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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Evaluation of the Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF 2014-20 Programmes was carried
out over December 2020 to March 2021 by an independent team led by Siar
Management.
This analysis shows that LEADER and EMFF were very effectively managed from a
financial perspective over the programme period. Strategic Objectives were delivered to
varying degrees with a strong bias towards local services/facilities and tourism.
Some critical changes at national level were made to the 2014-20 Programme which
have accelerated the transformation of LEADER. As always, changes bring unforeseen
consequences which are not always well understood at the point of impact. Concerns
quickly arose over strategy and commitment levels in the early stages, which led to the
second half of the Programme period being more constrained than might have been the
case. One upside, however, is that the COVID-19 situation was less detrimental to the
management of the Programme than might otherwise have been expected.
The launch of the 2014-20 Programme coincided with a period of pent-up demand from
tourism accommodation providers eager to participate in an over-heated marketplace
and this shaped the early stages of the LEADER Programme. Arguably, the Local Action
Group (LAG) was not prepared for this ‘baptism of fire’ and a series of policy adjustments
were required at later stages to enable the group to re-focus on the priorities which had
been set out in the local strategy. To a lesser extent, the EMFF Programme came under
similar interest from marine tourism businesses but that appears not to have caused as
much disruption.
To some, LEADER requires to flex its response in light of the chronic lack of business
development support brought about by 10 years of austerity and cutbacks in public
spending. The addition of rural business support to the Programme briefly brought a
solution to local businesses seeking to take advantage of market opportunities and it is
likely that any successor scheme will have to factor this into its strategy.
The perennial issues around bureaucracy and information management systems have
surfaced again repeatedly during the evaluation, particularly for LEADER, which seems to
have been dogged by these drawbacks without relief in recent programmes. This has
tended to squeeze out smaller projects and organisations with limited resources.
Unfortunately, LEADER’s reputation for inflicting administrative pain precedes it.
Measuring the performance of both programmes has been challenging as there is little
target setting adopted. Whilst the main objectives are clear and concise, gauging success
against these can be subjective, and beyond this, LEADER in particular has adopted a
highly disparate process of national and local measurement that contains significant
duplication and some potentially conflicting indicators. In contrast, EMFF has no
measurement framework so the Evaluation Team was required to improvise.
One highly positive aspect of LEADER/EMFF in the Outer Hebrides has been the
accessibility and experience of the staff teams over recent programmes which has been
vital for the LAG and FLAG members as well as many inexperienced applicants faced with
daunting application, claim and change control procedures. Whilst other LAGs have opted
for closing-down and restarting, staff continuity in the Outer Hebrides programmes has
been an important strength.
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Following the UK’s recent withdrawal of membership of the European Union, this
evaluation has provided an opportunity to reflect on the success and achievements of
LEADER over 5 programmes spanning 30 years. There has been a steady evolution
taking place as the Programme has gradually become ‘mainstreamed’, moving from
focusing on social innovation to tackling a wide range of rural development opportunities,
now including commercially driven investments. The effects of austerity on public
finances and lack of funding for projects of scale in rural areas has increasingly drawn
LEADER into the centre away from its original niche. It has retained distinct elements of
its ‘DNA’, such as co-operation and innovation, that still set it apart from other publiclyfinanced programmes, but it seems that the unique animation feature has been eroded
by the administration and bureaucracy that seems to accompany rural development
schemes within the EU.
Looking ahead, new funding streams are being rolled out and details of a successor
programme to LEADER is awaited. This is expected to continue with a LAG structure but
a replacement fisheries fund, which is understood to be imminent, does not have a
community-led aspect to it. The potential to constitute the LAG and create a local
funding vehicle to take advantage of a range of external funding streams has been noted
in the report.
The recommendations identified are as follows:
One

Undertake policy development, such as sectoral priorities and geographical
targeting, proactively and refine in practice as necessary

Two

Review LAG/FLAG member participation preferences, explore ways of creating
greater engagement and maximise online video technology

Three

Prepare an indicative spend profile at the start of the next cycle to guide
LAG/FLAG members in terms of project spend and avoid an unnecessarily early
closure of programmes

Four

Draw on best practice to reduce programme bureaucracy, such as moving
away from paying on receipted expenditure to paying on invoice, as has been
implemented by other funding bodies

Five

Rationalise the number of LEADER Performance Indicators to reduce
administration for applicants and staff, and to produce more valuable
information to measure programme success, and give consideration to
establishing local monitoring and evaluation of longer-term impacts and
benefits

Six

Develop a more LDS-focused risk management process to address the
achievement of strategic objectives and aspirations during programmes

Seven

Consider constituting the LAG/FLAG partnership and potentially developing a
multi-funding delivery model that would be acceptable to key stakeholders.
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2.0 INTRODUCTION
The European Union’s Common Provision Regulation mandates that each Local Action
Group (LAG) will carry out specific monitoring and evaluation activities linked to the
Community Led Local Development (CLLD) strategy. The evaluation of LEADER/CLLD
helps policy makers, programme managers, LAGs/FLAGs and beneficiaries to better use
their resources in addressing the needs of the local population. In this respect, the
evaluation of LEADER/CLLD has a summative function (accountability and transparency)
as well as a formative function (collective learning).
The responsibility for the evaluation of LEADER/CLLD as part of the Rural Development
Programme lies with the Managing Authority who should contract an external evaluator
or appoint an internal evaluator who is functionally independent of the authorities
responsible for the design and implementation of the programme.
To achieve this, an Invitation to Tender was advertised by the Outer Hebrides LEADER
Programme and Comhairle nan Eilean Siar on 18th November 2020. A tender response
was submitted by Siar Management on 2nd December and confirmation of appointment
was received on 14th December.
The Evaluation Team comprised:
Neil Mackinnon, Siar Management – team leader, qualitative analysis and report writing
Duncan MacPherson – quantitative analysis
Lisa Maclean – communications and marketing.
Key milestones identified by Siar Management in its tender included:
➢ Completing the online survey for launch by 31st December
➢ Launching the online Local Action Group survey w/c 4th January
➢ Completing workshops/focus groups by 15th January
➢ Delivering an interim update by 19th January
➢ Providing a draft report by 12th February
➢ Holding a client feedback meeting by 1st March
➢ Submitting a final report by 12th March
Siar Management also completed related research into Identifying Funding Gaps for the
LEADER Programme in 2020 which is referred to in this report.
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3.0 BACKGROUND
3.1

Programme Delivery
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (CnES) is the Accountable Body for LEADER in the Outer
Hebrides, providing support to the LAG and Fisheries led Local Action Group (FLAG),
employing the LEADER/EMFF staff and has overall responsibility for the effective delivery
of the Programme through a Service Level Agreement (SLA) with the Scottish
Government Rural Economy and Tourism Directorate and Marine Scotland. The Outer
Hebrides LEADER and EMFF Programme area covers the whole of the CnES area.
Both programmes are delivered at a local level by the Outer Hebrides LEADER LAG and
EMFF FLAG which are locally selected decision-making public-private partnerships to
manage the distribution of funds and are responsible for overall progress of the local
LEADER and EMFF Programmes.
The Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF 2014-2020 Local Development Strategy (LDS)
was compiled following extensive community consultation which identified core
objectives as priorities for the local programmes, with any project wishing to apply for
funding required to demonstrate strong linkages to at least one of the themes.

3.2

LEADER
LEADER is an EU funded Community Development Programme and part of the Scottish
Rural Development Programme (SRDP). It is a grassroots method of delivering support
for rural development through the LAG, implementing the LDS and Business Plan.
LEADER is aimed at promoting economic and community development within rural areas.
The LEADER method is the combined application of the LEADER principles: Bottom-up
approach; Area-based approach; Local partnership; Multi-sectoral integration;
Networking; Innovation; Inter-territorial; and International Co-operation. It is aimed at
increasing the capacity of the local rural community and business networks by building
knowledge and skills, encouraging innovation and co-operation, and attempting to tackle
local development objectives.

3.3

EMFF
EMFF is part of the Marine Scotland CLLD grants for coastal areas delivered through the
FLAG, also implementing the agreed Local Development Strategy and Business Plan.
The purpose of the EMFF scheme was to provide Member States with a financial support
mechanism to support fisheries, inland waters, aquaculture and maritime sectors. The
scheme aimed to help reach economic, environmental and social goals and support the
UK to
• Help fishermen in the transition to sustainable fishing
• Support coastal communities in diversifying their economies
• Finance projects that create new jobs and improve quality of life along European
coasts
• Make it easier for applicants to access financing.

3.4

Terms of Reference
Extensive and clear terms of reference were provided for the appointment as detailed
below.
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The main objective of this review is to undertake an evaluation of the current Outer
Hebrides LEADER and EMFF 2014-2020 Programme in order to assess its overall impact,
success, areas for improvement and benefits for communities and businesses throughout
the Outer Hebrides. This is in terms of the aims and objectives outlined in the Outer
Hebrides 2014-2020 LEADER LDS and Business Plan and in particular the work should
focus on some specific objectives, including:
• A detailed socio-economic impact assessment based on the LEADER and EMFF
projects funded to date and the evaluation evidence available with regard to
completed projects
• Review the efficacy and transparency of the management, delivery systems,
LAG/FLAG structures, governance, application and decision-making processes and
monitoring procedures of the Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF Programmes as
noted in both the Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF 2014-2020 Local Development
Strategy and Business Plan
• Review delivery of Programme indicators against the priorities and actions,
objectives, outcomes and targets
• Review the efficacy of the themes across the Programmes
• Assess the impact and legacy of both Programmes
• Evidence of good practice
• Lessons learned, recommendations and areas for improvement.
In addition, the evaluation must also address the following national indicators in order to
feed into the Scotland-wide review of the LEADER programme nationally:
• Evidence the LDS has met the indicators set out especially those mandatory SRDP
(20% of budget on economic/business/farm diversification) and EU indicators (5% of
budget on co-operation) and only 25% of the budget on administration/animation
• The extent to which the following outcomes (set by the Scottish LEADER
Programme) have been addressed by the Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF
Programmes and the LDS and will be used to inform the Scottish Government’s
national programme evaluation:
o Improved local facilities and services
o Stimulated local economies and contributed to inclusive growth
o Enhanced biodiversity and environmental sustainability, supported low carbon
actions, landscape, heritage and environments
o Built community capacity, empowered and created more vibrant communities;
o Benefitted hard to reach groups
o Achieved partnership working, created new networks and co-operation.
• Assessment of how the Outer Hebrides LEADER/EMFF Programmes have delivered
against the following:
o United Nations Sustainable Development Goals
o The Scottish Government’s National Performance Framework and in particular
the following priorities:
▪ Wellbeing
▪ Reducing Child Poverty
▪ Tackling Climate Change and,
▪ Inclusive Growth
• Lessons learned and areas for improvement/recommendations for any subsequent
Programme
• Additional outputs may be required following Scottish Government announcements
during the period of this work.
The Consultant was expected to maintain regular contact with the Outer Hebrides
LEADER Co-ordinator and provide written updates on request. They must have excellent
local knowledge of the Outer Hebrides and rural development.
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A written evaluation report was to be produced which detailed the outcome of the
assessment of the overall impact of the Programme in comparison to the original aims of
the Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF 2014-2020 Local Development Strategy and
Business Plan.
The key outcomes to be achieved included:
• The Consultants will be required to provide a report (electronic copy) setting out
their findings
• Ascertain the success of the Programme against the aspirations of the LDS
• A review of the community-led aspect of the programme against the LDS
• An analysis of the development needs, including the strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities and threats
• The final report is to include results, conclusions and recommendations to ensure
lessons are learned.
Further background information for EMFF and LEADER is provided at Appendices I and
II.
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4.0 METHODOLOGY
4.1

Overview
Siar Management delivered the Evaluation through four broad stages as shown in Fig 1.
Fig 1

Review

Examine

Develop

Report

These stages are explained in further detail below.

4.1.1 Review
Preparatory tasks included :
• Analysing and categorising databases of LEADER/EMFF cases
• Holding an inception meeting with the Client
• Reviewing relevant evaluation and strategy documents from EU, national, regional
and local levels
• Carrying out logistical planning and creating documents such as survey
templates/pro-formas
• Developing proposals, options and outline project parameters
• Agreeing consultation activities and contacting consultees
Key deliverables : action list, timetable, survey materials
In this stage, an initial analysis of the case database was undertaken to take stock of the
information available and identify any gaps arising and background research required. An
inception meeting with LEADER/EMFF staff was held on 17th December to review the
proposed methodology, timescales, deliverables and further support required from the
Client e.g. issuing survey invitations. The majority of the background reading was
undertaken in late December and early January and this proved to be valuable in
focusing resources on key areas in the weeks following. The Evaluation Team moved on
to setting out the primary areas of focus for consultation activities, completing the
preparatory document review, setting out logistics and drafting key documentation such
as the applicant online survey. Given the differences in the data being collected for each
programme, it was deemed necessary to create separate LEADER and EMFF surveys.
After this, the Evaluation Team discussed and agreed the consultation process to be
followed and the tactics to be deployed to achieve sufficiently robust results.

4.1.2 Examine
The next stage involved conducting consultations with suitable parties :
• Launching online surveys with applicants and LAG/FLAG members
• Analysing responses to identify key findings
• Generating issues for discussion
• Carrying out consultation workshops/focus groups with selected parties
• Providing an interim update
Key deliverables : survey results, workshop/focus group results, interim progress report
This stage moved the evaluation process into engagement with the LAG/FLAG, LEADER
and EMFF applicants, stakeholders and wider consultees (copies of the online surveys are
available at Appendix III). As expected, the response pattern for the online surveys
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involved an initial tranche of respondents in the first week or so followed by incremental
responses over further weeks with reminders being required to encourage action.
Following the initial deadline given to respondents, 2 separate workshops were held for
LEADER and EMFF applicants, with 8 and 3 businesses/organisations attending,
respectively. The Evaluation Team kept the online surveys open during the evaluation
period in order to obtain as many responses as possible with reminders issued to
prospective respondents to ensure that their views would be considered. Some applicants
that had not been able to participate in the workshops were contacted for follow-up
discussions. A planned LAG/FLAG workshop was delayed until a later stage due to the
low level of survey responses. A focus group that had been planned to widen the
engagement with respondents and obtain qualitative data to add to the evaluation
findings was also deferred until after the draft report had been submitted.
In total, 24 applicant survey responses were received as well as 9 LAG/FLAG survey
responses. Intelligence was also drawn from the research undertaken for the Identifying
Funding Gaps Study involving online workshops/meetings attended by 34 parties plus 69
completed surveys.

4.1.3 Develop
Armed with consultation feedback, the next stage focused on recording delivery, efficacy,
transparency, impact, legacy, lessons learned and achievement against outcomes/
indicators/targets:
• Exploring successes/under-achievements identified and contributing factors
• Reviewing solutions, opportunities and best practice from other regions/programmes
• Developing detailed analysis
• Developing conclusions and recommendations
Key deliverables : final analysis, set of interim conclusions and recommendations.
This third stage drew the evaluation findings together and identified key themes, built on
a platform of extensive initial research and consultation, sifting through the quantitative
data and blending qualitative input from the workshops conducted in the previous stage.
Additional consultation with selected participants was included in order to refine issues
raised in the previous stage. The Evaluation Team was able to draw out some key
conclusions and recommendations that were carried forward to the final report.

4.1.4 Report
The final stage moved to drawing up the final report and addressing feedback from the
Client.
• Drafting final report
• Submitting draft report to Client for feedback
• Meeting with Client team to discuss
• Completing remaining tasks
• Holding a final focus group event to test findings/conclusions/recommendations
• Finalising report and submitting
Key deliverables : draft report, final report.
Stage 4 was the culmination of the evaluation process, opening with the preparation of a
draft report and concluding in the submission of the final report, over the course of
around 6 weeks. Various queries were raised with LEADER/EMFF staff in order to clarify
some outstanding points and complete data sets. A final focus group event with LAG and
FLAG members was convened to test the draft report content. Following this, the final
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report was completed and reviewed by the team before being submitted to the client in
mid-March.

4.1.5 Changes
Given the relatively early timing of the post-programme evaluation, and interruptions
caused by COVID-19, project completion data had not been fully collected and this
delayed the launch of the online surveys. Some unforeseen time was required reviewing
the missing data with the staff team before sufficient clarity was gained to complete the
surveys in a way that picked up on incomplete or missing data.
Once the surveys had been launched, responses from LAG members, in particular, were
lower than hoped and the Evaluation Team decided to have a single combined workshop
to cover the LAG/FLAG review and the discussion of conclusions/recommendations.
Attempts were made to contact those who had participated in the Youth LAG but that,
unfortunately, did not yield any response.
Due to the impact of COVID-19 restrictions on working patterns added financial year-end
workloads, it was, unfortunately, not possible to make contact with Marine Scotland staff
to discuss the national performance of the EMFF Programme.
In line with COVID-19 restrictions, all communications were conducted remotely, the
majority using online video technology.
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5.0 PROGRAMME OVERVIEW
5.1

Overview
The Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF 2014-2020 Programmes were created to support
communities with the means to deliver innovative projects, enable small rural businesses
to establish and thrive, as well as allowing new opportunities to be realised through
assisting sustainable crofting and agricultural diversification proposals. CnES acted as the
local lead partner to develop the Outer Hebrides 2014-2020 LEADER and EMFF Axis 4
Local Development Strategy and Programmes.
Since LEADER was extended to the fisheries sector in 2007, the Programme works closely
with EMFF Priority 4 – this section only deals with marine communities and, like LEADER,
the whole of the Outer Hebrides is eligible. In the 2014-2020 EU funding period the
LEADER programme subsidises the administration of EMFF. It was awarded £0.528m in
project funding.
For this programming period across Scotland, the approach aimed to
▪ Strengthen the role of the Local Development Strategy
▪ Be more flexible, innovative and responsive to local needs
▪ Provide greater transparency of what the funds do and clarity about the respective
roles of the parties and fora involved
▪ Focus on animation and capacity building in local development actions and decision
making
▪ Strengthen non-public sector participation in delivery of funds
▪ Strengthen networking, cooperation, knowledge transfer and exchange at all levels in
the delivery chain and within and between areas.
An Outer Hebrides 2014-2020 LDS was finalised in February 2015 and the identified
LEADER Strategic Objectives were
➢ Promoting Renewable Energy and Efficiency
➢ Supporting and Developing Rural Services and Facilities
➢ Developing and Aiding new Tourism Initiatives - focusing on Natural, Archaeological,
Creative, Cultural and Gaelic heritage
➢ Sustaining new SME and Community Enterprise
➢ Developing Crofting Related Ideas and Encouraging Diversification
➢ Supporting Community Fisheries and Marine initiatives
➢ Networking with LAGs in Scotland, UK and Europe.
In addition, specific objectives of the Outer Hebrides EMFF 2014-2020 Programme were
➢ Increase fisheries area employment and competitiveness by promoting fisheries
sustainability and diversification of fishing effort
➢ Develop alternative fisheries area employment through business diversification
➢ Promote and market demand for local fisheries products
➢ Increase onshore added value activity utilising locally caught product
➢ Improve networking, training and development of best practice
➢ Increase younger industry participant career progression and succession.
A horizontal theme was added for Equal Opportunities in rural communities to ensure the
issues facing groups at risk of exclusion such as young and older people and women,
among others, were protected.
Interventions under the Programme had to achieve the following outcomes :
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Increased local community capacity
More sustainable communities
Increased local product/service
Improved services and facilities
Increased links and Partnerships formed
Increase in crofting activities
Development of fishing communities
Improved innovative local transport solutions
Improved energy efficiency and more community renewable energy opportunities
Increased visitor economy
Employment opportunities created
Gaining new knowledge and skills.
5.2

LEADER
The Scottish LEADER programme is part of the Scotland Rural Development Programme
(SRDP) and the Managing Authority and Paying Agency is the Scottish Government’s
Rural Payments and Inspections Directorate (SGRPID) which undertake the payments
and the monitoring of the programme. The Scottish Government’s LEADER Delivery
Team (LDT) administers the programme on SGRPID’s behalf.
The Outer Hebrides LEADER Programme was awarded £3,177,666 of funding in 2015
and this increased by £10,800 to £3,188,466 in 2017. It opened for enquiries/
expressions of interest and applications in November 2015 and was originally scheduled
to continue awarding funds until the end of December 2019. The budget provided was
initially to be allocated in the following manner.
Table 1
Area
Small Rural Business Support
Crofting and Farm Diversification
Co-operation Projects (interterritorial and Trans-national)
LDS animation/running costs
Other Projects

Requirement
minimum 10% spend
minimum 10% spend1
minimum 10% spend2
maximum 25%
Remaining funding to be committed
to projects that fit the LDS

Source : LEADER Local Development Strategy 2015

5.2

EMFF
The EMFF Programme is governed by the UK Managing Authority the Marine
Management Organisation. The Managing Authority supports and oversees the
Programme delivery through Intermediate Bodies (IBs) in the devolved administrations.
In Scotland, EMFF is managed by the European Grants Team in Marine Scotland.
FLAGs select projects using the agreed selection criteria before submitting the application
to the IB for final decision. The FLAG must supply the IB with the application form, any

1

In 2018, Small Rural Business Support and Crofting/Farm Diversification were merged to ensure a
combined requirement of minimum 20% spend, allowing LAGs to commit more to businesses than
crofting or vice versa depending on their local demand, as long as the 20% total was achieved.
2
In 2018, it was confirmed that Scottish Government had agreed to lower the minimum co-operation
spend amount from 10% to 5% of the LAG allocation.
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supporting documentation and the FLAG evaluation form which will set out the decision
of the FLAG against its LDS and is signed by the FLAG chair.

5.3

Summary Of Achievements

5.3.1 Financial Management
Table 2 below confirms that the LEADER Programme has met its budgetary targets based
on funds committed.

Table 2
Programme Allocation
Co-operation (min 5%)
£159,423
Crofting & SME/Businesses (min 20%)
£637,693
Youth LAG Fund
£79,221
LEADER General (Other)
£1,515,012
Total Project Fund
£2,391,350
Administration (max 25%)
£797,116
Total Programme
£3,188,466

Commitment
£238,734
£663,426
£62,691
£1,536,942
£2,501,793
£695,808
£3,197,601

%age
7.47%
19.81%
1.96%
48.07%
78.24%
21.76%
100.00%

The EMFF Programme has also successfully achieved a commitment of £567,412 against
a budget of £528,000 but, due to project slippage, is expected to remain within budget.

5.3.2 Local Development Strategy
Table 3 below indicates achievement against the expected breakdown of projects for the
7 strategic objectives, demonstrating progress since the review undertaken by the
LEADER team in early 2019. Whilst the original figures were only intended as guides
rather than formal targets, it can be seen that the total number of projects fell short by
over half and only one of the objectives was achieved or exceeded.
Table 3

Outer Hebrides LEADER 2014-2020
Strategic Objectives
Promote Renewable Energy and Efficiency
Supporting and Developing Rural Services
and Facilities
Developing and Aiding new Tourism
Initiative – focusing on Natural,
Archaeological, Creative, Cultural and
Gaelic Heritage
Sustaining new SME and Community
Enterprise
Developing Crofting Related Ideas and
Encouraging Diversification
Supporting Community Fisheries and
Marine Initiatives
Networking with LAGs in Scotland, UK and
Europe
Totals

Approved
Projects
Expected
13

Achieved
at end
2018
3

Achieved
at end
2020
3

29

9

14

24

6

15

25

6

8

9

4

6

2

1

1

1

1

2

103

30

49
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In terms of proportions of the total for the 2 highest achieving Objectives, Supporting
and Developing Rural Services and Facilities was in line with expectations and Developing
and Aiding new Tourism Initiatives was above expectations. Of the remainder, Promote
Renewable Energy and Efficiency was the worst performing.

5.3.3 International/National Indicators
Part of the requirements from Scottish Government was to assess how LEADER was
achieving against the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals and its own
National Performance Framework. Fig 2 below shows the combined LEADER and EMFF
achievement against the 17 goals set out by the UN.
Fig 2 - UN Sustainable Development Goals
35
30
25
20
15
10

5
0

The main impact is on Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure with 30, followed by
Sustainable Cities and Communities at 20 and Decent Work in third place with 14. There
are 121 impacts in total with 80% credited to LEADER. All the Life Below Water goals
recorded have been allocated to EMFF, otherwise LEADER holds the majority of all other
goals achieved.
Achievement of NPF outcomes has been analysed generally and by geography across
different ward areas. Table 4 shows the totals across the Outer Hebrides with
Communities, Culture and Education accounting for nearly half. Unsurprisingly, Human
Rights, International and Poverty have the lowest levels recorded which reflects the low
diversity, remoteness and less pronounced income inequalities found across the island
chain.
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Table 4
Outcomes
Children & Young People
Communities
Culture
Economy
Education
Environment
Fair Work & Business
Health
Human Rights
International
Poverty
Totals

LEADER
14
37
23
7
24
15
10
20
2
9
8
169

EMFF
6
8
0
7
6
3
12
2
0
2
0
46

Total
20
45
23
14
30
18
22
22
2
11
8
215

%age
9%
21%
11%
7%
14%
8%
10%
10%
1%
5%
4%
100%

The following graph attempts to highlight the breakdown across the ward areas, based
on location of the applicant organisation, recognising that some projects will influence a
wide area. Communities, Culture and Health are much more prevalent in Wards 1-4;
Wards 5-9 exhibit generally lower and more even distributed outcomes. The pan-regional
projects are dominated by Communities, Culture and Education.
Fig 3 - NPF Outcomes By Ward
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8
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1-2

1-9

Poverty

Each ward area can be broadly characterised by its more dominant outcomes as follows.
Table 5
Ward
Dominant Outcomes
1
Communities, Economy, Fair Work
2
Communities, Culture
3
Communities, Health, Fair Work
4
Culture, Communities, Fair Work
5
Communities, Environment, Health
6
Communities, International
7
Children & Young People, Communities, Education
9
Communities, Culture
All
Communities, Education, Culture
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The analysis would suggest that, unsurprisingly, Culture is closely linked to the areas
with the higher concentrations of Gaelic speakers and it is perhaps concerning to note
that there were only 3 projects that arguably directly promoted the language, albeit a
number of others did have elements delivered in Gaelic.
Pan-regional projects (Wards 1-9) are clearly important to the success of the
Programmes viewed through the NPF lens as they account for roughly half of the Human
Rights and International totals, a third of the Children & Young People and Education
totals and a quarter of the Culture and Poverty totals.
The next approach is to analyse by applicant type, where there are 5 different types, and
the results of this are shown separately for LEADER and EMFF below. Fig 4 highlights the
dominance of Community as this accounts for nearly half of the LEADER projects
supported, so it is not surprising that the over half of the outcomes recorded are
allocated to this type, particularly those for Communities, Culture, Education and Health.
Unsurprisingly, Small Rural Business and Crofting Diversification projects account for all
the Fair Work & Business outcomes. The Youth LAG accounts for around half of the
Children & Young People total and nearly a third of the Health total. Co-operation
projects reflect the most even spread of outcomes with none more than a quarter of the
programme total.
Fig 4 - NPF Outcomes By Type (LEADER)
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Culture
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International

Co-operation

Poverty

Fig 5 below shows the allocation of total outcomes between the types which, again,
underlines the dominance of Community.
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Fig 5 - Allocation Of Outcomes By Type (LEADER)
Small Rural
Business

Co-operation

Youth LAG

Crofting
Diversification

Community

In terms of effectiveness, Fig 6 below highlights the higher performance of the Youth
LAG projects compared to the other types, with an average of 4.33 outcomes per project
compared to Co-operation projects at 3.67 which is the second highest.
Fig 6 - Average Outcomes Per Type (LEADER)
Programme Average
Co-operation
Youth LAG
Crofting Diversification
Community
Small Rural Business
0.00

1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

Turning to EMFF, Fig 7 indicates the range of outcomes by type as devised by the
Evaluation Team. Unsurprisingly, Fair Work and Business is the dominant outcome for
private businesses, followed by Communities for community bodies. Public bodies only
contribute to the Communities outcome.
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Fig 7 - EMFF NPF Outcomes By Type (EMFF)
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In terms of effectiveness, Fig 8 indicates that Trade Bodies produced more Outcomes per
project than other types, followed by Community Bodies.
Fig 8 - Average Outcome By Type (EMFF)
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NPF Outcomes for individual projects within the LEADER and EMFF Programmes are
provided at Appendix IV.

5.3.4 National LEADER/EMFF Outcomes
The evaluation brief highlighted 6 outcomes attached to the Scottish LEADER Programme
that required to be assessed and this can be addressed as follows. The projects allocated
to each outcome reflect their primary focus only and secondary features are not
included.
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Table 6
Outcome
Improved local facilities and services
Stimulated local economies and contributed to inclusive growth
Enhanced biodiversity and environmental sustainability, supported low
carbon actions, landscape, heritage and environments
Built community capacity, empowered and created more vibrant
communities
Benefitted hard to reach groups
Achieved partnership working, created new networks and co-operation
Totals

LEADER
11
3
7
19
4
5
49

Improved local facilities and services
This outcome received the second highest achievement overall, encompassing a range of
micro business initiatives involving tourism accommodation and services plus a small
marina and a marine interpretive facility.
Stimulated local economies and contributed to inclusive growth
This outcome only contained a small number of projects due to the scale and economic
impact of most of the investments across both programmes. There were 3 projects that
arguably stimulated the economy at a wider level, involving 2 recording studios which
were new to the area, plus a business innovation initiative.
Enhanced biodiversity and environmental sustainability, supported low carbon
actions, landscape, heritage and environments
There were 7 projects falling into this outcome, which centred on community growing,
renewable energy, Gaelic toponymy, outdoor access improvements, consumption of
natural resources and built heritage.
Built community capacity, empowered and created more vibrant communities
This outcome was the most heavily subscribed, reflecting the dominance of communityrelated awards. Relevant initiatives included genealogy and Gaelic, housing, crofting and
various youth activities.
Benefitted hard to reach groups
In terms of impacting on groups that are not normally involved in social or economic
development activity, there were only 4 projects that could be identified as having this as
their main focus. Those involved energy efficiency/fuel poverty, community growing and
supporting excluded young people.
Achieved partnership working, created new networks and co-operation
The final outcome had 5 projects allocated against it, all of which were clear co-operation
initiatives relating to the arts, transport, youth work and heritage.
The 2018 LEADER process audit noted underachievement nationally against a number of
these outcomes, particularly relating to co-operation, community disadvantage, carbon
reduction/energy savings and coastal/marine support.
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6.0 LEADER REVIEW
6.1

Changes In Approach
Based on community consultation after the 2007-13 Programmes had been concluded, it
was decided that the theme of the Outer Hebrides LEADER/EMFF 2014-2020 Programmes
was to be ‘Sustaining Communities’ and this was to be achieved by supporting projects
and initiatives that contributed towards the selected objectives.
The LEADER budget provided for the 2014-20 Programme was slightly less than for the
2007-13 Programme.
One of the major changes to the 2014-20 LEADER Programme was the addition of the
Small Rural Business Scheme with funding of £20m being allocated nationally though
LEADER to fund capital and revenue support to small rural businesses. This widened the
LAGs’ remit beyond the typical third sector and public bodies to encompass private
businesses.
Another change in direction was the exclusion of umbrella projects where, previously, an
applicant could be supported for an initiative involving the onward distribution of funds to
a wider range of eligible organisations. This had been a particular feature of previous
programmes which had aided capacity building and created more direct engagement with
public bodies.
The management of applications was another area where some evolution occurred.
Previously, applicants had been free to submit applications at any point, however, that
resulted in some hectic periods of activity which were difficult to resource, thus, in this last
programme, it was decided to operate with application rounds instead.

6.2

Achievements

6.2.1 Financial
The Programme was provided with a budget of £3,177,666 and has committed
£3,197,601 to date involving 49 projects. There has been a wide spatial distribution of
funds across the islands within the Programme.
Fig 9 below highlights the pattern of commitment over the term of the Programme with 3
main surges of activity evident, roughly peaking in Q4 of the financial year each time.
The first and largest contains all but one of the rural business awards plus community
grants, the second is primarily community-related and the third is a mix which includes
nearly all of the Youth LAG and Co-operation projects within it.
The first wave appears to coincide with the period from the first deadline for applications
in late April 2016 up to the point where applications for tourism accommodation were
suspended in March 2017 due to concerns over the rapid rate of financial commitment.
The second wave appears to coincide with a ‘final call for applications’ noted in the LAG
minutes of June 2017 (also coincided with the launch of the LEADER website in
September 2017) and was virtually all based on community submissions. The third wave,
which was largely community projects again, appears to have been triggered by the
resumption of rolling deadlines. The Youth LAG and Co-operation elements of that wave
are clearly linked to more pro-active efforts from LEADER staff to achieve targets.
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Fig 9 - Programme Commitment (LEADER)
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Fig 10 underneath breaks down the commitment by type to see how each one impacted
on the overall amount at different points in the programme. Whilst the first and third
peaks comprised a mx of different types, it can be seen that the second peak was
virtually all community projects. The graph confirms that all Crofting Diversification
project were considered at an early stage in proceedings.
Fig 10 - Commitment By Type (LEADER)
£500,000
£400,000
£300,000
£200,000
£100,000
£0

Small Rural Business

Crofting Diversification

Community

Co-operation

Youth LAG

The LEADER programme supported 49 projects with total grants of £2,484,845 up until
the end of January 2021 (Table 7 below). Average grant size was £50,691 with an
average intervention rate of 31.0%. The main match funding source was the BIG
Lottery Fund (14%), followed by the Scottish Government Regeneration capital grant
Fund (13%) and then Highlands and Islands Enterprise (10%).
Table 7
No of
Total Project
projects
Cost

49

£8,105,370

Grant
Award
£2,484,854

%
award
31

Employment (ftes)
Created
Safeguarded
48.9
43.1
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Sectors of the economy that were impacted on to the greatest extent were
Accommodation and Food Service Activities plus Art, Entertainment and Recreation with
a significant number classed as ‘Other’ (community organisations).3
The programme helped to create a minimum of 48.9 fte jobs and safeguarded a further
43.1 ftes. An estimated 522 people participated in LEADER projects.

6.2.2 Applications
There was a total of 49 applications from across the Outer Hebrides. An analysis of
application numbers by local authority ward and their outcomes is shown in Fig 11.
Ward 1 (Barraigh, Bhatarsaigh, Eiriosgaigh agus Uibhist a Deas), Ward 2 (Beinn na
Foghla agus Uibhist a’ Tuath) and Ward 6 (Steòrnabhagh a’ Deas) each had 10
applications. These were closely followed by Ward 3 (Na Hearadh Agus Ceann A Deas
nan Loch) and Ward 4 (Sgìr Uige agus Ceann a’ Tuath nan Loch) with 8 each. Wards
with particularly low numbers of applications were Ward 5 (Sgìre an Rubha) with 2 and
Ward 8 (Loch a’ Tuath) with none.
Fig 11 - Application Outcome By Ward
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As well as 49 projects (67%) being approved, 19 were withdrawn prior to assessment
(26%), 4 were rejected (6%) and 1 was decommitted (1%).
The LEADER programme identified projects according to the themes of Community,
Cooperation, Crofting Diversification, Small Rural Business and Youth LAG. Crofting
diversification and Youth LAG projects were small in number and all applications were
successful (Fig 12). There is a noticeable difference between the outcomes for
Community and Small Rural Business applications. Approximately ¼ of Community
applications were withdrawn prior to assessment and none were rejected. In contrast, 3
Small Rural Business applications were rejected and 7 approved. These outcomes may
reflect a lesser understanding of the criteria for awards on the part of business people
who have no prior experience of the LEADER process. Alternatively, it may reflect the
fact that business people have a personal stake in these projects and are, therefore,
more likely to persist with an application through to assessment.
3

As identified in the NOMIS/ONS Business Register and Employment Survey
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Fig 12 - Applications Outcome by Theme
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6.2.3 Approved Projects
Of the 49 approved projects, 38 were delivered in Wards 1-4 and 6 (Fig 13). These areas
cover southern Lewis southwards and Stornoway South. The number of projects coming
forward from the 3 wards covering northern rural Lewis were significantly fewer at 7 and
4 projects were island-wide.
Fig 13 - Projects Approved/Completed by Ward
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The total amount of grant awarded to each ward reflects a similar pattern with Wards 14 and 6 receiving the largest sums (Fig 14). Ward 3 received the largest amount of grant
at £584,419 against total projects value of £2,183,140 with an intervention rate of 27%.
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Fig 14 - Grant Award by Ward
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Community was by far the most popular theme with a total of 24 projects, almost half of
the total (Fig 15). The next most popular theme was Co-operation with 8 projects.
Fig 15 - Approved /Completed Projects by Theme
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6.2.4 Analysis of Grant Awards
The Community category received the most funding of £1,536,942 followed by Small
Rural Business with £447,682 at average intervention rates of 25% and 35%,
respectively (Fig 16). The lower intervention rate for community than for business
ventures can be explained by some large capital investment projects undertaken by
community groups, including 3 projects with a combined value of £3.7m. The award
rate for community projects as a result ranged from 10-90% whereas for Small Rural
Business it was narrower at 24-50%.
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Fig 16 - Grant Award by Theme
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The total sums awarded to Cooperation, Crofting Diversification, and Youth LAG were
considerably smaller at £217,069, £215,744 and £66,408 but at higher intervention
rates of 93%, 48% and 71%.
The Programme was initially able to award grants of up to £125,000 which was then
increased to £135,000. There was a spread of awards throughout the range available
with a concentration of numbers of awards at the lower end with 16 awards of £25,000
or less and 15 awards from £25,001-£50,000 (Fig 17). The lowest number of awards was
in the £75,001-£100,000 category at 4 but a higher number of 8 in the uppermost
category.
Fig 17 - Number of Projects by Award Band
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The distribution of money shows 2 peaks in the £25,001-£50,000 band and the over
£100,000 band (Fig 18) with the latter band receiving over £1m.
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Fig 18 - Award Amount By Band
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The grant intervention rate across the lower 4 categories was fairly consistent, ranging
from 46-59%. However, this was much lower for the highest band at 19%, showing that
the largest projects leveraged in the highest percentage of funding from other sources
(Fig 19).
Fig 19 - Comparison of Costs and Awards by Band
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6.2.5 Meeting Programme Objectives
Although project reporting was still incomplete by January 2021, it was assessed that 22
projects had contributed to meeting the six programme objectives (Fig 20). The three
objectives most commonly targeted by projects were:
• Supporting and developing Rural Services and facilities (17)
• Sustaining New SME and Community Enterprise (13)
• Developing and Aiding New Tourism Initiatives (6)
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Fig 20 - Achievement of Objectives
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The Evaluation Team sought to draw out more detail in its online survey by asking
respondents to identify impacts as major and minor (Fig 21). The same three objectives
had the most projects making a major impact upon them, although second and third
places were reversed:
•
•
•

Supporting and developing Rural Services and facilities (14)
Developing and Aiding New Tourism Initiatives (11)
Sustaining New SME and Community Enterprise (9)

Fig 21 - Achievement of Objectives (Survey)
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In total, 18 projects reported 42 major and 25 minor impacts; an average of 2.3 major
impacts and 1.4 minor impacts per project. The broad range of impacts across the
categories is indicative both of the broad range of projects that can be covered by
LEADER funding and of the multi-functional nature of many community projects. The
limited achievement for Promoting Renewable Energy and Efficiency is perhaps a
reflection of the gradual withdrawal of Feed-In Tariff support during the Programme
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period and other funding streams for communities to undertake, for example, local
energy plans. Supporting Community Fisheries and Marine Initiatives recorded the fewest
impacts with 1 major and 2 minor. One possible explanation of this is that other
community marine projects were funded via EMFF.

6.2.6 Outcomes
The Programme collected over 100 categories of data recording a wide range of outputs
and outcomes, including for the three priority groups of Young People, Women and Older
People. Key outcomes include:

Young People
•
•
•

644 participated in LEADER funded projects
539 benefitted from new learning, recreation or job opportunities
12 were assisted into employment

Older People
•

Women
•
•

29 participated in LEADER funded projects
211 benefitted from the Programme
10 gained new skills

Other outcomes include:

Community
•
•
•

18 new community facilities and services have been created
9 community facilities have been improved
4,227 local residents have access to new or improved community-based services

Environment
•
•

6 environmental awareness projects were supported
94 actions linked to access and education of the natural environment have been
taken

Tourism
•
•

18 tourist opportunities have extended their operational calendar
5 tourism initiatives have been supported

Some general observations :
▪ There were no applications from public-sector bodies, which is fairly unusual across
Scottish LAGs4, and is likely to have reduced intentional capacity building
▪ There were no applications from Ward 8.
6.2.7 Feedback & Learning
When asked about their contributions to the Programme Objectives, the most common
choices for ‘Major Impact’ were Supporting and Developing Rural Services and Facilities,
followed by Developing and Aiding new Tourism Initiatives and, thirdly, Sustaining new
SME and Community Enterprise. On the other hand, Promoting Renewable Energy and
Efficiency scored the highest for ‘Minor Impact’, followed by Sustaining new SME and
SRUC identified only 3 LAGs across Scotland that did not have public-sector applicants up to May
2019.
4
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Community Enterprise and then Developing Crofting Related Ideas and Encouraging
Diversification. Unsurprisingly, Supporting Community Fisheries and Marine initiatives
received the highest score for ‘No Impact’.

In common with previous research, a significant amount of applicant feedback related to
the bureaucracy and systems used for LEADER. Some participants had not been
adequately prepared for the demands placed on them and many pointed to the
frustrations of LARCs5 and the excessive time required to process claims, in particular,
the endless focus on minutiae. Volunteers often only had limited time and were placed
under significant pressure. Procurement was another area raised, especially in sectors
where ‘single supplier’ purchases are the norm or where the availability of services was
limited. Arts and cultural organisations interviewed were of the opinion that LEADER did
not understand its sector and failed to grasp the conventions involved such as rates of
remuneration. Other EU funds had been much more supportive with some providing
resources to administer co-operation projects and manage the audit trail.
The Customer Care forms used by LEADER provide a comprehensive level of feedback on
the processes which can be shown in Fig 22 below in descending order of satisfaction.
Fig 22 – Customer Feedback
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The Evaluation Team’s survey requested ratings for the management information
systems and communications processes and the majority of respondents considered
these to be ‘A mixture of good and bad’ although the balance of those remaining
selected ‘Excellent’ or ‘Good’. The staff support was noted as being particularly helpful
and constructive. One applicant with experience of LEADER in other parts of the UK
commented that the Scottish LEADER Programme was excessively burdensome
compared to its UK counterparts.
Some applicants had identified lessons learned for their projects which included :

5

Local Action in Rural Communities system was an online grant management tool rolled-out by
Scottish Government for LEADER 2014-20 that has recently been withdrawn
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Drawing up realistic project timescales
Accommodating partner organisations’ and match funders’ timescales
Including dedicated administration resources
Including more time for managing the project and/or hiring a project co-ordinator
or manager
Changing the procurement approaches to suit the availability of services
Carefully managing budgets and working closely with suppliers to identify
solutions
Taking more opportunities to learn from other businesses/organisations that have
delivered similar projects
A number of applicants had achieved unplanned benefits including :
o Partnerships and linkages with other businesses and organisations
o Publications arising from the activity supported
o New ambitions and potential follow-on projects
o Increases in confidence and developing new skills

6.2.8 Comparison With Other Funding Programmes
It is may be useful to undertake a high level comparison between the LEADER 2014-20
Programme and Round 1 of the Crown Estate Fund administered by CnES in mid-2020
(£1.37m total). Analysing the commitment levels by ward, the graph at Fig 24 highlights
the different distribution of funds. LEADER committed over 30% of funds to Wards 1-2
(Uists and Barra) and over 50% to Wards 1-3 (Barra to South Lochs/Harris). The Crown
Estate Fund was purposely more evenly distributed across the wards (£135,500 was
targeted for each ward) with the equivalent amounts of 22% and 32%. It is interesting
to note that Wards 5, 7 and 8 which fared poorly under LEADER, received around the
target sum under the Crown Estate Fund. It can be argued that these wards benefit
more from community turbine revenues but, equally, Wards 1 and 2 and the northern
part of Ward 3 are also recipients of these renewable energy funds.
Fig 23 - Comparison Of Commitment By Ward
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In terms of project scale, there is a noticeable difference between the programmes as
highlighted in Fig 24 below. There are over 4 times the number of Crown Estate funded
projects in the ‘Up to £50,000’ category compared to LEADER but the balance changes
towards LEADER above that level.
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Fig 24 - Comparison Of Projects By Size
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Despite this difference, leverage was broadly similar. Every £1 of Crown Estate grant
awarded raised £4 of other funding compared to slightly over £3 for LEADER.
Another aspect to consider is the mix of capital and revenue funding between the 2
programmes. Fig 25 below reveals the revenue funding required in Wards 1-4 and 8-9
for both programmes. LEADER also shows a strong revenue requirement for Wards 6 and
7 which reflects the arts and cultural partnership or co-operation projects undertaken by
organisations in the Stornoway area. Community employment is important in remote
areas where there tend to be few employers and it appears that 9 LEADER projects and
13 of the 73 Crown Estate awards were targeted at staffing.
Fig 25 - Capital vs Revenue By Ward
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A final point to note is the appearance of 6 former LEADER applicants in the grant
awards, 3 of whom were seeking revenue funds for staffing involving Wards 2, 4 and 9.

6.2.9 LEADER Legacy
Over a 30 year timespan, the LEADER approach has stimulated the creation of various
national schemes in member states such as Finland, Germany, Ireland and Spain. A
major achievement was the formulation of the CLLD Articles in the Common Provisions
Regulation 1303/2013 which expanded the CLLD/LEADER approach to the four cohesion
policy instruments ERDF, ESF, EMFF and EAFRD.
Whilst it has achieved notable success, some tensions have emerged. The harnessing of
local skills and knowledge through LAGs has proven to be a key strength for LEADER and
developing local strategies and implementing these consistently is a prerequisite to
delivering successful programmes. However, there appears to have been a tendency
over time to increase or amalgamate smaller LAG territories into larger territorial units in
order to improve efficiency which can diminish the ability of LAGs to act as a local
development catalyst. Some benefits are perhaps not realised due to the inflexible
monitoring and control associated with these programmes that can stifle innovation and
creativity.
EU rural development specialist Robert Lukesch6 points out that experts and policy
makers generally agree that LEADER has been a success story with the approach as
strongly embedded in local areas as it is at European level in respect of networks,
institutions and ethos of policy making. He states “…it is appropriate to pause and to
reflect on the mission of LEADER and the LAG as a change maker for rural renaissance,
sitting on the fence between continuity and transformation, preservation and creative
destruction, innovation and institutionalisation.”
Lukesch adds “As important mechanisms of local development funding, local
development agencies run by local partnerships can still create considerable added value
at local level, provided they be actually institutionalised which means stabilised – and not
put in question whenever an EU budget period comes to an end. LAGs would morph into
micro-regional development agencies, entrusted with the task of project funding
according to the respective needs of the regions in which they operate.”
As discussed above, LEADER has produced impressive financial achievements over the
various programmes, such as increasing leverage for the funds committed. Fig 26 below
shows the changes in leverage achieved over the various programmes from 1991-93 up
to the present and it is clear that the bulk of matching funds have been provided from
the public-sector with private sector contributions tailing off slightly in the current
programme.
It is also clear from available data that whilst the average intervention rate has remained
at a broadly similar level (within the range 25-35%), the average grant size has been
increasing and, in fact, more than doubled since the penultimate programme.
Consequently, the number of projects assisted is currently at the lowest level of all the
programmes despite holding the second largest budget.

6

‘LEADER Reloaded’, ELARD Conference, 26th-28th September 2018
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Fig 26 - Historic LEADER Leverage
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There seems to be widespread consensus that the effectiveness of the Programme has
been undermined to a certain extent by the complex and onerous administrative process.
This has often demanded additional administrative skills and time resource from
applicants that would otherwise be spent planning and delivering projects. Criticism has
also been raised in terms of duplication of information required to support LEADER
claims, particularly regarding proof of expenditure (e.g. salaries) compared to other
funding bodies.
A major grievance is the withholding of grant payment until proof of expenditure is
confirmed which causes cash flow problems for small community organisations and has a
knock-on impact on local suppliers and business relationships with them.
There seems to have been a steady increase in the LEADER funding awards as the
various programmes have progressed, becoming involved in fewer, larger projects more
aligned towards key sectors but still focusing mainly on community organisations, a
number of whom are social enterprises (using a trading model to deliver social impacts).
Table 9 highlights the changes in scale of budgets and projects over the 5 programmes.
The number of projects has decreased by a factor of 4.5 and the scale of expenditure
per project (proxy for grant size) has increased by a factor of 10.3.
Table 9
Budget
Projects
Ave Spend* Increase
Programme
LEADER I
£1.4m
220
£6,364
LEADER II
£2.4m
296
£8,108
1.27
LEADER+
£2.6m
150
£17,333
2.14
2007-13
£3.3m
111
£29,730
1.72
2014-20
£3.2m
49
£65,306
2.20
*Includes all expenditure such as animation and administration
Source : OH LEADER Programme

Table 10 clearly demonstrates the seismic shift in project scale over the 30 years of
LEADER in the Outer Hebrides (project costs from the first programme have been
adjusted by RPI to allow comparison with the last programme). The biggest contrast is at
the lower end of the spectrum under £9,500 and the total volume of projects assisted.
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Table 10
Programme

<£9,500 <£19,000 <£38,000 <£95,000
75
51
45
30
1991-94*
34%
23%
20%
14%
3
6
7
10
2014-20
6%
12%
14%
20%
*Included Skye and Lochalsh / Source : OH LEADER Programme

£95,000+
19
9%
23
47%

Totals
220
100%
49
100%
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7.0 EMFF PROGRAMME
7.1

Achievements
The EMFF commitment pattern is shown below in Fig 27 with 2 distinct periods of 6
months at the start and end of the Programme and a period in between with a more
gradual progression.
Fig 27 - EMFF CLLD Grant Awards
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The EMFF programme supported 20 projects with total grants of £567,412 up until the
end of January 2021 (Table 11). Average grant size was £28,371 with an average
intervention rate of 41%.
Table 11
No. of
Total Project
projects
Cost

20

£1,384,150

Grant
Award

% award

£567,412

41.0

Employment (ftes)
Created
Safeguarded
16.5

27.3

The Programme helped to create 16.5 full-time equivalent (fte) jobs and safeguarded a
further 31.3 ftes.
The 20 projects produced a total of 40 outcomes covering the 6 target outcome
categories of the programme (Fig 28), an average of 2 outcomes per project. The 2
outcomes most commonly addressed were:
• Increase fisheries area employment and competitiveness by promoting fisheries
sustainability and diversification of fishing effort (12 projects)
• Develop alternative fisheries area employment through business diversification (9
projects)
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Fig 28 - Outcomes Addressed
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The outcome addressed by the fewest projects was:
• Increase onshore added value activity utilising locally caught product (2 projects)
This is believed to be due to the long lead-in time for these types of investments and
perhaps the uncertainty over Brexit for a large part of the Programme.
The weighting of projects in favour of the 2 most common outcomes is seen by looking
solely at the principal outcome of each project (Fig 29).
Fig 29 - Projects Matched With Outcomes
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The analysis identified 6 categories of projects according to the type of work that was
being carried out (Fig 30).
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Fig 30 - Projects Allocated To Activity Type
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The most popular projects were the creation of harbour infrastructure and boat trips (5
each) with new fisheries research just behind with 4. There were 3 projects exploring
innovative fishing techniques and a triplet of single projects covering pontoons, an
aquaculture boat and a seaweed farm.
There was a wide distribution of projects throughout the islands with 3 each in Barra &
Vatersay, South Uist and Lewis, 1 in North Uist, 7 in Harris/Scalpay and a further 3
working across the Western Isles (Fig 31). The 7 Harris projects comprised 3 private
businesses organising boat trips, a gear storage project led by CnES and 3 projects
developed by community organisation Harris Development Ltd (HDL). Of these 3
projects, two were researching the development of a Blue Fin Tuna fishery which would
have wider Outer Hebrides benefits.
Fig 31 - Geographical Distribution
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Projects were delivered by a range of applicant types (Fig 32). There were 9 by private
businesses, 6 community-led projects, 3 by a fishermen’s representative organisation and
2 by the public sector.
Fig 32 - Applicant Type
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Grant award levels were clustered in the range of £0-40,000 (Fig 33) with the highest
frequency (7) in the £10-20,000 range, followed by 5 in the £30-40,000 range.
Fig 33 - Award Range/Frequency
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Grant awards ranged from £6,467 to £90,000. The average award was £28,371 and the
median award was £23,130. The difference between the figures is almost entirely
explained by the two highest grant awards of £90,000 and £59,000.
Intervention rates varied from 11-100% of eligible costs; 8 projects were in the range of
40-50% and 7 in 90-100% (Fig 34).
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Fig 34 - Intervention Rates
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There was a rough correlation between project type and intervention rate, indicating a
consistent decision-making approach. The 4 sea tours/boat trips projects received grants
varying from 32–46%. The fifth received the lowest intervention rate of 11% towards a
much higher total capital cost. Infrastructure projects received grants ranging from 50100%. The 4 fisheries research projects received rates of 100%, as did 2 projects
trialling new fishing techniques, while a third was supported with a 50% grant. Average
grant rates for each category of project are shown in Fig 35.

Fig 35 - Ave Grant Rate/Category
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Intervention rates were considerably higher for Trade Body and Public Sector projects
(100% and 88%) than for Community Body and Private Business projects (41% and
31%, respectively). This is a reflection of the higher proportion of lower value research
projects in the former and higher value capital projects in the latter 2 categories (Fig 36).
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Fig 36 - Grant Versus Total Cost
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In contrast, community groups received the highest level of awards at £257,375 (45%)
(Fig 37) followed by Private Businesses with £196,949 (35%). The public sector received
£61,727 (11%) and Trade Bodies £51,361 (9%).

Fig 37 - Share of Funding by Applicant Type
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Turning to outputs, Fig 38 below shows the jobs created and safeguarded by type.
Private businesses clearly provide the bulk of these, split fairly evenly between
safeguarded and new jobs. As expected, the public-sector bodies offer the least return in
this area.
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Fig 38 - Jobs Created/Safeguarded by Sector
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When reviewing the employment forecasts in accordance with grant size, it can be seen
from Fig 39 underneath that the vast majority are connected to the smallest category of
awards.

Fig 39 - Jobs Created/Safeguarded by Grant Size
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Outcomes
The EMFF programme delivered projects across the Outer Hebrides and across the
different sectors of maritime related work. Key outcomes were:

Fisheries
•
•
•
•
•

2
3
1
2
3

boatyards improved
harbour services developed
aquaculture boat supported
fisheries researched
selective fisheries techniques researched
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Diversification
•
•

5 marine tours businesses supported
1 seaweed farm supported

Community facilities
•
•

1 pontoon system installed
1 harbour surveyed and design work prepared for new pontoon

Markets
•
•
•

11 enterprises developing new markets
11 projects involving increased sales of local products
18 new products or services created

Young people
•
•
•

4 young people assisted into fisheries/aquaculture
22 young people gaining new skills
12 young people attracted back to employment on the islands from the mainland

Women
•

12 women gained new skills

Environment
•
•

7.3

3 projects contributing to a low carbon economy
6 new/improved energy efficiency measures in place

Feedback & Learning
Applicants that responded to the survey and attended the workshop were generally
positive and appreciative of EMFF support received. Local decision-making was seen as
vital along with the past experience and market intelligence available through EMFF.
The objectives that applicants felt they had contributed to most were Develop alternative
fisheries area employment through business diversification and Improve networking,
training and development of best practice. The objective scored as least impacted on
was Increase onshore added value activity utilising locally caught product.
Some innovation had been achieved by applicants in the development of new fisheries,
creating new income streams from natural products, extending the role of an existing
organisation and using technology in different ways. One applicant stated that he had
actually been curtailed by the Scottish Government in the innovation he planned as it
would have made his vessel too efficient (which presumably is a low priority for public
funding under EMFF).
In terms of management information and communications, the majority stated they were
‘Excellent throughout’ with the reminder choosing ‘Mostly good with minor exceptions’.
Comments added included the speed of the process, the accurate information available
from the start and helpful assistance and support provided.
A number of applicants considered their projects had been delivered exactly as planned
but some lessons learned by other applicants included :
Allowing more time to complete the project
Taking more advantage of professional advice
Considering wider options for the operation of the assets purchased
Contacting funding bodies such as EMFF at an earlier stage
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The mix of match funding was very different to LEADER with bank borrowing being the
most frequent type, followed by reserves/profits. Two applicants commented that they
had maximised their borrowing/working capital so EMFF had been vital to allow the
investments to proceed.
A number of applicants pointed to additional benefits that had arisen from the
interventions, such as :
o New local markets identified
o Increased economic impact in area
o Social media interest significantly higher than expected
o Confidence and energy for new initiatives
In terms of future priorities, the workshop participants noted the need for depuration
plant due to the Brexit complications around access to European markets. Good
opportunities were also considered to exist around cockles, mussels, mackerel, blue-fin
tuna and other species if the UK can disentangle itself from EU influences outside its
jurisdiction. Wider local barriers to progress in fisheries would need to be addressed such
as labour supply and housing.7

7

Marine’s Scotland’s intention is to replace EMFF with a transition fund, the Scottish Maritime and
Fisheries Fund, which will run for 3 years.
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8.0 LOCAL ACTION GROUPS REVIEW
8.1

Governance & Management
The Outer Hebrides Community Planning Partnership (OHCPP) was invited by Scottish
Government to respond to a call for the 2014-20 Programme. As CnES had been the lead
partner for the 2007-2013 Outer Hebrides LEADER and EFF Axis 4 Programmes, gaining
a wealth of financial, legal, audit and administrative experience and having capacity to
arrange for the transfer and updating of systems and processes, the OHCPP concluded
that it should continue in the role of lead partner. Accordingly, CnES was granted
delegated responsibility for administering LEADER and EMFF finances under the terms of
a Service Level Agreement (SLA) with Scottish Government.8 The Lead Partner, in
collaboration with the Outer Hebrides LAG, required to maintain a Risk Register to asses
and manage any associated risk. In accordance with regulations, CnES was to be
responsible to the LAG for supporting the operation of both programmes and the
successful implementation of the Outer Hebrides 2014-2020 LEADER and EMFF LDS.
CnES was to continue to employ staff for administering both programmes on behalf of
the LAG, however, as with previous programmes, the employees were to service the
LAG.
The tasks of the LAG were stated as including the following:
a) building the capacity of local actors to develop and implement operations including
fostering their project management capabilities
b) drawing up a non-discriminatory and transparent selection procedure and objective
criteria for the selection of operations, which avoid conflicts of interest, ensure that
at least 50% of votes in selection decisions are cast by partners which are not public
authorities, and allow selection by written procedure
c) ensuring coherence with the community-led local development strategy when
selecting operations, by prioritising those operations according to their contribution
to meeting that strategy's objectives and targets
d) preparing and publishing calls for proposals or an on-going project submission
procedure, including defining selection criteria
e) receiving and assessing applications for support
f) selecting operations and fixing the amount of support and, where relevant,
presenting the proposals to the body responsible for final verification of eligibility
before approval
g) monitoring the implementation of the community-led local development strategy and
the operations supported and carrying out specific evaluation activities linked to that
strategy.
Without prejudice to b), the LAG may be a beneficiary and implement operations in
accordance with the CLLD strategy.
There is no right of appeal against a rejection of a LEADER application by the LAG. The
appeals process only covers projects where approved funding has been reduced or
removed or the rules have changed from those stated on the approval documents.
Following the submission of an Expression of Interest, formal approval was granted to
allow CnES, on behalf of OHCPP, to commence work on the preparation and
development of an Outer Hebrides LEADER and European Fisheries Axis 4 Funds LDS. To
support preparation of the LDS, CnES was awarded £15,000 by Scottish Government to
appoint consultants to facilitate its development and preparation. Following a competitive

8

The SLA is signed between Scottish Ministers and Accountable Bodies. It defines the responsibilities
and obligations, duties and accountabilities of the SG (PA/MA) and the Accountable Body.
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tendering exercise, Hall Aitken was appointed and commenced with initial LDS
consultations in February 2014.
The outgoing LAG assigned members to form a sub-group in 2013 with a mix of
representative interests. This sub-group was invited onto a new Steering Group together
with additional members to represent the relevant and most appropriate priorities in the
OHCPP Economic Regeneration Strategy. This aimed to blend knowledge of previous
LEADER Programmes with fresh input and energy from new members. The Steering
Group was required to include representatives from the public, private, third sector and
community interests with the public-sector representation not exceeding 49% of the
composition. It was intended to have a maximum of 21 LAG and 11 FLAG members.
The main tasks of a LAG or FLAG member were noted as :
o Monitoring the implementation of the Programme as a whole
o Ensuring that a fair and transparent appraisal system is followed for applications for
LEADER or EMFF project funding
o Reading project applications and supporting documentation prior to a LAG/FLAG
meeting, if discussed at a meeting or prior to the online decision deadline or if decided
by email
o Submitting a ‘score’ for each application (against set criteria) via the website, prior to
the LAG meeting or online decision deadline (extensive training was to be provided on
scoring)
o Attending the LAG or FLAG meeting, taking part in project application discussions,
voting on whether they should be approved for LEADER funding, and if there are to be
specific grant award conditions/stipulations, developing what these conditions might
be; also agreeing and developing other forms of support including events, capacity
building, exchange events and other forms of networking
o Ensuring that project monitoring is undertaken, which at times may entail volunteering
to attend LEADER or EMFF project sites, events and opening celebrations, etc.
Adverts were placed in the media in early 2015 together with targeting of specific groups
to cover sectors in LDS that were under-represented. Attendance at LAG meetings was
stated as being voluntary and unpaid with expenses to be reimbursed. Adherence to the
LAG member Code of Conduct was required, which includes declaring any interest in and
absenting from project discussions where there is a personal interest, plus respecting
LAG, project and business confidentiality (the Scheme of Delegation is provided at
Appendix V). Interestingly, promotion attracted some members of the public (nonaffliated), but, overall, not many applied so numbers were manageable. There was an
extensive assessment and scoring process adopted to finalise the LAG and FLAG
membership.
An inaugural meeting of the LAG and FLAG was held in September 2015 with 27 LAG and
FLAG representatives present (7 tendered apologies). From that point, the LAG and FLAG
proceeded to convene their own separate meetings, with regular EMFF commitment
updates being provided to the LAG.

8.3

Effectiveness

8.3.1 Service Level Agreement
An SLA is in place between Scottish Ministers and CnES which will remain in force until at
least 31 December 2022. The requirements of this SLA appear to have been met by
CnES and the Evaluation Team has not been made aware of any breaches. A review has
been undertaken of annual audits of LEADER carried by the Internal Audit Section of
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CnES which do not identify any major concerns on any occasion with only minor
recommendations offered from time to time.

8.3.1 Decision-making
Some of the key decisions and change points for the LAG are noted below in Table 12.
Table 12
Month
October 2015

Resolution/Change
•
•

January 2016

•
•
•

April 2016
June 2016

•
•
•

September 2016 (NQ)

•

November 2016

•

March 2017

•
•
•
•

May 2017

•
June 2017 (NQ)

•
•

July 2017 (NQ)
September 2017
November 2017 (NQ)
February 2018
June 2018 (NQ)
August 2018 (NQ)
October 2018
December 2018
February 2019
June 2020

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Scottish Government advice that self-catering should not
typically be supported – significant level of enquires received
Projects must avoid over saturation of the market and not
displace existing businesses
Maximum grant of £125,000 per project set
Maximum intervention rate of 50% of eligible project costs
Maximum intervention rate of 70% set for Co-operation
projects
First application deadline set for 27th April
First applications considered
Double weightings given to Innovation and Additionality
criteria
Commitment passed £1m with 80% of Business and Crofting
Diversification financial targets achieved
Verifying business sustainability was highlighted as weakness
of the assessment process and after-care was proposed
Suspension of all tourism accommodation applications
Businesses restricted to 30% award rate with £100,000 cap
Application cycle increased to 6 weeks instead of monthly
Uncommitted funds of £903,682 remaining including Cooperation projects
Staff instructed to pro-actively encourage Co-operation
projects
Renewables, Crofting and Tourism (only if increasing the
market) project were to be prioritised
Geographical priorities confirmed as Stornoway West, North
Uist/Benbecula and Barra
Final application round set for 11th October
Youth LAG to be developed through CnES officers
Match funding weighting removed from scoring
Membership review instructed to address low attendance
£100,000 set aside for Youth LAG with 90% intervention rate
Website launched
8 Co-operation projects considered
Quorum reduced to 10
Return to rolling application deadlines agreed
Minimum Co-operation spend reduced to 5% of budget
Quorum reduced to 8 after membership dropped to 16
First co-operation project approved
Budget fully committed
Mid-term review completed
£190,000 remaining to be committed by the year end
Programme extension for projects until 31st March 20219

In February 2021, an extension to December 2021 was granted to allow projects impacted by
COVID-19 to complete and additional funding of £20,000 was also awarded to assist existing projects
with COVID recovery.
9
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The addition of the Small Rural Business Scheme to LEADER was undoubtedly a major
change and, initially, it appears that very limited guidance was provided, making it
difficult for the LAG to understand what was expected in applications. Eventually,
Scottish Government clarified that applications had to demonstrate a community element
in a project or some form of community buy-in. The significant enquiry list of rural
businesses planning new tourism accommodation then led to a rapid build-up of financial
commitment that caused concerns. Policy development was necessary to guide the LAG
in its decision-making for key sectors, especially tourism. In addition, the LAG appeared
to recognise some failings in the assessment procedures regarding financial sustainability
as the procedures were perhaps not suited to business projects.
During the second half of the Programme, the LAG became more pro-active and this led
to more socially innovative projects emerging. These involved a raft of co-operation
projects and the setting up of a Youth LAG that was given unfettered responsibility to
allocate a budget of £100,000. This latter initiative made significant impact on the theme
of Young People which would otherwise have been under-represented in the Programme.
Within a year of its operation, the LAG was experiencing problems in securing a quorum
for meetings and this continued for around 2 years. Towards the end of the Programme
the quorum requirement was reduced and that appears to have resolved the difficulties.
It is understood that the steering group sought to create a larger pool of members than
in previous programmes which increased the quorum. Large quorums are often
problematic even if the wider membership is extensive. It is likely that the online video
technology that has been adopted during the COVID-19 restrictions has provided a
solution as long as electronic participation is permitted in the LAG rules.
Key decisions and change points for the FLAG are noted at Table 13 below.

Table 13
Month

Resolution/Change

May 2016

•

November 2016
April 2017 (NQ)
April 2018

•
•
•
•

October 2018

•

December 2018
December 2019
January 2021

•
•
•
•

Maximum grant of £50,000 set although could increase by
exception
Recognition of need for local marine tourism strategy
Application submission deadlines deemed unnecessary
Private-sector recruitment required after recent resignation
Clarified that funding to be committed by 31st March 2019
and project expenditure claimed by 31st December 2020
Revised guidance that awards could be made up to 31st
December 2020 with expenditure claimed within 2 years later
Remaining uncommitted funds of £288,000
Remaining uncommitted funds of £56,000
Remaining uncommitted funds of £27,000
Approvals made indicated a £5,000 over-commitment

Like the LAG, the FLAG faced significant enquiries at the outset from marine tourism
operators and proceeded to award a significant level of funds in the early months of the
Programme. At the end of the Programme, there appeared to be changes to funds that
had been committed and additional opportunities arose to make further awards. There
were also some challenges around quorum for decision-making that had to be overcome,
albeit to a lesser extent than the LAG. It appears the that FLAG did not have to meet
during May 2017-March 2018, the reason for this is unknown.
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8.3.2 LEADER Project Assessment
The scoring criteria has been fundamental to the decision-making, this was provided by
Scottish Government and adapted by the LAG to suit local priorities. A total of 16 criteria
were included all with equal weighting which were divided into Eligibility (10) and
Technical (6) categories. There was discussion by the LAG in the early stages to identify
higher priority criteria and vary weightings which resulted in an additional Eligibility
criterion and a further 5 Technical criteria being added. It was also agreed to raise the
weightings for 2 criteria added locally (Fostering Innovation and Match Funding). A
geographical bias was also added later in the Programme to address areas with most
need for tourism accommodation. Some key criteria to pick out are Fostering Innovation,
Match Funding and Geographic which are discussed in turn below.
Fostering Innovation
The Scottish Government guidance describes innovation as
1. Product Extension (supporting the same basic initiative, perhaps with some slight
modifications; or using the same initiative in a new location)
2. New Platform Product (supporting the development of a new initiative, based on
existing, which may itself result in product extensions, as in 1. above)
3. New to the Company Products (importing initiatives that have proved successful
elsewhere but have not before been tried in the area)
4. New to the World product (supporting the development of something that has never
been done before, for which at present no market exists).
The LAG subsequently defined innovation as effectively being new to the islands and
then doubled the weighting. The terminology in the original guidance such as ‘product’
gives a strong commercial/market flavour akin to a mainstream business support
programme aimed at helping to bring new goods and services to market. There is no
mention of social innovation that was at the heart of LEADER originally. In the LAG
minute from June 2016, in conjunction with the first applications received, it was noted
that “projects applying to this round were not perceived to be particularly innovative.”
However, it wasn’t until its meeting in June 2017 that the LAG determined to add a
double weighting to the innovation criterion to counter this perception, by which time,
around half of the funds had already been committed. Various research reports have
highlighted that the migration from social to commercial innovation has been increasing
since ‘mainstreaming’ took place in 2007.
Match Funding
This criterion was added to the original Scottish Government template by the LAG and
given a double weighting. There seems to have been a high level of potential applicants
passing through the Expression of Interest stage to commence the application process
who subsequently dropped out. Discussions with LEADER staff indicate that many found
the process difficult and often the lack of match funding was a reason for abandoning an
application although an Expression of Interest (EoI) had been approved. The LAG
minutes highlight the requirement for applicants to satisfy the conditions of grant award
within 60 days, that period being at the discretion of the LAG, irrespective of the
complexity of the funding package involved. The LAG did extend that period in some
cases later in the programme and removed the double weighting in July 2017, however,
there may have been some potentially valuable projects lost. It seems a very short
period in light of feedback from some of the applicants interviewed who suggested that it
took around 2 years on average to design and deliver their projects. Records indicate
that 19 applicants withdrew from the process due to difficulties in meeting the
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requirements but that a further 35 organisations/businesses simply abandoned the
process after approval of an EOI.
Geographic
This was another local criterion added to the original template in June 2017. Following
some research by Outer Hebrides Tourism (OHT), which identified specific geographical
areas as being less well served for tourism accommodation, the LAG opted to reflect this
in the scoring template and added a double weighting. Three locations were chosen as
priorities for tourism investment - Stornoway West, North Uist and Benbecula plus Barra.
It appears that there were not any tourism accommodation projects approved in these
areas after Q2 2017/18, however, there were a number of Expressions of Interest
declined from low-priority areas after the policy decision was made. There are no other
references to priority areas noted beyond tourism accommodation.
The inclusion of geographical targeting raises a wider question about the ability of
LEADER to tackle social inequality and disadvantage. Clearly, this relies on strong data
and one useful tool is the Scottish Government’s Scottish Index of Multiple Depravation
(SIMD) which has been used by the OHCPP to identify geographical priorities in recent
years. It sets out datazones across Scotland which are ranked from 1 (most deprived) to
6,976 (least deprived) based on 7 factors – income, employment, education, health,
access, crime and housing. All datazones are banded in various ways, 5 bands with 20%
each (quintiles), 10 bands of 10% each (deciles) and 20 bands of 5% each (virgintiles).
Taking the widest banding which is virgintiles, the Outer Hebrides is currently spread
across bands numbered 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11, which reflects the lack of deprivation
compared to other urban areas. As SIMD records population but not changes in
population or age structure, the main demographic challenges in the Outer Hebrides
around outmigration and an ageing population are not reflected in the results. Also, the
SIMD is static as it captures a ‘snap-shot’ of datazones at a point in time.
In considering the distribution of funding across all the SIMD bandings, it can be seen
from Fig 40 below that funds were concentrated slightly more in the upper bandings
(58% in Virgintiles 10-12).
Fig 40 - Funds Awarded In SIMD Datazone Bandings
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Source : SIMD April 2020
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The latest SIMD rankings show 2 datazones in Stornoway West as the most deprived (in
Virgintile 6) and the next lowest ranked are Loch Roag and Pairc/Kinloch (in Virgintile 8).
Greater income, employment, health and crime depravation are the key factors behind
the Stornoway West areas ranking lowest.
The Loch Roag area, which is currently the third most disadvantaged datazone after the
2 Stornoway West zones, did not receive any LEADER funding, however, the next zone in
Pairc/Kinloch received £289,000. It may be interesting to note that Virgintile 12 accounts
for a large part of Ward 8 which was highlighted previously as not receiving any LEADER
funds in this Programme.
Overall, as the SIMD shows a split in datazones between small towns and remote rural
area, it can be calculated that LEADER remains dominated by projects from areas classed
as ‘remote rural’ by a ratio of 86:14 in terms of funding committed.

8.3.3 Resource Management
Although there were concerns in the early stage of the LAG over financial commitment,
the end result is that there has been sound financial management in place as the
budgetary targets for both Programmes have been met.
Human resource management was more challenging due to changes in LEADER
personnel and the increasing administration burden placed on the team. It appears that
these minimised the opportunities for staff to allocate time to animation, unlike in
previous programmes when events had been held annually to generate interest across
the communities, such as ‘Meet The Funder’. The staff team had planned to focus on
workshops, events, promotion, etc. originally but this proved difficult to deliver and the
arrival of COVID-19 erased any prospects, albeit that was late in the programme period.

8.3.4 Risk Management
Part of the mainstreaming of LEADER has led to the transfer of significant risk to
Accountable Bodies such as CnES which can stifle creativity and may have a tendency to
encourage fewer, larger investments in well established businesses and organisations.
Research has noted that higher authorities tend to be “more concerned with the
processes rather than the outcomes”.10
In this climate, risk management is clearly a critical task and tends to centre on “the
probability of projects failing to complete or failing to meet their spending commitments”.
11 All risk management is, therefore, liable to be viewed through a financial lens rather
than addressing objectives, themes, geographical priorities and ambitions. There is also
the possibility that more creative and socially innovative activities, which tend to require
more pro-active management, fail to exceed the minimum expenditure.
The LEADER risk plan has been reviewed, albeit the latest version with the majority of
projects marked as ‘Complete’. It is very much a financial programme management tool,
primarily focused on ensuring that project complete on time. There is an effective
process for assessing risks for projects and a clear scoring approach adopted. Nearly all
of the risk factors will remain static throughout the project lifespan as there will be no
change i.e. a high cost project will continue with the same score as the cost will not
change, and the ‘Current project assessment’ is the only score that varies. It is not clear
10
11

Bosworth et al 2015, Empowering Local Action through Neo-Endogenous Development
Ibid
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also if there are or have been mitigation actions identified to reduce the risk
impact/likelihood. A Red/Amber/Green colour coding would also assist to monitor project
risks. The risk plan would appear to be of most value towards the start of the
Programme but lose relevance as project completion increases. For example, some of the
highest overall scores are now for projects which have been long completed.

8.3.5 Training
A training event for LAG members to finalise the application scoring process was held in
May 2016 but appears to have been poorly attended. The Evaluation Team has not been
made aware of any training carried out for FLAG members. A further commentary is
provided in 8.4 below.

8.4

Feedback & Learning
Feedback was obtained primarily from online surveys.
Slightly over half of LAG members’ scoring on the achievement of Programme Objectives
concluded that they had been achieved to a large extent with just under a third of the
scoring indicating a partial extent. Promoting Renewable Energy and Efficiency was the
only objective to be scored as only slightly achieved. In terms of which ones were harder
to achieve, the consensus was that Promoting Renewable Energy and Efficiency,
Developing Crofting Related Ideas and Encouraging Diversification and Networking with
LAGs in Scotland, UK and Europe were jointly the most difficult. Responses about the
main barriers to achieving the objectives highlighted that, unsurprisingly, ‘Complex
application and administration processes’ was the most selected option. ‘The impact of
Covid-19 pandemic’ was selected as being a moderate barrier, presumably due to its
arrival near the end of the Programme. The highest score was for ‘Lack of awareness of
the Programme’ being a minor barrier.
Points of satisfaction for LAG members included the breadth and variety of projects,
successes in securing large amounts of match funding and the positive working
relationship with CnES. Areas of dissatisfaction involved uncertainties around a successor
programme, potential applicants being under-resourced to apply, complex systems and
the slow rate of change at national level. When rating different aspects of the LAG
processes, ‘Staff support to LAG members’ scored highest, followed by ‘Communications’.
The least satisfactory aspect was ‘Training’ with ‘Scoring’ the second lowest. The LAG
member’s role was considered as ‘Very Easy’ or ‘Easy’ by the majority and there were
also slightly more stating they would be ‘Very Likely’ or ‘Likely’ to carry out the role
again. One longstanding member indicated a planned retirement from the role.
For FLAG members, the slight majority view in the scoring was that the Programme
Objectives had been achieved to a large extent. Increase fisheries area employment and
competitiveness by promoting fisheries sustainability and diversification of fishing effort,
Develop alternative fisheries area employment through business diversification and
Increase onshore added value activity utilising locally caught product were the objectives
that collected the most positive scoring. On the other hand, Promote and market demand
for local fisheries products and Increase younger industry participant career progression
and succession attracted the least positive scoring. This latter objective was unanimously
viewed as the most difficult to achieve, followed by Improve networking, training and
development of best practice and Develop alternative fisheries area employment through
business diversification.
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In terms of achieving these overall objectives, ‘Complex application and administration
processes’ was viewed as the biggest barrier again. ‘Lack of necessary skills to prepare or
run projects’ and ‘Lack of awareness of the Programme’ were also scored as major
barriers to a lesser extent. Covid-19 was viewed as slightly less of a barrier than for LAG
members.
Areas of satisfaction for FLAG members included was the full take-up of the funding
available, good projects which have made the sector more competitive and introduced
innovation, the diversity of projects and wide coverage across the island chain, the ability
of the industry to adapt and increased application turnaround times with quicker answers
to questions than in the past. Less satisfactory aspects were the lack of clarity around
diversification efforts at a strategic level, the bureaucracy involved and that, overall,
decision timescales remained slow despite improvements. In rating different aspects of
the FLAG processes, the most common option selected was ‘Very Effective’ and ‘Training’
marginally received the lowest score for effectiveness. A majority of respondents
indicated they found the role ‘Very Easy’ and all were ‘Very Likely’ or ‘Likely’ to take up
the role again. From the comments provided, there appeared to be higher levels of
satisfaction amongst the FLAG member although that is not surprising given the smaller
budget, less complexity and more clearly defined industry involved.
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9.0 CONCLUSIONS
It appears that the LEADER and EMFF Programmes were very well managed financially
and some thorny policy dilemmas were resolved. Some of the Strategic Objectives were
achieved, particularly in the familiar area of local services/facilities and the in-demand
tourism facilities, but others were perhaps delivered against less successfully. Two areas
that lagged behind, for example, were climate change and added value for offshore
produce, both of which would benefit from having additional effort applied in future
funding programmes.
Target setting seems to be a significant challenge with SRDP initiatives and this is
evident with the 2014-20 LEADER Programme. Performance measurement is confusing
with potential for duplication and is usually carried out before the full range of benefits
can be assessed. Target setting appears to be non-existent for EMFF with measurement
limited to employment created or safeguarded.
The latest LEADER Programme has certainly been successful in supporting a wide range
of projects with community initiatives dominant. Community projects received the most
grant but also drew in the most outside funding giving LEADER a very strong return for
its investment. All wards in the Outer Hebrides, with one exception, and all islands have
benefitted from the Programme to varying degrees. EMFF funds were unsurprisingly
focused on established fishing communities and marine infrastructure with the Southern
Isles and Harris capturing the vast majority of grant awarded.
Other than community organisations, private businesses also featured in both
programmes but public agencies and trade bodies received support only under EMFF.
Public agencies featured to a far greater extent in the LEADER 2017-13 Programme so
there are concerns over the lack of capacity building achieved in this LEADER
Programme. Non-recurring revenue support for businesses and revenue/core funding for
community groups are vital in remoter areas as well as essential for co-operation
projects.
Some challenges arose in LAG and FLAG attendance despite a larger pool of members
being recruited. However, the explosion in the use of online video technology over the
last year will undoubtedly improve communications and attendance at meetings in the
future.
Risk management processes appear to be quite static and based on project progress
only. The additional of programme-wide factors that reflect achievement of the area
strategy would potentially add benefit.
There have been significant changes within LEADER over 2014-20 and these have
continued to widen the spectrum of projects and sectors it engages with. The addition of
Small Rural Businesses to the Programme with pent-up demand from accommodation
providers shaping the first wave of applications brought challenges in identifying local
priorities. Fig 41 below provides an indication of the scale and range of projects by size
(total cost) and where they sit on the socially innovative-commercially proven
spectrum.12 The graph suggests that, on balance, more still lie in the small/socially
innovative quadrant but there is now a very widespread distribution.

12

A sliding scale of between 0 and 10 points was devised for both of the categories, scores were
multiplied for each project, larger dots represent multiple projects on that point.
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The lack of mainstream funding avenues for medium and large sized business projects
and the arrival of LEADER meant that the burgeoning tourism industry and its appetite
for ever more adventurous types of visitor accommodation was able to feature strongly
in LEADER awards in the early stages. Similarly, EMFF came under pressure from marine
tourism businesses. Discussions around additionality and displacement emerged fairly
early in the LAG deliberations, perhaps again, an indication that the Programme was
straying further away from its original territory.
LEADER’s main thrust traditionally has been to boost social capital and some aspects of
human capital, which can perhaps be loosely summarised as community cohesion and
capacity building. It is not clear to what extent LEADER has assisted the ‘cash poor’
communities and groups in finding alternative sources of funding and income to
sustainably regenerate their areas as was aspired to in the LDS. Previous research has
shown that LEADER has had a tendency to increase inequalities within and between
places because it can gravitate towards participants that are already well resourced.13
This is possibly linked to the decrease in the amount of funding used for animation work,
such as supporting people in developing project ideas to application stage. A number of
respondents on this occasion have been able to point to groups initially interested in
LEADER support but who held back from engaging due to a lack of capacity.
The increase in mean grant size over time suggests that LEADER in its current format
has become less functional for applicants requiring smaller grants (e.g. for start-up or
feasibility projects). The demand for Crown Estate Fund support would suggest that
smaller, less well-resourced groups have gravitated towards that source over the last 18
months or so.
The second half of the LEADER Programme saw more proactive efforts to meet
expenditure targets and this brought some useful initiatives, such as the Youth LAG
which was fundamental to engaging with young people and provides an exemplar for the
future.
The change in LEADER between its launch in 1991 and where it sits in 2021 has been
significant. This can be summarised in the graphic below which pin-points the
transformation in 4 of the original characteristics of LEADER.

13

Shucksmith 2002, Endogenous Development, Social Capital and Social Inclusion
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Fig 42
Animation

Administration

Social innovation

Technical and market
innovation

Mainly smaller
projects

Mainly larger projects
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A number of positive aspects about the Outer Hebrides’ programmes have been
identified in previous evaluations and through the recent primary research. Perhaps a
primary success factor was the accessibility of the various LEADER teams, and EMFF
latterly, and the valuable advice and support provided to projects throughout the project
lifecycle. Other positive areas were the level of financial support offered, the capacity
and confidence that participation in the programmes gave to communities, the
opportunity to employ staff to take projects forward and the co-operation with other
public-sector services such as CnES Business Gateway and Highlands and Islands
Enterprise.
Now that mainstreaming of LEADER is almost complete, perhaps some thought should be
given to how best use this partnership structure to greatest socio-economic effect. Given
its foray into business development and addressing market failure, it has started to
wrestle with strategic investments in key sectors so a next logical step could be to
constitute the LAG/FLAG and seek to bring other funds into the mix. One option could be
to include some Crown Estate funds, for example, to address community, social
enterprise and business support in a more holistic manner with local decision-making and
control. There could be different streams of funding in place to address the requirements
of the sponsor bodies and some underwriting may be needed to mitigate financial risks.
Strategic and policy guidance would need to be put in place for dealing with business
development in particular plus members and staff would need capacity for animation, a
comprehensive advice network around them and measurement frameworks that are able
to capture long-term tangible and intangible benefits. Relevant broad models for this do
exist, such as Western Isles Development Trust, perhaps the most familiar currently, and
the former Local Enterprise Companies (this was the public-sector agency with the
closest working relationship with LEADER in its early stages). Clearly, significant planning
and research would be required to assess how feasible this approach would be.
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10.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
There are a range of actions arising from the research undertaken that should be
considered for implementation.
Policy

Undertake policy development such as sectoral priorities and
geographical targeting proactively and refine in practice as
necessary

Membership

Review LAG/FLAG member participation preferences, explore ways
of creating greater engagement and maximise online video
technology

Finance

Prepare an indicative spend profile at the start of the next cycle to
guide LAG/FLAG members in terms of project spend and avoid an
unnecessarily early closure of programmes

Processes

Draw on best practice to reduce programme bureaucracy, such as
moving away from paying on receipted expenditure to paying on
invoice, as has been implemented by other funding bodies

Measurement

Rationalise the number of LEADER Performance Indicators to
reduce administration for applicants and staff, and to produce more
valuable information to measure programme success, and give
consideration to establishing monitoring and evaluation of longerterm impacts and benefits

Risk

Develop a more LDS-focused risk management process to address
achievement of strategic objectives and aspirations

Partnership

Consider constituting the LAG/FLAG partnership and potentially
developing a multi-funding delivery model that would be acceptable
to key stakeholders.
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Appendix I
Background To EMFF
European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) provide EU Member States with financial
assistance to deliver the EU2020 strategy of Smart, Sustainable and Inclusive Growth, increasing
economic activity and employment across the EU.
EMFF focuses on the long-term objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy for a smart, sustainable
and inclusive growth over the 2014-2020 period. It will contribute to sustainable and competitive
fisheries and aquaculture, to a consistent framework for the Integrated Maritime Policy and to a
balanced and inclusive territorial development of fisheries and aquaculture areas. EMFF has been
an important source of finance for economic growth in coastal communities, for sustainable
development within the fishing and aquaculture sectors and conservation of the marine
environment. For 2014-20, the UK received €243m which was split between Scotland (€107.7m),
England (€92.2m), Northern Ireland (€23.5m) and Wales (€19.7m).
It seeks to deliver on 6 priorities which can be summarised as follows.
Union Priority 1

Union Priority 2

Union Priority 3

Union Priority 4
Union Priority 5
Union Priority 6

Promote environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, competitive fisheries
which are more selective, produce less discards, and do less damage to
marine ecosystems. EMFF support under this priority will thus focus on
innovation and added value that can make the fisheries sector economically
viable and resilient to external shocks and to competition from third
countries.
Ensure environmentally sustainable, resource efficient and competitive
aquaculture to make this industry green, economically viable and
competitive, while providing EU consumers with healthy and highly nutritional
products.
Foster the implementation of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) through the
collection and management of data to improve scientific knowledge and
through support to monitoring, control and enforcement of fisheries
legislations.
Increase employment and territorial cohesion through the promotion of
economic growth and social inclusion in coastal and inland communities
depending on fishing.
Foster marketing and processing through improved market organisation for
fishery and aquaculture products and through improved processing and
marketing sectors in particular in Outermost Regions.
Foster the implementation of the Integrated Maritime Policy.

Fisheries Led Local Actions Groups (FLAGs) are funded through the Community-Led Local
Development (CLLD) articles of the EMFF regulation (Union Priority 4 above). Their function is to
support the local management of a funding budget within the FLAG designated area by
animating and promoting the scheme and recommending projects that best meet the needs of
their Local Development Strategy.
CLLD is a term used by the European Commission to describe an approach that turns traditional
“top down” development policy on its head. Under CLLD, local people take the reins and form a
local partnership that designs and implements an integrated development strategy. The strategy
is designed to build on the community’s social, environmental and economic strengths or
“assets” rather than simply compensate for its problems. The local partnership receives longterm funding from European Funds, including the European Maritime Fisheries Fund (EMFF), and
decides how it is spent.
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The last 20 years of EU funding for these types of projects has seen an explosion from a small
cluster of 200 pilot rural development projects to around 2,600 partnerships (both in rural areas
and in fisheries-dependent areas). Project have now been carried out in nearly every corner of
rural Europe and a large part of the coast. Total public and private investment supported by
these partnerships has also grown from 360 million euro in 1991-1994, to around €8.6 billion in
the 2007-2013. Supporting many mainly small projects, CLLD has helped thousands of firms and
jobs and supported significant improvements to local services and the environment. The
experience of the last twenty years has shown when and where CLLD approaches work well and
which are the key challenges of implementing CLLD in certain areas.
Over the last few years CLLD has shown to have a great potential to explore innovative solutions
addressing the challenges faced by local communities dependent on fishing. The 307 current
fisheries partnerships have been supported by a network called FARNET. CLLD can now be used
within the EMFF, but also in the other European Structural and Investment Funds. This creates a
major opportunity for extending the CLLD approach to cities, and to using it to develop local
responses to some of the most pressing social and environmental problems facing European
citizens today. There is still considerable scope for increasing the impact of CLLD on people`s
lives especially if the major EU funding streams work together. Fishing communities in the whole
of Europe can potentially benefit from these new forms of co-operation.
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Appendix II
Origins Of LEADER
The WISL LEADER project had its origins in 1990 and a LEADER group was formed in early 1991,
made up of a partnership of Comhairle nan Eilean, Highland Regional Council, Western Isles
Enterprise, Skye and Lochalsh Enterprise, Comunn na Gaidhlig and the Scottish Crofters Union. A
management group of 12 members from the organisations outlined above provided overall
guidance on policy. Day-to-day management and delivery was through a project co-ordinator
based in Stornoway, and three officers based in Stornoway (Lewis), Balivanich (Benbecula), and
Portree (Skye). A network of 15 part-time community animators complemented this team.
The funding bid was progressed by the group in consultation with local community councils and
interest groups. Funding was announced in December 1991 and the LECs were given the role of
accounting officers for the LEADER projects in Scotland, with staff were appointed to the project
early in 1992. There were a number of technical delays and administrative difficulties with
LEADER funding which affected all of the Scottish groups; however, interim arrangements were
put in place (involving the LECs) and the situation was resolved by late 1992. Originally, staff
had to ensure that all LEADER funds were committed to projects by December 1993, giving them
only two years to develop projects. The deadline, however, was later extended to June 1994.
The aims of the WISL LEADER programme were threefold: to build up a groundwork for
development, through organisation and training; to maximise opportunities for rural
development and enterprise; to reinforce confidence in the area's unique heritage and to use this
as a springboard for positive projection of the area's identity; and to encourage inward
investment and internal reinvestment to stimulate business growth and employment creation
(WISL LEADER, 1991). Investment in local people was seen as the cornerstone of the
development strategy. LEADER was seen as "liberating people to think" by encouraging them to
come forward with their own ideas and assisting them to turn their ideas into action.
Amongst the projects supported by the programme were community enterprises, local art
festivals, the establishment of a tele-cottage, community-based interpretative projects, a
community appraisal, and distance learning projects. In addition to the wide range of
community-based projects supported by the programme, there were a number of other benefits.
These included benefits of increased cooperation between the different public bodies involved in
overseeing the project.
The programme had helped initiate a shift away from the familiar approach of set grants for set
measures that had dominated development in the area to a more independent and self-thinking
attitude. Many respondents stated that it was towards the end of the programme that people
began to grasp what LEADER was about. Thus, the philosophy behind the programme had now
been established in the area and was reflected in the formation of an Objective 1 group for the
Western Isles and reflects the sustainability of the concept of the bottom-up approach in the
area. One of the main weaknesses of the programme, deriving from the compressed timescales,
was that the animation element should have preceded the project funding. This would have
meant that less time would have had to be spent explaining the nature of the programme, and
more time could have been devoted to developing project ideas from the communities involved.
One of the main findings of the research was a need for animation in bottom-up development to
begin at a very early stage. The concept takes time to develop, particularly where people have
been sceptical about past development programmes. Too many projects are hampered by their
short timescales which means that there was little time for animation prior to the projects
starting. Animators were a bridge between the local community and the funding body such as
the LEADER group. This avoided the group simply becoming another development agency such
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as a LEC. In the WISL example, the animator network partly fulfilled this role. This bridge helps
to ensure the project remains community-based.
Some other observations and recommendations that arose from the research were :
• A baseline study would prove useful for evaluation and for future lobbying by community
organisations, allowing more formal measurement of changes achieved by such projects.
• Clear statements of aims and objectives would ensure that all partners are aware of the aims
of the programme and arguably helps to avoid the problem of raised expectations.
• There was little time for the networking of ideas across Europe, or indeed across the UK, and
whilst a LEADER coordinating unit was set up in Brussels to act as a conduit for information
this faced problems disseminating best practice due to the lack of evaluation and the large
number of groups.14

Adapted from ‘Community-Led Rural Development Policies In The Highlands And Islands: The
European Community's LEADER Programme’ by Stuart Black and Edward Conway, 1996 .
14
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Appendix III
Online Survey Questionnaires
LEADER Applicants

Introduction
LEADER Outer Hebrides has commissioned a piece of consultancy work to evaluate the 20142020 programme. As an organisation or business which has benefited from funding we would
value your views. The post programme evaluation will seek to provide a detailed socio-economic
impact assessment based on the LEADER and European Maritime and Fisheries Fund
(EMFF) projects funded to date, and the evaluation evidence available with regard to completed
projects.
We are seeking feedback on the effectiveness and transparency of the management, delivery
systems, structures and procedures of the Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF Programme and
evidence of good practice. We hope to establish lessons learned and areas for improvement
should a similar programme be implemented post March 2021.
The survey should take no longer than 10-15 minutes to complete, all responses are completely
confidential and all findings will be aggregated when used in the final report. Thank you in
advance for supporting this work. THIS PROJECT IS PART-FINANCED BY THE SCOTTISH
GOVERNMENT AND THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY OUTER HEBRIDES LEADER 2014-2020
PROGRAMME
1. Please tell us about your organisation / business:
Name of
organisation /
business
Postcode
Tel
Email
Website
What is the
legal status of
your
organisation /
business
Your name
Your position

V

2. Which sector is your project in ? Please choose one only.

Crofting/Agriculture/Environment
Manufacturing/Production
Construction
Retail/Wholesale/Motor trades
Transport/Logistics/Storage
Accommodation/Food Service/Tourism
Information/Communication
Finance/Insurance
Property/Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, Technical
Business Administration and Support Services
Education/Training
Healthcare/Social Care
Creative/Arts/Heritage
Other (please specify):

3. What was the title of your LEADER funded project and your reference number?

4. Tell us about your project. What did your project do?

VI

5. Would your project have gone ahead if you had not received LEADER funding?

The project would/may have gone ahead with a different funding package
The project scale would have changed and a smaller project would have gone ahead
The project would have gone ahead but would have taken longer to complete
The quality of project would have been reduced
The project would not have gone ahead

Comments:

6. Tell us about what you believe will be the lasting legacy of your project. What do you
believe it has really achieved?

7. Did your project result in any other outcomes or benefits that you hadn't expected or
weren't part of the original project plan ?

VII

8. The 2014-2020 LEADER Programme had a number of objectives. Please could you
indicate how much you think your project contributed to these objectives:
Major Impact

Minor Impact

No Impact

Don't know

Promoting Renewable
Energy and Efficiency
Supporting and
Developing Rural
Services and Facilities
Developing and Aiding
new Tourism Initiatives
Sustaining new SME
and Community
Enterprise
Developing Crofting
Related Ideas and
Encouraging
Diversification
Supporting Community
Fisheries and Marine
initiatives

If you answered "no impact" please tell is why you feel this to be the case.

9. How would you rate the management information systems and communications
approaches used by LEADER and EMFF (e.g. online application systems, website,
advice/guidance documents, e-mail and telephone contact, etc.) ?

Excellent throughout
Mostly good with minor exceptions
Mixture of good and bad
Not very good

VIII

Very poor

Provide comments to explain your choice :

10. What was innovative about your project? i.e. new types of organisations or structures,
novel approaches/methods to address needs, new products or services, novel use of
technology, creative solutions to overcome barriers, etc.

11. How much support did you receive from LEADER to develop your project idea ?

12. Tell us about what you would do again or do differently if you were to undertake your
project again.

13. Would you be willing to attend a short, follow up online workshop session to further
discuss the LEADER programme?

Yes

IX

No

Comments:

14. Would you be happy to be contacted for more in-depth discussion about your
responses?

Yes
No

Comments:

X

EMFF Applicants

Introduction
LEADER and European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) Outer Hebrides has commissioned
a piece of consultancy work to evaluate the 2014-2020 programme. As an organisation or
business which has benefited from funding we would value your views. This post-programme
evaluation will seek to provide a detailed socio-economic impact assessment based on the
LEADER and EMFF projects funded to date, and the evaluation evidence available with regard to
completed projects. We are seeking feedback on the effectiveness and transparency of the
management, delivery systems, structures and procedures of the Outer Hebrides LEADER and
EMFF Programmes and evidence of good practice. We hope to establish lessons learned and
areas for improvement should similar programmes be implemented post-March 2021. The
survey should take no longer than 20-30 minutes to complete, all responses are completely
confidential and all findings will be aggregated when used in the final report. Thank you in
advance for supporting this work. THIS PROJECT IS PART-FINANCED BY THE SCOTTISH
GOVERNMENT AND THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY OUTER HEBRIDES LEADER/EMFF
2014-2020 PROGRAMME.
1. Please tell us about your organisation / business:
Name of
organisation /
business
Postcode
Tel
Email
Website
What is the
legal status of
your
organisation /
business
Your name
Your position

2. What was the title of your European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) funded project
and your reference number, if you have one?

XI

3. Briefly tell us about your project. What did your project do?

4. Would your project have gone ahead if you had not received EMFF funding?

The project would/may have gone ahead with a different funding package
The project scale would have changed and a smaller project would have gone ahead
The project would have gone ahead but would have taken longer to complete
The quality of project would have been reduced
The project would not have gone ahead

Comments:

5. Where did you source match funding for your project? Tick all that apply.

Public-sector grants
Voluntary-sector/charitable trusts grants
Reserves/profits
Loan from bank
Bank overdraft
Credit card
Leasing/hire purchase
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Family/friend loan
Peer-to-peer loan
Equity
Mortgage
Other (please specify):

6. Tell us about what you believe will be the lasting legacy of your project. What do you
believe it has or will really achieved?

7. Did your project result in any other outcomes or benefits that you hadn't expected or
weren't part of the original project plan ?

8. The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) 2014-2020 Programme had a
number of specific objectives, please indicate how much you think your project
contributed to these specific objectives:
Major Impact

Minor Impact

No Impact

Don't know

Increase fisheries area
employment and

XIII

Major Impact

Minor Impact

No Impact

Don't know

competitiveness by
promoting fisheries
sustainability and
diversification of
fishing effort
Develop alternative
fisheries area
employment through
business
diversification
Promote and market
demand for local
fisheries products
Promote and market
demand for local
fisheries products
Increase onshore
added value activity
utilising locally caught
product
Improve networking,
training and
development of best
practice
Increase younger
industry participant
career progression
and succession

If you answered "no impact" please tell is why you feel this to be the case.

9. There are a few more details needed to help us measure the likely impact of the EMFF
Programme. Please read each choice and then answer all that apply to your project by
selecting the correct number from the drop down menu.

XIV

Please select from dropdown menu
Number of new facilities or
services supported
Number of tourism jobs
supported/created

Number of new enterprises

Number of new business startups
Number of projects that foster
innovation
Number of enterprises
developing new markets
Number of new products or
services created

Number of joint venture projects

Number of businesses/groups
supported to diversify
Number of new visitors/custom
attracted (%age increase)
Number of projects involving
increased sales of local
products
Number of projects supporting
food & drink supply chain
development
Number of community-based
food & drink projects
Number of
promotional/marketing projects
Number of projects
implemented through
partnership working

XV

Please select from dropdown menu
Number of projects contributing
to a low carbon economy
Number of new/improved
energy efficiency measures in
place
Number of initial studies or pilot
projects supported
Number of fishing/marine
communities supported
Number of projects benefiting
young people (age 30 and
under)
Number of young people
assisted into
fisheries/aquaculture (age 30
and under)
Number gaining new knowledge
and skills
Number of young people
gaining new skills (age 30 and
under)
Number of young people
attracted back to employment
on the islands from mainland
(age 30 and under)
Number of women who have
gained new skills
Number of projects benefiting
disadvantaged groups
Number of networking events
provided/attended
Number of knowledge
exchange events/opportunities
offered/participated in
Number of visits and exchanges
undertaken

XVI

Please add any further comment here

10. How would you rate the management information systems and communications
approaches used by EMFF (e.g. online application systems, website, advice/guidance
documents, e-mail and telephone contact, etc.) ?

Excellent throughout
Mostly good with minor exceptions
Mixture of good and bad
Not very good
Very poor

Provide comments to explain your choice :

11. Was there anything innovative about your project ? i.e. new types of organisations or
structures, novel approaches/methods to address needs, new products or services, novel
use of technology, creative solutions to overcome barriers, developing new fishery, etc.

XVII

12. How much support did you receive through the EMFF Programme to develop your
project idea ?

13. Tell us about what you would do again or do differently if you were to undertake your
project again.

14. Would you be willing to attend a short, follow up online workshop session to further
discuss the EMFF programme?

Yes
No

Please provide your general views on how effective you think the EMFF Programme has been ?

15. Would you be happy to be contacted for more in-depth discussion about your
responses?

XVIII

Yes
No

Comments:

XIX

LAG Members

Introduction
LEADER Outer Hebrides has commissioned a piece of consultancy work to evaluate the 20142020 programme. The post programme evaluation will seek to provide a detailed socio-economic
impact assessment based on the LEADER projects funded to date, and the evaluation evidence
available with regard to completed projects.
We are seeking feedback on the effectiveness and transparency of the management, delivery
systems, structures and procedures of the Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF Programme and
evidence of good practice. We hope to establish lessons learned and areas for improvement
should a similar programme be implemented post March 2021.
The survey should take no longer than 10-15 minutes to complete, all responses are completely
confidential and all findings will be aggregated when used in the final report. Thank you in
advance for supporting this work. THIS PROJECT IS PART-FINANCED BY THE SCOTTISH
GOVERNMENT AND THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY OUTER HEBRIDES LEADER 2014-2020
PROGRAMME
1. The Outer Hebrides 2014-2020 LEADER Programme had a number of objectives,
designed to help revitalise communities. We would like your views on how effective the
Programme was in achieving these objectives and how any barriers could be
overcome.How successful do you think the Programme was in achieving the following
objectives?
Largely

Partially

Slightly

Not at all

Don't know

Promoting Renewable
Energy and Efficiency
Supporting and
Developing Rural
Services and Facilities
Developing and Aiding
new Tourism
Initiatives – focusing
on Natural,
Archaeological,
Creative, Cultural and
Gaelic heritage
Sustaining new SME
and Community
Enterprise
Developing Crofting
Related Ideas and
Encouraging
Diversification
Supporting
Community Fisheries
and Marine initiatives

XX

Largely

Partially

Slightly

Not at all

Don't know

Networking with LAGs
in Scotland, UK and
Europe

2. Do you think that some of these objectives were harder to achieve than others?
More difficult to achieve

Easier to achieve

Don't know

Promoting Renewable
Energy and Efficiency
Supporting and
Developing Rural
Services and Facilities
Developing and Aiding
new Tourism Initiatives
– focusing on Natural,
Archaeological,
Creative, Cultural and
Gaelic heritage
Sustaining new SME
and Community
Enterprise
Developing Crofting
Related Ideas and
Encouraging
Diversification
Supporting Community
Fisheries and Marine
initiatives
Networking with LAGs
in Scotland, UK and
Europe

Comments:

XXI

3. What do you think were the main barriers to achieving the objectives of the LEADER
Programme?
Minor

Moderate

Major

Don't know

Inappropriate
Programme objectives
or priorities
Lack of awareness of
the Programme
Lack of necessary
skills to prepare or run
projects
Lack of suitable match
funding
Incompatibility with
other programmes or
policies
Complex application
and administration
processes
The impact of Covid19 pandemic
Other

If you selected "Other" please tell us more:

4. What was the most satisfactory aspect of the 2014- 2020 LEADER Programme?

XXII

5. What was the least satisfactory aspect of the 2014- 2020 LEADER Programme?

6. How would you rate the following elements of the LEADER Programme 2014-2020?
Extremely
effective

Very effective

Somewhat
effective

Not so
effective

Not at all
effective

Communications
Scoring process
Technical briefings
Training
Logistics/arrangements
for meetings
Staff support to LAG
members

Comments:

7. How easy/difficult did you find it to fulfil your role on the LAG? Please select one
answer.

Very easy
Easy
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Neither easy nor difficult
Difficult
Very difficult

Comments:

8. How likely would you be to take up the role on the LAG again?

Very likely
Likely
Neither likely nor unlikely
Unlikely
Very unlikely

Comments:

9. What would you change about the LAG or the Programme if you were to become
involved again?

XXIV

10. What would you say was your own personal contribution to the LAG?

11. Would you be happy for us to contact you to follow up any issues you have raised?

Yes
No

Comments:

12. Is there anything else you would like to tell us in relation to programme or your
experience of being part of the LAG?

13. Would you be willing to attend a short, follow-up online workshop session to further
discuss the LEADER programme?

Yes
No

XXV

Comments:

14. Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Please provide your contact
details below, particularly if you have indicated you would be willing to take part in a
workshop.
Name:
Tel:
Email:

Comments:

XXVI

FLAG Members

Introduction
LEADER Outer Hebrides has commissioned a piece of consultancy work to evaluate the Outer
Hebrides LEADER and European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) 2014-2020 Programmes.
The post-programme evaluation will seek to provide a detailed socio-economic impact
assessment based on the projects funded to date, and the evaluation evidence available with
regard to completed projects.
We are seeking feedback on the effectiveness and transparency of the management, delivery
systems, structures and procedures of the Outer Hebrides EMFF Programme and evidence of
good practice. We hope to establish lessons learned and areas for improvement should a similar
programme be implemented post March 2021.
The survey should take no longer than 10-15 minutes to complete, all responses are completely
confidential and all findings will be aggregated when used in the final report. Thank you in
advance for supporting this work. THIS PROJECT IS PART-FINANCED BY THE SCOTTISH
GOVERNMENT AND THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY OUTER HEBRIDES LEADER 2014-2020
PROGRAMME.
1. The Outer Hebrides European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) Programme had a
number of objectives, designed to help revitalise communities. We would like your views
on how effective the fund was in achieving these objectives and how any barriers could
be overcome. How successful do you think EMFF was in achieving the following
objectives?
Largely

Partially

Slightly

Not at all

Don't know

Increase fisheries
area employment and
competitiveness by
promoting fisheries
sustainability and
diversification of
fishing effort
Develop alternative
fisheries area
employment through
business
diversification
Promote and market
demand for local
fisheries products
Increase onshore
added value activity
utilising locally caught
product
Improve networking,
training and
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Largely

Partially

Slightly

Not at all

Don't know

development of best
practice
Increase younger
industry participant
career progression
and succession

2. Do you think that some of these objectives were harder to achieve than others?
More difficult to achieve

Easier to achieve

Don't know

Increase fisheries area
employment and
competitiveness by
promoting fisheries
sustainability and
diversification of fishing
effort
Develop alternative
fisheries area
employment through
business diversification
Promote and market
demand for local
fisheries products
Increase onshore
added value activity
utilising locally caught
product
Improve networking,
training and
development of best
practice
Increase younger
industry participant
career progression and
succession

Comments:
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3. What do you think were the main barriers to achieving the objectives of EMFF?
Minor

Moderate

Major

Don't know

Inappropriate
Programme objectives
or priorities
Lack of awareness of
EMFF
Lack of necessary
skills to prepare or run
projects
Lack of suitable match
funding
Incompatibility with
other programmes or
policies
Complex application
and administration
processes
The impact of the
Covid-19 pandemic
Other

If you selected "Other" please tell us more:

4. What was the most satisfactory aspect of the 2014-2020 EMFF Programme?
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5. What was the least satisfactory aspect of the 2014-2020 EMFF Programme?

6. How would you rate the following aspects of EMFF 2014-2020?
Extremely
effective

Very effective

Somewhat
effective

Not so
effective

Not at all
effective

Communications
Scoring process
Technical briefings
Training
Logistics/arrangements
for meetings
Staff support to FLAG
members

Comments:

7. How easy/difficult did you find it to fulfil your role on the FLAG? Please select one
answer.

Very easy

XXX

Easy
Neither easy nor difficult
Difficult
Very difficult

Comments:

8. How likely would you be to take up the role on the FLAG again?

Very likely
Likely
Neither likely nor unlikely
Unlikely
Very unlikely

Comments:

9. What would you change if you were to become involved again?

XXXI

10. What would you say was your own personal contribution to the FLAG?

11. Would you be happy for us to contact you to follow up any issues you have raised?

Yes
No

Comments:

12. Is there anything else you would like to tell us in relation to the EMFF Programme or
your experience of being part of the FLAG?

13. Would you be willing to attend a short, follow up online workshop session to further
discuss the EMFF Programme?

Yes
No

XXXII

Comments:

14. Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Please provide your contact
details below, particularly if you have indicated you would be willing to take part in a
workshop.
Name:
Tel:
Email:

Comments:
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Appendix IV – NPF Outcomes Per Individual Project
Fig 43 - NPF Outcomes Achieved Per LEADER Project
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Fig 44 - NPF Achieved Per EMFF Project
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Appendix V
Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF Programmes 2014-2020 Scheme Of Delegation
1. Due to financial pressures on the fund and it is essential for LEADER and EMFF staff to apprise themselves of
the likelihood of the project being viable, sustainable and progressing to completion before progressing to
application.
2. Both the LEADER and the Fisheries Local Action Groups (LAGs) may set a maximum threshold for the amount
of grant approved per project supported to ensure that funds are committed to funding a variety of projects
which will assist to deliver the Outer Hebrides 2014-2020 LEADER and EMFF Local Development Strategy (LDS)
rather than just on a limited number of projects who may wish to secure a large percentage of LEADER/EMFF
funding. The LAGs will also agree on a maximum funding intervention rate per project, this is likely to be around
50% of the total eligible project costs.
3. LEADER/EMFF officers will discuss the project with the applicants and provide an informal eligibility
assessment based on the applicants submitted Expression of Interest form and the LDS. The timescale for initial
assessment is 5 working days.
4. The LEADER/EMFF contribution should be the minimum amount required to allow the project to proceed.
5. Projects seeking grants of less than £1000 will not be eligible.
6. Advice will also be sought from experts within the field of the application to ensure that the project will abide
by certain regulations and are not displacing other local actions external to LEADER/EMFF.
7. The Officer will liaise with project applicants throughout the application process and to undertake due
diligence processes and will write a summary report on the application and the Co-ordinator or EMFF Officer (if
seeking EMFF funding) will review this ensuring compliance with the LDS, all LEADER/EMFF and EU guidelines,
including State Aid, and make recommendations on the project to be presented to the LAGs. The LAGs have
final authority on all funding decisions.
8. LAG papers, the Project Report and supporting documentation, will be circulated by electronic means to LAG
members along with a score-sheet.
9. If the project is seeking LEADER or EMFF funding of £75,000 or less then the project appraisal documents,
including a score-sheet, will be emailed to the LAGs on the last Wednesday of each month and they will have 1
week to review the projects, seek answers to any queries or issues and revert with a decision. Members will be
asked to award scoring as appropriate to the project and indicate whether they wish to reject or recommend the
project for approval, they will also include comments to justify their decision.
10. If the project is seeking LEADER or EMFF funding of over £75,000 then the LAGs will appraise the project at
a specifically convened meeting. Dates will be set in advance for these in case they are required – for example a
set convened date of every 2 months to ensure larger projects are reviewed. When appropriate these meetings
may also take place before the main LEADER and/or Fisheries LAGs meet.
11. The LAGs reserve the right to lower or increase the £75,000 at a later stage in the programme.
12. Depending on the volume of applications the LAGs may delegate project decisions to a sub group of the
LAGs to allow decisions to be undertaken quickly. A confirmed decision requires both a return from, or quorum
of, at least 5 LAG members and a maximum public sector representation of 49%; the remaining is to include
membership from the private and voluntary sector. If a decision cannot be made then further information will be
sought as per the LAGs request and the decision will revert to another LAG meeting. The LAG may also reach a
decision electronically should they obtain the information they sought.
13. If the majority of members move to approve the project then approval is formally noted however if there is
no clear indication of approval of a particular project, it will then be subject to a formal discussion and an
extraordinary LAG meeting will be convened to allow further discussion to take place on the project, and for a
decision to be made on whether, or not, to fund the project.
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14. Disbursement of Outer Hebrides LEADER/EMFF Fund grant monies will be managed as follows: •
Disbursement of all LEADER and EMFF Assistance will be delegated to the Director of Development in
consultation with, and on behalf of, the Outer Hebrides LEADER and EMFF Local Action Groups.
15. Officers will check all submitted grant claim paperwork. They will then authorise the LEADER secretariat to
process the claim for payment by authorising the Comhairle’s Finance and Corporate Services Department to
release payment. The final payment must be signed and authorised by the Head of Economic Development, or
their deputy, following inspection and confirmation of project completion by the LEADER Co-ordinator or EMFF
Officer. This ensuring of separation of duties.
16. Changes to both the decision making process and the award limits will be at the discretion of the LAGs and
subject to the LAGs approval.
17. Under the terms of EU regulations LEADER/EMFF grant payments must be made by BACs or other forms of
electronic payments (CHAPS). Cheques, postal orders, cash or other forms of payment are prohibited.
18. The LAGs may require to change and update some processes following release of further information from
the Scottish Government on the LEADER and EMFF Programmes.
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