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Managing authorities and national networks meeting 

Brussels, 15-16 March 2016 

MEETING REPORT 

The meeting was attended by around 50 participants, including managing authority (MA) and 

national network (NN) representatives from 13 Member States (MS) implementing EMFF CLLD. 

MA meetings are regular features of the support given by DG MARE to CLLD, taking place twice 

yearly and organised by the FARNET Support Unit (FSU). At the time of the meeting, implementation 

of the new EMFF OPs was just starting, with varying degrees of advancement in the different MSs. 

Discussions focused mainly on three key topics: 

 Setting-up efficient delivery systems for CLLD: the main components and key tools needed; 

 Setting-up national networks, with input from and discussion with existing networks; 

 Implementing the CLLD section of the evaluation plans: presentation, in collaboration with 

the FAME Support Unit. 

Participants also had the opportunity to discuss specific Member State issues on a bilateral/trilateral 

basis with the FSU and DG MARE. In addition, during the coffee breaks some side animations were 

organised on topics such as the KITKAN visas web-game supported in Finland, the FARNET key, the 

project idea box, EASME, and DG MARE’s farmedintheEU campaign.  

Day 1 

Message from DG MARE 

After the welcome and introduction by Gilles van de Walle (FSU Team Leader), Frangiscos Nikolian, 

Head of Unit for Structural Policy and Economic Analysis at DG MARE, provided an update on the 

progress of CLLD implementation. While recognising the good results achieved under Axis 4 of the 

EFF, he urged MS not to repeat the mistakes of the past and to build on the experience gained so far 

by ensuring the timely delivery of preparatory support, and by avoiding delays in the selection of 

FLAGs and strategies. He also reminded MSs of the existing deadline for selecting FLAGs within two 

years following the approval of the Partnership Agreements, and of the need to ensure that all FLAGs 

were selected no later than 2017. Furthermore, Mr Nikolian underlined the new emphasis on results-

based implementation in the 2014-2020 period, which requires effective monitoring and evaluation 

at all levels of the delivery chain. MSs, for example, will have to report on each local operation 

selected by the FLAGs, providing detailed information requested by the EMFF monitoring system. 

They will also have to provide an estimate of the results of each operation and to contribute to the 

validation of these through evaluation.  

Mr Nikolian concluded by highlighting the importance of the role of National networks in the delivery 

and effectiveness of CLLD, and of the need to show results as early as possible since the Commission 

is already studying options for the fund in the next programming period. He also informed 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/files/documents/Farnet_Pan2020_22.pdf
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participants of the opportunity provided by DG BUDGET’s database of success stories for showcasing 

CLLD results. Several Axis 4 and CLLD examples will be uploaded in that database over the next six 

months. 

The new FARNET Support Unit 

Gilles van de Walle (FSU Team Leader) presented the new FSU team and the annual work programme 

for 2016. Priorities for 2016 include: speeding up and improving the set-up of delivery systems; 

fostering results oriented CLLD; establishing a basis for further cooperation; and developing local 

supply chains.  

Activities and products planned for 2016 include: 

 Two transnational seminars for FLAGS (and related technical guides): Results oriented CLLD 

(Helsinki, 24-26 May); and Developing local supply chains (November 2016, location tbc); 

 Two MA/NN meetings dealing with: delivery systems, the setting up of national networks, 

monitoring and evaluation, and cooperation; 

 Tailor made support and capacity building, in particular for five priority countries: 

ES/HR/IT/PL/RO; 

 Capacity building workshops and bilateral support in the MSs; 

 Expert reports on CLLD results; 

 Support to monitoring and evaluation (in collaboration with the FAME SU); 

 Development of a cooperation landscape, providing national overviews and, where possible, 

also including regional features. 

State of play of CLLD 

An interactive exercise facilitated by Urszula Budzich Tabor and Lorena van de Kolk (FSU) was then 

carried out to collect information on the situation of CLLD in the MS. 

 

The results revealed that not all MSs have decided to 

use preparatory support. Where it is being used, it 

has been launched in all MS except for IE, UK (Eng), 

UK (Wales) and SI.  

Regarding FLAG selection, while some countries 

present (Denmark, Sweden, Latvia, and Scotland) 

have already finished this process, for the majority of 

MS it is still ongoing. All MS present expected to have 

their FLAGs operational by the end of the year.  
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Delivery systems 

Jean-Pierre Vercruysse (DG MARE) presented the key points to watch out for in delivery systems, 

based on the recommendations of the CapGemini study1 published in July 2014: 

 Provide clear guidance and support to potential FLAGs for the preparation of local 

development strategies and the formation of partnerships.  

 Encourage newcomers, while also encouraging existing FLAGs to continue to develop their 

areas and to retain valuable expertise and knowledge. 

 Avoid delays at the selection stage by streamlining the selection process. 

 Publicise the selection criteria and establish clear expectations with respect to the quality of 

local development strategies. 

 Ensure that the selection of projects remains a responsibility of the FLAGs.  

 Give FLAGs a clear role in monitoring the progress of projects. 

 Support evaluation at local level, as this is a compulsory aspect of the local development 

strategy. 

 Simplify the payment process and shorten the payment period.  

 Make pre-financing arrangements and staged funding available where possible to facilitate 

the process of attracting match funding from project promoters. 

Mr Vercruysse emphasised that, even if the final check of eligibility has to be done by the MA, 

project selection is purely a FLAG task and that a clear division of roles along the delivery chain 

would help to avoid duplication of tasks (particularly challenging in regionalised Member States). 

Coordination, both vertical (FLAG level vs programme level) and horizontal (across funds and 

ministries) is essential for effective implementation, especially in the case of multi funded CLLD. In 

this respect, national networks have an important role to play in supporting effective coordination 

and in ensuring ongoing communication along the delivery chain. Mr Vercruysse emphasised that 

programme performance can be achieved by setting ambitious targets and timelines for tasks such as 

selecting projects (FLAG level), confirming their eligibility (MA level) and making payments (PA). In 

Finland, for example, Axis 4 projects under the EFF could be approved within six weeks of their 

submission to the FLAGs. Other useful tools for improving efficiency are simplified cost options and 

electronic systems for applications.  

Four MA representatives presented tools or processes which have helped to improve the efficiency 

of their delivery systems: Kari Saulamo presented the Finnish delivery system; Pauline Blumerel 

presented the approach to preparatory support in France; Esperanza Martínez Bouzas presented the 

two-stage FLAG selection process in Galicia (Spain); and Ulrika Holmgren presented examples of 

simplified cost options used in Sweden. Participants then divided into small groups for three clinics, 

which explored the following themes: selection of FLAGs and strategies; setting up of effective 

delivery systems; and simplification of delivery, including simplified cost options. 

Clinic: selection of FLAGs and strategies 

This session included an exchange of experiences on support to potential FLAGs during the selection 

process, selection criteria, FLAG budget setting and challenges in strategy selection. 

Although guidelines for FLAG selection are a useful tool, they may not be enough to mobilise 

interest and engagement in the territories. Meetings in FLAG areas, meetings bringing together all 

                                                           
1 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/documentation/studies/axis-4/doc/final-report_en.pdf 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/axis-4-finland
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/axis-4-finland
http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/documentation/studies/axis-4/doc/final-report_en.pdf
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FLAGs, and an interactive platform for sharing questions from FLAGs are examples of other tools that 

MS also use.  

Selection criteria are provided in the OPs, but several MSs believed it would be necessary to develop 

them further. In the regionalised MS present, specific working groups are set up in order to ensure 

consistency between regions. Indeed, differences in timing and speed of procedures between 

different regions – but also between different funds – can pose significant challenges when 

attempting to ensure CLLD throughout a given MS is well coordinated.  

FLAG budget setting is approached in different ways in the MS: 

- During LDS selection: Spain (Galicia) applies a weighting for the budget calculation linked to 

several criteria (such as the quality and scope of the LDS) and the results on the budget 

allocation per FLAG are available on the MA website. The Spanish OP provides clear 

information on budget allocation.  

- After LDS approval: in the UK (Scotland) the process started back in 2013, when the OP still 

had to be approved, so there was a need to revisit the strategies after OP approval. Scotland 

developed a tool for establishing the socio-economic profile of the area, which uses a basket 

of existing indicators. A minimum budget is set for each FLAG, with an additional amount 

allocated on the basis of the area’s socio-economic profile 

- Poland uses as criteria the number of people employed in the fisheries sector and the 

productivity of the fisheries sector in setting budgets (prevailing the economic features of the 

area only), while Lithuania bases itself on the quality of the strategy, the population of the 

area and fisheries sector productivity.  

- Romania hasn't still decided. They might develop a calculation method but they also 

considering a fixed amount. 

Clinic: setting up of effective delivery systems 

This session built on a presentation of the Finnish delivery system, which stood out for its simplicity 

and efficiency, underpinned by good communication and trust between the different national, 

regional and local actors. The fact that the MA, certifying authority (CA) and audit authority (AA) all 

share the same building, contributed to this. Discussion in the clinic identified a number of conditions 

that are fundamental to ensuring effective delivery of CLLD: 

 Simple and transparent structures, reducing the number of intermediary steps in the 

delivery chain (e.g. CA establishes direct contact with the project promoters for the 

payments, therefore avoiding further FLAG involvement in the administration related to 

payments). 

 Experienced staff (and back-up staff for continuity) in the relevant authorities (i.e. familiarity 

with grant programmes), and effective use of their expertise. 

 Good communication between the relevant stakeholders: MA, PA, AA, CA and FLAGs. It was 

felt that there was a strong role for national networks to foster better communication along 

the delivery chain. 

 Clear and short procedures for processing applications and payments. 

 In many cases, an electronic application system can also help to speed up the process. 
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Clinic: simplification of delivery, including simplified cost options (SCO) 

To start the discussion in this clinic, Ulrika Holmgren from the Swedish MA presented an example 

demonstrating the use of simplified costs in CLLD. The experience of LEADER, where SCOs are already 

used or planned by a significant number of MAs was also raised. 

Most participants said they were still hesitating as to whether or not to use SCOs in the EMFF. A 

number of challenges were highlighted, in particular linked to negative experiences from the past, 

when certain costs were originally considered to be eligible but later turned out to be ineligible. 

Concern was also expressed about the fact that different audit bodies (and even different auditors) 

might have different views on the eligibility of such mechanisms. In general, different approaches 

between different regional authorities within the same MS may be an obstacle to simplification. 

Similar problems may arise when approaches vary between MAs of different EU Funds (this could 

pose specific problems for LAGs/FLAGs with multi-funded strategies).  

However, as demonstrated by the Swedish 

experience, the use of SCOs can significantly reduce 

the workload for the MA, FLAGs and beneficiaries. 

However, with some forms of SCOs a considerable 

effort has to be invested up-front to develop and 

verify the calculation methods. It may, therefore, be 

advisable to start with less elaborate methods, such 

as the application of a flat rate for indirect costs of 

up to 15% of direct staff costs (as envisaged by art. 

68 of EU Regulation 1303/2013). 

Participants agreed that the application of SCOs 

requires a completely new way of thinking by all 

actors involved in CLLD implementation. They also 

pointed out the importance of good cooperation 

between the intermediate body and beneficiaries. 

 

During the discussion it was mentioned that the use of umbrella projects (groups of small projects 

addressing a specific theme or target group, which for administrative purposes are considered as a 

single project/operation, with the LAG/FLAG acting as the beneficiary) could contribute significantly 

to simplifying CLLD delivery. In the EAFRD, umbrella projects face certain problems due to the 

requirement that the reasonableness of costs of each operation must be verified up-front, so it was 

felt that the situation in the EMFF needed to be explored further.  

Day 2 

On the second day, two broad topics were discussed: national networks for FLAGs and monitoring 

and evaluation of fisheries CLLD. 

National networks 

Monica Veronesi Burch (FSU) explained how national networks (NN) can support the effective 

implementation of CLLD by bringing together and thus improving communication among the 

different stakeholders involved, as well as by stimulating exchange, showcasing FLAG activities and 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/files/documents/MAmeeting15162016_MBV_National_networks.pdf
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connecting local action with national context/aims, and providing capacity-building. Networking 

support is to be provided in 19 of the 20 MS implementing EMFF CLLD, so consideration will need to 

be given to the type of NN that best fits the support needs of FLAGs in each country. As most 

foreseen NNs are new, both the MAs and the NN teams will face a steep learning curve. The balance 

between top-down and bottom-up approaches and NN actions and budgets are issues that also need 

to be carefully thought through. The FSU has two clear priorities in relation to NNs for 2016: support 

the planning, design and launch of the NNs, and support the newly established NN teams to be as 

effective as possible in delivering support to FLAGs. 

Kristina Frieberg (Sweden) presented the Swedish FLAG network. Although in Sweden there are 48 

LAGs and only 13 FLAGs (almost all are joint LAG/FLAG structures), she emphasised the importance 

of having a specific network for FLAGs to ensure support for fisheries specific matters. The rural and 

the fisheries NNs, although grouped in one structure, provide opportunities to discuss rural and 

fisheries issues in specific groups, allowing for peer learning, the showcasing of good examples, and 

discussion on specific challenges. At the same time, it is also useful to be able to speak with ”one 

voice” when dealing with the MA.  

After the two presentations, the participants split into groups to discuss the following four topics: 

defining the NN mission and objectives, balancing bottom-up / top-down approaches, different 

governance models, and developing action plans. 

Working Group: defining the mission and objectives of an NN 

The discussion started with the question, who should define the mission and objectives of the NN? 

The participants agreed that they should be defined jointly by the MA, intermediate body (or bodies) 

and the FLAGs, with the interest and needs of the fisheries sector also taken into account. 

                  

In principle, it was felt that the mission of the NN should be defined once for the whole period, while 

objectives and – especially – activities might evolve and be modified over time.  

The participants identified a series of objectives that might be included in a NN’s mission: 

- fostering communication and transparency between the key actors involved in the delivery 

of fisheries/aquaculture CLLD: the MA, the PA and IB (if relevant) and the FLAGs, and also 

help FLAGs establish links with the fisheries/aquaculture sector; 

- building the capacity of these CLLD actors; 

- communicating/clarifying EC jargon to all CLLD stakeholders; speaking a language people 

can understand (and not simply repeating the official documents); 

- facilitating cooperation between FLAGs, at national as well as transnational level; 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/files/documents/MAmeeting15162016_CF_SWEDEN.pdf
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- ensuring the visibility of fisheries and aquaculture CLLD and its results to the outside world. 

The NN should remain neutral and not represent either the MA or the FLAGs. It should, however, 

cooperate with the fisheries/aquaculture sector and with any bottom-up representation set up by 

the FLAGs. 

 

Working Group: balancing bottom-up / top-down approaches 

NNs can be an important link between the local/stakeholder level 

and the MAs. While MAs focus mainly on setting up the 

administrative system and rules, NNs can help to ensure the 

system runs smoothly. NNs should also ensure that innovation and 

the sense of ownership generated at local level is not lost in the 

implementation process.   

 

 

 

 

Working Group: different models of governance for networks 

This working group session aimed to develop participants’ knowledge and understanding of the ways 

in which NNs can support CLLD implementation – and how its governance arrangements can affect 

its ability to do so.  DG MARE pointed to the FARNET Support Unit as an example of a network that 

had been successfully entrusted to an external contractor to run.   The working group had a rich 

discussion, the main points of which are summarized in the table below: 

 

The key principles: 

- The NN should be neutral and not a political body; 
- The NN should be built on trust and transparency, and should promote these principles; 
- FLAGs should be represented on the NN board. 

 
Outsourcing or In-house? Some pros and cons of the two options: 
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The NN should be a network of FLAGs, promoting the CLLD approach / territorial development, and 

it should liaise with the fisheries sector when relevant. The NN can be part of a broader CLLD 

network (e.g. LEADER network) but should be careful to maintain FLAGs visibility and specificity.  

Working Group: developing NN action plans 

Participants in this working group were unanimous in insisting that any NN action plan had to be 

demand driven. In other words, the FLAGs should have a strong role in proposing what needs should 

be addressed through the network. Studies and evaluations of the last period, along with interviews 

and meetings with the FLAGs can all help to inform the NN’s action plan.  

Suggestions from participants in the working group focusing on the mission of NNs also touched on 

how overall objectives should be translated into actions. It was felt that while consultation with the 

various stakeholders should lead to a wide range of ideas, it was important to then prioritise and 

focus on a realistic number of clearly defined and achievable activities. Ensuring that a system was 

in place to assess (and self-evaluate) the networks’ activities was also considered important so 

actions could constantly be improved and better tailored to needs.   

In terms of potential year 1 activities, participants proposed a kick-off meeting for FLAGs, to which 

the MA, IB, FSU, DG MARE and representatives of the fisheries sector should all be invited. Such a 

meeting could cover, for example: some of the basic principles and potential of CLLD, an introduction 

to implementing CLLD, and monitoring and evaluation considerations. It could also serve as a 

platform for identifying the support needs of FLAGs and to showcase past FLAG work with a view to 

inspiring future projects. Communication tools also featured strongly among the priorities for year 1 

(e.g. the development of a regular newsletter and a designated website, accompanied by the use of 

social media).   

 



9 
 

Monitoring and evaluation 

Angelos Sanopoulos (FAME SU) presented the rules on monitoring and evaluation (M&E) for Union 

Priority 4. The Common Monitoring and Evaluation System (CMES) includes an “Intervention logic” 

showing the links between EMFF Union Priorities, specific objectives and measures, a set of common 

indicators, cumulative data on operations, the annual implementation report of the OP and the 

evaluation plan and evaluation activities. To support the MSs with their M&E tasks, the FAME SU has 

developed a working paper with short and practical definitions of all common indicators (December 

2015). It is also currently developing a working paper on the “operationalisation” of all common 

result indicators (Autumn 2016). Mr Sanopoulos explained the importance of linking M&E activities 

along the delivery chain (beneficiary-FLAG-MA) and defining programme specific indicators, as the 

common indicators do not fully capture the achievements of CLLD.  

Analysis of CLLD in the OP evaluation plan shows that nine MS (out of 20 implementing CLLD) 

mention self-assessment; 11 MS OPs contain detailed proposals on CLLD evaluation, and 12 explain 

what is expected from the FLAGs in M&E terms (production of progress reports, M&E activities in 

general, FLAG evaluation plans, assessment of LDS impacts). 

This introduction was followed by two presentations on voluntary M&E initiatives at the FLAG level: 

 Amélie Perraudeau, manager of the Marennes Oleron FLAG (FR), presented the evaluation 

methods and tools used by her FLAG to evaluate the Axis 4 experience; 

 Chris Ranford, FLAG animator in Cornwall (UK), presented how the Social Return on 

Investment method was used to demonstrate Axis 4 achievements in his FLAG area. 

A few other MA representatives also presented their initiatives on M&E: in Ireland, for example, the 

MA is taking the initiative to interview each FLAG board, and to send a questionnaire to a sample of 

beneficiaries. In Finland, a few inland FLAGs covering large territories conducted a self-assessment, in 

order to learn how to proceed in the next programming period. The Finnish MA took the 

conclusions/recommendations of these evaluations into account when drafting the new OP.  

Following the presentations, the group worked on four themes: the M&E section of the LDS; the role 

and mandate of the different bodies in implementing the evaluation plan for CLLD; the collection and 

use of data on CLLD implementation/ achievements; and FLAG self-evaluation. 

Working Group: how to evaluate the M&E section of LDS proposals? 

The obligation to include a M&E section in the LDS is new and included in the EMFF Regulation and 

the related implementing regulations. Key to the success of this approach is the full ownership of 

M&E by all levels in the delivery chain.  

Developing an LDS and an M&E system is an ongoing process, and if the LDS changes then so too 

must the M&E system.  

Participants pointed out that data collection should start at the project level, and it should already 

be clear to potential beneficiaries at the application stage what is to be measured and how this will 

be used at the end of the programming period. Indeed, well-structured application forms and data 

collection methods are essential for aggregating the information at FLAG level, and later at 

regional/national level. Project application forms should ideally, therefore, include information on 

the LDS objective(s) the project will contribute to, and should collect the information for formal 

reporting as defined in the Regulations (e.g. the common indicators, project type, beneficiary etc.). 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/files/documents/MAmeeting15162016_ME_FAME_SU.pdf
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/files/documents/MAmeeting15162016_ME_FLAG_MarennesOleron.pdf
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/files/documents/MAmeeting15162016_ME_FLAG_MarennesOleron.pdf
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/files/documents/MAmeeting15162016_ME_SROI_Cornwall.pdf
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet/files/documents/MAmeeting15162016_ME_SROI_Cornwall.pdf
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Programme specific indicators may be needed to demonstrate the added value of the CLLD 

approach where this is not captured by the common indicators.  

MAs should screen the M&E sections of the LDSs carefully, as they will form the basis of information 

collection for the formal reporting on CLLD. MAs can support the FLAGs by: 

 Providing guidelines on M&E, including templates for the CLLD intervention logic, the 

evaluation plan, methods for self-assessment, etc…; 

 Organising workshops on developing/improving the M&E sections of the LDSs; 

 Providing common evaluation questions (what does the MA want to know on CLLD?); 

 Providing indicator fiches (in particular for the programme specific indicators); 

 Publishing FAQs on M&E topics. 

Working Group: role and mandate of the different bodies implementing the evaluation plan for 

CLLD 

This discussion focused on the key actions of the different stakeholders and the timeframe for these 

actions.  

Participants highlighted the urgent role of the MAs in providing a clear framework for the FLAGs. 

While participants did not wish to discourage FLAGs from using different evaluation methods, or 

going beyond the framework provided, for comparison purposes it was felt that MAs must establish 

clear minimum evaluation requirements for FLAGs. 

In the meantime, a key action for FLAGs is the development of SMART (specific, measurable, 

attainable, realistic and timely) targets within their local development strategies, and to reflect on 

how they will measure their success in achieving these targets. It was also mentioned how the 

process for applying for project support could be designed so it also facilitated the collection of data 

on expected results.   

Finally, DG MARE pointed to the future need to consider ways of evaluating the longer term impacts 

of CLLD and reminded participants that as well as the mandatory EMFF evaluation tasks, MAs should 

also bear in mind their potential contribution to the 2019 progress report foreseen for all ESI funds. 

Working Group: how to better collect and use data on CLLD implementation/ achievements? 

The creation of jobs is an important objective of CLLD, however, its achievements go far beyond job 

creation and this “softer information” also needs to be captured and structured. Answers to 

questions like, “how beneficial was the support for you?” and “how changes did the funding make 

possible for you?” cannot be captured with data collection at project level. Therefore, FLAGs need to 

build in this information collection into their M&E plans (e.g. via workshop after project completion, 

surveys, interviews, case studies, etc..). 

It is important to create awareness among FLAGs, beneficiaries and MAs, that M&E is not just a 

compulsory exercise, it is also a useful management tool: 

 For FLAGs, to allow follow-up on the implementation of the LDSs, and to review the LDS and 

re-allocate budgets over time.  

 For MAs, to monitor progress on CLLD implementation and to collect information for formal 

reporting. 

The M&E system should be used as a tool for improving the LDSs, making decisions, re-allocating 

budgets, etc 
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By linking the process at local, regional and national level, M&E can be useful for all stakeholders 

along the delivery chain. 

Workshops and toolkits for M&E are needed to develop knowledge and capacity within FLAGs. NNs 

can play a role in supporting this and the FSU can facilitate exchange on M&E matters, in partnership 

with the FAME SU. 

Working Group: how to encourage FLAG self-evaluation? 

Several actions or processes to encourage self-evaluation were identified, namely: 

 Ensuring clear links to the broader evaluation framework (at national or EU level) could help 

motivate FLAGs in their own evaluation process.  

 Highlighting the usefulness of the evaluation exercise for promoting the FLAG’s work in its 

territory, notably in terms of project development and the involvement of new stakeholders. 

 Motivating FLAG members and developing a sense of pride in the work of the FLAG. 

 Making part of the FLAG budget conditional on the achievement and demonstration of specific 

targets. 

 Ensuring the FLAG has the necessary skills and resources (national networks can play a key role in 

this respect). 

 Underlining the benefits of self-evaluation in terms of securing and demonstrating the broader 

added-value of the CLLD approach.  

 Providing assistance to help guide FLAGs through self-evaluation process.  

 Highlighting the importance of providing feedback to the stakeholders involved in the self-

evaluation process. This should be considered a good practice and will help to keep these 

stakeholders engaged in the evaluation process. 

The session on M&E ended with an interactive exercise introducing the seminar on Results oriented 

CLLD in fisheries areas (Helsinki, Finland, 24-26 May 2016). MA representatives were asked to think 

about the following two questions: 

 What do you want to know about CLLD at the end of the period? 

As an MA, it is difficult to answer this question, as the LDS are bottom-up and therefore the FLAGs 

decide on the LDS objectives. The MA’s role is to help them achieve this. However, MAs need to 

aggregate the outcomes of FLAGs’ achievements and this can be done by defining a common set of 

indicators and methods for calculating them, taking into account the need for simplicity.  

 What theme would you like to discuss in this seminar? 

Increasing the usefulness of M&E as a management tool and linking up all levels of the delivery chain 

together in the M&E system were identified as two important themes for the MAs. 

OP trilaterals 

Throughout the event, numerous opportunities were provided for MA representatives to meet with 

DG MARE officers and FSU experts to discuss specific issues or questions. 
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Closing session 

Gilles van de Walle (FSU) thanked the MA representatives for their participation. The next MA 

meeting will be held in the autumn. MAs available to host an MA meeting in the future are invited to 

contact the FSU. 

In follow-up to the meeting, the FSU will: 

- Upload the meeting report and the presentations on the FARNET website; 
- Support delivery on a bilateral basis with the MAs; 
- Support capacity building events on a bilateral basis with NNs and MAs (CLLD examples, etc); 
- Organise a seminar on Results oriented CLLD in fisheries areas (Helsinki, Finland, 24-26 May 

2016); 
- Launch the revamped FARNET website by the summer; 
- Organise a seminar on local supply chains in November 2016. 


