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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Evaluating the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (EMFAF) is more than a regulatory
obligation. It is a crucial process for understanding whether the fund has achieved its objectives, for
demonstrating successes and shortcomings to the wider public, and for identifying opportunities for
improvement.

Although EU fisheries and aquaculture are shaped by complex environmental, economic and social
factors, the EMFAF represents only a small share of total European Structural and Investment Funds
(ESIF) for the period 2021-2027. As a result, budgets for EMFAF evaluations are often more limited
than those for other funds. This makes it essential for Managing Authorities (MAs) to adopt a well-
coordinated and methodologically robust approach, ensuring high-quality evaluations are delivered
within the resources available.

Article 44 of the Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) sets evaluation requirements applicable to
Member States (MSs). It outlines criteria to be considered for evaluations, aimed at improving
programme design and delivery; it foresees that the assessment of the programme impact shall be
carried out by 30 June 2029.

1.2 Objectives and target audiences

The objective of this impact evaluation fiche is to help Member States (MSs) plan and carry out impact
evaluations of their EMFAF programmes. It builds on the overall framework presented in the main
Working Paper on EMFAF Evaluation (2023).

This fiche is one of three complementary fiches that accompany the main working paper. Together,
they form a coherent set of tools supporting different stages of the evaluation process:

e Working paper: EMFAF evaluation (2023) — the main working paper which presents the
overall evaluation framework and explaining the different types of evaluations.

e Fiche 1: Process evaluation (2024) — provides tools for assessing programme management,
and stakeholder involvement, and stakeholder engagement.

e Fiche 2: Implementation evaluation (2024) — offers tools for assessing the effectiveness and
efficiency of programme implementation to achieve results, relevance, and coherence during
the programme’s implementation.

e Fiche 3: Impact evaluation (2025) — the present fiche, provides tools for assessing programme
impacts, with a focus on effectiveness of changes achieved with the programmes and EU
added value of the EMFAF programmes.

The four documents complement one another and should be understood as a toolbox supporting the
preparation and implementation of EMFAF evaluations.!

1 The main working paper on EMFAF evaluation, as well as the three fiches are available here: FAMENET Working
Paper on EMFAF Evaluation and Fiches
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FAMENET working papers are supporting documents provided for informational and methodological
support. They serve to assist but do not represent official guidance or impose mandatory requirements
for EMFAF evaluation.

1.3 How to use this impact evaluation fiche

The FAMENET impact evaluation fiche together with the FAMENET implementation evaluation fiche
support the evaluation along the five evaluation criteria:

e effectiveness,

o efficiency,

e relevance,

e coherence,

e and EU added value.

This impact evaluation fiche describes in a main text the main steps of the impact evaluation process:

Identify the focus of your programme based on the review of the intervention logic
Refine the impact model

Formulate evaluation questions

Choose the evaluation matrix

PWwNR

The impact evaluation fiche provides Annex 1 with evaluation matrices for each priority
complementary to the previous evaluation fiches.

2 The impact evaluation process

This section outlines the process for conducting an impact evaluation for the EMFAF and is designed
to ensure that evaluations remain closely aligned with EMFAF priorities. The impact evaluation
process contains the following steps:

e Revisit the intervention logic of the EMFAF programme identify the main focus of the national
EMFAF programme. It is important to select those interventions that correspond to the main
priority focus areas (see table 1) set in the national programme and that were expected to
have a meaningful impact to the sector.

o Refine the impact model so that it reflects the MS-specific context and focus areas of the
evaluation.

e Select evaluation questions, judgment criteria and corresponding evaluation indicators from
the evaluation matrix provided in Annex 1, based on the adapted impact model.

e Ensure that data collection methods are appropriate and sufficient to provide the necessary
evidence for each priority focus area and judgment criteria.

2.1 Identifying the focus of your programme based on the review of the intervention logic

The evaluation process starts by re-examining the intervention logic of the EMFAF programme, which
guides and clarifies the overall focus of the evaluation. The intervention logic should be systematically
broken down to show how each priority and specific objective contributes to programme objectives,
highlighting the types of operations carried out, output and the results achieved. By revisiting this
structure, the main focus and intentions of the programme can be clearly identified for analytical
purposes.
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The impact evaluation can be done at priority level. For evaluation purposes, each EMFAF priorities
are broken down in several focus areas. This makes the scope of each priorities clearer. MSs can then
focus on the parts of each priority that are most relevant to their programme. Table 1 lists the
suggested priority focus areas to be addressed in the impact evaluation.

Table 1: EMFAF Priorities

Priority focus areas broken down from the priority titles (EMFAF

Priorit . .
v regulation Article

Priority 1 Fostering economically sustainable fisheries

Fostering environmentally sustainable fisheries

Fostering socially sustainable fisheries

Increased energy efficiency and reducing CO2 emissions

Restoration and conservation of aquatic biological resources

Priority 2 Sustainable Processing and Marketing

Sustainable aquaculture activities

Food security

Priority 3 Strengthening the social fabric

Boosting economic prosperity of local communities

Promoting environmental sustainability

Priority 4 Strengthening sustainable sea and ocean management

Marine knowledge

Maritime surveillance

Coast guard cooperation

Source: FAMENET, 2025

Table 1 displays the titles of EMFAF priorities according to the EMFAF regulations. The titles have been
divided into concise and easily evaluable priority focus areas. These focus areas are organised to
enhance analytical clarity for evaluation purposes. Importantly, the priority focus areas shown in the
table are designed for assessment and do not correspond one-to-one with the Regulation’s Specific
Objectives.

Specific Objective (SO) 1.4, dealing with control and enforcement, is not included at this level, as it
functions more as an implementation measure. FAMENET therefore recommends addressing SO 1.4
as judgment criteria within the evaluation matrix (see Annex 1).

Specific Objective 1.5, which targets the outermost regions, covers multiple aspects. FAMENET advises
applying the full evaluation framework for this objective, selecting all relevant priority focus areas that
apply to the outermost regions.

Food security, a horizontal priority across the EMFAF, is explicitly included in the title of Priority 2 and
has been integrated into the priority evaluation matrix accordingly. Based on the table MSs are invited
to determine the main focus areas as listed in table 1 considering such factors as the financial weight,
added value to the national and regional policies, financial uptake during the implementation,
stakeholders feedback and other relevant considerations. These factors help identify which
interventions contribute most to the priority focus areas.
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2.2 Refine the impact model

The Theory of Change (ToC) provides the overall framework for understanding how an intervention
is expected to bring about desired outcomes and impacts. It articulates the logical sequence from
inputs and activities to outputs, outcomes, and long-term impacts, and makes the underlying
assumptions and external factors explicit. Within this framework, the impact model translates the ToC
into a visual map of causal links. It shows which pathways are expected to lead to change and need to
be examined in the evaluation.

In order to link the EMFAF outputs and results to the priority focus areas FAMENET provides a set of
judgment criteria. Judgment criteria assess whether these expected changes have occurred. They turn
the ToC’s broad assumptions into specific, measurable propositions. While the ToC explains ‘how’
change is expected to happen, judgment criteria show ‘how’ success will be measured. They provide
the benchmark connecting evaluation questions, indicators and evidence.

FAMENET recommends developing impact models through a participative framework to ensure a
shared understanding among stakeholders and to create pathways that accurately reflect the reality
of programme implementation. This participatory approach supports more effective evaluation by
aligning the models closely with actual programme operations and outcomes.

Figure 3 displays the impact model, clearly marking the area specific to impact evaluation in blue. The
evaluation builds on findings from earlier evaluations (process and implementation),? using their
conclusions as a foundation for deeper analysis.

The impact evaluation focuses on identifying changes that occur beyond the direct control of the
programme and how the programme has contributed to these changes. The dotted line in the figure
represents the accountability ceiling, emphasizing that various outcomes extend outside the
programme’s direct sphere of influence. The model sets out pathways connected to programme
measures and priorities, illustrating how these pathways are designed to reinforce the intended
change for each priority focus area.

2 The fiches on process and implementation evaluations are available here: FAMENET Working Paper on EMFAF
Evaluation and Fiches
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Figure 1: Impact model scheme indicating different types of evaluations

Level 4: Priority focus area
Impact )
A f{' \\
PR 1 -
I, \\ I
R N Judgment criteria
9 .
| 1 5 o
= Judgment criteria Annex 1
! i i
| g I L Impact evaluation fiche
Lo Judgment criteria
12
Lo
! L]
e =
: | — 2 ™ Accountability ceiling |
1 L . Result indicators !
" evel 3: L :
|| Output/ s ) Implementation evaluation [
I results Output indicators |
: . o 1
| |
| p |
1 5 c
! Level 2: Type of operations Implementation evaluation :
1 Input — \ J :
' Type of - I
. |
|| operations — '
1 L. ¥ I
! :
! |
| Level1 ( !
evel 1. 2 n - . 1
1 — . 5 -
1
1 |

Source: FAMENET, 2025

The impact model is applicable to all types of evaluation and is structured in levels, building
sequentially from the bottom (Level 1) to the top. Each level relies on the previous one, creating a
clear hierarchy:

e Level 1 - Preconditions:

e level 2 —Input:

e Level 3 — Output and results:
e Llevel 4 —Impact

These four levels are interdependent and should be considered together. Levels 1 to 3 are mainly
relevant for process and implementation evaluations, while Level 4 is specific to impact evaluations.
Table 2 outlines each level of the impact model and indicates the types of data most relevant for
evaluating each stage.

Table 2: Impact model levels — Overview

Level Description

Level 1: Preconditions = Preconditions are the fundamental requirements that must be in place before a
programme can be successfully implemented.
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These include legal frameworks, institutional arrangements, baseline data,
stakeholder readiness and other foundational factors. Identifying preconditions in
the impact model helps determine whether the programme has a solid basis for
effective delivery and highlights risks or gaps that may hinder implementation.

Level 2: Input

Inputs are the financial, human and technical resources mobilised to carry out the
programme.

This includes funding allocations, operation support, implementation resources,
technical assistance and EMFAF operations (investments, capacity building, etc) .
Evaluation at this level focuses on the adequacy, timeliness and appropriateness of
the resources provided, and whether they align with planned activities and
objectives.

Level 3: Output and
results

Outputs and results are the immediate products or achievements of programme
activities, such as the number and type of supported operations and the related
specific results showing progress towards reaching policy objectives. Evaluating
outputs and results allows measurement of direct programme performance and
progress towards intended impacts.

Level 4: Impact

Impact refers to the long-term, overarching effects of the programme in relation
to the priority focus areas. They include pursued changes such as improved
environmental status, greater economic resilience or enhanced social cohesion.
Because impacts often extend beyond the programme’s immediate sphere of
control (accountability line), evaluation methods must trace causal pathways and
consider both intended and unintended effects..

External factors

External factors may hinder or enable the achievement of results and impact.
Hindering factors include pandemics, wars, environmental and economic crises.
Enabling factors may include new EU policies, shifting public perceptions or
favourable environmental conditions.

Source: FAMENET 2025

The EMFAF impact model includes impact pathways, which should be developed for groups of related
or interlinked operations that address a priority focus areas.

FAMENET recommends creating separate impact models for each priority, with several impact
pathways that bring together the relevant EMFAF specific objectives.

FAMENET provides an indicative impact model for each priority in Section 3. This model should be
adapted to the specific context and characteristics of each programme.

2.3 Formulating evaluation questions

After designing of the impact models, the next step is to define the evaluation questions. Impact
evaluation focuses on questions of how, why and how much has changed as a result of programme
implementation. The evaluation questions are formulated according to five evaluation criteria:

Table 3: Key evaluation questions mapped to the five evaluation criteria

Evaluation Key evaluation A . —

. v . Description of the evaluation criteria
criteria questions
Effectiveness | Has the programme The analysis should look closely at the effects and benefits
of the effectively contributed : of the EMFAF to different stakeholders and to the relevant
programme to an intended change sectors in general. It should identify external factors
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Table 3: Key evaluation questions mapped to the five evaluation criteria

Evaluation
criteria

Key evaluation
questions

Description of the evaluation criteria

contribution
to changes in
the sector

related to the priority
focus areas?

affecting these benefits and how these factors relate to
EMFAF, including the identification of unintended and
unexpected effects that might have occurred.

Efficiency

To what extent was the
intended change
towards priority focus
areas achieved
efficiently?

The assessment of efficiency addresses how efficient the
input of the programme was in relation to the outputs and
results and consequently to the policy change. Efficiency in
an impact evaluation is measured for example with applying
the cost-effectiveness method.

For the assessment of efficiency FAMENET provides detailed

evaluation matrices in section 3 of the implementation
evaluation fiche.

Relevance

Are the EMFAF
programme
achievements relevant
in relation to the
external factors and the
needs of beneficiaries?

Relevance in the context of the impact evaluation assesses
the extent to which external factors (climate change, energy
crises, etc.) have been integrated into the programme and
whether the programme underwent significant changes
prior to the evaluation.

For the assessment of relevance FAMENET provides detailed

evaluation matrices in section 4 of the implementation
evaluation fiche.

Coherence

To what extent are the
EMFAF programme
achievements internally
and externally
coherent?

The evaluation assess whether the change achieved by
different pathways in the impact model are coherent with
each other. This assessment should identify synergy effects
and inconsistencies within the EMFAF programme.
Furthermore the evaluation should address the extent to
which the EMFAF changes achieved are aligned with other
relevant policy instruments.

For the assessment of relevance FAMENET provides detailed
evaluation matrices in section 5 of the implementation
evaluation fiche.

EU added
value

Would the changes
have been achieved in
the same intensity,
quality or would they
have been achieved at
all without the EMFAF
support?

EU added value addresses changes achieved by the EMFAF
and whether and how these changes would have been
reasonably achieved by national actions supported by the
MS (without the EMFAF support)

Source: FAMENET, 2025
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2.4 Evaluation matrix

The purpose of the Evaluation matrix is to provide a logical framework that connects what you want
to know with how you will find it out. It typically includes the following components:

e Evaluation questions — the key evaluation questions structured along the evaluation criteria.

e Judgment criteria — in impact evaluations, these reflect broader changes beyond the direct
influence of the EMFAF.

e Evaluation indicators — measures that provide evidence for each judgement criterion.

e Possible data sources — information sources such as national statistics, interviews, surveys or
focus groups.

Developing an evaluation matrix at the start of an evaluation helps define the scope and clarify the
expected outcomes. The evaluation matrix provides the roadmap and should be agreed jointly by the
contracting authority and evaluation experts.

FAMENET provides evaluation matrices with an indicative set of Judgment criteria and Evaluation
indicators in Annex 1 of this evaluation fiche and in FAMENET implementation fiche. The matrices are
not obligatory but are a proposal for how to address the five evaluation criteria.

Evaluation matrix - Effectiveness

Each effectiveness matrix in Annex 1 section 1.1 covers different priority focus areas of the respective
EMFAF priorities. For each priority focus, judgment criteria, evaluation indicators, and evaluation data
collection methods are specified. Evaluators should select only those priority focus areas that are
relevant in the respective EMFAF programme.

Evaluation matrix - Efficiency

Matrices on efficiency can be used from the FAMENET implementation fiche. FAMENET
implementation fiche section 3 provides sector-specific fiches, grouped by the following themes:

Fisheries

Aguaculture production

Environmental protection (protection of areas, protection of species, IUU)
Energy efficiency and CO2 emissions

Marketing

Local development

Control and enforcement

Cross-cutting themes

P NoUv kA wWN R

Capacity development
Innovation

Business development
Jobs

O O O O

Evaluation matrix - Relevance

Matrices on relevance can be used from the FAMENET implementation fiche. FAMENET
implementation fiche section 4 provides a general fiche for relevance which can be used for each
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priority focus. The types of operation addressed in the fiche should be linked to the respective priority
focus.
Evaluation matrix - Coherence

Matrices on coherence can be used from the FAMENET implementation fiche FAMENET
implementation fiche section 5 provides matrices as examples of internal and external coherence

matrices, which can be used for assessing internal and external coherence.

Evaluation matrix - EU added value

A matrices EU added value is provided in Annex 1 section 1.2. The section provides for each priority
one matrix addressing judgment criteria for EU added value.

3 Impact models for each priority

The impact models described in section 2.2 provide a structured basis for examining how well the
EMFAF has contributed to achieving its intended results and for assessing the added benefits
generated at EU level. In this way, the impact model ensures that the evaluations are focused,
systematic and comparable across programmes. This would help the retrospective evaluation the
European Commission should carry out by 2031 (CPR Article 45).

In the following sub-sections FAMENET provides examples of impact models for each priority.

3.1 Priority 1

Priority 1 of the EMFAF Regulation focuses on promoting sustainable fisheries as a cornerstone of
resilient coastal and maritime economies across the European Union. It addresses the need to foster
fisheries that are economically competitive, environmentally responsible and socially inclusive. Its
objectives support the long-term viability of the sector, improve resource efficiency, safeguard aquatic
ecosystems and strengthen the well-being of fishing communities.

The focus of Priority 1 is (see also Table 1 in section 2.1):

e Fostering economically sustainable fisheries.

e Fostering environmentally sustainable fisheries.

e Fostering socially sustainable fisheries.

e Increased energy efficiency and reducing CO2 emissions.

e Restoration and conservation of aquatic biological resources.

The evaluation question addressing effectiveness in Priority 1 is: How did the EMFAF contribute
to Priority 1 focus areas?
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Figure 2: Priority 1 — Impact model®
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3.2 Priority 2

Priority 2 of the EMFAF Regulation focuses on promoting sustainable aquaculture, together with the
processing and marketing of fishery and aquaculture products. Its aim is to strengthen food security
in the EU while supporting economic growth, competitiveness and innovation in these sectors. The
priority emphasises resource-efficient, environmentally responsible and knowledge-based
aquaculture practices. It encourages advances in production methods, certification, value-added
products and market access, while ensuring that high environmental, social and safety standards are
upheld throughout the aquaculture and seafood value chains.

The focus of Priority 2 is:

e Sustainable aquaculture activities.
e Sustainable processing and marketing.
e Food security.

The key evaluation question to address effectiveness in Priority 2 is: How did the EMFAF
contribute to Priority 2 focus areas?
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Figure 3: Priority 2 — Impact model
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3.3 Priority 3

Priority 3 of the EMFAF Regulation is focused on fishing and aquaculture communities, aiming to
better exploit and benefit from the opportunities offered by the sustainable blue economy,
capitalising on and strengthening environmental, cultural, social and human resources.

A central feature of this priority is Community-Led Local Development (CLLD), which empowers local
actors through participatory approaches, enhances local governance and cooperation, and increases
community resilience. FAMENET has developed a dedicated working paper on the evaluation of CLLD,
which provides further guidance on assessing CLLD.*

The evaluation of Priority 3 differs from other evaluations due to the specific local character. Each
fisheries LAG should conduct an assessment of its CLLD>. This assessment forms a data source, which
should feed into the impact evaluation at Programme level.

At Programme level the focus of Priority 3 is:

e Boosting economic prosperity.
e Promoting environmental sustainability of local communities.
e Strengthening social capital.

e The key evaluation question to address effectiveness in Priority 3 is: How did the EMFAF
contribute to enabling a sustainable blue economy and to fostering the development of
communities in fishing and aquaculture areas?

4 FAMEENET Working Paper on CLLD Evaluation (2025)
> FAMENET Working Paper on CLLD Evaluation (2025)
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Figure 4: Priority 3 — Impact model
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3.4 Priority 4

Priority 4 of the EMFAF Regulation is dedicated to strengthening international ocean governance and
ensuring that seas and oceans are safe, secure, clean and sustainably managed. This priority promotes
active international cooperation and the integration of global marine governance principles into EU
and national strategies.

It supports efforts to improve marine knowledge, advance maritime spatial planning, enhance
maritime surveillance and fisheries control, and foster coast guard cooperation across MSs. By
investing in cross-border collaboration, data sharing and innovative management approaches, Priority
4 aims to address global and regional challenges such as marine pollution, overfishing, biodiversity
loss and maritime security. In doing so, it contributes to the sustainable management and protection
of marine resources at both European and international levels.

The focus of Priority 4 is:

e Strengthening sustainable sea and ocean management.
e Marine knowledge.
e Maritime surveillance.

The key evaluation question to address effectiveness in Priority 4 is: How did the EMFAF contribute to
Priority 4 focus areas?
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Figure 5: Priority 4 — Impact model
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4 Main data collection methods

Effective evaluation depends on gathering high-quality data that accurately represent the intervention
and its outcomes. Data collection is essential for understanding programme effects, identifying areas
for improvement, and supporting credible, actionable findings. The approach should be planned in
advance, matching the data collection and analysis methods to

e key evaluation questions,
e stakeholder needs,
e and available resources.

Data collection methods for evaluation include desk research and field research:

Desk research focuses on secondary data: Gathering and analysing existing data or documents.
Typical sources can be:

e EMFAF monitoring data,

e Official statistics and administrative datasets,

e Policy documents and previous studies,

e Historical and contextual data relevant to the intervention,
e EMFF and EMFAF studies and evaluations.

Field research focusses on primary data: Collecting new data directly from participants, stakeholders,
or programme settings. Common primary methods can be:

e Surveys (structured questionnaires),

e Interviews (individual or key informant),

e Focus group discussions,

e Observations (participant or non-participant),

e (Case studies and participatory group techniques.

Data collection for the impact evaluation is guided by the evaluation matrix, with different evaluation
questions and criteria linked to suggested data collection and analysis methods.

4.1 Desk research

Desk research should start with examining existing monitoring data (from operation level data such
as Infosys report) as a starting point. For each priority it is important to assess if various Infosys fields
can be combined to create an entry point for evaluation.

However long-term results and impacts cannot be addressed solely by Infosys data but the
combination of financial data, types of operations and results enables a focus on specific evaluation
topics.

Additional documents and data can further support evaluations, particularly when focusing on specific
aspects, using sources like:

e Studies and research on specific thematic areas,
e Previous evaluations,
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e Specific data such as DCF, Logbooks, STEFC reports,
e Scientific data and studies,

e Surveys,

e Other statistics.

4.2 Field research

Field research uses new data directly from participants, stakeholders, or programme settings targeting
qualitative and quantitative methods to fill data gaps and provide deeper insights.

Based on the desk research, data gaps to answer the evaluation questions and judgment criteria
should be defined. For different judgment criteria and corresponding evaluation indicators suitable
data collection methods should be chosen. In the table below FAMENET proposes the field research
methods to conduct the impact evaluation.

Table 4: Suggested field research methods

Method

Description

Main target groups

Survey

Surveys are a preferred method for gathering information on
opinions, attitudes, and preferences, particularly when the
goal is to capture data from a large and diverse group of
respondents efficiently. They allow the collection of both
guantitative and qualitative insights, for example,
understanding what people think and how strongly they feel
about specific topics or programmes. The benefits is the
efficient gain of a high number of responses on a specific topic.
However limitations are often low response rates. Thus it
requires a target questionnaire to collect enough information.

—Beneficiaries
—Sector stakeholder

Interviews

Interviews are to collect detailed qualitative data, allowing
evaluators to explore opinions, experiences, and motivations
in depth. They can be conducted in person or through online
platforms such as Microsoft Teams, Zoom, or Skype, making
them accessible and flexible for a variety of participants.

The benefit is the in-depth information provided by individual
persons. Limitations are time consuming, and resources
required for evaluations and often subjective perceptions
which are difficult to validate.

—Representatives of
different sector
stakeholders

—Experts

—Representatives of
management

—Scientific community

Case
studies

A case study involves an in-depth examination of a single
entity, such as a group of operations or a community, to gain
a comprehensive understanding of complex phenomena
within their real-life context. This method typically uses a
combination of qualitative and quantitative research tools
(interviews, document review, observation, and sometimes
statistical analysis), offering a holistic and multifaceted picture
of the case.

The benefit of case studies is that it provides in-depth analysis
of programme measures. The limitations that it shows only a
part of the whole programme implementation thus the
selection of case studies should be thoroughly chosen.
Furthermore case studies quire a higher level of resources.

—Project implementers
—Beneficiaries
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Table 4: Suggested field research methods

Method Description Main target groups
Detailed steps of case study development see below

Focus Focus groups are an effective qualitative research method for | —Project management,

groups analysing a range of perspectives on a specific topic or set of = sector stakeholder,

topics, either online or in person. They actively engage
participants in a group discussion where diverse opinions can
be expressed, compared, and debated, often leading to
deeper insights and richer data than individual interviews
alone.

Limitations are a high among of resources required and the
availability of the necessary participants.

Expert Expert panels are a structured evaluation tool where a group | —Scientific stakeholder
panels of recognised specialists collectively assess a programme or
intervention, drawing on their targeted expertise and
professional judgment. This approach is particularly valuable
for reaching well-founded conclusions about the quality,
relevance, and effectiveness of complex policies where
stakeholder experience and technical knowledge are
essential.

Limitations are a high among of resources required and the
availability of the necessary participants.

Delphi The Delphi method is a structured approach for gathering | —Scientific stakeholders,
method expert opinions and building consensus, especially useful for | _gactor stakeholders
decision-making in complex or uncertain situations. It involves
a series of iterative, anonymous surveys, often administered
through online tools like Google Forms or specialised eDelphi
software, enabling experts from different geographic
locations to contribute without face-to-face meetings

—Representative of
beneficiaries

Limitations are a high among of resources required and the
availability of the necessary participants.

Source: FAMENET, 2025

Case studies development steps

Case studies are necessary to provide qualitative evidence of the success of interventions. Case studies
are specifically important in impact evaluations. Case studies allow to bundle several operations in
one group for focused qualitative analysis. They allow for a qualitative verification of the impact
pathways. Case studies should involve a proportionate number of stakeholders’ interviews to capture
diverse perspectives.

Case studies could be chosen for Type of Operations with a considerable contribution to the EMFAF
policy objectives. FAMENET recommends choosing Types of Operations from Infosys which can be
linked to the judgment criteria and evaluation indicators in the matrices in Annex 1. For example to
screen all operations related to vessel investments and group them in different type of investments.
Out of the different groups one group should be chosen which is most representative.
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Furthermore case studies could address specific topics important for the Member States. FAMENET
recommends that the MA and the evaluation experts define relevant criteria for the selection of case
studies. Topics could be:

e Innovation,

e Specific fleet segment (e.g. small-scale fisheries),

e Specific geographical area (e.g. coastal communities),
e Environmental protection,

e Generation renewal,

e Landing Obligation,

e Control and enforcement,

e Energy efficiency,

e Etc.

The following steps are suggested in a case studies:

Table 5: Case study working steps

Working step Description

Preparatory steps: = _Selection of the priority focus (see Section 2.1) .
—Analysis of operation level data (such as Infosys):
e EMFAF financial contribution
e Coherence with the Priority focus
e Type of Operations,
e Share of operations,

—Specific thematic focus (e.g. SSCF, CO2, LO, Gender, etc),
Data collection —ldentification of the main stakeholders

—Interviews with stakeholders
—Focus groups with stakeholders (if needed)

Conclusions: —Reporting and answering if the EMFAF addresses the selected priority focus
effectively.

Source: FAMENET, 2025

A comprehensive overview of the evaluation methods most commonly used for the various evaluation
criteria is provided in Table 10 (page 36) of the FAMENET Working Paper on EMFAF Evaluation.® An
overview of the most common field research methods are also listed in Annex 2 (Evaluation
Methodologies) of this working paper.

% FAMENET Working Paper on EMFAF Evaluation (2023)
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Annex 1: Impact evaluation matrices

1.1 Effectiveness of the EMFAF contribution to changes in the sector

Priority 1

Priority 1 focus area: Economically sustainable fisheries

infrastructure

Number and type of operations
increasing sustainable high-

S L Desk Field . . .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Case studies Possible analysis focus area
research research
Increased job stability or Number of jobs created
|mprt.3\./ed working Number of jobs maintained
conditions. .
Number and type of - The case study on how specific
i —Infosys —Beneficiary . i .
investments on vessels Case study investments have led to job stability and
: : —DCF survey improved conditions.
Perception on quality and
benefit of investments on
vessels
Increased profitability or Number and type of
cost-efficiency of fishing investments which leads to
operations. reduction of costs on vessels ferefic Case study on a representative group of
Sustainability of reduction of —Infosys —beneficiary Case study investments on vessels which have the
costs due to investments survey potential to reduce costs.
Perception on the sustainability
of cost reductions
Case study on supported investments,
Better access to local and - Number and type of operations innovations, or certification (e.g., MSC)
international markets, leading to new market access. —Focus group efforts that open new local or export
including certification, —Infosys —Beneficiary = Case study markets.
improved logistics, and survey Case study on operations leading to

product/process upgrades (quality, value-
add, branding, certification), targeting
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Priority 1 focus area: Economically sustainable fisheries

Judgment criteria

Evaluation indicators

Field
research

Desk
research

Case studies

Possible analysis focus area

value products competitive with
imports.

competitiveness of EU fisheries versus
imports.

Fishers or enterprises supported
by EMFAF which increased net
income or profit margins.

Producer organisations
supported by EMFAF making
significant contributions to
economically sustainable
fisheries

survey

—Focus group
—Beneficiary

Case study

Case study on producer organisations
supported by EMFAF and how they have
supported economically sustainable
fisheries.

Priority 1 focus area: Environmentally sustainable fisheries

Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Desk research Field research Case studies Possible analysis focus

Improved compliance : Control means installed or improved

with EU and national o

) - Improved traceability —Infosys _ elealalda

chyronmenta 2 Capacity of control agencies DCF interviews CeE Ay e Eeel A

fisheries legislation. pacity g h o Case study enforcement measures
Perception of benefits compliance with | —Studies and —Beneficiary introduced by control agencies
EU and national environmental and reports interviews
fisheries legislation.

Sustainable stock Permanent cessation

management Temporary cessation —Infosys Case study on specific f.Ie.et

: —DCF —Stakeholder Case stud segment and/or a specific area

Investments in gear etc. _Studies and interviews 4 and the impact of cessation in
Contribution in rebuilding and reports the particular case.
preserving fish stocks
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Priority 1 focus area: Environmentally sustainable fisheries

Judgment criteria

Evaluation indicators

Desk research

Field research

Case studies

Possible analysis focus

Reduced biodiversity
and ecosystems
impact

Number and type of investments that
contributes to the reduction of habitat
damage, bycatch, and discards,
minimizing the ecological footprint of
fisheries.

—Infosys
—Scientific papers/
reports

—Stakeholder
interviews

Assessment on how
investments contributed to
reduce by-catch or habitat
damage.

Number and type of innovations which
address innovative, environmentally
friendly fishing technologies and

—Infosys

—Survey among

Case study on innovation
implemented which contribute

database required under Article 78 of
the Control Regulation (1224/2009).
The indicator is about serious
infringements detected, regardless of
the final ruling.

—European Fisheries
Control Agency
(EFCA)

stakeholders
—Focus groups

practices —Scientific papers/ stakeholders Case study to environmental fishing
Adoption rate of innovative, eco- reports —Focus group compared to the total fishing
friendly technologies by fishers, fleet in the MS
supported by EMFAF.
Reduction in bycatch and discards Case study on conditions under
" nterviews with which the impact on
ecosystems has been reduced
—Logbooks stakeholders Case study . ]
and how innovative new
—Focus groups approaches have contributed
to this reduction
Reduction of illegal, Number and type of operations
unreported, and implemented that improve vessel
unregulated (IUU) tracking, surveillance, and monitoring —Infosys
ot ey AT s i -
e number of serious infringements Reports on Control MA and Case studies focusing on a
(EC) No 1005/2008 detected and recorded in the national and Inspections Case study specific type of device installed

and type of vessels.
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Priority 1 focus area: Environmentally sustainable fisheries

Judgment criteria

Evaluation indicators

Desk research

Field research

Case studies

Possible analysis focus

Volume and value of imports subjected
to catch certification and controls to
exclude IUU fish products.

Perception of stakeholders about the
effectiveness of the

EU fisheries control
rules are enforced

Control means installed or improved
(number) (where type of operation is
relevant, e.g. Investments for control
and enforcement for public authorities)
as specified in Regulations (EC) No
1224/2009

Actions to improve governance capacity
(number) (where type of operation is

—Infosys
—DCF

—Studies and
reports

—Stakeholder

Case studies focusing a specific

Size of investments in ports or other
infrastructure to provide adequate

data

Focus groups

relevant, e.g. Investments for control interviews
’ . o —MS annual control i ifi
and enforcement for public authorities) —Benefici Case study actions or specific
ol F . reports, COCACI )Y organisations.
as specified in Regulations (EC) No o interviews
1224/2009 —European Fisheries
- : - Control Agency
Time to restore operations after a major (EFCA) operational
maritime disruption (e.g. environmental reports
disaster, security incident).
Share of environmental incidents (oil
spills, pollution events) contained
within agreed response times.
Reduction of marine Amounts (€ ) of compensation to fishers
litter for the passive collection of lost fishing  _ Infosys —Expert Case study on successful
gear and marine litter from the sea Financial monitoring = interviews Case study operations contributing to

reduction of marine litter.
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Priority 1 focus area: Environmentally sustainable fisheries

Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Desk research Field research Case studies | Possible analysis focus

reception facilities for lost fishing gear
and marine litter collected from the sea

Innovation introduced in pilot actions
reducing marine litter

Perception how operations have
contributed to new ways to improve the
situation of marine litter

Priority 1 focus area: Socially sustainable fisheries

Desk Field Case

. Possible analysis focus
research research studies Y

Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators

Improving working Number of investments in improved
conditions working conditions

Number of trainings and skill —Infosys

developments —Stakeholder Analyse the change compared to the

—National survey previous programming period

Number of workplace accidents or statistics
hazards

Perception on working conditions

Supporting generational . Number of young professionals (<40
renewal years) entering and remaining in the

fisheries and aquaculture sectors _stakeholder
: . ; —Infosys Case study i
Perception of improved attractiveness survey generation renewal.

of the sector for the young
professionals

Case study on specific measures which led to
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Priority 1 focus area: Increased energy efficiency and reducing CO2 emissions

o A . Case . .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Desk research  Field research studies Possible analysis focus
Reducing greenhouse gas | Number and type of vessels with
emissions from fisheries investments for energy efficiency
Nlumber‘an(;l tylpe of vessels using Case study on energy
alternative fuels efficiency.
Reduction in energy consumption . .
per vessel (litres per hour) —Stakeholder interviews _
B : —DCF —Beneficiary interviews Case study Compar.lson before./afte.:r
Reduction in energy consumption ] ) calculation of contribution of
q —Expert interviews f f
per vessel (litres of fuel per tonne of funded operations to national
catch) or regional climate targets for
Total CO, emissions reduction (in the fisheries sector
tonnes) achieved
Total CO, emissions per ton of catch
Priority 1 focus area: Restoration and conservation of aquatic biological resources
o s . Case . .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Desk research Field research studies Possible analysis focus

Set up pf habitats
restoration, and
conservation
measures aimed at
improving aquatic
habitats status and
biodiversity

Number of restoration actions and
conservation measures targeting natural
habitats

Capacity of vessels withdrawn leading to
improvement of natural habitats status

Area addressed by operations contributing
to a good environmental status

—Infosys
—Funding reports

—Environmental
reports

—Focus groups

—Expert
interviews

Conservation measures
supported by EMFAF taken in
account the prioritised action
frameworks established
pursuant to Article 8 of
Directive 92/43/EEC

Areas addressed compared to
the total areas in the MS
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Priority 1 focus area: Restoration and conservation of aquatic biological resources

o P . Case . .

Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Desk research Field research studies Possible analysis focus

Area addressed by operations for

environmental status/restoration relevant

to Directives 92/43/EEC and 2009/147/EC

(km? or km)
Protection and —Infosys
conservation of —Member states
endangered, prioritised
threatened and Number of species or populations targeted action - q i )
protected species, with protection and conservation measures. I ase study On Specific species
listed in the EU _ —Focus groups and the quality and
e skt established —Expert Case study  sustainability of conservation

tt . . i

(Directives 92/43/EEC erjtrlilljjg 0:‘ rsrEE operations supported by
and 2009/147/EC) Directive EMFAF.

Quality of the protection and conservation 92/43/EEC (page

measures 25 link to EU

PAFs)
Improved Number of collaborative operations with Case study on the quality and
management and stakeholders (e.g., scientists, NGOs) on . added value of cooperations
surveillance of Natura | aquatic conservation. ; - oz(:jus groups Case stud taking into account the
2000 areas ~Infosys ant e).<pert 4 prioritised action frameworks
interviews

Quality and added value of cooperations

established pursuant to Article
8 of Directive 92/43/EEC
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Priority 2

Priority 2 focus area: Sustainable processing and marketing

o s . Case . .

Judgment criteria | Evaluation indicators Desk research Field research studies Possible analysis focus

Stronger sector Number and type of investments in

through stable processing and marketing s s

incomes, added Number and type of innovations _ National —Stakeholder Case study on how specific investments

value and greater ;.4 odin marketing and processing S interviews c have led to improved income, value added

o statistics, reports . ase . ) .

capacity O S i —Beneficiary studies in processing and marketing and whether

pactty —Evaluations, survey innovation actions have contributed to

Increased efficiency of seafood
processing facilities

Perception on economic stability

reports
—Eurostat (SBS)

—Focus groups

maintained and/or improved income.

Improved Number and type of information Analysis of achievements in awareness by

consumer actions —Infosys _stakeholder different types of communication.

education Type and number of communication _Website interviews For events for example, effectiveness is
channels to address consumers _ Monitoring data _ Beneficiary shown bY how many consu.mers take part

. . Lo and provide feedback, as higher
Percgphon of |ncreased' demand for communication survey participation demonstrates genuine
sustalnzlable proc(tjessed fishery and —Event reports _Stakeholder engagement.
aquacuiture products —Social Media survey For websites and social media a media
analysis should be done.
Growth through Number of enterprises receiving —Stakeholder . .
traceability certification (e.g., MSC, ASC) interviews Analysis of the number of beneficiaries
—Supplier directory . who have achieved a benefit due to

Perceived economic benefit of for MISC and ASC —Beneficiary certification and the perceived benefit of
beneficiaries receiving certifications - - survey

—Focus groups

those certifications.
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Priority 2 focus area: Sustainable aquaculture activities

o A Desk . Case . .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Field research , Possible analysis focus
research studies
Stronger financial and Increase of capacity Case study on how specific investments
g. . . . —Infosys —Stakeholder Case led to improved income in aquaculture
operational resilience in | Economic performance of aquaculture . . . .
R —DCF survey studies and whether innovation actions have
Perception on capacity increase contributed to improved income.
Scaling up through Aquaculture enterprises investing in
innovation innovations or efficiency o
improvements (e.g., feeding systems, —Stakeholder Case Fase stgdy .on spedific investments gf
ter treat t —Infosys . innovation in aquaculture and how it
water treatment). survey studies i . ..
- improved capacity and efficiency.
Perception on the value added of
innovation in aquaculture
Increased resource Entities improving resource efficiency ) )
efficiency. in production and/or processing —Stakeholder Case Fase study on type of z.ac'tlons which
: o —Infosys survey studies increased resource efficiency and
Perception how resource efficiency —Interviews increased economically sustainability.
change the production
Reduced environmental | Actions contributing to good
impact environmental status, including nature
restoration, conservation, protection —Expert Case Case study on specific good examples
of ecosystems, biodiversity, fish health _|¢oqys interview di how actions contributing to reduced
and welfare —Focus group studies environmental impact.
Areas where a negative environmental
impact has been successfully reduced
Increased knowledge Number of trainings and skill
and capacity among developments . Gl Comparison of stakeholder surveys
—Infosys i
aquaculture workers Perception of improve skills and Yy survey result§ py .Iocat!on and bgtween
development beneficiaries with and without EMFAF
: : - — support, as well as against data from the
Improving working Number of investments in improved _Infosys —Stakeholder previous programming period, to

conditions

working conditions

survey
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Priority 2 focus area: Sustainable aquaculture activities

- L Desk . Case . .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Field research , Possible analysis focus
research studies
Number of workplace accidents or —National address EMFAF’s added value and
hazards statistics emerging trends over time.

Perception on improved working
conditions

Priority 3

Priority 3 focus area: Strengthening the social fabric, boosting economic prosperity, promoting environmental sustainability

S . Desk Field Case . .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators . Possible analysis focus
research research studies
A system was established Number of calls and project implemented
to Se'?‘ft and ffmd area- System set-up to select and fund projects that ~Infosys h In'terV|ews
benefiting projects benefit the area and its citizens (calls for —-LAG with LAGs
through open caIIs. and proposals, selection of projects, etc.) evaluations = —Survey
transparent selection.
Members of the local Number of projects responding to local needs
community have gained have been implemented —Infosys —Interviews
access to funding fr.om Perception of local stakeholders receiving advice = —LAG with LAGs
EMFAF, and potentially and support to carry out relevant projects. evaluations = —Survey
other funds.
Communication and Information activities ) Analysis of events and participatory
networking reaching the ~Infosys - In'terwews activities
local public. : S —LAG with LAGs : : -
Cooperation activities between stakeholders ) Analysis of cooperations with other
evaluations | —Survey . .
LAGs and their benefit
Participants in network and information events
—Infosys
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Priority 3 focus area: Strengthening the social fabric, boosting economic prosperity, promoting environmental sustainability

— .. Desk Field Case . .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators . Possible analysis focus
research research studies
Improved local awareness : Perception of local stakeholders of challenges —LAG —Interviews
of challenges and and solutions evaluations with LAGs
solutions. —Survey
Projects matched to Jobs Case studies on LAGs contribution
Fommumty needs w.ere Businesses to short .supply c.ha|.ns and hO\{V the
implemented, enabling : economic situation improved in the
citizens to act on local Innovations enabled community.
priorities. Short supply chains
Fisheries/marine sector income —Infosys Case Case studies on improved
Perception on improved economic and social —-LAG —Survey studies e?fylronmentjl znd resotiree fth
situation evaluations e |C|encY and the awareness of the
community.
New ways of working, new services, and new
products to address the area’s needs
Improved environmental and resource efficiency
in the community
Greater community
participation by mobilizing Participatory culture in the community
local stakeholders _Infosvs Case study on specific communities
i cluding under ! ¥ . Case and the change EMFAF had
reor ft d er i —LAG _ —ourvey studies achieved in increasing trust and
eprese de gl oups, to Level of trust, and collaboration among evaluations collaboration.
prqpose S community stakeholders.
actions.
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Priority 4

Priority 4 focus area: Strengthening international ocean governance and to ensuring that seas and oceans are safe, secure, clean and sustainably managed

o . - Field Case .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Desk research . Analysis method
research studies
Number and area of new marine Natura 2000 Analysis of the improvements
sites designated. —National —Stakeholder considering compliance of
Number of management plans of marine statistics interviews o!oer.atlorys with EU
protected areas and Natura 2000 sites approved ~ —EU and national  —Focus Slloivizialy Citrlieg) el
reports groups (eg, Natura 2000, Marine
Strategy Framework Directive).
Improved monitoring Datasets and advice made available (number) Infosvs —Stakeholder
and new site relevant to Directives 92/43/EEC and . v interviews
designation and 2009/147/EC and/or Directive 2014/89/EU —Nationaland EU G
man?gement reports on GES T
re.quw.ements el Area addressed by operations for environmental
Directives 92/43/EEC . L
and 2009/147/EC status/restoration relevant to Directives
92/43/EEC and 2009/147/EC (km? or km) (only _ Expert Case study on specific areas or
where type of operation is relevant, e.g. data —Infosys intrt)erviews FOUDS of{) erar'zions assessin
collection, data assembly and dissemination etc.) = —Studies and Case study group P f g
reports — Beneﬁciary the Change on marine
Actions to improve governance capacity (number) interviews eIl BB Bl
(where type of operation is relevant, e.g. data
collection, data assembly and dissemination etc.)
Control means installed or improved (number) Case studies on a specific tvpe
(where type of operation is relevant, e.g. L P vp
Investments for control and enforcement for —Stakeholder | Case study : of device installed and type of
. . —Infosys interviews vessels
Reduced lllegal private business) Benefici
L - i —Beneficiar
activities at sea Actions to improve governance capacity (number) Studies and intervi Y . e
(where type of operation is relevant, e.g reports merviews Case studies on specific
L Case study | actions or specific

Investments for control and enforcement for
public authorities)

organisations.
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Priority 4 focus area: Strengthening international ocean governance and to ensuring that seas and oceans are safe, secure, clean and sustainably managed

.. . Field Case .
Judgment criteria Evaluation indicators Desk research . Analysis method
research studies

Datasets and advice made available (humber)

Perception of suitability of data for evidence-
based policy making relevant to Directives

Policy making and 92/43/EEC and 2009/147/EC and/or Directive —Sisleelelider
decision-making 2014/89/EU interviews
marine conservation : — o —Beneficiary
and blue economy Perception of suitability of data for providing interviews
saiies 1 esed] @ scientific evidence for protecting ecosystems and s

planning sustainable maritime uses relevant to
Directives 92/43/EEC and 2009/147/EC and/or groups
Directive 2014/89/EU

high quality evidence
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1.2 EU added value of the EMFAF

Priority 1
- L Other desk .
Judgement criteria Evaluation indicators Infosys Field research
research
EMFAF enabled sustainability in fisheries and Market innovations v
aquaculture in compliance with CFP objectives in Job security
higher quality and faster than with this would have
been achieved with national efforts only. Stakeholder perception on the EU added value
EMFAF-funded conservation or restoration actions Change in sustainable stock levels
produced measurable environmental improvements
(e.g., in habitat area restored, species protected, or ) )
ecosystem health) that would not have been achieved St.akeholder perception on the compliance
at the same scale, speed, or quality with national with CFP
efforts only.
EMFAF acf_neved improvement |.n EU producers’ access Area of habitats restored v _ Beneficiary
to domestic or export markets, increased market .
. - . —Studies survey
share, higher self-sufficiency rate, or reduced unfair
competition, attributable to EU funding—beyond the Biodiversity improved —Reports —Espert
results achieved by national schemes alone and —Evaluations interviews
supporting the Common Fisheries Policy’s market —Focus groups
F_Jp ) g ¥ Stakeholder perception on the EU added value et
objectives.
EMFAF led to higher standards or innovative Number and type of innovative projects v
approaches, enabling better CFP compliance, faster, supporting CFP objectives
better and more efficient than what would have been )
achieved with national efforts only. Stakeholder perception on the EU added value
Number of control/enforcement operations
EMFAF led to improvements in enforcement capacity, supported v
coverage, or detected compliance rates for CFP rules, - -
faster, better and more efficient than what would have §takeho|der pgrcept|or'1 on |mproyements
been achieved with national efforts only. |mprovement. in Cf)mpllance and increased rate
of detected violations
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Priority 2
T Other desk .
Judgement criteria Evaluation indicators Infosys Field research
research
EMFAF achieved introduction and scaling of . . .
) ] . Number of innovative operations v
sustainable or innovative aquaculture
technologies and practices, faster, better and
more efficient than what would have been Stakeholder perception on the importance of studi —Beneficiary
achieved with national efforts only. EMFAF for innovative aquaculture. —Studies survey
~Reports —Espert interviews
EMFAF improved product quality or expanded Number of marketing/product innovations Vv —Evaluations e
marketing reach of EU fisheries and aquaculture —Focus groups
products, faster, better and more efficient than Stakeholder perception on the importance of
what would have been achieved with national EMFAF for product quality or expanded
efforts only. marketing.
Priority 3
T Other desk .
Judgement criteria Evaluation indicators Infosys Field research
research
EMFAF achieved i.mprove'rTlen'ts (job creation, N Number of jobs created/maintained Y
income, community stability) in local communities —CLLD added value
enhancing cooperation, faster, better and more evaluations of
efficient than what would have been achieved Number of cooperations ' FLAGs

with national efforts only.
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Priority 4

Judgement criteria

Evaluation indicators

Infosys

Other desk research

Field research

EMFAF strengthened participation in and results from
international fora, governance frameworks, or marine
protection initiatives supporting the CFP’s global
objectives, faster, better and more efficient than what
would have been achieved with national efforts only.

Actions implemented in marine
protection initiatives

v

Number of international
fora/partnerships participated in

International agreements signed

Stakeholder perception on improved
governance

—Expert interviews
—Focus groups
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Annex 2: Evaluation methodologies

Examples of data collection methods

Tools

Advantage

Method Purpose Disadvantage
in person
Ga'Fher|ng information on opinions,  online EU Survey; —data from large number of respondents | —limited depth
attitudes, preferences - find out Mentimeter; Google L
Surveys —standardisation —low response rates

more about a certain group of
people or topics

forms; interviews;
combination of
collection methods

—data easily analysed

—survey design challenges

Questionnaires

Collect information from groups,
individuals

paper based or
electronic (-EU Survey;
Mentimeter; Google
forms)

—efficient and cost-effective
—standardization possible
—anonymity possible
—scalable for large groups

—limited depth

—language and literacy barriers
—complex questionnaire design
—validity of questions

—low response rate

Detailed qualitative data -

in person

—in depth data
—provision of clarification, flexibility in

—time-consuming
—resource-intensive

—subjectivity

Interviews structured, semi-structured, Online - Microsoft lecti
unstructured Teams; Zoom: Skype collection process —limited sample size
—tailored follow-up —hesitancy to provide honest
answers
—in depth understanding —limited generalizability
o . N —theory development —subjectivity of researcher
In-depth examination of a single mostly combination of ¥ P . )
Case study — practical applications to inform —resource-intensive

entity

research tools

decision-making
—contextual insight

—time sensitive
—limited quantitative data

Focus group

Qualitative analysis of variety of
perspectives on specific topic / set
of topics

online, in person

—participant engagement
—visual and non-verbal data

—limited generalizability
—group thinking
—costs
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Method Purpose Tools Advantage Disadvantage
—faster data collection compared to —dominant participants
individual interviews —moderator bias
—rich data
—rich data —interpretation challenges
) —cost-effective —bias in document selection
Document Most common, taking advantage of Word: Excel: MAXQDA | hod o
analysis existing data ’ ’ —can serve as a complementary metho —limited control over the content

—diverse datasets
—no direct interaction needed

—accuracy and reliability of content
can be time consuming

Observations

Direct observation of programme
activities, process, behaviours

checklists; field notes;
structured observation
forms; scoring
systems; audio-visual
tools

—behavioural insights

—in-depth understanding

—objective data- minimizing the
influence of bias

—contextual data

—observer bias
—subjectivity

—resource intensive
—potential intrusiveness

Delphi method

E.g. improve decision making
process; expert opinion gathering

Google forms; eDelphi
software

—geographic diversity
—efficient - can be done online
—anonymity

—expert consensus

—expert selection

—expert over-simplify particular
issues; resource-intensive

—response rate
—no guarantee of consensus

Expert panel

To assess a programme or
intervention

it is a tool itself

— particularly helpful in arriving a
judgements relating to quality and
relevance

—relatively inexpensive and rapid

—Must have extensive experience in
the field, and are at risk of bias,
unwillingness to criticise the
relevance of the objectives or to
focus on any undesirable effects.
The comparison of opinions often
leads to the under-evaluation of
minority points of view.
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