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FOREWORD

Dear Reader,

Some ninety billion Euros will have been spent on rural development by the EAFRD by the end of the
programming period 2007 i 2013. An amount of which every politician (not only within rural policy),
any controlling institution on national or EU level and indeed every taxpayer in Europe will want to
know what were the effects of this expenditure. Evaluations in general and ex post evaluation in
particular serve to provide this knowledge. The ex post evaluation also serves to summarise the
success of each and every Rural Development Programme and to demonstrate what has worked well
in the implementation of these programmes. As rural development policy is necessarily a continuous
effort, not confined to budgetary periods, these evaluation findings are indispensable inputs into the
further evolvement of policy making, hence a major source of policy learning.

For these reasons ex post evaluation of Rural Development Programmes (RDP) is required as a
compulsory step in the implementation of each programme. With these guidelines the European
Evaluation Network for Rural Development is now providing a tool for RDP stakeholders, in particular
Managing Authorities (MA) and evaluators to facilitate the indeed very complex task of ex post
evaluation.

The ex post evaluation guidelines draw strongly on the experience with the application of the
Common monitoring and evaluation framework (CMEF) so far and on successful guidance provided
earlier. It also incorporates the considerable progress of evaluation methodology made by the
evaluation community during the last years (e.g. the spreading of counterfactual analysis).

The intention of these guidelines is to help the evaluation stakeholders

1 to save resources for the individual programme by providing ready-to-use tools,
1 to produce better and more sound findings, and last but not least
1 arrive at more meaningful aggregations of evaluation findings at EU level.

Hence, the ex post evaluation guidelines should make the ex post evaluation an easier and more
rewarding exercise with which the MA will be able to meet their own and EU policy needs as well as
the legal requirements.

The ex post evaluation guidelines have been drafted by a team of evaluation experts of the European
Evaluation Network for Rural Development in close collaboration with the relevant services of the
European Commission and the Evaluation Expert Committee for Rural Development. Experts of the
Helpdesk of the European Evaluation Network for Rural Development have contributed their
evaluation experience to the text, namely John Grieve, Robert Lukesch, Jerzy Michalek, Enrique
Nieto, Sari Rannanpaé, Angelos Sanopoulos, Bill Slee, Peter Schneidewind, Jela Tvrdonova, Hannes
Wimmer. Members of the Evaluation Expert Committee acted as a sounding board to check whether
successive drafts of the text were adapted to the needs of the target audience. Representatives of DG
Agriculture and Rural Development, in particular Zelie Peppiette, have ensured the coherence of the
guidelines with the EU policy framework. The Helpdesk of the European Evaluation Network for Rural
Development coordinated and facilitated the drafting process.

Brussels, June 2014
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Guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs
Introduction

1. WHAT BXS POSVIAL UATHF OR

Ex post evaluation is a summative evaluation of a Rural Development Programme after it has been
completed. It is conducted at a point where it is possible to assess impacts and the added value of the
programme funding, both at EU and programme level. The impact and added value of the
interventions are important means to show programme achievements with the funds spent, justify the
programme budget and enhance the transparency and accountability of EU rural policy to
stakeholders and taxpayers. Demonstration of the policy achievements, thus legitimising funding for
rural development measures, is important at European, national and regional levels, especially when
budgets are tight. The ex post evaluation also provides the opportunity to see whether the policy was
designed and implemented appropriately to address the most relevant needs in the programme area.

The ex post evaluation is a policy learning tool, which enables to use the evaluation results to improve
the design, quality and implementation of the policy in the future. Utilising evaluation in policy design,
via drawing relevant conclusions and lessons, is an important aspect of evidence-based policy-
making. Even though the ex post evaluation is conducted at the end of a programming period, when
the new policy is already designed and partly implemented, it has an important role in bridging the old
and new programming periods. Relevant information and recommendations can be used to improve
the implementation of the new programme, especially for measures which continue across
programming periods. In this respect the results of ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 can be used as a
reference in the time of preparation of enhanced Annual Implementation Reports of 2017 and 2019.
Furthermore, the success and failure factors identified through the ex post evaluation may prove to be
useful in improving the new programme and its implementation. In addition, the ex post evaluation
can also be seen as validating or finalising the baseline values that are set for the programming
period 2014-2020, since the ex ante evaluations were conducted before information for 2013 was
available.

Although self-standing the ex post evaluation of Rural Development Programmes is the final part of
ongoing evaluation of the programming period of 2007-2013, built upon its monitoring and evaluation
activities conducted throughout the programme implementation period. The ongoing evaluation is
used by evaluation stakeholders to improve the quality of Rural Development Programmes and their
implementation, to justify the proposals for substantive changes during the programme life cycle and
as the basis to prepare mid-term and ex post evaluations.

Why do we need guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs?

The assessment of the mid-term evaluation (MTE) reports conducted by DG AGRI and the Evaluation
Helpdesk1 in 2011 revealed the need to enhance the quality of evaluation since frequently the MTEs
did not succeed in adequately demonstrating the achievements, results and impacts of the RDP.
Therefore it was suggested to revise and reduce the number of the current set of evaluation questions
outlined in the CMEF in order to better define the focus of the ex post evaluation. In addition, the
assessment showed that Me mber St ates are actively seeking
carrying out the process of the ex post evaluation as well as in evaluation methods.

These guidelines are drafted with significant collaborative input from the Member States, to ensure a
common understanding of the requirements for the ex post evaluation of Rural Development
Programmes and to assist Managing Authorities, evaluators and other evaluation stakeholders in
preparing, steering and conducting the ex post evaluation. The goal is to create synergies and
increase efficiency by reducing workload of the MAs and evaluators.

'Evaluation Helpdesk (March 2012), Methodological Assessment of Mid-Term Evaluation Reports of 2007-2013 Rural
Development Programmes

3
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The guidelines aim to provide a good understanding and a comprehensive interpretation of the legal
texts in practical terms. This will save time and effort of those responsible for managing and
conducting the ex post evaluations while ensuring that all aspects and required elements are
adequately addressed. It will also help ensure consistency and comparability of evaluations among
Member States and regions and facilitate the ex post evaluation summary2 to be conducted by
Commission services in 2017.

Despite the European Canrhedesetoprem 6fshe guidelired, thie doaument
itself remains non-binding. Legally binding requirements mentioned in the guidelines are highlighted.

Who are target group(s) for these guidelines?

The ex post guidelines for the evaluation of Rural Development Programmes 2007-2013 have been
drafted for different groups of rural development stakeholders:

1) Representatives of Managing Authorities will find information on the purpose and scope of the ex
post evaluation, including an exhaustive list of legal references, which have to be fulfilled by Member
States/regions. Furthermore, they will find the guidance and practical tools that will help them to
manage, coordinate and steer the ex post evaluation, as well as to disseminate the evaluation results.

2) For evaluators, the guidelines provide further explanations of the legal texts and rationale behind
the requirements, with the aim of creating a common understanding of the task. The document also
offers a revised set of Common Evaluation Questions, clarifies the role of the evaluation questions
and indicators. It also proposes evaluation methods and approaches for collecting evidence for
conducting the assessment of Rural Devel opment

3) Other evaluation stakeholders, such as monitoring committee members, paying agencies,
programme beneficiaries, etc. can use the ex post evaluation guidelines as a source of information,
when contributing to the evaluation through data/information collection, or when debating or
commenting on the ex post evaluation report.

4) Officials within DG Agriculture and Rural Development concerned with Rural Development
Programmes 2007-2013 who may find it helpful to have a reference point summarising the common
understanding of the purpose and the tasks of the ex post evaluation.

How to use the ex post evaluation guidelines?

The ex post evaluation guidelines have been structured with a common introduction, followed by three
parts, which can be used as stand-alone documents, interlinked through cross-links provided in the
text. Although each part concentrates on particular aspects of the ex post evaluation, which are
covered in depth, in order to maintain the stand-alone nature of each part, there is inevitably a certain
amount of repetition, particularly in relation to the legal requirements, in order to ensure readability
and comprehension for all stakeholders involved in the evaluation of Rural Development
Programmes.

The contents of the different parts are described briefly below:

Introduction introduces the guidelines and explains what the ex post evaluation should be conducted
for.

The Scope of Evaluation explains the focus and scope of the ex post evaluation in terms of policy
objectives, issues to be analysed and legal provisions, highlighting what must be covered. The
chapter also explains common and programme-specific evaluation elements such as evaluation
guestions and indicators.

2Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 87 on summary of ex post evaluation
4
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PART I: Mainly for Managing Authorities

Chapter 1 explores the process through which the ex post evaluation should be conducted, providing
practical guidance on the key steps of the process (planning, implementing and disseminating), the
role and responsibility of each evaluation stakeholder and the timing-related issues for ex post
evaluation.

Chapter 2 focuses on the ex post evaluation of National Rural Network Programmes, highlighting the
differences and similarities with the evaluation of NRNs planned under the RDPs, and with the overall
ex post evaluation process of the RDPs.

PART II: Mainly for evaluators

This part covers the ex post evaluation of Rural Development Programmes in more detail: intervention
logic, evaluation questions, indicators, evaluation methods and data.

Chapter 1 deals with the intervention logic as the starting point of the evaluation of a programme,
considering its composition, coherence between objectives and expected outputs, results and
impacts, relevance in relation to addressing needs, expected and unexpected side effects of
intervention logic, its effectiveness and efficiency. The chapter also provides what should be
assessed about the intervention logic asking important questions and how the assessment should be
approached. The chapter also provides examples of intervention logic to illustrate the proposed
assessment approaches.

Chapter 2 explains the purpose and role of evaluation guestions and judgement criteria in
evaluation, and their links to indicators; it proposes a revised set of common evaluation questions,
provides advices for developing programme-specific evaluation questions and gives guidance on how
to use and answer evaluation questions in ex post evaluation.

Chapter 3 explains the purpose and role of indicators in evaluation and describes how to develop
programme-specific indicators. The chapter also provides advice on how to use indicators in the ex
post evaluation, including linking indicators to policy objectives and evaluation questions, balancing
importance and measurability, screening indicators from the point of data requirements, etc.

Chapter 4 is dedicated to evaluation methods to be used in the ex post evaluation. The chapter
starts with description of various challenges in assessing the programme impacts, is about addressing
these challenges via appropriate evaluation design, highlighting importance of using the
counterfactual. Further it describes qualitative, quantitative and mixed approaches in evaluation and
methods to be used in the proper assessment of programme impacts. The chapter also elaborates on
how to choose evaluation methods in relation to rural development axes, technical assistance and
national rural networks.

Chapter 5 deals with proper use of data, necessary for the assessment of programme results and
impacts. It also debates challenges of data management and collection and describes the role of
various institutions in it.

PART IIIl: Toolbox

The toolbox contains practical tools such as draft Terms of Reference for ex post evaluation, a
revised set of evaluation questions, an outline of an ex post evaluation report, quality assessment grid
for evaluation reports, examples of additional indicators for the Leader axis, and other useful tools,
which will facilitate for both, evaluators and Managing Authorities, the conduction and implementation
of the ex post evaluation.
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2. SCOPE ©BXx POSVIALUATI ON

The ex post evaluation of Rural Development Programmes should be anchored in the rural
development policy objectives and focus on relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and achievements,
results, impacts, as well as success and failure factors. It should be conducted using the Common
monitoring and evaluation framework (CMEF). The ex post evaluation must, as a minimum, cover the
legal requirements, which are discussed in Chapter 2.3.below.

2.1. Policy objectives

The subject of the evaluation is the rural policy developed in the form of policy objectives set up at
EU, national and regional level. The policy objectives are the core of the programme intervention
logic. They are linked to evaluation questions and indicators in order to conduct the evaluation.

At EU level, the policy derives from Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005 and is structured through
a hierarchy of objectives3, rooted in the overall objectives set up by Community strategic guidelines
for rural development®, backed by more specific objectives linked to axes and sub-axes, and
continuing to operational objectives at measure level as laid down in Council Regulation (EC) No
1698/2005. As a consequence of the Health Check of the Common Agricultural Policy reform, a new
set of rural development priorities reflecting recent challenges for EU agriculture and rural areas, were
added to the policy priorities®.

The objectives of rural development policy set up by Community strategic guidelines for
rural development in the programming period 2007-2013 are:

1 Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector;

i Improving the environment and the countryside;

i Improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging diversification of the rural
economy;

i Building local capacity for employment and diversification;

i Ensuring consistency in programming (maximise synergies between axes);

i Complementarity between Community instruments.

Health Check of the CAP, Council Regulation (EC) No 74/2009, Art. 16a:

fFrom 1 January 2010, Member States shall provide in their Rural Development Programmes, in
accordance with their specific needs, for types of operations having the following priorities as
described in the Community strategic guidelines and specified further in the national strategy plans:

Climate change,

Renewable energies,

Water management,

Biodiversity,

Measures accompanying restructuring of the dairy sector,

Innovation linkedtot he pri orities mentioned in point:

~® Qo0 o

3CMEF, Guidance B, 2.2 Intervention logic and indicators
“Council Regulation (EC)No 1698/2005, Art. 9 and Council decision 2006/144/EC of 20 February 2006 on Community strategic
guidelines for rural development
*Council Regulation (EC) No 74/2009, The Health Check of the CAP reform
7
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At national and regional level, the EU policy objectives set up by the Community strategic guidelines
and Health Check of the CAP are transferred into Rural Development Programmes, taking into
consideration specificities of the respective Member States or regions. In addition, national and
regional programme authorities might include additional policy objectives addressing the specific
needs of the programme territory.

2.2. Focus of evaluation

Theeval uation should be an assessment at programme, ax
1 Relevance in terms of addressing the most important needs in the programme area,;

1 Effectiveness and achievements towards policy objectives;

1 Efficiency in terms of receiving best value for money;

1 Results in terms of programme achievements within the group of direct programme

beneficiaries;

1 Impacts in terms of programme contributions to the change observed in the programme area;
and

1 Success and failure factors and lessons learned for the future policy design.

Relevance

Programme relevance is assessed by looking at the extent to which the objectives and design of the

programme are consistent with (a) challenges and concerns in a particular rural sector or

programming area and (b) the needs and priorities of target groups. The assessment of relevance

should include analysis of whether the objectives and the design of the programme are still

appropriate at the time of the evaluation, given that circumstances may have changed since the

programme was started or its objectives last revised. The appraisals houl d consi der the pr
intervention logic: objectives, measures, activities and allocated funds, and how they address the
programme ar e afedintheSWWOTF analydieamd needs assessment.

In evaluating the relevance of a programme it is useful to consider the following questions:

1 To what extent have the programmeds objectives, m
been addressing the most important needs of the programme area over the time of programme
implementation?

1 To what extent has the programme generated change
needs?
1 To what extent are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the attainment

of its overall objectives?

1 To what extent are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the intended
results and impacts?

1 To what extent have programme activities generated/provided public goods (or
addressed/corrected specific market failures) in the agricultural and rural sectors, and: Are
there alternative and more efficient ways in which these could be delivered?
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Effectiveness and achievements

The core of the assessment of effectiveness and achievements is the analysis of the extent to which
the intervention of Rural Development Programme is heading towards the expected changes in
addressing most relevant needs within the programme area and whether policy objectives and
priorities defined at EU®, national and regional level have been achieved.

The following questions guide the evaluation of effectiveness of a programme and its achievements in
relation to the EU, national and regional policy objectives:

1 To what extent were the objectives of the programme achieved?
1 What were the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the
objectives?

1 To what extent has the RDP contributed to the EU rural development priorities for 2007-2013?

Efficiency

When assessing the programme efficiency, the evaluation looks at the relationship between the
allocated resources and achieved programme outputs and consequently results. An analysis of
programme efficiency reveals whether more outputs and results could have been obtained with the
same budget, or whether the same outputs and results could have been reached with a lower cost.
Efficiency is studied by looking at the size of the budget and its division between axes and individual
measures, as well as the examination of budget sufficiency to achieve policy objectives and contribute
to the Community priorities. The efficiency of the RDP is also affected by the delivery mechanisms
and implementation procedures, so these factors should also be taken into account in the ex post
evaluation. The results achieved through individual measures, sub-axes, axes and by the entire
programme, in relation to the programme implementation costs, could also be a subject of study.

In evaluating the efficiency of a programme it is useful to consider the following questions:

1 To what extent were the allocated resources able to produce expected programme results and
impacts?

1 Could the obtained results/impacts be produced at lower costs?

1 To what extent was the contribution to the Community priorities and objectives achieved with

allocated funds?

1 What are the factors influencing cost efficiency of programme implementation?

Results

Assessing programme results means examining the changes happening within the group of

programme beneficiaries due t o t he programmeods

programme objectives and Community priorities. The examination can be conducted at axis, sub-axis
and/or measure level in relation to specific sectors/groups of beneficiaries, or territories. The
assessment of results is an essential input for the assessment of programme impacts.

In evaluating the programme results it is useful to consider the following questions:

1 To what extent has the programme addressed the needs of direct programme beneficiaries?
1 To what extent were the programme objectives achieved for the group of direct beneficiaries?
1 To what extent have the results achieved reflected the Community priorities for rural

development?

eCommunity priorities as outlined in the Community strategic guidelines for rural development and the Health Check of the CAP
reform
9
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Impacts

The ex post evaluation assesses the RDP impacts by scrutinising the extent to which the change
observed in the programme area can be attributed to the programme and to what extent the
programme has addressed Community priorities for rural development, bearing in mind the influence
of other intervening factors. In the assessment of RDP impacts intervening factors also include CAP
Pillar | interventions.

Impacts are linked to the wider objectives of the programme and can be observed at the programme
area, macro-economic or global level (increase of incomes, employment or improvement of the quality
of life in the assisted programming area). Impacts produced by a programme intervention are
expr essed i naftefi suletracting effeatsstitat cannot be attributed to the intervention (e.g.
confounding factors, double counting, deadweight), and by taking into account indirect effects
(displacement and multipliers). However the proportionality issue should be considered when
assessing impacts of very small programmes (e.g. in case of some small regional programmes the
evaluation may consider the assessment of gross impacts or programme results).

Impacts might be positive or negative, primary and secondary, expected or unexpected, intended or
unintended.

The impact is typically assessed for the whole programme on axes level. In some cases the
assessment of programme impacts can be also focused on a group of measures or a single measure
if these contribute significantly to particular Community priorities, RDP policy objectives or if they
generate substantial impacts.

In evaluating the programme impacts it is useful to consider the following questions:

1 To what extent can the change in the programme area be attributed to the programme?

1 What are direct and indirect effects of the programme?

1 What multiplier effects has the programme produced?

1 What are the intervening, confounding or external factors which influenced the programme

effects?
Success and failure factors, good practice

The ex post evaluation also offers the opportunity to provide important lessons for designing future
policies and programmes through looking at factors which contributed to the success or failure of the
RDP and its interventions. This way the ex post evaluation plays an important role in the policy cycle
and can be used for shaping policy instruments and resource allocation.

The evaluation identifies success and failure factors by analysing inherent and contextual issues
which might foster or weaken the effects of the intervention. Amongst the most important inherent
issues are the programme delivery mechanisms, administration and management and the
effectiveness and efficiency of its operation. Other inherent issues include the level of assistance to
potential beneficiaries and their capacity to absorb funds, targeting of support, information
dissemination, and support in building capacity of rural development beneficiaries to develop projects.
Contextual issues include the overall macro-economic situation, the ability of beneficiaries to co-
finance projects, and the regional socio-economic differences.

The following questions can guide the evaluation of the success and failure factors of a Rural
Development Programme:

1 What were the major inherent/contextual factors fostering the RDP interventions, positively
influencing the achievement of the objectives?

10
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1 What are the major objective/subjective factors weakening the RDP interventions, negatively
influencing the achievement objectives?

1 To which extent have objective/subjective factors fostered/weakened the programme
achievements of objectives and contribution to Community priorities?

1 To what extent have objective/subjective factors affected programme results/impacts?

2.3. Legal requirements regarding the scope and content of ex post
evaluation

Ex post evaluation of Rural Development Programmes is a legal requirement7 built on ongoing
evaluation.® The generic aim of evaluation, including the ex post, is three-fold: namely, to improve the
quality, efficiency and effectiveness of the implementation of Rural Development Programmes.9

The legal texts spell out the scope of the evaluations. In general, evaluations should assess the
impact of the programmes with regard to the Community strategic guidelines’® and the rural
development objectives specific to the Member States and regions concerned. Here sustainable
development requirements and environmental impacts should be taken into account.™

More specifically, the ex post evaluation, similarly to the MTE, must examine’?:

1 the degree of utilisation of resources;

1 the effectiveness and efficiency of the programme;

1 the socio-economic impact of the programme; and

q thepr ogr ammeds i mpact on ,intleinghewchalienges™*. pri orities

The ex post evaluation, similar to the MTE, should further™

q cover the goals of the programme™®;
1 aim to draw lessons concerning rural development policy*’;
1 identify t he factors whi ch contributed to t he succes

implementation, including as regards sustainabilityla; and
q identify best practice™.

In addition to setting out what the ex post evaluation must examine, the legal framework also
specifies how it should be achieved, through the legal provisions establishing the CMEF. In particular,
the legal framework sets out a hierarchy of indicators which must be used in the evaluation.
Quantification of all the indicators included in the implementing act (Regulation 1974/2006) in line with
the definitions established as part of the CMEF is therefore an essential part of the ex post evaluation.

"Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 84.1 and 86.6
8Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 86.1 and 86.5
°Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 84.2
Council decision 2006/144/EC of 20 February 2006 on Community strategic guidelines for rural development
Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 84.2
2Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 86.6
3Council Regulation (EC)No 1698/2005, Art. 9 and Council decision 2006/144/EC of 20 February 2006 on Community strategic
uidelines for rural development
“Council Regulation (EC) No 74/2009, The Health Check of the CAP reform
*Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 86.6
'®Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 4.1
"Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 86.6
®Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 86.6
Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 86.6
11
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The values for these indicators should be analysed in conjunction with the other evaluation elements
to provide the required overview of the RDP and its achievements.

Consequently, the ex post evaluation must contain answers to common and programme-specific
evaluation questions, which are derived from an assessment of the effectiveness, efficiency, and
relevance of the Rural Development Programme and provide solid conclusions and recommendations
in order to improve the quality and the implementation of future programmes. The ex post evaluation
also has to include judgements on the degree to which measures and the programme as a whole met
their targets and contributed to achieving the objectives set out in the national strategy as well as the
Community strategy.

The legal requirements for the ex post evaluation cover interventions only under Council Regulation
(EC) No 1698/2005. Thus, Pillar | interventions do not need to be included. It should be noted
however that inclusion of Pillar | interventions is not precluded by the legislation, and may be
appropriate where complementary activities are undertaken (e.g. in relation to the Fruit and
Vegetables CMO, the Wine CMO or Article 68 measures).

2.4. Common and programme-specific elements of the ex post evaluation

The Common monitoring and evaluation framework (CMEF) establishes an evaluation system to be
used in conducting the ex post evaluations. The evaluation system consists of common and
programme-specific elements. Common elements create a basis of the monitoring and evaluation
system, and enable the comparability of information across all Rural Development Programmes in the
EU. Programme-specific elements complement the common elements by addressing the specificities
of the RDP in question. The programme-specific elements are designed by the programming
authorities in order to highlight those aspects of the RDPs which reflect the specificities of the RDP
territory, are of specific interest to rural policy stakeholders or which are not covered by the common
elements.

The common and programme-specific elements comprise:

1 EU common intervention logic for rural development including the hierarchy of objectives for
rural developmentzo, the rural development measures and sub-measures;

1 Common Evaluation Questions (CEQs), which are part of the CMEF and relate to Community
strategic priorities, Health Check objectives, the 7 impact indicators, specific issues such as
technical assistance and national rural networks, RDP efficiency, Leader and measures of the
four rural development axes®’. The CEQs focus the evaluation on the effects of programme
interventions towards the EU rural development objectives and facilitate the assessment of
impacts;

Following the experience of the MTE, and in line with requests from Member States, the
Commission has decided to reduce the number of Common Evaluation Questions for the ex
post evaluation of Rural Development Programmes 2007-2013. This simplification of the
common component should strengthen the comparability of the evaluation reports and facilitate
aggregation at EU level, as well as providing greater opportunity for Member States/regions to
use programme-specific evaluation questions designed for their particular circumstances.

1 Programme-specific evaluation questions (PSEQs), are formulated by the MA to focus the
evaluation on programme-specific objectives and interventions. For instance, if a programme
has a specific environmental focus, the MA may wish to include additional PSEQs in the ex
post evaluation to assess environmental effects. The PSEQs can also be used to assess

2Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 4.1

ZEurther information on the CEQs can be found in Explanatory Notes to the Common Evaluation Questions &
Recommendations on Mid-term Evaluation Reporting, European Evaluation Network for Rural Development, July 2010
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elements of particular interest to the MA, such as programme implementation, delivery
mechanisms, national rural network, or communication strategy.

i Common indicators® on the financial execution (inputs), baseline, output, results, impacts, are
used to measure the programme efficiency, effectiveness, results and impacts. As stated
above, these form part of the legal requirements of the system and values for them must be
provided in the ex post evaluation.

1 Programme-specific indicators® are specific to the Rural Development Programme in question.
The programme-specific indicators are designed to answer PSEQs. In addition, they can be
developed to answer CEQs, in cases where the common indicators are considered insufficient.

Common and programme-specific evaluation elements are described and explained in the CMEF in
order to ensure a common approach towards the evaluation of RDPs. The Guidelines for the ex post
evaluation of 2007 1 2013 RDP complements the CMEF and the legal framework, and has a non-
binding character®,

Additional guidance documents on the CMEF have been published during the programming period of
2007 1 2013 on specific issues, such as assessing impacts of RDP, capturing impacts of Leader and
of measure to improve the quality of life, evaluating NRN programmes, gross value added indicator,
and the HNV indicator, which could also be helpful in conducting the ex post evaluation.”®

2Zcpuncil Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, 80 and 80.1, Commission Regulation (EC) No 1974/2006, Annex VI

ZCouncil Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, 81.5

#Common monitoring and evaluation framework for rural development policy 2007-2013

“additional guidance documents can be found at:

http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/evaluation/library/evaluation-helpdesk-publications/en/evaluation-helpdesk-publications _en.cfm
13
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1. THE PROCE&EX OBESVALUATI ON

1.1 Whois involved?

There are a number of actors taking part in the ex post evaluation. Some of them, such as the
Managing Authority, the paying agency, the delegated implementing bodies (e.g. local authorities,
regional development bodies, and public agencies), the Monitoring Committee, the LAGs and NRNs
are obliged to take part in the evaluation. The beneficiaries, and data providers (national statistical
office, relevant ministries, research institutes) are also involved in the ex post evaluation, and of
course the evaluators are responsible for conducting it.

Evaluation steering group

Evaluation steering groups (SG) are not mandatory. However, an evaluation steering group is one
of the ways to facilitate and coordinate stakeholder consultation and manage the evaluation
process. Evaluation steering group members can contribute with their skills and expertise and help
ensure the availability of data, information and relevant contacts with evaluators. An engaged
evaluation steering group also enables a more effective interaction with and between partners and
other stakeholders. It can therefore be considered as good practice.

An evaluation steering group is typically convened and chaired by the MA. The composition of the
group depends on the specificities of the programme (priorities, scale and delivery) and the specific
tasks assigned to the group. As a minimum, the group would be expected to include
representatives from the MA (representing relevant departments/units) and others involved in
programme delivery, representatives from the PA, those responsible for programme design and
policy-making and, if applicable, members of the evaluation unit. It may also be useful to include
representatives of EU Structural Funds and experts from research institutions. There is no fixed
size for the evaluation steering group. It should be large enough to cover the necessary skills and
knowledge, but not as large as to hamper its effectiveness.

Some RDPs use a different steering group for each evaluation, whereas others have a single
group which follows the entire ongoing evaluation process of the RDP, including the ex post
evaluation.

1.2 Key steps

Evaluation is an ongoing process that has to be considered during the whole implementation of the
programmes. Within this process, ex post evaluation can be seen as a separate project by itself and
as such be divided into separate steps with tasks that follow each other in sequence. The main steps
of the ex post evaluation are planning and preparation, implementation, and dissemination. Each
phase contains several tasks, which will be described below together with the tasks of the main actors
involved.
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1.2.1. Planning and preparation

The MA is the main driver of the planning and preparation of the ex post evaluation. The better the
planning and preparation are done, the clearer the implementation of the evaluation will be.

Planning the process and timetable for the evaluation

Conducting an evaluation takes a considerable amount of time. An adequate planning is vital to
prevent deficiencies for instance in the collection of information to conduct the evaluation. If most
information is available the evaluator would save a lot of time. Hence, the planning of the evaluation
should start well in advance of the desired finalisation of the final report. Together with timetabling, it
is vital to make a process plan which considers the different actors involved and which covers the
entire duration of the evaluation.

The Member States must submit the ex post evaluation to the Commission by 31 December 2016 at
the latest.”® The Commission has a duty to complete the summary of ex post evaluations by 31
December 2017.%

The complexity, in terms of number of tasks and actors involved, necessitates timely planning in order
to help anticipation of workloads and management of deadlines. Advanced planning is essential, as
the whole process from evaluation planning to results dissemination can take up to three years. A lack
of available data may considerably lengthen the evaluation process and it cannot be stressed enough
how important it is to start planning an evaluation well in advance.

The entire ex post evaluation scheduling process can be managed, for instance, by using a
scheduling method called retro planning, also known as backward scheduling. Retro planning means
creating a schedule by starting from the last step of the process: the deadline (See example in Part
[ll: Item 6). This is a useful tool in estimating the timeline for the ex post evaluation. Experience from
previous programming periods will be helpful in determining the length of time required for each
action.

i The Managing Authority is responsible for planning the process, setting up the timetable and for
ensuring that the ex post evaluation is finished in time for the submission of the final report to
the Commission.

Identification of evaluation needs

Each evaluation provides information aimed at the programme stakeholders. The first step in starting
an evaluation process is to consider what kind of information needs to be produced by the evaluation.
For the ex post evaluation of the Rural Development Programmes certain evaluation obligations are

%Art. 18 of the Delegated Act for Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013
ZArt. 18 of the Delegated Act for Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013
4
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required by the legal framework®. The evaluation needs are also linked to common or programme-
specific policy objectives or specific policy interests (e.g. generation of employment), and to the
programme delivery and administration systems.

When identifying evaluation needs, it is important to consult the rural development stakeholders as
well as to review existing evaluations and studies, produced earlier on in the programming period. It is
then possible to identify gaps, as well as to build on the conclusions of the previous work.

1 The Managing Authority, in collaboration with other actors involved in the implementation of the
RDP, reviews the results of ongoing evaluation and identifies the legal and programme-specific
evaluation needs.

Review of evaluation questions and indicators

Once the kind of information the ex post evaluation must cover has been decided, it is necessary to
think about how to obtain this information. This is done through framing appropriate evaluation
guestions (EQs) and linking them to indicators®.

The evaluation questions define the focus of the evaluation and thus direct the work of the evaluator.
The EQs also serve as a basis for defining the kind of information to be collected. Hence, it is vital
that all evaluation questions (CEQs and PSEQs) are established and taken into account in the
planning phase of an evaluation. As the number of CEQs has been reduced to a minimal set for the
ex post evaluation, it is essential to develop PSEQs so that all identified evaluation needs are
covered. It is necessary to review the CEQs and PSEQs against the specificities and objectives of the
RDP so as to ensure that they will capture and reflect the effects of the RDP interventions™. (See
Part II: Chapter 2 Evaluation questions)

Judgement criteria should be defined for all evaluation questions to facilitate answering them in a
structured manner, enhancing transparency by making the judgement explicit, and improving the
objectivity of evaluations®. The judgement criteria specify the aspects against which the merits of the
intervention are judged. They will be used in conjunction with evidence collected (indicators and other
relevant information), to answer the evaluation questions. (See Part II: Chapter 2 Evaluation
guestions)

Along with reviewing EQs and developing appropriate judgement criteria, it is important to examine
the indicators needed to answer the EQs. This will give a good overview of the type and scope of the
information that needs to be collected. The starting point is the set of CMEF common indicators,
which must be included in the ex post evaluation, together with any programme-specific indicators
included in the RDP. However, where some aspects are not covered by the common indicators and
programme-specific indicators (e.g. new challenges introduced by the Health Check), additional
programme-specific indicators may be required to collect additional information needed to answer the
common and programme-specific evaluation questions. (See Part II: Chapter 3 Indicators)

8 See Introduction: The scope of ex post evaluation

% See Part II: Chapter 2 on Evaluation Questions and Chapter 3 on Indicators

% Further information on screening evaluation questions can be found at Guidelines on the Mid-Term Evaluation of the Rural
Development Programmes 2007-2013, European Evaluation Network for Rural Development, July 2009

1 } - :
3 EuropeAid Guide to Evaluations
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Table 1 Example: Judgement criteria linking the EQ and indicators

Evaluation Question Judgement Criteria Common indicator Programme-specific
(2014-2020) indicator/additional
information
To what extent has the Soil erosion and % of agricultural land Additional information on
intervention contributed to | management has under management soil erosion of the land
] ) ] ) contracts improving soil
preventing soil erosion improved as a result of management. under management
and improving soil the intervention. % of forestry land under contracts.
management? . .
management contracts to | Information on soil
improve soll erosion within the RDP
management. territory.
Information on links
between management
practices and soil erosion.
i The Managing Authority, in collaboration with other actors involved in the implementation of the

RDPs (e.g. PA and intermediate bodies), reviews the common evaluation questions and
common and programme-specific indicators, develops programme-specific evaluation
guestions and additional programme-specific indicators as necessary, and identifies
appropriate judgement criteria for all evaluation questions. This task typically has to be revisited
later, especially in relation to indicators, after screening the data and identifying data gaps.
Where the evaluator is already selected the evaluation team can also help with this task.

It is necessary to preliminarily propose and agree on an evaluation design once evaluation questions,
judgement criteria and related indicators are decided upon and once the screening of data and
information, needs and potential sources and provision of data are done; It is then possible to be
more precise concerning the kind of data and information sources (both qualitative and quantitative)
needed to complete the evaluation, i.e. to answer the common and programme-specific evaluation
guestions and to provide values for all common and programme-specific indicators. The experiences
on data gaps and data quality from ongoing evaluation and MTE should be taken in consideration.
The evaluation design will typically be finalised only after the evaluator has been contracted.

Ensuring the availability of appropriate and high-quality data for evaluation is one of the key tasks of
the Managing Authority. Its presence or absence will have a significant impact on the quality of the ex
post evaluation exercise. The following data and information sources are typically used in RDP
evaluations:

1 Monitoring data, collected on RDP beneficiaries (including LAGs and NRNs) throughout the
RDP life-cycle, related to programme inputs, outputs, and results. These data are collected
from the monitoring system of the paying agencies or implementing bodies from application
forms, payment requests, etc.;

1 Disaggregated data from sector representative samples via regular surveys (e.g. Farm
Accountancy Data Network (FADN), Farm Structure Survey (FSS), national surveys) or from
non-beneficiaries (counterfactual analysis);

Specific relevant data collected regularly by national institutions;
Statistical data aggregated in suitable manner;

Face-to-face interviews, stakeholder seminars and workshops; and

=A =_ =2 =4

Results of surveys and questionnaires.
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Apart from data normally collected via the monitoring system or existing i i n  h data gvathin the
competence of the Ministry of Agriculture), the Managing Authority should screen all possible external
data sources needed for evaluation. In this respect, it is essential to identify potential data providers.
A lot of the data required for the ex post evaluation is collected through institutions within the
competence of the ministry responsible for the implementation of the RDP. However, some data may
only be accessible through external institutions®. In these cases, accessing the required data may
prove to be challenging without inter-institutional communication, legal procedures, or funds reserved
for data purchase. The agreements to purchase data should be concluded at an early point to ensure
the eval uat or édasthetdatan€hese agaeentents shoult contain provisions on clarity of
responsibility for ensuring access to data to the evaluator, as well as making sure that the evaluator
can access the software or reporting tools or receive relevant extracted data from databases.

Especially when handling data related to beneficiaries or individual interviewees, it is necessary to
consider the legal aspects related to data protection. In addition to Directive 95/46/EC* and
Regulation 45/2001%*, some national rules may apply.

In connection with identification of data needs and data providers, it is often necessary to examine
that the data collection methods of the data providers are suitable for providing the data required for
the indicators. For the common indicators, the EU level indicator fiches should be followed.*® All
programme-specific indicators should have accompanying indicator fiches, presenting the indicator
and defining the data to be collected. (See Part Il, Chapter 5: Data)

In spite of implementing monitoring and ongoing evaluation throughout the programming period, it is
possible that data for some indicators is not available. There are various reasons for this: either
insufficient effort has been devoted to the issue within the ongoing evaluation system, or the existing
data is not in line with the CMEF requirements or data has not been collected. To fill these data gaps
two approaches are possible: either the necessary work could still be carried out by the ongoing
evaluator before the ex post contract, or the work should be included in the ToR as a specific task for
the ex post evaluator. In this case appropriate time and resources will need to be allocated.

1 The Managing Authority is responsible for ensuring access to available data sources to the
evaluator at the beginning of the ex post evaluation.

1 The Managing Authority, in collaboration with other actors involved in the implementation of the
RDPs (e.g. PA and intermediate bodies), identifies data and information needs, as well as
potential data providers. As there are legal and financial aspects involved in this step, different
departments of the MA/PA may have to be involved. It is also beneficial to involve data
providers (e.g. institutions and research institutes) early on, especially if agreements to
purchase data need to be concluded.

1 The Managing Authority should ensure clear guidance on or description of the various data
sources and indicators.

This step will have to be done iteratively a couple of times over the course of the evaluation planning
and implementing, also with the help of the evaluator, as the chosen evaluation methods will have an
effect on the data requirements.

#|nstitutions which are outside of the ministry/authority responsible for RDP

*Djrective 95/46/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 October 1995 on the protection of individuals with
regard to the processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data.

*Regulation (EC) No 45/2001 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2000 on the protection of
individuals with regard to the processing of personal data by the Community institutions and bodies and on the free movement
of such data.

®CMEF Annex 3 Indicator Guidance
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Evaluation mandate

If the MA decides to use the evaluation steering group, it is advisable to draft an evaluation mandate
prior to the drafting of the Terms of Reference. The evaluation mandate is a document, which gives a
brief and overall description of the evaluation that will be carried out. It should specify the scope (what
is going to be evaluated), context and motives (what are the background and motives for doing an
evaluation), responsibilities and timing (how will the work be organised and in what kind of schedule),
and the objectives (what is the expected use of evaluation). The evaluation mandate guides the
preparation of the ToR, as well as the work programme of the evaluation steering group.

The evaluation mandate is typically initiated and approved by the MA, and the evaluation steering
group assists the MA in the drafting process.

Terms of Reference

The ex post evaluation should be conducted by independent evaluator. It can be outsourced together
with the ongoing evaluation in one tender procedure or it can be tendered out separately (the same
evaluator as for the ongoing or a different evaluator). Each of the choices shows some advantages
and disadvantages, and MAs should choose the most suitable option according to their specific
context. In contracting the ex post evaluation, Terms of Reference (ToR) is the key document in the
evaluation process. The previous tasks of the evaluation planning step described above form the
basis on which the ToR can be drafted. Writing good ToR is one important thing, if not the most
important one, that a Managing Authority can do to ensure a good ex post evaluation.

The ToR should contain a description of the context, scope and objectives of the evaluation, as well
as a clear distribution of roles and responsibilities. The ToR should list and clearly describe the
evaluation tasks and activities that must be conducted by the evaluator during the course of the
evaluation. Evaluation questions and already available information should be specified in the ToR.
Good ToR also contain the characteristics required from the evaluator, criteria for choosing the
evaluator, as well as the quality assessment criteria for the final report. ToR should leave space for
the evaluator to suggest evaluation methods and approaches. In a way, the drafting of the ToR is part
of structuring the evaluation, a task to which the chosen evaluator will subsequently contribute as well
once the contract is awarded.

The EU has not set legal requirements for the content of the ToR. However, the Guidelines on the
mid-term evaluation of the 2007-2013 RDPs> include the recommended main elements which reflect
common good practice standards.

1 The Managing Authority is responsible for drafting the ToR, associated quality assessment
criteria and guidelines for scoring (See Part lll: Item 5), and ensures that the ToR reflect the
realities of the RDP in question;

1 The Managing Authority is charged with ensuring that sufficient human and financial resources
are available for conducting the evaluation;

1 The evaluation steering group (if such a body exists) supports the MA in defining and drafting
the ToR.
Tendering

There are some major issues that need to be considered prior to launching the tender for the ex post
evaluation. The main consideration for undertaking a good quality evaluation is to reserve sufficient

*®Further information from the Guidelines on the Mid-Term Evaluation of the Rural Development Programmes 2007-2013,
European Evaluation Network for Rural Development, July 2009
8
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resources for it, which is the task of Member States®’. The technical assistance budget of 2014-2020
RDPs can be used to finance the ex post of 2007-2013 RDPs. In practice the ToR should reflect the
size and scope of the programme to be evaluated. It is also crucial to allocate sufficient time for the
evaluation process and each evaluation stage and task. Furthermore, it is particularly important to
make sure that there is enough time allocated for preparation, primary research, delays in data
access and other problems, as well as interaction with the evaluation steering group (optional). The
tender appraisal process (selection of the contractor) should take into account the resource
requirements, seeking a contractor with an appropriate range of expertise who proposes to allocate
sufficient time to the exercise

Before launching the tender, it is also important to set out clear rules and procedures on how the
evaluator and responsible management bodies will interact. This could be done through an evaluation
steering group, the evaluation unit, or a dedicated project manager.

Finally, the MA must choose the tendering procedure. This depends on the specific approach taken to
engaging the evaluator (a single open call, establishment of a framework panel, direct contracting). In
each case, it is fundamental to respect the relevant national procurement procedures and allocate
sufficient time so that the final ex post evaluation is submitted to the European Commission within the
deadline. Prior to the call for tender, it is important to ensure that all legal aspects related to tendering
are respected.

1 The Managing Authority is responsible for reserving the funds for evaluation, choosing the
tendering procedure, and the management of the tendering procedure.

Checklist: Can the tendering process be launched yet?

The importance of planning the ex post evaluation is fundamental for the success of the evaluation. Here are a
few questions which can be of help for the MA to determine whether the ex post evaluation planning has reached
the point when the tendering process can be started.

il Have sufficient resources (human and financial) been reserved for the evaluation?

il Have the evaluation needs been thoroughly considered?

i Have the evaluation questions been looked through and PSEQs developed to cover the information
needs?

i Have the indicators been scrutinised and additional programme-specific indicators developed where

needed to answer all the EQs?

Have data and information needs been examined?

Have data gaps been identified and strategies to cover them designed?

Have the steering and management of the ex post evaluation process been designed?

= | =2 | =2 =

Has a comprehensive ToR, reflecting the programme evaluation needs and appropriate evaluator profiles,
been drafted?

=]

Have quality assessment criteria for the final report been drafted?

i Have the assessment criteria and process for the tenders been drafted?

¥ Articles 84(5) and 86(1) of Council Regulation (EC) 1698/2005
9
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1.2.2. Implementing

Managing, steering and resourcing the evaluation

After the MA has contracted the evaluator, the MA should manage the evaluation process with the
assistance of the evaluation steering group (if such a body exists). It is advisable to appoint an
evaluation manager within the MA, who takes care of the day-to-day issues related to the ex post
evaluation and who acts as the contact point between the evaluator and the MA. However, the MA
should ensure that sufficient additional capacities and human resources are available for the ex post
evaluation if needed.

i The Managing Authority bears the responsibility for reserving sufficient human and financial
resources for the evaluation, for drawing up the contract for evaluation, as well as for the
management of the evaluation from the client side.

1 The evaluation steering group (optional) assists the MA in steering the evaluation.

Conducting the evaluation

Although the evaluation tasks are conducted by an evaluator, the Managing Authority is managing the
ex post evaluation throughout the entire process and supports the evaluator. The process of the
evaluation is structured into four distinct phases (structuring, observing, analysing, and judging*®) and
the Managing Authority has a role in each phase as follows:

The structuring phase: the Managing Authority has started the structuring work already in the
preparation for the evaluation. After selecting the evaluator, the MA collaborates with its team to
finalise the structure of the evaluation and makes sure that the evaluator has clear understanding of
the RDP (intervention logic, including the composition of measures, modifications, and
implementation), the purpose of the evaluation, evaluation questions and indicators. The Managing
Authority also has to ensure that the evaluator is aware of all the evaluation tasks its team has to
accomplish, and that it has access to all necessary information and data with respect to the CMEF,
the planned analytical methods and tools and the evaluation design.

For its part, the evaluation team has to:

i Work in close collaboration with the Managing Authority to gain an understanding of the task at
hand;

1 Examine detailed intervention logics for the RDP and the individual measures;

i Define the key terms of the evaluation questions; develop judgement criteria and links to

indicators for each evaluation question to be answered;

1 Examine existing indicators (common and programme-specific) to be used in their assessment
of the effectiveness, efficiency, and relevance of the measure and/or the programme.

i Review the data and information provided or ensured by the Managing Authority, identify data
gaps and propose solutions on how to bridge them;

i Develop tools and approaches for gathering additional information and data required;
i Establish the methodology for answering the evaluation questions (CEQs and PSEQSs);

The observing phase covers the collection of all available and relevant data and information. During
the observing phase the Managing Authority steers the evaluation process and assists the evaluator
in obtaining all available valid data additional to that provided at the start of the contract (including
access to data from institutions outside of the Ministry of Agriculture). As for the evaluation team, it
ensures that data and information gaps needed for evaluation, which cannot be satisfied from

®Eurther information on the four evaluation phases can be found at CMEF Guidance Note B Evaluation Guidelines
10
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available sources (both qualitative and quantitative), are bridged using various tools and techniques
(questionnaires, surveys, interviews, focus groups, case studies, etc.).

In the observing phase, the evaluator has to:

1 Create the tools needed for the quantitative and qualitative analysis: interview guidelines,
guestionnaires, queries for extractions from databases, requests for maps, guidelines for case
studies, and any other data collection instrument deemed appropriate;

1 Collect data and information needed for answering each evaluation question: databases,
studies, identify and contact people to be interviewed, appropriate case study areas, conduct
focus groups, etc.;

1 Describe the process of programme implementation over the programming period, composition
of programmes, priorities and target levels, budget, financial execution, major modifications to
strategy, structure and resource allocation; and

1 Present quality-checked values for each of the CMEF common indicators, and programme-
specific indicators.

The analysing phase ensures that the evaluator processes and synthesises all available information
in a systematic way. Its team should identify the net effects of RDP interventions, and consider the
effects at both beneficiary and territory level. It should use different kinds of tools and techniques to
triangulate findings and thus increase confidence in the observed effects and impacts, and compare
them against programme objectives and targets. In order to assess overall outcomes, the link to the
baselines and trends over the programming period has to be established.

In the analysis phase, the evaluator must:

1 Consider whether the establishment of appropriate typologies of measures and/or beneficiaries
could reduce the complexity of empirical analysis whilst still preserving the required level of
detail;

1 Process and synthesise the available data and information in line with chosen evaluation

methods and, where necessary, resolve remaining data gaps by modelling, extrapolations or
other means; and assess against the counterfactual, as well as target levels; and

1 Present estimations of the net effects of the programme.

In the final stage of the evaluation, the judging phase, the evaluator develops answers to all
evaluation questions based on evidence collected with the means of indicators and draws conclusions
and recommendations from the analysis, respecting the judgement criteria. The conclusions and
recommendations may relate to any aspect of the RDP including its design, the effects of the
programme, its axes, single measures, or the delivery mechanisms. The answers to evaluation
guestions must be based on sound evidence, accompanied by critical appraisal, and the limitations of
the validity of the findings and the resulting judgements should be described. (See Part Il: Chapter 4:
Methods)

In the judging phase, the evaluator has to:

Answer all evaluation questions (CEQs and PSEQSs);

Assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the programme;

Assess measures with respect to their balance within the programme;

Judge the degree to which the measures and the programme as a whole met their objectives;

Identify the factors that contributed to the success or failure of the programme; and

= =2 A 4 A -

Draft conclusions and recommendations based on the findings.
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In short, in conducting the evaluation:
i The evaluator is the main responsible for structuring, observing, analysing and judging.
i The Managing Authority and the evaluation steering group, if existing steer and backstop the

evaluation, playing a more important role in the structuring phase and specifically in providing
the initial stock of key data. In the analytical and judging phases, the Managing Authority has to
look at the quality of evaluation, ensure that it respects the ToR, and that conclusions and
recommendations are evidence-based.

i The PA, intermediate bodies, LAGs, NRN, beneficiaries and other data providers are vital for
providing data or access to data in the observing phase.

Assuring quality and progress of the evaluation

During the ex post evaluation, ongoing dialogue between the evaluator, the Managing Authority and
the evaluation steering group, if existing, should be ensured.

The evaluation approaches and chosen methods have implications for data collection. There should
be enough time for developing and discussing them with the MA and the evaluation steering group.
The evaluator should be in frequent contact (with the MA and submit agreed interim deliverables as
specified in the ToR). Different reports (inception report, intermediate report(s), draft final report, and
final report) and presentations agreed in the contract should be submitted by the evaluator at key
stages of the evaluation process. These reports should be assessed by the evaluation steering group
and the MA, and timely and relevant feedback should be given to the evaluator. This helps monitoring
and improving the quality of the evaluation. Further progress of the evaluation can be checked
frequently against agreed milestones.

i The evaluator is responsible for submitting agreed deliverables and taking feedback into
account.
1 The Managing Authority and the evaluation steering group should give meaningful and timely

feedback to the evaluator.
i The evaluation steering group monitors the progress of the ex post evaluation. (optional)

1 The Managing Authority should facilitate the dialogue between the evaluator and the evaluation
steering group, PA, intermediate bodies, LAGs, NRN, beneficiaries and data providers.

Quality assessment

The quality of the evaluation work should be checked throughout all stages of its implementation. In
addition, the final report should undergo a thorough quality assessment, preferably using assessment
criteria that were included in the call for tender, including those assessing the evaluation methods
applied to conduct evaluation®. For this purpose, it is recommended to the MA to develop quality
standards for evaluation reports and/or a quality assessment grid4°. It is also good practice, to
develop and document assessment criteria. There are no common compulsory quality standards or
guality assessment criteria for ex post evaluation reports.

Good quality criteria consider the evaluation process (relevance, timeliness and inclusiveness),
normative issues (focus on independence and impartiality of the evaluator), as well as technical
criteria (relevance of the evaluation, appropriate design, reliable data, sound analysis, credible
findings, evidence-based answers to evaluation questions, valid conclusions, helpful
recommendations, and report clarity“). It is good practice to employ the quality criteria with a scale of

®part II: Chapter 4.5

“O part Ill: Item 4

“Annex 6 O6Qual ity DS$sre Ssdmte Bvialuafing remidation, pages 87-97
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rating parameters (yes/no, numerical, rating scale) and standardise the requirements for each item of
the scale to ensure the transparency of the quality assessment.

A draft quality assessment grid is included as an example in Part Ill, Toolbox of this document.

i The Managing Authority and the evaluation steering group (optional) should assess the quality
of the final ex post evaluation report, using an agreed quality assessment procedure.

Report submission

The evaluator should submit the final report by the time agreed in the ToR. This deadline should
foresee the discussion of the final report by the evaluation steering group (optional) and the MC*, as
well as discussion with other national/regional bodies, before the report is submitted to the EC by the
end of December 2016.*

1 The Managing Authority is responsible for submitting the ex post evaluation report to the
Commission in time.

1.2.3. Dissemination

Communication of evaluation findings

Evaluation results are most useful if they are communicated to the appropriate target audiences in a
timely manner. Developing an appropriate communication plan for evaluation results is therefore an
essential part of evaluation activity planning. Even though the dissemination step logically comes after
the finalisation of the ex post evaluation report, it is necessary to start devising the communication
plan for the ex post evaluation findings well before the submission of the report.

The first step in establishing a communication plan for evaluation is to identify the key potential users
(the target audience: who for) and their information needs (what). The main target audiences for the
ex post evaluation findings are typically key policy-makers and interested institutions, RDP
stakeholders, other interest groups, and the general public. After identifying what kind of issue would
be of interest to different target audiences, the channels of communication suitable for each audience
should also be outlined (how). Depending on the target audience, different means of diffusing
evaluation findings can be used (e.g. meetings, synthesis notes, memoranda, presentations,
brochures, newspaper articles, press conferences, newsletters, web sites, tweets, etc.). Finally, the
timing of the different means of communication (when) and the persons responsible should be
decided (who). The main elements for developing a communication plan can be presented in a table
format.

Table 2 Elements of communication strategy

WHO FOR WHAT WHEN HOW

1 The Managing Authority is responsible for developing and implementing the communication
plan for ex post evaluation. Usually, the MA has a communications department, which handles
the evaluation communications, as well as the general RDP communication;

i The National Rural Network, the LAGs and the evaluation steering group (optional) can assist
the MA in communicating the evaluation findings.

“2Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 78(c)
“®Art. 18 of the Delegated Act for Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013
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Follow-up of evaluation findings and feedback into policy

Even though ex post evaluation is an assessment of the programming period that has already ended,
it is recommended to consider an internal procedure through which the relevant evaluation findings
feed into the policy cycle (i.e. for use in the new programming period). This is particularly the case, for
any measures or interventions which are maintained in similar format, and with regard to the delivery
mechanisms and the management aspects of the programmes, which often remain similar from one
programming period to the other.

One way of following up evaluation findings is first to go through the ex post evaluation report and
consider the relevant findings and recommendations for the new programming period. Reasons
should be given for ignoring the implications of a recommendation for the new programme.
Afterwards, these recommendations should be put on the annual work list of the MA (or other relevant
bodies) with a timetable for achievement. The progress of fulfilling the recommendations should be
included in the annual reporting of the institutions or bodies in question.

i The Managing Authority should develop a plan and process for following up the evaluation
recommendations.

14
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INTRODUCTION OF PART I

Part Il of the ex post evaluation guidelines is dedicated mainly to evaluators and elaborates on the
intervention logic and its relevance as the basis of the ex post evaluation, on evaluation questions
defining the focus of evaluation and on indicators as principal means to measure efficiency,
effectiveness, achievements, results, impacts and factors of success and failure of rural development
interventions. Part Il also highlights methodological challenges in the assessment of direct and indirect
programme effects, separation of factors affecting evaluation results, suggests evaluation design and
evaluation methods and gives advice on their selection. In addition Part Il provides guidance on data
necessary for evaluation of programme results and impacts. Chapters of Part Il also take in
consideration the specific features of evaluation of technical assistance and national rural networks.

Although Part Il mainly targets evaluators, Managing Authorities of Rural Development Programmes
can find useful information for the preparation of Terms of Reference to select the evaluator, as well as
in the stage of planning, preparing and steering the ex post evaluation. In addition Part Il can help
Managing Authorities as well as other rural development stakeholders involved in evaluation
(Monitoring Committees, evaluation steering groups) in assessing the quality of the ex post evaluation
reports.

The overview of all important parts of the ex post evaluation discussed in Part Il is presented in the
Figure 2 below

Figure 2 Parts of the ex post evaluation and their relation
EU POLICY OBJECTIVES
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1 I NTERVENTI ON LOGI C

The purpose of this chapter is to explain EU rural policy intervention logic in its various possible forms
and to provide guidance on what should be assessed in relation to the intervention logic and how the

assessment should be conducted.

1.1. Intervention logic in the EU rural policy

What is the intervention logic?

Appraising the intervention logic of a Rural Development Programme or any measure is an essential
cornerstone® for its assessment. As outlined in the glossary of the Common monitoring and
evaluation framework for rural development (CMEF) of 2007-2013, the intervention logic;

fi éepresents a methodological instrument which establishes the logical link between
programme objectives and the envisaged operational actions. It shows the conceptual link
from an intervention's input to its output and, subsequently, to its results and impacts.o

The quality of the intervention logic, essentially its coherence, robustness and relevance, will be a
major influence on whether the programme objectives are achieved. The CMEF, Guidance note B
illustrates the positioning of intervention logic with Figure 3 below. Essentially the intervention logic
frames the rationale for and means of intervention in relation to established programme needs.

Figure 3 Intervention logic of RDP and its context
Context, its description
SWOT and needs assessment
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Source: Helpdesk of the European Evaluation Network for Rural Development based on the CMEF 2007- 2013

The intervention logic is the framework of thinking and should be designed in a theoretically robust
and yet practical way addressing the questions: (i) What are the needs being tackled and what are the
interventions proposed to address them? (ii) Is there a justification for the proposals?

A well designed intervention logic must reflect the most important needs, framed by policy objectives
and identified through the description of the situation in the programme area, SWOT analysis and
needs assessment, as those to be addressed by the rural policy intervention within the time of the

“CMEF for rural development 2007-2013, Guidance note B
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programming period in a timely and cost-effective manner and efficient use of the resources available.
A hierarchy of objectives, ideally formulated in a SMART™ approach, represents the policy response
to identified needs at various levels:

i Overall objectives express envisioned long-term changes that stakeholders want to achieve in
the programme area in relation to identified needs. These changes will ideally happen if the
programme produces the expected impacts. Overall objectives are further broken down to
specific objectives.

i Specific objectives are about necessary short-term changes that need to happen within the
group of programme beneficiaries of various rural development sectors or geographical areas in
order to achieve overall objectives. These changes will happen if the programme or its parts
(axes, groups of measures and/or individual measures) generate the expected results.

i Operational objectives belong to the lowest hierarchical level and express the immediate
changes which should happen at the level of programme beneficiaries to accomplish specific
objectives. These changes will only happen if the expected outputs are created through the
implementation of measures and operations selected and combined to enable the
achievements of objectives.

Because of the length of the Rural Development Programme period, it may be necessary to alter the
intervention logic part way through the delivery, partly to respond to unanticipated changes and partly
to learn from what is or is not working well in terms of planned effects.

What is the intervention logic of EU rural development policy

Each programming period of the European Union is guided by a common EU policy framework, which
provides a high-level intervention logic for various national and regional policies. In the EU
programming period of 2007 7 2013, rural development policy was guided by the Community strategic
guidelines for rural development 2007- 2013*. The Community strategic guidelines define six overall
policy objectives”’, which are transformed into overall objectives defined in a legal act®® and
implemented by means of four axes” and related measures. The architecture of the EU policy
framework is shown in Figure 4:

“SMART : specific, measurable , achievable, relevant and time-bound

“*®Council decision (EC) 144/2006 on community strategic guidelines for rural development 2007 - 2013
“’See Introduction: Scope of ex post evaluation

“8Council Regulation (EC) no 1698/2005, Art. 4.1

“Council Regulation (EC) no 1698/2005, Art. 4.2
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Figure 4 The architecture of rural development policy 2007-2013
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The overarching EU policy logic for the 2007-2013 RDP can be seen as recognising the centrality of
rural areas multi-functionality while, at the same time, acknowledging that rural development as a form
of policy intervention needs to go beyond the farm sector and embrace a wider range of rural actors.
There was an explicit recognition that rural development, while acknowledging and respecting the
need to develop the farm and forest sectors and ensuring that these sectors delivered important
environmental public goods and avoided environmental bads (such as diffuse pollution), comprised a
more all-embracing interest in sustainable rural development and the wellbeing and advancement of
rur al communities. The result of such a visi
Member States having a great deal of discretion as to which measures they adopted.

The original set of policy objectives was supplemented by the additional rural development priorities in
a consequence of the Health Check of the Common agricultural policy reform in 2008, reflecting recent
challenges for EU agriculture and rural areas: climate change, renewable energies, water
management, biodiversity, innovation linked to all those above plus measures accompanying the
restructuring of dairy sector®.

EU rural policy objectives and Health Check policy priorities, as well as related expected outputs,
results and impacts comprise the EU high policy level framework, which constitutes the basis for the
design of programme intervention logic. At each stage of the evaluation process the intervention logic
needs to be scrutinised critically, with the ex ante analysis asking whether the intervention logic is
plausibly framed; the mid-term evaluation seeking whether the intervention logic appears to be robust
and the ex post evaluation assessing whether the intervention logic was robust and effective with the
benefit of hindsight. The EU policy framework is illustrated in Figure 5. More detailed links between
policy objectives at each hierarchical level of the EU intervention logics for each axis and sub-axis are
illustrated in Part 1l Item 1.

*®Council Regulation (EC) No 74/2009, The Health Check of the CAP reform
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Figure 5 EU policy framework for rural development 2007 i 2013
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Although the regulation obliges Member States to respond to the overarching policy goals, at the
same time, it encourages them to address the national specificities regarding rural development.
Therefore at national and regional level, the EU policy objectives set up by the Community strategic
guidelines and Health Check of the CAP are transferred into Rural Development Programmes, taking
into consideration specificities of the respective Member States or regions. In this respect, the EU
policy objectives and priorities encourage programme authorities to think how best to enhance
competitiveness through restructuring and investment support, how to address environmental quality
issues associated with productive land use and how to go beyond narrowly circumscribed notions of

growth and address quality of life.

Thereviewof t he intervention | ogic

programmes and policies and does not duplicate existing measures.

The RDP intervention logic respecting the common EU policies as well as reflecting the programme

ar eas 6 s pean bk ilustratecewdth Figure 6.

mu st

b aeringd therwalt hi n
development challenge and the existing suite of support policies operated by the Member State. In all
cases, a side-ways examination of other policies and measures seeking to achieve the same types of
outcomes should ensure that the intervention logic for the RDP is complementary with other
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Figure 6 RDP specific intervention logic with common and programme specific elements
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The intervention logic should be explicitly stated in the National Strategy Plan>". This National Strategy
Plan brings together the social, economic and environmental situation analysis and the potential for
development, as well as linking European rural development policy with national and regional
programmes. If the intervention logic is not convincingly asserted in the National Strategy Plan, this
should be flagged as a significant weakness.

The evolution of intervention logic over time

The Health Check agr eed i n | at ea HettkelO r@spoask ltootheendw dhallenges and
opportunities faced by European agriculture, including climate change, the need for better water
management, the protection of biodiversity, and the production of green energy. Member States will
also be able to assist dairy farmers in sensitive regions adjust to the new market situation.5 This
created a need for modified intervention logic and/or smarter use of existing measures to attain these
modified objectives.

Also events may happen that derail expectations. The European banking crisis in the last
programming period reputedly had a large impact on the ability of rural businesses to draw down credit
from commercial sources under the Leader axis. Global farm product prices have been very volatile. In
those countries most seriously affected by the credit crisis, spending the allocated funds was really
challenging. It does not mean that with respect to Leader, the local development strategy was ill-
conceived, but simply that events had occurred which derailed expectations and unanticipated events

such as the banking crisis (termed by the author Nassim Nicholas Taleb®*as @bl ack swanso)

reasonably have been anticipated. The result was almost certainly a lower degree of leverage
because those with savings were almost the only people in badly affected countries who could engage
in projects. Those in greatest need had least access to funds because the co-financing obligation
could not be met.

*ICouncil Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, Art. 11
*’Health Check of the Common Agricultural Policy
*Nassim Nicholas Taleb, 2007 The Black Swan: The Impact of the Highly Improbable, Penguin Books

9


http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/healthcheck/index_en.htm

Guidelines for the ex post evaluation of 2007-2013 RDPs
Part 11

1.2. What are the major challenges in the intervention logic review?

The biggest challenge with respect to the assessme nt of i ntervention |l ogic is t
intervention logics set up in accordance with Iegal54 and administrative requirements, using a

theoretically robust lens to examine the logical coherence, theoretic rigour and practicability of the

programme, axes and measures.

Various clusters of intervention logic

In this respect three main overarching types or clusters of intervention logic can be identified in relation

to measures. Of course, a measure may be informed and shaped by more than one i | o qndc o
therefore it is highly desirable to frame and subject it to critical scrutiny. These bundles of logic broadly
correspond to Axis 1 (economy), Axis 2 (public goods/bads and regulatory compliance) and Axes 3
and 4 (quality of life and social objectives).

Economy related cluster of intervention logics

The first cluster of intervention logics relates to rural economy. The critical question is whether the
proposed intervention(s) will contribute to sustainable economic growth. The specific economic
rationale for the intervention is likely to vary greatly from measure to measure.

Some measures are designed to support business development and competitiveness. These are of
several types:

i They can involve the development of human capital through training, early retirement schemes,
new entrant schemes, etc.;

1 They can support business restructuring by supporting the provision of fixed capital or new
technologies, with capital support for investments which enhance business efficiency;

1 They can support new infrastructure needed to support the adaptation of agriculture and
forestry;
i They can support the development of food supply chains; and

1 They can support of product quality improvements (including PDO, PGI and TSG
designations)®®.

Following the identification of a policy need, some countries adopted the measure which supported the
restructuring of semi-subsistence agriculture, including diversification, which can be seen as
supporting the domestic economy.

In using the above measure, two rather different and separate intervention logics may apply:

1 First, the more effective production of food for domestic livelihoods may target the subsistence
needs of a relatively poor section of the population.

i Second, the subsistence farming practices may offer scope for up-scaling into commercial
enterprise and may afford opportunities for the development of niche market speciality foods
which might then perhaps seek designated speciality food status. Associated with this might be
a need to develop new business skills.

Another type of economic rationale can also be used to justify Axis 2 measures. Economists recognise
the widespread problem of externalities in agriculture and the tendency for overprovision of

**Rural development priorities as laid down in Community strategic guidelines for rural development 2006/144/EC and RD
objectives, axes and measures as laid down in Council Regulation No 1698/2005
**pPDO: Protected designation of origin

PGI: Protected geographical indication

TSG: Traditional speciality guaranteed
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biodiversity. Externalities are negative or positive spill-over effects arising from farming activity. Axis 2
explicitly offers measures to enable farmers to be compensated for the provision of public goods and
to be persuaded to undertake measures to reduce the impact of negative externalities such as water
pollution. We should be seeking an intervention logic that recognises and where possible values these
goods or bads and shifts production towards a more socially optimal outcome.

Another type of economic rationale is the idea to strengthen rural economies. The Axis 3 measures
relate principally to diversification of rural economies and support for micro-enterprises, including
tourism. Here the implicit idea is that diversification helps resilience and may support faster growth
than in situations where there is overdependence on mainstream farming. Arguably, the support of
upgrading heritage and village renewal can also be seen as enhancing the fixed infrastructure in which
diversification can take place. The rationale here is identical to that for the farm sector, except it
extends more widely to providing infrastructure for the whole rural economy.

Public goods/bads and regulatory compliance related cluster of intervention logics

A second cluster of intervention logics relates to regulatory compliance. The regulations in question
may be national or EU-wide. There are two main areas where regulatory compliance is supported in
the RDP and a third where regulatory compliance can be seen as a possible motive. Farmer and
forest ownersdé compliance with EU Directives
(the Natura 2000 Directive and the Birds Directive) or water quality (Water Framework Directive) have
been supported under the Axis 2 measures. In addition, the selection of species and habitats to be
supported can be framed by their presence in other regulatory measures such as Biodiversity Action
Plans. Support might also be given for non-binding regulations such as those involving sustainable
forest management or compliance with other EU standards such as organic farming. In these cases,
the intervention logic is partly to support regulatory compliance and partly to support public goods or
avoid public bads. But, in addition to supporting regulatory compliance with important environmental
policies at European level, some support is also given to ensuring compliance with food quality
schemes. Such measures may be explicitly related to quality regimes or labels.

Quality of life and social objectives related cluster of intervention logics

A third cluster of intervention logics relates to predominantly social objectives. The provision of basic
services in rural areas and the conservation and upgrading of rural heritage can be seen not only as
investments to support economic development, but also as a means to support a better quality of life,
which cannot, according to many experts, be reduced to a narrow economic metric. Indeed, legal
acts® state that rural development policy should support the reduction of social and spatial inequalities
and address the challenges faced by disadvantaged and depopulating rural regions. Such investments
may be associated with a desire to make more attractive living space to encourage younger people to
stay in an area. Training for leadership and support for capacity building may also be either economic
or social in emphasis.

A deeper exploration of the intervention logic may reveal an interconnection between economic and
social logics. These may expose what may be contestable intervention logic. How are the weightings
between different policies assessed in the absence of a common metric? In a sense, this reveals that
multiple strategies are possible: for example, one programme may place emphasis on economic
development as a means to enhance wage rates and employment prospects and thereby to reduce
inequalities, whereas another might seek social interventions that explicitly reduce the disadvantage
faced by poor people. These perspectives may be rooted in different ideologies, which it is better to be

t

o

explicit about than to fisweep under the carpeto.

*Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005, recital 46
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Among very important intervention logics which belong to this cluster are those linked to Leader
approach. Leader is not only the axis of rural policy that implements rural development measures
through local development strategies - LDS (mini-programmes, which have their own intervention
logic). Leader also represents a method through which specific EU rural policy interventions are
implemented, at the same time generating and enhancing social capital and hopefully triggering
changes in:

i individual capacities, namely concerning knowledge, attitudes and behaviours, as well as
i organisational and institutional capacities (strategies, rules, routines and culture), as well as
i societal capacities, namely inter-organisational cooperation links and network relationships as

well as normative capacities (cultural and regulatory framework determining the development of
new options for regional governance in rural areas:).57

The specific substance of Leader i the LDS and generation or enhancement of social capital causes
complexity in evaluation, not least because Leader is about both: processes and impacts/outcomes.
There are several aspects, which need to be taken in consideration when looking at the RDP
intervention logic with lens of Leader:

1 Through local development strategies, Leader contributes to RDP, complementing and
reinforcing the actions undertaken in Axes 1, 2 and 3, and thus contributing to RDP outputs,
results and impacts. This contribution is reinforced with the assumption that the endogenous,
participatory, partnership-based and integrative approach involves more beneficiaries and
produces more sustainable results than the mainstream elements of programme delivery. It is
said that the main Leader added value, the strengthening of the social capital of the area, may
produce desired outcomes in less direct but ultimately more sustainable ways58.

1 The explicit emphasis on strengthening the
introduced in the intervention logic of Leader for the first time in the period 2007-2013. The
Commission Guide for the application of the Leader Axis™ associates the term governance with
the capacity of Leader to bring together a broad range of public, private and civil society
partners, to forge a sense of identity, and to increase the local management and project
development capacity of rural communities.

1 The encouragement of innovation hinges on the latitude and flexibility that Leader is allowed to
have within the national or regional framework. Innovation should be understood in a broad
sense, and be simply seen as a way of findingnews ol uti ons to .an ar ea

The above induces two types of impacts which should be taken in consideration in RDP intervention
logic assessment in relation to Leader:

1 Impacts of Leader on the whole RDP implementation (all four Axes) are measured against the
core objectives of rural development policies.

1 Additional impacts of Leader that can be expected on the set-up (rules, structures and
processes) of multi-level regional governance, local governance and ultimately on rural policy
concepts; this impact would be attributable mainly to the Leader method and its added value,
determined by:

*"The theory of change of the Leader approach is extensively described on pages 56-60 in: Metis et.al. (2010): European ex
post evaluation of Leader+, Vienna.

**European Commission, DG Agri Unit G4 (2004): Methods for and Success of Mainstreaming Leader Innovations and
Approach into Rural Development Programmes. Final Report.OIR Managementdienste, Vienna; p.57.

*DG AGRI Guide for the application of the Leader Axis of the Rural Development Programmes 2007-2013 funded by the
EAFRD
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o] outputs achieved through rolling out the local development strategy and funding Axis 4
projects, plus
o] additional results and impacts achieved by investments in human and social capital, plus
o] changes in multi-level and local governance for rural development, minus
0 results and impacts which would presumably have been achieved by implementing the

same type, number and volume of projects attributable to measures under Axis 1, 2 and 3
of the RDP.

The three different clusters of intervention logics may look rather distinctive, but in practice they are
likely to be interwoven, especially through the Leader process. For example, regulation may support
consistency of quality of a product and lead to positive economic outcomes. Enhancing quality of life
through capacity building may support community vibrancy and also drive economic outcomes.
Collaborative natural resource management to deliver enhanced compliance may build social capital
and enhance quality of life. These win-win or even win-win-win outcomes are not necessarily
serendipitous. They can be framed by an intervention logic which seeks to rationalise the measure in
such terms, by having multifaceted intervention logic. Notwithstanding the transaction costs and
monitoring difficulties associated with more complex intervention logics, we should see such win-win
outcomes as desirable and seek to establish whether measure choice matches the multiple
intervention logics.

Without explicitly framing the intervention logic in each case, CMEF Guidance Note E indicates the
rationale for introducing the measure. The interconnectivity to which we refer above can be considered
by reference to the different clusters of intervention logics and can usefully be separated into primary
intervention logic and any subsidiary intervention logics. Examples of intervention logic for various
groups of measures are in Table 3 below.

Table 3 RDP Measures and associated intervention logics

Measure Primary intervention logic . SIBIEIET
intervention logic(s)

Measures 111-115: Training support and new Economic performance Non-market goods and

entrants. bads/QOL

Measures 121-126 Modernisation of holdings, etc. Economic performance Non-market goods and
bads/QOL

Measures 131-133, 142 Standards quality schemes Economic performance QOL

and producer group promotions.

Measure 141 Semi-subsistence holdings. Economic performance QOL

Measures 211-212 Natural handicaps payments. Non-market goods and bads | QOL

Measures 213, 224 Compliance with Natura and Regulatory compliance

WEFD.

Measure 214 Agro-environmental payments. Non-market goods and bads | Economic performance

Measure 215 Animal health and welfare. Economic performance? Non-market goods and
bads?

Measures 216 and 227 Non-productive investments. Non-market goods and bads | QOL

Measures 221-226 (excluding 224) Forestry support. | Economic performance Non-market goods and
bads
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Measure Primary intervention logic . Sub§|d|ary.
intervention logic(s)

Measures 311-313 Diversification Economic development Resilience/QOL
Measures 321-323 Services and village infrastructure | Quality of Life Resilience/Economic

performance
Measures 331,341, 41, 421, 431 Quality of life and Quality of life Resilience/Economic
Leader performance

As an example of intervention logic at programme level we can examine the Scottish Rural
Development Programme 2007-2013. It asserts: Two key principles underpin the priorities for the
2007-2013 SRDP:

i The first is sustainability whereby measures achieve complementary outcomes i whether
social, economic or environmental i and avoid net damage to the cultural and historic
environment.

| The second is the need to correct for market failure and deliver outcomes that are for the benefit
of rural communities and the wider population.

The Scottish Government argues that their choice of measures is guided by clear principles:
i There should be evidence to justify funding.

i Support should be targeted at areas, sectors or communities where there is a demonstrable and
significant need.

i There should be no duplication through other funding streams such as the EU Structural Funds;
indeed measures should complement other initiatives and be consistent with local authority
plans and local economic strategies.

i Funding should be the most appropriate solution, either in terms of building capacity or
supporting projects.

1 Funding must deliver outcomes that would not happen otherwise and make a significant and,
wherever possible, measur abl e i mprovement . 0

The intervention logic should be assessed for each measure against these demanding principles.

I n contrast to Scotlandbs twin emphasis on addressi
Rural Development Programme articulates the same need to address sustainability but rather

differently emphasises the need to develop and support new rural enterprise and economic
diversification and strengthen local initiatives to improve the quality of rural life. These differences

between countries and their different underlying intervention logics should be teased out by the

evaluator who should be addressing the specific programme emphasis in the review of the intervention

logic.
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1.3. What should be reviewed in relation to intervention logic in the ex post
evaluation?

The review of the intervention logic is an integral part of the ex post evaluation of a Rural Development
Programme. Given that there is Member State discretion in the weighting between axes, this needs to
be justified in the appraisal of the intervention logic, albeit within limits set by the Commission
guidelines.

The assessment of intervention logic needs to go beyond the administrative requirements and pure
theoretical appraisal using a robust lens to examine the practicability of the programme, axes and
measures. The assessment of intervention logic shall be reviewed for its robustness (relevance and
coherence), unintended effects and efficiency. This appraisal will allow the uncovering of any structural
weaknesses of an intervention logic that lie behind the true policy needs, to better understand the
evaluation results, contribute to the policy learning and improvement of the design of future
programmes.

Assessment of the relevance of intervention logic

The assessment of relevance looks at the intervention logic’s ability to respond to the needs and their
evolution, responding to the changing environment as well as changing policies (e.g. the EU Health
Check of the CAP) over the life cycle of the programme. The review of intervention logic’s relevance
should:

1 Assess whether pre-defined programme objectives were relevant and whether activities
designed to meet these objectives were most suitable (if not what would have been more
appropriate).

1 Appraise whether there was a logical, theoretically well-grounded explanation of the rationale for

policy intervention,

i Help to understand if the selection and composition of measures was designed for a wide group
of potential beneficiaries or more narrowly framed to benefit particular groups and, if so, why,

1 Assess whether Leader was designed in addressing specific needs of rural areas in relation to
follow the seven Leader approach principles,

1 Appraise the extent to which the intervention logic was able to evolve along changing needs
and policies (e.g. Health Check) of the programme area and address them properly,

i Look at extent to which the intervention logic was able to address the identified needs and
changes occurring (e.g. Health Check) across the programme implementation,

1 Draw important lessons in relation to practical applicability of individual measures in addressing
the needs.

Assessment of the coherence of intervention logic

The assessment of the intervention logic’s coherence looks at the robustness of linkages between
objectives and the outputs, results and impacts produced with the means of inputs: measures and

all ocated funds. The intervention |l ogic should be
objectives are achieved by the four Axes and their own internal logic, which is then mirrored by the

logic of the suite of measures.

The assessment of coherence is looking at vertical coherence within the hierarchy of objectives
broken down to measures and allocated funds and from there, along the chain of outputs, results and
impacts produced with these funds. The assessment of intervention logic also looks at horizontal
coherence between objectives at the same hierarchical level as well as in relation to level related
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generated effects (outputs, results and impacts). For the programme evaluation, it is very important to
look at horizontal coherence between objectives which tackle various types of interventions:
competitiveness, environment and quality of life, and see the conflicts, gaps or synergies between
them®. The assessment of the intervention logic’s coherence will:

i Provide, with hindsight, evidence of whether the thinking behind the rationale for policy
intervention was coherent and robust,

1 Provide an appraisal of the extent to which higher level objectives could be reached via
achievements of lower level objectives,

1 Assess whether the inputs of selected measures and their composition generated outputs which
led to produced results and impacts,

i Assess whether programme objectives were achieved due to outputs, results and impacts
produced by the selection and combination of measures or allocated funds,

1 Appraise to what extent were the objectives at the same level mutually reinforcing,

1 Look at how the selection and combination of measures and funds have contributed to the
antagonism or synergy between various objectives at the same hierarchical level,

i Assess whether the response of beneficiaries to measures (uptake) was sufficient enough to
achieve objectives,

i Conduct the appraisal, as to whether the Axis 4 outputs can produce results and impacts in
relation to the added value of Leader,

1 Look whether the objectives linked to governance, building capacities and innovation in relation
to the Leader approach were able to be achieved with the means of inputs, selection and
combination of measures and outputs received,

1 Appraise whether the programme’s intervention logic was able to contribute to the achievement
of the EU rural policy objectives.

Assessment of the unintended effects of intervention logic

As well as delivering desired outcomes and impacts, every intervention also creates the distinct
possibility of unintended effects on society, economy and environment, which could either be positive
and negative. The ex post review of intervention logic must assess whether the selection and
composition of measures might have created foreseeable unintended effects in the programme area,
both positive and negative to the intervention and take these unintended effects in consideration when
conducting the evaluation.

For example, overlooking any significant unintended negative effects in the intervention logic design

can result in the fAhealingd of ofmwenwamotbd d m lilnn eosnsed sie
sector (farm diversification measures supporting new tourism could either displace an existing local

tourism business or be additional or even complementary to it).

Assessment of the impact of intervention logic on programme efficiency

Efficiency is the relationship between cost and achievement. An intervention logic that is well designed
and properly thought through should facilitate or lead to high level of programme effectiveness and
efficiency.

®Guidelines for the ex ante evaluation of 2014-2020 RDPs, Chapter 2.3 Intervention logic, Evaluation Helpdesk, 2012
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The assessment of the intervention logic should appraise:
1 Whether the allocated inputs were able to produce high levels of outputs,
1 Whether the generated outputs could have been produced with less inputs,
1 Whether another measure (or set of implementation practices) would achieve the same

outcome more cost-effectively.

In summary, an effective intervention logic is likely to result in efficient use of resources in the
programme.

Experiences with intervention logic and its assessment

Exploring the intervention |1 ogi ¢ should not be a fAbox tickingo exe
the selection of the measure was conceived and why it was chosen. It can and should go much
deeper than that.

In each case the evaluator must be alert to shaky and ill-founded logic. Such an intervention logic can

arise from the power of sectional interests to steer benefits towards themselves (sometimes termed
confusi ngd gk iomrgn)t, the desire to appease particular
land manager responses, the confusion of policy logics (for example by a muddle of logics including

economic and regulatory compliance motives). In each case, we should be seeking to find an
intervention logic which avoids preferential treatment of non-deserving groups of beneficiaries.

There is a big step from the highly plausible inte
reasoning about rural development and the practices in some Member States which reflect the power

of strong interest groups to draw down benefit in what Schneider and Ingram (1997) see as regressive

policy designs. According to the authors regenerative policies are those where the policy means

delivers to a publicly constructed agenda; and it is such an approach that we should be seeking.

Degenerative policies are those captured by particular interests; essentially where sectional interests

capture the policy mechanism to serve their own interests, rather than the public interest®’. Given the

breadth and scope of the Rural Development Programmes and the power of some sectional interests

in Europe, regression to degenerative policy designs is an ever-present threat.

Another example of ill-founded logic is where additional resources are being allocated to a sector to try
to achieve particular outcomes, but the underlying rationale for the intervention is not strong enough to
justify such a use of resources. The most likely causes of such interventions are path dependencies
(still doing something that should have been laid to rest a long time ago, often because it is
administratively easy, or keeps key stakeholders happy) or rent-seeking behaviour (drawing down
public money) by powerful lobbies in the policy process.

1.4. How should the intervention logic be reviewed or assessed during the ex
post evaluation?

One recommends a two-stage process to assess the intervention logic. This will enable an exploration
of the intervention logic of the intentions and of any Health Check generated adjustments; and second,
in the light of evidence found in the evaluation to revisit the intervention logic and assess its
robustness.

The first stage should take place early in the ex post evaluation as the initial screening of the actual
programme intervention logic in the light of pre-identified types of intervention logic. At this stage, we
should be looking at what is meant to be achieved with the intervention logic and how it is proposed to
be achieved (e.g. selection and composition of measures or operations around various Axes). The

#*schneider, A.L. and Ingram, H., (1997) Policy design for democracy, University Press of Kansas, Lawrence Ks.
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assessment also includes looking at the intervention logic’s evolution along with the implementation of
the programme, recognising the need to factor in Health Check modifications.

The second stage revisits the intervention logic towards the end of the ex post evaluation exercise,
after the evaluation methods has been applied and enables the assessment of various measures and
the entire programme. At this stage, we should look if the proposed composition of intervention logic
was able to achieved what was meant to be achieved and, if not, why.

Key steps in the assessment of intervention logic

The first task is to ensure that the evaluator has a clear grasp of the intervention logic (See Part II:
sub-chapter 1.3). Second, we suggest the means by which the intervention logic can be explored. The
evaluation of the intervention logic should be at programme level, axis level and measure level. There
are often several different intervention logics behind an individual measure. Where there are several
logics, it is incumbent on the evaluator to explore them all. Below, we suggest the means by which to
do this.

Although it should be highlighted that the procedure applied in the intervention logic appraisal depends
on the evaluator® decision, it is recommended to undertake a twin-track approach. This approach is
conducted in two steps:

1 First, the programme as a whole and its component parts should be subject to desk-based
scrutiny where the evaluator uses theoretical and practical knowledge to assess the relevance,
the internal coherence of the programme, its axes and the selected measures, the ability to
achieve objectives, the intended and unintended effects and efficiency.

1 Second, the evaluator can use two facilitated workshops to check outt he eval ua
judgements against those of a group of key informants. We first describe the stage-by-stage
approach and then explore how the workshops can offer a form of triangulation to check out any
interim judgements arrived at by the evaluation team.

Desk-based scrutiny of intervention logic

In the desk-based scrutiny, the evaluator should be familiar with the scientific and grey literature on
rural development policy analysis. This should be screened for examples of policy successes and
failures, paying particular regard to the potential issues of time and space-specificity in policy success
or failure. There are some obvious lessons to be derived from this extensive literature: for example,
farmers strongly focused on production are less likely to adopt environmental measures than hobby
farmers; dairy farmers are less likely to diversify their businesses than many other types of farmer.
What really matters is that the programme as a whole and the suite of measures delivers appropriate
impacts. And behind a good or poor impact can lie the difference between a well-thought through
intervention logic and a less well thought through logic.

The choice of measure is only part of the picture. The intervention logic appraisal must ask whether
the uptake is by those whose response would be such as to maximise the net public benefit, whether
they are likely to be responsive to the measure and what might impede such a process. In this respect,
there is a need for scrutiny of the relationship between the implementation of a measure and the
results of a measure on the intended target. Has it been taken up as expected? Has it delivered the
intended impacts? The chapter 4 on methods identifies the suite of models and approaches that can
be drawn on.

It is all too easy to take a rather blinkered and analytically closed view of the part of the land use
system targeted, but in practice as an open system it is impacted by many possible changes. For
exampl e, succession policy and uptake of new
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relating to inheritance tax that has nothing to do with farm policy. Time and again, external influences
alter anticipated uptake.

As programmes have built on previous programmes, so there ought to be a sign of an institutional
memory in the appraisal of the situation and in the intervention logic. Has there been an experience of
good uptake of measures in previous programmes? Were there differences, say on, different types of
farmland, or amongst different groups of farmers (tenants versus owner occupiers; dairy versus beef,
large versus small, etc.)? Is there scientific or grey literature exploring this issue? Did recognition of
these questions inform the choice of measures and frame the intervention logic? Quite clearly, it
should.

In practice, the evaluator should be addressing the intervention logic top-down from programme to
measure. However, often an individual evaluator comes with a particular view of the world or
interpretation of the legitimacy of the intervention. It is an obligation on the evaluation team to review
the intervention logic in a dispassionate but theoretically informed way. This should ideally be a multi-
person task if conducted in-house by the team.

The six intervention logics below should frame the desk-based appraisal of intervention logic at
programme, group of measures or measure level. This is essentially an in-house activity to be
conducted by the team of evaluators. It should draw on their diverse knowledge and experience and
be framed in an understanding of the theoretical rationales for intervention. These logics also relate to
the three clusters identified above in chapter 1.2:

Intervention logic 1 - Business development, including succession (Axis 1)

Business development, including succession, is addressed by a raft of measures under Axis 1 relating
to human capital development including vocational training, early retirement, new entrants, use and
development of advisory services and a second group of measures relating to physical capital
developments, restructuring, including infrastructure development, adding value to products, recovery
from natural disasters including prevention, the promotion of innovation and co-operation in the
development of new products processes and technologies.

One expects the evaluator here to scrutinise the intervention logic in the light of the analysis of the
Me mber St a-+{emriomic stuation and explore the choice of the selected measure and the
policy means by which it has been implemented. This scrutiny includes the analysis of intervention
logic against the overarching intervention principles of sustainability, economy and social
development, followed by a measure-by-measure appraisal of intervention logic against public and
research findings on the success of similar measures. For example, the issue of new entrants has
been widely explored at European and Member State level, as have retirement schemes. The
aggregate evidence in academic and policy evaluations is ambivalent about their success, and
suggests that their success has varied with scheme design. Where there is substantial evidence that
policy interventions of a particular type have not always generated positive results, the intervention
logic particularly merits careful scrutiny. Was the measure a product of de facto ir esrete ki ngo by
vested interests or does it address a real policy problem?

Intervention logic 2 - Business efficiency and competitiveness (Axis 1)

Business efficiency can be enhanced by enterprise level improvements which improve technical
performance and business efficiency or by collective endeavours either by groups of farmers operating
collaboratively or by different actors collaborating along supply chains. A critical question to explore in
appraising the intervention logic of such support measures is why such measures are not happening
without intervention. Some types of investment might be expected to contribute to beneficial
environmental outcomes for which the land manager is not rewarded. Where public goods are
enhanced or public bads reduced the intervention logic is clear. Where the objective is collaboration
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there are a number of possible intervention logics from mutual learning to enhanced technical and
economic efficiency. Here the intervention logic is based around a combination of enhanced
competitiveness through human resource development and infrastructural and technical investment
support.

Intervention logic 3 - Environmental quality enhancement (Axis 2 and maybe 3 and 4)

There are at least two intervention logics with respect to environmental quality. The first relates to
regulatory compliance. The second relates to economic efficiency.

The primary requirements for regulatory compliance arise from the implementation of measures to
deliver compliance with the measures of the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) and the Natura
2000 and Birds Directives on habitats and species. The principal driver of compliance with the WFD is
the recognition that water quality is often compromised by diffuse pollution arising from agricultural
sources. However, it is incumbent on those designing policy to have a clear idea of where diffuse
pollution is coming from. Could it be septic tank leakage from non-farm properties? Are we dealing
with nitrate or phosphate pollution or both? Is the problem one of emissions from buildings and yards
or from fields? Although the WFD articulates a disproportionality principle (that is an intervention is
only required if the cost is not disproportionate to those applying it), is this principle effectively applied?

The compliance with Habitats and Species Directives hinges around the fact that farming systems, in
particular those which retain semi-natural habitats, deliver these environmental public goods as co-
products of farming practices. Where there are market or business pressures to change farming
systems in ways which compromise the species or habitats, there is a need to lever compliance. This
is the basis for a proportion of the RDP spending in many countries.

It should not be forgotten that there is also strong intervention logic to reward providers of public goods
under the Provider Paid Principle and to invoke the Polluter Pays Principle. The economic logic argues
that an unrewarded externality is underprovided and the producer of an un-taxed negative externality
tends to produce beyond the social optimum.

Intervention logic 4 - Diversification and resilience

The desire to support greater resilience is incontestable. The challenge is how to create greater
resilience. This resilience can be measured by the ability of an entity (it could be a business a co-
operative venture or a community) to withstand adverse shocks and recover. The challenge for the
evaluator is how to effectively scrutinise the intervention logic around the enhancement of resilience.

One important issue is in relation to diversification and resilience is potential displacement. Some
RDPs have tended to support farm diversification into alternative enterprises such as equestrian
enterprises and tourism, whilst mainstream (non-farm) equestrian and tourism enterprises are not
supported. Unless the new business attracts different customers, a degree of displacement is likely.
The chat board of the National Rural Network in England clearly shows that some equestrian
enterprises that were not eligible for RDP funding felt that they were losing trade to newly supported
RDP beneficiaries. This implies a risk of displacement rather than additionality and may actually
reduce rather than promote aggregate resilience.

Intervention logic 5 - Quality of life

The intervention logic with regard to measures to support the quality of life seems to be rather
uncontroversial: interventions which enhance the business environment and support livelihoods or
support the wider qualities of a place -t he 61 i v anaabea aré justifdble @ these grounds.
However, it is much more questionable as to whether the measure supporting either livelihoods or
liveability was selected on the basis of surveyed need or active support seeking by a small number of
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people with rather specific interests, whose drawdown of support is essentially to support their rather
narrow interest, rather than the wider public interest.

One of the particular challenges with intervention logics relating to quality of life is the intended list of
beneficiaries. This should be scrutinised carefully. Is there evidence that particular groups of
beneficiaries are likely to benefit or have benefited and does the level of benefit derived suggest that
this was a good place to direct support?

Intervention logic 6 - Partnership-based approaches

The logic of the Leader approach and also for the capacity building measures that deal with group-
based activities is often that partnerships deliver better outcomes and impacts than individual agency
work. This is perfectly plausible and sound intervention logic. But the term partnership covers a
multitude of organisational forms, some of which are very inclusive and others of which tend to be
dominated by one particular group. They vary in their decision-making capacity. Partnerships also vary
enormously in their effectiveness. Some pull key players together and share resources and

undoubtedly achieve more. Others becometime-c onsumi ng 6t al king shops©é6.

partners knows how well they work; so too would a relatively small sample of those who should be
benefitting from its actions. They need key players and not token representatives to work, but they
also need to think through the intervention logic of how and where they direct their resources.

The use of facilitated workshops to triangulate findings

It is recommended that the evaluation team uses a two-stage facilitated workshop using expert
informants to test the robustness of the intervention logic. The experts should be familiar with the
programme, and should have expertise in four main areas: economic development/competitiveness in
rural areas, public goods/bads associated with rural land use, especially biodiversity and water quality,
regulatory compliance and quality of life in rural areas. It is crucial that a plurality of views is
accommodated; and, where possible, experts who are not affiliated to sectional interests should be
selected. We recommend a cascaded approach where first the overarching logic of the programme is
confronted; then the SWOT is critiqued and finally the measures and implementation approaches are
subjected to scrutiny.

It is suggested to hold the first workshop relatively early in the period in which the evaluation takes
place, when the team has checked the intervention logic against measures and it is the overall shape
of the programme and selection of measures and the scrutiny of their intervention logic that should be
the focus. The second workshop should take place with key informants more as a wash-up meeting,
where, after the evaluation methods have been applied and the full array of indicators is available, a
facilitated workshop probes the key informants for explanations behind more successful and less
successful measures.

Consideration of external factors that may be the cause of unexpected effects

External factors have considerable capacity to generate unanticipated outcomes in terms of policy
uptake. For example, farmers are understandably slow in initiating measures to take out land from
production where commodity prices are buoyant. A strong currency vis-a-vis the Euro can also make a
big difference on farm profitability. So intervention logics cannot be deemed successful just because
an impact indicator shows a distinctly positive change. For example, those with farm woodlands may
be more inclined to rehabilitate them when firewood markets have expanded because of new non-farm
policy measures such as the Renewable Heat Incentive introduced in the UK in 2013 to encourage
adoption of renewables in space heating. Or oil prices may have gone up or down and influenced the
demand for wood fuel. Thus, the ex post assessment of intervention logic must recognise the scope
for unanticipated events to derail expectations. This does not make the intervention logic flawed, but it
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sets outcomes in a context of the likelihood of needing to modify intervention logic in future
programmes. That understanding should be stored in the institutional memory.

1.5. Specificities with respect to TA, NRN

Technical assistance

Member States can allocate up to 4 % of the total amount of each Rural Development Programme
budget to finance technical assistance in the form of preparation, management, monitoring,
evaluation, and information and control activities of programme assistance®. Technical assistance
covers a wide variety of activities and although this activity is not formally formulated as intervention
logic and covered by performance indicators, the evaluator should look at the logic of using the funds
dedicated to technical assistance similarly to other RD interventions, since the same evaluation
principles should apply for the technical assistance as for the programme.

In the assessment of the TA-related intervention logic the evaluator should see if clear intervention
logic to the TA can be identified and, if clear objectives have been set up in relation to TA, what
activities have been implemented and which funds have been allocated. The evaluator should also
appraise whether the overall package of TA interventions was appropriate to deliver expected outputs
and results in relation to overall challenges associated with programme preparation, monitoring,
administrative support and evaluation and control®, Any evidence of a SWOT analysis of the
administrative machinery to deliver the programme might be seen as positive evidence of recognition
that the RDPs were complex and multifaceted in ways likely to create a need for TA.

As in the case of programme intervention logic the evaluator should look at the relevance, coherence,
effectiveness of the TA, also using the examination of TA interventions in the ex ante and mid-term
stage of the programme. In many cases, there were major challenges in the use of indicators in the
assessment of the TA. Given that these issues were flagged at EU level and in many cases will be
self-evident from a rudimentary examination of the MTEs, the extent to which TA was used to address
problems and provide solutions to problems flagged in the MTE should be explicitly examined.
Equally, the extent to which the Health Check created new TA needs and the extent to which those
needs were met should be scrutinised.

The most appropriate means in the assessment of TA intervention logic is a combination of
documentary analysis and key informant interviews (of the Managing Authority staff including Axis,
measure and scheme managers) around a structured set of questions relating to their perceptions of
TA needs and their judgement of the efficacy and utility of TA responses. Key documents relating to
minutes of meetings addressing TA needs, requests for TA and records of contracts or other means
used to deliver TA provide an evidence base. There is a strong case for interviewing those who made

demands on TA and asking for the userf6s assessment

National Rural Networks

Legal texts in the programming period 2007-2013 did not lay down common objectives for national
rural networks (NRN); therefore most of them do not contain explicit intervention logic. Instead, the
accompanying action plan is composed of a list of activities and a time-plan; hence, acting as
operational objectives.

However, the European Commission has published the National Rural Network fiche in 2007. The
fiche provides a series of useful recommendations in terms of structure of the network, allocation of
human resources, using common networking tools and the action plan preparation and sets up
minimal requirements for duties of National Rural Networks, stipulating among others the following:

#2Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005,Art.66.1
#3Council Regulation (EC) No 1698/2005,Art. 66.1
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i facilitating an exchange of expertise at Member State level;
i supporting implementation and evaluation of the rural development policy;
1 securing and coordinating the information flow between the local, national and European level.

The above requirements can be used as a lens when examining and justify the NRN& action plan and
the intervention logic behind in the ex post evaluation.

In this respect, the task of the ex post evaluation will be to review the NRN intervention logic, if it exists
or, if it does not exist, to establish the NRN intervention logic based on:

i the above common requirements and/or existing programme-specific objectives,
1 the activities of the action plan,
1 achieved outputs, results and impacts.

This established intervention logic should then be assessed for:
i its relevance in relation to the context of NRN interventions,

i its coherence looking at vertical and horizontal linkages between objectives and achieved
outputs, results and impacts,

1 its effectiveness, appraising whether the objectives or the above requirements of the NRN fiche
have been achieved with the means of the action plan, and whether the NRN was able to
contribute to RDP and EU overall objectives,

1 effective use of the available funds in conducting activities of the action plan.

Wherever possible, the ex post evaluation of the NRN intervention logic should take in consideration
existing studies undertaken with regard to the effectiveness of the NRNs.

16. iDos and donEtso in relation to assessment

experience)

DOs DONOTSs

Assess the intervention logic as a three level process: | Consider the evaluation of the intervention logic as a
of programme, axes and measures. box ticking administrative exercise.

Go beyond simple administrative compliance (is an | Focus only on the description of intervention logic
intervention logic described?) to consider the possible | when reviewing it.

intervention logics in relation to the theoretical
rationale for intervention.

Appraise the evolving or actual relevance of | Look at the intervention logic without linking it to actual
intervention logic with respect to needs and policies. or evolving needs.

Check that the measures would qualify as regenerative | Ignore the influence of particular political interests in
rather than degenerative under the Ingram and | the construction of intervention logic.

Schneider classification of policy interventions (See
Part II: Chapter 1.3).

Assess the vertical and horizontal coherence between | Assume that the stated intervention logic is always
objectives and in relation to inputs, measures, outputs, | robust.
result and impacts.
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Ensure that the primary and secondary intervention
logics of each measure are thoroughly explained.

Part Il

DONOTs

Focus only on direct links between measures, axis and
overall programme objectives.

Assess the ability of intervention logic to achieve policy
objectives with the means of selected measures and
allocated funds.

Assume that objectives are achieved with any
compositions of measures and funds.

Appraise the positive and negative unintended effects
of the intervention logic.

Overlook unintended effects of the interventions.

Assess the efficiency of inputs in relation to generated
outputs.

Overlook linkages between inputs and outputs in terms
of cost efficiency.

Use a two-stage process in the assessment of
intervention logic: at the beginning of ex post (before

methods have been used) and at the end of ex post.

Conduct the assessment of the intervention logic only
at the beginning of ex post evaluation.

Conduct desk research and use facilitated workshops
with key informants twice during the ex post evaluation
(at the beginning and at the end of ex post).

Conduct only the desk research when appraising the
intervention logic.

Make sure that the distinctive features of the RDPs
such as the NRNSs,
considered fully with respect to their intervention

technical assistance are still

logics.

Ignore NRN and TA as RD interventions which need
attention in evaluation.

Ensure an iterative approach linking the intervention
logic to the evaluation questions, indicators and

evaluation methods.

Assess the intervention logic as a one-off element of
the evaluation process.
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22EVALUATI ON QUESTI ONS

The purpose of this chapter is to highlight the importance, role and use of evaluation questions in the
RDP evaluation, explain their triangular consistency with policy objectives and indicators, to inform
about the reduced and revised set of common evaluation questions 2007/2013 and provide guidance
for the development of programme-specific evaluation questions.

2.1. Therole of evaluation questions in the ex post evaluation

Definition of evaluation questions

Evaluation questions are the main instrument for steering and structuring the evaluation. Thus the
evaluation questions link the intervention logic of the programme to the CMEF through which
programme success is evaluated, conclusions and recommendations formulated and decisions on
future policy and interventions are informed.

In this respect evaluation questions (EQs) define the focus of evaluations in relation to rural policy
objectives and help to demonstrate the results, impacts, achievements, effectiveness and efficiency of
rural development policy. In doing so, they therefore direct the work of the evaluator. The EQs also
serve as a basis for defining what kind of information needs to be collected with indicators to ensure
that in answering the EQs the evaluator is able to capture and reflect the intended effects of the RDP
interventions.

Evaluation questions are linked to cause and effect. They seek to establish attribution: the extent to
which the change observed was a result of the RDP interventions. The purpose of evaluation
questions is to challenge the intervention logic (Part II: Chapter 1 Intervention logic) through observing
and analysing changes evidenced by indicators (Part Il: Chapter 3 Indicators).

Two types of evaluation questions

The Common Evaluation Questions (CEQs) are a set of questions to ensure that the essential
impacts of RDPs and achievements towards Community priorities and objectives are analysed across
the EU. Common Evaluation Questions ensure that the MA applies a coherent and consistent
approach in evaluation. They are linked to the EU rural development policy objectives as stipulated in
the Community strategic guidelines for rural development (horizontal evaluation questions) as well as
to individual measures. In essence they are related to result and impact indicators. CEQs ensure that
the results from national and regional RDPs can be aggregated at EU level.

In summary the CEQs:

1 Steer the evaluation of the EU rural development policies regarding the effects of RDPs
interventions towards the EU rural development policy objectives.

1 Demonstrate the contribution of EU rural development interventions in addressing the RDP
territorial needs.

1 Enhance comparability of evaluation results across Europe as part of a commonly applied
evaluation system in all Member States or regions.

1 Encourage programme bodies and other RD stakeholders to assess results and impacts
helping to justify EU policy implementation and support EU policy formulation.

The Programme-Specific Evaluation Questions (PSEQs) are additional to the CEQs and should be
formulated for the evaluation of a specific RDP. They help focus the evaluation on the achievement of
any programme-specific objectives. These are normally formulated by the RDP Managing Authority to
address the specific focus, objectives, implementation or context of the specific RDP or to explore in
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greater depth areas thought to be insufficiently covered by the CEQs. As such they form part of the
M&E framework of the RDP and therefore should be considered, answered and reported in the ex post
evaluation in the same way and on the same basis as the CEQs. The programme-specific evaluation
guestions should be clearly exposed in the terms of reference for the ex post evaluations to make sure
that these are properly explored by the evaluator.

Figure 7 illustrates the complementary roles and functions of the two main types of EQ.

Figure 7 Two complementary types of evaluation questions

Source: the Helpdesk of the European Evaluation Network for Rural Development

This illustrates that the main roles and functions are common but with two specific differences which
contribute to their complementarity: the European-wide comparability on the one hand and RDP
specificity on the other.

Linking common evaluation questions, judgement criteria and indicators (triangular
consistency)

EQs are answered using judgement criteria and indicators. Judgement criteria developed at the MS
level, specify the success of programme interventions and link the EQs, indicators and data to be
collected. This enables to design the robust methodological approaches, formulate answers based on
qualitative and quantitative evidence in a structured manner, enhance transparency by making the
judgement explicit, and improve the objectivity of evaluations.®

If EQs are to fulfil their primary role in focusing the evaluation on establishing the link between policy
and its effects their use must be demonstrably robust and evidence-based. The links between the
EQs, MS specific judgement criteria and indicators used must be logical, consistent and practical; they
form part of a system (Figure 8).

**EuropeAid Guide to Evaluations
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