Results-oriented CLLD in fisheries areas
Helsinki, Finland, 24-26 May 2016
REPORT
The seminar was organised by the FARNET Support Unit (FSU) at the initiative of DG MARE, and with
the help of the Finnish Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry and the South Finland FLAG ESKO. The
FAME Support Unit also contributed. The event brought together 144 participants from 19 countries,
including representatives of 90 FLAGs, 20 managing authorities (MAs) and four national networks
(NNs).
The overall aims were to:
 help FLAGs to develop better strategies, using SMART indicators and targets, with a clear
focus on results;
 help FLAGs and MAs to develop monitoring systems to guide the strategy implementation
process; and
 open a discussion on the broader impacts of CLLD.
These aims were achieved through a mix of presentations, workshops, discussion panels, and an
exchange forum, which included a tool fair.

Warm-up exercise

On the first evening (24 May), participants had an opportunity to get to know each other through an
informal exercise of “speed dating”, which aimed to facilitate an exchange of experience between new
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FLAGs and more experienced FLAGs. This was followed by a welcome dinner, featuring a presentation
of lesser-known fish species from the South Finland FLAG area.

Welcome and introduction to the theme
The seminar was opened by Frangiscos Nikolian, Head of Unit at DG MARE, who reminded participants
of the importance of ensuring value for money when spending EU funds, and the need to better
demonstrate how these funds deliver results. This holds true for all
European Structural and Investment (ESI) Funds (€356 billion in
total), of which fisheries CLLD accounts for just a small part
(approximately €500 million).
Mr. Nikolian congratulated FLAGs on their successes under Axis 4
of the EFF, pointing to the many projects supported, the
partnerships built and the capacity developed by the different
stakeholders. He then went on to insist on the need for clearer
strategies under the EMFF, along with clear objectives and
measurable targets. He also touched on the legal requirements
such as the need for clear selection criteria for local projects and
provisions for monitoring and evaluation.
He concluded by urging FLAGs to bear in mind the broader impacts of their local development work,
including qualitative impacts that are harder to measure, such as social capital and capacity.
Risto Lampinen, Head of Unit at the Finnish MA, then welcomed delegates to Helsinki, underlining the
importance of FARNET-type events for spreading knowledge and
facilitating exchange between different cultures – both of which
he said were vital for addressing the challenges faced by fishing
communities. Mr. Lampinen identified low levels of profitability as
a major issue in small-scale coastal fisheries, and highlighted the
need to find new solutions, new business models and new
entrants to the sector. Improving the profitability of small-scale
fisheries, addressing the ageing of professional fishermen and
helping them to deal with the issue of predators and invasive
species will be among the key tasks of the ten Finnish FLAGs in the
2014-2020 period.
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Mr. Lampinen also highlighted the role of the FLAGs in supporting job creation, social inclusion and the
integration of immigrants. He concluded by asking participants to reflect on the question of how to
link fisheries to blue growth opportunities, while not forgetting the environmental challenges linked
to increased trade and maritime transport.
Following this introduction, Gilles van de Walle from the FSU presented the agenda for the event,
before handing over to Urszula Budzich-Tabor for a presentation on the key concepts of the seminar
theme and Esko Taanila, who presented the objectives and targets of the local development strategy
of the South Finland FLAG.

Working groups
Participants then divided into four working groups, designed to help delegates understand the
intervention logic of the FLAG local development strategy, and develop related objectives, indicators
and actions.
To allow participants to work on common
objectives and indicators, there were two working
groups for participants whose strategies focused
mainly on adding value to fisheries products, one
group for those with strategies focused mainly on
diversifying the fisheries sector, and one group for
those with strategies focusing on diversifying the
fisheries area as a whole. All groups followed the
same process.
During the first round, the groups worked on
defining general and specific objectives, before
moving on to results and outputs indicators in the
second round (sometimes rephrasing specific
objectives if it was difficult to find a suitable indicator or where participants realised by working
through the intervention logic that their objectives were not appropriately formulated). During the
third round, participants discussed specific actions (e.g. animation, project selection criteria…) that
FLAGs can carry out in order to achieve their identified objectives.

First round: objectives
The starting point of the discussion in each group was a short presentation on the basic principles of
formulating SMART objectives, illustrated by an example from one of the FLAGs. These presentations
can be found on the event website: Focusing on results right from the start: designing objectives for
your strategy.
Based on their SWOT and territorial analysis, FLAGs
learned how to define general objectives, specific
objectives and operations through a process of structured
reflection. Developing a problem tree was introduced as
an intermediary step. This helped FLAGs set their
objectives by first thinking about the problems in the area,
their causes and their effects.
An important issue identified at this stage was the need to
think carefully about the wording of objectives. For
example, there were clear differences in the specific
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objectives, operations and indicators emerging from the general objectives of “increasing income for
fishermen” and “increasing income for fisheries communities”. For the former, individual project
promoters would be the focus of operations and indicators, whereas the latter would involve different
scales of operations and indicators, which need to capture the impact on a broader scale.
Participants found it difficult to distinguish
between the general and specific level,
and to find the right level of detail in
phrasing the specific objectives. Proposed
specific objectives ranged from the very
general (e.g. innovation) to the very
specific (e.g. increase the use of local
seafood products in local restaurants and
shops). A peer review by two people from
each table of the objectives of a
neighbouring table, helped to bring these
differences to the surface.

Second round: indicators and targets
An introduction to the definition and hierarchy of indicators (input-output-result-impact) helped
participants to better understand how indicators fit in the hierarchy of objectives and which type of
indicators should be used to measure each type of objective. Participants noted the direct link between
operations and output indicators, whereas the link between result indicators and specific objectives is
less certain, as other factors are also at play. Following a presentation on target setting, the groups
identified targets for some of the indicators.
The introductory presentations can be found on the events website, under Planning what to
measure: designing targets and indicators for your strategy
Participants came to the conclusion that different operations can contribute to the same specific
objective. It also became clear that a bundle of output indicators does not provide enough information
to assess the achievement of the specific objectives and that results indicators require additional
information collection, apart from the information gathered trough application forms. Participants
found target setting challenging and some groups defined a theoretical FLAG budget in order to help
quantify some of the targets.

Third round: action plan
This session started with brainstorming in groups on possible actions the FLAG could undertake to
achieve the objectives identified during the previous round of working groups. Three main themes,
namely: project development, animation & communication, and project selection, helped the
participants to think about specific actions related to each. Examples of actions were collected on a
poster, with similar actions clustered together.
The participants then continued their work in smaller groups, each of which developed either specific
selection criteria for one of the specific objectives they had identified in the morning, or an action plan
for one of the main clusters of activity (project development or animation/communication), again
linked to one of their specific objectives. When developing action plans, participants realised that
timing issues and FLAG resource availability are important factors to take into account.
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After presenting the action plans, the participants
prioritised the actions for the coming year in their FLAG
area. The following were considered most important:
(a) under “project development”:
- direct support to potential beneficiaries; and
- liaising with regulatory authorities;
(b) under “animation and communication”:
- direct contact with local actors;
- meetings with businesses from different sectors;
- a good communication plan;
- and in one group, a proposal to organise an “ideas
competition” was particularly popular.
(c) under “project selection”:
- preparing the calls for projects and selection criteria.

Panel discussion: how do we know we are meeting our objectives?
Between two rounds of working groups, a panel discussion with practitioners explored ways of
demonstrating and measuring the achievements of CLLD using indicators. Two FLAG managers (from
Spain and the UK) and one FLAG candidate (a French local authority) took part in this discussion, along
with the Scottish Rural Network Support Unit and an evaluator from the Danish MA.
Some of the key messages emerging from this discussion were as follows:
 Indicators can be very simple
 They should help people understand and quantify results
 They are fundamental for financial planning (one needs to know the cost of something and
what that something is likely to produce in order to decide whether to invest in it)
 They should be designed/selected with local beneficiaries in order to ensure they are
meaningful, realistic and attainable
 Involving local beneficiaries also helps them to understand and take ownership of the selected
indicators and the LAG’s strategic objectives, creating a sense of pride in being able to
demonstrate what their actions are achieving
 The process of defining indicators is a capacity building exercise in itself
 Indicators don´t have to be measured in numbers – but some sort of scale is necessary
 Although more difficult, indicators can also be found for softer measures (e.g. the use of
indexes whereby stakeholders are asked to indicate on a scale of 1-5 a project’s contribution
to social cohesion)
 Communication between FLAGs and beneficiaries throughout a project life cycle can help
monitor results, as well as the relevance of chosen indicators. It can also help identify other
potential indicators
The manager of the Northwest Cadiz FLAG, Spain, gave some examples of indicators which they were
using:


Given poor education levels among many fishing families in the FLAG area, the FLAG had funded a
series of training projects. In order to understand if these projects were achieving the desired
results, they monitored the following information:
 The number of participants in training courses that went on to find employment;
 The number of participants in training courses that went on to further education.
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In terms of adding value to local fisheries products, the FLAG was also supporting local processing
companies, but local fishermen had pointed out that many processing companies were importing
a lot of the fish that they processed. The FLAG started to request data on volumes of fish being
bought by the beneficiaries in the local fish auctions at the beginning of the project, and again at
the end. This encouraged beneficiaries to use more local fish and the data helped the FLAG
measure the increase in local fish purchases by these stakeholders.

The Danish MA has
developed a special IT
system that helps collect
information about all
projects supported by
LAGs and FLAGs. According
to Morten Kvistgaard, in
addition to collecting data
on job creation and income
generation, this system
can
also
capture
information on “softer”
aspects
of
local
development. The system
measures five main categories of results: economic, environmental, climate, social and cultural.
Although indicators are designed to measure the results of local projects, there is also a need for a
certain level of comparability at national and EU level if public authorities are to point to results at
programme level. Alistair Prior from the Scottish Rural Network explained how they were working with
LAGs and FLAGs to develop a common set of indicators. Between them, the F/LAGs had proposed over
300 different indicators to measure their results. By identifying and refining indicators that were
relevant and common to as many F/LAGs as possible, the 300 has been narrowed down to 60 and work
is ongoing to have a final set of 30 common indicators. Mr Prior emphasised, however, that while many
F/LAGs had similar objectives, there is a limit to the extent to which LAG or FLAG indicators can be
harmonised, given the very nature of local development and the specificities of each strategy.

Cooperation corner
During the coffee and lunch breaks participants could visit the Cooperation Corner, post their ideas
and cooperation proposals or exchange with others on common themes or reasons to cooperate. A
number of potential cooperation projects were
identified, focusing on:
- attracting young people into the fisheries
sector;
- supporting entrepreneurs (local processing
and sales, encouraging women and youth...);
- innovation (partnering with universities,
energy transition...);
- diversifying into tourism (promoting natural
and cultural resources, improving bathing water
quality, cleaning up marine litter from
beaches...).
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Reflecting on the lessons learnt
At the start of the last day, participants, supported by Kees Manintveld from the FSU, had the
opportunity to reflect on the lessons learned about the FLAG intervention logic in the course of the
workshops the previous day. The key lessons included: the need to review and refine the strategic
objectives through an iterative process; and the importance of peer review when formulating
objectives, indicators and targets. The usefulness of the “problem tree” method in defining objectives,
and the key role of animation and project development support were also mentioned.

Mini-plenary: the practicalities of measuring results
This session was chaired by John Grieve from the FSU. In his introductory presentation, John insisted
that monitoring and evaluation should be action-oriented, and FLAGs should use them to guide and
improve their results. For this, FLAGs need to know the inputs and outputs (what it cost and what was
done), as well as the results and impacts of their work. Mr Grieve pointed out that in addition to the
mandatory data that FLAGs have to collect for each operation, in line with Art. 97.1 of the EMFF
regulation, a large amount of data and information can also be collected to demonstrate results and
impacts. Indeed, FLAGs can miss interesting impacts and knock-on effects of their projects, simply by
not thinking through what information to collect.
Three
presentations
from
practitioners went on to provide
specific examples of how FLAGs can
measure some of their results:
Pawel Kirkowski from the North
Kaszuby FLAG, Poland, presented
some aspects of their work to
measure results, highlighting a
number of lessons:
 the importance of thinking
through indicators very
carefully, to ensure they are as
realistic as possible and are
directly attributable to the FLAG’s work (e.g. “reducing unemployment by x%” is extremely
dependent on external factors, beyond the control of the FLAG, while “creating xx local jobs” is
easier to measure and to attribute to the FLAG’s actions;
 the importance of timing to evaluation activities (are stakeholders available?);
 the importance of establishing a clear system for archiving documents and data; and finally
 good communication with the evaluator!
Amélie Perraudeau from the Marennes Oléron FLAG in France gave an overview of their self-evaluation
activities, based on questionnaires to FLAG members and beneficiaries. Other tools included a “new
eyes” report, based on exchange visits, discussions and peer review between three neighbouring
FLAGs.
Morten Kvistgaard, an expert evaluator, also shared some evaluation tips with FLAGs. In particular,
Mr. Kvistgaard pointed to three levels which are important to evaluate:
1. The project level: inputs, outputs, results, impacts;
2. The local development strategy (LDS): extent to which it succeeds;
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3. Contribution to wider objectives of the LDS and the OP/EU2020: e.g. improved quality of life
in fisheries area.
Further words of advice included: the need to decide on the scale of the evaluation, in conjunction
with the resources available; and finally the importance of participating actively in the evaluation,
commenting on the draft report and implementing the recommendations!

Mini-plenary: assessing FLAG performance
Petri Rinne, FARNET Geographic Expert for Finland,
introduced this session on measuring FLAG
performance. He explained that FLAGs should
evaluate both the LDS implementation and the
internal operation of the FLAG and its animation
activities – the latter being the main focus of the
mini-plenary. Mr Rinne gave a number of examples
of possible indicators for measuring FLAG
performance, as well explaining the quality
management system used by Finnish Leader LAGs.
Three presentations then gave practical examples
used by different groups to assess their work: In her
presentation, Helle Breindahl from the Djursland
FLAG in Denmark focused on the importance of
animation and securing local stakeholder
participation in order to achieve results. Her FLAG
organises yearly evaluations to assess how projects
have contributed to the local strategy.
Hans-Olof Stålgren from the Swedish national network presented a methodology used in Sweden,
called “learning circles”, to facilitate peer-to-peer exchange between F/LAG managers.
A final presentation was given by Pekka Sahama, from the East Finland FLAG, which contracted an
external company to help evaluate its work. Mr Sahama insisted on the importance of the FLAG playing
a strong role in developing its own monitoring and evaluation templates.

Exchange forum
A series of parallel activities enabled participants to explore in more detail the issues, methodologies
and tools most relevant to them. These activities included:

Tool fair
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A series of ten stands presenting existing tools and methods for results-oriented CLLD, which were
used by FLAGs or MAs in the 2007-2013 period, or were recently designed for the 2014-2020 period.
FLAGs and other CLLD stakeholders from Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Latvia, Poland, Spain
and UK showcased their most interesting methods for gathering, analysing and interpreting data.

Assessing broader CLLD impacts
In three parallel small-group discussions, participants had the possibility to
discuss with experts from FARNET, DG MARE and the World Bank, how to
measure the longer-term, less tangible results of FLAG work.

Questions and answers with the FAME Support Unit
CLLD stakeholders, especially MAs, had the opportunity to ask questions or
discuss specific topics related to the monitoring and evaluation of fisheries
CLLD with a representative of the Fisheries and Aquaculture Monitoring and
Evaluation (FAME) Support Unit.

Closing session
Lily Hoo, an evaluation expert for the World Bank’s Community Driven Development programme,
shared her reflections on the seminar. She explained that the World Bank approach to CommunityDriven Development (CDD) has many similarities with the EU’s CLLD method and faces similar
challenges as regards measuring impacts. She also suggested that some of the evaluation solutions and
methods developed by the World Bank could be relevant to the EU context.
Ms. Hoo said that during the two days of the seminar she noticed that most FLAGs already had a very
good knowledge of the problems they are trying to address, and many already know what kind of
results they want to achieve and how to measure them. She suggested that simple indicators can
sometimes be very helpful to capture qualitative impacts. For instance, when trying to ensure the
continuation of the fisheries sector by attracting young people to the profession, one could measure
the number of young people willing to become fishermen and carry out a survey, asking them about
their motivation and the main obstacles.
Monica Burch from the FSU, who co-facilitated the discussion on assessing broader CLLD impacts with
Lily Hoo and Jean-Pierre Vercruysse during the Exchange Forum, said the discussion had already helped
to identify some potentially useful practical indicators. She also stressed that in addition to collecting
and analysing numbers, there are other ways to capture impacts, for instance via personal stories,
videos, case studies, etc.
In his closing comments, Jean-Pierre Vercruysse from DG MARE reminded participants of the need for
FLAGs to be more effective in achieving results, but they should also realise that they can only have a
limited impact. It is important, therefore, to find ways to measure these aspects e.g. community
resilience, which can be directly affected by a FLAG’s work. The discussion about the future of CLLD in
the post-2020 period is already starting, and FLAGs and other CLLD actors will have to show that this
approach is effective in helping to create jobs and businesses. It will also be important to find ways to
measure the qualitative and quantitative changes in terms of social capital, networking, the integration
of fishermen in their areas, empowerment, capacity building, etc. DG MARE, in cooperation with other
DGs, is looking for indicators and case studies that will contribute to capturing these impacts.
Gilles van de Walle, team leader of the FSU, thanked all the participants for their contribution to this
challenging but useful event and also announced that a new brochure on Results-oriented CLLD in
fisheries areas would soon be available on the FARNET website.
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After the seminar, many participants took part in a boat trip
organised by the ESKO FLAG, where it presented its projects and
showed a fishing technique, developed with FLAG support, which
protects fishermen’s catch from seals.
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