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Exploring the per spectives of a mixed case study approach
for the evaluation of the EU Rural Development Policy
2007-2013

Terluin, 1.J. and Berkhout. P.

Abstract

For the evaluation of the EU Rural Development &oln the programming period 2007-2013,
the European Commission has designed a Common dfioigitand Evaluation Framework
(CMEF). Given a widespread lack of enthusiasm &edcomplexity of the CMEF, in this paper
a comparative analysis of 22 evaluation methodeurdl development policy is conducted in
order to explore whether an alternative approach tbe evaluation of the EU Rural
Development Policy exists. The mixed case studyagpp is identified as potential alternative.
This approach combines the analysis of data ontiapd output with in-depth interviews. First
results of testing this method in the mid-term eatbn of the EU Rural Development Policy
2007-2009 in the Dutch NUTS2 region of Zeelandciadi that this approach might be a
promising alternative to the CMEF. It is easieringplement and renders useful insight into the
question why measures have been effective.

Keywords: evaluation methods, EU Rural DeveloprReticy, mixed case-study approach.

JEL classification: R500,R580.

1. INTRODUCTION

Evaluation of EU activities has gained importangerdime and now forms an integral
part of the policy process. The reform of the Strrtad Funds (1988) introduced a system of
monitoring and evaluation in EU regional policig@ECD, 2009a). In the course of time,
several EU guidelines towards evaluation have beade (Dwyer and Hill, 2009), like the
MEANS Collection on evaluating socio-economic peogmes (1999), Evaluation of rural
development programmes 2000-2006 supported fronketimepean Agricultural Guidance and
Guarantee Fund (1999), and a Practical Guide ®rGbmmission services on evaluating EU
activities (2004). In 2002 the European Commissaomounced a new approach for impact
assessment of major proposals in all its policyasrevhich established a procedure for an
integrated assessment of the potential impactolidypproposals on the economy, on society
and on the environment (EC, 2002). Today all Doeaties-General involved in spending EU
funds have units responsible for evaluation ofrttespective policy areas.

For the evaluation of EU Rural Development Policreghe current programming period
2007-2013, the Handbook on Common Monitoring andl&ation Framework (CMEF) (EC,
2006) is used as a guide. CMEF distinguishes fpped of evaluations of rural development
policies (EC Reg. 1698/2005): ex ante evaluatiorgoing evaluation, mid-term and ex post
evaluation. The principal aims of these variouduations may be characterized as supporting
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decision-making, improving the implementation oflipp measures, assisting in resource
allocation and enhancing accountability and trarespey of public policies (OECD, 1999; EC,
2006). The evaluation information is applicableotighout the whole policy cycle of planning,
preparation, budgeting and delivery. As such evinacan be perceived as a feedback
mechanism and a learning process, in which itsesscbighly depends on close collaboration
and mutual trust between its key participants: waars, users, stakeholders and the
commissioner (OECD, 1999). Such cooperation maefitefiom an evaluator understanding
the substance and culture of the evaluated policy.

The CMEF forms a rather comprehensive approach uoél rdevelopment policy
evaluation. According to the guidelines in the CMihdbook (EC, 2006), data for about 160
indicators (of which 83 output indicators, 12 résatlicators, 7 impact indicators, 36 objective
related baseline indicators and 23 context relategkline indicators) have to be collected and
analysed and nearly 140 common evaluation ques{ioB®s) have to be answered. Evidence
in 20 case studies — conducted in the scope dEthaide research project RuDi — reveals that
programme authorities show a widespread lack dfusiism and indifference about the CMEF
(Dwyer, 2010). Often, the heavily quantitative icator-nased CMEF is experienced as a
cumbersome requirement of Brussels and in the xbofethe debate on the simplification of
the CAP, many Member States wonder whether a simaplé more popular kind of evaluation
framework could be produced, based on explainieglitiks between causes and effects (EC,
2009).

Other concerns on the CMEF refer to the fact thatuation questions to be addressed
are prescribed in advance by the European Commis$inis might imply a reduction in the
independence of the evaluation exercise (Bradlal Hil, 2009). However, considering the
wish of the European Commission to synthesize ¢kealts of the evaluations of all RDPs into
an overall evaluation at the EU level, the use respribed CEQs is understandable. Another
main drawback of using prescribed CEQs is thatvergthe heterogeneity of rural areas in the
EU — some CEQs bear little relevance to the cirtantes of particular Member States or
regions. In such cases, there is a danger thateassgwen are of poor quality or doubtful
validity.

With regard to the indicators specified by the Ep@an Commission, concerns have been
raised about their linkage to the evaluation qoestiand the use of inferior indicators (Bradley
and Hill, 2009). In addition, it has been argueat tthhe emphasis on quantifiable indicators for
outputs, results and impacts detracts attentiom fthe diagnosis of cause and effect: it
describes what has happened and not how or whynibtiel, 2009). Understanding how policy
measures interact with the structure and performaridhe local rural economy, other policy
impacts and support delivery mechanisms can beidemesl as critical for enabling evaluation
to play its full role in improving policy and ena@aging institutional learning and adaptation
(Dwyer and Hill, 2009). Finally, data for the prabed indicators are not always available in
established sources or are extremely difficulttraet from administrative systems, often by
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making rather crude assumptions. In other cases, dave to be collected by evaluators
themselves (Dwyer and Hill, 2009).

1.1. Objective of this study

Given these concerns on the CMEF, the questiorsarighether alternative evaluation
approaches for the evaluation of EU Rural Develagni®olicy exist which suffer less from
these worries. This paper describes our efforfintban alternative approach to the CMEF. In
particular, the following three objectives are a$ded:

« To conduct a comparative analysis of evaluatiorhods of rural development policy in
order to identify an alternative approach for tlkaleation of the EU Rural Development
Policy in the programming period 2007-2013;

« To adapt and to test this alternative approachh®mid-term evaluation of the EU Rural
Development Policy 2007-2009 in The Netherlands;

« To assess the perspectives of this alternativeoapprfor EU wide use in the evaluation
of the EU Rural Development Policy.

In order to restrict our study, we only focus aaleation methods that measure the
effectiveness of rural development measures,hHeeottcome in relation to the objective of the
measure. So methods on determining efficiency sreghrded.

1.2. Outline of this paper

The outline of this paper is as follows. In sect®dnwe discuss the methodological
approach of this paper. In section 3, we conduwtraparative analysis of different evaluation
methods and identify an alternative for the CMER. skection 4, we adapt and test this
alternative approach in the midterm evaluatiorhef EU Rural Development Policy 2007-2009
in the Dutch NUTS2 region of Zeeland. In sectionvd,make some final remarks.

2. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

By means of literature study we composed a glohandew of 22 recently used
evaluation methods of rural development measuréseiictU Member States, that cover most of
the measures of the second pillar of the CAP arad thflect the most commonly used
approaches to evaluation of rural development pdis outlined by the OECD (2009b). By
using an assessment scheme with a fixed set ofugstigns on the measure and location
evaluated and applied methodology, we could giveysiematic description of each of these
evaluation approaches. As a next step, we cladgliie 22 evaluation methods into five groups,
according to their methodological approach. Then,assessing the strengths and weaknesses
of the evaluation methods, we have listed main gnigs of evaluation methods and explored
to which extent these properties are applicabtbedive groups of methods. By comparing the
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strengths and weaknesses of the CMEF with the alhialuation methods, one evaluation
method was selected as alternative for the CMEF.

In order to adapt this alternative evaluation apploto the evaluation of the EU Rural
Development Policy 2007-2013, we drafted a protedgth evaluation questions. This protocol
was used for an alternative mid-term evaluationthef EU Rural Development Policy 2007-
2009 in The Netherlands. Based on the experiemc&heé Netherlands, the perspectives of this
alternative approach for EU wide use in the evadnanf the EU Rural Development Policy are
discussed.

3. COMPARATIVE ANALYSISOF METHODS OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY

A wide array of approaches, methods and tools eamskbd to conduct evaluations. In this
comparative analysis, we covered a set of 22 etiafuaethods for rural development policy.
These refer to individual measures of axis 1, 8, 4of the EU Rural Development Policy or to
Rural Development Programmes as such, the CAP, &ukct8ral Policy, the Nordic Aid
scheme, Federal Policy Programmes in the US, aribnah environmental and nature
management measures. It has to be noted thatdldsted set is not meant as an extensive
overview of all possible evaluation methods of fai@velopment policy; we rather intended to
provide a global overview of recently used evalratinethods that reflect the most commonly
used approaches to evaluate rural developmentypolic

According to their approach, we can broadly clgsHie set of 22 evaluation methods
into five groups (Table 1):

1.the CMEF type approach: this group includes evadoanethods that employ a hierarchy
of indicatord combined with evaluation questions, often used Etf wide policy
programmes;

2.the tally approach: this group refers to methodst tsimply measure by means of
counting whether a quantified objective has beéneaed;

3. the econometric approach: this group uses econmmnedthods in the policy evaluation;

4. the modelling approach: this group employs modai$blicy evaluation;

5.the mixed case study approach: this rather divgreap uses broad quantitative and
qualitative analyses of direct and indirect resaftthe policy intervention, usually based
on case studies.

For assessing the strengths and weaknesses of/dheaton methods, we have listed
main properties of evaluation methods and explevedther these properties are applicable to

IFirst the needs are identified, which describe sbeio-economic or environmental requirements toctvhthe measure or
programme should respond. Then the policy respiandeveloped through a ‘hierarchy of objectivesdni general to specific to
operational objectives. The operational objectivesstitute the relevant goals and determine thesraf implementation, i.e. the
input (financial resources). These inputs will gete a chain of outputs, results (immediate efjestsl impacts (contribution to the
achievement of the overall objectives).
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Table 1: Classification of evaluation methods adow to their methodological approach

Approach Method Source

1. CMEF type approach Evaluation of the EU Rural Development European Commission
(indicators and evaluation  Programmes 2007-2013 (EU27) (2006)

questions) (9) Evaluation of the Rural Development Programme  Venema et al. (2009)

2000-2006 (The Netherlands)

Evaluation of the Rural Development Programme  IDEA Consult et al. (2008)
2000-2006 (Flanders)

Ex-post evaluation of LEADER Il programmes 1994-OIR-Managementdienste

1999 (EU15) GmbH (2003)

Mid-term evaluation LEADER+ (2000-2006) (The ECORYS-NEI (2003)
Netherlands)

Evaluation of Cohesion policy programmes in Todtling-Schonhofer et al.

Objective 1 and 2 regions (France, Germany, Poland2009)
Spain and Sweden)

Evaluation of the Less Favoured Area measure IEEP (2006)
(EU25)
Evaluation of the set-aside measure (EU25) Aréténst University of

Bologna (2008)
Evaluation of the Nordic Aid schemes (Northern MTT and SLI (2007)
Finland and Sweden)

2. Tally approach (5) Evaluation of the LFA policy (Austria) Hovorka (200
Evaluation of the Dutch national policy for LNV (2009)
management of wintering goose populations (The
Netherlands)

Evaluation of the nature management measures (Thililieu- and

Netherlands) Natuurplanbureau (2007)
Evaluation of the greenhouse horticulture polichdT Algemene Rekenkamer
Netherlands) (1996)

Programme Assessment Rating Tool (PART) (UniteECD (2009b)

States)

3. Econometric approach (2) Non-parametric propensity score matching approactPufahl and Weiss (2008)
for evaluating agri-environmental and LFA measures

(Germany)
Regression model on farm meadow birds (The Willems et al. (2004)
Netherlands)

4. Modelling approach (3)  Inter-regional Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) Psaltopoulos et al. (2006)

(Archanes, Nikos and Heraklion, Greece)
Regional Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) (six rural Psaltopoulos et al. (2004)
regions in Scotland, Finland and Greece)

LEITAP (EU15) Nowicki et al. (2009)
5. Mixed case study Mixed-method case study (East Wales) Midmore €Rai08)
approach (3) Evaluation of the measure for setting up of young Ettema (1992)

farmers (The Netherlands)
Evaluation of the territorial environmental poli¢fhe VROM (2003)
Netherlands)

Source: Terluin and Roza (2010)

The five groups of methods (Table 2). It appeaed th striking difference can be revealed
between the evaluation methods in the CMEF tygly, conometric and modelling approach
on the one hand, and those in the mixed case sioipach on the other hand: methods in the
first four groups in particular identify quantitedi effects of the policy intervention, whereas the
mixed case study approach tends to focus on tHéajive effects and features in the context of
the policy intervention.
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Table 2: Assessment of main properties of the ew@mn methods.

CMEF Tally Econo- Model- Mixed
type  approach metric ling case study
approach approach approach approach
Diagnosis of cause and effect:
- description of what has happened (in X X X X
guantitative terms)
- description of what has happened (in qualitative X
terms)
- description of how and why it has happened in X
interaction with the local context and other
policies
- impact is measured at the right territorial level partly X X partly X
Indirect results of policy intervention are taken X X X X
into account
Unintended effects of the policy intervention are X
taken into account
Reveals reasons why actors participate in a X
policy measure
Covers the whole territory in which measure is X X X partly
applied
Easy to apply for evaluator X X

Source: Terluin and Roza (2010)

On the whole, the impact of the policy interventien measured at the appropriate
territorial level (i.e. the level at which the pmjiintervention is targeted) for the methods in the
tally, econometric and mixed case study approabis iE only partly the case for methods in
the CMEF type and modelling approach. Methods eWGMEF type approach tend to measure
the impact at regional or national level, which htipe satisfying as far as territorial policies
are evaluated. However, when sectoral polices eatuated, it is preferable to measure the
impact at farm or local level, as the impact oftsogeasures is often only felt locally, and fades
away in the total amount of actions at the regiasrahational level. Within the modelling
approach, social accounting matrices (SAMs) are #blcapture the impact at the right level,
whereas a general equilibrium model like LEITAPoSly able to identify impacts at the
relatively high national level. Methods in the CMB#pe, tally and econometric approach and
LEITAP can be applied to the whole EU territory, embas SAMs and methods in the mixed
case study approach are restricted to case stadg.ar

Considering the amount of data needed for the atialu method and the way in which
these data have to be processed and analysed]dtlm® noted that the methods in the tally and
mixed case study approach are rather easy to dpplgvaluators, whereas methods in the
econometric and modelling approach require spesKilis of the evaluator and methods in the
CMEF type approach are rather time consuming dud#sttnuge number of indicators and
evaluation questions.

The strengths and weaknesses in Table 2 serveadmgtpoint for assessing whether
evaluation methods in the tally, econometric, mintgland mixed case study approach give
rise to recommendations for adaptation of the CME®hether they could act as an alternative
to the CMEF. It seems that the methods in the &tigroach do not result in suggestions for
adaptations of the CMEF, as counting whether theatilbe has been achieved is already
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included in the hierarchy of indicators in the CMEfrengths and weaknesses in the group of
the econometric and modelling approach are quitdasi to those in the CMEF type approach.
Although the method for measuring the impact ofgbbcy intervention differs, substitution of
the hierarchy of indicators in the CMEF by econainstor models like in the econometric and
modelling approach would increase the complexitthefCMEF.

Considering the rather different strengths and weakes of the CMEF type and the
mixed case study approach, this approach mightgreraising source for recommendations for
adaptation of the CMEF. Whereas CMEF could be dssttin terms of a global analysis of the
impact of rural development policy, applicable lte whole EU territory, the mixed case study
approach is rather an in-depth analysis of the anpérural development policy in a specific
case study region. Although it could be argued thatmixed case study approach provides
very useful insights in the impact of rural devetamt policy in a specific region, and explains
why and how this impact is generated, while thekieard for a few case studies is not too high,
application of this approach to all EU regions veblikely result in an unbearable workload.
However, if it would be politically feasible to dgpan approach to monitoring and evaluation
of the EU rural development policy in which moniitay is conducted for the whole EU territory
and in which evaluation is restricted to a numbkecase study regions, then the mixed case
study approach could be a useful alternative taieF.

4, DESIGN AND TESTING OF AN ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION APPROACH

The mixed case study approach seeks to explainahpalicy intervention interacts with
the structure and performance of the local econather policy impacts and the governance
framework which delivers support. The mixed natiréhe approach is reflected by the fact that
the analysis consists of different stages, in wiifferent methods are applied. By combining
evidence from these stages, it is tried to findl@xpg patterns, which provide support for
explanations for causal relationships and whiclessselative strengths of each effect. This
approach was, for example, used for the ex postiatian of the EU Rural Development Policy
2000-2006 in Wales by Midmoret al. (2008). First, they conducted an analysis of sdapn
data of the case study region, providing a contxftamework; then they held in-depth
interviews with representatives of different inwtrgroups. As the EU Rural Development
Policy 2007-2013 differs to some extent from timathie years 2000-2006, we had to make some
slight adaptions to the interview questions; fag tkmainder we follow the two stages in the
evaluation distinguished by Midmoeg al.

In order to structure the design of the mixed cagdy approach as alternative approach
for the evaluation of the EU Rural Development &oR007-2013, its testing and reporting, we
used a protocol in which we gave detailed instamgtifor the various steps in the evaluation:

1. Analysis of the baseline situation in the case ystighion by means of secondary

data;

2. Analysis of the objectives of the EU Rural DevelgmhProgramme (RDP) 2007-

2013 in the case study region;
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3. Analysis of the financial input and the output &ach rural development measure,
derived from the monitoring data collected in thee of the CMEF, in order to get
insight in the quantitative realization of each mee;

4. Questions for in-depth interviews with representiof the different interest groups,
mainly on how and why the measures of the RDP aegl.uThese questions refer,
amongst others, to:

- How and why have the target values for the inpuea¢h measure (not) been
reached?

— Which other factors have affected the achievemetiteotargets?

— Would the activity supported by the measure alseehzeen undertaken without
policy support?

- What is your impression of how the RDP affected fagional economic
development, (b) the development of the agricultseator, (c) the development
of employment, (d) the development of diversifioatof economic activities, (e)
the environment and the landscape, and (f) theitgquaf life in the case study
region in the evaluated period?

— What is your impression of the interaction of theFRwith other EU policies in
the case study region in the evaluated period?

- Do the objectives of the RDP fit, according to yopinion, into the needs of the
case study region?

— Which issues would you like to change in the curRDP?

5. A template for writing a report on the evaluatiohtbe EU Rural Development
Policy in the case study region, including chaptersestions to be addressed and
tables to be completed.

By using the protocol, we tested the mixed caselystapproach for the mid-term
evaluation of the EU Rural Development Policy 2@@D9 in the NUTS2 region of Zeeland in
The Netherlands in the second half of 2010. Thss vell be continued in the Dutch NUTS2
region of Gelderland in the first half of 2011. Belwe report our findings of the testing of the
mixed case study approach in Zeeland.

4.1. Experiences during the various stagesin the evaluation

It was quite easy to describe the baseline sitnatiadhe case study region, as data and
literature were readily available. However, thislmot apply to the analysis of the objectives
of the RDP in Zeeland, due to the fairly complexwiae Dutch RDP has been organized and
implemented. The Dutch government has chosen tgrdesne RDP 2007-2013 for the whole
country without distinguishing separate objectiVes the different provinces in the country.
Within this RDP, there is a division of responsthik between the national government and the
provinces. The national government is responsibtetlie implementation of axis 1 (except
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measure 125) and axis 2 (except measure 216), aére province of Zeeland is responsible
for the implementation of measure 125, 216 andnathsures under axis 3 and 4. The province
has integrated these RDP measures with other mhtiomal development policies into a
multiannual program for the rural area. This progralescribes the goals of the rural
development policies in Zeeland, which are complaary to the national objectives for rural
development in the RDP. It should be noted thaithgority of rural development measures in
this program for Zeeland is not cofinanced by theogean Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD) and that the program also epemses measures related to water and
soil management, two areas that are not entirebhinvithe scope of the European rural
development measures. Disentangling the objectitébe national RDP and the multiannual
program in Zeeland and the contribution of theed#ht measures to these objectives is hardly
possible.

The collection of data on the financial input angtput of each rural development
measure in Zeeland has been another concern. ¢s¥ theasures under axis 1 and 2, which are
implemented at national level by the National Paynfervice, data on input and output per
measure at provincial level are not collected. Hmvewith considerable efforts data on the
uptake of measures at provincial level can be etdca Based on the postal code that is
mentioned in the application, the National Payn&smvice has extracted data for Zeeland from
the national data. Working with postal codes haBsadvantage. Although the applicant can
have a postal code in Zeeland, this does not n@dlgssiean that the whole farm area is in the
province of Zeeland as well. Therefore, possiblit p& the budget was not spent in Zeeland.
Also, provinces can top up the national budgettiermeasures 111 and 121 under axis 1. This
amount is not taken into account in the figures.itAls quite labour-intensive to extract data,
only data on the EU budget spent in Zeeland wetraebed for three measures: measure 111 on
vocational training and information actions, measiu?21 on the modernization of agricultural
holdings, and measure 132 on supporting farmers panticipate in food quality schemes. At
national level, these three measures are the targésrms of budget spent. We have supposed
that for the province of Zeeland these measuresharenost important measures as well. This,
however, need not to be the case. Knowing the Edhduspent in Zeeland based on the
calculations by the National Payment Service, ipdssible to calculate the national budget
spent in Zeeland and the number of participants nkeasures 212 (farming in other LFA) and
214 (agri-environmental payments) provincial datauptake have been extracted in the same
way from the national data. On the other hand, ipmal data on the financial input and output
of the measures in axes 3 and 4 and of the mea%@fesnd 216 were readily available. It
appeared that data on results and impact of theuneswere not collected, which implies that
any assessments of this has to be based on infomeatlected by the evaluator.

Six interviews of 1-1.5 hour have been conductetth wépresentatives of the provincial
government, advisory services and the farmers’ rosgéion, who are involved in the
implementation of the rural development policy. fiading these persons, we first consulted
the Ministry of Agriculture and the Dutch Managir@ffice for the Rural Development
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Programme. In addition, we searched the interrmebriganisations in Zeeland who were active
in the field of rural development. This gave ugew hames to start with. At the end of the first
couple of interviews, we asked the interviewee sstgns for other persons to interview. Using
this combined approach, it turned out to be reddfieasy to find persons to interview. For each
interview we used the list of questions as desdrilneder step 4 in the protocol. Depending on
the person to be interviewed, the questionnaireshigistly adapted, some questions were added
and others were skipped. The questions were setitetanterviewees one week in advance,
giving them time to prepare for the interview. Befatarting the interviews, we had collected
data about the uptake of the EU cofinanced ruraeld@ment measures in Zeeland. This
allowed us to ask very specific questions aboutupiake of measures. A written report was
drafted after each interview.

The template for the report was useful in reportinghe midterm evaluation of the RDP
in Zeeland, and any gap in the report can be usedsign which information is lacking.

4.2. Results

Zeeland is situated in the south western part@Natherlands. It consists of a number of
islands and a strip bordering Belgium. In the noitttborders to the Randstad. During the past
decades, the population steadily increased, howavarslower rate than in the Netherlands as a
whole (Table 3). Within the Netherlands, Zeelan@ossidered a rural region: its population
density is less than half the national one. Wates &lways had an enormous influence on
Zeeland. During the disastrous floods of 1953, M0G0 people and many thousands of cattle
lost their lives. This led to the implementatiortioé Delta works. The reputation of Zeeland’s

Table 3: Some basic facts for Zeeland, 2007

Zeeland The Netherlands

Population (min) 0.38 16.36
Population growth, 2000-2007 (% p.a) 0.3 0.4
Population density (inh/kfh 213 485
Population <15 years (% of total population) 18 18
Population 15-65 years (% of total population) 65 67
Population >65 years (% of total population) 17 14
Population in main cities (1000 inh.):

City 1: Terneuzen / Amsterdam 55.4 742.9
City 2: Middelburg / Rotterdam 47.3 584.1
City 3: Vlissingen / The Hague 45.0 473.9
GDP/capita (PPS) 31,536 34,713
Unemployment (%) 3.3 45
Participation rate (%) 66 66
Employment growth, 2000-2007 (% p.a.) -1.3 1.1
Share of agriculture in total employment (%) 2.1 51.
Development of agricultural labour, 2000-2009 (%.)p. -1.3 -1.3
Number of farms (1000) (2009) 3.2 73.0
Average farm size (ha) (2009) 37.2 26.3
Farms with other gainful activities (% of total fias) 21.9 15.3
Arable farms (% of total farms) (2009) 58.0 15.0
Dairy farms (% of total farms) (2009) 5.5 25.1
Grazing livestock farms (% of total farms) (2009) 0.1 27.4

Source: Statistics Netherlands (CBS) and AgricultGensus, own adaptation
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mussels and oysters stretches far abroad. Theotbad the countryside is, to a large extent,
determined by arable farms. As a tourist destinatibe sunny beaches are popular, especially
among German tourists. Zeeland also attracts vsataters, cyclists and hikers. In some areas,
the population can be two to four times higher mighiigh summer season.

As described, the Netherlands has one national RbRHh does not distinguish specific
objectives for the individual provinces. Hence RiBP objectives for Zeeland are the same as
the national objectives: to enhance the qualityivef in rural areas and to improve the vitality
and sustainability of the agricultural sector. Tgrevince of Zeeland has integrated the rural
development measures for which it is responsibléhe ‘Multiannual program for the rural
area’. This program stresses the importance of taiaing the specific amenities of the
landscape, whilst broadening the economic basihefregion. The economy of the province
should become less dependent on agriculture, withasing the specific qualities often
connected to the agricultural sector. According tiis program, the rural development
objectives for Zeeland for the period 2007-2013 (A)eimproving the socio-cultural dynamics
(involvement of the citizens); (2) facilitating alteconomic dynamics (strike the right balance
between a declining agricultural sector and manmai the quality of the rural area); and (3)
maintaining and strengthening the quality of thiurad environment of Zeeland.

As we only had data on the absorption of the EARRDget in the period 2007-2009 for
a few measures of axes 1 and 2 (Table 4), while fdatthe total budget 2007-2013 in Zeeland
for these measures are lacking, no statementsecaralle about the progress of these measures.
The budget for the measures of axes 3 and 4, dsaweheasures 125 and 216, is managed by
the province. For these measures, it appears théte years 2007-2009 the uptake of the
EAFRD budget was rather moderate for measures 325, 312 and 41, while it was more
substantial for measures 313, 321, 322 and 323.&ki group of measures focuses on tourism
activities, basic services, village renewal andilrtieritage, measures which fit rather well into
the rural development needs in Zeeland. For a feaswres (216, 341, 421 and 431), no budget
has been spent in the years 2007-2009. As no sefedt in the province to use the measures
341, 421 and 431, it is not unlikely that the reedrbudgets will be shifted towards other
measures. In the interpretation of the uptake eflthdget, it should be taken into account that
the province could not start with selecting pragjeftr funding at January 1, 2007, but had to
wait on approval by the Dutch Ministry of Agricutautill March 2008. Despite this initial
delay, much progress has been made since. In thmawf 2010, the province had to close the
call for tenders for RDP projects as they had remkiso many applications for EAFRD
funding, that the total EAFRD budget for the whptegramming period can easily be spent.
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Table 4: Absorption of the EAFRD budget 2007-2002eeland

Measure Realization 2007-2009 As % of total budget
(euro) 2007-2013
111  Vocational training and information actions 963 n.a.
114  Use of advisory services n.a. n.a.
121  Modernisation of agricultural holdings 293,810 n.a.
124  Cooperation for development of new products n.a. n.a.
125 Infrastructure related to the development ataptation 480,351 10
of agriculture and forestry
132  Participation of farmers in food quality scheme 55,788 n.a.
212 Payments to farmers in other areas with hapdica 25,380 n.a.
214  Agri-environment payments 997,000 n.a.
216  Non-productive investments 0 0
221  First afforestation of agricultural land n.a. n.a.
311 Diversification into non-agricultural activisie 83,998 12
312 Business creation and development 94,156 19
313 Encouragement of tourism activities 1378,228 39
321 Basic services for the economy and rural pojauat 1172,521 60
322  Village renewal and development 296,690 33
323 Conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage 1960,023 47
341  Skills acquisition, animation and implementatad local 0 0
development strategies

41 Implementing local development strategies 50,12 13
421  Implementing cooperation projects 0 0
431  Running the local action group 0 0

Source: National Payment Service and Governmenicgeior Land and Water Management in The Nethedan
own adaptation

Quantitative data on the results and impacts of Rz measures are not available. The
interviewed persons indicated that the landscapk carality of life have been improved in
qualitative terms by the RDP, mainly due to thedization of arable strips with flowers, the
restoration of farm barns and yards, tourist inftedure and multifunctional centers. The
upgraded landscape attracts tourists, who cong&rittueconomic and employmentdevelopment,
whereas the multifunctional centres act as a maplate at which new ideas for economic
cooperation may originate. It has to be emphasihatl these projects fit in the long tourist
tradition in Zeeland as well as the need to maintaiimprove the supply of basic services in
rural areas. In addition, the economic diversifarathas been boosted, mainly by the support
for care farms and minicamp sites at farms. Dug¢his diversification, employment at the
involved farms can be maintained. Finally, the ivitaved persons hardly had any idea of the
impact of the measures of axis 1 on the developroérihe agricultural sector, which are
implemented at national level. Farmers have toyafgulfunds at the National Payment Service
and communication between this service and theipe@} actors appears to be rather weak.

Actors participate in the RDP measures as thisrgeeefunds for their projects. Most of
the projects would also have been conducted witB&KERD financing, but often at a smaller
scale, in a sober way or at a smaller pace. A ma&son for non-participation is that the
administrative burden, especially after the projeas been granted, is too large relative to the
subsidies received.

There is hardly any interaction between the RDP aiheér EU policies. On the other
hand, often EARFD funding is combined with natiopalicies. This means that many rural
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development projects are supported by EAFRD fundsipnal cofinancing and other national
funds.

Interviewees appreciated the easy communicationtl@dpenness of the province of
Zeeland, which stimulates the implementation ofrti@asures of axes 3 and 4 of the RDP. On
the contrary, the inaccessibility of the Nationalyent Service on the implementation of most
of the measures of axes 1 and 2 provoked the wishift the implementation of these measures
to the provincial level. Although the implementatiof the measures of axes 3 and 4 is at the
provincial level, its administrative control is #ite Government Service for Land and Water
Management. This control is rather expensive (1@ @&@ro per project) and has to be paid by
the province. Moreover, the Service is used to robriirge scale projects and is not very
suitable for the assessment of small projects. d hésadvantages give rise to the wish to shift
the administrative control to the provincial levél. addition, the interviewed persons put
forward that the requirement of 50% national cdafitiag for each project is not always feasible
and that it should be permitted to select projadtls EAFRD and private funding only. Further,
the participation in measures of axes 1 is disgmdaby the fact that the calls for tender are
only periodically opened for six weeks at unknovimets. Participation and preparation of
projects would be enforced if these calls for tendere announced in advance. On the other
hand, projects for measures in axes 3 and 4 ayeasskssed at June 15 and December 1. Here
it could be wondered why the calls are not permtdyepen.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper we have made a comparative analysisvaluation methods of rural
development policy in order to identify an altermatapproach to the CMEF for the evaluation
of the EU Rural Development Policy in the programgniperiod 2007-2013. From this
comparison the mixed case study approach emergadoesmising alterative. We have tested
this approach for the midterm evaluation of the Rlfal Development Policy 2007-2009 in the
Dutch NUTS2 region of Zeeland. This testing givis to several considerations, which are
discussed below.

An evaluation in a case study region requires regidata on budget spent (inputs) and
results (outputs). Due to the complex way of immatation of the Dutch RDP, for a humber of
rural development measures such data were noaalailThis hampers the possibility to gain
insight into the effectiveness of the measures eomd. The same problems would, however,
have been faced when applying the CMEF at regienal.

We have been surprised by the amount of informatigninterviews can provide on the
performance of the programme. In combination with analysis of inputs and outputs of the
measures, these six interviews turned out to bécmuft to get a good overview of the
performance of the RDP. The fact that the provioicéeeland is quite small and homogeneous
may have helped in this respect. A larger and nheterogeneous region might require more
interviews. This is something we would like to t@stour next case study in the region of
Gelderland, which is nearly twice the size of Zadland has a more diverse countryside.
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The two stages in the mixed case study approa@nalysis of secondary data and in-
depth interviews appear to complement each otharvery useful way. Whereas the first stage
provided information about what happened, the s#siage deepened the understanding of
how and why it happened. In particular, the intews yielded useful insights into processes
within the region, like the cooperation of the asiahe attitude towards the RDP and the
difficulties experienced due to the complex orgation of the Dutch RDP. These issues
deserve attention in any recommendations aboutovemnents of the RDP, but would likely
have been missed when applying the CMEF. The rastlts of testing the mixed case study
approach in Zeeland are promising and ask fomigsti other case study regions as well. When
experiences with the mixed case study approachtharaegions are also satisfying, then it
could be considered to use it EU wide as an altento the CMEF.
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