and a
needed? distinction in the FADN or bookkeeping data of two comparison groups (i.e. programme beneficiaries
and non-beneficiaries) is sufficient.

NEXT
However, when all farms in the sample are identified as RDP 2014-2020 beneficiaries (non-

beneficiaries cannot be found) and/or an evaluator is interested in the estimation of Marginal
Treatment Effect for RDP support intensity levels, the application of other quasi-experimental
techniques (e.g. Generalised Propensity Score Matching (GPSM)) is necessary.

€ Note

- _



? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

Vs

How many comparison groups are needed?

Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

Data available for selected

additional indicators*

Vs

\

Doestthet_datafa”OWfOFthe When applying GPSM, various control groups have to be created among programme

construction of comparison o 0 o 0. . . o o g

qroups of beneficiaries and non- beneflc[arles only, whereby all RDP t.)enef|C|ar|§s.(g|ven theflr estimated GPS) are divided into
beneficiaries? respective control groups characterised by similar GPS intervals and programme support

levels (RDP support levels have to be divided into a set of pre-specified intervals).
YES

v

[ How many comparison groups are J

needed?

NEXT



? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

P How many comparison groups are needed?
Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.g. FADN)* o : .
\ What are the conditions in order to answer the question?
Data available for selected
additional indicators*
v' The existing data-structure should distinguish programme beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries.
Does the data allow for the . . .
construction of comparison v" Control groups prior to the programme have to be almost identical to each other (except that one
groups of beneficiaries and non- received programme support and another did not).
beneficiaries? ; ; . L
v' Matching techniques should be used to establish similarities between control groups.
YES v" The use of FADN or bookkeeping data usually allows for the construction of at least two control
v groups consisting of programme beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. However, in order to carry
[ How many Comoarisgn groups areJ out a subsequent econometric net impact analysis another set of criteria as mentioned in the
needed? Guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impact in 2019, PART 1V, Chapter 4.1. have to be
met.
NEXT


https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en

? [ RDP size and u ]
ptake
X P How many comparison groups are needed?
Available data for CMES }

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

p
Data available for selected
additional indicators*

(N

For regionalised RDP programmes if: (a) the number of RDP beneficiary farms identified in FADN or

Doest thet,datafa”ow for the bookkeeping data is very low, which prevents the construction of comparison groups, and if (b) the
CONS TR0 B SaMmbanson RDP programmes do not substantially differ from each other, then it is recommended to combine

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries? FADN datasets covering more then one RDP programme together (FADN regions). However, if in the
same situation regionalised RDP programmes differ from each other significantly, then additional

YES thematic surveys could be a solution.

\ 4

How many comparison groups are
needed?

NEXT



? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

P
Available data for CMES }

How many comparison groups are needed?

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

What can be done to improve the data situation?

additional indicators*

p
Data available for selected ]

\

Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019)

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison
groups of beneficiaries and non- If various RDPs within a country are designed in a similar manner (e.g. similar intervention logic or

peneficiaries? target group) but statistical information is missing to build a counterfactual situation at the regional
level (e.g. too few observations on individual programme beneficiaries), one possible solution to net
out programme effects is to combine multiple regionalised RDPs. To do so, firstly, one needs to
identify at the farm level a set of common control variables among different programmes/territories.
J Secondly, an additional variable (e.g. a dummy variable) can be built into the list of covariates to
identify the location of a farm in different RDPs within a country, enabling the separation of effects of

specific regional programmes or areas under consideration.

NEXT
Long-term solutions (for ex-post)

* Increase the sample (number of observations) in FADN and farm bookkeeping statistics and/or
rely more heavily on regular surveys better adjusted to the needs of the RDP evaluations.

* Ensure that all beneficiaries of the RDP programmes are fully integrated into existing farm
accountancy or bookkeeping systems with their anonymous records being easily retrievable by
each respective national authority (e.g. FADN or farm bookkeeping offices) for evaluation

purposes.

-

YES

v

How many comparison groups are
needed?




indicators

(e.q. FADN)*

? [ RDP size and u ]
ptake
X P Are variables explaining participation known?
Available data for CMES ]

Vs

Why is this question important?

Data available for selected

\

additional indicators* J

Does the data allow for the What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries

and non-

beneficiaries?

NO

beneficiaries) v

(allow only YES Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

How many comparison groups are J

[ needed?

\ 4

What can be done to improve the data situation?

Are variables
. rtic%gtliz%r%own? Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019

YES NO Long-term solutions (for ex-post

Guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impact in 2019, PART II, Chapter 2.1 and 2.2

g and PART |V, Chapter 4.1.
Guidelines Assessment of RDP results, Chapter 2.1 and 6.2, and Annex 11, Chapter 2.4.
Guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs, Chapter 4.3



https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/guidelines-assessment-rdp-results-how-prepare-reporting-evaluation-2017_en
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/app_templates/enrd_assets/pdf/evaluation/epe_master.pdf

? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X Are variables explaining participation known?

e
Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

Why is this question important?

additional indicators*

p
Data available for selected ]

In order to establish similarities between programme beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries a model
Does the data allow for the which controls for the effects of other important confounding factors has to be constructed (e.g. PSM-
e DiD). Control variables (model covariates) which determine both the farm’s participation in the RDP

groups of beneficiaries and non- ’ : :
beneficiaries? programme as well as the programme’s outcomes must be fed into this model.

|Z
o

llow only YES

neficiaries) v

—~
Q

How many comparison groups are
needed?

( \ &

\ 4

Are variables

explaining
participation known?




? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

e
Available data for CMES }

Are variables explaining participation known?

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?

additional indicators*

p
Data available for selected

The database should contain data and information concerning the characteristics and economic

performance of various types of farms over extended periods of time. This will allow for the selection

(N

Does the data allow for the of the most important control variables (model covariates) at the level of individual agricultural
Constr]ygﬁonf?f_CO_mDarizon holdings facilitating the impact analysis at the micro level. FADN or farms bookkeeping provides data
B oaioey ¢ for variables which can be used as controls in PSM-DiD models.
NO €@ Note
(allo YE : . : :
gﬂfg;gL{GS) S For the selection of relevant model covariates only those variables which are unaffected by the RDP
A 4 . . . . . . .
_ programme should be included (i.e. variables which are fixed over time or which have been
How many comparison groups are . . . .
[ needed? J measured prior to participation in programme).

7
— p Example

Are variables

explaining
e In case there is no access to a database from which observable variables explaining programme
participation and outcomes can be selected, controlling for important confounding factors is not
YES NO possible. In this situation, a naive comparison of changes in impact indicators in the group of
programme beneficiaries vs. non-beneficiaries (i.e. without establishing any similarities between

these groups) could be carried out. This can lead to significant selection bias and therefore should be
avoided.

- _




g [ RDP size and uptake ]

Are variables explaining participation known?

P
Available data for CMES
indicators - .
L (e.g. FADN)* What are the conditions in order to answer the
‘ guestion with YES?
Data available for selected
additional indicators* ]

Does the data allow for the as commercial holdings due to the economic size. If individual RDP measures specifically
construction of comparison target non commercial agricultural holdings the FADN sample will not be representative. If
groups of beneficiaries and non- this is the case, well designed surveys have to be carried out in order to collect the

0 FADN does not cover all the agricultural holdings in the EU, but only those which are ranked

ficlaries f _ _
peneficiaries? information needed (e.g. Impact and in-depth study of the Rural Development Grant

NO Programme in Kosovo).

(allow only YES

beneficiaries) v

How many comparison groups are
needed?

\ 4

Are variables

explaining
participation known?



http://www.ade.eu/experience_detail.php?project_id=A530&zone=

RDP size and uptake

Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.q. FADN)* What are the conditions in order to answer the

question with YES?
Data available for selected
_

Does the data allow for the O

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

Are variables explaining participation known?

Example(s)

NO
(allow only
beneficiaries)

How many comparison groups are
needed?

Are variables
explaining
participation known?



http://ftp.iza.org/dp1588.pdf

? [ RDP size and u ]
ptake
X P Are variables explaining participation known?
Available data for CMES }

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

p
Data available for selected
additional indicators*

(N

If the number of RDP beneficiary farms identified in FADN or bookkeeping data is very low, which
prevents the construction of comparison groups, then the selection of variables explaining

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison programme participation is not relevant. If this is the situation, other activities should be carried out to
groups of beneficiaries and non- ; the dat ilabilit t slid
beneficiaries? improve the data availability (see next slide).
NO
(allow only YES

neficiaries) v

How many comparison groups are
needed?

( \ &

\ 4

Are variables

explaining
participation known?




? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

P
Available data for CMES }

Are variables explaining participation known?

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

What can be done to improve the data situation?

additional indicators*

) Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019)

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison

p
Data available for selected ]

If various RDPs within a country are designed in a similar manner (e.g. similar intervention logic or

groups of beneficiaries and non- target group) but statistical information is missing to build a counterfactual at the regional level (e.g.
beneficiaries? too few observations on individual programme beneficiaries), one possible solution to net out

NO programme effects is to combine multiple regionalised RDPs. To do so, firstly, one needs to identify
g':gvﬂ ;g'ges) | YES at the farm level a set of common control variables among different programmes/territories. Secondly,

location of a farm in different RDPs within a country and enable the separation of different effects of

[ How many comparison groups are
each specific regional programme or areas under consideration.

J an additional variable (e.g. dummy variable) can be built into the list of covariates to identify the
needed?

\ 4

_ Long-term solutions (for ex-post)
Are variables
e
Dartic(ia;(at?olr?IEnown?J * Increase the sample (number of observations) in FADN and farm bookkeeping statistics and/or

rely more heavily on regular surveys better adjusted to meet the needs of RDP evaluations. The

suitability of FADN data for RDP evaluations can also be enhanced if different types of RDP
YES NO support can be disaggregated and/or independently listed (e.g. differentiation of various agro-
environmental or investment type measures).

 Ensure that all beneficiaries of the RDP programmes are fully integrated into the farm
accountancy or bookkeeping systems with their anonymous records being easily retrievable by
each respective national authority (e.g. FADN or farm bookkeeping offices) for evaluations.

-




ng

[ RDP size and uptake ]

Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?

indicators

Available data for CMES
(e.g. FADN)*

-

Why is this question important?

p
Data available for selected
additional indicators*

\

Does the data allow for the What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries?

NO
(allow only
beneficiaries)

YES Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

v

[ How many comparison groups are

needed? J

What can be done to improve the data situation?

\ 4

Are variables
. rtic%gtliz%r%own? Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019

YES

v Long-term solutions (for ex-post

Does the data cover
different points in time

(temporal scale)?

Guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impact in 2019, PART II, Chapter 2.1 and 2.2
YES g and PART |V, Chapter 4.1.

Guidelines Assessment of RDP results, Chapter 2.1 and 6.2, and Annex 11, Chapter 2.4.
Guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs, Chapter 4.3



https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/guidelines-assessment-rdp-results-how-prepare-reporting-evaluation-2017_en
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/app_templates/enrd_assets/pdf/evaluation/epe_master.pdf

X
RDP size and uptake
& | ] Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?

P
Available data for CMES
indicators
(e.g. FADN)* . . . .
\ Why is this question important?
p
Data available for selected
additional indicators*
(N
Data should be collected at the farm level and be able to be used to show the development of
Does the data allow for the individual impact indicators over time (at least before the programme implementation and at the time
construction of comparison of evaluation during and after the programming period).
groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries? @ Note
NO
(allow only YES
neficiaries) v

How many comparison groups are
needed?

( \ &

\ 4

Are variables
explaining
participation known?

\ 4

Does the data cover
different points in time
(temporal scale)?




? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

p Does the data allow for the construction of comparison groups?
Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.g. FADN)* - - . .

Data available for selected
additional indicators*

\

Does the data allow for the From an econometric point of view panel data is the most advantageous for impact
construction of comparison st f RDPs (i dat o - - fi O trol Yl q
groups of beneficiaries and non- evaluations o s (i.e. data w ich contains observations of selected control variables an
beneficiaries? impact indicators for the same agricultural farms over multiple time periods (prior, during and
NO after 2014-2020)). Panel data has several advantages over cross-sectional data (data for
(allow only YES various individual units in a given time) or time-series data (data on one individual unit in
beneficiaries) v different periods of time).

How many comparison groups are
needed?

The advantages of using panel data are:
1. The ability to make more accurate inferences of model parameters. Panel data usually

A 4 contains more degrees of freedom and more sample variability than cross-sectional data.
Are variables 2. Greater capacity for capturing the complexity of farm development and economic
explainirg performance than a single cross-section or time series data.
participation known? . . . . .
3. Allows for more precise controlling of the impacts of omitted variables;
YES | 4. Superior ability to generate more accurate predictions for individual outcomes.
5. Simplifies the computation and inference analysis.

Does the data cover
different points in time
(temporal scale)?

YES



? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?

e
Available data for CMES

indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

} What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?

Data available for selected

additional indicators*

(N

] The database should collect data at different points in time. FADN and bookkeeping datasets are

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison
groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

NO

(allow only YES

beneficiaries)

\ 4

How many comparison groups are
needed?

\ 4

Are variables

explaining
participation known?

YES

\ 4

Does the data cover
different points in time
(temporal scale)?

YES

available in panel format, which provides detailed information on selected variables collected for
hundreds of the same farms in each year over a certain time period (i.e. rotating panel).

@ Note

Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

The data situation may be even more difficult (i.e. the number of observations can be low and the
time series coverage can be more restrictive). A number of steps can be carried out in order to
improve the data situation (see next slide).

- _



X
RDP size and uptake
& | ] Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?

e
Available data for CMES
indicators

L (e.q. FADN)* What are the conditions in order to answer the Note(s)
r guestion with YES?

Data available for selected
additional indicators*

\

Does the data allow for the Due to yearly farm sample rotations for the FADN database (up to 7-10% of the total sample)
construction of comparison . . . . .
groups of beneficiaries and non- not all farms for which data exists in a given year can be entered into a panel constructed for
beneficiaries? the purpose of the RDP 2014-2020 evaluation. The evaluator should therefore verify for each
NO EU country and each regionalised RDP assessed the availability of farm panel data for the
(allow only YES period of time needed for the evaluation (e.g. prior to the programme and for last years of its
beneficiaries) v implementation). If there is a missing observation for the same holding for the beginning or
[How many comparison groups areJ ending years, the panel data can be built on the bases of an available preceding year (a
needed? second-best procedure).
Are variables
explaining
participation known?

YES

\ 4

Does the data cover
different points in time

(temporal scale)?

YES



? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

P
Available data for CMES }

Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?

indicators

— What can be done to improve the data situation?

p
Data available for selected
additional indicators*

\

Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019)

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non- For regionalised RDP programmes, if the data is insufficient for a number of RDP beneficiary farms
beneficiaries? identified in the FADN or bookkeeping data and the RDPs do not differ substantially from one
NO another, then one can combine FADN datasets covering more than one RDP (FADN regions).
(allow only YES
el — For details concerning regionalised RDPs see section: Does the data allow for the construction of
[ How many g s EE J comparison groups of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?
v Long-term solutions (for ex-post)
Are variables
explaining
participation known? * Increase the sample (number of observations) in FADN and farm bookkeeping statistics and/or

rely more heavily on regular surveys better adjusted to the needs of RDP evaluations. The
YES v suitability of FADN data for RDP evaluations can also be enhanced if different types of RDP
[ Does the data cover J support can be further disaggregated and/or separately listed (e.g. differentiation of various agro-

different points in time environmental or investment types of measures).

(temporal scale)?
 Ensure that all beneficiaries of RDPs are fully integrated into the farm accountancy or
YES bookkeeping systems with their anonymous records being easily retrievable by each respective
national authority (e.g. FADN or farm bookkeeping offices) for evaluation purposes.

-




? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X
-

Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.q. FADN)*

Are support intensity levels known?

Why is this question important?

additional indicators*

p
Data available for selected J

What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison
groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

NO Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?
(allow only YES
beneficiaries) v

[ How many comparison groups are J
needed? . . .
— What can be done to improve the data situation?

\ 4

Are variables

explaining
participation known?

Long-term solutions (for ex-post

YES 3
e N
Does the data cover

different points in time
(temporal scale)?

N\

YES before-and-
YES v after various
intensity levels

g Guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs, Chapter 4.3.3.2

Are support intensity
levels known?

NO before-and- after
with-and-without


http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/app_templates/enrd_assets/pdf/evaluation/epe_master.pdf

? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X Are support intensity levels known?

P
Available data for CMES
indicators
(e.9. FADN)* . . S
\ Why is this question important?
Data available for selected
additional indicators*
Information about the intensity level of programme support is essential for choosing an evaluation
Doest thet,datafa”ow for the approach of the RDP’s effects in a situation when all units are classified as programme beneficiaries
construction of comparison . . - o . o 2
qroups of beneficiaries and non- and/or an evaluator is interested in assessing the marginal effectiveness of RDP funds provided to
beneficiaries? the agricultural sector.
NO . : . : : : : : : L
(allow only YES If information pertaining to the intensity of investment support (e.g. financial flows going to individual
beneficiaries) v farm beneficiaries for each of the RDP’s measures in the period 2014-2020) is known, programme
[ How many comparison groups are J impacts can be analysed using GPSM, which enables the calculation of dose-response functions and
needed? derivative dose-response functions.

\ 4

Are variables

explaining
participation known?

YES

\ 4

Does the data cover
different points in time
(temporal scale)?

YES before-and-
YES v after various

( \ - -
Are support intensity intensity levels

levels known?
\ - J
NO before-and- after i t

with-and-without
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Vs

indicators

Available data for CMES
(e.qg. FADN)*

additional indicators*

(N

Data available for selected ]

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries?

Z

0

ow only YES

ef|C|ar|es)

v

(—\

How many comparison groups are J

needed?

\ 4

Are variables
explaining
participation known?

\ 4

N\

Does the data cover
different points in time

(temporal scale)?

~

YES

\ 4

-

Are support intensity
levels known?

~

YES before-and-
after various
intensity levels

NO before-and- after
with-and-without

Are support intensity levels known?

What are the conditions in order to answer the question with YES?

Data concerning the level of RDP support for each agriculture holding supported by RDPs 2014-2020
must be delivered to the evaluator from the respective Paying Agency of the country where the
evaluation is taking place. Data on the intensity of programme support for each RDP beneficiary in
the years 2014-2020 (for all RDP measures or group of measures) is not available in the FADN
dataset.

Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

There is no specificities for regionalised RDPs as the relevant data is to be obtained from each
respective Paying Agency, both for the whole country (in case of 1 RDP) as well as for each
regionalised RDP.

- _



? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X p Are support intensity levels known?

Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

What can be done to improve the data situation?

additional indicators*

p
Data available for selected ]

Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019)

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison

groups Ofbt;ig‘]fi‘:‘:f;?i’;‘zia”d non- In order to improve the data situation, the Managing Authority and evaluator should inform the Paying
I Agency of the evaluation activities planned at an early stage.

NO
(allow only YES
beneficiaries)

v

How many comparison groups are
needed?

Long-term solutions (for ex-post)

\ 4

Are variables » Closer cooperation between evaluators and Paying Agencies should be pursued from the

explaining beginning of the programme evaluation.
participation known?

 Ensure that all beneficiaries of RDPs are fully integrated into the farm accountancy or
v bookkeeping systems with their anonymous records being easily retrievable by each respective

Does the data cover national authority (e.g. FADN or farm bookkeeping offices) for evaluation purposes.
different points in time
(temporal scale)?
N\ Y,
YES
-

YES

YES before-and-
v after various
intensity levels

J

Are support intensity

levels known? )
NO before-and- after i

with-and-without




? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

- } Propensity Score Matching with Difference in Differences method

Available data for CMES

indicators (PSM - DiD)
L (e.g. FADN)*
- _ At the micro level, the assessment approach in case of good data availability at the level of the
Da;adz;;%f‘:l'?ng?;;ﬁfsited ] agricultural holding is based on the comparison of established similar control groups (beneficiaries

and non-beneficiaries) prior to the beginning of the programme and at the time of the evaluation. The
main objective is to net out the RDP’s effects on the competitiveness of the agricultural sector,
through the use of advanced econometric methods (e.g. PSM combined with DiD).

A

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison
groups of beneficiaries and non-

beneficiaries? PSM-DID is a highly applicable estimator when the outcome data of programme participants and
NO non-beneficiaries is available for both the ‘before’ and ‘after’ periods. PSM-DiD measures the effect
(allow only YES of the RDP by using the differences between comparable programme beneficiaries and non-
peneficiaries) v beneficiaries in the before/after periods. Observed changes overtime for the matched (using PSM)
[ How many comparison groups areJ programme non-beneficiaries are assumed to be appropriate counterfactuals for programme
needed? beneficiaries. A decisive advantage of the PSM-DIiD estimator, compared to a conventional DiD
estimator, is that this method allows for the better control of selection bias in both observables and
= unobservables.

Are variables

paﬂic%%fown?} At the macro level, the net effects of the RDP on the competitiveness of the agricultural sector are

obtained by up-scaling the results from the micro-level assessment to the RDP area (macro-level).

YES

\ 4

~
Does the data cover

different points in time
(temporal scale)?

Y,
VES NO before-and- g Read more in guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impact in 2019, PART I,
¥ after with-and- Chapter 2.2.3 and PART IV, Chapter 4.1.2.

N
Are support intensity without
levels known?

-

»
>
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? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

p Generalised Propensity Score Matching (GPSM)
Availab!e dgta for CMES
(e'_”—;’_";’“‘,jgf,j}* The GPSM method is used when all units are programme beneficiaries. If the evaluator has explicit
> information on the intensity of the programme support (e.g. financial flows from a given programme
Data available for selected per farm) and programme effects (results/impacts) then the data can be analysed by means of a
. additional indicators*® dose-response function and derivative dose-response function.
Does the data allow for the The GPSM allows one to estimate the average effect of public investment support on the selected
construction of comparison result/impact indicator, as well as assess the marginal effects of the programmes or measures

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

depending on the intensity of support. Disaggregated programme evaluation results cannot be
obtained by employing traditional techniques (e.g. the binary propensity score matching

(':‘TOW only YES methodology, regression discontinuity design, or any other techniques utilised in standard evaluation
beneficiaries) l studies). GPSM can also be used as an extension of a binary PSM method and can be used to
[ How many comparison groups are J eliminate any bias associated with differences in the covariates included in the evaluation model.
needed?
= 7
Are variables p Examples
explaining

participation known?

YES

\ 4

Does the data cover
different points in time
(temporal scale)?

J
YES before-and-
A 4 after various

N :
Are support intensity intensity levels
levels known? -

YES




RDP size and uptake

Available data for CMES Example(s)
indicators

(e.qg. FADN)*

Data available for selected
additional indicators*

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

NO

(aTow only
beneficiaries)

How many comparison groups are
needed?

Are variables
explaining
participation known?

Does the data cover

different points in time
(temporal scale)?

YES before-and-
after various
intensity levels

Are support intensity
levels known?




? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X
-

Available data for CMES ]

Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?

indicators

(e.q. FADN)*

Why is this question important?

additional indicators*

p
Data available for selected J

\

What are the conditions in order to answer the question?

Does the data allow for the
construction of comparison
groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

NO Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?

(allow only YES
beneficiaries)

v

[ How many comparison groups are J
needed? . . .
— What can be done to improve the data situation?

\ 4

Are variables
explaining
participation known?

NO

Long-term solutions (for ex-post

A

Does the data cover
different points in time

(temporal scale)?

Guidelines Assessing RDP achievements and impact in 2019, PART II, Chapter 2.1 and 2.2
g and PART |V, Chapter 4.1.
YES VYES NO NO Guidelines Assessment of RDP results, Chapter 2.1 and 6.2, and Annex 11, Chapter 2.4.
" before-and-after  with-and-  only beneficiaries Guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs, Chapter 4.3.

with-and-without without



https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/assessing-rdp-achievements-and-impacts-2019_en
https://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/publications/guidelines-assessment-rdp-results-how-prepare-reporting-evaluation-2017_en
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/enrd-static/app_templates/enrd_assets/pdf/evaluation/epe_master.pdf

? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

p Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?
Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

Why is this question important?

Data available for selected
additional indicators*

Information should be collected at the farm level in order to show the development of individual
impact indicators over time (at a minimum before the programmes implementation and at the time of

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison the evaluation during and after the programming period).
groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries? 0 Note
NO
(allow only YES
neficiaries) 3

( \ &

How many comparison groups are
needed?

\ 4

Are variables

explaining
participation known?

Does the data cover
different points in time
(temporal scale)?

YES YES NO NO

before-and-after with-and- only beneficiaries
with-and-without without i t




? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

p Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?
Available data for CMES

indicators

\ e Eanh) Why is this question important? Note(s)

Data available for selected
additional indicators*

Does the data allow for the From an econometric point of view panel data is the most advantageous for impact
construction of comparison st f RDPs (i dat o - - fi O trol Yl q
groups of beneficiaries and non- evaluations o s (i.e. data w ich contains observations of selected control variables an
beneficiaries? impact indicators for the same agricultural farms over multiple time periods (prior, during and
NO after 2014-2020)). Panel data has several advantages over cross-sectional data (data for
(allow only YES various individual units in a given time) or time-series data (data on one individual unit in
beneficiaries) v different periods of time).

How many comparison groups are
needed?

The advantages of using panel data are:
1. The ability to make more accurate inferences of model parameters. Panel data usually

A 4 contains more degrees of freedom and more sample variability than cross-sectional data.
Are variables 2. Greater capacity for capturing the complexity of farm development and economic
explaining performance than a single cross-section or time series data.

participation known?

Allows for more precise controlling of the impacts of omitted variables;
Superior ability to generate more accurate predictions for individual outcomes.
Simplifies the computation and inference analysis.

y NO

o1 g (2

Does the data cover
different points in time
(temporal scale)?

YES YES NO NO

before-and-after with-and- only beneficiaries
with-and-without without ‘




? [ RDP size and uptake ]
X

p Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?
Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

What are the conditions in order to answer the question?

The database should provide data at different points in time, ideally on an annual basis. FADN and
bookkeeping datasets are available in panel format (i.e. they provide detailed information on selected
Does the data allow for the variables collected for hundreds of the same farms in each year over a certain time period (i.e.

construction of comparison rotating panel).
groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

additional indicators*

Data available for selected ]

(N

Due to yearly farm sample rotations for the FADN database (up to 7-10% of the total sample) not all
farms for which data exists in a given year can be entered into a panel constructed for the purpose of
the RDP 2014-2020 evaluation. The evaluator should therefore verify for each EU country and each
regionalised RDP assessed the availability of farm panel data for the period of time needed for the
J evaluation (e.g. prior to the programme and for last years of its implementation). If there is a missing

=z
o

llow only YES

neficiaries)

—~
Q

\ 4

How many comparison groups are

( \ &

needed?
observation for the same holding for the beginning or ending years, the panel data can be built on the
| bases of an available preceding year (a second-best procedure).
Are variables o . . .
explaining Are there any specificities to be considered for regionalised RDPs?
participation known?
The data situation may be even more difficult (i.e. the number of observations can be low and the
v NO time series coverage can be more restrictive). A number of steps can be carried out in order to
Does the data cover improve the data situation (see next slide).
different points in time
(temporal scale)?

YES YES NO NO

before-and-after with-and- only beneficiaries
with-and-without without i t




? [ RDP size and uptake ] _ : _ _
X p Does the data cover different points in time (temporal scale)?
Available data for CMES
indicators

(e.g. FADN)*

What can be done to improve the data situation?

p
Data available for selected
additional indicators*

) Short-term solutions (for AIR 2019)

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison . . . _ o ¢ .
Groups o béneﬁciariespan'd on- For regionalised RDP programmes, if the data is insufficient for a number of RDP beneficiary farms

beneficiaries? identified in the FADN or bookkeeping data and the RDPs do not differ substantially from one

NO another, then one can combine FADN datasets covering more than one RDP (FADN regions).
(allow only YES
beneficiaries) v For further details on regionalised RDPs see: Does the data allow for the construction of comparison
[ How many compgrijgn groups are J groups of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries?
neeaqed:

Long-term solutions (for ex-post)

\ 4

I Are variables J * Increase the sample (number of observations) in FADN and farm bookkeeping statistics and/or

., rtic‘i*—xgt'i"z‘)l'i—rr]“:(‘gown? rely more heavily on regular surveys better adjusted to the needs of RDP evaluations. The
S— : suitability of FADN data for RDP evaluations can also be enhanced if different types of RDP

| no support can be further disaggregated and/or separately listed (e.g. differentiation of various agro-
environmental or investment types of measures).
Does the data cover
different points in time  Ensure that all beneficiaries of RDPs are fully integrated into the farm accountancy or
[ (iemporal scale)? J bookkeeping systems with their anonymous records being easily retrievable by each respective

national authority (e.g. FADN or farm bookkeeping offices) for evaluation purposes.

YES YES NO NO

before-and-after with-and- only beneficiaries
with-and-without without i




Regression Discontinuity Design

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

NO
(allow only
beneficiaries)

How many comparison groups are
needed?

Are variables
explaining
participation known?

Does the data cover

different points in time
(temporal scale)?
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Other approaches: Difference in Differences

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

NO
(allow only
beneficiaries)

How many comparison groups are
needed?

Are variables
explaining
participation known?

YES

before-and-after
Does the data cover with-and-without

different points in time
(temporal scale)?
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Other approaches: Naive Group Comparison

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

NO
(allow only
beneficiaries)

How many comparison groups are
needed?

Are variables
explaining
participation known?

NO
Does the data cover with-and-without
different points in time
(temporal scale)?




Other approaches: Naive Baseline Comparison

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?

NO
(allow only
beneficiaries)

How many comparison groups are
needed?

Are variables
explaining
participation known?

NO
Does the data cover only beneficiaries
different points in time
(temporal scale)?




Other approaches: Naive Baseline Comparison with Qualitative
analysis

Does the data allow for the

construction of comparison

groups of beneficiaries and non-
beneficiaries?
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