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WHO’S WHO

• Name
• FLAG
• What do you hope to get out of this workshop?



Why evaluate CLLD Working paper on CLLD 
evaluation impact model

Evaluation questions and 
judgement criteria

Indicators, data, and 
validation Working groups



WHY IS EVALUATING CLLD IMPORTANT?

Please go to menti.com
Use code: 1620 9558 



• You must! It is a legal requirement under the CPR. 
• It improves strategies and processes. 
• It demonstrates impact and supports future policy.

WHY IS EVALUATING CLLD IMPORTANT?



WORKING PAPER ON CLLD EVALUATION



Common impact model 

The paper introduces an impact model with pathways, 
conditions, goals, and external conditions

Common evaluation framework

Based on the impact model, evaluation questions, 
judgement criteria, and indicators are proposed that can be 
used directly or adapted

Verification (Information sources)

It explains where to source information (Infosys, surveys, 
case studies)

Understand regulatory 
requirements

It summarises monitoring and evaluation obligations under 
the CRP, outlining what is mandatory and the timing of 
evaluations

Evaluation reporting template

Step-by-step guide on how to use the evaluation report 
template, as well as how to visualise findings

WORKING PAPER: KEY COMPONENTS



Tools

Verification

WORKING PAPER: KEY COMPONENTS



UNDERSTAND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

• Each FLAG must conduct at least one evaluation by 2029
• Programme-level impact evaluation by 30 June 2029
• EU-level ex-post evaluation by end of 2031



UNDERSTAND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

Where are we in terms of time:

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Preparation
Strategy
Administration

Implementation
Calls
Monitoring
Management

Preparation
(begins again)

Evaluation Plan Evaluation

MA Evaluation

EC Evaluation



EVALUATION TYPES!

You must conduct one evaluation; FAMENET recommends two evaluations

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

Process

• Conducted early
• Assesses capacity
• Delivery systems
• Enabling factors

Implementation

• Interim assessment
• Focuses on outputs
• Immediate results
• Does not concern 

long-term impacts

Impact

• Conducted once sufficient 
implementation has occurred

• Is ex-post – so measures changes 
for targets set against baselines



COMMON IMPACT MODEL (FOR CLLD)

• Define levels
• Defines impact pathways 
• Outlines external conditions
• Defines an “accountability ceiling”

KEY ASPECTS



COMMON IMPACT MODEL (FOR CLLD)

Which illustrates the relationships between 
each element in the impact model and serves 
as a reference basis for all monitoring and 
evaluation plans. 

Based on intervention logic:



COMMON IMPACT MODEL (FOR CLLD)

• Level 1: Capacity of the FLAG
• Level 2: Pathways (actions)
• Level 3: CLLD goals
• Level 4: Territorial impact

Levels:



COMMON IMPACT MODEL (FOR CLLD)

• Networking and capacity building
• Cooperation and participation
• Project implementation

Pathways (actions):



COMMON IMPACT MODEL (FOR CLLD)

• Networking and capacity building
• Cooperation and participation
• Project implementation

• How does each pathway lead to 
territorial impact?

Pathways (actions):



COMMON IMPACT MODEL (FOR CLLD)

• No major external shocks disrupting development

• Sufficient project development capacity

• Administrative rules are not barriers

• Support from NGOs and stakeholder groups

• Support from national and regional governments

• Consider these as assumptions

External conditions:



COMMON IMPACT MODEL (FOR CLLD)

• What do we mean by this?

Accountability ceiling:



COMMON IMPACT MODEL (FOR CLLD)

• Sets limits of responsibility
• Separates control from influence
• Ensures fair evaluation

Accountability ceiling:



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

• Evaluation questions are defined
• Judgement criteria are defined
• Indicators are outlines and proposed

KEY ASPECTS



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

• Evaluation questions are defined

• EQs focus the evaluation on a limited 
number of critical areas, ensuring that 
findings are targeted, relevant, and of high 
quality

KEY ASPECTS



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

• Judgement criteria are defined

• Criteria which define the conditions for 
meeting each evaluation question

• Also know as ‘assessment criteria’ or 
‘success factors’ (i.e. in LEADER, etc.)

KEY ASPECTS



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

KEY ASPECTS

• Indicators are outlined and proposed

• Means of verification – measure the 
achievement of judgement criteria 
using both quantitative and qualitative 
data



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

• Indicators are outlined and proposed

• Means of verification – measure the 
achievement of judgement criteria 
using both quantitative and qualitative 
data

• Including common result indicators

KEY ASPECTS



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

CR01 New production capacity 

CR02 Aquaculture production maintained 

CR03 Businesses created

CR04 Businesses with higher turnover

CR05.1/2 Capacity of vessels withdrawn

CR06 Jobs created 

CR07 Jobs maintained 

CR08 Persons benefiting

CR09.1/2 Area addressed by operations for GES

CR10 Actions contributing to GES

CR11 Entities increasing social sustainability 

CR12 Effectiveness of “collection, management and use of data” 

CR13 Cooperation activities between stakeholders 

CR14 Innovations enabled

CR15 Control means installed or improved

CR16 Entities benefiting from promotion and information activities

CR17 Entities improving resource efficiency in production 

CR18.1/2 Energy consumption leading to CO2 emissions reduction

CR19 Actions to improve governance capacity

CR20 Investment induced

CR21 Datasets and advice made available

CR22 Usage of data and information platforms

EMFAF COMMON RESULT INDICATORS:



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

CR01 New production capacity 

CR02 Aquaculture production maintained 

CR03 Businesses created

CR04 Businesses with higher turnover

CR05.1/2 Capacity of vessels withdrawn

CR06 Jobs created 

CR07 Jobs maintained 

CR08 Persons benefiting

CR09.1/2 Area addressed by operations for GES

CR10 Actions contributing to GES

CR11 Entities increasing social sustainability 

CR12 Effectiveness of “collection, management and use of data” 

CR13 Cooperation activities between stakeholders 

CR14 Innovations enabled

CR15 Control means installed or improved

CR16 Entities benefiting from promotion and information activities

CR17 Entities improving resource efficiency in production 

CR18.1/2 Energy consumption leading to CO2 emissions reduction

CR19 Actions to improve governance capacity

CR20 Investment induced

CR21 Datasets and advice made available

CR22 Usage of data and information platforms

TEN MOST COMMON RESULT INDICATORS:



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

INFORMATION SOURCES:

• Beneficiary data

• FAMENET annual survey 

• Participatory evaluation (workshops)

• Targeted surveys

• Case studies

• Regional/national statistics

• Infosys



COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

It’s not! All we need is:

• To turn this into a question (?)
• Criteria to judge against (?)
• Something to measure (?)

Sound complicated? 



FROM IMPACT MODEL TO EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Six evaluation questions (EQs) are proposed:



FROM IMPACT MODEL TO EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Six evaluation questions (EQs) are proposed:

EQ1: To what extent are sufficient capacities in place for LAG activities?

EQ2: To what extent have networking and capacity building stimulated participation in local development? 

EQ3: To what extent has support for project implementation enabled citizens to undertake projects that meet local needs?

EQ4: To what extent has cooperation and participatory decision-making improved local governance, and the coordination of local activities?

EQ5: To what extent has the LAG supported a positive territorial impact in the area?

EQ6: To what extent do external conditions outside the control of the LAG support or hinder the implementation of local development?



Time for a break!



FROM IMPACT MODEL TO EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Six evaluation questions (EQs) are proposed:

EQ1: To what extent are sufficient capacities in place for LAG activities?

EQ2: To what extent have networking and capacity building stimulated participation in local development? 

EQ3: To what extent has support for project implementation enabled citizens to undertake projects that meet local needs?

EQ4: To what extent has cooperation and participatory decision-making improved local governance, and the coordination of local activities?

EQ5: To what extent has the LAG supported a positive territorial impact in the area?

EQ6: To what extent do external conditions outside the control of the LAG support or hinder the implementation of local development?



FROM IMPACT MODEL TO EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Six evaluation questions (EQs) are proposed:



EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (EQ1)

EQ1: To what extent are 
sufficient capacities in place 
for LAG activities?



EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (EQ1)



REPORTING TEMPLATE EXAMPLE (EQ1)



PROPOSED ASSESSMENT SCALE



EXERCISE: EQ1

Meet the HYPO FLAG 

We will work in groups of 5-7



EXERCISE: EQ1

Meet the HYPO-FLAG

The HYPO FLAG was set up in 2023 and has been 
operational since January 2024. There are 9 people the 
decision-making body, representing:
• Fisheries (2 people)
• aquaculture (1 person)
• public sector (2 people)  
• tourism board (1 person) 
• local harbor (1 person)
• local citizens (2 people)
2 are female, none are under 40.



EXERCISE: EQ1

Meet the HYPO-FLAG

The strategy was prepared by the HYPO FLAG that was 
already active in the previous period. The strategy 
preparation took 3 months and involved several different 
interest groups (fisheries, aquaculture, municipalities, 
tourism stakeholders, environmental NGOs, research 
institutes, association of women in fisheries, chamber of 
commerce, youth associations.)

3 half-day focus groups were held to understand the needs 
of these stakeholder groups.

An online survey was also sent out to the members of 12 
different organisations and received input from 137 people.
The strategy draft was sent to the same 12 organisations
and received feedback from 8.



EXERCISE: EQ1

Meet the HYPO-FLAG

The FLAG has 2 full-time equivalents, 3 people in total:
• 1 full-time FLAG Manager who has 4 years of 

experience as FLAG Manager and a background in 
local development and animation

• 1 part-time Communications Officer (0.5 FTE), with 2 
years’ experience in news and social media 

• 1 part-time Administrative Assistant (0.5 FTE), with 
10 years’ experience in managing EU funds



EXERCISE: EQ1

Meet the HYPO-FLAG

Together, the FLAG members dedicate approximately 53 
days to CLLD annually.
This is split between the President who invests around 15 
days a year in FLAG work (outreach, strategy ideas, 
thematic discussions & project selection), the President of 
the Local Fishers association who invests 10 days a year 
(similar activities to the President), and the other 7 
members who on average dedicate 4 days a year to FLAG 
work (essentially project selection meetings, participating 
in FLAG meetings and some outreach).
On average 7-8 of the board members are present at 
project selection meetings.



EXERCISE: EQ1

• Each of you will fill in your own reporting template 

for EQ 1 individually

• Discuss your scores and find the average

• Develop a justification for your score

• Bonus: Consider different stakeholder 

perspectives. 



…DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS?



See you tomorrow!
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RECAP: COMMON IMPACT MODEL



RECAP: COMMON EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (FOR CLLD)

INFORMATION SOURCES:

• Beneficiary data

• FAMENET annual survey 

• Participatory evaluation (workshops)

• Targeted surveys

• Case studies

• Regional/national statistics

• Infosys



158 replies from 329 FLAGs (response rate 48%)

100%

67%67%
55%

63%

50%

18%

54%

28%

61%

14%
21%

70%

100%

67%63%

0%

83%

48%

BE BG CY DE EE ES FI FR EL HR IE IT LT LV PL PT RO SI EU

1

18

3

31

8

44

11

39 40

23

7

28

10
6

24

16 14

6
1

12

2

17

5

22

2

21

11
14

1
6 7 6

16
10

0
5

BE BG CY DE EE ES FI FR EL HR IE IT LT LV PL PT RO SI

Number of EMFAF LAGs Number of survey replies



FLAG Survey- 7 sections & 16 questions

1. People participating in the FLAG (Q1, Q2)

2. Outreach activities to the local population in 2025 (Q3, Q4, Q5)

3. Support to projects in 2025 (Q6, Q7, Q8)

4. Boosting local knowledge and skills (Q9, Q10)

5. FLAG's role in generating projects in 2025 (Q11)

6. FLAG support to local stakeholders to access funding from other sources in 2025 (Q12, 

Q13, Q14)

7. The FLAG as a strategic local development stakeholder (Q15, Q16)



1. People participating in the FLAG
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BE BG CY DE EE ES FI FR EL HR IE IT LT LV PL PT SI EU

On average, there are 38 members in a FLAG
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BE BG CY DE EE ES FI FR EL HR IE IT LT LV PL PT SI EU

On average, 84 days were dedicated to FLAG 
work by FLAG members



3. Support to projects in 2025

Responses from 158 FLAGs in 2025 

 …discussed over 3 000 project ideas

 … received over 1 700 formal proposals

 … selected over 1 200 projects for a total of €71 M (total public grant)

Survey average

 19 project ideas

 11 formal proposals

 9 selected projects

19

11
9

project ideas formal proposals selected projects

For Estonia for 5 FLAGs: 97 ideas, 149 proposals, 142 selected projects 



Estonia is above “EU average” for …

2 
- -

2 

6 

0 

12 

1 2 1 
4 

2 2 

11 

-

4 

-

4 

Average number per FLAG of project promoters accessing EU 
funds for the first time

- - 1 0 

18 

1 

8 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

6 

- 1 1 3 

 -

 5

 10

 15

 20

Average number of projects presented by SSCF

2 

- -
1 

5 

-

3 

1 
1 1 

7 

0 1 

2 

-
1 1 1 

 -
 1
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8

Average number of projects presented by young people



4. Boosting local knowledge and skills 
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BE BG CY DE EE EL ES FI FR HR IE IT LT LV PL PT SI EU

Stakeholder exchange outside the FLAG areas (e.g. study visits, fairs…)

Estonian FLAGs are also above EU average for 

 organising training

 providing support for developing projects
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RECAP: FROM IMPACT MODEL TO EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

Six evaluation questions (EQs) are proposed:

EQ1: what extent are sufficient capacities in place for LAG activities?

EQ2: To what extent have networking and capacity building stimulated participation in local development? 

EQ3: To what extent has support for project implementation enabled citizens to undertake projects that meet 

local needs?

EQ4: To what extent has cooperation and participatory decision-making improved local governance, and the 

coordination of local activities?

EQ5: To what extent has the LAG supported a positive territorial impact in the area?

EQ6: To what extent do external conditions outside the control of the LAG support or hinder the implementation 

of local development?



EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (EQ5)

EQ5: To what extent has 
the FLAG supported a 
positive territorial 
impact in the area?



EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (EQ5)



EXERCISE: EQ5 (territorial impact)

Discuss the following questions:

• What is the most important work that your 
FLAG does?

• Where do you expect to have the biggest 
impact?



EXERCISE: EQ5 (territorial impact)

• Of the nine judgement criteria for EQ5 
which three do you think are the most 
important for measuring impact in your 
FLAG?



EXERCISE: EQ5 (territorial impact)

• How can those be achieved?
• How is it linked to your strategy?
• How can it be measured?
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EVALUATION PLAN AND NEXT STEPS

• Discuss your next steps 

• Timeframe. 
• Type of evaluation. 
• Budget. 
• Methods. 

Off the shelf / adaptation?



DID WE MEET YOUR EXPECTATIONS?



NOW EVALUATE US!

Please go to menti.com
Use code: 1620 9558 



You know where to find us!
helle.breindahl@famenet.eu 

www.famenet.eu


