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Simplified logic model flow of evaluation
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General logic model: Steps 1.1 -1.4
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Counterfactual layer: Steps 2.1 and 2.3 *

Policy uptake

Assuming used indicator causally matched to the unit of analysis, farm or region.
** Requires common underlying population between farms or regions under comparison and statistically
representative samples.

CMES:
Available data

Public good indicator
Available data

NO
omparison group 2 a
e 1 odel e
I
YES : NO
|
oup omparable : € 10l EVad
data ==
NO
YES**
a approa Alterna e approa
O oup ple group

Variables explaining

S Timescale
participation known

with-and-without

) e )

Timescale I
with-and-without

before-and-after & with-and-without

before-and-after & with-and-without

Joint propensity score matching and

Advanced econometric or
environmental-economic Evaluation Options
— modelling approaches without Comparison
without comparison Groups
YES groups
YES /
Qualitative analysis L .
y ) Qualitative and Naive
. Quantitative Evaluation
Naive baseline comparison | b= Options — Ad-hoc
g Approach to Sample
) Selection
>[ Naive group comparison
Difference
-in-
differences
- S
(Generalized)
L Propensity score matching
- N Statistics-based

L difference-in-differences
p

Other regression techniques

K covering sample selection
N\

Evaluation Options —
Explicit Approach to
Sample Selection

. ' 9

|




Micro level logic model: Steps 3.1 and 3.2 (Unit of analysis, Indicators and Data Quality)
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Micro level logic model I: Step 3.3a (Long Run Evaluation Options w/o Comparison
Groups)
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Micro level logic model II: Step 3.3b (Naive Estimates of Counterfactual)
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Micro level logic model llI: Step 3.3c (Statistics-based Evaluation Options)
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Micro level logic model: Step 3.4 (Micro-Macro aggregation and validation )
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Macro level logic model: Steps 4.1 and 4.2 (Functional Units, Indicators and (Spatial)
Data Quality)
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Macro level logic model I: Step 4.3a (Long Run Evaluation Options w/o

Comparison Groups)
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Macro level logic model II: Step 4.3b (Naive Estimates of Counterfactual)
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Macro level logic model lll: Step 4.3c (Elaborate Statistics-based Evaluation Options)
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Macro level logic model: Step 4.4 (micro-macro consistency checks)
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