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1. Common evaluation questions related to rural
development focus areas

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 1

NO 1 “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE THE RDP
INTERVENTIONS SUPPORTED INNOVATION, COOPERATION AND THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THE KNOWLEDGE BASE IN RURAL AREAS?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 1A%:

2.
Judgment criteria’ Common result indicators’ | Additional result indicators
and information®
RDP projects have been | Tl: Percentage of | Percentage of innovative
innovative and based on | expenditure under Articles | projects out of all RDP
developed knowledge 14, 15 and 35 of Regulation | supported projects

% This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation, and
not only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.

3 Additional result indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

* List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
prefilled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21, one judgment
criterion is linked to one indicator (common or additional).

> List common indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent way
with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

6 List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a consistent
way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this column are
those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for Rural Development Programmes 2014-2020
as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they consider the
pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.




(EU) No 1305/2013 in
relation to  the  total
expenditure for the RDP
Operational groups have been
created
Variety’ of partners involved Number and types of partners
in EIP operational groups involved in  cooperation
projects
Innovative actions have been Number  of  supported
implemented and innovative actions
disseminated by the EIP implemented and
operational groups disseminated by EIP
operational groups
3.

Quantitative methods’:
i. Reasons for using the method
ii. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional indicators, or other indicators used
(output, common context indicators)'’
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method''
ii. Description of methods used'
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

7 Variety is defined by the representation of different socio-economic sectors (private, public, civil, agriculture,
food industry, forestry, etc.) and organizations such as academia, banks, NGO, etc.

¥ In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

? Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of additional result indicators, apart from those which
are measured in absolute values or as a ratio and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring
system.

' In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

"' Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 1A -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 1A), etc.

"2 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




Indicator Absolute Ratio Calculated Calculated netData and]

value'* value' gross value'® |value'’ information
sources'®
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" Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

' Value is aggregated from Pillar IT operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases for
common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation
questions.

' This column is filled for the common result indicator T1 and for additional indicators, if they are expressed in
ratio values.

'® This column is not filled for common indicators. Only for additional indicators and common context
indicators, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the
group of RDP beneficiaries. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value
of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

"7 This column is not filled for common indicators. Only for additional indicators and common context
indicators, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP
intervention. See the guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions
or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to
evaluation questions".

'8 All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, etc.

' The common output indicators can be also used (e.g. O13 and O16), especially if the value of output indicator
is necessary to calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering the
evaluation question. The selection of output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.
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% Additional indicators are optional and developed in MS to answer common evaluation questions in case the
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** Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

> On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.

** On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.




COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 2

NO 2: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS SUPPORTED THE STRENGTHENING OF LINKS BETWEEN
AGRICULTURE, FOOD PRODUCTION AND FORESTRY AND RESEARCH AND
INNOVATION, INCLUDING FOR THE PURPOSE OF IMPROVED
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND PERFORMANCE?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 1B*:

Judgment criteria”’ Common result indicators™ | Additional result indicators
and information®

Long term collaboration | T2: Total number of co- | Percentage of cooperation
between agriculture, food | operation operations | operations continuing after
production and  forestry | supported under the | the RDP support including
entities and institutions for | cooperation measure (Art. 35 | for the purpose of improved
research and innovation has | of Regulation (EU) No | environmental management
been established 1305/2013) (groups, | and performance

% This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.

% Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

" List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

?% List common indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent way
with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

» List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.




networks/clusters, pilot
projects...)

Cooperation operations
between agriculture, food
production and forestry and
research and innovation for
the purpose of improved
environmental management
and performance have been

implemented
Number and types of partners
involved in  cooperation
projects

3.

Quantitative methods™':
i. Reasons for using the method
ii. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional indicators, or other indicators used
(output, common context indicators)’
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method™
ii. Description of methods used®*
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

%% In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

3! Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of additional result indicators, apart from those which
are measured in absolute values or as a ratio and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring
system.

32 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

3 Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 1B -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 1B), etc.

** In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.
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33 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

36 Value is aggregated from Pillar I operations database for output indicators (e.g. O4, 016), and/or from
statistics databases for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the
common evaluation questions.

37 This column is filled for additional indicators, if they are expressed in ratio values.

3% This column is not filled for common indicators. Only for additional indicators, if they are not expressed in
ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP beneficiaries. If there are
secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6
"Answer to evaluation questions".

3% This column is not filled for common indicators. Only for additional indicators, if they are not expressed in
ratio values . Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the guidelines
Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to
the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

% All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, etc.

41 The common output indicators can be also used (e.g. O4, 016, O17), especially if the value of output
indicator is necessary to calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering
the evaluation question. The selection of output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.
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Conclusion Recommendation
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COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 3

NO 3: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS SUPPORTED LIFELONG LEARNING AND VOCATIONAL
TRAINING IN THE AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY SECTORS?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 1C*':

* Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

* On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
% On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.

*" This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria®

Common result indicators>’

Additional result indicators
and information®!

The number of rural people
who have finalised lifelong
learning and  vocational
training in the agriculture and
forestry sectors has increased

T3: Total number of
participants  trained under
Article 14 of Regulation (EU)
No 1305/2013

Percentage of  trainees
receiving certificates from
recognized educational and
training  institutions  via
activities supported by RDP

out of the total number of
participants

Quantitative methods:
i. Reasons™ for using the method
ii. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional indicators, or other indicators used
(output, common context indicators)™*

* Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

¥ List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

%0 List common indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent way
with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

°! List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

>2 In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

>3 Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of additional result indicators, apart from those which
are measured in absolute values or as a ratio and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring
system.




iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method™
ii. Description of methods used®
iii.  Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

> In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

> Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 1C -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 1C), etc.

°% In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.
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>7 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

%% Value is aggregated from Pillar II operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases for
common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation
questions.

> This column is filled for additional indicators, if they are expressed in ratio values.

% This column is not filled for common indicators. Only for additional indicators and common context
indicators, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the
group of RDP beneficiaries. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value
of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

%!This column is not filled for common indicators Only for additional indicators and common context indicators,
if they are not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention.
See the guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or
LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation
questions".

62 All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, etc.

5 The common output indicators can be also used (e.g. O11, 012, O14), especially if the value of output
indicator is necessary to calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering
the evaluation question. The selection of output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.
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64
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65

% Additional indicators are optional and developed in MS to answer common evaluation questions in case the
common indicators are considered insufficient for this purpose.

% The common context indicators can be also used to answer common evaluation questions if relevant (e. g. CCI
24).
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Conclusion Recommendation
C.1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 4

NO 4: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS CONTRIBUTED TO IMPROVING THE ECONOMIC
PERFORMANCE, RESTRUCTURING AND MODERNIZATION OF SUPPORTED
FARMS IN PARTICULAR THROUGH INCREASING THEIR MARKET
PARTICIPATION AND AGRICULTURAL DIVERSIFICATION?”

1.
Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 2A%:

6 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

57 On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.

% On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.




Judgment criteria’’ Common result indicators’’ Additional result
indicators and
information”

Agricultural  output per | R2: Change in agricultural output
annual working unit of | on supported farms/AWU
supported agricultural | (Annual Work Unit)

holdings has increased

Farms have been | R1/T4: Percentage of agriculture | Percentage of agriculture
modernized holdings with RDP support for | holdings with RDP
Farms have been investm.ents in restructuring or | support for investments
restructured modernisation regarding modernization

Economic  farm  size
structure  of  supported
farms Percentage

3.

Quantitative methods’:

% This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.

0 Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

7! List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

7 List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

3 List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

™ In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.




i. Reasons for using the method
1.  Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)’®
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method’’
ii. Description of methods used’®
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

™ Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other
indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.

76 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

77 Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 2A -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 2A), etc.

7 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




Indicator Absolute [Ratio Calculated gross value® Calculated net Data and
value® value® value® information
Primary Secondary Total value sources®
contributions contributions,
including
LEADER/CLLD
contributions
Common
output
indicator
§3
Common [R1/T4 -
result Percentage of o o

7 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

% Value is aggregated from Pillar II operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they
are used to answer the common evaluation questions.

8! This column is filled for the result indicator R1/T4 and for additional indicators, if they are expressed in ratio values. If there are secondary contributions or
LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

%2 The gross value of the complementary result indicator R2 is provided here. The gross value of used additional result indicators and common context indicators is inserted
here as well, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP beneficiaries.

The gross value of indicators is inserted also in case the net value has been inserted in the table.

% The net value of the complementary result indicator R2 (in case it was possible to calculate it) is inserted here. The net value of used additional result indicators and
common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the
guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point
6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

8 All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e. g. Pillar II operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

% The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important
information for answering the evaluation question, e.g. number of holdings/operations supported (O3 and O4), physical areas supported (O6), number of livestock units
supported (O8), etc. The selection of output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.
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% The common context indicators can be also used to answer common evaluation questions if relevant (e. g. CCI 14, CCI 27, CCI 26).
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Conclusion Recommendation
C1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 5

NO 5: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS SUPPORTED THE ENTRY OF ADEQUATELY SKILLED
FARMERS INTO THE AGRICULTURAL SECTOR AND IN PARTICULAR,
GENERATION RENEWAL?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 2B”*:

% Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

°! On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
%2 On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.

% This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria’ Common result indicators’® | Additional result indicators
and information®’
The share of adequately | R3/T5: Percentage of
skilled young farmers in the | agriculture holdings with
agricultural sector  has | RDP  supported business
increased development
plan/investments for young
farmers
Adequately skilled farmers Percentage of adequately
have entered into the skilled farmers in the
agricultural sector agricultural sector of the
RDP territory
3.

Quantitative methods®:
i. Reasons for using the method
1. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators

% Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

% List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

% List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

7 List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

% In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

% Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other
indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.




used (output, common context indicators) "

iii.  Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method'"'
ii. Description of methods used'®?
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

Indicator Absolute Ratio Calculated Calculated netData and
gross value'®

104 105 6

value value

Com
mon
output
indica
tors'”

1% In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

"% Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 2B -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 2B), etc.

12 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

' Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

1% Value is aggregated from Pillar IT operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases
for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation
questions.

1% This column is filled for the common result/target indicator R3/T5 and for additional indicators, if they are

expressed in ratio values. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of
indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

1% The gross value of used additional result indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if
they are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP
beneficiaries. The gross value of indicator is inserted also in case the net value has been inserted in the table. If
there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain
under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

197 The net value of used additional result indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if
they are not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See
the guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD
contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

"% All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

1% The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to
calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering the evaluation question,
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6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 6

NO 6: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS CONTRIBUTED TO IMPROVING THE COMPETITIVENESS
OF SUPPORTED PRIMARY PRODUCERS BY BETTER INTEGRATING THEM
INTO THE AGRI-FOOD CHAIN THROUGH QUALITY SCHEMES, ADDING
VALUE TO THE AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS, PROMOTING LOCAL MARKETS
AND SHORT SUPPLY CIRCUITS, PRODUCERS GROUPS AND INTER-BRANCH
ORGANIZATION?”

1.
Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 3A'":

"> Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

'3 On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.

"4 On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.




Judgment criteria'"’

Common result

Additional result indicators

indicators''® and information'"’
Implementation of quality | R4/T6: Percentage of | Percentage of  primary
schemes by primary | agricultural holdings | producers introducing quality
producers has increased receiving support for | schemes with RDP support
Participation of  primary participating in  quality
producers in short circuit schemes, local markets and
schemes, quality-oriented sho;t supply ciggflts, and
producer group and/or inter pro uc/er ati
branch  organization has Eroups/organisations
increased
Competitiveness of supported Agricultural ~ output  on

producers  has

primary
improved

supported farms

The share of the final price of
agriculture products retained
with primary producers has
increased

Margin of primary producers
in the final price of
agricultural products

The added wvalue of
agricultural  products  of
primary  producers  has

'3 This also covers those measures/sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed

during the programme design.

''® Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common result indicators.

"7 List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled here. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line with
the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment criterion
is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

"8 List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

"9 List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.




increased

3.
Quantitative methods'":

i. Reasons for using the method
ii. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)'*
iii.  Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method'*
ii. Description of methods used'?*
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

120 In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

12l Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other

indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.

122 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

12 Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 3A -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 3A), etc.

'2* In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




Data and]
information

Indicator Absolute
value!2®

Com
mon
outpu
t
indica
tors™!

Com [R4/T6 -
mon [Percenta
result |ge
indica |of

tors [|agricult
ural
holdings
receivin
4
support
for
particip
ating in
quality
schemes,
local

123 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

12 Value is aggregated from Pillar II operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases
for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation
questions.

'27 This column is filled for the common result/target indicator R4/T6 and for additional indicators, if they are

expressed in ratio values. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of
indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

' The gross value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they
are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP
beneficiaries. The gross value of indicator is inserted also in case the net value has been inserted in the table. If
there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain
under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

12 The net value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are
not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the
guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD
contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

130" All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

! The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to
calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering the evaluation question,
e.g. number of holdings/operations supported (O4), number of holdings participated in producers groups
supported (09), etc. The selection of output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.
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6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C.l1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C.3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 7

NO 7: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS SUPPORTED FARM RISK PREVENTION AND
MANAGEMENT?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 3B"’:

134 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

133 On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
3% On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.

137 This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria'” Common result Additional result indicators
indicators'* and information'*!

Participation of farms in risk | R5/T7: Percentage of farms

prevention and management | participating in risk
schemes has increased management schemes
3.

Quantitative methods'*:

i. Reasons for using the method
1. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)'**
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:

i. Reasons for using the method'*

138 Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

% List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

"9 List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

' List additional result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

12 In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

' Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other

indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.

144 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




ii. Description of methods used'*®
Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions

encountered

11l

' Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 3B -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake

under the FA 3B), etc.
' In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.



Data and|]
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Indicator Absolute
value!*®

Com
mon
outpu
t
indica
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result |e
indica |of farms
tors  |participat
ing in risk
managem
ent
schemes
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ional
result

"7 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

' Value is aggregated from Pillar II operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases
for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation
questions.

' This column is filled for the common result/target indicator R5/T7 and additional indicators, if they are
expressed in ratio values.

'3 The gross value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they
are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP
beneficiaries. The gross value of indicator is inserted also in case the net value has been inserted in the table. If
there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain
under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

"I The net value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are
not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP
beneficiaries. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the guidelines
Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to
the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

152 All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

'3 The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to
calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering the evaluation question,
e.g. number of holdings supported for premium for insurance (04), etc. The selection of output indicators for
answering the evaluation question is done in MS.



indica
tors'™

Com
mon
Conte
xt
indica
tors'™

'3 Additional indicators are optional and developed in MS to answer common evaluation questions in case the
common indicators are considered insufficient for this purpose.

'35 The common context indicators can be also used to answer common evaluation questions if relevant (e. g.
CCI 17).
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6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 8

NO 8: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS SUPPORTED THE RESTORATION, PRESERVATION AND
ENHANCEMENT OF BIODIVERSITY, INCLUDING IN NATURA 2000 AREAS,
AREAS FACING NATURAL AND OTHER SPECIFIC CONSTRAINS AND HNV
FARMING, AND THE STATE OF EUROPEAN LANDSCAPES?”

1.
Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 4A"%:

13 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

157 On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
' On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4, and the answer given under point 6.

'3 This also covers those measures/sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria'®

Common result
indicators'®

Additional result indicators
and information'®

Biodiversity on contracted

R6/ T8: Percentage of forest

land has been restored, | or other wooded areas under

preserved and enhanced management contracts
supporting biodiversity;
R7/T9: Percentage of
agricultural  land  under
management contracts
supporting biodiversity

and/or landscapes.

Quantitative methods'®:

i. Reasons for using the method
1. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators

10" Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

1! List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

12 List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

' List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

1% In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

' Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other

indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.




used (output, common context indicators)

iii.  Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method'®’
ii. Description of methods used'®®
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

1% In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

'7 Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 4A -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 4A), etc.

' In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




Indicator Absolute
value!”’
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' Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

17 Value is aggregated from Pillar IT operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases
for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation
questions.

! This column is filled for the common result/target indicators R6/T8 and R7/T9 and additional indicators, if
they are expressed in ratio values.

'”> The gross value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they
are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP
beneficiaries.. The gross value of indicator is inserted also in case the net value has been inserted in the table. If
there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain
under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

' The net value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are
not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the
guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD
contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

174 All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

"> The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to
calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering the evaluation question,
e.g. total area (OS5), physical area supported (O6), number of contract supported (O7), etc. The selection of
output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.






6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 9

NO 9: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS SUPPORTED THE [IMPROVEMENT OF WATER
MANAGEMENT, INCLUDING FERTILIZER AND PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT?”

1.
Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 4B"':

'78 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

17 On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
"% On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4, and the answer given under point 6.

'8 This also covers those measures/sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria'™ Common result Additional result indicators
indicators'®* and information'®®

Water quality has improved | R8/T10:  Percentage  of | Additional information on
agricultural ~ land  under | water quality of the land
management contracts to | under management contracts
improve water management;

RY9/T11:  Percentage  of
forestry land under
management contracts to
improve water management.

Quantitative methods'®’:

i. Reasons for using the method
1.  Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)'*®
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions

182 Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

'8 List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

' List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

'8 List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

1% In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

""" Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other

indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.

' In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




encountered

Qualitative methods:

i. Reasons for using the method'™

ii. Description of methods used'”’

iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions

encountered

'8 Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 4B -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake

under the FA 4B), etc.
0 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.
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1 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

2 Value is aggregated from Pillar II operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases
for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation
questions.

' This column is filled for the common result/target indicators R8/T10 and R9/T11 and for additional
indicators, if they are expressed in ratio values.

1% The gross value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they
are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP
beneficiaries. The gross value of indicator is inserted also in case the net value has been inserted in the table. If
there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain
under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

1 The net value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are
not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the
guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD
contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

1% All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

7 The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to
calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering the evaluation question,
e.g. total area (OS5), physical area supported (O6), number of contract supported (O7), etc. The selection of
output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.
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6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 10

NO 10: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS SUPPORTED THE PREVENTION OF SOIL EROSION AND
IMPROVEMENT OF SOIL MANAGEMENT?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 4C**:

200 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

2 On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
292 On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.

23 This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria’®

Common result
. . 2
indicators?’®

Additional result indicators
and information2"’

has | R10/T12:

agricultural

Percentage  of
land  under
management contracts to
improve soil management
and/or prevent soil erosion;

R11/T13:
forestry

Soil management
improved

Percentage  of
land under
management contracts  to
improve soil management
and/or prevent soil erosion.

Additional information on
soil erosion of the land under
management contracts.

Soil erosion has been

prevented

3.

Quantitative methods®”’:

24 Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

295 List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

2% [ist common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

27 List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

2% 1 case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

2% Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other

indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio and
which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.




i. Reasons for using the method
1.  Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)*'
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method*''
ii. Description of methods used”'?
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

219 1 case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

I Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 4C -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 4C), etc.

12 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.
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13 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

1% Value is aggregated from Pillar II operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases
for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation
questions.

1 This column is filled for the common result/target indicators R10/T12 and R11/T13 and for additional

indicators, if they are expressed in ratio values.

*16 The gross value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they
are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP
beneficiaries. The gross value of indicator is inserted also in case the net value has been inserted in the table. If
there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain
under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

27 The net value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are
not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the
guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD
contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

218 All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e.g. Pillar II
operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

1% The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to
calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important information for answering the evaluation question,
e.g. total area (OS5), physical area supported (O6), number of contract supported (O7), etc. The selection of
output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.
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6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 11

NO 11: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS CONTRIBUTED TO INCREASING EFFICIENCY IN WATER
USE BY AGRICULTURE?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 5A%**:

222 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

233 On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 4 and 5.
% On the basis of the information collected under points 4 and 5 and the answer given under point 6.

223 This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria®’

Common result
. . 22
indicators>*®

Additional result indicators
and information>?’

R12/T14: Percentage of
irrigated land switching to more
efficient irrigation system;

Efficiency in water use by
agriculture has increased

R13: Increase in efficiency of
water use in agriculture in RDP
supported projects.

3.
Quantitative methods™':
i. Reasons for using the method
ii. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)***
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:

226 Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

227 List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in this table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

% List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

¥ List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for Rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

30 In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

! Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other

indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.

2 1n case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




i. Reasons for using the method™”
ii. Description of methods used*
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

33 Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 5A -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 5A), etc.

% In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




Indicator Absolute [Ratio Calculated gross Calculated net [Data and
value™*®  value’”’ |value®® value?® information
Primary Secondary Total value sources**
contributions contributions,
including
LEADER/CLLD

Common
output
indicators*"!
Common R12/T14 -
result Percentage of
indicators irrigated land
switching to o

3 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

% Value is aggregated from Pillar II operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases for common context indicators or additional indicators, if they
are used to answer the common evaluation questions.

37 This column is filled for the common result/target indicator R12/T14 and additional indicators, if they are expressed in ratio values.

2% The gross value of the complementary result indicator R13 is inserted here. The gross value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as
well, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP beneficiaries. The gross value of indicator is inserted
also in case the net value has been inserted in the table.

3% The net value of the complementary result indicator R13 (in case it was possible to calculate it) is inserted here. The net value of used additional indicators and common
context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the guidelines
Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer
to evaluation questions".

240 A1l data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e. g. Pillar II operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

2! The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important
information for answering the evaluation question, e.g. total area (O5), physical area supported (06), etc. The selection of output indicators for answering the evaluation
question is done in MS.
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6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 12

NO 12: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS CONTRIBUTED TO INCREASING EFFICIENCY IN ENERGY
USE IN AGRICULTURE AND FOOD PROCESSING?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 5B**":

24 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

% On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
%6 On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.

7 This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria®’

Common result
. N 2
indicators>>’

Additional result indicators
and information>!

Efficiency of energy use in

R14: Increase in efficiency of

agriculture and food | energy use in agriculture and

processing has increased food-processing in RDP
supported projects;
T15: Total investment for

energy efficiency.

Quantitative methods™:

i. Reasons for using the method
1. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)™*
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative methods:

28 Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

9 List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
prefilled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

9 List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

»! List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

2 1n case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

3 Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other

indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.

% In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




i. Reasons for using the method™”
ii. Description of methods used”*
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

% Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 5B -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 5B), etc.

% I case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




Indicator Absolute [Ratio Calculated gross Calculated net |Data and
value®®  |value® value?® value®®! information
Primary Secondary Total value sources>®
contributions contributions,
including
LEADER/CLLD
contributions

// /// ///%//%//

Common T15 - 7 W % 7
result Total
indicator investme

nt for

7 Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

% Value is aggregated from Pillar IT operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases for common target indicator T15 and for common context
indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation questions.

9 This column is filled for the additional indicators, if they are expressed in ratio values.

260 The gross value of the complementary result indicator R14 is inserted here. The gross value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as
well, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP beneficiaries.. The gross value of indicator is inserted
also in case the net value has been inserted in the table.

281 The net value of the complementary result indicator R14 (in case it was possible to calculate it) is inserted here. The net value of used additional indicators and common
context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP intervention. See the guidelines
Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer
to evaluation questions".

262 A1l data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e. g. Pillar II operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

263 The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important
information for answering the evaluation question, e.g. total investment € (O2), etc. The selection of output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.
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Common
Context

. . 265
indicators

25 The common context indicators can be also used to answer common evaluation questions if relevant (e. g. CCI 44).
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6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 13

NO 13: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS CONTRIBUTED TO THE SUPPLY AND USE OF RENEWABLE
SOURCES OF ENERGY, OF BY-PRODUCTS, WASTES, RESIDUES AND OTHER
NON-FOOD RAW MATERIAL FOR PURPOSES OF THE BIO-ECONOMY?”

1.
Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 5C*%:

266 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

267 On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
268 On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4, and the answer given under point 6.

2% This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria’”’ Common result Additional result indicators
indicators®”? and information®”

The supply of renewable | R15: Renewable energy
energy has increased produced from supported
projects;

T16: Total investment in
renewable energy production.

The use of renewable energy Total investments for the use
has increased of renewable energy
supported by the RDP;

Renewable energy used in
supported holdings.

Quantitative methods®”:

1. Reasons for using the method
1. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)

210 Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

7! List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table . Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

72 List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

" List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

™ In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.

% Quantitative methods are applicable for the assessment of all complementary result indicators and all other

indicators including additional ones, apart from those which are measured in absolute values and as a ratio
and which can be deducted directly from the monitoring system.




values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)>’®

iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

Qualitative methods:
i. Reasons for using the method?”’

ii. Description of methods used”"®

iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered

276 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.

77 Explain the reasons why qualitative methods have been used to assess the RDP results linked to FA 5C -
introductory qualitative analysis, triangulation of quantitative findings, no data available (e.g. no RDP uptake
under the FA 5C), etc.

™8 In case the same method was used for several indicators, the list of these indicators should be provided.




Indicator Absolute [Ratio Calculated gross Calculated netData and
value’®  value?® value?® value™ information
sources?®
Primary Secondary Total value
contributions contributions,
including
LEADER/CLLD
contributions
Common
output
indicators
285

" Values are based on the quantitative methods described above.

0 Value is aggregated from Pillar II operations database for output indicators, and/or from statistics databases for common target indicator T16 and common context
indicators or additional indicators, if they are used to answer the common evaluation questions.

1 This column is filled for the the additional indicators, if they are expressed in ratio values.

2 The gross value of the complementary result indicator R15 is inserted here. The gross value of used additional indicators and common context indicators is inserted here as
well, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Gross value is the value of indicator observed within the group of RDP beneficiaries. The gross value of indicator is inserted
also in case the net value has been inserted in the table.

% The net value of the complementary result indicator R15 (in case it was possible to calculate it) is inserted here. The net value of used additional indicators
and common context indicators is inserted here as well, if they are not expressed in ratio values. Net value is the value of indicator attributed to the RDP
intervention. See the guidelines Assessment of RDP results, chapter 7.2. If there are secondary contributions or LEADER/CLLD contributions to the value of
indicator, please explain under point 6 "Answer to evaluation questions".

284 All data and information sources used for calculation of indicators should be listed here, e. g. Pillar II operations database, EU/national/regional statistics, GIS, etc.

> The common output indicators can be also used, especially if the value of output indicator is necessary to calculate the result indicator or in case it provides important
information for answering the evaluation question, e.g. total investment € (O2), etc. The selection of output indicators for answering the evaluation question is done in MS.






6.

7.

Conclusion Recommendation
C.l1 R.1

C.2 R.2

C.3 R.3

COMMON EVALUATION QUESTION NO 14

NO 14: “TO WHAT EXTENT HAVE RDP
INTERVENTIONS CONTRIBUTED TO REDUCING GHG AND AMMONIA
EMISSIONS FROM AGRICULTURE?”

Primarily programmed measures/sub-measures:

Measures/sub-measures programmed under the other FAs which show secondary
contributions to FA 5D*":

288 Explain problems faced by the evaluator during the assessment, e.g. data and information availability, timing
and coordination issues, etc. which might have threatened the reliability and validity of evaluation findings.

2% On the basis of the evidence resulting from the analysis presented under points 3 and 4.
% On the basis of the information collected under points 3 and 4 and the answer given under point 6.

! This also covers those measures /sub-measures which have shown secondary effects during the evaluation not
only those who have been planned to contribute additionally to focus areas other than those programmed
during the programme design.




Judgment criteria™” Common result Additional result indicators
indicators** and information®”*

GHG and ammonia | R16/T17: Percentage of LU
emissions from agriculture | (live-stock Unit) concerned
has been reduced by investments in live-stock
management in view of
reducing GHG (Green House
Gas) and/or ammonia
emissions;

R17/T18:  Percentage of
agricultural  land  under
management contracts
targeting reduction of GHG
and/or ammonia emissions;

R18: Reduced emissions of
methane and nitrous oxide;

R19: Reduced ammonia
emissions.

3.

2 Additional indicators are used if the common indicators are not sufficient to answer the CEQ, and if the
success is specified with judgment criteria which are not measured with the common indicators.

%3 List judgment criteria used to specify the success of the intervention within the FA. The judgment criteria
proposed by the WD: "Common Evaluation Questions for rural development programmes 2014-2020" are
pre-filled in the table. Stakeholders in MS can propose their own judgment criteria to specify success in line
with the specific intervention logic of the FA. In the system for answering the CEQ 1 — 21 one judgment
criterion is linked to one result indicator (common or additional).

294 List common result indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the indicators are listed in a consistent
way with the judgment criteria and placed in the same line.

2% List additional indicators used in answering the CEQ. Ensure that the judgment criteria are listed in a
consistent way with the additional indicators and placed in the same line. Additional indicators filled in this
column are those proposed in the WD: Common Evaluation Questions for rural Development Programmes
2014-2020 as “additional information”. MS can use their own additional indicators and information if they
consider the pre-filled ones as not relevant for the specific RDP.

% In case the same method was used in answering several evaluation questions, the description does not need to
be repeated in all respective tables. It is sufficient just to provide the reference to the respective table of the
SFC template, point 7, where the method is described in detail.




Quantitative methods™’:

i. Reasons for using the method
1. Description of methods to calculate ratios, gross or net (if applicable)
values of common and additional result indicators, or other indicators
used (output, common context indicators)**®
iii. Challenges in the application of described methods and solutions
encountered
Qualitative metho