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GLOSSARY 
 

Acronym Description 

AA Appropriate Assessment 

Audit Authority 

AIR Annual Implementation Report 

BB Beneficiary Body 

BDI Business Development & Innovation 

BERD Business Expenditure on Research and Development 

BIM Bord Iascaigh Mhara 

CA Certifying Authority 

CCI Code Commun d’Identification (reference number of each programme, 

attributed by the Commission) 

CEO Chief Executive Officer 

CFP Common Fisheries Policy 

CFR Community Fleet Register 

CI Context Indicator 

CISE Common Information Sharing Environment 

CLLD Community Led Local Development 

CMES Common Monitoring and Evaluation System 

CoM Code of Measure (Infosys) 

COM European Commission 

CPR Common Provisions Regulation 

CSF Common Strategic Framework 

CSO Central Statistics Office 

DAFM Department of Agriculture Food and the Marine 

DCF Data Collection Framework 

DCHG Department of Culture, Heritage and the Gaeltacht 

DG MARE Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries 

DPER Department of Public Expenditure and Reform 

EAFRD European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 

EC European Commission 

EFF European Fisheries Fund 

EI Enterprise Ireland 

EI Evaluation Indicator 

EIB European Investment Bank 

EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 

EMFAF European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund 

EMFF European Maritime and Fisheries Fund 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

ERDF European Regional Development Fund 

ESF European Social Fund 

ESIF European Structural and Investment Funds 

EU European Union 

FAME Fisheries and Aquaculture Monitoring and Evaluation 

FAME SU FAME Support Unit 

FI Financial Indicator 

FLAG Fisheries Local Action Group 

FTE Full Time Equivalent  

GDPR General Data Protection Regulation 

Group ID Unique Identifier of the Operation 
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Acronym Description 

GT Gross tonnage 

IB Intermediate Body 

ICT Information and Communication Technology 

IFCS Inshore Fisheries Conservation Scheme 

IMP Integrated Maritime Policy 

IoT Institute of Technology 

KEQ Key Evaluation Question 

KGS Knowledge Gateway Scheme 

kW Kilowatt 

LA Local Authority 

LAG Local Action Group 

LDS Local Development Strategy 

LOA Length Over All 

MA Managing Authority 

MC Monitoring Committee 

MCS Management and Control System 

MFF Multiannual Financial Framework 

MI Marine Institute 

MPA Marine Protected Area 

MS Member State 

MSFD Marine Strategy Framework Directive 

MSP Marine Spatial Plan 

MTE Mid Term Evaluation 

NIFF National Inshore Fisheries Forum 

NPWS National Parks and Wildlife Service 

NUTS Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics. The NUTS classification is a 

hierarchical system for dividing up the economic territory of the EU: 

 NUTS 1: major socio-economic regions 

 NUTS 2: basic regions for the application of regional policies 

 NUTS 3: small regions for specific diagnoses 

OGP Office of Government Procurement 

OI Output Indicator 

OP Operational Programme 

PO (Seafood) Producer Organisation 

PIM Project Inception Meeting 

PMC Programme Monitoring Committee 

PMP Production and Marketing Plan 

QA Quality Assurance 

R&D Research and Development 

RDP Rural Development Programme 

RfT Request for Tender 

RI Result Indicator 

RIFF Regional inshore Fisheries Forum 

SCO Simplified Cost Options 

SDP Seafood Development Programme 

SFPA Sea Fisheries Protection Authority 

SME Small and Medium-Sized Enterprise 

SO Specific Objective 

SSCF Small Scale Coastal Fishing 

SFC System for Fund Management in the European Union 
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Acronym Description 

Electronic exchange of information concerning shared Fund management 

between Member States and the European Commission 

STECF Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries 

SWOT Strengths, Weakness, Opportunities and Threats 

TA Technical Assistance 

TO Thematic Objective 

ToR Terms of Reference 

ÚnaG Údarás na Gaeltachta 

UP Union Priority 
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FINANCIAL AND PEFORMANCE 
MANAGEMENT TERMS 
 

Table 1: Definitions - Financial Terms and Performance Management Terms 

Term Definition 

Financial Definitions 

(Public) 

Funding 

Allocation 

The total planned funding for the Operational Programme including 

Exchequer contribution and EMFF contribution. 

Co-financing 

Rate
1
 

Refers to contribution EU funding makes to a programme, expressed as a 

percentage of total programme cost. Co-financing is usually subject to a 

maximum threshold, which is defined as a percentage of the total value of 

the programme, or part thereof. The Commission specifies co-financing 

rates for each operational programme. 

Note: for this programme, in most cases, but not all the co-financing rate is 

50%. 

Eligible 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries to 

the MA 

Expenditure which has been claimed/declared by IB to the MA (including 

both Exchequer and EMFF funding). 

Cleared though all the IB processes and all appropriate checks have been 

completed. 

Expenditure 

declared to EC 

“…declared by the managing authority, entered into the accounting system 

of the certifying authority and certified by the authority, and submitted to the 

European Commission” 

Performance Management 

Performance 

Reserve
2
 

The performance framework (PF) and performance reserve are 

compulsory elements in programmes in the 2014-2020 programming period 

in order to ensure that programmes are kept on track to achieve their 

objectives and that progress can be adequately measured. The 

performance reserve is a portion of the allocation for each priority axis, 

which is set aside until the performance review in 2019. It is usually set to 

6%. The performance review examines achievement of milestones at the 

level of priorities, on the basis of the information and the assessments 

presented in the AIR submitted by the MS in 2019. 

Performance 

Framework
3
 

The performance framework is a set of indicators in each OP according to 

which the Commission, in cooperation with the MS, shall review the 

performance of the programmes in each MS in 2019. During this process, 

called the 'performance review', the achievements of the OP priorities are 

examined based on the information presented in the AIR submitted by the 

MS in 2019. The next examination will take place based on the information 

presented in the final implementation report to be submitted in 2025. In 

                                                      
1
 https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/what/glossary/c/co-financing-rate  

2
 Article 6 of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 215/2014 

3
 https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/what/glossary/p/performance-framework 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/what/glossary/c/co-financing-rate
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/policy/what/glossary/p/performance-framework
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Term Definition 

case of failure to achieve the targets set in the programmes the 

Commission may apply financial corrections. 

Performance 

Review
4
 

The EC, in cooperation with Member States, undertook a review of the 

performance of programmes in 2019, with reference to the performance 

framework set out in each OP. 

Milestones
5
 Milestones are intermediate targets, directly linked to the achievement of 

the specific objective of a priority, where appropriate, expressing the 

intended progress towards the targets set for the end of the period. 

Milestones established for 2018 shall include financial indicators, output 

indicators and, where appropriate result indicators, which are closely linked 

to the supported policy interventions. Result indicators shall not be taken 

into account for the purposes of Article 22(6) and (7). Milestones may also 

be established for key implementation steps.  

Milestones and targets shall be:  

(a) realistic, achievable, relevant, capturing essential information on the 

progress of a priority;  

(b) consistent with the nature and character of the specific objectives of the 

priority;  

(c) transparent, with objectively verifiable targets and the source data 

identified and, where possible, publicly available;  

(d) verifiable, without imposing a disproportionate administrative burden;  

(e) consistent across programmes, where appropriate. 

These are important intermediate targets to be achieved by end of 

December 2018.  

  

                                                      
4
Article 21 Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R1303&from=EN#page=85 
5
 Annex II: Method for Establishing the Performance Framework:  Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R1303&from=EN#page=85 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R1303&from=EN#page=85
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R1303&from=EN#page=85
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013R1303&from=EN#page=85
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Executive Summary presents the key findings of the evaluation of the European Maritime 

and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) Operational Programme 2014-20 in Ireland undertaken by RSM 

Ireland, in conjunction with RSM UK Consulting LLP and Poseidon Europe on behalf of 

Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM). 

The EMFF is one of the EU’s Structural and Investment Funds. Others include the EAFRD, 

ERDF and ESF. The EMFF is established by EU Regulation 508/2014. It aims to support 

implementation of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP), 

while also contributing to the EU 2020 Strategy.  The EMFF provides EU funding to Member 

States (MS) to distribute, with matching national funding, through their national operational 

programmes. 

1.1 Ireland’s EMFF Operational Programme 

1.1.1 Ireland’s European Maritime and Fisheries Fund OP 2014-2020 

Ireland is allocated €147.6 million EMFF funds and together with funding from the Government of 

Ireland is implementing a €239 million EMFF Programme 2014-20. 

Table 2: The 3 Pillars of Ireland’s EMFF OP Strategy 

1: Knowledge Fostering Innovation, NPD, Training, Skills, Knowledge Transfer, awareness 

2: Sustainability 
Reducing impact of seafood sector on marine environment, fostering 

sustainable communities 

3: Growth Growing Output, Value and Employment 

 

Ireland’s EMFF OP 2014-2020 is organised around 6 Union Priorities (UPs): 

 Over half of the funding is allocated to: UP1 (€55.6 million, 23.2% of total), UP2 (€29.8 

million, 12.4% of total) and UP5 (€37million, 15.5% of total).  These include 15 schemes
6
 

which aim to increase the competitiveness of the fisheries, aquaculture and seafood 

processing sectors through financial supports for innovation, advisory services, training and 

skills, capital investment, marketing and promotion and measures to enhance sustainability. 

 Just over one third of funding is allocated under UP3 (€84.8 million, 35.4% of total) to 

relevant public bodies to support investments in control and enforcement of the CFP, and 

to fulfil Ireland’s EU obligations under the EU Data Collection Framework (providing 

scientific and economic information to support implementation of the CFP at EU and national 

level. 

 UP4 seeks to support socio-economic development of coastal communities through 7 

Fisheries Local Action Groups, an EU community led local development initiative for 

fisheries and aquaculture communities.  Funding allocated under UP4 amounts to €12 million 

(5% of total). 

 UP6 includes 2 schemes (Marine Biodiversity, Blue Growth and Marine Spatial 

Planning) which seek to improve knowledge on the state of the marine environment and the 

                                                      
6
 UP1 – 9 schemes: Sustainable Fisheries, Seafood Innovation & Business Planning, New Fishermen, 

Inshore Fisheries Conservation, Fishery Harbours, Control & Enforcement, Seafood Capacity Building, 
Seafood Training, Marine Biodiversity 
UP2 – 2 schemes: Sustainable Aquaculture, Knowledge Gateway 
UP5 – 4 schemes: Seafood Capital Investment, Seafood Scaling & New Market Development, Seafood 
Promotions, Producer Organisation 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32014R0508&amp;from=EN
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level of protection of marine areas, through collection and harmonisation of marine data and 

development of marine spatial planning capacities (€10.6 million,4.4% of total). 

The remaining funding is allocated to Technical Assistance (€8.0million, 3.3% of total). 

1.1.2 Roles and Responsibilities 

The Department of Agriculture Food and the Marine (DAFM) is the Managing Authority (MA) for 

the EMFF Programme and provides the funding for the Programme. The MA is responsible for 

overall management of the programme, monitoring and evaluation, information and publicity, and 

reporting.  Bord Iascaigh Mhara (BIM) and Údarás na Gaeltachta are designated intermediate 

bodies for delivery of schemes. BIM is responsible for administering most EMFF Schemes; 

Údarás’s role is restricted to schemes for the aquaculture sector.  The Marine Institute, Sea 

Fisheries Protection Authority, Bord Bia and Department of Defence are involved through 

implementation of public projects funded by the EMFF Programme.  

1.1.3 Programme Implementation and Modifications 

Ireland started the process of formulating and drafting the EMFF OP 2014-2020 in the second 

half of 2013. Following intensive negotiations and discussions, the EMFF OP 2014-2020 for 

Ireland was adopted by the EU Commission on 3rd December 2015. 

On 17 December 2018, a modification to the EMFF Programme was adopted by the European 

Commission (EC).  It related primarily to the originally proposed fleet decommissioning scheme, 

which was not implemented in light of negative conclusions of a Cost Benefit Analysis evaluation. 

The modified Programme reallocated the €16 million decommissioning budget, with funds being 

reassigned to the Seafood Promotion Scheme, the Fishery Harbour Scheme and Technical 

Assistance.  Some other minor amendments (technical in nature) were also included. 

In July 2020, Ireland proposed a second modification to its Programme to facilitate the 

implementation of a temporary cessation scheme under article 33.1(d) to alleviate the significant 

impacts of the Covid-19 Pandemic on Ireland’s fishing fleet.  This modification was adopted by 

the EC on 27 October 2020.  The key amendment proposed is the introduction of a Temporary 

Cessation Scheme (Article 33) for inclusion under UP1 SO4. 

1.2 Evaluation methodology 

1.2.1 Methodology 

The following methodology was developed to conduct the evaluation 

1. Project Inception: to discuss and agree scope, available information, and project timelines 

and initiate all processes to enable the formal work to commence. 

2. Desk Based Research: 

a. to refresh the policy context, seek evidence in relation to key issues impacting on 

programme performance, collate data to update context indicators; 

b. to gather evidence in respect of processes and procedures; 

c. gather evidence in respect of programme/scheme progress/performance. 

3. Stakeholder Consultation: including interviews with key personnel involved in programme 

management, implementation and monitoring as well as other key industry stakeholders. 

4. Data Collation and Analysis: Analysis was guided by the FAME Evaluation Toolbox Fiches 

associated with each of the KEQs to be addressed.  The Fiches provided a robust and 

structured manner to collate and present relevant material for the KEQs associated with the  

process evaluation and effectiveness evaluation aspects. 
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5. Synthesis and Reporting: This involved the synthesis of evidence from the preceding stages, 

presentation of findings, conclusions and recommendations including key lessons. 

1.2.2 Data quality and reliability 

As part of the evaluation requirements, we have considered the quality and reliability of the data.  

It is positive to note that there are mechanisms in place to review material that is formally 

submitted by the MA to the EC including AIRs and data uploaded to Infosys.  The acceptance of 

the AIRs and the limited/small number of error reports in respect of Infosys demonstrate the 

quality of the data in these. 

However, outside these formal submissions, challenges associated with data quality and 

reliability have arisen – particularly relating to context indicators and result indicators: 

 Definitions: availability for Context Indicators (CIs) and Result Indicators (RIs). FAME was 

not commissioned by the EU to prepare definitions of common indicators until after the 

programme had been designed and got underway.  Whilst MS were encouraged to use 

common indicators (without the further clarity provided by FAME), in the absence of common 

definitions, we might expect the MS to interpret and define the indicators they chose 

differently. 

 Definitions: some differences/lack of consistency between those for RIs and for 

corresponding data/potential sources of evidence that are collected under the Data Collection 

Framework. 

 Definitions: some have changed and/or become obsolete over the course of the 

programme; 

 Data collection during lifetime of the OP: Financial information has been continuously 

monitored and well reported, as have Output Indicators.  However, data for many of the 

result indicators, particularly under UP1, have not been collected. 

 Timing/availability of data: at the time of writing the most up to date (published) information 

for fisheries (UP1) was largely 2018 and for aquaculture (largely 2017). 

 Elapsed time/lag to realise result indicators: as many of the schemes did not get 

underway until 2016 or later, there has been limited time for the results to be realised. 

 Data (dis)aggregation: some CIs and RIs refer to data that is not disaggregated (or cannot 

be disaggregated meaningfully due to scale). 

 Fragmented data sources for monitoring.  Due to the lack of an overarching MS level 

system to capture data, several different systems are used with a degree of manual 

collation/manipulation required to extract and prepare relevant performance monitoring data 

for Infosys and AIRs.  The lack of integral/embedded system to collect this data introduces a 

risk of unintended errors. 

 Incomplete data: for some operations funded through EMFF, there are data gaps in terms of 

the “before” and “after” performance statistics required to determine result indicators which 

seek to measure change; 

 Small sample sizes:  for some RIs, the number of operations funded is relatively small and 

there are few data items on which to base the RIs. 

 Lack of evidence of structure/system designed at the outset to collect data for Result 

Indicators in particular. 

These challenges should also be set in the context of the Common Monitoring and Evaluation 

System imposed for the first time at the outset of this programme, and acknowledging that many 

other MS face similar challenges. 
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1.3 Main Findings 

1.3.1 External Developments (Policy Developments, Key Issues and 
Context Indicators) 

Policy Developments: Summary 

The EMFF OP is coherent with and aligned with many policies and strategies that have emerged 

since it was launched.  These are concerned with national development and planning, integrated 

marine planning, food, skills, biodiversity and climate change. 

The EMFF OP has also influenced a number of key plans and strategies developed over the 

course of its lifetime and has also directly funded numerous plans and strategies including: 

 Strategies for state agencies which are Implementing and/or Beneficiary Bodies (delivering 

scheme(s) funded by the EMFF OP (and hence their strategies are partly steered by the 

EMFF)); 

 Strategies/plans which are required to be developed as a condition of the EMFF OP or 

related regulations including NSPA and Action Plan for SSCF; 

 Strategies – the development of which was funded by the EMFF OP such as FLAG 

strategies, Inshore Fisheries Strategy. 

Key Issues: Summary 

The review of key issues illustrates the fluid environment in which the EMFF OP has been 

operating.  Some issues have arisen relatively recently (Covid-19) and so have not had a 

significant impact on the EMFF OP performance given that it is well advanced through its lifetime; 

this issue will be a key consideration in the context for the next programme. 

International market opportunities - for expansion and development of new markets - provided 

an enabling environment for EMFF OP schemes (Seafood Scaling and New Market Development 

Scheme, Seafood Promotion Scheme); however, the outbreak of the Covid-19 pandemic has 

created significant barriers.  This is primarily an issue for the next programme, rather than 

adversely affecting the performance of the current OP (given level of funding already committed 

by the time the pandemic unfolded). 

Brexit has introduced considerable uncertainty during the programme lifetime with both potential 

opportunities and challenges arising. The EMFF OP has sought to respond to some challenges 

through revising some schemes (Seafood Processing Innovation Scheme; Seafood Scaling & 

New Market) to provide relevant supports. This issue will also be pertinent in the next 

programme. 

Issues associated with the complexity and timeliness of the aquaculture licensing process 

created barriers to the success of schemes under UP2; the complex licensing system may have 

contributed to lower levels of investment in aquaculture. 

Other issues have developed over the programme lifetime and may have some bearing on the 

remainder of the programme, more so on context for the successor programme (Marine 

Planning Development Bill, phasing in of landing obligations – the EMFF OP includes 

schemes to address this). 

Some issues (Control and Enforcement / Penalty Points System Dispute, GDPR) that are 

primarily administrative in nature have arisen; these have not affected performance of the EMFF 

OP. 

Whilst access to finance has not been a significant issue in the current programme, in light of 

the current economic climate this will be an important consideration for the future programme. 
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The increasing importance of climate change and the need to integrate environmental 

considerations into various areas of policy will demand greater focus at the national and EU level 

– a key issue for consideration in the future programme. 

Context Indicators: Summary 

The EMFF OP uses common indicators (which sit within the Common Monitoring and Evaluation 

System) to monitor and assess the progress of OP implementation towards achievement of 

objectives, while also allowing for the aggregation of data at UP level. Context indicators are one 

type of common indicator which are used alongside other common indicators (result indicators, 

output indicators).  Context indicators are linked to the wider objectives of the EMFF and reflect 

the situation at the beginning of the programming period. 

The overall progression from the context indicator baseline values to the most recent values has 

been broadly positive with the majority (73%) either improved (28) or unchanged (7).  For a 

minority (10), there has been a deterioration; and 3 values cannot currently be determined or 

data is not available. 

Table 3: Summary of Context Indicators by UP 

Union Priority 
# 

total 
# 

improved 
# 

unchanged 
# 

deteriorated 
# TBC 

1. Promoting environmentally 
sustainable, resource efficient, 
innovative, competitive and 
knowledge based fisheries 

22 13 2 5 2 

2. Fostering environmentally 
sustainable, resource efficient, 
innovative, competitive and 
knowledge based aquaculture 

7 6 0 1 0 

3: Fostering the implementation of 
the CFP 

7 6 0 1 0 

4: Increasing employment and 
territorial cohesion 

3 0 3 0 0 

5: Fostering marketing and 
processing 

6▼ 2 1 3 0 

6: Fostering the implementation of 
the Integrated Maritime Policy 

3 1 1 0 1 

Total 48 28 7 10 3 

Note:  

▼ there are 10 other indicators under UP5 (not included in the table):  values are “Not 

Applicable”. These relate to IBOs and Associations of POs; none exist in Ireland. 

1.3.2 Areas Working Well 

The following areas have worked well in the delivery of the EMFF OP 2014-20, and as such 

should continue to be applied in future programmes: 

 Breadth and Scale of Support: the OP has addressed diverse needs, catering for fishing, 
aquaculture, processors and coastal communities. This includes interventions with a focus on 
economic growth/competitiveness, health and safety, marine environment/biodiversity; 
contributing to many key policies and delivering on key requirements including under CFP 
(relating to control and enforcement) and IMP (marine planning) which have contributed to a 
wide range of policy areas as described in the KEQ Effectiveness Evaluation section. 

 Performance Framework targets (OI and FI) were met; this was a positive endorsement of 
progress reported up to end of 2018. 
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 Despite most schemes not being fully launched and implemented, until 2016 there has been 
significant progress made since then. Most funding has been spent / allocated.  In fact, two 
schemes (Data Collection and Fishery Harbour) have already exhausted their full allocation 
of funding accounting for a significant portion of funding: whilst it is positive that this was 
exhausted, it did occur before the end of the programme life-time. 

 In many areas there is good progress towards meeting OI target values (specified for 2023) 
which are on track to be met / already met. 

 Management: clear structures, procedures, good working relationships between departments 
and agencies involved in managing/administering programme and schemes. 

 Administration: reporting processes by MA to EC meet expectations (timeliness, 
completeness, acceptance of AIRs, limited errors in respect to Infosys demonstrating quality 
of data, etc.); online portal (GEMs) has streamlined grant administration within BIM (for those 
schemes online). 

 Horizontal Principles (gender equality): good awareness of principles of gender equality 

 Monitoring System: focus on monitoring and reporting on OIs and FIs. 

 Communication Strategy: breadth and reach of coverage across variety of media/events. 

1.3.3 Areas for Improvement / Future Development  

A number of areas have been identified which merit attention in order to bring about 

improvements in future programme/scheme delivery: 

 Current schemes/provision 
o The need to continue to consider reallocation of funding (where this is unlikely to be 

declared), within scope of Regulations – as has been done on an ongoing basis (see 
Spend Tracker in Section 5.3).  This requires the MA to continue to closely monitor 
schemes (spend and OI) where funding remains to be committed and spent “on the 
ground” and declared to ensure that targets are achieved.  See Recommendation 1. 

o Where uptake has been lower than anticipated, consider approaches to 
promote/raise awareness and build capacity to continue to build pipeline. For 
example: inshore sector (Sustainable Fisheries B, as well as IFCS), aquaculture 
sector (Sustainable Aquaculture and Knowledge Gateway), processors (seafood 
capital investment).  This also applies to sectors which are less well organized and 
would benefit from further capacity building for example: coastal communities FLAGs 
and Women in Fisheries Network.  See Recommendation 11. 

 Gaps in provision (short term) 
o There is a pressing gap in provision to respond to issues emerging as a result of the 

Covid-19 pandemic; given the high level of funding that has already been spent or 
committed and the limitations in the EMFF Regulation around aid measures 
(particularly for fisheries), the MA has been constrained in ability to respond to the 
pandemic.  However, in consultation with industry representatives in terms of needs 
and within the scope of the EMFF Regulation, it was able to introduce a Tie Up 
scheme for the fishing industry  in May 2020 and a special scheme to support 
aquaculture was announced in late October 2020.  Given that the regulation (relating 
to Covid-19 response) expires at the end of 2020, should any other allocated funding 
that is unlikely to be expended be identified, consideration should be given to how 
this could best be used to respond to the pandemic (within the scope of relevant 
regulations).  See Recommendation 2 

 Areas of focus for future programming 
o The current programme has provided a broad range of interventions addressing 

many needs in many sectors/areas. The breadth of programming could be perceived 
as somewhat confusing to navigate and some sectors may be potentially 
lost/overshadowed in the wide variety of supports; there is scope to streamline this 
into a smaller number of integrated and complementary streams. 

o See Recommendations 4 and 5. 

 Financing future interventions 
o Consideration had previously been given to access to finance particularly for the 

New Fisherman Scheme though this was not pursued. In light of the prevailing 
economic context, this is an area that merits consideration for the future. 
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o Some of the areas supported by the EMFAF may complement to some extent the 
focus of other potential funding sources.  Potential funding opportunities should be 
examined to explore how benefits can be maximized and EMFAF funding can be 
used to lever additional financial support for the seafood sector. 

o See Recommendations 12 and 13 

 Benefits to industry and involvement of industry in the EMFF OP 
o There is a perception that the balance of funding between statutory agencies and 

industry favours state agencies, with benefits to industry arising from this not 
necessarily being recognized (by industry). 

o There is scope for greater industry involvement in some schemes – which would be 
of benefit both to industry and in some schemes also to other parties (e.g. in R&D&I); 

o See Recommendation 11. 

 Performance Monitoring – in particular the gaps in data available and processes in 
place to report against result indicators. 
o There is a need to clearly identify data requirements, processes to collect data and 

responsibilities for collecting data. 
o See Recommendation 3 and Recommendation 14. 

 Management: Ensure refresh training is run for current scheme personnel and those who 
join part-way through the programme. 
o During the course of the OP lifetime, new personnel involved in running schemes 

have joined part-way through, as have members of the OPMC and may not have 
been involved in induction / training delivered at the outset by the MA; there has also 
been new guidance introduced over the OP lifetime. 

o To ensure that all parties involved in the delivery of the programme are fully 
informed, there is a need to run training (including refresher) on a more regular 
basis. 

o See Recommendation 9. 

 Administration: 
o Bespoke IT system: management of the current programme has suffered from the 

use of legacy IT systems rather than a tailor made system.  A bespoke system will 
improve recording of relevant information and improve reporting, reducing 
opportunities for errors and increasing efficiency.  See Recommendation 6. 

o Digital grant-making; whilst some industry grants operate on the BIM GEMs portal 
others use a  paper-based system which is less efficient (time-consuming, 
cumbersome), moving more grants online will increase efficiency and access to 
information for applicants, IBs and the MA.  It will also facilitate more efficient and 
reporting and minimize errors.  See Recommendation 7. 

o Client service: whilst there is some information on timescales for decisions on 
applications and payments on claims, this could be clearer.  Service standards 
introduced for the grant process including decision-making timescales for 
applications and payment timescales for claims would support the interests of 
transparency and aid planning (for IBs and applicants).  See Recommendation 7. 

o Client service: there is no formal recording of feedback on/satisfaction with the 
application and claims processes. Capturing this would inform quality improvement. 
See Recommendation 7. 

o Transparency: there is little publicly information available on success rates 
associated with grant applications.  See Recommendation 7. 

o Technical Assistance: the level of TA allocated to IBs varies considerably and there 
is a lack of clarity amongst some IBs about its purpose.  TA is intended to assist with 
programme/scheme administration.  TA is awarded to IBs based on a formal 
application by the IBs which specifies precisely what they wish to use TA for.  Clarity 
should be provided within IBs (by IBs) on the purpose of TA to raise awareness 
within each IB about their own TA, and this should be reinforced through Admin 
Agreements with IBs.  See Recommendation 8. 

 Monitoring: ensure plan in place and implemented to: regularly update context indicators 
so that programming may respond accordingly; and to capture appropriate data to report 
against result indicators. 
o See Recommendation 14. 

 Communication Strategy: coordinated approach/lead to communication. 
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o Whilst much activity has been undertaken to promote / raise awareness and 
communicate about the EMFF, this has been conducted in a somewhat fragmented 
way by some IBs/schemes.  This has arisen in part due to limited capacity/resources 
and a pre-occupation/greater focus on scheme management / administration.  There  
is scope to conduct this work in a more coordinated manner to provide coherent and 
consistent messaging about the programme and schemes. 

o See Recommendation 10. 

1.4 Recommendations 

Recommendations 1-3 focus on the continuation of the 2014-20 OP; Recommendations 4 – 14 

focus on the next programming period. 

Recommendations for continuation of 2014-2020 are concerned with: 

 Future of schemes implemented 

o Recommendation 1: Funding Allocation / Tracking Spend 

o Recommendation 2: Covid Response 

 Improvements on performance monitoring 

o Recommendation 3: Performance Monitoring 

Recommendations for next programming period are concerned with: 

 Future of schemes implemented 

o Recommendation 4: Areas of Focus 

o Recommendation 5: Streamlining interventions and integrating relevant supports 

o Recommendation 6: Grant Management/Processing: IT system 

o Recommendation 7: Grant Portal 

o Recommendation 8: Technical Assistance 

o Recommendation 9: Ongoing Support for OPMC members and IB staff 

o Recommendation 10: Communications 

 Gaps in provision: potential 

o Recommendation 11: Gaps in Provision – Capacity Building/Awareness Raising 

o Recommendation 12: Gaps in Provision – Access to Finance /Financial Instrument 

 Potential overlaps with other programmes 

o Recommendation 13: Complementary Funding Streams 

 Improvements on performance monitoring 

o Recommendation 14: Performance Monitoring – Future Programming. 
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2 INTRODUCTION AND EVALUATION 
CONTEXT 

2.1 Ireland’s EMFF Operational Programme 2014-2020: 

Overview 

2.1.1 Basis for Programme and Overall Aims 

The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) is one of the EU’s Structural and Investment 

Funds. Others include the EAFRD, ERDF and ESF. The EMFF is established by EU Regulation 

508/2014. It aims to support implementation of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and 

Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP), while also contributing to the EU 2020 Strategy. 

The EMFF provides EU funding to Member States (MS) to distribute, with matching national 

funding, through their national operational programmes. Ireland is allocated €147.6 million EMFF 

funds and together with funding from the Government of Ireland is implementing a €239 million 

EMFF Programme 2014-20. 

Table 4: The 3 Pillars of Ireland’s EMFF OP Strategy 

1: Knowledge Fostering Innovation, NPD, Training, Skills, Knowledge Transfer, awareness 

2: Sustainability 
Reducing impact of seafood sector on marine environment, fostering 

sustainable communities 

3: Growth Growing Output, Value and Employment 

 

Ireland’s EMFF OP 2014-2020 aims include: increasing the competitiveness of the fisheries, 

aquaculture and seafood processing sectors through financial supports for innovation, advisory 

services, training and skills, capital investment, marketing and promotion and measures to 

enhance sustainability. Funding is also available for the socio-economic development of coastal 

communities through 7 Fisheries Local Action Groups, an EU community led local development 

initiative for fisheries and aquaculture communities. Funding is allocated to relevant public bodies 

to support investments in control and enforcement of the CFP, and to fulfil Ireland’s EU 

obligations under the EU Data Collection Framework which provides the scientific and economic 

information to support implementation of the CFP at EU and national level. 

2.1.2 Union Priorities: Allocation of Funding and Key Actions 

The EMFF OP 2014-2020 is organised around the following six union priorities: 

Table 5: Ireland’s EMFF OP 2014-20: Union Priorities 

Union 

Priority 

Schemes Total 

Allocation 
Actions 

UP1 

Sustainable Fisheries 

Seafood Innovation & 

Business Planning 

New Fishermen 

Inshore Fisheries 

€55.6 million 

(23.2% of 

total ) 

 To adjust fleet capacity to available 

resources. 

 Support the Irish fishing fleet in tackling the 

obligation to land all catches, also through 

investments in port infrastructures. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32014R0508&amp;from=EN
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Union 

Priority 

Schemes Total 

Allocation 
Actions 

Conservation 

Fishery Harbours 

Control & Enforcement 

Seafood Capacity 

Building 

Seafood Training 

Marine Biodiversity 

 Improve sustainability. 

 Reduce impact on marine environment. 

 Add value to catch. 

UP2 
Sustainable Aquaculture 

Knowledge Gateway 

€29.8 million 

(12.4% of 

total ) 

 Support implementation of Ireland’s 

National Strategic Plan for Sustainable 

Aquaculture Development (DAFM 2015). 

 Growing sustainable aquaculture 

production. 

 Increasing knowledge, innovation and new 

technology. 

UP3 
Control & Enforcement 

Data Collection 

€84.8 million 

(35.4% of 

total ) 

 Comply with CFP rules regarding control 

and data collection. 

 Develop risk-based inspection of fishing 

activities and enhance cooperation with 

other Member States. 

 Develop a more efficient data collection 

and management tools and methods. 

UP4 
Fisheries Local Area 

Development 

€12 million 

(5% of total ) 

 Support community led local development 

through 7 FLAG groups. 

 Create and maintain jobs in fisheries and 

aquaculture areas. 

 Support diversification of economic activity 

in coastal areas. 

UP5 

Seafood Capital 

Investment 

Seafood Scaling & New 

Market Development 

Seafood Promotions 

Producer Organisation 

€37million 

(15.5% of 

total ) 

 Promoting Irish seafood. 

 Improving route to market structures. 

 Fostering increased scale in the processing 

sector. 

 Adding value to raw material. 

 Enhancing market organisation of 

producers. 

UP6 

Marine Biodiversity 

Blue Growth & Marine 

Spatial Planning 

€10.6 million 

(4.4% of 

total ) 

 Improve the knowledge on the state of the 

marine environment and the level of 

protection of marine areas, through 

collection and harmonisation of marine data 

and development of marine spatial planning 

capacities. 

Technical Assistance 

€8.0million 

(3.3% of 

total) 

 Reinforce implementation and ensure 

efficient administration of the EU funding. 
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2.1.3 Roles and Responsibilities 

The Department of Agriculture Food and the Marine is the Managing Authority (MA) for the EMFF 

Programme and provides the funding for the Programme. The MA is responsible for overall 

management of the programme, monitoring and evaluation, information and publicity, and 

reporting. 

Bord Iascaigh Mhara (BIM) and Údarás na Gaeltachta are designated intermediate bodies for 

delivery of schemes. BIM is responsible for administering most EMFF Schemes, i.e. those 

provides supports to the fisheries, aquaculture and seafood processing sectors, and for 

overseeing and supporting the 7 Fisheries Local Action Groups. Údarás’s role is restricted to 

schemes for the aquaculture sector. 

The Marine Institute, Sea Fisheries Protection Authority, Bord Bia and Department of Defence 

are involved through implementation of public projects funded by the EMFF Programme.  These 

are designated as Specified Public Beneficiary Bodies. 

2.1.4 Programme Implementation Timescales7 

Ireland started the process of formulating and drafting the EMFF OP 2014-2020 in the second 

half of 2013. This development process continued in 2014 and 2015. It involved numerous 

consultations with relevant stakeholders which allowed for the drafting of a final version to be 

submitted to the EU Commission in June 2015. Following intensive negotiations and discussions, 

the EMFF OP 2014-2020 for Ireland was adopted by the EU Commission on 3rd December 

2015.  Due to the fact that the EMFF OP was not adopted until late 2015 the only UP where 

actions were implemented in the period 2014-15 was in UP3
8
.  

2.1.5 Programme Modification 20189 

On 17 December 2018, a modification to the EMFF Programme was adopted by the European 

Commission (EC).  It related primarily to the originally proposed fleet decommissioning scheme, 

which was not implemented in light of negative conclusions of a Cost Benefit Analysis evaluation. 

The modified Programme reallocated the €16 million decommissioning budget, with funds being 

reassigned to the Seafood Promotion Scheme, the Fishery Harbour Scheme and Technical 

Assistance.  Some other minor amendments (technical in nature) were also included. 

2.1.6 Programme Modification 202010 

In July 2020, Ireland proposed a second modification to its Programme to facilitate the 

implementation of a temporary cessation scheme under article 33.1(d) to alleviate the significant 

impacts of the Covid-19 Pandemic on Ireland’s fishing fleet.  This modification was adopted by 

the EC on 27 October 2020.  The key amendment proposed is the introduction of a Temporary 

Cessation Scheme (Article 33) for inclusion under UP1 SO4. 

                                                      
7 

AIR 2014-15 
8
 This was allowed as Data Collection activities under the Data Collection Framework and Control and 

Enforcement Activities under the Control Regulation were funded in previous periods directly by the EU 

Commission. Under the EMFF Regulation these activities came under shared management to be funded in 

the EMFF OP. 
9 

Article 30 Proposal to the European Commission Modification of Ireland’s EMFF OP (October 2018) 
10

 Sourced from: Draft Proposal to Commission for Second Modification of Ireland's EMFF Programme (July 

2020) 
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2.2 Evaluation: terms of reference, purpose and scope 

The evaluation of the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) Operational Programme 

2014-20 in Ireland has been undertaken by RSM Ireland, in conjunction with RSM UK Consulting 

LLP and Poseidon Europe on behalf of Department of Agriculture, Food and the Marine (DAFM). 

2.2.1 Requirements and Specification 

The requirement is to carry out the following evaluations of the EMFF OP 2014-2020. 

 1. Effectiveness Evaluation 

 2. Process Evaluation 

2.2.2 Effectiveness Evaluation - Key Evaluation Questions 

The Effectiveness Evaluation focuses on how well the EMFF Programme is being implemented 

with the key question being how effective have EMFF measures been in achieving the Specific 

Objectives and the targets set in the OP. This was carried out by examining relevant schemes 

against Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs). The KEQs are outlined below and the following table 

indicates the relevant KEQs for each scheme. 

Each of the 12 KEQs seeks to address “to what extent has the EMFF contributed to….” 

 A. “…strengthen technological development, innovation and knowledge transfer in the 

fisheries, aquaculture and seafood processing sectors”? 

 B. “…enhancement of the competitiveness, the increase in value and productivity of 

fisheries and aquaculture enterprises, including improvement of safety or working 

conditions”? 

 C. “…encouragement of investment in the processing and marketing sector”? 

 D. “…improvement of market organisation for fishery and aquaculture products”? 

 E. “…reduction of the impact of fisheries on the marine environment, including the 

avoidance and reduction, as far as possible, of unwanted catches”? 

 F. “…economic growth, social inclusion and job creation, and providing support to 

employability and labour mobility in coastal and inland communities which depend on fishing 

and aquaculture, including the diversification of activities within fisheries and into other 

sectors of the maritime economy”? 

 G. “…ensuring a balance between fishing capacity and available fishing opportunities”? 

 H. “…development of professional training, new professional skills and lifelong learning”? 

 I. “…protection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity and ecosystems”? 

 J. “…better control and enforcement”?  

 K. “…improvement and supply of scientific knowledge and collection and management of 

data”? 

 L. “…fostering the Integrated Maritime Policy”? 
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The table below indicates the relevant KEQs for each scheme. 

Table 6: EMFF OP Schemes x Key Evaluation Questions 

Scheme Relevant KEQs 

Sustainable Fisheries Scheme A,B,E 

Seafood Innovation and Business Planning Scheme A,C 

New Fishermen Scheme B 

Inshore Fisheries Conservation Scheme A,B,E 

Fishery Harbours Scheme B 

Control and Enforcement Scheme G 

Seafood Capacity Building Scheme H 

Seafood Training Scheme H 

Marine Biodiversity Scheme I, L 

Sustainable Aquaculture Scheme B, I 

Knowledge Gateway Scheme A,I 

Control and Enforcement Scheme J 

Data Collection Scheme K 

Fisheries Local Area Development Scheme F 

Seafood Capital Investment Scheme C 

Seafood Scaling and New Market Development Scheme D 

Seafood Promotions Scheme D 

Producer Organisation Scheme D 

Blue Growth and Marine Spatial Planning Scheme L 

2.2.3 Process Evaluation - Key Evaluation Questions 

The Process Evaluation focused on the delivery mechanism of the EMFF OP 2014-2020. 

evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of the management and delivery system in particular: 

 Implementation (management structure and processes); 

 Communication. 

In carrying out the process evaluation, the following KEQs were considered: 

 How effective is the management structure? 

 Are the administrative processes from project application to project finalisation effective? 

 Have actions to mainstream and promote the horizontal principles of equality between men 

and women and non-discrimination been implemented effectively? 

 How effective is the monitoring system in collecting analysing and monitoring the output, 

financial, procedural and result indicators as defined by the programme? 

 Does the communication strategy effectively raise awareness of the supports available 

through the Programme and of the Programme’s achievements? 

2.3 Evaluation methodology 

2.3.1 Methodology 

The following methodology was developed to conduct the evaluation. 

1. Project Inception: to discuss and agree scope, available information, and project timelines 

and initiate all processes to enable the formal work to commence. 

2. Desk Based Research: 
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a. to refresh the policy context, seek evidence in relation to key issues impacting on 

programme performance, collate data to update context indicators; 

b. to gather evidence in respect of processes and procedures; 

c. gather evidence in respect of programme/scheme progress/performance. 

3. Stakeholder Consultation: including interviews with key personnel involved in programme 

management, implementation and monitoring as well as other key industry stakeholders (see 

Appendix 1). 

4. Data Collation and Analysis: Analysis was guided by the FAME Evaluation Toolbox Fiches 

associated with each of the KEQs to be addressed.  The Fiches provided a robust and 

structured manner to collate and present relevant material for the KEQs associated with the  

process evaluation and effectiveness evaluation aspects. 

5. Synthesis and Reporting: This involved the synthesis of evidence from the preceding stages, 

presentation of findings, conclusions and recommendations including key lessons. 

2.3.2 Information and data sources 

Interviews were conducted with: 

 MA representatives; 

 Implementing bodies and managers of EMFF interventions; 

 MC members; 

 CA; 

 Stakeholders including: industry representatives, Environmental Pillar representatives, 

Enterprise Ireland and Bord Bia; 

 BIM Economics staff; 

 BIM Communications Manager. 

The interviews were supplemented with evidence gleaned from a wide range of documents and 

material including: 

 Irish policy context including policy/strategy documents relating primarily to fisheries, 

aquaculture and processing; 

 Irish agencies (such as BIM, Bord Bia, Marine Institute) publications including: annual 

reports, industry/sector statistical/economic reports, etc.; 

 Irish economic supports (state agencies, financial institutions) to mitigate impact of Covid-19 

(national and sectoral); 

 EU material including: 

o EC Regulations; 

o FAME: Evaluation Toolbox; 

o FAME: Working paper on definitions of EMFF common indicators; 

o FAME AIR Synthesis Report (2019). 

 Ireland EMFF OP 2014-2020 

o Ireland EMFF OP 2014-20 Programme Document; 

o Programme Modifications; 

o Scheme Implementation Plans; 

o Project documentation for EMFF operations (e.g. scheme websites/webpages, 

scheme brochures, application forms, information and guidance); 

o Monitoring committee meeting material (agenda, minutes, meeting papers, 

participants, etc.); 

o Annual Implementation Reports; 

o Financial Spend Trackers; 

o Financial, procedural and indicator-related data collected in the electronic monitoring 

system (Infosys data Art. 97.1); 

o Infosys Error Reports; 
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o Plausibility Issues for Infosys Report; 

o Annual Control Reports; 

o Evaluations, strategies, research commissioned in the course of the EMFF OP (e.g. 

scheme evaluations (Analysis of Investments funded under Sustainable Fisheries
11

, 

Lobster V-notch Programme Review
12

, Cost Benefit Analysis - Decommissioning 

Scheme FLAG strategies, Inshore sector strategy, Women in Fisheries Network 

Capacity Building Report, etc.; 

o Procedures Manuals (EMFF OP, HEO and EO); 

o Training availed of by MA; training provided by MA; 

o Communications/publicity material including press releases, podcasts, videos, etc. 

 Ireland EMFAF OP 2021-2027 

o Public consultation feedback on future programme; 

o Agency submissions on future programme. 

 EU and national data including: 

o Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF) statistics 

including EU economic data (fleet, processing, aquaculture); 

o Data relevant to updating Context Indicators and rationale/basis for these; 

o Data relevant to determining Result Indicators (where available). 

2.3.3 Data quality and reliability 

There are mechanisms in place to review material that is formally submitted by the MA to the EC 

including AIRs and data uploaded to Infosys.  The acceptance of the AIRs and the limited/small 

number of error reports in respect of Infosys demonstrate the quality of the data in these. 

However, outside these formal submissions, challenges associated with data quality and 

reliability have arisen – particularly relating to context indicators and result indicators: 

 Definitions: availability for Context Indicators (CIs) and Result Indicators (RIs). FAME was 

not commissioned to prepare definitions of common indicators until after the programme had 

been designed and got underway.  Whilst MS were encouraged to use common indicators 

(without the further clarity provided by FAME), in the absence of common definitions, we 

might expect the MS to interpret and define the indicators they chose differently.. 

 Definitions: some differences/lack of consistency between those for RIs and for 

corresponding data/potential sources of evidence that are collected under the auspices of the 

Data Collection Framework. 

 Definitions: some have changed and/or become obsolete over the course of the 

programme (e.g. CI 1.7.a - Extent of the seabed significantly affected by human activities for 

the different substrate types). 

 Data collection during lifetime of the OP: Financial information has been continuously 

monitored and well reported, as have the Output Indicators.  However, data for many of the 

result indicators, particularly under UP1, have not been collected. This has resulted in 

considerable effort during this evaluation to collate up-to-date values for context indicators 

and other data to inform the evaluation of programme impact in the absence of result 

indicators. 

 Timing/availability of data: at the time of writing the most up to date (published) information 

for fisheries (UP1) was largely 2018 and for aquaculture (largely 2017). 

 Elapsed time/lag to realise result indicators: as many of the schemes did not get 

underway until 2016 or later, there has been limited time for the results to be realised. 

                                                      
11

 Initial Analysis of Capital Investment Projects Funded Under the EMFF Sustainable Fisheries Scheme 

(Mike Fitzpatrick, March 2020) 
12

 A Review of the Lobster V-Notch Programme in Ireland 1995-2016, (Oliver Tully, Fisheries Ecosystems 

Advisory Services, Marine Institute, Galway, November 2017) 
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 Data (dis)aggregation: some CIs and RIs refer to data that is not disaggregated (or cannot 

be disaggregated meaningfully due to scale), for example: CI 1.9.a - Number of work-related 

injuries and accidents: baseline value of 4 and a current value of 9.  The influence of the 

fishing and aquaculture sectors on this indicator cannot easily be determined. Similarly RI 

1.9a: 1.9.a - Change in the number of work-related injuries and accidents  (target value -4). 

 Fragmented data sources for monitoring.  Due to the lack of an overarching MS level 

system to capture data, a number of different systems are used with a degree of manual 

collation/manipulation required to extract and prepare relevant performance monitoring data 

for Infosys and AIRs.  The lack of integral/embedded system to collect this data introduces a 

risk of unintended errors. 

 Incomplete data: for some operations funded through EMFF, there are data gaps in terms of 

the “before” and “after” performance statistics required to determine result indicators which 

seek to measure change. 

 Small sample sizes:  for some RIs, the number of operations funded is relatively small and 

there are few data items on which to base the RIs. 

 Lack of evidence of structure/system designed at the outset to collect data for Result 

Indicators in particular. 

These challenges should also be set in the context of the Common Monitoring and Evaluation 

System imposed for the first time at the outset of this programme, and acknowledging that many 

other MS face similar challenges.  

These issues are discussed in more detail in Section 5.5. 

2.4 Structure 

The remainder of the report is structured as follows: 

 3: External Developments: considers Policy Context (in particular developments over the 

course of the programme lifetime), Key Issues (impacting on programme performance) and 

Context Indicators (CIs values at outset and most up-to-date values). 

 4: Process Evaluation Findings: comments on appropriate issues from the FAME 

Evaluation Toolbox Fiches for relevant Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs) relating to: 

management structure, administrative processes, horizontal principles, monitoring system 

and communication strategy. 

 5: Effectiveness Evaluation Findings: comments on appropriate issues from the FAME 

Evaluation Toolbox Fiches for relevant KEQs relating to the schemes in the EMFF OP. 

 6: Conclusions and Recommendations: lessons including areas for development and 

recommendations – addressing issues raised in the RfT. 

 7: Appendices: a list of Appendices which are included in a separate accompanying 

document: these provide supporting information and supplementary data. 
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3 EXTERNAL DEVELOPMENTS 

3.1 Policy Context 

3.1.1 Strategic and Policy Context - Introduction 

This section sets out developments in the strategic / policy context that have occurred since the 

beginning of the EMFF OP in 2014, documenting alignment and coherence between policies and 

the EMFF OP. 

3.1.2 Policy Developments: Influence on EMFF OP 

Irish national policies emphasise the need to further develop Ireland’s utilisation of its ocean 

economy, in order to promote wider economic development and job creation, and promote 

Ireland’s position as one of the leading suppliers of seafood in the global economy. Irish national 

policy also focuses on the need for sustainability and environmentally friendly practices to be 

implemented in the development of these sectors.  

The following table demonstrates how national policies introduced between 2014 – 2020 have 

supported, enabled, or been strategically aligned with the EMFF OP, and highlights the particular 

areas (Union Priorities and/or Schemes) of the EMFF OP with which various policies are 

strategically aligned. 

In this table we have reviewed the following documents: 

 Harnessing Our Ocean Wealth (Integrated Marine Plan for Ireland) – Review of Progress 

(2018); 

 FoodWise 2025 (2015); 

 Bord Bia Statement of Strategy 2019 – 2021; 

 National Skills Strategy 2025 – Ireland’s Future (2016); 

 National Biodiversity Action Plan (NBAP) 2017–21; 

 Climate Action Plan (2019); 

 Prioritised Action Framework (2014); 

 Draft Prioritised Action Framework 2021-27 (2020); 

 Project Ireland 2040: National Development Plan (NDP) 2018 – 2027; and  

 Project Ireland 2040: National Planning Framework (2018). 
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Table 1: National Strategies and Plans: Alignment with EMFF Programme 

Strategy/Plans Alignment with / Impact on UPs and 

Schemes 

Economic 

Harnessing Our Ocean Wealth (Integrated 

Marine Plan for Ireland) – Review of 

Progress (2018)  

This Integrated Marine Plan (IMP) sets out a 

roadmap for the Irish Government’s vision, 

high-level goals and integrated actions across 

policy, governance and business to enable the 

country’s marine potential to be realised. The 

implementation of this Plan aims to enable 

Ireland to evolve an integrated system of 

policy and programme planning for marine 

affairs. 

The IMP sets out three high-level goals 

based on the concept of sustainable 

development:  

 Goal 1 focusses on a thriving maritime 

economy, whereby Ireland harnesses the 

market opportunities to achieve economic 

recovery and socially inclusive, 

sustainable growth;  

 Goal 2 sets out to achieve healthy 

ecosystems that provide monetary and 

non-monetary goods and services (e.g. 

food, climate, health and well-being); and  

 Goal 3 aims to increase Ireland’s 

engagement with the sea. Building on the 

rich maritime heritage, the goal is to 

strengthen Ireland’s maritime identity and 

increase awareness of the value (market 

and nonmarket), opportunities and social 

benefits of engaging with the sea. 

The IMP sets out the following two 

targets: 

 Exceeding €6.4 billion a year in 

turnover from maritime sectors by 

2020; and  

 Doubling the contribution of maritime 

sectors to GDP to 2.4% a year by 2030. 

The 2018 review of progress made by the 

Harnessing Our Ocean Wealth IMP states 

that Ireland’s ocean economy is on course to 

achieve its 2020 target, according to the most 

recent research at the time by the Socio-

Economic Marine Research Unit (SEMRU). 

SEMURU’s report shows that in 2018 

Ireland’s IMP is inherently aligned with the 

EMFF OP UP6 – Fostering the 

implementation of the integrated maritime 

policy as this IMP was published as the EU 

and MS collectively engaged to develop an 

Integrated Maritime Policy for the EU, which 

aims to put in place integrated actions in all 

relevant policy areas related to seas at the 

EU level. 

This review (2018) highlights the following 

developments as representing the positive 

performance of the EMFF OP in contributing 

to the achievement of the IMP’s goals and 

targets:  

 

UP1 - Promoting environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge based 

fisheries 

 Investment of €7.6 million for 

improvements to two Fishery Harbour 

Centres under the EMFF; and 

 Strong interest in EMFF funding of 

innovation and research projects across 

aquaculture and processing. 

 

UP2 (Fostering environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge based 

aquaculture) 

 A notable increase in capital investment 

in aquaculture as more sites are licensed. 

 Strong interest in EMFF funding of 

innovation and research projects across 

aquaculture and processing. 

 

UP4 (Increasing employment and 

territorial cohesion) 

 The seven newly established Fisheries 

Local Action Groups (FLAGs) launched 

their second calls for projects and the 

outcome was very positive, with 209 

grants awarded, 31% of the overall FLAG 

funds spent and a project pipeline that will 

contribute to 2019 spend. 
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Strategy/Plans Alignment with / Impact on UPs and 

Schemes 

Ireland’s ocean economy had a turnover of 

€6.2 billion and a direct economic 

contribution, as measured by gross value 

added (GVA), of €2.2 billion or 1.1% of GDP. 

The 2018 review recognises that increasing 

levels of investment in Ireland’s ocean 

economy under the EMFF have contributed 

to progress towards target. It states that 

Ireland’s EMFF OP invested a total of €43.8 

million in 2018, compared to investment of 

€27.6 million in 2017. 

Foodwise 2025 (2015) 

A ten-year plan for Ireland’s agri-food sector. 

The strategy was agreed by a committee of 

35 stakeholders from the sector. It sets out 

the following growth projections: 

 85% increase in exports to €19 billion; 

 70% increase in value added to €13 

billion; 

 65% increase in primary production to 

€10 billion and 

 The creation of 23,000 additional jobs all 

along the supply chain from producer 

level to high-end value-added product 

development. 

Foodwise 2025 presents over 400 

recommendations for achieving these 

projections; it outlines three strategic 

priorities, for the seafood sector specifically: 

 Expand the raw material base; 

 Enhance the industry’s structure and 

skills; and  

 Optimise product added-value, export 

markets and environmental 

sustainability. 

This plan outlines the following 

recommendations for the seafood sector 

relating to the three strategic priorities above: 

1. Commission an independent review of 

the existing aquaculture licensing system 

involving all key stakeholders, to identify 

the current shortcomings and bottlenecks 

(legislative, resource and logistical), to 

report by early 2016 and implement 

necessary changes to the aquaculture 

licensing system as a matter of priority; 

2. Develop a strategy to expand shellfish 

and aquaculture production taking 

account of the carrying capacity of bays; 

3. Develop and initiate practical and 

competitive measures to attract additional 

landings into Irish ports and continue to 

The coherence between Foodwise and the 

EMFF OP is detailed below – detailing 

interventions within the EMFF OP that align 

with Foodwise recommendations and actions. 

 

UP 1 - Promoting environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge-based 

fisheries  

 Sustainable Fisheries – Part A.  Aligns 

with Foodwise recommendation 6 (in 

column 1). 

 Sustainable Fisheries – Part B.  Aligns 

with Foodwise recommendation 7 (in 

column 1). 

 Fishery Harbours: Foodwise commits to 

continue to invest in the necessary 

infrastructure at Fishery Harbour Centres, 

a goal shared by the Fishery Harbours 

Scheme.  The Scheme contributes to the 

Foodwise recommendation 3 (in column 

1). 

 Inshore Fisheries Conservation: 

Aligned with Foodwise recommendation 7 

(column 1). 

 Seafood Innovation and Business 

Planning: Foodwise commits to 

prioritising R&D into the development of 

new seafood-based products, an 

aspiration shared by this scheme.  

Aligned with Foodwise recommendations 

5 and 8 (in column 1). 

 

UP 2 - Fostering environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge based 

aquaculture 

 Sustainable Aquaculture and 

Knowledge Gateway: Foodwise commits 

to improving the sustainability of the 

aquaculture sector including a 

commitment to develop a strategy to 
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Strategy/Plans Alignment with / Impact on UPs and 

Schemes 

invest significantly in necessary 

infrastructure at the Fishery Harbour 

Centres; 

4. Develop a strategy with practical and 

implementable actions to deliver scale in 

the key seafood sectors, including food 

ingredients;  

5. Develop a strategic plan with practical 

and implementable actions to significantly 

increase the quantity of seafood added 

value across all main species groups. 

This strategy should complement the 

strategic plan to deliver scale in the key 

seafood sectors, including food 

ingredients and should, at a minimum 

reduce the level of produce sold in 

commodity form from 70% to below 50%; 

6. Progress participation and engagement of 

Origin Green with seafood companies 

with the aim of bringing all seafood 

companies under the programme by 

2016;  

7. Improve the environmental sustainability 

of the sector including fishermen gear 

sensitivity and replenishment of depleted 

inshore stocks; and  

8. Give renewed priority to R & D into 

seafood based new product development, 

food ingredients and functional foods. 

This research should also include both 

harvested wild and farmed seaweeds and 

their by-products. 

 

expand shellfish and aquaculture 

production whilst accounting for the 

carrying capacity of bays, an aspiration 

shared by the UP2 Schemes (focused on 

aquaculture).  Implementation of 

recommendations from the aquaculture 

licensing review (Foodwise 

Recommendation 1) have helped to 

address issues within the broader 

regulatory context for these schemes.  

Foodwise Recommendation 2 is also an 

important part of the broader context 

/enabler for these schemes. 

 

UP 5 - Fostering marketing and 

processing 

 Seafood Scaling and New Market 

Development: FoodWise commits to the 

development of a strategic plan aimed at 

delivering scale in the seafood sectors, 

which aligns with the aims of this scheme.  

The Seafood Scaling Scheme contributes 

to the Foodwise recommendations 4 

(column 1). 

 

The Food Wise 2025 – Steps to Success 

2019
13

 report (fourth annual progress report of 

the strategy), identifies the following seafood-

related achievements to date: publication of 

the draft Adaptation Plan for the Agriculture, 

Forest and Seafood sectors. 

It also highlights the following achievements in 

the seafood sector in the 12 months preceding 

July 2019 – all of which are supported by 

EMFF under UP1: 

 publication of the first industry led 

Strategy for the Irish Inshore Fisheries 

Sector 2019-2023; 

 announcement of the Clean Ocean’s 

Initiative calling for all Irish trawlers to 

actively participate in a coordinated 

initiative on land and sea to collect, 

reduce and reuse marine litter; 

 role of the Inshore Fisheries Forum in the 

development of the Inshore Fisheries 

Strategy 2019-2023 and the Minimum 

Reference Sizes, in 2018. 

                                                      
13

 https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/foodwise2025/foodwise2025-stepstosuccess2019/ 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/foodwise2025/foodwise2025-stepstosuccess2019/
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Bord Bia Statement of Strategy 2019 – 

2021  

This strategy was developed within the 

context of changes in the operating 

environment for the food sector, specifically, 

macro forces of change (e.g. the rise of 

protectionism, environmental pressures, and 

increased digital connectivity), changes in 

food contours (e.g. pressures on packaging, 

agricultural innovation, and shifting 

perceptions of meat), and changes in 

consumer trends. It identifies 3 strategic 

Initiatives for the seafood sector:  

 Building exports in growing emerging 

markets  

 Secure higher added value business in 

core markets  

 Build a vibrant home market 

UP 5 - Fostering marketing and 

processing  

 Seafood Promotion: the strategic 

initiatives in the Bord Bia Statement of 

Strategy hold particular relevance for this 

scheme, which provides support to Bord 

Bia for marketing and promotion activities. 

Within its strategic initiatives, Bord Bia 

highlights the marketing activities it will 

undertake in order to further the develop 

of markets for the Irish seafood sector, 

both domestically and in international 

markets. This scheme is aligned with and 

contributes to the achievement of Bord 

Bia’s strategy. 

National Skills Strategy 2025 – Ireland’s 

Future (2016) 

Objectives 

 Education and training providers will place 

a stronger focus on providing skills 

development opportunities that are 

relevant to the needs of learners, society 

and the economy; 

 Employers will participate actively in the 

development of skills and make effective 

use of skills in their organisations to 

improve productivity and competitiveness; 

 The quality of teaching and learning at all 

stages of education will be continually 

enhanced and evaluated; 

 People across Ireland will engage more in 

lifelong learning; 

 There will be a specific focus on active 

inclusion to support participation in 

education and training and the labour 

market; and  

 Support an increase in the supply of skills 

to the labour market. 

 

 

 

 

 

UP 1 - Promoting environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge based 

fisheries 

 Seafood Training Scheme: Although the 

skills strategy does not outline any key 

actions that relate specifically to training 

and education within the seafood or 

maritime sectors, the Seafood Training 

Scheme is aligned with its broad 

objectives.  These highlight the 

importance of increasing the supply of 

necessary skills to the labour market, and 

of employers actively participating in skills 

development. 
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Environment/Sustainable Development 

National Biodiversity Action Plan (NBAP) 

2017–21 

Ireland’s plan to conserve and restore 

biodiversity and contribute to EU-wide and 

global efforts to halt the degradation of 

ecosystems. It provides 7 objectives with 1 

holding particular relevance to the EMFF OP:  

 Conserve and restore biodiversity and 

ecosystem services in the marine 

environment. 

The Plan recognises that protection of 

Ireland’s marine ecosystem, complying 

with national and international 

environmental legislation, and fully 

implementing the MSFD, WFD, Habitats 

and Birds Directives and the revised CFP, 

will contribute to the achievement of the 

objectives within this plan. 

The plan sets out the following two targets 

under the above objective, and actions to be 

taken to meet these targets: 

 Progress made towards good 

ecological and environmental status of 

marine waters over the lifetime of this 

plan. 

 Fish stock levels maintained or 

restored to levels that can produce 

maximum sustainable yield, where 

possible, no later than 2020. 

The coherence between NBAP and the 

EMFF OP is detailed below – detailing 

interventions within the EMFF OP that align 

with the NBAP. 

 

UP 1 – Promoting environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge-based fisheries 

 Marine Biodiversity: Several of the 

actions identified within the NBAP 

(described in Column 1) aim to achieve 

the good environmental status required 

by the Habitats Directive and the MSFD.  

This is also the focus of the Marine 

Biodiversity Scheme, which therefore 

aligns with the NBAP. 

 Inshore Fisheries Conservation: The 

NBAP states that appropriate 

management measures are to be 

adopted that conserve biodiversity and 

fish stock levels, including stock recovery 

plans, a goal shared by the Inshore 

Fisheries Conservation Scheme, 

(demonstrating coherence with NBAP). 

 Sustainable Fisheries: This scheme 

aims to improve the ecological and 

environmental status of marine waters as 

it supports the fishing fleet in complying 

with the discards ban and landing 

obligation. Whilst the IFCS provides such 

support to the Inshore fleet, the 

Sustainable Fisheries Scheme provides 

support for the wider fleet, specifically 

supporting the adoption of 

environmentally friendly fishing gear and 

methods, and stock management within 

fisheries.  Thus the Sustainable Fisheries 

Scheme aligns with the NBAP. 

 

UP 3 – Fostering the implementation of the 

CFP 

 Control and Enforcement: One of the 

NBAP’s actions is to take action to tackle 

illegal and unregulated fishing. Control 

and Enforcement interventions also seek 

to tackle these issues, thus illustrating 
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alignment with the NBAP. 

 

UP 6 – Fostering the implementation of the 

Integrated Maritime Policy 

 Marine Biodiversity: see under UP1 

 Blue Growth & Marine Spatial 

Planning: The NBAP states that a Marine 

Spatial Plan for Ireland is to be developed 

and implemented in order to make 

progress towards improving the 

ecological and environmental status of 

Ireland’s marine waters.  This is also the 

aim of the Blue Growth and Marine 

Spatial Planning Scheme, thus 

demonstrating alignment.  

Climate Action Plan 2019 

The plan identifies the nature and scale of the 

challenge involved in addressing climate 

change and outlines the current context 

across key sectors. Actions to be taken in the 

Seafood sector are outlined in the Agriculture, 

Forest and Seafood Climate Change Sectoral 

Adaptation Plan
14

.  

The National Adaptation Framework
15

 (NAF) 

published in 2018,sets out the national 

strategy to reduce Ireland’s vulnerability to 

the negative impacts of climate change, and 

to avail of any positive impacts and the 

Climate Action Plan together comprise 

Ireland’s response to climate change. The 

Climate Action Plan includes measures to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 

prevent future environmental degradation; the 

NAF and Sectoral Adaption Plans required 

under it outline actions to climate change 

impacts that are already locked in, such as 

rising sea levels and warming waters. 

Adaptation actions for Seafood within the 

Agriculture, Forest and Seafood Climate 

Change Sectoral Adaptation Plan include: 

 Identify current and potential 

vulnerabilities in the sector to climate 

variability and extreme events; 

The Climate Action Plan creates an enabling 

environment for the schemes under the UPs 

below, which focus on increasing 

sustainability in fisheries and aquaculture, as 

do the actions outlined within the Agriculture, 

Forest and Seafood Climate Change Sectoral 

Adaptation Plan. 

In particular the sectoral adaptation action 

plan includes actions related to sustainable 

growth which closely align with schemes 

under: 

 UP 1 – Promoting environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, 

innovative, competitive and knowledge 

based fisheries; 

 UP 2 - Fostering environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, 

innovative, competitive and knowledge 

based aquaculture. 

 

The Sustainable Fisheries – Part B scheme 

includes support for on-board investment 

including equipment to address issues of 

health and safety; this aligns with the final 

action from the sectoral adaptation action 

plan (column 1). 

                                                      
14

 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/climatechange/bioenergy/climatechangese

ctoraladaptationplan/1AgricultureForestandSeafoodClimateChangeSectoralAdaptationPlanEnglishVersion3

11019.pdf 
15

 https://www.dccae.gov.ie/documents/National%20Adaptation%20Framework.pdf 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/climatechange/bioenergy/climatechangesectoraladaptationplan/1AgricultureForestandSeafoodClimateChangeSectoralAdaptationPlanEnglishVersion311019.pdf
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/climatechange/bioenergy/climatechangesectoraladaptationplan/1AgricultureForestandSeafoodClimateChangeSectoralAdaptationPlanEnglishVersion311019.pdf
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/climatechange/bioenergy/climatechangesectoraladaptationplan/1AgricultureForestandSeafoodClimateChangeSectoralAdaptationPlanEnglishVersion311019.pdf
https://www.dccae.gov.ie/documents/National%20Adaptation%20Framework.pdf
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 Up skill farmers, foresters and fishermen 

to ensure they have the knowledge and 

tools required to implement climate 

adaptation practices; 

 Continue support for focused climate 

related research in the agriculture, forest 

and seafood sector; 

 Engage with industry to support the 

sector in building resilience in their 

systems and practices; 

 Support the sector and foster sustainable 

growth, development, innovation and 

adaptation including through LIFE, 

HorizonEurope, the European Maritime 

and Fisheries Fund and CAP funding; 

and 

 Raise awareness of health and safety 

issues arising for those working in the 

sector particularly at primary producer 

level. 

Prioritised Action Framework (2014)
16

 

Published in 2014
17

 (having been submitted 

to the EC in 2013), Ireland’s first Prioritised 

Action Framework (PAF) targets actions for 

nature conservation under the EU Habitats 

and Birds Directives to respond to the issues 

addressed in the two reports: 

 Overview report on the Status of EU 

Protected Habitats and Species in 

Ireland, based on 2nd national report 

submitted to the European Commission in 

accordance with the requirements of the 

EU Habitats Directive. 

 Details on status of Ireland’s birds taken 

from Ireland’s report submitted to the 

European Commission in accordance 

with the EU Birds Directive. 

 

The PAF has its reference in the Habitats 

Directive/Article 8.4 which states that : “... the 

Commission shall adopt, having regard to the 

available sources of funding under the 

relevant Community instruments .... a 

prioritised action framework of measures 

involving co-financing when the site has been 

The coherence between the PAF and the 

EMFF OP is detailed below – detailing 

interventions within the EMFF OP that align 

with the PAF. 

 

UP 1 – Promoting environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge-based 

fisheries  

 Marine Biodiversity: The PAF sets out 

actions for nature conservation under the 

EU Habitats and Birds Directives, which 

are also the focus of the Marine 

Biodiversity Scheme. 

 Inshore Fisheries Conservation: The 

PAF aims to conserve natural habitats 

which is aligned with the Inshore 

Fisheries Scheme’s aim to support the 

environmental sustainability of inshore 

fishing.  

 

UP 6 – Fostering the implementation of the 

Integrated Maritime Policy 

 Marine Biodiversity: As above under UP 

                                                      
16

 https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/general/PAF-IE-2014.pdf 
17

 https://www.chg.gov.ie/20112014-minister-humphreys-publishes-prioritised-action-framework-to-improve-

status-of-irelands-habitats-and-wildlife/ 

https://www.npws.ie/sites/default/files/general/PAF-IE-2014.pdf
https://www.chg.gov.ie/20112014-minister-humphreys-publishes-prioritised-action-framework-to-improve-status-of-irelands-habitats-and-wildlife/
https://www.chg.gov.ie/20112014-minister-humphreys-publishes-prioritised-action-framework-to-improve-status-of-irelands-habitats-and-wildlife/
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designated ...”. 

Lack of coordination and coherence had been 

identified as key factor hindering the uptake 

of EU funds in respect of Natura 2000. As a 

consequence, there was a need for an 

improved national coherence and uptake of 

EU funds under a “Natura 2000 National 

Programme“: the PAF. It also defines gaps 

and allows to indirectly define specific 

national priorities It should clarify which (EU 

and national) fund can provide support for 

which Natura 2000 measures on a national 

level.
18

 

1. 

 Blue Growth & Marine Spatial 

Planning: The PAF aims to conserve 

natural habitats in Ireland’s marine areas, 

which is aligned with the aims of the Blue 

Growth & Marine Spatial Planning 

Scheme to promote the sustainable 

growth of maritime economies, and the 

sustainable use of marine resources. 

Draft Prioritised Action Framework 2021-

2027 (2020)
19

 

Ireland’s draft PAF provides an overview of 

the prioritised measures needed to manage 

the Natura 2000 network and its associated 

green infrastructure, the financing needs for 

these measures for the period 2021 – 2027, 

and links these to relevant EU funding 

programmes.  

It details annual priority financing needs for 

the period 2021 – 2027 of €1,068,605,699 for 

annual running costs and one-off / project 

costs, across the following four areas: 

 Horizontal measures and 

administrative costs related to Natura 

2000. The draft PAF outlines 

studies/research needed to enable 

effective management and monitoring of 

habitats and species, across several 

themes – including those relevant to 

marine/coastal areas: Marine; Reefs; 

Large shallow inlets and bays; coastal 

systems; sand dune habitats; saltmarsh 

habitats; lakes; fish; seals; marine 

mammals, seabird, turtles, among others. 

 Natura 2000 site-related maintenance 

and restoration measures for species 

and habitats. Of particular relevance to 

the EMFF are measures related to Marine 

and Coastal waters. The draft PAF details 

conservation measures required to 

address the threats and pressures to a 

The coherence between the Draft PAF and 

the EMFF OP is detailed below – detailing 

interventions within the EMFF OP that align 

with the Draft PAF. 

 

UP 1 – Promoting environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge-based 

fisheries  

 Marine Biodiversity: The draft PAF sets 

out actions for nature conservation under 

the EU Habitats and Birds Directives and 

related Natura 2000 actions, which are 

also the focus of the Marine Biodiversity 

Scheme. The draft PAF 2021-27 states 

that the scheme’s overall financial 

allocation of €9.4m for the EMFF period 

2014-20 is expected to be fully used and 

a similar level of investment in Natura 

2000 measures is anticipated for 2021-

27. To date, 23 Natura 2000 related 

projects have been approved under this 

scheme and a further 15 projects, while 

not specifically for Natura 2000, may 

benefit habitats and species in Natura 

2000 sites. 

 Inshore Fisheries Conservation: The 

draft PAF aims to conserve natural 

habitats which is aligned with the Inshore 

Fisheries Scheme’s aim to support the 

environmental sustainability of inshore 

                                                      
18

 

http://www.epa.ie/pubs/reports/research/sustainableenvironmentresearchplanningworkshop2013/Natural%2

0Capital%20-%20NPWS%20Presentation.pdf 

19
 Draft published for consultation (July 2020): https://www.npws.ie/news/public-consultation-draft-paf 

http://www.epa.ie/pubs/reports/research/sustainableenvironmentresearchplanningworkshop2013/Natural%20Capital%20-%20NPWS%20Presentation.pdf
http://www.epa.ie/pubs/reports/research/sustainableenvironmentresearchplanningworkshop2013/Natural%20Capital%20-%20NPWS%20Presentation.pdf
https://www.npws.ie/news/public-consultation-draft-paf
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variety of habitats and species, and 

measures needed to maintain favourable 

conservation status. 

 Additional "green infrastructure" 

measures beyond Natura 2000 (further 

improving coherence of the Natura 2000 

network, including in a cross-border 

context). 

 Additional species-specific measures 

not related to specific ecosystems or 

habitats. 

The draft PAF notes EMFF funding used for 

measures relevant to Natura 2000 during the 

period 2014–20: €5,559,000 in EMFF funding 

allocated for the management and monitoring 

of fisheries and aquaculture activities in 

Natura 2000 sites; current spending on these 

measures (at time of publishing in 2020) was 

€2,558,252. 

 

fishing.  

 

UP 6 – Fostering the implementation of the 

Integrated Maritime Policy 

 Marine Biodiversity: As above under UP 

1. 

 Blue Growth & Marine Spatial 

Planning: The draft PAF aims to 

conserve natural habitats in Ireland’s 

marine areas, which is aligned with the 

aims of the Blue Growth & Marine Spatial 

Planning Scheme to promote sustainable 

growth of maritime economies, and 

sustainable use of marine resources. 

Capital Investment 

Project Ireland 2040: National 

Development Plan (NDP) 2018 – 2027  

The NDP sets out the investment priorities 

that will underpin the implementation of the 

National Planning Framework (NPF), through 

a total investment of approximately €116 

billion. This represents a very substantial 

commitment of resources and is expected to 

move Ireland close to the top of the 

international league table for public 

investment.  

1 of the NDP’s 10 National Strategic 

Outcomes (NSOs) is relevant to the OP – 

NSO 3: Strengthened Rural Economies 

and Communities. Under this NSO the NDP 

outlines investment plans and initiatives in the 

following areas: 

 Public capital investments in the agri-food 

sector will seek to enable the sustainable 

development of the sector in a way that 

delivers enhanced economic, 

environmental and social sustainability. 

 Continued (investment) support for food 

companies adapting and optimising their 

production facilities will maximise the 

contribution the sector makes to the rural 

and national economy. 

 A capital investment programme of up to 

The range of investment plans and initiatives 

outlined within the NDP are broadly aligned 

with all UPs and contributes to an enabling 

environment for the success of the schemes 

within the EMFF OP. 

The NDP acknowledges the €240 million (€147 

million EU) contribution of the EMFF OP to the 

development of the seafood sector over the 

period 2014 – 2020. 
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€180 million across all six Fishery Harbour 

Centres, encompassing ongoing safety 

and maintenance and necessary new 

developments is set out for 

commencement up to 2022. 

 Capital projects will also be considered in 

Local Authority-owned Harbours for 

activities associated with the Fishing and 

Aquaculture sectors. 

 In respect of marine-research, investment 

in research facilities at the Marine Institute 

will include a replacement specialist 

research vessel. 

Project Ireland 2040: National Planning 

Framework (2018) 

This planning framework is intended to guide 

development and the investments planned 

within the NDP (above). Its sets out a range 

of National Policy Objectives (NPOs) with 

those under ‘Realising Our Island and Marine 

Potential’ holding most relevance to the 

EMFF OP: 

 NPO 39: Support the sustainable growth 

and development of the maritime economy 

and continue to invest in the seafood 

sector and our Fishery Harbour Centres, 

particularly in remote rural coastal 

communities and islands. 

 NPO 40: Ensure that the strategic 

development requirements of Tier 1 and 

Tier 2 Ports, ports of regional significance 

and smaller harbours are addressed as 

part of Regional Spatial and Economic 

Strategies, metropolitan area and 

city/county development plans, to ensure 

the effective growth and sustainable 

development of the city regions and 

regional and rural areas. 

 NPO 41a: Ensure that Ireland’s coastal 

resource is managed to sustain its physical 

character and environmental quality. 

As is the case with the NDP, the National 

Planning Framework is also broadly aligned 

with all UPs and contributes to an enabling 

environment for the success of the schemes 

within the EMFF OP. 

 

3.1.3 Policy Developments: Influenced by CFP/EMFF OP 

This section details the policies and strategies that have been implemented since 2014 and 

influenced by the CFP/EMFF OP including: 
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 strategies for state agencies which are Implementing and/or Beneficiary Bodies (delivering 

scheme(s) funded by the EMFF OP (and hence their strategies are partly steered by the 

EMFF)); 

 strategies/plans which are required to be developed as a condition of the EMFF OP or 

related regulations; 

 strategies – the development of which was funded by the EMFF OP. 

These policies / strategies are very closely and directly aligned with the OP arising from the same 

legislative framework and/or directly supported by and an output of the EMFF OP. The following 

tables summarise these policies and plans and explains how they fit with or are connected to the 

OP. 

In this table we have reviewed the following documents: 

 Bord Iascaigh Mhara Statement of Strategy 2018 – 2020: Enabling Sustainable Growth; 

 Marine Institute (MI) Strategic Plan 2018 – 2022: Building Ocean Knowledge, Delivering 

Ocean Services; 

 SFPA Statement of Strategy 2018 – 2020; and 

 Department of Defence and Defence Forces Strategy Statement 2017 – 2020. 

Table 2: Strategies/plans for State Agencies which are Implementing and/or Beneficiary 

Bodies 

Strategy/Plan Fit with / Connection to OP 

Bord Iascaigh Mhara Statement of Strategy 2018 – 

2020: Enabling Sustainable Growth 

BIM’s strategy aims to enhance the competitiveness 

of the Irish seafood sector by focusing on 5 key 

strategic priorities, and the specific initiatives within 

them: 

 Sustainability:  

– Set and implement relevant standards across all 

sectors based on internationally-recognised 

schemes; 

– Embrace Bord Bia’s Origin Green (Ireland’s food 

and drink sustainability programme); 

– Actively showcase the actions taken by Ireland’s 

seafood sector to improve sustainability, and 

build societal support for seafood production, 

with a focus on aquaculture; 

– Provide the sector with technical programmes 

that reduce environmental impact and increase 

competitiveness. 

 Skills: 

– Create a structured, lifelong career path in order 

to attract and retain key talent in fishing, 

aquaculture and seafood processing sectors; 

– Disseminate knowledge, skills and business 

leadership; 

– Provide targeted training, access and funding 

where needed to drive skills development at all 

levels in the sector; 

The BIM strategy is partly steered by 

EMFF funding for the schemes they 

run. 

The 5 key strategic priority areas 

identified within this document, and 

the initiatives within them, are 

strategically aligned with several of 

the EMFF OP’s Union priorities, 

reflecting BIM’s role as an 

administrator of (and in receipt of) 

much of the EMFF funding to the 

Irish seafood sector.  

It is strategically aligned with the 

following UPs: 

 

UP1 – Promoting 

environmentally sustainable, 

resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge 

based fisheries 

 Initiatives within the 

Sustainability and Skills 

strategic priority are aligned.  

 

UP2 – Fostering environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, 

innovative, competitive and 

knowledge based aquaculture 
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– Provide business mentoring and leadership to 

the sector using both BIM experts and access to 

specialist training; 

– Promote best practice regarding safety and 

working conditions; 

– Protect the Irish seafood sector’s reputation 

through training, to deliver high standards of 

seafood safety management. 

 Innovation: 

– Embed and promote the widespread use of BIM 

methodologies specifically designed to drive 

commercial growth;  

– Implement a new BIM client engagement model 

for the seafood sector; 

– Establish a multi-campus seafood innovation 

‘Centre of Excellence’ to encourage investment 

in R&D, directed by BIM in partnership with the 

sector, research and third-level institutions;  

– Make sources of market-led insight available to 

the sector to drive expansion. 

 Competitiveness: 

– Develop expertise in global seafood economic 

data collection, assessment and analysis to 

provide valuable commercial guidance to the 

sector; 

– Provide effective guidance to the sector as it 

faces new trends and challenges;   

– Other initiatives less relevant to the EMFF OP. 

 Leadership: 

– Leverage government and sector relationships in 

the seafood development space to elevate the 

status of the sector for investment and to 

accelerate growth;  

– Align the sector behind an ambitious but realistic 

growth and profitability agenda; 

– Clarify and align national agency collaboration to 

ensure integrated support for our stakeholders; 

and 

– Continue to work closely with Bord Bia to 

support and drive awareness and recognition of 

differentiation in Irish seafood. 

 

 Initiatives within the 

Sustainability and Innovation 

strategic priorities are aligned.  

 

UP5 – Fostering marketing and 

processing 

 Initiatives within the Innovation, 

Competitiveness and 

Leadership strategic priorities 

are aligned. 

Marine Institute (MI) Strategic Plan 2018 – 2022: 

Building Ocean Knowledge, Delivering Ocean 

Services 

The MI outlines four Strategic Focus Areas in this plan: 

 Scientific Advice and Services: MI commits to 

continue providing scientific advice and services to 

The MI strategy is partly steered by 

EMFF funding for the schemes they 

run. 

The MI is a beneficiary of several 

schemes within the OP and key 

elements of its strategy are 
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DAFM and other government departments and 

agencies. It highlights that these services are 

essential for meeting EU obligations and to support 

a range of commercial activities and statutory 

requirements. Services include data collection and 

monitoring programmes such as research vessel 

surveys, seabed mapping and laboratory analyses;  

 Forecasting Ocean and Climate Change: MI will 

provide robust advice and operational forecasting on 

projections for the changing oceans and climate in 

order to enable government to make effective 

policies and management decisions on a range of 

issues, such as changing fish distributions and food 

security;  

 Research and Innovation: MI commits to funding 

research and highlights the role of European funding 

bodies in this funding. This strategic focus area also 

highlights the MI’s role as a performer of research in 

marine matters; and  

 Ireland’s Ocean Economy: MI’s research, advisory 

and support activities will be in line with the targets 

for Ireland’s ocean economy as set out in the IMP. 

The MI will continue to provide support for the 

development of Irish ports and shipping companies 

by identifying and maximising funding programmes 

from the EU. The Marine Development Team 

established by government in 2016 and led by the 

MI will bring enhanced collaboration and cohesion to 

efforts to reach the economic targets set in the IMP.  

therefore strategically aligned with 

several UPs, reflecting that MI is in 

receipt of EMFF funding under 

several schemes. 

 

UP 1 – Promoting 

environmentally sustainable, 

resource efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge 

based fisheries 

 Marine Biodiversity: This 

scheme provides support to the 

MI’s research.  

 Sustainable Fisheries: This 

scheme provides support to the 

MI’s research. 

 

UP 2 - Fostering environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, 

innovative, competitive and 

knowledge based aquaculture 

 Knowledge Gateway: This 

scheme provides support to the 

MI’s research. 

 

UP 3 - Fostering the 

implementation of the Common 

Fisheries Policy 

 Data Collection: The MI is the 

sole beneficiary of this scheme 

and therefore there is strong 

strategic alignment between 

the MI’s scientific advice and 

services, forecasting, and 

research, with this scheme 

 

UP 6 – Fostering the 

Implementation of the Integrated 

Maritime Policy 

 Blue Growth and Marine 

Spatial Planning: The MI’s 

research, forecasting and 

advisory services are also 

supported by this scheme, 

specifically the institute’s 

research and contribution to 

spatial planning 

 At the outset of this Plan the MI 

recognises its role as a ‘key 
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player’ in the collective effort to 

deliver on the ambitious targets 

of Ireland’s IMP, and so this 

plan is directly aligned with this 

UP. 

 

SFPA Statement of Strategy 2018 – 2020 

This states the SPFA’s commitment to the effective and 

fair regulation of the sea fishing and seafood sectors 

that fall within its mandate in order to support safe and 

sustainable seafood. This means the fair regulation of all 

fishing vessels operating within Ireland’s 200-mile limit 

and Irish fishing vessels, wherever they operate, and all 

seafood produced in Ireland. The strategy outlines 

strategic objectives, actions and outcomes under the 

following Strategic Goals:  

 Support: the SFPA will provide support within its 

organisation to achieve excellence through its staff. 

Objectives and actions under this strategic goal 

relate to the skills, capability, and professionalism of 

SFPA staff and its organisational structures; 

 Advise: SFPA will act as the authoritative source of 

information on the protection and regulation of sea 

fisheries and seafood production. The objectives and 

actions under this strategic goal relate to the 

improving of internal and external communications, 

greater engagement with stakeholders and quality 

management; 

 Validate: The SFPA will provide high quality data, 

analysis and risk assessment. The objectives and 

actions within this strategic goal relate to the 

integration of SFPA’s IT and business needs, the 

enhancement of information quality through a Data 

Quality Management Programme and Electronic 

Document and Records Management System 

(EDRMS), and the enhancement of information 

reporting; and  

 Enforce: The SFPA will consistently deliver control 

activities with an integrated risk based framework to 

achieve increased compliance rates. It will work 

towards the following strategic objectives: 

– Identify non-compliance and encourage 

compliance by embedding risk-based 

inspections, communicating with industry reps 

on compliance goals and enforcement actions, 

and liaising with control partners in seafood 

safety and sea fisheries conservation; 

– Enhance the robustness of compliance 

The SFPA is in receipt of EMFF 

funding UP3 – Fostering the 

Implementation of the Common 

Fisheries Policy, and in particular, 

the Control and Enforcement 

Scheme. 

 

As is evident in its strategy, the 

SFPA highlights the enforcement of 

regulations and control activities as 

one of the organisation’s Strategic 

Goals. The SFPA state that EMFF 

funding will be used to develop 

new technologies for managing 

data, better risk-based inspection 

and monitoring programmes, and 

will contribute to improved 

compliance verification and 

targeted enforcement.
20

 

                                                      
20

 https://www.sfpa.ie/What-We-Do/Programmes/EMFF-Funding#1155199-how-will-the-money-be-used 

https://www.sfpa.ie/What-We-Do/Programmes/EMFF-Funding#1155199-how-will-the-money-be-used
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assessment by implementing a Compliance 

Assessment and Management System (SAMS) 

for food safety and fishery conservation control;  

– Enhance relationships with principal 

stakeholders by putting MOUs in place and 

appointing Liaison Officers; and  

– Improving preparation, management and clarity 

of internal documentation. 

Department of Defence and Defence Forces Strategy 

Statement 2017 – 2020 

The Strategy recognises that cross-cutting with other 

departments and agencies is critical, as the inputs and 

cooperation of other departments are often critical for 

the Defence Organisation meetings its goals and 

objectives, and equally, the success of other 

departments can be dependent on the inputs and 

cooperation of the Defence Organisation.  

The Strategic Goal within this document that is relevant 

to the fulfilment of the EMFF and its schemes is to 

“Enhance cross-cutting policy collaboration”. In order to 

achieve this goal the Strategy states that the Defence 

Organisation will develop synergies with other 

departments and agencies by continuing to formalise 

and monitor the provision of Memorandums of 

Understanding (MOUs) and Service Level Agreements 

(SLAs). 

This strategy holds broad strategic 

alignment with UP3 – Fostering the 

implementation of the Common 

Fisheries Policy and in particular, 

the Department’s role in in relation 

to its role the Control and 

Enforcement Scheme under the 

EMFF. The Department receives 

EMFF funding for investments in 

training, vessel monitoring 

systems, compliance promotion, 

new fisheries patrol vessels and 

the Fisheries Monitoring Centre. 

The Department of Defence and 

Defence Forces Annual Report 

2018
21

 outlines the following MOUs 

and SLAs that are relevant to, or 

support, the aims of the EMFF: 

 MOUs: 

– The Department of Defence 

has completed an MOU 

with the DAFM. 

 SLAs agreed with: 

– the MI regarding surveys, 

information sharing and 

training between the MI 

and the Naval Service; and 

– the SFPA in relation to 

services provided by the 

Naval Service and Air 

Corps to the SFPA 

regarding fisheries 

protection. 

The table below details the following strategies/plans which are required to be developed as a 

condition of the EMFF OP or related regulations: 

 National Strategic Plan for Sustainable Aquaculture Development (2015); 

 NPSA – Mid-Term Assessment; and 

 Action Plan for the Development, Competitiveness and Sustainability of Small Scale Coastal 

Fisheries (2014). 

                                                      
21

 https://assets.gov.ie/35728/4cbe93eb26074ff7a006691620ab583a.pdf 

https://assets.gov.ie/35728/4cbe93eb26074ff7a006691620ab583a.pdf
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Table 3: Strategies/plans developed as requirement of the EMFF OP/accompanying 

Regulations 

Strategy/Plan Fit with / Connection to OP 

National Strategic Plan for Sustainable 

Aquaculture Development (2015) 

This plan outlines a total of 24 actions to be taken 

across the following 5 action areas:  

 Aiming for Growth 

 Knowledge, Innovation and Technology 

 Ensuring Sustainability 

 Coordinated Spatial Planning 

 Aquaculture Licensing 

The development of this Plan is 

responding to Article 34 of the CFP; 

having one was a pre-requisite for 

EMFF OP approval by the 

Commission. 

Article 34 of the Common 

Fisheries Policy Regulation requires 

Member States to prepare multi-

annual national strategic plans for 

aquaculture. These plans are 

intended to inform investment 

priorities for aquaculture under MS’ 

operational programmes under the 

EMFF. They are also intended to 

identify measures to reduce the 

administrative burden on operators, 

to secure sustainable development 

and growth of aquaculture through 

coordinated spatial planning, to 

enhance the competitiveness of the 

aquaculture sector and to promote a 

level playing field for EU operators by 

exploiting their competitive 

advantages. 

The NPSA has been developed in 

direct response to this requirement. 

As the national plan for the 

aquaculture sector it informs the 

delivery of interventions/schemes for 

this sector in the EMFF OP. 

NPSA – Mid-Term Assessment
22

 

Assessed progress of the Plan under four 

headings: 

Simplification of administrative procedures: 

 The Independent Aquaculture Licensing Review 

Group examined the aquaculture licensing 

process and associated legal framework, 

making 30 recommendations in its report. The 

Department prepared an Implementation 

Strategy. 

Spatial Planning 

 At the time of publishing, the EMFF had 

approved grants of €2.9 million to the Marine 

Institute to pursue 9 scientific and technical 

projects to inform the proposed marine spatial 

The Mid-Term Assessment of the 

NPSA indicates that, at the time of 

publishing in 2018, the NPSA had 

made progress on the aims of the 

EMFF OP, specifically the aims under 

UP 2 – Fostering environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, 

innovative, competitive and 

knowledge-based aquaculture. 

                                                      
22

 Mid-Term Assessment of the plan 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/seafood/marineagenciesandprogrammes/nspa/MidTermAss20032018.PDF
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planning system. 

 Grants were also awarded to BIM and the 

university sector to pursue projects that would 

benefit the proposed marine spatial planning 

system. 

Enhance the competitiveness of EU 

aquaculture 

 highlights that a range of actions being 

implemented with financial support from the 

EMFF OP were making progress towards this 

heading. 

 EMFF OP schemes highlighted include the 

Sustainable Aquaculture Scheme, the 

Knowledge Gateway Scheme, and the Seafood 

Training Scheme. 

Promoting a level playing field for EU 

operators by exploiting their competitive 

advantages 

 notes that progress  had focussed on renewing 

and enhancing actions to manage risks to the 

aquaculture sector and the marine environment 

from invasive alien species. 

Conclusions 

 an overall increase in output of approx. 10% 

across all the species over the 2015 to 2016 

period. 

 aquaculture sector produced approx. 44,000 

tonnes in 2016. 

 Value rose to €168m at first point of sale (end of 

2016). 

 these figures highlight the reversal of the trend 

of decline in recent years.  

Action Plan for the Development, 

Competitiveness and Sustainability of Small 

Scale Coastal Fisheries (2014) 

This plan for small scale coastal fisheries (SSCF) 

is comprised of three actions plans relating to 

Development, Competitiveness and Sustainability. 

Development Action Plan 

 Addresses challenges including poor 

representation of SSCF and limited input to 

policy development, poor data provision and 

low visibility, and limited on board and onshore 

infrastructure facilities; 

 Actions to address these challenges include:  

– Support capacity building in the SSCF 

sector under Article 29 and under UP 4 

and the FLAG network; 

The SSCF Action Plan is referenced 

in the EMFF OP which includes a 

particular requirement to include: “4.2 

Description of the action plan for the 

development, competitiveness and 

sustainability of small-scale coastal 

fishing”. 

It is more fully described in the 

Implementation Plan for the Inshore 

Fisheries Conservation Scheme 

(within UP1). 

The Inshore Fisheries Conservation 

Scheme, administered by BIM, 

supports the implementation of 

actions identified in the SSCF Action 

Plan. 
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– Improve data provision; 

– Establish and support SSCF as an 

integrated identifiable player in Marine 

Spatial Planning; 

– Support onboard modernisation to 

increase the value of catches; 

– Support infrastructural investment  

– Support co-operative infrastructural and 

marketing initiatives and under Union 

Priority 4 and the FLAG network; 

– Support mini and micro processing 

enterprises to serve the SSCF fleet under 

Union Priority 4 and the FLAG network;  

– Support investments in safety and 

modernisation in SSCF vessels; and 

– Support for the development of uses of 

fish under the minimum conservation 

reference size landed under discard ban 

for purposes such as bait. 

Competitiveness Action Plan  

 Addresses challenges including low market 

prices and market access, high input costs, 

extreme weather events and limited on board 

and onshore infrastructure facilities; 

 Actions to address these challenges include: 

– Support the development of management 

plans to increase standing stock biomass 

and improve catch performance, to reduce 

fishing effort;  

– Support the development of infrastructure 

to enable more strategic marketing of live 

products; 

– Support infrastructural investment, 

particularly facilities that would enable 

more strategic marketing of live product; 

– Support diversification opportunities 

(marine tourism, aquaculture, fishing 

opportunity) for SSCF vessels.  

Sustainability Action Plan  

 Addresses challenges including low stock 

biomass, reduced diversity of fishing 

opportunity, Habitats and Birds Directives 

conservation requirements, and targets set 

under CFP, MSFD and MSY; 

 Actions to address these challenges include: 

– Support the restoration of stocks through 

co-operative development of management 

plans at the correct spatial scale to restore 
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diversity of fishing opportunity; 

– Support studies to clarify actual impact of 

particular fishing activities in Natura 2000 

sites; 

– Support the adoption of environmentally 

friendly fishing gear;  

– Encourage and support projects in 

partnership with the fishing industry to 

improve environmental awareness for the 

industry and wider society through 

environmental initiatives supported by 

Articles 27 and 40 and under Union 

Priority 4 and the FLAG network (Articles 

58-64); 

– Support for certification schemes that 

promote sustainably sourced seafood and 

PGI designation. 

 

The table below details the following strategies which were developed as a direct result of EMFF 

OP funding:  

 FLAG Area Strategies (2016); 

 Irish Inshore Fisheries Sector Strategy 2019 – 2021; and  

 Fishing for Litter (2015). 

Table 4: Strategies/plans produced as direct result of EMFF OP funding (funded by EMFF 

OP) 

Strategy/Plan Fit with / Connection to OP 

FLAG Area Strategies (2016) 

Each of the seven FLAG Area strategies outlines 

the area which falls under that FLAG and outlines 

the specific needs of the local seafood and 

maritime sectors in those areas, and the 

prioritisation of areas of activity. The areas to be 

considered for prioritisation by each area, 

according to their specific needs, include the 

following themes:  

 Adding value to fishery and aquaculture 

products; 

 Creating/maintaining jobs in coastal areas; 

 Promoting innovation in fisheries and 

aquaculture; 

 Supporting diversification within coastal 

communities; 

 Lifelong learning, attracting young people 

into fisheries, aquaculture, and marine 

related careers and activities; 

The development of the 7 FLAG 

Strategies was supported under UP 4 

- Increasing Employment and 

Territorial Cohesion and guide the 

funding made available through the 

Fisheries Local Area Development 

Scheme. FLAG Strategies.  These 

inform the investment decisions for 

funding allocated under this scheme 

in each FLAG area. 
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 Promoting social well-being and cultural 

heritage in fisheries and aquaculture areas; 

 Promoting best environmental practices; 

and  

 Strengthening the role and governance of 

fisheries communities in local development. 

Irish Inshore Fisheries Sector Strategy 2019 – 

2021  

This strategy provides the long-term thinking for 

the safeguarding of future of the Inshore Fisheries 

sector and sets out the aspirations and objectives 

of the sector, and identifies actions to be delivered 

through an implementation plan to achieve these. 

It is also noted that this strategy will inform the 

development of the EU legal framework to replace 

the EMFF from 2020 onwards.  The strategy’s 

vision statement is: “The Inshore Fisheries Sector 

will have a prosperous and sustainable future 

delivered through a united industry with a strong 

and influential voice”.  

The strategy outlines 4 themes which outline the 

strategy’s objectives and actions to be taken to 

meet these. The 4 themes are: 

 Organisation and Profile  

 Management and Planning 

 Infrastructure and Resources  

 Profitability 

This ‘bottom up’ Strategy was developed 

under the guidance of an industry-led steering 

group, allowing the sector to take ownership 

of the process and the final product. 

This strategy is aligned with many 

key policies and strategies: informing 

the implementation of the Seafood 

OP 2016-2022, the development of 

the EU legal framework to replace the 

EMFF from 2020 and the 

development of a Maritime Spatial 

Plan for Ireland in 2019/2020. 

Whilst the strategy tasks BIM with 

drawing up an Implementation Plan, 

implementation is industry-led with 

BIM advised in this regard by an 

Inshore Strategy Implementation 

Group. It will comprise nominees 

from NIFF, DAFM and its agencies, 

BIM, MI and the SFPA and will advise 

BIM in developing the Implementation 

Plan and then monitoring and driving 

implementation progress. 

The development of the Strategy was 

supported through the EMFF OP 

Inshore Fisheries Conservation 

Scheme (within UP1). 

Fishing for Litter (2015) 

This BIM initiative encourages fishermen to take 

ashore the litter than encounter while fishing at 

sea. It is part of BIM’s wider Clean Oceans 

Initiative which aims to have 100% of Irish trawlers 

participating in the initiative and collecting marine 

litter. By the end of 2019, 95% of trawlers were 

registered members of the scheme.  

Fishing for Litter has six aims:  

 Directly remove marine litter from the sea;  

 Investigate the sources of marine litter by 

monitoring samples coming ashore; 

 Investigate and support ways to reduce the 

seafood sector being a source of marine 

litter; 

 Improve on-board waste management 

practices whilst out at sea; 

Fishing for Litter, and the wider Clean 

Oceans initiative, are supported by 

EMFF funding which provides on-

board storage facilities and on-shore 

infrastructure for environmentally 

friendly disposal of all plastics and 

waste (supported under UP 1 

Sustainable Fisheries Scheme Part 

A), part of a programme of actions 

mainly focused on Environmentally 

Friendly Fishing Methods, innovation 

and protection /restoration of marine 

biodiversity. 
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 Increase awareness amongst the fishing 

industry about the impact of marine litter on 

the marine environment; and  

 Collectively share and report the 

commitments of the catching sector to 

support marine litter reduction. 

3.1.4 Policy Developments: Summary 

The review of policies and strategies in this section demonstrates that the EMFF OP is coherent 

with and aligned with many policies and strategies that have emerged since it was launched.  

These are concerned with national development and planning, integrated marine planning, food, 

skills, biodiversity and climate change. 

The EMFF OP has also influenced a number of key plans and strategies developed over the 

course of its lifetime and has also directly funded numerous plans and strategies including. 

 strategies for state agencies which are Implementing and/or Beneficiary Bodies (delivering 

scheme(s) funded by the EMFF OP (and hence their strategies are partly steered by the 

EMFF)); 

 strategies/plans which are required to be developed as a condition of the EMFF OP or 

related regulations including NSPA and Action Plan for SSCF. 

 strategies – the development of which was funded by the EMFF OP such as FLAG 

strategies, Inshore Fisheries Strategy. 

3.2 Key Issues affecting the Programme or particular Priorities 

In this section, consideration is given to issues arising from external developments that affect the 

OP and its performance.  These are summarised in the following section. 

3.2.1 Economic: Covid-19 impact 

The Covid-19 outbreak began in China in late December 2019 to early January 2020 and spread 

outside China throughout January and February 2020, with the World Health Organisation 

(WHO) declaring the outbreak a Public Health Emergency of International Concern on 30 

January 2020, and then as a pandemic on 11 March 2020.
23

 Ireland introduced lockdown and 

social distancing measures in March 2020
24

 with the majority of countries around the world doing 

the same. 

 

Impact on the Seafood Sector 

The pandemic has negatively impacted on Irish seafood sector (both currently and likely into the 

future).  In summary, the key impacts are: 

 Reduced access to markets 

 Reduced prices 

 (Potential) reduced employment/job losses as the global economy emerges from lockdown in 

a significantly changed economic environment with depressed demand and increasing cost 

base. 

                                                      
23

 https://www.who.int/news-room/detail/27-04-2020-who-timeline---covid-19 
24

 https://www.rte.ie/news/2020/0320/1124382-covid-19-ireland-timeline/ 

https://www.who.int/news-room/detail/27-04-2020-who-timeline---covid-19
https://www.rte.ie/news/2020/0320/1124382-covid-19-ireland-timeline/
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These are described in more detail below. These impacts are not unique to the seafood sector 

and many sectors in the wider economy have been affected by reduced market access, reduced 

prices, and potential job losses, as a result of the pandemic. 

As countries around the world have introduced lockdown measures which significantly disrupt 

economic activity, the seafood sector has been negatively impacted by the effective closure 

of traditional export markets in Asia and Europe.
25

 In particular, the closure of the European 

foodservice sector has impacted heavily on the Irish whitefish industry which saw exports of fresh 

Irish haddock fall by 26% in value, and monkfish by 40% in value, in Q1 2020 compared to Q1 

2019.
26

 The closure of European markets also contributed to reduced demand for the inshore 

fishery sector, particularly with regards to shellfish
27

, and for the aquaculture sector. 

The closure of Europe’s foodservice sector also resulted in an oversupply of whitefish to the 

market contributing to downward pressure on prices and difficulty in selling all stocks that were 

landed.
28

 Consequently, there has been limited access to reefer containers in which to store 

international shipments, causing a huge barrier to trade as processors can’t secure enough 

containers to ship their stocks, and when reefer containers can be accessed, the cost of these 

has doubled.
29

 The cost of air transport to the Asian market has also been a barrier to trade.
30

 

Bord Bia note that there has been increasing protectionism in a number of markets within the 

EU
31

, where there are various campaigns running which are encouraging consumers to buy 

locally sourced seafood, creating further challenges to Ireland’s seafood exporters.
32

 

Furthermore, following the collapse of export markets, the Irish fishing fleet has mostly tied up 

due to the slump in global demand.  

Impact on the EMFF OP 

As the EMFF OP is very well progressed (in terms of funds committed/spent (~69% spent by end 
of 2019 and projected 86% by end of 2020 – see Section 5.3)) and close to completion, the 
pandemic has had a limited impact on its performance; though for same reasons, the EMFF OP 
has been constrained in terms of its ability to respond to the challenges. 
Looking ahead, the Covid-19 pandemic has halted economic activity in many sectors, resulting in 

a significant fall in demand for seafood products. Ireland’s seafood sector has been significantly 

impacted by this as highlighted above and this is likely to have a bearing on the future of the 

sector and the next OP.  On a more positive note, some of the EMFF funds have been used to 

address some of the negative consequences of the pandemic, through the Temporary Fleet Tie-

up Scheme for the Fisheries sector and an Aquaculture Support Scheme (discussed below).  

In addition, consideration is being given to how EMFF could support the aquaculture sector with 

discussions currently ongoing between DAFM, BIM and IFA as to the support that could be 

offered. IFA Aquaculture have called for EMFF funds to be made available for financial aid to the 

Irish aquaculture sector to support producers in dealing with the impact of the Covid-19 crisis
33

, 

and have made a number of submissions to the minister requesting this.  

Government and Banking Support: Response to Covid-19 

                                                      
25

 https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/press/pressreleases/2020/march/title,140698,en.html 
26

 Bord Bia (2020), Market and Sector Insights Covid-19 Impact on Trade: June 19
th

, 2020 
27

 Bord Bia (2020), Market and Sector Insights Covid-19 Impact on Trade: May 12
th

 2020 
28

 Ibid 
29

 Bord Bia (2020), Market and Sector Insights Covid-19 Impact on Trade: April 24
th

 2020 
30

 Bord Bia (2020), Market and Sector Insights Covid-19 Impact on Trade: April 15
th

 2020 
31

 Bord Bia (2020), Market and Sector Insights Covid-19 Impact on Trade: May 12
th

 2020 
32

 Bord Bia (2020), Market and Sector Insights Covid-19 Impact on Trade: June 12
th

 2020 
33

 https://www.ifa.ie/irish-aquaculture-needs-supports-introduced-immediately/ 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/press/pressreleases/2020/march/title,140698,en.html
https://www.ifa.ie/irish-aquaculture-needs-supports-introduced-immediately/
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In response to the negative economic impacts of Covid-19 on the Irish seafood sector, 

government have announced a Covid-19 Temporary Fleet Tie-up Scheme that will contribute to 

the fixed costs incurred by fishing vessels while tied up, providing a safety net for Irish fishing.
34

 It 

offers support for fixed costs from €6,000 per month for a maximum of two months for the very 

largest vessels over 24 metres, to €500 per month for a maximum of two months for the very 

smallest vessels under 6 metres in length.
35

 This scheme is designed to run alongside and 

complement the Covid-19 wage supports and loan arrangements already being provided by 

government to the fishing sector and other sectors of the economy.
36

  The Covid-19 Temporary 

Fleet Tie-up Scheme was implemented over three months June to August 2020. 

For aquaculture, a Covid19 Aquaculture Support Scheme was announced on 22 October 2020.
37

 

This is designed to compensate oyster and rope mussel producers by supporting their costs of 

production for product that they were unable to sell over the period February to June 2020.  

Payments reflect the historic production levels of producers and their costs of production and are 

based on official data provided by producers themselves through the Annual Aquaculture 

Production and Employment Survey.  For oyster producers, payments range from €6,800 to 

€16,300 per business and for rope mussel producers who have considerably lower costs of 

production, payments range from €1,300 to €9,000 per business.  BIM launched the scheme in 

early November 2020, with a view to paying successful applicants in 2020. 

Like the majority of sectors in the economy, the seafood sector also faces potential for job losses 

due to the slump in global demand. The Irish government have attempted to reduce job losses by 

introducing a range of schemes to protect jobs and income; there are also a range of 

banking/credit interventions and other supports. 

Supports introduced to mitigate the impact of Covid-19 include (see Appendix 3 for a full list 

description of supports): 

 Income Supports: 

o Temporary COVID-19 Wage Subsidy Scheme 

o Pandemic Unemployment Payment 

o Short Time Work Support 

o Pandemic Payment 

o Illness Benefit for Covid-19 Absences 

o Supplementary Welfare Allowance 

o Income Support Helpline for Covid-19 

 Access to Finance and Banking:  

o State Aid Temporary Framework 

o Banking and Credit Measures, e.g. payment breaks 

o ‘Warehousing’ of Covid-19 related tax debt for businesses 

o SME Credit Guarantee Scheme for Covid-19 

o Covid-19 Working Capital Scheme 

o Credit Guarantee Scheme 

o Covid-19 Loans: Microfinance Ireland Loans / Business Loans 

o Future Growth Loan Scheme 

 Other: 

o Pandemic Stabilisation and Recovery Fund 

                                                      
34

 http://www.bim.ie/schemes/covid-19-temporary-fleet-tie-up-scheme/ 
35

 https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/press/pressreleases/2020/may/title,142520,en.html 
36

 Ibid. 
37  

https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/question/2020-11-

03/43/?highlight%5B0%5D=covid&highlight%5B1%5D=covid and  

https://www.gov.ie/en/press-release/9aaa8-minister-mcconalogue-announces-covid-19-aquaculture-

support-scheme/ 

http://www.bim.ie/schemes/covid-19-temporary-fleet-tie-up-scheme/
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/press/pressreleases/2020/may/title,142520,en.html
https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/question/2020-11-03/43/?highlight%5B0%5D=covid&highlight%5B1%5D=covid
https://www.oireachtas.ie/en/debates/question/2020-11-03/43/?highlight%5B0%5D=covid&highlight%5B1%5D=covid
https://www.gov.ie/en/press-release/9aaa8-minister-mcconalogue-announces-covid-19-aquaculture-support-scheme/
https://www.gov.ie/en/press-release/9aaa8-minister-mcconalogue-announces-covid-19-aquaculture-support-scheme/
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o Restart Fund 

o Government Supports For Seafood Processors: €200m Package for Enterprise 

Supports 

o Resources for Supply Chain 

o Navigating Change Covid Response Programme 

o Local Enterprise Offices (LEOs) Trading Online Voucher 

o Covid 19 Business Financial Planning Grant 

o LEAN for Micro 

o Commercial Rates Waiver Scheme 

3.2.2 Economic: Brexit (high levels of uncertainty) 

On 23 June 2016 the UK voted to leave the EU and after prolonged negotiations on the details of 

how this would occur and what the UK-EU relationship would look like post-Brexit, the two sides 

reached a Withdrawal Agreement on 17 October 2019. The UK then officially left the EU on 31 

January 2020 with a transition period in place until 31 December 2020, after which point new 

rules regarding trade and travel will be implemented.
38

 

BIM reported that Brexit poses a number of risks to the sector and has created a high degree of 
uncertainty, particularly in relation to international trade, supply chains, transport logistics 
and access to fishing waters.

39
  These are also reflected in Food Wise 2025 – Steps to 

Success 2019
40

, which reported the top three concerns of the seafood sector in relation to Brexit 
as: access to raw material; logistics and lack of knowledge on tariff implications. 
However, Bord Bia reported that a culture of preparedness for Brexit has taken hold 
throughout the seafood sector (and other food sectors).

41
 Research published in 2018 under Bord 

Bia’s Brexit-focused risk analysis tool, the Brexit Barometer, found that 73% of respondents from 
the Irish food and drink industry had taken steps to address potential outcomes; 54% of 
companies had developed tailored marketing strategies for the UK market; and 85% were 
actively seeking to develop new markets.

42
 

 
Impact During the OP: The UK is an important market for whitefish and salmon. Bord Bia 
reported that the Irish seafood sector may already have felt some negative impacts arising from 
Brexit, with exports of salmon to UK declining by 13% (value) in 2018.

43
 However in 2019 this 

trend reversed and salmon exports to the UK increased by 35% (value).
44

 
Some EMFF OP schemes have adapted to address the issues posed by Brexit – for example

45
: 

 Under BIM’s revised Seafood Processing Innovation Scheme seafood companies can avail 

of specific mentoring and consultancy. Key issues addressed include: currency hedging; 

supply chain analysis; logistics and raw material sourcing.  

 BIM’s Seafood Scaling Scheme & New Market Development Scheme is being broadened to 

assist seafood businesses to prepare for Brexit through supports for market diversification. 

In collaboration with Bord Bia funding will be made available for individual companies in 

addition to collectives to attend trade shows and networking events through the revised 

scheme. 

 
Looking ahead: Whilst in 2019 BIM reported that the general economic outlook for Ireland’s 
seafood sector remains positive, in light of the Covid-19 pandemic, that perspective is somewhat 
out of date.

46
  Looking ahead, the potential (primarily) adverse impacts (on the sector) include: 
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 Reduced access to fishing waters.  The impact that restricted access to fishing waters will 

have on the Irish seafood sector cannot be understated because, on average, 34% of Irish 

landings by volume and value are taken from UK waters.
47

 

 Increased costs: any future tariffs will increase costs for Irish seafood sector 

businesses exporting to UK market. As an indication of the potential impact Brexit could 

have on the sector, figures from Annual Business Survey of Economic Impact show that 

28% of Údarás na Gaeltachta’s client companies’ export sales are to the UK, at a value of 

€148 million in 2018. Any future customs tariffs are likely to have a significant impact on 

such companies.
48

After the transition period ends on 1 January 2020 there will be a new 

land border between the EU and the UK on the island of Ireland, which may create barriers 

to trade for seafood products travelling across this border.  

 Displacement. There is a risk that, in a no deal Brexit scenario, the EU fleet would no 

longer have access to UK waters which creates the potential for displacement of activity into 

Irish waters, which would negatively impact the fishing activity of Irish operators. In its June 

2019 Contingency Communication, the Commission outlined that it is working with Member 

States so that resources under the EMFF can be used for temporary cessation if needed.
49

  

 Regulations: There may also be changes to the way in which regulations are enforced in 

the waters around Ireland and the UK which may impact upon UP3, particularly control and 

enforcement measures. 

 UK and EU Markets: As noted above, the Irish seafood industry is likely to be significantly 

affected by Brexit: on the one hand, the UK market for whitefish and salmon  may have 

already felt the negative impact of Brexit-related uncertainty and this is likely to continue.  

However, a potentially positive impact/opportunity arising from Brexit is that the Irish 

seafood sector may be able to take advantage of any supply of seafood from the UK 

market to the EU, that is lost a result of Brexit.  

3.2.3 Economic: Market Opportunities 

Market opportunities were identified at discreet points in time and reflected prevailing market 

conditions as reported in a variety of documents published in 2018 and 2019 (see footnotes for 

specific details). It is currently unclear to what extent these markets and opportunities will recover 

to these anticipated levels following the Covid-19 pandemic. 

 Expanding middle class consumers in Asia-Pacific region, particularly in China. The 

global population is continuing to grow and seafood is a popular source of protein in the 

diets of the expanding middle-class consumers in the Asia-Pacific region. In China alone, 

per capita consumption of seafood has trebled over the last twenty five years, which has led 

to large increases in demand for seafood products.
50

 Ireland’s seafood sector has already 

benefitted from this trend with the Asian market having overtaken the UK as Ireland’s 

second-largest regional market.
51

 Ireland’s seafood industry witnessed a 68% increase in 

exports to China in 2018.
52

 

 Seafood remains central part of many people’s diets in Africa, expected to account 

for two-thirds of middle-income consumers by 2030In other regions such as Africa, 

seafood remains a central part of the diet of many people and the UN Food & Agricultural 

Organisation (FAO) has estimated that two thirds of the world’s middle-income consumers 

will live here by 2030. This represents significant growth potential for Ireland’s seafood 
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sector should it position itself as one of the premium suppliers of seafood to the global 

economy.
53

 

 Opportunities within EU market. There are also opportunities for market growth in more 

established markets for Irish seafood products. In the EU there is a €17 billion (approx.) 

seafood trade deficit, with demand for seafood growing in the region due to a growing 

knowledge of seafood’s health benefits, coupled with an ageing population in the region.
54

 

 

Impact 

Before the outbreak of the pandemic these opportunities would have created an enabling 

environment for the Seafood Scaling and New Market Development Scheme and the Seafood 

Promotion Scheme, both under UP5, as they represent opportunities for expansion in 

international markets. However, the Covid-19 pandemic (and the subsequent fall in global 

economic activity and emerging pathway out of lockdown/restrictions) has created significant 

barriers to the expansion of Irish seafood products in international markets, and the development 

of new markets.  This is primarily an issue for the future programme, rather than adversely 

affecting the performance of the current OP (given level of funding already committed by the time 

the pandemic unfolded). 
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3.2.4 Regulatory: Aquaculture Licenses 

Aquaculture licensing is an extremely complex issue which has involved a significant body of 

work on the part of DAFM.  It is a legal requirement to obtain an appropriate licence to engage in 

aquaculture. Under section 6 of the Fisheries (Amendment) Act, 1997
55

 it is illegal to engage in 

aquaculture without an appropriate Aquaculture Licence. Aquaculture licensing is administered 

through the Aquaculture and Foreshore Management Division of DAFM.  

Applications for a licence may be subject to environmental assessments under the Natural 

Habitats Regulations if located within or close to Natura 2000 conservation sites and the Minister 

may require an applicant to submit an Environmental Impact Statement if the Minister considers 

that the proposed aquaculture is likely to have significant effects on the environment.
56

  The 2007 

adverse ruling of the Court of Justice of the European Union against Ireland, on implementation 

of the Birds and Habitats Directive, effectively stalled the licensing of aquaculture in Ireland until 

such time as Appropriate Assessments could be carried out on aquaculture licence applications 

in Natura 2000 sites
57

. 

As a consequence of the ruling, the licensing process must adhere to the requirements of the 

Birds and Habitats Directive which are onerous, and similarly the requirement for environmental 

assessments. 

Many stakeholders within Ireland’s aquaculture industry perceive that the licensing process is 

inefficient and characterised by delays; this in turn is regarded by stakeholders as having  

hampered the growth of the industry and contributed to delays in public notice provisions.
58

  

Some stakeholders are of the opinion that the processes involved in obtaining an aquaculture 

licence present an ‘administrative burden’, a point which BIM highlighted as one of the key 

challenges to the growth of the sector, with the licensing process having a significant backlog
59

. 

In the AIR 2016, it was reported that there was “continued muted demand for capital grants in the 

aquaculture sector.”
60

  

However, despite the perceived issues associated with the aquaculture licensing process, recent 

years have seen a significant increase in capital investment in aquaculture, as more sites were 

licensed year on year – as reported in: 

 AIR 2017
61

 stated: “A notable increase in capital investment in aquaculture as more sites 

are licensed” and “It is also likely that 2017 saw the release of some pent-up demand for 

investment in oysters as licences in Donegal were renewed in late 2016, leading to projects 

for funding in 2017”. 

 AIR 2018
62

 stated: “A notable increase in capital investment in aquaculture as more sites 

are licensed” and “It is also likely that 2018 saw an increase in demand for investment in 

oysters as licences are being renewed.” 

 OPMC Minutes (30 November 2018) stated: “With regards to Aquaculture, the Chair 

advised that the Minister has reported on the progress with the issuing of licences.  Priority 

has been given to the backlog of licences.  He advised that 300 Aquaculture Licences 

determinations were made in 2018 and a similar number is expected in 2019.” 
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 Draft AIR 2019
63

 stated: “Since 2014, appropriate assessments have been undertaken for 

60+ Natura sites, providing advice relating to >850 aquaculture licenses”. 

 

In 2016 DAFM appointed an independent Aquaculture Licensing Review Group to conduct a 

detailed review of the current licensing process for aquaculture and its associated legal 

framework. DAFM received the group’s report in 2017 and has since been implementing a plan to 

address the findings and recommendations of the review
64

. 

Impact 

The issues associated with the perceived inefficiency of the licensing process have created 

barriers for the success of schemes under UP2, particularly the Sustainable Aquaculture 

Scheme and the Knowledge Gateway Scheme;  the complex licensing system may have 

contributed to lower levels of investment in aquaculture than would have occurred under a 

system which was less complex from a regulatory perspective and carried a lesser 

administrative burden (in respect of environmental requirements, for example).  

The muted demand for capital grants in 2016, followed by subsequent years seeing a significant 

increase in capital investment in aquaculture (both in 2017 and 2018, as more sites were 

licensed
65

) might suggest an easement of the issue, with the issuing of hundreds of licenses in 

2017 and 2018 contributing significantly to this positive development.  

3.2.5 Regulatory: Marine Planning Development Management Bill (MPDM) 

The MPDM Bill has evolved from the Maritime Area and Foreshore Amendment Bill. It  aims to 

establish in law a new regime for the maritime area which will replace existing State and 

development consent regimes and streamline arrangements on the basis of a single 

consent principle, i.e. one state consent (Maritime Area Consent) to enable occupation of the 

Maritime Area and one development consent (planning permission), with a single environmental 

assessment.
66

 This new single consent principle is designed to remove unnecessary 

duplication, play a critical role in the harnessing of the potential of Ireland’s offshore renewable 

energy resources, and incorporates a forward planning model, with decisions to be taken in a 

manner that secures the objectives of the National Marine Planning Framework (NMPF) which 

provides the spatial and policy context for decisions about the maritime area.
67

 

The Bill establishes a legal basis for An Bord Pleanála and coastal local authorities to consent to 

development in the maritime area, while retaining existing foreshore and planning permission 

provisions for sea fisheries related development, with permission provisions for aquaculture 

excluded from this Bill.
68

 

The MPDM General Scheme was developed by the Department for Housing, Planning and Local 

Government in collaboration with the Department for Communications, Climate Action and 

Environment and other relevant policy departments across government. 

A final General Scheme of the Bill was approved by Government in December, 2019 
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Impact 

This may negatively impact Ireland’s fisheries sector as the need to harness Ireland’s potential 

offshore renewable energy resources is of high strategic importance, which may result in such 

projects being preferred over fisheries development. Research conducted by the Celtic Seas 

Partnership in 2016 notes that marine renewables projects may result in the displacement of 

fishing activity, and that the fishing industry feels under pressure and potentially threatened by 

other new marine uses, such as renewables.
69

 The research does also note potential positive 

impacts of renewables projects for the fishing sector, such as commercial and conservation 

benefits to fish stocks from exclusion zones around wind/tidal facilities.
70

 

3.2.6 Regulatory: Control and Enforcement / Penalty Points System 

dispute 

The penalty points system dispute is a complex issue. Ireland’s (former) minority government 

experienced ongoing difficulties in attempts to introduce legislation to implement the EU penalty 

points system for owners and master of fishing vessels, in connection with serious infringements 

of the CFP. The minority government attempted to introduce such legislation however the 

statutory instrument was annulled by Dáil Éireann in May 2018 by 80 votes to 54, which was the 

first time in the history of the State that a statutory instrument had been overturned by the 

Oireachtas.
71

 

Ireland’s failure to implement the EU points system has resulted in a situation where, the 

European Commission has suspended recoupment to Ireland  in connection with EMFF 

Programme investment in control and enforcement; the  amount will  increase as further claims 

are submitted.
72

 At the OPMC meeting (December 2019), €10M in recoupment claims has been 

suspended.  This will rise to €25M in 2020 and further to €37M in 2021.
73

 Progressing legislation 

in Dáil Éireann that will implement the EU points system will be a matter for the new Government 

which has recently been formed. 

Impact 

This issue does not  affect the overall performance of the OP or the Control and Enforcement 

Scheme as the budget for the scheme has mostly been committed / spent and projects have 

been implemented; the cost has been borne by the Member State/Exchequer to date, pending 

recoupment from the EC). It however is an important administrative / cash-flow issue for the 

programme due to the ongoing dispute as to how much of the total investment made under this 

scheme will be recouped by DAFM from the EC. 

3.2.7 Regulatory: Landing obligations / discards ban 

The landing obligation was implemented to stop discarding, which is the practice of returning 

unwanted catches to the sea, either dead or alive, due to market drivers or catch limits imposed 

by regulation. It was phased in between 2015 to 2019 and requires all catches of regulated 

commercial species on-board to be landed and counted against quota, with the aim of improving 

fishing behaviour through improvements in selectivity. 
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Phased introduction meant that full implementation affecting the fleets targeting Nephrops and 

whitefish fisheries was from 2019 onwards. Prior to this the Landing Obligation applied to the 

pelagic fleet which was able to cope with Landing Obligation requirements. 

Impact 

The landing obligation poses a challenge for Irish vessels due to the requirement to:  

 focus on landing and counting catches against quota. For example:BIM note that in 2017 

Nephrops norvegicus was the most commercially valuable demersal species by a significant 

margin, with a value of €55 million. However unwanted catches of small and/or quota-limited 

whitefish such as cod, whiting, haddock, and small Nephrops which may have been 

discarded in the past, need to be reduced to prevent early cessation of fishing effort or 

“choking” under the landing obligation and to optimise quota use.
74

 

 increased costs associated with handling/storing unwanted catches which must be landed 

under the obligation
75

 and deployment of more selective fishing methods/equipment to avoid 

juvenile, depleted and choke stocks.
76

. 

 

The EMFF OP includes schemes which aim to assist fishermen with the implementation of new 

systems and processes to deal with unwanted catches.  For example, the Sustainable Fisheries 

Scheme, in particular Part C mitigates against the impact of the landing obligation / discard ban 

and in 2019, 3 projects received public aid of over €1million for infrastructure improvement 

projects which aim to assist fishermen to meet the challenges of the landing obligation. The main 

elements of the projects are provision of cold storage facilities and associated handling 

equipment for the storage of unwanted catches.
77

   

The Sustainable Fisheries Scheme Part C experienced muted demand for funding in the early 

years of the programme
78

; this arose from the phased implementation of the landing obligation. In 

the earlier phase of implementation which applied to the pelagic fleet it was able to cope with 

landing obligation requirements and therefore did not place a demand on the Scheme. 

Other schemes also address the challenges arising from the landing obligation including 

Sustainable Fisheries Part A and Part B (investment for public interest projects relating to 

selective gear, on-board investments for selective gear, cold storage). 
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3.2.8 Regulatory: GDPR 

The introduction of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) in May 2018 has placed 

greater emphasis on the protection of personal data. The regulation aims to create more 

transparency of the lawful reasons for processing data and storing personal information. 

Impact 

There were some initial concerns and issues connected to GDPR which were related to the 

following matters (the resolution to each issue is also described): 

 The publication of beneficiary data as required by the EMFF regulation clause (92) which 

refers to the interests of “improving accessibility to, and transparency of, information about 

funding opportunities and project beneficiaries” and the requirement to host “ a single 

website or website portal providing information on the operational programme, including the 

lists of operations supported under the operational programme….. Without prejudice to the 

application of Directive 95/46/EC of the European Parliament and of the Counci
l79

, such 

publication may include the names of natural persons in accordance with national law.”  The 

MA publishes vessel names and register number (on beneficiary list
80)

. The EMFF 

Regulation requires that the MA publish certain data such as vessel number etc.  Under Art 

6 of the GDPR the MA does not require consent for this as it is a legal obligation on the MA.  

In relation to the names of natural persons, that same obligation in law is not there. Rather 

the EMFF defers to national law on this point.  So the MA does not publish the names of 

natural persons in its beneficiary lists 

 DCF scheme: The Data Collection Regulation (199/2008) provides for collecting data 

relating to individual persons
81

; however Clause (2)
82

 and Clause (16)
83

 do offer protection 

in respect of identifying individuals.  Under GDPR data can only be used for the purpose for 

which it was collected, except with additional consent or on another legal basis such as 

legal obligation in another EU act. In the early years after GDPR, there was some 

reluctance in agencies to allow use of such data for other reporting purposes, as they GDPR 

was generally understood in terms of consent, and other elements of art 6 were less 

understood. This was part of a bedding in and learning process. 

 Control and Enforcement Scheme: SFPA’s functions require it to collect and report on a 

large amount of personal data and therefore the changes brought about by GDPR 
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legislation have impacted the day to day operations of the organisation, who have since 

appointed a Data Protection Officer.
84

 

 

The impact of GDPR will also be an important issue for consideration in a future programme in 

terms of developing appropriate policies, processes and guidance/information as to how GDRP 

applies to all those involved in implementation. However, despite initial concerns on the potential 

impact of GDPR on the performance of the OP, these have been addressed and there has been 

no significant impact.  

3.2.9 Climate Change 

The effects of climate change and the need to integrate environmental considerations into 

various areas of policy will demand greater focus at the national and EU level.  

A 2012 EPA report found that Ireland’s climate is changing in line with global patterns.
85

 There 

are a number of changes in climate which may have an impact on the Irish seafood sector in the 

future, including
86

:  

 continued warming of Irish waters; 

 increased precipitation in winter and decreased precipitation in summer; 

 increased frequency of storm surge events;  

 increased extreme wave heights; and  

 continued rise in sea levels. 

Findings from the last comprehensive analysis of observational indicators of climate change in 

Ireland’s marine ecosystems
87

 in 2009, and the EPA 2012 report (cited above), found that: 

 Sea surface temperature has increased 0.6°C per decade since 1994 – an unprecedented 

increase; 

 Increased wave heights of 0.8m off the coast of southwest Ireland; 

 A rise in sea level around Ireland by approximately 4-6cm since the early 1990s; 

 Decline in salmon, trout and eel populations since the 1980s, in which climate and ocean 

change may have had a role; and  

 Increased numbers of most warm water marine fish species in Irish waters with increased 

sightings of exotic fish species. 

DAFM have acknowledged the following likely impacts of climate change in the seafood 

sector:
88

  

 Increased damage to fishing vessels, fishing gear and seafood infrastructure due to more 

severe storms;  

 A change in traditional fisheries as the distribution of certain fish stocks move northwards 

due to increasing sea temperatures; and  

 Reduced shell growth in commercially important seafood species such as oysters and 

mussels, due to increased ocean acidification. 

Ireland’s policy response to climate change is comprised of the Climate Action Plan, which details 

how Ireland’s key sectors can contribute to Ireland reaching decarbonisation targets; and the 
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NAF (and associated Sectoral Adaptation Plans including one for Agriculture, Forest and 

Seafood) which sets out the national strategy to reduce the vulnerability of the country to the 

negative effects of climate change and to avail of any positive impacts (see Policy Context 

section). The NAF and the Climate Action Plan together comprise Ireland’s response to climate 

change. 

Impact 

The factors outlined above have been reflected in the broader context in which the EMFF OP has 

operated.  Given the increasing priority and significance attached to climate change and 

associated policy, these issues are likely to have a much greater bearing on the next OP. 

The EMFF OP 2014-20 earmarked funding under a number of measures to address climate 

change.  To the end of 2019, over €8M of total eligible public expenditures has been declared by 

beneficiaries to the MA under 11 measures
89

. 

3.2.10 Access to Finance 

Issues associated with access to finance in the seafood sector are documented in Ex Ante 

Assessment of Financial Instruments (2017)
90

 

 Output price volatility represents uncertainty for financial institutions evaluating loan 

applications. 

 Potential impacts of Brexit on key markets for seafood exports a further uncertainty. 

 Access to credit reported by fish processing sector (representative body) as challenge. 

 Independent Credit Review Office identified market failures in provision of finance for 

seafood sector. 

 Evidence of higher interest rates faced by enterprises relative to other sectors.  Irish 

enterprises in this sector also face higher interest rates relative to other EU Member States.  
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https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-2020/financialinstruments/20190409FIOUTCOME230419.pdf
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 Significant reason for banks refusing loan applications: lack of borrower credit history. 

 Absence of sufficient collateral by SMEs likely to impact on willingness to lend. 

 

Impact 

Access to Finance was identified as an issue which was dampening demand from some 

schemes (e.g. uptake of the New Fishermen Scheme in the early years of the programme 

impacted by lack of finance
91

). 

Whilst an Ex Ante Assessment completed in 2018 recommended that a Financial Instrument be 

introduced, a decision was taken by the then Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine, Mr 

Michael Creed, T.D., not to proceed with this (April 2019)
92

. As part of this announcement, the 

Minister indicated that lessons learnt in conducting the FI ex-ante assessment and consultation 

exercise would be taken into consideration in the design of future programmes (including the next 

EMFF OP), and that an update of the ex ante assessment for the use of FI, including working 

capital be considered in the next EMFF OP. 

If introduced, this would have gone some way to address the issue in terms of providing loan 

guarantees, thus making the scheme more attractive.  As the Programme has progressed, the 

demand for the scheme has increased
93

. 

3.2.11 Key Issues: Summary 

The review of key issues illustrates the fluid environment in which the EMFF OP has been 

operating.  Some issues have arisen relatively recently (Covid-19) and so have not had a 

significant impact on the EMFF OP performance given that it is well advanced through its lifetime; 

this issue will be a key consideration in the context for the future programme. 

International market opportunities - for expansion and development of new markets - provided 

an enabling environment for schemes within the EMFF OP (Seafood Scaling and New Market 

Development Scheme and Seafood Promotion Scheme); however, the outbreak of the Covid-19 

pandemic has created significant barriers.  This is primarily an issue for the future programme, 

rather than adversely affecting the performance of the current OP (given level of funding already 

committed by the time the pandemic unfolded). 

Brexit has introduced considerable uncertainty during the EMFF OP programme lifetime with 

both potential opportunities and challenges arising; the EMFF OP has sought to respond to some 

challenges through revising some schemes (Seafood Processing Innovation Scheme; Seafood 

Scaling & New Market) to provide relevant supports.  This issue will also be pertinent in the future 

programme. 

Issues associated with the complexity and timeliness of the aquaculture licensing process 

created barriers to the success of schemes under UP2 (Sustainable Aquaculture Scheme, 

Knowledge Gateway Scheme);  the complex licensing system may have contributed to lower 

levels of investment in aquaculture. 

Other issues have developed over the programme lifetime and may have some bearing on the 

remainder of the programme, more so on context for the successor programme (Marine 

Planning Development Bill, phasing in of landing obligations – the EMFF OP includes 

schemes to address this). 

                                                      
91

 AIR 2016 and AIR 2017: reported low uptake of New Fishermen Scheme due in part to accessing credit 

(particularly in 2017);  also regulatory exclusion due to fleet imbalances hence scheme criteria (vessel 
<12m) also contributed. 
92

 Ex Ante Assessment Financial Instruments - Outcome 2019 
93

 AIR 2018 and AIR 2019 reported improved interest: AIR 2018: 4 projects completed, 8 projects approved 

and 5 projects carried over to 2019; AIR 2019: 11 projects completed; 3 carried over to 2020. 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-2020/financialinstruments/20190409FIOUTCOME230419.pdf
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Some issues (Control and Enforcement / Penalty Points System Dispute, GDPR) that are 

primarily administrative in nature have arisen; these have not affected performance of the EMFF 

OP. 

Whilst access to finance has not been a significant issue in the current programme, in light of 

the current economic climate this will be an important consideration for the future programme. 

The increasing importance of climate change and the need to integrate environmental 

considerations into various areas of policy will demand greater focus at the national and EU level 

– a key issue for consideration in the future programme. 
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3.3 Context Indicators 

3.3.1 Introduction 

This section revisits the purpose of indicators for the EMFF OP (including the common monitoring 

and evaluation system, and relevant definitions) and relevant definitions.  It then details the 

changes in the values of Ireland’s context indicators, comparing the initial baseline data which 

was available in 2014, and the most up to date figures available for each context indicator. 

3.3.2 Context Indicators: Purpose and Definitions 

The EMFF OP uses common indicators to monitor and assess the progress of OP 

implementation towards achievement of objectives, while also allowing for the aggregation of 

data at UP level. Context indicators are one type of common indicator which are used alongside 

other common indicators (detailed below). The common indicators include: context indicators, 

result indicators and output indicators (detailed below). 

Common Monitoring and Evaluation System and Common Indicators 

Like all European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF), the European Maritime and Fisheries 

Fund (EMFF) adopted a result-oriented approach. To measure the performance of the EMFF, 

Articles 107 and 108 of the EMFF Regulation introduce a Common Monitoring and Evaluation 

System (CMES), comprising context, result and output indicators as well as a reinforced 

intervention logic, milestones
94

 and target values
95

.  

There are three types of common indicators addressing different levels of objectives and 

serving different purposes
96

:  

 Context indicators – generally included in the Data Collection Framework (DCF) – are 

linked to the wider objectives of the EMFF and reflect the situation at the beginning of the 

programming period.  

 Result indicators are variables that measure the gross effects of the EMFF interventions on 

specific dimensions targeted by a policy action. The effect to be measured and the target 

refer to the OP intervention only. They are based on information from beneficiaries and/or 

MAs, and report on changes in absolute or relative terms. 

 Output indicators are the direct products of activities implemented under OPs intended to 

contribute to results. In most cases they are expressed as the number of operations co-

financed by the EMFF OP. 

 

EMFF result indicators are fairly unique under the ESI Funds in measuring both the gross direct 

effects of the EMFF interventions, and the effects at the beneficiary level (via Infosys reporting).  

Article 109 of the EMFF Regulation is concerned with Common indicators: 

 1. A list of common indicators relating to the initial situation as well as to the financial 

execution, outputs and results of the OP and applicable to each OP shall be specified in the 

monitoring and evaluation system provided for in Article 107 to allow for aggregation of data 

at Union level.  

                                                      
94

 For indicators selected for the performance framework 
95

 Working paper on definitions of EMFF common indicators (FAME Support Unit, March 2019) available at 

FAME-working-paper-definitions-of-common-indicators [accessed 08 July 2020] 
96

 Working paper on definitions of EMFF common indicators (FAME Support Unit, March 2019) available at 

FAME-working-paper-definitions-of-common-indicators [accessed 08 July 2020] 

https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/fame-working-paper-definitions-of-common-indicators_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/fame-working-paper-definitions-of-common-indicators_en.pdf
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 2. The common indicators shall be linked to the milestones and targets established in the 

OPs in accordance with the Union priorities set out in Article 6. Those common indicators 

shall be used for the performance review referred to in Article 21(1) of Regulation (EU) No 

1303/2013, and shall allow assessment of the progress, efficiency and effectiveness of policy 

implementation against objectives and targets at Union and programme level. 

Whilst indicators were developed and available when programmes were being developed, the full 

detail of the associated definitions was subsequently developed by the Fisheries & Aquaculture 

Monitoring and Evaluation (FAME) Unit (requested by DG MARE). 

Principles underpinning common indicators
97

 

The list of common indicators was drawn up taking the following principles into account:  

 Relevance of indicators to programming, including the Europe 2020 Strategy and in 

presenting the roles and achievements of cohesion policy and the funds (CPR, Article 115, 

Par. d);  

 Reduction of administrative burden (minimal number of indicators);  

 Consistency and comparability (using equivalent indicators at different stages);  

 Links between different levels of indicators (context, output and results);  

 Simplification (use of existing data sources such as the DCF or Eurostat);  

 Flexibility in the selection of indicators according to their relevance to the respective EMFF 

OP;  

 Exploitation of data which the beneficiaries are obliged to convey.  

The legal basis for the above indicators is Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 1014/2014 

resp. Corrigendum, OJ L 347, 3.12.2014, p. 46 (1014/2014)
98

. 

Common Indicators vs Programme Specific Indicators 

The common context indicators used in Ireland’s EMFF OP are those which DAFM, along with 

other Managing Authorities and other Member States (MS), were encouraged to use by the 

European Commission (for example as described in “Guidance Fiche No 3: Common Indicators 

In The EMFF”; Version 2 – Date 23/2/2014).  Whilst the common indicators have many 

advantages – including consistency and comparability, there are some limitations in terms of 

reflecting the nuances within particular MS. 

The use of common indicators was strongly encouraged though there was provision to use 

programme specific indicators where appropriate; the latter message was to some extent over-

shadowed by the encouragement to use common indicators. 

Greater use of programme-specific indicators may have been appropriate, as allowed for in 

Article 27 of the Common Provisions Regulation (reference to scope for programme specific 

indicators: “For each ESI Fund, the Fund-specific rules shall set out common indicators and may 

set out provisions related to programme- specific indicators“).  These may have allowed for 

greater relevance and linkage between objectives, operations and results. It is important to note 

that the period 2014-2020 was the first time that common result indicators (RIs) were used at that 

scale (the European Fisheries Fund 2007-2013 did not use them)
99

. 

Approach to analysing changes in context indicator values 

                                                      
97

 Working paper on definitions of EMFF common indicators (FAME Support Unit, March 2019) available at 

FAME-working-paper-definitions-of-common-indicators [accessed 08 July 2020] 
98

 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:02014R1014-20140928&from=EN 
[accessed 8 July 2020] 
99

 EMFF implementation report 2018 (FAME Support Unit CT04.1 December 2019 

https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/fame-working-paper-definitions-of-common-indicators_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:02014R1014-20140928&from=EN
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This section analyses the change in context indicator values comparing baseline values available 

in 2014 with the most up to date values available. This is shown in sections 3.3.3 –3.3.8. In these 

sections we use the phrases ‘improved’ and ‘deteriorated’ to describe the changes in the baseline 

and the current values, as opposed to ‘increase’ and ‘decrease’, as a decrease in the value of 

some indicators may not necessarily represent a negative development. The table also applies a 

traffic light (Red-Amber-Green) colour coding to depict changes in the context indicator values, 

with red representing a deterioration, amber representing no change and green representing an 

improvement. Trends between the baseline value and the most up to date value are explored for 

the most relevant indicators. These trends are explained in the final column of each table, along 

with supporting evidence in Appendix 4. 

3.3.3 UP1 – Context Indicators 

The table below shows the context indicators relating to UP 1 - Promoting environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and knowledge based fisheries, 

including a range of economic (production, employment, net profit etc.) and environmental 

(biological sustainability, fuel efficiency etc.) indicators for the fisheries sector.  For the 22 

indicators in UP1, the progress since the initial situation has been broadly positive: 13 

improved, 5 deteriorated, 2 unchanged, though unknown for 2 (relating to SHI and SAR). 

Considering the indicators that reflect improvements/positive developments, firstly there have 

been minor reductions in the values of three indicators relating to the fishing fleet. These reflect 

issues of fleet balance i.e.: the need to bring the fishing capacity into line with available 

opportunities. The overall number of vessels (1.1.a) has reduced by 7.1%. The power of the 

fishing fleet expressed in KW (1.1.b) has decreased by 4.1% between 2014 and 2018, while the 

overall internal volume of the overall fleet, expressed in GT (1.1.c) has decreased by 2.7% 

between 2014 and 2018. 

The volume (CI1.1) and value (CI1.2) of fish landed have increased by 7.2% and 9.3% 

respectively, between 2013 and 2017. Total unwanted catch as a % of fish landed (CI1.4) 

decreased by 6.1% from the 2011-13 period to the 2017-19 period. Furthermore, the rate of 

incidental catches of cetaceans in fisheries (1.7.b) has fallen from 0.08 to 0 between 2013 and 

2018. 

It is also encouraging that the number of persons employed in the fisheries sector (1.8a) has 

increased by 14.2% between 2013 and 2018; the number of females employed in the fisheries 

sector (1.8b) has also increased by 225% between 2014 and 2017, though to put this relative 

increase into context, the baseline value was low (n=12). Considering females (FTE) employed 

as a proportion of male and female (FTE) employed, this remains very low (around 0.5% baseline 

and just over 2% current). 

The number of work-related injuries and incidents within the Irish fleet (1.9.a) decreased by 60% 

between 2013 and 2018, and there was a broadly corresponding decrease (66%) in the 

percentage of work related injuries and accidents to total fishers (1.9.b). The overall baseline and 

current values are already very low. Given very small numbers with some variability from year to 

year, the trend is broadly downwards though with such small numbers, it is difficult to be 

definitive. 

On a further positive note, the Coverage of Natura 2000 areas designated under the Birds and 

Habitats directives (1.10.a) increased by 163.2% between 2011 and 2020, while the coverage of 

other spatial protection measures under Article 13.4 of the Directive 2008/56/EC (1.10.b) remains 

unchanged. 

Several significant deteriorations in the table include: a decrease in Net Profit (1.3) of Ireland’s 

fisheries of 47.1% between 2014 and 2017, and a decrease in ROI of fixed tangible assets (1.4) 

of 57% between 2013 and 2017. Another noticeable deterioration is the decrease in the fuel 
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efficiency of the fish capture (1.6), represented by an increase in the ratio between the quantity of 

energy consumed (litres of fuel) and the quantity of output (tonnes of live weight of landings). 

There has also been a notable decrease in the value added per FTE employee (1.2) of 24.7% 

between 2013 and 2017.  The volume of unwanted catch (CI.3) has increased by over 20%. 

Drivers affecting the economic performance trends are observed in the STECF 2019 report
100

 

which states (for Ireland): “Lower fuel costs, higher average fish prices for some species, and the 

impact of capacity/effort reduction were the main driving forces behind an overall improvement in 

the economic performance of the Irish fleet.” 

Table 7: UP1: Context Indicators 

UP 1: Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge based fisheries 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
101

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change Trend analysis
102

 

1.1.a - Fishing 

fleet (number of 

vessels) 

Number of 

vessels 

2,202 

(2014)
103

 

2,045 

(2018)
104

 

-7.1%  Overall decrease 

2014 to 2018 

 Generally downward 

2014 to 2017 

 Trend reversed: uplift 

2017 to 2018 but not 

recovered to 2014 

level 

1.1.b - Fishing 

fleet  

kW 195,000 

(2014)
105

 

186,940 

(2018)
106

 

-4.1%  Overall decrease 

2014 to 2018 

 Trend downward 2014 

to 2015 

 Broadly steady from 

2015 to 2017 

 Trend reversed: uplift 

2017 to 2018 but not 

recovered to 2014 

level 

1.1.c - Fishing 

fleet  

GT 64,000 

(2014)
107

 

62,294 

(2018)
108

 

-2.7%  Overall decrease 

2014 to 2018 

                                                      
100

 The 2019 Annual Economic Report on the EU fishing fleet  
101

 EMFF OP 2014-20 
102

 See Appendix 4 for the range of values used to analyse trends. 
103

 Base Value reported in EMFF OP (2,202 in 2014 shown here) sourced from 2014 Annual Economic 

Report of the EU fishing fleet. However, in updating this indicator, we note the value reported for 2014 is 

somewhat lower (2,095) in the 2019 Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet (which is source of all 

data from 2015 to 2018) 
104

 The 2019 Annual Economic Report on the EU fishing fleet  
105

 Base Value reported in EMFF OP (195, 000 in 2014 shown here) sourced from 2014 Annual Economic 

Report of the EU fishing fleet. However, in updating this indicator, we note the value reported for 2014 is 

somewhat lower (181,577) in the 2019 Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet, (which is source 

of all data from 2015 to 2018) 
106

 The 2019 Annual Economic Report on the EU fishing fleet 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca63ab82-c3bf-11e9-9d01-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca63ab82-c3bf-11e9-9d01-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca63ab82-c3bf-11e9-9d01-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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UP 1: Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge based fisheries 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
101

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change Trend analysis
102

 

 Trend downward 2014 

to 2015 

 Trend reversed: uplift 

2016 to 2018 but not 

recovered to 2014 

level 

1.2 - Gross 

value added per 

FTE employee 

Thousand 

Euros 

83.10 

(2013) 

62.60 

(2017)
109

 

-24.7%  Overall decrease 

2013 to 2017 

 Trend downward 2013 

to 2015 

 Trend reversed: uplift 

2015 to 2017 but not 

recovered to 2013 

level 

1.3 - Net profit Million 

Euros 

64.50 

(2013)▲ 

34.10 

(2017)
110

 

-47.1%  Overall decrease 

2013 to 2017 

 Trend downward 2013 

to 2015 

 Trend reversed: 

substantial uplift 2015 

to 2016  

 Marginal downward 

trend 2016 to 2017 

1.4 - ROI of 

fixed tangible 

assets 

% 20.70 

(2013) 

8.90 

(2017)
111

 

-57.0%  Overall decrease 

2013 to 2017 

 Trend downward 2013 

to 2015 

 Trend reversed: uplift 

2015 to 2017 but not 

recovered to 2013 

level 

1.5.a - Indicators 

of biological 

sustainability - 

sustainable 

harvest indicator 

Number 1.00 (2014) See table below 

                                                                                                                                                              
107

 Base Value reported in EMFF OP (64,000 in 2014 shown here) sourced from 2014 Annual Economic 

Report of the EU fishing fleet. However, in process of updating this indicator we note the value reported for 

2014 is somewhat lower (59,502) in the 2019 Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet. 
108

 The 2019 Annual Economic Report on the EU fishing fleet 
109

 Ibid. 
110

 Ibid. 
111

 Ibid.  

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca63ab82-c3bf-11e9-9d01-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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UP 1: Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge based fisheries 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
101

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change Trend analysis
102

 

1.5.b - Indicators 

of biological 

sustainability - 

stocks-at-risk 

indicator 

Number 13 (2013) See table below 

1.6 - Fuel 

efficiency of fish 

capture 

Litres 

fuel/tonnes 

264.60 

(2012) 

377.00 

(2017)
112

 

42.5% Note: for this indicator, 

downward trend is 

improvement; upward 

trend is deterioration.  The 

pelagic sector has a 

strong influence on this 

indicator; reduction in the 

high volume pelagic 

catches including 

mackerel could be a 

primary reason for this 

apparent deterioration.  

The STECF notes that 

lower fuel prices may 

result in changed 

behaviour. 

 Overall increase 2012 

to 2017 

 Trend initially 

downward 2012 to 

2014 

 Trend reversed: uplift 

2015 to 2016 

 Trend downward 

again 2016 to 2017 

but not recovered to 

2012 level 

1.7.a - Extent of 

the seabed 

significantly 

% 15 

(2014)
113

 
114

 

Due to 

change in 

approach, 

Given that total pressures were 

estimated at 15% for the baseline 

assessment and current value (due to 

                                                      
112

 Ibid. 
113

 Source for baseline value: Article 12 Technical Assessment of the MSFD 2012 obligations Ireland Feb 

2014.  Comments/justification in the EMFF OP: “In order to make this assessment, Ireland has used 

information reported under different processes and in particular OSPAR and the WFD between 2004 and 

2011. It reports that less than 1% of the assessment area is affected by the pressure. The assessment 

made of the level of pressure from physical damage is equally detailed and quantitative. The main causes 

and activities responsible for physical damage are well described and include fisheries (in particular 

trawling), coastal defence and aquaculture. The area affected by physical damages is assessed to 

constitute 5-25% of the total assessment area.” 
114

 According to the MI, this indicator is a relic from criteria and methodological standards on good 
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UP 1: Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge based fisheries 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
101

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change Trend analysis
102

 

affected by 

human activities 

for the different 

substrate types 

the MI report 

that current 

status is 

unknown: 

there is no 

directly 

comparable 

value.
115

 

However 

recently 

reported 

information 

using the 

new 

approach 

indicates a 

value of at 

least 13% of 

the overall 

maritime 

area. 

fishing pressure) could be estimated as 

being at least 13%, it could be argued 

that this is of a similar scale as the 

baseline. 

1.7.b - Rates of 

incidental 

catches of 

By-catch 

per unit 

0.08 (2013) 0 (2018)
116

 -100% N/A 

                                                                                                                                                              
environmental status of marine waters Commission Decision 2010/477.  Criteria were: 

6.1. Physical damage, having regard to substrate characteristics 

The main concern for management purposes is the magnitude of impacts of human activities on seafloor 

substrates structuring the benthic habitats. Among the substrate types, biogenic substrates, which are the 

most sensitive to physical disturbance, provide a range of functions that support benthic habitats and 

communities. 

-Type, abundance, biomass and areal extent of relevant biogenic substrate (6.1.1) 

- Extent of the seabed significantly affected by human activities for the different substrate types (6.1.2). 

This decision has been repealed and replaced by Commission Decision (EU) 2017/848, the aim being “to 

provide a more concise, coherent, set of criteria for the second cycle of reporting.” Thus criteria reported in 

2014 were not updated or assessed in 2019. 
115

 New criteria under Commission Decision (EU) 2017/848 are: D6C1:Physical Habitat Loss; 

D6C2:Physical disturbance; D6C3:Adverse effects of physical disturbance; D6C4:Extent of loss of habitat 

type; D6C5: Extent of adverse effects from pressures on habitat condition. 

Most recent MSFD Assessment uses these to assess Sea-floor Integrity (pg 73-81). New criteria (D6C1–

D6C5) are described (pg 76); the conclusion of the assessment of Ireland’s sea-floor integrity is (pg 81): 

“Permanent loss of seabed habitat across Ireland’s maritime area was found to be lower than any potential 

threshold value at either a national or an international level. Loss of benthic habitat was calculated to be 

substantially less than 0.5% of the total sea-floor within Ireland’s maritime area. The analysis of physical 

disturbance to seabed habitats, from international fishing-driven pressures quantifiable for the years 2010-

2015, showed such disturbance to be widespread. It occurred in approximately 64,865 km2 of the Irish 

portion of OSPAR Region III or at least 13% of the overall maritime area.” 
116

 Leonie O’Dowd (MI) 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/a2MYCK11wsZ55oXhMGMnA?domain=housing.gov.ie
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UP 1: Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge based fisheries 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
101

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change Trend analysis
102

 

cetaceans in 

fisheries 

effort 

1.8.a - Number 

of employed 

(FTE) including 

male and female 

FTE 2280 

(2013) 

2603 

(2018)
117

 

+14.2% N/A 

1.8.b - Number 

of employed 

(FTE) female 

FTE 12 (2014) 39 (2017)
118

 +225% N/A 

1.9.a - Number 

of work-related 

injuries and 

accidents 

Number 5 (2013) 2 (2018)
119

 -60% Values remain generally 

very low across the years 

Numbers are very small: 

some variability from year 

to year; trend is generally 

downwards. 1.9.b - % of 

work-related 

injuries and 

accidents to total 

fishers 

% 0.23 (2013) 0.077 

(2018)
120

 

-66% 

1.10.a - 

Coverage of 

Natura 2000 

areas 

designated 

under the Birds 

and Habitats 

directives ♦ 

Km² 3,959 

(2011) 

10,420 

(2020)
121

 

+163.2% N/A 

1.10.b - 

Coverage of 

other spatial 

protection 

Km² 4135 

(2014) 

4135 

(2018)
122

 

0% N/A 

                                                      
117

 Dominic Rihan (BIM) 
118

 Social data in the EU fisheries sector STECF-19-03  Employment in this report is defined as all jobs 

directly related to fishing activity noting that in 2017, there were 3,062 people working in the industry 

accounting for 2,608 FTEs.  Of these 3,062, 3,006 (98.1%) male, equivalent to 98.5% FTEs. The remaining 

estimated 57 (1.9%) female, equivalent to 1.5% FTEs i.e. 39 FTEs. Women typically fulfilled onshore roles 

(accounting and other administrative roles) although some women were working as skippers and 

deckhands. Data collected for DC MAP purposes indicated that there were 1.9% women employed in the 

fishing industry. However, this figure is an estimate with unknown variability. The overall seafood sector 

including aquaculture and processing has an estimated 15% of women working in the industry. 
119

 Marine Casualty Investigation Board Annual Report 2018 – (includes fatalities and injuries 
120

 Based on 2 fatalities/injuries amongst 2603 FTE in 2018 (FTE from Dominic Rihan, BIM): 2/2603*100 
121 

Draft PAF published July 2020 https://www.npws.ie/news/public-consultation-draft-paf 
122

 2018 Status Report on the OSPAR Network of Marine Protected Areas  

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/fd0f6774-e0dd-11e9-9c4e-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://www.mcib.ie/_fileupload/2019_12_02%20English%20version%20for%20website%20%20%20Final%20for%20MCIB%202018%20Annual%20Report.pdf
https://www.npws.ie/news/public-consultation-draft-paf
https://www.ospar.org/documents?v=40944
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UP 1: Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge based fisheries 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
101

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change Trend analysis
102

 

measures under 

Art. 13.4 of the 

Directive 

2008/56/EC 

CI1.1 - Volume 

of Fish Landed 

Tonnes 235,700 

(2013) 

252,700 

(2017)
123

 

+7.2%  Overall increase 2013 

to 2017 

 Trend initially upward 

2013 to 2014 

 Trend reversed: 

decrease 2014 to 

2015 

 Broadly remained 

steady 2015 to 2016 

 Upward trend 2016 to 

2017, above 2013 

level 

CI1.2 - Value of 

Fish Landed 

Million 

Euro 

248.70 

(2013) 

271.80 

(2017)
124

 

+9.3%  Overall increase 2013 

to 2017 

 Trend initially upward 

2013 to 2014 

 Trend reversed: 

decrease 2014 to 

2015 

 Upward trend 2015 to 

2017, above 2013 

level 

CI1.3 - 

Unwanted 

Catches 

Tonnes 11,856 

(2011-

2013) 

14,390 

(2017-

2019)
125

 

21.4% N/A 

CI1.4 - 

Unwanted Catch 

as a % of Fish 

Landed 

% 33 (2011-

2013) 

31% (2017-

2019)
126

 

-6.1% N/A 

CI1.5 - % of 

unbalanced 

fleets
127

 

% 16.66 

(2013)
128

 

0 (2017)
129

 -100% N/A 

                                                      
123

 The 2019 annual economic report on the EU fishing fleet 
124

 Ibid. 
125

 Leonie O’Dowd (MI) 
126

 Ibid. 
127

 This indicator assesses the balance between the opportunities available for each fleet segment to exploit 

fish stocks and the biological capability of said fish stocks to be exploited. The overall assessment uses 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca63ab82-c3bf-11e9-9d01-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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Notes:  

▲ unit of measurement in OP is stated as “thousand Euros”; in fact it is “Million Euros” 
♦ Indicator 1.10.a is the same as Indicator 6.2.a 

 

Note: SHI and SAR Indicators 

Both SHI and SAR indicators are available for individual fleet segments: values <1 are “in 

balance” and desirable; whereas values >1 are “out of balance” and not desirable.  In the EMFF 

OP, base values for SAR were provided for 6 key fleet segments (i.e. those which are key to the 

Irish Fleet); thus for this comparison of base and current values, we focus on the same 6 fleet 

segments.  We consider change in indicator value for each fleet segment to provide insights into 

trends over time.  Note: any value obtained by combining or averaging across the entire fleet has 

no meaning, though the baseline value for SAR quoted in the EMFF OP document was 13 (the 

sum of the SAR indicator for 6 fleet segments).  The table below shows that for SHI, 3 fleet 

segments were in balance and 3 were out of balance in 2014; by 2017, 2 remained out of 

balance; 2 that were in balance were now out of balance; 1 remained in balance 1 that was out of 

balance moved to in balance.  For SAR, 6 fleet segments were out of balance; no up-to-date 

information was available for these.  The STECF AER report suggests there have been 

significant changes to the allocation of vessels between fleet segments – which could affect 

these indicators. 

 

  

                                                                                                                                                              
numerous technical, economic and biological indicators to assess this balance. For each indicator 

consideration is given to the balance for that indicator by fleet segment. 
128

 The EMFF OP states: “In the 2014 Irish Fleet report 4 of the 24 Fleet segments have been highlighted as 

being imbalanced.” 
129

 The Irish Fleet Report 2018 states that its analysis does not support the view that the fleets are out of 

balance and that, taking all indicators (technical, economic and biological) into consideration, a structural 

imbalance does not exist within the fleet. 
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Table 8: Indicators of Biological Sustainability - Sustainable Harvest Indicator & Stocks 

at Risk Indicator (<1 in balance; > 1 out of balance) 

Indicator Fleet Segment Unit Base Value 

(Year)
130

  

Current 

Value 

(Year)
131

 

Change 

1.5.a - 

Indicators of 

biological 

sustainability 

- sustainable 

harvest 

indicator 

IRL_DFN_VL1218 Number  1.06 

(2014)
132

 

1.06 (2017) Remains out 

of balance 

IRL_DTS_VL1218 Number 0.94 

(2014)
133

 

1.07 (2017) From in 

balance to out 

of balance 

IRL_DTS_VL1824 Number 0.95 

(2014)
134

 

0.98 (2017) Remains in 

balance 

IRL_DTS_VL2440 Number 0.88 

(2014)
135

 

1.13 (2017) From in 

balance to out 

of balance 

IRL_TBB_VL1824 Number 1.27 

(2014)
136

 

0.97 (2017) From out of 

balance to in 

balance 

IRL_TM_VL40XX Number  1.23 

(2014)
137

  

1.17 (2017) Remains out 

of balance 

1.5.b - 

Indicators of 

biological 

sustainability 

- stocks-at-

risk indicator 

IRL_DFN_VL1218 Number  1 (2013)
138

  No value 

available
139

 

n/a 

IRL_DTS_VL1218 Number 1 (2013)
140

 No value 

available
141

 

n/a 

IRL_DTS_VL1824 Number 3 (2013)
142

 9 (2017) 200% 

                                                      
130 

The EMFF OP provides values for the SAR indicator for 6 individual fleet segments. It does not provide 
baseline values for these fleet segments for the SHI indicator; these have been sourced from the STECF 
balance indicators table. 
131

 STECF 19-13 - Balance Indicators Table 2019.xlsx (Version 1.1) 

https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-

/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2F

reports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mod

e%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2 
132

 Ibid. 
133

 Ibid. 
134

 Ibid. 
135

 Ibid. 
136

 Ibid. 
137

 Ibid. 
138

 EMFF OP 2014-20 
139

 No value given for this fleet segment in 2017 in the STECF Balance Indicators Table 2019 
140

 EMFF OP 2014-20. 
141

 No value given for this fleet segment in 2017 in the STECF Balance Indicators Table 2019 
142

 EMFF OP 2014-20. 

https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
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Indicator Fleet Segment Unit Base Value 

(Year)
130

  

Current 

Value 

(Year)
131

 

Change 

IRL_DTS_VL2440 Number 5 (2013)
143

 
144

 

8 (2017) 60% 

IRL_TBB_VL1824 Number 2 (2013)
145

  
146

 

2 (2017) 0% 

IRL_TM_VL40XX Number  1 (2013)
147

 4 (2017) 300% 

3.3.4 UP2 – Context Indicators 

The table below shows the context indicators relating to UP 2 - Fostering environmentally 

sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and knowledge based aquaculture, 

including a range of economic (production, employment, net profit etc.) indicators for the 

aquaculture sector.  For the 7 indicators in UP2, progress since the initial situation has been 

very positive with 6 improved and 1 deteriorated. 

A 37.9% increase in value of aquaculture production between 2012 and 2018 and a 31.3% 

increase in net profit of the sector represent significant improvements from the initial situation. 

Furthermore, the 32.4% increase in volume of production of organic aquaculture (2.4) between 

2013 and 2019 represents another significant improvement on the initial situation; this now 

accounts for around half of all production by volume. It is also encouraging to note that the 

number of persons employed in the aquaculture sector, expressed in full-time equivalent (2.6a), 

increased by 12.3% between 2012 and 2018; this was reflected in a similar increase for female 

FTE (2.6.b) of +11.6% between 2012 and 2018. There was also a small increase (2.5%) in the 

volume of aquaculture production (2.1) between 2012 and 2018. 

The volume of aquaculture production in recirculation systems has also fallen (by 80.2%); it has 

been highlighted by BIM that there has been some difficulty in measuring this indicator – as was 

the case at the outset when it was estimated. 

 

  

                                                      
143

 Ibid. 
144

 Base Value reported in EMFF OP (5 in 2013 shown here). However, in updating this indicator, we note 

the value reported for SAR Indicator for Fleet Segment IRL_DTS_VL2440 in 2013 is 6 in STECF 19-13 - 

Balance Indicators Table which has been used to source updated indicator values 
145

 EMFF OP 2014-20. 
146

 Base Value reported in EMFF OP (2 in 2013 shown here). However, in updating this indicator, we note 

the value reported for SAR Indicator for for Fleet Segment IRL_TBB_VL1824 in 2013 is 3 in STECF 19-13 - 

Balance Indicators Table which has been used to source updated indicator values 
147

 EMFF OP 2014-20. 

https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reports/balance/-/asset_publisher/3rBi/document/id/2635863?inheritRedirect=false&redirect=https%3A%2F%2Fstecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu%2Freports%2Fbalance%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_3rBi%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_state%3Dnormal%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_p_col_id%3Dcolumn-2%26p_p_col_pos%3D1%26p_p_col_count%3D2
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Table 9: UP2: Context Indicators 

UP 2: Fostering environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge-based aquaculture  

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
148

 

Current Value 

(Year) 

% change Trend analysis 

2.1 - 

Volume of 

aquaculture 

production 

Tonnes 36,200 

(2012)
149

 

37,119 (2018)
150

 +2.5%  Overall increase from 

2012 to 2018 

 Trend downward 2012 

to 2014 

 Trend reversed: uplift 

2014 to 2017  

 Trend reversed 

downward 2017 to 2018 

but remains above 

2012 level 

2.2 - Value 

of 

aquaculture 

production 

‘000 

Euros 

130,300 

(2012)
151

 

179,629 

(2018)
152

 

+37.9%  Trend as above 

2.3 - Net 

profit 

‘000 

Euros 

12,000 (2012) 15,750.50 

(2019)
153

  

+31.3%  Overall increase: 2012 

to 2019 

 Trend downward 2012 

to 2013, when loss was 

recorded 

 Trend reversed: 

substantial uplift 2013 

to 2016 

 Trend reversed 

downward 2016 to 2017 

with loss recorded in 

2017  

 Trend reversed again: 

substantial uplift from 

2017 to 2018 

2.4 - Tonnes 13,870 (2013) 18,370 (2019)
154

 +32.4%  Overall increase:2013 

                                                      
148

 EMFF OP 2014-20 
149

 Base Value reported in EMFF OP (36,200 in 2012 as shown here) sourced from 2014 Report on the 

Economic Performance of the EU Aquaculture Sector. However, in the process of updating this indicator, we 

note that, the value reported for 2012 is slightly higher (36,449) in the BIM National Seafood Survey: 

Aquaculture Report 2019 (which is the source of all data from 2013 to 2018) 
150

 BIM (2019), National Seafood Survey: Aquaculture Report 2019 
151

 Base Value reported in EMFF OP (130,300 in 2012 as shown here) sourced from 2014 Report on the 

Economic Performance of the EU Aquaculture Sector. However, in the process of updating this indicator, we 

note that, the value reported for 2012 is slightly higher (131,118) in the BIM National Seafood Survey: 

Aquaculture Report 2019 (which is the source of all data from 2013 to 2018) 
152

 Ibid. 
153

 Catherine Morrison (BIM) 

http://www.bim.ie/media/bim/content/publications/aquaculture/BIM-National-Seafood-Survey-Aquaculture-Report-2019.pdf
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UP 2: Fostering environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge-based aquaculture  

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
148

 

Current Value 

(Year) 

% change Trend analysis 

Volume of 

production 

organic 

aquaculture 

to 2019 

 Trend downward 2013 

to 2014 

 Trend upward 2014 to 

2017 

 Trend reversed 

downward 2017 to 2018 

 Broadly stable 2018 to 

2019 remaining above 

2013 level 

2.5 - 

Volume of 

production 

recirculation 

system 

Tonnes  75 (2014)
155

 14.85 

(2019)
156

▲ 

-80.2%  No data available for 

2015 to 2018
157

 

2.6.a - 

Number of 

employed 

(FTE) 

including 

male & 

female 

FTE 956 (2012) 1073.9 (2018)
158

 +12.3%  Overall increase 2012 

to 2018 

 Trend broadly stable 

2012 to 2014 

 Uplift in trend between 

2014 to 2016 

 Trend reversed 

downward 2016 to 2017 

 Reversed again: uplift 

2017 to 2018 

                                                                                                                                                              
154

 Ibid. 
155 

The EMFF OP notes: “This is an estimate as the production surveys do not record whether the system 
the fish are produced in a recirculation system or an open system.” (sourced from BIM). 
156 FAME definition of indicator: “Production of aquaculture enterprises using recirculation systems, i.e. 
systems where the water is reused after some form of treatment (e.g. filtering, solids removal, ammonia 
removal, CO2 removal and oxygenation).  
‘Volume’ means: (a) for fish, crustaceans and molluscs and other aquatic animals, the live weight equivalent 
of the product. For molluscs, the live weight shall include the weight of the shell; (b) for aquatic plants, the 
wet weight of the product. (Source: Reg. 762/2008, Annex I)” 
BIM provided value for 2019 – BIM do not officially collect this data; value is based on BIM’s industry 
knowledge.  This may not be consistent with the FAME definition. Value is: 0.8 tonne of perch + 1 tonne of 
juvenile perch + 0.05 tonne of pacific oyster seed and 13 tonne of salmon smolt = 14.85 tonne 
Caveat: We note that the approach is still at pilot project scale in Ireland (e.g. MI’s SALMSON project 
https://thefishsite.com/articles/how-ras-can-create-a-leaner-greener-salmon-farming-sector) so would be 
surprised if true RAS systems used for the above – more likely these are hatcheries. 
157 BIM advised: “it is not clear if there is any such production or not from 2018 going backwards, 
infrastructure may exist to technically make such production possible but producers themselves seem 
uncertain how to answer this question. …..can only be certain that output is predominantly by inflow-outflow, 
gradient systems.” 
158

 BIM (2019), National Seafood Survey: Aquaculture Report 2019 

https://thefishsite.com/articles/how-ras-can-create-a-leaner-greener-salmon-farming-sector
http://www.bim.ie/media/bim/content/publications/aquaculture/BIM-National-Seafood-Survey-Aquaculture-Report-2019.pdf
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UP 2: Fostering environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge-based aquaculture  

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
148

 

Current Value 

(Year) 

% change Trend analysis 

2.6.b - 

Number of 

employed 

(FTE) 

female 

FTE 69 (2012) 77 (2018)
159

 +11.6%  Overall increase from 

2012 to 2018 

 Broadly stable 2012 to 

2015 

 Uplift 2015 to 2016, 

remaining broadly 

stable to 2018 

Notes: ▲ BIM have provided these figures however BIM do not officially collect this data and it is 

based on BIM’s industry knowledge. Furthermore, the definition used by FAME may be different 

to BIM’s definition. 

3.3.5 UP3 – Context Indicators 

The table below shows the context indicators relating to UP 3 – Fostering the implementation 

of the CFP and includes a range of indicators relating to control and enforcement within Ireland’s 

marine sector.  For the 7 indicators in UP3, the progress since the initial situation has been 

broadly positive with 6 improved and 1 deteriorated. 

The most significant improvement is the reduction in the total number of serious infringements in 

Ireland as an average per year (3.A.1) by 52.4%, between the baseline period (2008-2011) and 

the last 7 years (2014-2019). Another notable improvement is the 92.9% increase in the number 

of employed FTE (3.A.3.b) between 2013 and 2020. It is important to note that the budgetary 

allocation (3.A.3.c) for control activities has increased by 70.2% between 2013 and 2020. 

Another positive development is the 3.8% increase in the number of vessels equipped with ERS 

and/or VMS (3.A.3.d). It is also encouraging to see that Ireland’s fulfilment of data calls under the 

DCF (3.B.1) has increased from 95% to 100% from 2012 to 2019.  There has also been an 

increase in the % of landings that are subject to physical control (3.A.2) by 16% between 2013 to 

2019 (a downward trend was evident between 2013 and 2014, then broadly increasing though 

with a slight downturn in 2018; there was an uplift from 2018 to 2019, to above the 2013 level). 

The number of control vessels and aircrafts available for control activities (3.A.3.a) has 

decreased by 16.7% between 2013 and 2020. It is worth noting that although this represents a 

deterioration, i.e. fewer vessels available for control and enforcement, it may not be cause for 

concern given that there has been an increase in resources devoted to other control and 

enforcement activities (number of persons employed in control activities (3.A.3.b) and the 

budgetary allocation (3.A.3.c). When considering these indicators together, the decrease in the 

number of control vessels and aircrafts available may be reflective of a change in strategy for 

control and enforcement, leading to a reallocation of total resources available for control 

activities. 

Most fisheries control systems are moving more to remote observation (VMS and aerial 

surveillance) to help target inspections through a risk-based approach, as is evident in the focus 

of the investment under UP3. It is clear that there is a move away from physical inspections as 

highlighted by the MA which indicated (in 2014/15) that landing controls would reduce and 

become more specifically targeted. 

 

                                                      
159

 John Dennis (BIM) 
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Table 10: UP3: Context Indicators 

UP 3: Fostering the implementation of the CFP  

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
160

 

Current Value 

(Year) 

% change 

3.A.1 - Total number 

of serious 

infringements in the 

MS in the last 7 

years 

Number (gross 

over several 

years) 

531 (2011)
161

 379 (2014-

2019)
162

 

not appropriate (like-

for-like) comparison 

Number- 

average per 

annum 

132.8 (2008-

11)
163

  

63.2 (2014 – 

2019)
164

 

-52.4% 

3.A.2 - Landings that 

are subject to 

physical control 

% 9.5% 

(2013)
165

 

11.02 

(2019)
166

 
+16.0% 

3.A.3.a - Existing 

resources available 

for control - Control 

vessels and aircrafts 

available 

Number 12 (2013) 10 (2019)
167

  -16.7% 

3.A.3.b - Existing 

resources available 

for control - Number 

of employed (FTE) 

FTE 84 (2013) 162 (2019)
168

 ♦ +92.9% 

3.A.3.c - Existing 

resources available 

for control - 

Budgetary allocation 

(evolution last 5 

years) 

‘000 Euro 9,990 (2013) 13,000
169

 

(2019) * 

+70.2% 

                                                      
160

 EMFF OP 2014-20 
161

 This is the figure quoted in the EMFF OP.  Indicator 3.A.1 definition states that the value should be the 

number of serious infringements over the last 7 years. However, the baseline value presented in the EMFF 

OP, (according to the comment/justification provided), is “the total number of serious infringements in the 

period 2008-2011 inclusive.”  Given that the SFPA was established in 2007 it may only have had access to 

3 years data (f2008 onwards) rather than 7 (as would be normally required by FAME definition). 
162

 Conor O’Shea (SFPA) 
163

 Derived from figure stated in the EMFF OP; it is the average number of serious infringements per year in 

for years indicated. It was agreed with DAFM that a comparison of the average number of infringements per 

year, for the baseline value and the current value, would be more appropriate.  
164

 Ibid. 
165 

AIR 2014-15 notes that in 2013 level of Inspections at Landings was 9.5%; this was incorrectly presented 

as 15% for baseline (2013); 15% referred to all checks carried out by Control Agencies, not restricted to 

landings only. 
166

 Conor O’Shea (SFPA) 
167

 Ibid. 
168

 Ibid. 
169

 Ibid. 
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UP 3: Fostering the implementation of the CFP  

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
160

 

Current Value 

(Year) 

% change 

3.A.3.d - Existing 

resources available 

for control - Vessels 

equipped with ERS 

and/or VMS 

Number  480 (2013) 498 (2019)
170

 

** 

+3.8% 

3.B.1 - Data 

Collection Measures 

- Fulfilment of data 

calls under DCF 

% 95 (2012) 100 (2019)
171

 +5.3% 

Notes:  

♦ Data provided refers to SFPA and the Naval Service inspectors. Inland Fisheries Ireland also 

have warranted Sea Fishery Protection Officers and members of the Irish Police (an Garda 

Siochana) are also authorised to act as Sea Fishery Protection Officers. SFPA authorised officers 

also have a Food Safety role that requires approximately 30% of their working time. 

* The SFPA does not have a specific budget for Fisheries Control. The figure quoted here is the 

Annual Budget allocated to the SFPA to carryout out all its tasks. 

**although 2020 data is provisional, SFPA have confirmed that the number of vessels fitted with 

ERS and VMS is generally consistent year on year, from 2015 to 2020. 

3.3.6 UP4 – Context Indicators 

The table below shows the context indicators relating to UP 4 – Increasing employment and 

territorial cohesion. The 3 indicators under UP4 remain unchanged as coastline (4.1.a), main 

waterways (4.1.b) and main water bodies (4.1.c) are the same as the baseline value in 2014. 

Table 11: UP4: Context Indicators 

UP 4: Increasing employment and territorial cohesion 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
172

 

Current Value 

(Year) 

% change 

4.1.a - Extent of coastline Km 7,500 (2013) 7,500
173

 (2020) 0% 

4.1.b - Extent of main waterways Km 84,755 (2014) 84,755
174

 (2020) 0% 

4.1.c - Extent of main water bodies Km² 1,693 (2013) 1,693
175

 (2020) 0% 

                                                      
170

 Ibid. 
171

 STECF (2020) Evaluation of the 2019 Annual Reports for data collection and Data Transmission Issues, 

confirmed by Leonie O’Dowd (MI) 
172

 EMFF OP 2014-20 
173

 Confirmed by DAFM 
174

 Ibid. 
175

 Ibid. 
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3.3.7 UP5 – Context Indicators 

The table below shows the context indicators relating to UP 5 – Fostering marketing and 

processing and includes a range of economic indicators relating to the membership of POs and 

percentage of production market by POs.  For the 6 indicators in UP5, the progress since the 

initial situation has been mixed with 2 improved, 3 deteriorated, and 1 unchanged. 

A positive development is the 5.1% increase in the number of producers or operators that are 

members of a PO (5.1.d) between 2013 and 2017. Another notable improvement is the 3.7% 

increase in the value of products placed on the market by members of Ireland’s POs (5.2.b), 

between 2011 and 2017. 

It is interesting to note that while the value of products placed on the market by members of 

Irelands POs (5.2.b) increased slightly, the proportion of Ireland’s total volume of production that 

was marketed by members of POs (5.2.e) decreased by 13.5%, between 2011 and 2017. 

The decrease in annual value of turnover of EU marketed production (5.2.a) of 19.8% represents 

a notable deterioration, a notable trend in the context of overall growth in value (by 9.3% between 

2013 and 2017), suggesting growth in value to Asian markets (consistent with growth in exports 

reported as part of the developments observed in consideration of Seafood Scaling Scheme 

activity). The small decrease in the % of producers or operators who are members of a PO 

(5.1.g) by 1.2% between 2013 and 2017 represents a minor deterioration. 

Table 12: UP5: Context Indicators 

UP 5: Fostering marketing and processing  

Indicator Unit Base 

Value 

(Year)
176

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change Trend analysis 

5.1.a - N° of POs Number 5 (2013) 5
177

 (2020) 0% N/A 

5.1.d - N° of 

producers or 

operators per PO 

Number  39 (2013) 41
178

 (2017) 5.1% N/A 

5.1.g - % of 

producers or 

operators member of 

PO 

% 10 (2013) 8.8%
179

 

(2017) 

-1.2% N/A 

5.2.a - Annual value 

of turnover of EU 

marketed production 

‘000 

Euros 

245,420 

(2011)
180

 

196,900.91
181

 (2017) 

-19.8% Overall 

substantial 

decrease 2011 

to 2017 

                                                      
176

 EMFF OP 2014-20 
177

 Confirmed by DAFM 
178

 Keith Kelleher (DAFM) 
179

 Calculated from values relating to PO membership provided by Keith Kelleher, DAFM (=206 in 2017 

(from which average per PO calculated for Indicator 5.1.d)), and values relating to number of producers and 

operators obtained from BIM (2017) Business of Seafood 2017 (n=2050 fisheries+284 aquaculture =2334). 
180

 The OP indicates that the baseline period is 2009-2011 and source cited as DAFM 
181

 Keith Kelleher (DAFM), based on sales notes data 2017 
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UP 5: Fostering marketing and processing  

Indicator Unit Base 

Value 

(Year)
176

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change Trend analysis 

5.2.b - % of 

production placed on 

the market (value) by 

POs 

% 69.85 

(2011)
182

 

72.43
183

 

(2017) 

3.7% Overall slight 

increase 2011 to 

2017 

5.2.e - % of 

production placed on 

the market (volume) 

by POs 

% 90.93 

(2011) 

78.65
184

 

(2017) 

-13.5% Overall 

decrease 2011 

to 2017 

Note: UP5 includes 10 other Context Indicators; the values of these are “Not Applicable”: these 

relate to IBOs and Associations of POs; none exist in Ireland.  These have not been included in 

the table above. 

3.3.8 UP6 – Context Indicators 

The table below shows the context indicators relating to UP 6 – Fostering the Implementation 

of the Integrated Maritime Policy and includes a range of economic indicators relating to 

marine spatial protection.  For the 3 indicators in UP6, 1 has improved, 1 remains unchanged 

and 1 is not available (at time of writing). 

The Coverage of Natura 2000 areas designated under the Birds and Habitats directives (1.10.a) 

has increased by 163.2% between 2011 and 2020, representing an improvement on the initial 

situation, while coverage of other spatial protection measures under Article 13.4 of the Directive 

2008/56/EC (6.2.b) remains unchanged.  

Table 13: UP6: Context Indicators 

UP 6: Fostering the implementation of the Integrated Maritime Policy 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
185

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change 

6.1 - Common Information Sharing 

Environment (CISE) for the surveillance 

of the EU maritime domain 

% 70 (2013) Not currently 

available. 

n/a 

6.2.a - Coverage of Natura 2000 areas 

designated under the Birds and Habitats 

directives♦ 

Km² 3959 

(2011) 

10,420 

(2020)
186

 

+163.2% 

6.2.b - Coverage of other spatial 

protection measures under Art. 13.4 of 

Km² 4135 

(2013) 

4,135 

(2018)
187

 

0% 

                                                      
182

 The OP indicates that the baseline period is 2009-2011 and source cited as DAFM 
183

 Keith Kelleher (DAFM) 
184

 Ibid. 
185

 EMFF OP 2014-20 

186
 Draft PAF published July 2020 https://www.npws.ie/news/public-consultation-draft-paf 

https://www.npws.ie/news/public-consultation-draft-paf
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UP 6: Fostering the implementation of the Integrated Maritime Policy 

Indicator Unit Base Value 

(Year)
185

 

Current 

Value (Year) 

% change 

the Directive 2008/56/EC 

Note: ♦ Indicator 1.10.a is the same as Indicator 6.2.a 

Note: with respect to CI 6.1, the following has been provided: “CISE has evolved since 2013 in 

multiple ways and dimensions (i.e. projects at national and EU level, with different scopes and 

timings, some of them going even beyond 2020). This made it difficult to assess yearly its 

development.  The intention is to assess the situation at the end of EMFF period when will be 

also possible to get information on the national CISE developments supported by EMFF OPs”
188

 

3.3.9 Context Indicators: Summary 

In summary, the overall progression from the context indicator baseline values to the most recent 

values has been broadly positive with the majority (73%) either improved (28) or unchanged 

(7).  For a minority (10), there has been a deterioration; and for 3 values cannot currently be 

determined or data is not available. 

Table 14: Summary of Context Indicators by UP 

Union Priority 
# 

total 
# 

improved 
# 

unchanged 
# 

deteriorated 
# TBC 

1. Promoting environmentally 
sustainable, resource efficient, 
innovative, competitive and 
knowledge based fisheries 

22 13 2 5 2 

2. Fostering environmentally 
sustainable, resource efficient, 
innovative, competitive and 
knowledge based aquaculture 

7 6 0 1 0 

3: Fostering the implementation of 
the CFP 

7 6 0 1 0 

4: Increasing employment and 
territorial cohesion 

3 0 3 0 0 

5: Fostering marketing and 
processing 

6▼ 2 1 3 0 

6: Fostering the implementation of 
the Integrated Maritime Policy 

3 1 1 0 1 

Total 48 28 7 10 3 

Note:  

▼ there are 10 other indicators under UP5 (not included in the table):  values are “Not 

Applicable”. These relate to IBOs and Associations of POs; none exist in Ireland. 
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 2018 Status Report on the OSPAR Network of Marine Protected Areas 
188

 EC position – provided by Maritime Attaché, Permanent Representation of Ireland to the EU (2020) 

https://www.ospar.org/documents?v=40944


     

 
 

80   

4 PROCESS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

4.1 Approach 

The process evaluation focuses on the delivery mechanism of the EMFF OP 2014-20. It focuses 

on the following areas of identified in the RfT:  Implementation (management structure, 

monitoring systems and administrative processes), Horizontal Principles (gender equality and 

non-discrimination) and Communication.  The Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs) to be addressed 

are: 

 How effective is the management structure? 

 Are the administrative processes from project application to project finalisation effective?  

 Have actions to mainstream and promote the horizontal principles of equality between men 

and women and non-discrimination been implemented effectively?  

 How effective is the monitoring system in collecting analysing and monitoring the output, 

financial, procedural and result indicators as defined by the programme?  

 Does the communication strategy effectively raise awareness of the supports available 

through the Programme and of the Programme’s achievements?  

For each of these five areas, we present the following: 

 Approach to evaluation (based on relevant Process Fiche from FAME Evaluation Toolbox
189

). 

 Evidence against each of the aspects in the FAME Evaluation Toolbox. 

 Key findings: based on document review and stakeholder interviews, these are summarised 

under each of the Key Judgement Criteria from the FAME guidance; areas that are working 

well and areas for development are also presented (see end of each section for each KEQ). 

For each of the five areas/KEQs, please see Appendix 5 which includes details of the plans and 

proposed approaches in terms of implementation when the programme was being designed. 

The approach to gathering evidence included: 

 Interviews with: 

o MA; 

o Implementing bodies and managers of EMFF interventions; 

o MC members; and 

o Stakeholders including: industry representatives, Environmental Pillar 

representatives, Enterprise Ireland and Bord Bia. 

 Analysis of documents and data including: 

o EMFF OP; 

o Scheme Implementation Plans; 

o Project documentation for EMFF operations (e.g. scheme brochures, application 

forms, information and guidance); 

o Monitoring committee meeting data (participants, minutes, meeting papers, etc.); 

o Financial, procedural and indicator-related data collected in the electronic monitoring 

system (Infosys data Art. 97.1); 

o Annual Implementation Reports; and 

o Evaluations, strategies, research commissioned in the course of the EMFF OP (e.g. 

scheme evaluations, FLAG strategies, NIFF Strategy).  
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 European Commission, FAME Support Unit EMFF Evaluation Toolbox (2017)  
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4.2 How effective is the management structure? 

4.2.1 Management Structure: Approach to Evaluation 

The FAME Evaluation Toolbox Process fiche 3 (Effectiveness – management structure) outlines 

the following judgment criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of the management structure: 

 The MA and IBs have appropriate structures and processes to manage the OP 

implementation; 

 The MA has the necessary organisational capacity and resources (i.e. consistency in the 

allocation of budgetary resources to the objectives of the OP) to effectively manage the OP; 

 The staff of the MA have the necessary skills, capacities and time resources to effectively 

manage the OP; 

 The Certifying Authority has the appropriate capacity and know-how to certify expenditures, 

and to draw up and submit payment applications to the Commission; and 

 Ability to use Simplified Cost Options. 

It also includes key points to consider and evaluation indicators for evaluating the 

effectiveness of the management structure as set out below: 

Table 15: Process Evaluation: Management Structure 

Key Points to Consider Evaluation Indicators 

Existence of management standards: 

 quality control system, process 
mapping and workflows 

Existence of management standards: 

 accessibility of management standards 

 adequacy of management systems, roles, 
and decision-making processes 

Performance of management: 

 programme management system 

 decision-making mechanism 

 job descriptions and command chains 

Performance of management: 

 employees’ views of management capability 

 average duration of the decision-making 
process 

 transparency of the decision-making 
process 

 average duration of the payment process 

 transparency of job descriptions 

Capacity at personnel level: 

 availability of sufficient resources 
(staff, and financial resources for 
management) 

 availability of staff training for the 
management of the OP 

 availability of necessary skills to 
manage the OP 

Capacity at personnel level:  

 existence of ongoing training and 
development 

 incidence of training activities 

 financial and human resources available 

 number of staff trained 

 types of qualifications gained in relation to 
work requirements 

 

  



     

 
 

82   

4.2.2 Management Structure: Evidence / Implementation 

Existence of Management Standards (Quality Control System) 

Audits 

At the beginning of the EMFF OP 2014-2020 programme, the following designations were 

applied, aligned with the legal requirements of the EMFF Regulation
190

 
191

: 

 The Marine Agencies and Programmes Division (DAFM) was designated as the Managing 

Authority; This is a public body designated to manage an Operational Programme and 

responsible for declaring the eligibility of expenditure before it is passed to the Certifying 

Authority. 

 The Finance Division (DAFM) was designated as the Certifying Authority; This is a national 

body designated to certify statements of expenditure for the Operational Programme and 

applications for payment before they are sent to the Commission.  

 The Internal Audit Unit (DAFM) was the designated Audit Authority. This is a national body 

which is functionally independent of the Managing Authority and the Certifying Authority, 

designated for the operational programme and responsible for verifying the effective 

functioning of the management and control system.  

The Managing Authority was formally designated to carry out its functions following an 

assessment and opinion carried out by the Audit Authority on the existing MCS (Management 

and Control Systems), after the adoption of the EMFF Operational Programme 2014-2020 Ireland 

(covering a 7 year programme) by the EU commission on the 8th December 2015 

(C/2015/8855)
192

. 

PMC minutes from May 2016 outline how an Independent Audit Body (IAB) was established 

within DAFM in April 2016, to work with the MA, Intermediary Bodies and Certifying Authority to 

ensure robust control systems were in place.
193

   

This IAB sits within the Finance Department of DAFM, and its role includes certifying EMFF 

expenditure, drawing up and submitting payment applications to the Commission. The IAB 

produces Annual Control Reports, which outline its audit findings, and provide a source of useful 

recommendations for the MA. The 2017-2018 Annual Control Report noted: 

“The Audit Authority is of the opinion that the management and control system provides 

reasonable assurance that the statements of expenditure presented to the Commission are 

materially correct and as a consequence reasonable assurance that the underlying transactions 

are legal and regular.”
194

 

Stakeholders suggest that since the CA is also responsible for other larger EC agricultural 

schemes, this has provided them with greater experience and know-how to certify expenditures. 

They describe a good working relationship with the MA, allowing for the simple transfer of key 

information. In addition, a representative from the CA sits on the Monitoring Committee, enabling 

them to pose questions directly to the EC representatives, and also answer any questions 

schemes may have.  

Some scheme stakeholders felt that there were too many audits conducted, and that internal 

IB/BB auditing activities could be combined with EMFF audits to reduce the burden on schemes.  

                                                      
190

 DAFM (2019) , EMFF OP 2014-20 Managing Authority Procedures Manual 
191

 HEO Procedures and Guidance Manual (Marine Programmes Division, DAFM, May 2020); EO 

Procedures and Guidance Manual (Marine Programmes Division, DAFM, May 2020) 
192

 ibid 
193

 OP Monitoring Committee papers , 18
th
 May 2016 
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 IAU (2019), Annual Control Report for the accounting year ending 30

th
 June 2018 
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Programme Management System 

Designated Roles and Relationships: MA and IBs/BBs 

The programme management system includes a number of distinct elements including the MA, 

Intermediate Bodies and Beneficiary Bodies who are involved in managing and implementing the 

programme and its constituent schemes.  The working relationships between the MA and IBs are 

governed by Administration Agreements. 

Interviews with Intermediary Bodies and Beneficiary Bodies indicated that they have a positive 

working relationship with DAFM. Some commented that the MA was accessible and responsive, 

both to formal and informal contact. Many stakeholders were on first-name terms with MA staff 

members, and felt that they were approachable in terms of responding to queries. 

Job descriptions and command chains 

Staff within the Marine Programmes Division, specifically the Seafood Development & Corporate 

Governance Unit (one of three units in the Division) are responsible for the EMFF MA. 

There are five staff who are primarily involved in the EMFF; their roles are as follows: 

 Higher Executive Officer (x2): Attending the MC and providing presentations & data; 

Drafting material for Reports, draft Briefings, PQs; Liaising with and giving guidance to 

stakeholders; Providing all reporting and evaluating requirements, requesting and collating 

data from Intermediate and Beneficiary Bodies in a timely manner; and  ensuring all 

necessary Requesting Aquaculture/Seafood Processing Compliance Checks .  

 Executive Officer (x3): Providing for all reporting and evaluating requirements; requesting 

and collating data from IBs and BBs; Providing secretariat and other related tasks for the 

Monitoring Committee; Doing Verifications(audits); Drafting material for Reports, draft 

Briefings, PQs ; Completing Monthly Returns for return to Finance Division; Website 

Maintenance/ IT Testing and Ordering Promotional Material under information and publicity. 

Other units within DAFM fulfil roles including Certifying Authority and Audit Authority as detailed 

in the EMFF OP Managing Authority Procedures Manual, which is aligned with the EMFF 

Regulation and consistent with the designations at the outset of the programme. 

EMFF Programme Monitoring Committee 

Another key component of the management system is the Monitoring Committee.  The OPMC 

has a key role in ensuring the effectiveness and quality of the implementation of the Seafood 

Development OP.
195

  It fulfils this role through attendance at OPMC meetings, scrutiny of papers, 

reviewing implementation of the programme and progress towards achieving its objectives, as 

well as having responsibility for examining and approving the AIRs before these are sent to the 

Commission.  The MA is also required to seek approval from the OPMC for amendments. 

In line with Article 5 of the CPR Regulation, membership of the OPMC includes representatives 

from: economic and social partners, civil society, the seafood sector and competent urban and 

other public authorities. 

The OPMC meets at least bi-annually (normally in Q1 and Q4).  There have been nine EMFF MC 

meetings from February 2016 to December 2019, with attendance ranging from 28 to 43 (36 on 

average). 

Stakeholders welcomed the attendance of EC representatives (from DG MARE) at the OPMC 

meetings, and considered the meetings to be a useful forum for range of stakeholders to come 

together. Others praised the OPMC meetings as an opportunity for programme updates, so they 

could feed back updates to scheme beneficiaries and potential applicants.  OPMC members felt 

they were given an opportunity to air their views at the meetings. 
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 DAFM (2019) , EMFF OP 2014-20 Managing Authority Procedures Manual 
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Some stakeholders felt that the meetings were well organised, however others felt that the 

agenda could be crowded, and that it was at risk of becoming formulaic, with material presented 

and decisions already taken/agreement presumed. A few stakeholders questioned whether the 

OPMC meetings were the best method of them exerting real influence, and suggested that 

informal networking opportunities and interest groups with OPMC members may be more useful 

methods. These informal activities would be to consider issues of common/mutual interest for 

example environment; the proposals were not seeking to discuss key business items for the 

OPMC in a non-transparent manner.  

However, reflecting that the typical duration of each OPMC meeting is a half day (which is typical 

of other EU funds) and that it is convened for a specific purpose and to deliver on its particular 

role, a balance has to be struck in terms of what is necessary to cover and can be practically 

covered within the available time constraints. 

In addition, a couple of stakeholders questioned the decision to host the meetings in Clonakilty, 

which they felt was difficult to reach (particularly via public transport) and has substantial 

resource implications (travel costs and time for members attending from around the country, as 

well as meeting attendance) for one meeting. Funding is available to cover these costs via 

Technical Assistance, though not all MC members avail of this.  

In some cases there was a lack of continuity in personnel attending from some organisations; this 

was felt to detract from the ability of the OPMC to function effectively.  Clarity on the role of 

OPMC members and expectations in terms of their role and purpose of the meetings would be 

welcomed, particularly for members who joined part way through and were not from the statutory 

sector. 

There was a notable difference between views from the statutory and non-statutory sector in 

terms of their understanding of their role and purpose of OPMC, their influence on the 

OP/decision-making process, the split of funding between state bodies and industry for example. 

Annual Implementation Reports (AIRs) 

Ireland started the process of formulating and drafting the EMFF OP 2014-2020 in the second 

half of 2013. This development process continued in 2014 and 2015. The development of the 

EMFF OP involved numerous consultations with relevant stakeholders which allowed for the 

drafting of a final version to be submitted to the EU Commission in June 2015. Following 

intensive negotiations and discussions, the EMFF OP 2014-2020 for Ireland was adopted by the 

EU Commission on 3rd December 2015. 

Due to the fact that the EMFF OP was not adopted until late 2015 the only Union Priority where 

actions were implemented was in Union Priority 3. This was allowed as Data Collection activities 

under the Data Collection Framework and Control & Enforcement Activities under the Control 

Regulation were funded in previous periods directly by the EU commission. Under the EMFF 

Regulation these activities will now come under shared management to be funded in the EMFF 

OP. There was no further activity under this Operational Programme for the period 2014-2015. 

Thus to date, there have been five AIRs for the project years of 2014 and 2015 (combined), 

2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019. Each AIR is examined and approved by the Monitoring Committee 

before it is sent to the Commission. 

The AIRs provide an update on the progress achieved under the EMFF for the year, and cover: 

 A brief overview of the implementation of the operational programme; 

 Expenditure under the  EMFF/ Priority and Scheme level; 

 Output and Result indicator achievements; and  

 Issues affecting the performance of the programme, and measures taken. 
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In order to ensure a timely submission of the implementation reports, the Managing Authority 

requests information from intermediate/ beneficiary bodies in January of each year, and interacts 

with these bodies over the course of the following months. 

Capacity at personnel level 

Financial Resources: Technical Assistance budget  

A budget of €8m was allocated to Technical Assistance.  This represented an increase compared 
to the previous  programme, (during which DAFM did not claim Technical Assistance due to the 
smaller scale of the programme),and has enabled DAFM to devote greater resources to fulfilling 
its role as Managing Authority.   In the AIR 2019, total EMFF expenditure on TA amounted to 
€1,359,355.06 in the year (€1,818,716.70 certified to DG MARE on a cumulative basis to 
2019)

196
. 

 
In 2019, TA was used to support: 

 Contracted staff resources for implementing bodies, which accounted for most of the costs 

 Costs to implementing bodies of additional resources to implement EMFF schemes and to 

project manage EMFF projects 

 Development of GEMS 

 Development of DAFM IT system development for the next round 

 Information and publicity measures 

 The administration and animation of FLAGs 

 Consultancy services (BIM), including evaluations and strategies  

 

Resources to support Programme Administration (within IBs) 

Feedback from IBs and BBs made some reference to the resources associated with the 

administration of scheme, and suggested that they would have welcomed greater administrative 

support. For example, in PMC minutes from November 2018, members raised questions about 

the funding available under the Seafood Processing Capital Investment, Seafood Processing 

Innovation and Seafood Scaling & New Market Development Schemes for staff.
197

  It was 

advised that the Schemes do not support staff costs of public bodies.   This is a recurring issue in 

programmes of this nature where a finite resource is allocated to Programme 

Management/Implementation through Technical Assistance and this is capped within the EC 

Regulations. In some cases, additional resources were in fact funded including in BIM and SFPA.  

Considering performance of the schemes, the issue of resourcing does not appear to have been 

a significant barrier. 

In 2016, BIM made the case to the MA that its staff resources were insufficient to effectively 

deliver the OP. BIM identified 12 technical specialist roles that required to be filled.  On 21 April 

2016, the MA accepted the BIM case and approved the funding through Technical Assistance of 

11 identified posts, with the costs to BIM of the twelfth position (Data Collection Framework 

Economist) to be compensated by the Marine Institute through the EMFF Data Collection 

Scheme. These 11 posts included: Whitefish Account Manager; Seafood Technologist; Seafood 

Innovation Specialist; Green Seafood Engineer; Fisheries Services Officer; Regional 

Development Officer; Fisheries Technical and Sustainability Officer; Fisheries Conservation 

Technologist; Fisheries Conservation Technician; Shellfish Productivity Optimisation Officer and 

Grants Administration Officer. Four of these posts were filled in September 2016, one in October 

2016, three in November 2016, one in January 2017, one in February 2017 and two in summer 

2017.  Many of these posts are technical in nature; the MA would have been expected that it 

would have been more appropriate to fill posts to support administration/implementation of the 

grant schemes, IT development and programme management instead and that this would have 

aligned more closely with the purpose of Technical Assistance. 
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 €1,544,524.10 had been certified as part of a claim to DG MARE in 2019 
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 OP Monitoring Committee papers, 30
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 November 2018 
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Similarly, the MA recognised that the project management resources available to the SFPA were 

likely to be an impediment to effective delivery of the investments envisaged in the area of control 

and enforcement.  This was likely to have been a factor in the under-utilisation of the available 

budget by the SFPA in 2016. The MA approved the funding to SFPA through Technical 

Assistance of a Project Coordinator and Finance Assistant (in July and June 2017 respectively) 

and additional contracted project management support services.
198

 which helped to address the 

issue. 

EMFF funding also supports 19 staff in the MI (associated with Data Collection Scheme). 

Administrative support 

Where schemes had secured resources through EMFF OP for an administrative assistant, this 

was regarded as extremely helpful for managing applications and preparing payment documents. 

Some schemes without administrative support (funded through the EMFF OP) would have 

welcomed the ability to use EMFF funds to hire an administrator, and some felt that it was an 

oversight in programme design (not to include programme administration costs) given the large 

sums of money involved in the programme.  This however must be set in context of the 

constraints of the regulations within which the programme operates. 

Training Delivered to Support Programme Implementation 

In August 2016, DAFM organised a two day training seminar in Clonakilty, designed for 

Managing Authority, Intermediary and Beneficiary bodies staff involved in the administration of 

the EMFF programme and funding.
199

 Topics covered in the training seminar included: 

 Introduction to EMFF Management & Control System (MCS) 

 Audit Trail  

 EMFF National Eligibility Rules 

 Anti-Fraud Policy  

 Reporting & Monitoring Requirements 

 Public Procurement  

 Information & Publicity Guidelines 

31 staff from IBs and BBs attended the training seminar. Overall, feedback from attendees was 

positive. The majority felt that the training seminar was a useful opportunity to increase their 

knowledge of EMFF processes, and praised the presentations and speakers as informative. 

Seminar materials, such as information packs and copies of presentations, were considered 

helpful, and could be referenced for future guidance.  

Many attendees regarded the breakout sessions as good opportunities to network and discuss 

issues with other organisations.  However, some felt that the composition of breakout sessions 

would have benefited from being arranged into separate intermediary bodies and beneficiary 

bodies groups, to further tailor the discussion. 

Some attendees would have welcomed more detail on common templates, checklists and public 

procurement. Others suggested that more ongoing training would have been useful, particularly 

on topics such as online systems and electronic records, which were under development at that 

time.  

Interviews with scheme stakeholders outlined how, for those who were in post in 2016, the 

training seminar was useful. Those who joined the programme later completed much of their 

training on the job, and some would have welcomed refresher training being provided. 

Further training has been delivered during the lifetime of the programme including IT system 

(2019). 
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Availability of necessary skills to manage the OP 

MA staff have undertaken specific training to enhance their skills to manage the OP. Multiple 

EMFF MA staff members have attended European Academy Seminars on Management of EU 

Funds over multiple years, with topics such as Monitoring & Evaluation and Audits & Verification 

checks covered. Many attended a Commission Organised workshop on Simplified Cost Options 

held in Prague in 2019, as well as workshops organised by FAME unit dealing with monitoring & 

evaluation issues.  

One MA staff member completed a Masters in Public Management – IPA including modules on 

Research Methods; Strategy & Organisations; Economics; Financial Management; Human 

Resource Management; and Managing Service Delivery & Managing in Europe. 

In addition, EMFF MA staff have undertaken continuing professional development courses as 

part of the Performance Management Development System (PMDS) process, which includes 

Learning & Development specific to their role. The following courses have been availed by the 

EMFF MA staff.  

 Microsoft Word, Excel, PowerPoint Courses; 

 GDPR; 

 Report Writing; and Communication Skills. 

 

Ability to use Simplified Cost Options 

See Section 4.3.2 

4.2.3 Management Structure: Key Findings 

Key Judgement Criterion: The MA and IBs have appropriate structures and processes to 

manage the OP implementation 

Overall, appropriate management structures and processes have been put in place to manage 

the OP and these have proceeded as initially anticipated. 

Ireland started the process of formulating and drafting the EMFF OP 2014-2020 in the second 

half of 2013, but did not adopt the EMFF OP until late 2015. There are clearly designated roles 

within the DAFM (including MA, CA and AA) and also within the IBs.  Procedures Manuals have 

been developed to clearly document all relevant processes associated with programme delivery.  

Administrative Agreements exist between the MA and the IB; and these cover the delegation of 

activities to the IBs. With regards to monitoring, to date, there have been five AIRs for the project 

years of 2014 and 2015 (combined), 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019. 

A Monitoring Committee was established in line with the role specified within the EMFF 

regulation.  It meets at least bi-annually (normally in Q1 and Q4) to review the implementation of 

the programme and the progress made towards achieving its objectives. 

Key Judgement Criterion: The MA has the necessary organisational capacity and 

resources (i.e. consistency in the allocation of budgetary resources to the objectives of 

the OP) to effectively manage the OP 

A budget of €8m was allocated to Technical Assistance, the majority of which was used for 

contracted staff resources for IBs. There are five FTE staff within DAFM with responsibility for 

resourcing the EMFF; they fulfil the role of the MA. Interviews with IBs, the IAB and BBs all 

indicated that they have a positive working relationship with DAFM.   Some stakeholders 

commented that the MA was accessible and responsive, both to formal and informal contact. 

Many stakeholders were on first-name terms with MA staff members, and felt that they were 

approachable in terms of responding to queries.  



     

 
 

88   

Staff within IBs have been supported in the delivery of the programme by provision of various 

training opportunities covering a range of aspects of their role. 

Key Judgement Criterion: The staff of the MA have the necessary skills, capacities and 

time resources to effectively manage the OP 

By virtue of its designation as MA, DAFM has relevant skills, capacities and resources to fulfil the 

role of MA. 

Staff within the MA are provided with relevant training, including a two day training seminar in 

Clonakilty in 2016, European Academy Seminars on Management of EU as well as workshops 

organised by FAME unit dealing with monitoring & evaluation issues. 

Key Judgement Criterion: The Certifying Authority has the appropriate capacity and know-

how to certify expenditures, and to draw up and submit payment applications to the 

Commission 

An Independent Audit Body (IAB) was established within DAFM in April 2016, to work with the 

MA, Intermediary Bodies and Certifying Authority to ensure robust control systems were in place. 

By virtue of its designation as CA, the Finance Unit within DAFM has the appropriate capacity 

and know-how to fulfil the role of CA. 

Key Judgement Criterion: Ability to use Simplified Cost Options. 

See Section 4.3.2 

Table 16: Process Evaluation: Management Structure – Key Findings 

Areas working well Areas for development 

 The management structure is operating broadly 

as outlined in the OP, and stakeholders 

considered the MA to be approachable and 

responsive to queries 

 The OPMC meetings were regarded as a useful 

forum for a range of stakeholders to come 

together 

 Additional resources have been provided to the 

MA to implement the programme (scale of 

technical assistance compared to the previous 

funding round) 

 The training seminar delivered by the MA was 

regarded positively, as a useful forum for 

understanding the EMFF processes 

 The IAB is responsible for a number of EC 

programmes, and certifying expenditures for a 

number of programmes means that learning can 

be shared between programmes 

 Consider mechanisms for OPMC 

members to avail of informal 

networking 

opportunities/breakaway groups 

focused on areas of mutual 

interest (examining learning from 

models used by other OPMCs). 

 Clarity on roles of OPMC 

members and purpose of the 

OPMC Meetings (to manage 

expectations of members). 

 Further training opportunities 

would be beneficial for those who 

took up posts after the initial 

training seminar. 
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4.3 Are the administrative processes from project application to 

project finalisation effective? 

4.3.1 Administrative Processes: Approach to Evaluation 

The FAME Evaluation Toolbox fiche 4 (Effectiveness – project cycle management) outlines the 

following judgement criteria for evaluating effectiveness of administrative processes: 

 The programme produces outputs of the requested quality and in the requested time frame; 

and 

 The administrative burden is kept to a minimum. 

It also includes key points to consider and evaluation indicators for evaluating the 

effectiveness of the management structure. 

Table 17: Process Evaluation: Administrative Processes 

Key points to consider  Evaluation Indicators 

From application preparation to application 

 Timely information on project application 
procedures (through website and other 
channels) 

 Support for beneficiaries in developing their 
operations 

 User friendliness of the application forms 

 Usefulness of the guidelines (e.g. regarding 
the eligibility of costs etc.) 

 Clarity of the description of the application 
procedure 

 Availability of support and advice from the MA 
for applicants 

 Administrative obstacles for applicants 

 Bottlenecks in the application process 

 Solutions to administrative obstacles 

From preparation to submission of 
application 

 Gaps in the programme management 
procedures 

 Duration between different steps in 
the programme management cycle 

 Availability of guidelines (yes/no) 

 Duration of selection procedure 

 Number of contacts the programme 
managers (MA) make with potential 
applicants 

 Level of satisfaction with the 
application process 

 Perceived clarity and usefulness of 
information and application guidance 

 Perceived helpfulness of MA 

From application assessment and selection to 
approval 

 Time required to assess fulfilment of the 
formal criteria 

 Effective procedure for collecting missing 
documents 

 Introduction of deadlines for selection 
procedure 

 Clear ranking of applications through a points 
system 

 Use of external experts for application 
evaluation 

 Transparency of procedure for submitting 
information on application selection to the 
monitoring committee 

 Transparency of criteria for the applicants 

 Clear reasoning in cases of refusal 

 Clarity of the contract between beneficiary 
and contracting authority 

 Time required between the submission 
deadline and the decision to approve or reject 
 

From application assessment and 
selection to approval 

 Transparency of selection procedure 

 Use of external experts 

 % of projects approved compared to 
the number of applications 

 Perceived transparency of selection 
process and selection criteria 
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Key points to consider  Evaluation Indicators 

Project monitoring to project closure 

 Clarity of the certification procedure 

 Simplicity of the reporting 

 Quality of the reporting 

 Simplicity of the procedure for making 
changes to the operation 

 Arrangements for pre-financing 

 Simplified cost options and flat rates 

 Clarity of eligible and non-eligible costs 

 Clarity of handling of earnings 

 Length of time taken to make payments 

 Simplicity of the proof of spending 

 Communication (EMFF Art. 119) 

Operation monitoring to operation 
closure 

 Perceived workload for reporting 

 Perceived simplicity of the 
procedures for making changes to the 
operation 

 Satisfaction with pre-financing options 

 Perceived simplicity of using 
simplified cost options and flat rates 

 Perceived clarity of technical issues 
(eligible and non-eligible costs, 
earnings, proof of spending) 

 Satisfaction with length of time 
needed to process payment claims 

4.3.2 Administrative Processes: Evidence/ Implementation 

Administrative Efficiency 

The 2015 AIR outlines the following measures which were introduced at the outset to improve the 

efficiency of programme administration: 

 Introduction of an online application and tracking system (GEMS) with accompanying 

explanatory brochures for potential applicants; 

 A dedicated website (hosted by BIM) detailing support available for the catching, 

processing and aquaculture sectors and to coastal communities through FLAGs; 

 A dedicated website and IT system to capture key data on all EMFF funded projects and 

detail funding provided;  

 Reduced information requirements for those applying for Union Priority 2 IT systems, 

including the development of online licence application and tracking system for aquaculture 

and foreshore licensing; 

 Introduction of simplified costs as part of verification of expenditure for beneficiaries; and  

 Training for all bodies implementing schemes to shorten processing times of project and 

payment applications.  
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From application preparation to application 

Application procedures 

The EMFF website (hosted by DAFM) lists all the schemes and links to the relevant IB/BB 

websites, which contain information on eligibility criteria and the application process timelines.
200

   

BIM (which is designated as an Intermediate Body and manages many of the schemes which are 

available to individuals and organisations in the private sector) provides a summary of schemes it 

delivers on a dedicated web-page
201

 including: status (open/closed), deadline/due date (either a 

specified date or rolling call) and next call.  There are also specific web-pages for each scheme 

delivered by BIM providing further details typically including guidance on how to apply, 

application form and contact details. The progress of applications is dependent on the 

completeness of information provided by applicants.  Stakeholders suggested that applicants 

found this background information useful for crafting their applications.  

Applications to certain schemes (i.e. the majority of schemes operated by BIM) are now online 
via the GEMS portal

202
. This offers a comprehensive approach for all processes involving grants 

from applications including applying (and uploading supporting documentation), eligibility checks, 
assessment/scoring, approval, letters of offer, claims/payment and a useful repository of 
information for subsequent auditing.  
 
Those schemes using GEMS regarded the portal positively, and considered it simple to use, as 
well as a useful repository of information (from application to assessment/ approval, 
payment/claims and subsequent auditing, etc.). GEMS also filtered applications so only those 
with full documentation could be uploaded, meaning staff were better aware of any gaps in 
documentation and could go back to applicants quickly. The first BIM scheme to transfer to 
GEMS (Seafood Training Scheme) has subsequently been able to offer support and good 
practice to other BIM schemes who have adopted GEMS. 
 
Those still operating paper applications considered this cumbersome and time-consuming, both 
from an administrative point of view, and also for applicants. These stakeholders suggested that 
fishermen would prefer to apply online, as the majority of the sector had access to smartphones 
from which to apply. There was also a suggestion that the GEMS portal could be upgraded in 
future to facilitate reporting to the MA.  
 
Where the beneficiary is a public body, an implementation plan (of which work programmes may 
form a part) are drafted.  These are submitted to the OPMC for discussion and approval.  In 
relation to public projects implemented under implementation plans approved by the OPMC, the 
MA will work with beneficiary bodies to develop a work programme for an identified period of time 
(which may be on an annual basis or for the lifetime of the EMFF OP). These procedures are 
documented in the EMFF OP 2014-20 MA Procedures Manual, including templates for 
Implementation Plan, Work Programme, and Work Programme Letter of Approval.  Templates for 
Work Programme Application, Project Approval Checklist are also available.  The progress of 
decisions and approvals on Implementation Plans and Work Programmes is dependent on the 
completeness of information provided. 
 
  

                                                      
200

 https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/emffschemes/ 
201

 http://www.bim.ie/schemes/ 
202

 https://bim.flexigrant.com/ 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/emffschemes/
https://bim.flexigrant.com/
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Support for beneficiaries in developing their operations 

Some schemes offered applicants additional support with their applications as required. For 
example, key account managers

203
 within BIM Business Development and Innovation support 

potential applicants to the Seafood Capital Investment Scheme by offering intensive support with 
the application process and  prospective applicants to Seafood Innovation and Processing 
Scheme are taken to other processing plants to show them technology in action, while the 
Seafood Training Scheme provided additional advice to applicants to complete sections of the 
application that they found challenging. BIM regional officers were also available to help 
applicants with the Sustainable Fisheries, Inshore Fisheries and Sustainable Aquaculture 
Schemes.  In addition, FLAG board members and BIM regional officers/FLAG animators were 
also available to support applicants.  
 

Administrative obstacles and solutions 

Some schemes also updated their application process as the EMFF progressed. The Monitoring 
Committee papers from May 2019 indicate that changes were made to the Inshore Fisheries 
Conservation Scheme to facilitate simpler approval of smaller projects (under €50k) and to give a 
wider scope to the schemes.

204
 These small projects would not have to go for full project 

approval board approval but instead they would go through a simplified approval process with 
BIM.  
 
One scheme felt that the public procurement process required for the EMFF was arduous when 
compared to normal business procurement, but acknowledged that this was understandable 
given that businesses were being provided with public funding.  
 
In addition, some stakeholders suggested streamlining the innovation and capital schemes into a 
smaller number of schemes in order to reduce the administration burden. 
 
Where a number of IBs/BBs (public bodies) were making a joint application for EMFF funding, 
some stakeholders suggested that the process for combined applications from a number of 
bodies could be streamlined (e.g. with the Control and Enforcement Scheme). 
 

User friendliness of the application forms 

Where the beneficiary is a public body delivering an agreed work programme with specific 

projects requiring approval, some felt the Business Case Template (submitted to DAFM by 

Beneficiary Bodies) could be improved and clearer communication about decision-timescales 

could be provided. However, it was also acknowledged that the Business Case Template has 

undergone a number of improvements and iterations, and that this may be an issue with the 

process rather than the design of the form.    

  

                                                      
203 BIM Business Development & Innovation has a team of regionally located Key Account Managers (KAM) to assist 
with company development plans and identifying appropriate schemes to support ideas, projects and investment. 
(brochure, pg 1 footnote) http://www.bim.ie/media/bim/content/funding-forms/6791-BIM-Seafood-Capital-Investment-
Scheme-Brochure-4.pdf 
204

 OP Monitoring Committee papers, 30
th

 May 2019 

http://www.bim.ie/media/bim/content/funding-forms/6791-BIM-Seafood-Capital-Investment-Scheme-Brochure-4.pdf
http://www.bim.ie/media/bim/content/funding-forms/6791-BIM-Seafood-Capital-Investment-Scheme-Brochure-4.pdf
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From application assessment and selection to approval 

Timescales 

For applications handled by BIM, there are currently no formal timescales or standards set for the 
steps involved in application assessment (including deadlines for selection procedures, time to 
assess fulfilment of formal criteria, time between submission deadline and decision to approve or 
reject)., However the BIM scheme websites indicate that this process usually takes up to six 
weeks for schemes such as Seafood Processing Capital Investment and Seafood Processing 
Innovation. Some schemes also operate on a rolling basis. Stakeholders suggested that the 
timescales for applications varied by scheme, and were dependent on the complexity of the 
application and the level of funding request. For example, BIM suggested that applications for the 
Seafood Training Scheme could be turned around in approximately one to two days, while 
requests for capital funding through the Sustainable Fisheries Scheme could take longer as they 
required a more lengthy approval process, including external panels.   
 
For applications from public bodies (associated with work programmes), there are no set 
timelines as such in terms of return dates for applications nor for turnaround/decision-making.  
DAFM seek to do this in timely, efficient manner.  The timescales depend to some extent on the 
completeness of information provided.  The process associated with these applications has 
evolved over the course of the programme and has not been in operation for the whole lifetime of 
the EMFF. Applications are due at the beginning of each year and are required in order for the 
relevant agency to draw down funds to develop a work programme which ideally should be in 
place early in the year.  Delays in submitting applications can cause issues for the agencies 
involved. 
 

Incomplete Applications 

For the schemes managed and delivered by BIM, the selection process (in Scheme 

Implementation Plans and/or Scheme brochures) typically details the steps involved, including 

“eligibility check and evaluation” which is intended “to ensure compliance and to assess validity”.  

At this point missing documents would potentially be identified.  Stakeholders suggested that the 

majority of applications for BIM schemes contained all the relevant documentation, as regional 

officers supported applicants with the process prior to the formal submission. The BIM website 

states that incomplete applications will take longer to process. 

Selection Procedures (Criteria/Points, External Experts) 

For the majority of the schemes managed and delivered by BIM, the scheme webpage, 
implementation plan and/or application form include clear and detailed information about the 
steps involved in the selection procedure (including eligibility check and evaluation, assessment, 
final project selection and grant offer). Stakeholders considered applicants to consider the 
selection process to be transparent, with clear selection criteria.   
 
For schemes managed and delivered by BIM, the scheme webpage, brochure and application 
forms include information about use of selection/assessment/approval panels or boards which 
are convened to assess applications. For some schemes an external expert is involved in 
appraising applications; in many cases an approvals board involving numerous agencies is 
involved in selecting applications for funding – for example: 

 Appraised by BIM or external evaluators as appropriate. Selected for funding by Project 

Approvals Board (including MA, BIM, MI, SFPA and DAFM): 

o Sustainable Fisheries Scheme – Part A and Part C 

o Knowledge Gateway Scheme 

 Selected for funding by Project Approvals Board (comprising representatives of MA (chair), 

BIM, Údarás Na Gaeltachta, Bord Bia and Enterprise Ireland): 

o Seafood Innovation and Business Planning Scheme 

o Seafood Capital Investment Scheme 

o Seafood Scaling and New Market development 

o Sustainable Aquaculture 



     

 
 

94   

 Selected for funding by Project Approvals Board (comprising representatives of MA (chair), 

BIM, MI, SFPA): 

o Inshore Fisheries Conservation Scheme 

 
The assessment process for many schemes involves criteria and weighting/scoring applied to 
these. A typical example is the Seafood Capital Investment scheme which includes the following 
five assessment criteria; each is scored against a 5-point scale: 
 

 Criteria1: Project planning/objectives 

 Criteria1: Marketing Capability Assessment 

 Criteria1: Business Promoters Track Record 

 Criteria4: Impact of Funding 

 Criteria 5: Employment Creation/Maintenance 

Another example is the Sustainable Fisheries Scheme which includes the following criteria and 
weighting (for Public Projects under Part A and Projects under Part C). 
 

 (A) General Assessment (Weighting 15%); 

 (B) Project Management: (Weighting: 15%) – where relevant to project; 

 (C) Consistency of Objectives: (Weighting 30%); 

 (D) Investment Potential & Value for Money (Weighting 40%). 

 

Transparency of procedure for submitting information on application selection to the 

monitoring committee 

As noted in the Scheme Implementation Plans BIM is required to provide periodic updates to the 
Monitoring Committee on the progress of the Scheme.  These updates will form part of the 
agenda for meetings of the OPMC; the approach (extract from Seafood Scaling and New Market 
Development Scheme Implementation Plan) is typical of the approach for all BIM schemes, 
 

BIM will provide information on the implementation of this Scheme to the Managing Authority to 

contribute to: 

 The compilation of the Annual Implementation Report under article 114 of the EMFF 

Regulation to be transmitted to the Commission by 31 May each year. 

 A Common Monitoring and Evaluation System under article 107 of the EMFF Regulation; 

 Data on operations selected for funding required to be submitted to the Commission under 

Article 97(1)(a) of the EMFF Regulation by 31 March each year. 

The MA annually presents information on the implementation of this Scheme to the OPMC 

through the AIR, which is presented for the OPMC’s approval.  

 

The MA and BIM maintain websites
205

 providing details of schemes and progress including 

publishing details of beneficiaries
206

 (i.e.: clear information on successful applications). 

 

Application Success Rate 

The MA maintains a website providing details of beneficiaries
207

 (i.e.: clear information on 

successful applications is available).  There is no published application success rate, comparing 

the number of approved applications versus the total number of applications received. However, 

anecdotally, stakeholders suggested that the success rate for BIM schemes was likely to be 

above 95%, as applicants received tailored support from regional officers, meaning it was unlikely 

                                                      
205

 DAFM maintains a website with details of the programme, including schemes, AIRS, OPMC meetings 

(including progress of schemes): https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/ 

BIM maintains a website with details of all schemes it delivers: http://www.bim.ie/schemes/ 
206

 https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/programmeimplementation/ 
207

 https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/programmeimplementation/ 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/programmeimplementation/
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/programmeimplementation/
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that incorrect and/or ineligible applications would be submitted. They also suggested that 

applications were less likely to be rejected outright, but were more likely to be deferred until the 

relevant documentation was supplied (in the case of incomplete applications/missing supporting 

documentation). Applicants submitted before the deadline of a closed call which are incomplete 

will be returned to the applicant with an explanatory memorandum and the applicant will be 

requested to resubmit the completed application form and/or submit the requested outstanding 

documentation. The only exception to this was the recent Covid-19 Temporary Fleet Tie-up 

Scheme, which due to timeframes and buyers not submitting correct notes onto the systems, had 

a slightly lower success rate (but still high at around 90%). 

 

Unsuccessful Applications 

Reasons for refusing to approve applications include: incomplete or ineligible applications, e.g. 
they could fall down on tax clearance or lack of licencing/supporting documents. In the event that 
an application is unsuccessful, BIM provides a letter detailing the reasons and including 
information on the appeals procedure.  Some schemes (Seafood Scaling and New Market 
Development, Seafood Processing Capital Investment, Seafood Innovation and Business 
Planning, Sustainable Aquaculture) have a minimum score that applications should attain in order 
to be considered for funding (described in the Scheme Implementation Plan). 
 

 
BIM has a broadly standard approach to dealing with appeals, documented in each Scheme’s 
Implementation Plan.  A typical example (in this case for the Seafood Scaling and New Market 
Development Scheme) is included below: 
 
Procedure for dealing with appeals 

BIM may specify a template for appeal of award decisions.  Award decisions may be appealed to 

BIM, who will provide a written explanation for award decisions, in consultation with Bord Bia and 

the chair of the Projects Approvals Board.  Following receipt of that explanation, appellants may 

request that an appeal be considered by the Projects Approvals Board. The Chair of the Board 

will, through BIM, provide to the appellant a written decision of the Board. 

 

Contract between beneficiary and contracting authority 

Where the beneficiary is an individual or an organisation in the private sector (schemes managed 

by BIM or UnaG), the MA designates this contracting process to the implementing bodies, where 

appropriate through Administrative Agreements. Once applications are approved, the relevant IB 

will issue a letter of offer to the beneficiary, outlining details of operation approval and including 

terms and conditions. 

Where the beneficiary is a public body and delivering an agreed work programme once 

agreement is reached with the Beneficiary Body on the final work programme, the MA will issue a 

letter of offer to the BB outlining the approval of the project and the budget allocated. The letter of 

approval will also contain a list of conditions that may be applicable to the specific work 

programme approved
208. 

 

  

                                                      
208

 EMFF OP 2014-2020 MA Procedures Manual 
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Project monitoring to project closure 

Overall, stakeholders felt that the draw-down process was simple, and initial teething problems 

had now been ironed out. 

Clarity of the certification procedure 

Certification is undertaken by the MA in relation to claims by beneficiary bodies. They check 

invoices, receipts and bank statements and ensure that expenditure being claimed meets all EU 

requirements as appropriate. The level of verification is recorded in the EMFF IT system by the 

MA.
209

  

Reporting 

Stakeholders suggested that the reporting required was not overly onerous.  
 

Perceived/Simplicity of the procedure for making changes to the operation 

Stakeholders suggested that the system was considered moderately difficult by applicants, but 
that the requirement for such a procedure was important to ensure that initial applications were 
genuine. 
 

Arrangements for pre-financing 

There are no pre-financing arrangements in place for the EMFF OP, although issues associated 

with access to finance in the seafood sector were documented in the Ex Ante Assessment of 

Financial Instruments (2017)
210

 which explored the potential to introduce financial instruments.  

These issues included: 

 output price volatility represents uncertainty for financial institutions evaluating loan 

applications; 

 potential impacts of Brexit on key markets for seafood exports a further uncertainty; 

 Access to credit reported by fish processing sector (representative body) as challenge; 

 independent Credit Review Office identified market failures in provision of finance for 

seafood sector; 

 Evidence of higher interest rates faced by enterprises relative to other sectors.  Irish 

enterprises in this sector also face higher interest rates relative to other EU Member States.  

 Significant reason for banks refusing loan applications was lack of borrower credit 

history.  

 Absence of sufficient collateral by SMEs likely to impact on willingness to lend. 

 

Whilst the Ex Ante Assessment (2018) recommended that a Financial Instrument be introduced, 

a decision was taken by the then Minister for Agriculture, Food and the Marine, Mr Michael 

Creed, T.D., not to proceed with it (April 2019)
211

. As part of the announcement, the Minister 

indicated that lessons learnt in conducting the FI ex-ante assessment and consultation exercise 

would be taken into consideration in the design of future programmes (including the next EMFF 

OP), and that an update of the ex ante assessment for the use of FI, including working capital be 

considered in the next EMFF OP. 

                                                      
209

 Ibid. 
210

 Ex Ante Assessment Financial Instruments - Public Consultation 2017;  Ex Ante Assessment Financial 

Instruments EMFF 2018 ;  Ex Ante Assessment Financial Instruments - Outcome 2019 
211

 Ex Ante Assessment Financial Instruments - Outcome 2019 

file:///C:/Users/rxh6/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/52UHMZRK/Ex%20Ante%20Assessment%20Financial%20Instruments%20-%20Public%20Consultation%202017
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-2020/financialinstruments/IndeconFinancialInstrumentsReport02022018230419.pdf
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-2020/financialinstruments/IndeconFinancialInstrumentsReport02022018230419.pdf
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-2020/financialinstruments/20190409FIOUTCOME230419.pdf
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/ruralenvironment/ruraldevelopment/ruraldevelopmentprogramme2014-2020/financialinstruments/20190409FIOUTCOME230419.pdf
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Access to Finance was identified as an issue which was dampening demand from some 

schemes (e.g. New Fishermen
212

) at the outset i.e. lack of finance a barrier to investment which 

impacted on the uptake of the scheme in the early years of the programme. The introduction of 

financial instrument(s) would have gone some way to address the issue in terms of providing loan 

guarantees, thus making the scheme more attractive.  As the Programme has progressed, 

demand for the scheme has increased
213

. 

Simplified costs 

The Managing Authority has implemented simplified costs (SCOs) in a number of schemes with 
advice from the Audit Authority (with the MA having the final say as the Implementing Authority). 
The purpose of an SCO is to reduce the administrative burden for the beneficiary, the 
intermediate body and the Managing Authority.

214
 Their use needs to be based on historical data 

or methodology from other sources and need to have an impact on the administrative burden.  
 
The use of SCOs varies between schemes, but signifies a departure from accounting for every 
penny (real costs) . For example, some schemes such as the Seafood Capacity Building Scheme 
undertook events which varied significantly in size, meaning that simplified costs were not 
applicable, but it was ideal for schemes with repetitive types of applications. Schemes that have 
used SCO include: 

Table 18: Simplified Cost Options used by Selected Schemes 

Type of SCO Element of EMFF OP where this is applied 

Unit costs Environmental Pillar attendance at monitoring Committee meetings 
calculated with the use of DPER mileage and T&S (funded from technical 
assistance)   

Unit costs Data collection vessel costs (UP3) 

Unit costs Producer Organisations attendance at certain meetings (UP5) 

Unit costs Seafood Scaling Scheme - destinations abroad visited for the purposes of 
Market Development (based on DPER rates for overseas travel) 

Flat rate Data Collection Overheads(% of real costs) (UP3) 

Flat rate Producer Organisations- overheads(% of real costs) - for the preparation of 
marketing plans (UP5) 

Flat rate Knowledge Gateway Research Institutes - For projects undertaken by 
research institutions, overheads will be eligible at a flat rate of 25% of 
eligible direct costs (excluding equipment, sub-contracting costs and vessel 
charter) (UP2) 

 
There are three main types of SCOs approved by the Commission: 

 Flat rates: % of another cost (i.e. indirect costs are simply a % of another calculated cost 

known as the basis cost). 

 Standard Scale of Unit Cost:  e.g. for a set amount for attending a meeting/training 

course/overnight stay irrespective of the cost. This is used for the Environmental Pillar for 

attending OPMC meetings and for POs attending a selection of meetings. 

 Lump Sum: lump sum payment for certain deliverables (this has not been introduced as 

yet). 

 

                                                      
212 

AIR 2016 and AIR 2017: reported low uptake of the New Fishermen Scheme due in part to accessing 

credit (particularly in 2017);  also regulatory exclusion due to fleet imbalances hence scheme criteria (vessel 
<12m) also contributed. 
213 

AIR 2018 and AIR 2019 reported improved interest: AIR 2018: 4 projects completed, 8 projects approved 

and 5 projects carried over to 2019; AIR 2019: 11 projects completed; 3 carried over to 2020. 
214

 EC (2014) Guidance on Simplified Cost Options (SCOs) 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/thefunds/fin_inst/pdf/simpl_cost_en.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/thefunds/fin_inst/pdf/simpl_cost_en.pdf
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Eligible and non-eligible costs, handling of earnings 

Scheme brochures and application forms typically contain details of eligible activities and a list of 

eligible and ineligible costs.  

Beneficiaries of the PO scheme, reported that the requirement to keep detailed records (daily 

timesheets accounting for staff time, along with records of expenses/receipts) was somewhat 

onerous. 

Length of time taken to make payments 

There are no documented  service standards about payment timelines.  

 

Simplicity of the proof of spending 

To be eligible for a contribution from the EMFF, expenditure must be supported by receipted 

invoices or accounting documents of equivalent probative value, which have a proven link with 

the projects/operations . Where it is not possible to determine a direct link to the project/operation 

the link may be established using a methodology agreed and documented between the Managing 

Authority and the Intermediate Body.
215

  

Information is typically included in scheme implementation plans ("document retention" (all 

supporting documents regarding expenditure, verification checks, certification and audits) and in 

guidance included in application forms (on proof of payments under "Grant Aid"). 

4.3.3 Administrative Processes: Key Findings 

Key Judgement Criterion: The programme produces outputs of the requested quality and 

in the requested time frame 

The key findings from the document review and stakeholder interviews indicate that the 

administrative processes from project application to project finalisation were largely effective. 

The EMFF website (hosted by DAFM) lists all the schemes and links to the relevant IB/BB 

websites, which contain information on eligibility criteria and the application process timelines. 

Stakeholders suggested that the timescales for applications varied by scheme, and were 

dependent on the complexity of the application and the level of funding request.  

Stakeholders also suggested that the majority of applications for BIM schemes contained all the 

relevant documentation, as regional officers supported applicants with the process prior to the 

formal submission. There is no officially stated application success rate, comparing the number of 

approved applications versus the total number of applications received; However, anecdotally, 

stakeholders suggested that the success rate for BIM schemes was likely to be above 95%, as 

applicants received tailored support from regional officers 

Key Judgement Criterion:  The administrative burden is kept to a minimum 

The introduction of the online application and tracking system (GEMS) was regarded positively by 

schemes, who considered it simple to use and helping to reduce the administrative burden 

associated with paper-based applications. GEMS also serves as a useful repository of 

information for later auditing activities. Where schemes were still operating paper applications, 

they considered this cumbersome and time-consuming, both from an administrative point of view, 

and also for applicants. 

  

                                                      
215

 EMFF OP 2014-2020 MA Procedures Manual 
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Some schemes also updated their application process as the EMFF progressed. Monitoring 

Committee papers (May 2019) indicate that changes were made to the Inshore Fisheries 

Conservation Scheme to facilitate simpler approval of smaller projects (under €50k) and to give a 

wider scope to the schemes. 

Table 19: Process Evaluation: Administrative Processes – Key Findings 

Areas working well Areas for development 

 Online applications were 

perceived by IBs to be 

much simpler for schemes 

to administer and 

stakeholders suggested 

that these were preferred 

by fishermen, who could 

dislike paper applications  

 Where schemes had 

access to resource to 

support programme 

administration, this was 

regarded as extremely 

helpful for managing 

applications and preparing 

payment documents 

 Further consultation by IBs with potential applicants could 

be beneficial to find learnings to streamline and simplify 

the application process and other aspects of the grant 

administration process, IBs should periodically seek 

feedback from applicants (successful and unsuccessful) 

on a range of issues including: 

o Application process 

 Perceived clarity and usefulness of 

information and application guidance  

 Satisfaction with application process 

 User friendliness of application forms 

 Usefulness of guidelines (e.g. regarding 

the eligibility of costs etc.) 

 Clarity of description of application 

procedure 

 Perceived transparency of selection 
process and selection criteria 

 Transparency of selection procedure 
 Satisfaction with decision-making 

timescales (between submission deadline 
and decision to approve or reject) 

o Monitoring and Reporting 

 Clarity of contract between beneficiary 
and contracting authority  

 Perceived workload for reporting 
 Perceived simplicity of the procedures for 

making changes to the operation 
 Perceived simplicity of using simplified 

cost options and flat rates 
 Perceived clarity of technical issues 

(eligible and non-eligible costs, earnings, 
proof of spending) 

 Satisfaction with length of time to process 
payment claims 

 Clarity of the certification procedure 
 Clarity of handling of earnings 

 Some stakeholders suggested streamlining the 

innovation and capital schemes into a smaller number of 

schemes in order to reduce the administration burden 

 IBs should prioritise Technical Assistance funding 

towards grant administration and grant management  

 To manage expectations and improve 

planning/processing, the MA and IBs could set service 

standards/timescales for application/assessment 

turnaround 

 To manage expectations and improve 

planning/processing, the MA and IBs could set service 
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Areas working well Areas for development 

standards/timescales for payment of claims 

 In the interests of transparency, IBs could record and 

publicise information on: the application success rate i.e.: 

% of projects approved compared to the number of 

applications (by scheme) 

 In the interests of grant administration efficiency, there 

would be merit in exploring how learning from 

development of the GEMS portal could be applied in the 

next programme (all transactions are electronic/online: 

applications, supporting documents collected/uploaded, 

eligibility assessment, appraisal, approval); also the 

scope the further enhance this to develop electronic 

interface to facilitate reporting to the MA and deliver 

necessary reporting (in respect of indicators: physical and 

financial and by appropriate levels of disaggregation (UP, 

scheme, Article, etc.) 
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4.4 Have actions to mainstream and promote the horizontal 

principles of equality between men and women and non-

discrimination been implemented effectively? 

4.4.1 Horizontal Principles: Approach to Evaluation 

The FAME Guidance Process fiche 6 (Effectiveness – horizontal principles) outlines the following 

judgement criteria for evaluating the effective implementation of actions to mainstream and 

promote the horizontal principles of equality between men and women and non-discrimination: 

‘The principles of equal opportunities for all, and non-discrimination (including accessibility for 

people with disabilities), according to the Common Provisions Regulation No 1303/2013 Article 7 

are respected in all phases of the implementation of the OP (project selection, project 

implementation, monitoring, reporting and evaluation).’
216

 

It also includes key points to consider and evaluation indicators for evaluating the effective 

implementation of Horizontal Principles as shown below. 

Table 20: Process Evaluation: Administrative Processes 

Key points to consider  Evaluation indicators 

Project selection 

 Whether equal opportunities and non-discrimination are taken 
into account in formulating the selection criteria for projects 

 Whether projects have to demonstrate their equal opportunities 
and non-discrimination procedures 

 Whether projects are subject to an assessment of compliance 
with equal opportunities and non-discrimination principles and 
criteria as defined in EU and national legislation 

 Number of women 
and men in MC 

 Number of women 
and men in MA 
(working on EMFF) 

 Number of women 
and men 
participating in 
operations (Infosys 
if applicable) 

 Number of women 
and men benefiting 
from improved 
services  

 Number of women 
and men benefiting 
from training events 

 Perception of 
beneficiaries and/or 
stakeholders of 
gender equality and 
non-discrimination 

 Perception of 
beneficiaries and/or 
stakeholders on the 
level of adequate 
actions related to 
gender equality and 
non-discrimination 

Project implementation 

 Whether project promoters are aware of equal opportunities 
and non-discrimination issues 

 Whether stakeholders are involved in the implementing process 

 Whether people with disabilities have access to the projects 

 The significance given to gender perspective in implementing 
projects 

 Whether equal opportunities training has been considered 

 Whether childcare is available to ensure that women and men 
can participate in activities equally 

 Whether the activities are accessible to all in terms of location 
(e.g. accessible by public transport) 

Monitoring 

 Composition of MC and MA in terms of gender 

Evaluation 

 Whether the Evaluation Plan takes into account equal 
opportunities and non-discrimination  

 The specific contribution of the programme to promote gender 
equality and non-discrimination 

 Difficulties experienced in implementing equal opportunity and 
non-discrimination actions and principles 

                                                      
216

 European Commission, FAME Support Unit EMFF Evaluation Toolbox (2017)  
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4.4.2 Horizontal Principles: Evidence / Implementation 

Project selection/ Project Implementation 

Stakeholder Awareness of and Actions to Implement Horizontal Principles in Programme 

Delivery  

Stakeholder interviews suggested that there was a limited awareness of formal actions 

undertaken by schemes to mainstream Horizontal Principles. However, most stakeholders felt 

that they complied with gender equality and non-discrimination policies by adhering to their own 

organisation’s policies on these matters as part of their approach to implementing EMFF 

schemes. Some IB/BBs organise their own non-discrimination initiatives; for example, BIM works 

with the National Adult Literacy Agency (NALA) to support candidates with additional needs, and 

staff have received training in inadvertent discrimination.  

The 2016 and 2018 AIRs
217

 indicate that the risk of gender discrimination has been low, given 

that beneficiaries were overwhelmingly enterprises, rather than individuals. For example, all 

seafood processing applicants are registered seafood processing enterprises or public bodies, 

while all aquaculture applicants are licensed aquaculture enterprises, public bodies, or research 

institutions. For fisheries, schemes are overwhelmingly open only to owners of registered sea 

fishing boats, Registered Cooperatives, Seafood Processors or Producer Organisations and for 

FLAGs, potential applicants are community groups, enterprises and owners of sea-fishing boats. 

This sentiment was echoed in stakeholder interviews, in which many felt that the risk of gender 

discrimination was low as scheme beneficiaries were largely enterprises. 

Project implementation: Examples of Funded Projects 

One distinct project supported under the EMFF OP2014-2020 to support this horizontal principle 
is the formation of a Women in Fisheries network in Ireland. The three main areas of activity 
implemented by the network are: 

 Building internal capacity Coaching was available for individuals in the core group, and 

feedback from the sessions suggested that the participants found them very helpful in 

managing their busy lives and businesses.  

 Building external networking capacity - To roll out awareness of the network and its 

activities to women in different fisheries communities, a website was created and content 

was uploaded to social media (e.g. BIM Women in Fisheries Network: Sea Stories podcasts 

were uploaded for International Women’s Day).   

 LAST (Lost at Sea Tragedies) - LAST is a national charity manged by the fishing sector 

itself. A key objective of the network is to expand the LAST network around the coast 

increasing the services and support in times of loss for families. Activities have included 

raising money through a FLAG application, and improving the profile and communications 

strategies of LAST. 

 

The Capacity Building Report advocates for greater resources within BIM and the public sector to 

ensure that opportunities for women within the fishing industry are realised.
218

  

  

                                                      
217

 EMFF, Annual implementation report for the EMFF (2016), text replicated in 2018. The 2015, 2017 and 

2019 AIRs do not provide progress updates on the Horizontal Principles . 
218

 BIM (2019) 2019 report and recommendations on the women’s network engaged in seafood and 

fisheries 
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Monitoring 

The gender profile of employees of beneficiaries is collected through the application process for 

schemes. For fisheries and aquaculture, these processes indicate a difficulty for the applicant 

enterprises in attracting female employees to occupations that involve physically demanding 

manual labour in harsh and potentially hazardous conditions. For similar reasons, these 

occupations are not suited to persons with disabilities. There was a suggestion by one 

stakeholder that the predominance of men in the fishing sector and females in the seafood sector 

created a sense of informal gender balance. 

Promoting Gender Equality: OPMC and Schemes 

Membership of the OP Monitoring Committee includes representatives from economic and social 

partners, civil society, the seafood sector and competent urban and other public authorities, and 

this can be an opportunity to discuss Horizontal Principles. In 2016, funding for travel and 

subsistence made available through Technical Assistance for Civil Society members to attend 

MC meetings.  In addition, The FLAGs scheme makes a concerted effort to ensure adequate 

gender representation to the FLAG boards. 

DAFM (along with other MAs) had joint discussions at the early stages of programme 

development (these were joint between all ESIF funds and all HP bodies as part of the 

discussions related to the Partnership Agreement), as recorded in the EMFF OP, “roundtable 

meetings involving the Managing Authorities for all 4 ESIF funds were held with representatives 

of the horizontal principles of sustainable development, equality, gender equality and social 

inclusion in Dublin on 23rd January 2014 to review the proposals for the integration of these 

principles into the programmes”. 

The HP bodies indicated they were hugely stretched and could not fully service all requirements 

that were potentially going to be asked of them by all funds.  On this basis, DAFM never issued a 

formal invitation the HP bodies to join the OPMC; the HP bodies may well have declined 

invitation in light of context above. 

In practice the gender composition of relevant bodies is as follows. 
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Table 21: Horizontal Principles: Gender Composition 

  # Female % Female # Male % male Total 

FAME 

Evaluation 

Indicators 

OPMC 18 39% 28 61% 45  

In MA (DAFM staff 

working on EMFF)  

5 71% 2 29% 7 

IB (BIM)
219

 TBC TBC% TBC TBC% TBC 

IB (SFPA)
220

 4 67% 2 33% 6 

IB (MI)
221

  65%  35% 19 

Participating in 

operations (Infosys 

if applicable) 

7 0.4% 496 26.5% 1869
222

 

Benefiting from 

Improved Services 

 Not available 

Benefiting from 

training events e.g.: 

MA / IB Training 

event (2016) 

18 58% 13 42% 31 

Other FLAG boards
223

 26 27% 67 73% 93  

 

Evaluation 

The Evaluation Plan for the EMFF OP is incorporated within the OP document (Section 10); this 

does not explicitly reference the horizontal principle of equal opportunities and non-

discrimination. 

Considering the specific contribution of the EMFF OP to promote gender equality and non-

discrimination, specific examples include: 

 Designed into the delivery of the OP through embedded procedures, policies and practices 

(including within terms and conditions of awards); 

 Monitoring system set up to capture gender data (INFOSYS field specifically created to 

capture gender data associated with each operation (though with limitations given that many 

of these are led by enterprises)); 

 Women in Fisheries network in Ireland, a project funded by EMFF OP. 

  

                                                      
219

 Included within (“In MA”) by virtue of activities that are delegated to the IBs 
220 

Ibid 
221

 Ibid 
222

 The majority (1,366 or 73.1%) of beneficiaries on INFOSYS (to end 2019) recorded as “3 - other”, 

reflecting that many are likely to be enterprises 
223

 based on filled positions of FLAG board members listed in 7 FLAG Strategies 2016 
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Considering difficulties experienced in implementing equal opportunity and non-discrimination 

actions and principles, these are largely related to limited or lack of awareness / visibility: 

 Lack of awareness of opportunities for women in the sector (though this is being addressed 

in part by the Women in Fisheries Network and there is scope to build on this); 

 Reactive rather than proactive approach by IBs/BBs (evident in stakeholder assumption that 

adhering to own organisations’ policies provides compliance); 

 Widespread recognition that beneficiaries were overwhelmingly enterprises, rather than 

individuals and that therefore the risk of gender discrimination is low.  There may, however, 

be a risk of complacency and thus an opportunity to increase awareness of what enterprises 

could do to address this risk (linked to awareness-raising arising from two previous points 

and building on good practice of the Women in Fisheries Network); 

 Lack of meaningful data on the matter. 

Learning from other Member States/EMFF OPs 

DAFM outlined how a good working relationship exists between all MAs, and that DAFM is part of 

an informal EMFF MA network/ group that meets regularly to discuss management and operation 

of programme. This group has now grown to 17/18 members from various MAs.  

The FAME Support Unit produces an annual synthesis report which reviews AIRs from all 
Member States (MS).  The EMFF implementation report 2018 (December 2019) reported the 
following in relation to gender equality and non-discrimination: 

 Several MS referred to national legislation, national action plans, programmes and strategies 

on non-discrimination as the basis for respecting gender equality and non-discrimination 

principles. 

 Relevant stakeholders to these horizontal principles are often the members of a MC. 

 MS also practice the inclusion of specific conditions related to gender equality in project 

selection criteria and/or rules for applicants. 

 A number of MS stipulate special conditions in relation to gender equality for the 

implementation of CLLD, in particular by establishing gender-specific selection criteria and 

providing additional points to local development strategies that include a larger number of 

activities related to gender equality.  

 Some MS noted that the application of this horizontal principle in practice is bound by 

historical traditions. The fisheries sector is male dominated due to the nature of hard manual 

labour, but women dominate fish processing. At the same time, one MS concluded that there 

is a challenge in the development and support for those parts of the sector that can become 

attractive to women. Another noted that processing enterprises do not fall in the SME 

category, therefore EMFF support is not eligible and no progress in the equality of treatment 

can be expected. Ireland stated that, in practice, the great majority of applicants are 

enterprises rather than individuals, therefore the risk of gender or other discrimination in 

relation to the selection of beneficiaries is considered to be extremely low.  

 Spain provided information on a unique initiative regarding the actions on promoting equality 

and non-discrimination – Spanish Network of Women in Fisheries. The network coordinates 

the Thematic Equality Group of Opportunities in the EMFF. IE has a similar initiative ongoing: 

the EMFF supports a project that will establish Women in Fisheries Network in Ireland. 
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4.4.3 Horizontal Principles: Key Findings 

Key Judgment Criterion: The principles of equal opportunities for all, and non-

discrimination (including accessibility for people with disabilities), according to the 

Common Provisions Regulation No 1303/2013 Article 7 are respected in all phases of the 

implementation of the OP (project selection, project implementation, monitoring, reporting 

and evaluation). 

For fisheries and aquaculture, these processes indicate a difficulty for the applicant enterprises in 

attracting female employees to occupations that involve physically demanding manual labour in 

harsh and potentially hazardous conditions. For similar reasons, these occupations are not suited 

to persons with disabilities. There was a suggestion by one stakeholder that the predominance of 

men in the fishing sector and females in the seafood sector created a sense of informal gender 

balance. With regard to the promotion of physically disabled people within the sector, there were 

no specific initiatives currently underway.  

It is interesting to note that the experience in Ireland’s EMFF OP is consistent with that of many 

other MS. Compared to other countries in Europe (particularly Spain and Greece) Ireland has a 

relatively low percentage of females working in the fishing industry.
224

 

Table 22: Process Evaluation: Horizontal Principles – Key Findings 

Areas working well Areas for development 

 Project selection: The risk 

of gender discrimination 

was perceived to be low as 

for the majority of schemes, 

beneficiaries were 

overwhelmingly 

enterprises, rather than 

individuals. 

 Project Implementation 

Most stakeholders felt that 

they complied with gender 

equality and non-

discrimination policies by 

adhering to their own 

organisation’s policies.  

 Monitoring: At future training seminars, it may be 

beneficial to build in a session on Horizontal Principles to 

increase awareness. 

 Monitoring: Encourage inclusion of a gender equality 

representative on OPMC. 

 Project implementation: Build on successful initiatives 

such as Women in Fisheries.  

 Learnings from other Member States: Explore the 

actions of other Member States (where applicable for the 

Irish context). 

There may be merit in seeking perception of beneficiaries on: 

gender equality and non-discrimination and on the level of 

adequate actions related to gender equality and non-

discrimination, also seeking to capture data from (sample of) 

beneficiaries to offset the issues with incomplete data on this 

matter.  This could be linked to area for development to seek 

beneficiary perceptions / feedback as described in previous 

section related to administrative processes). 

 

                                                      
224

 BIM (2019) 2019 report and recommendations on the women’s network engaged in seafood and 

fisheries 
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4.5 How effective is the monitoring system in collecting 

analysing and monitoring the output, financial, procedural 

and result indicators as defined by the programme? 

4.5.1 Monitoring System: Approach to Evaluation 

The FAME Evaluation Toolbox Process fiche 8 (Effectiveness – monitoring system) outlines the 

following judgement criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of the monitoring system in 

collecting, analysing and monitoring the required programme indicators: 

 The monitoring system is able to collect, analyse and monitor the required indicators as 

defined by the programme; and  

 The official reports (progress reports and AIRs) are on time and fulfil the reporting 

requirements of the Commission (Art. 52 of the CPR). 

It also includes key points to consider and evaluation indicators for evaluating the 

effectiveness of the monitoring system as shown below. 

Table 23: Process Evaluation: Administrative Processes 

Key points to consider  Evaluation indicators  

 Infosys is set up and operational 

 No FAME Art. 97.1 error reports 

 Clarity of the definition of the rights of 
access to the database of the relevant 
bodies 

 Data collection 

 Compatibility of the national systems with 
the EMFF system 

 Compatibility of the AIR with SFC2014 

 Timeliness of the approbation by the MC 
and the submission of the AIRs to the 
Commission 

 Comprehensiveness and clarity of the 
reports for the monitoring committee 

 Duration between submission and 
admission of AIR 

 Art. 97.1 number of errors 

 Accessibility of database 

 Available and complete data collection 

 Quality of the data collected 

 Number and type of differences between 
EMFF system and national monitoring 
system 

 Number and type of differences between 
AIR and SFC2014 

 Duration of approbation and submission 
of reports 

 Perceived clarity of the reports for MC 
members 

 

4.5.2 Monitoring System: Evidence / Implementation 

IT system, INFOSYS, Compatibility of National Systems with EMFF system 

At MA level, challenges have existed around adapting/using the IT system designed for previous 

programme. This system is not bespoke to the EMFF, and as a result, has not captured 

information at a granular level.  

In addition, there have been challenges working across multiple information sources (spend 

trackers, information from various bodies/agencies) rather than one streamlined system. 

The PMC papers from May 2019 suggest that the 2018 AIR was submitted late and that there 

were some inconsistencies in the Technical Assistance and in UP3 Control and Enforcement 

regarding information on implementation of projects (e.g. the new Air Craft should have been 

included).  The committee suggested that the AIR should clearly spell out if projects are 

completed or ongoing for a proper assessment of the output indicators. However, there was a 

good implementation in 2018. 



     

 
 

108   

Indicator Definitions and access to data 

Stakeholder interviews suggested that there were some issues collecting appropriate information 

for certain indicators, but this appears to be occurring across other Member States. For example, 

indicators which were mainly selected from a prescribed list may not always be of direct 

relevance to desired results; and it can be challenging to attribute results across multiple 

measures/objectives (e.g. V-notching). 

Some stakeholders felt that the indicators were too narrow (and not well defined nor capturing the 

intended effect) and longer term impacts may occur which are outside of this indicator. For 

example, with the Sustainable Aquaculture Scheme, some parts of the industry (such as large 

salmon farms) were likely to invest in bigger interventions than smaller industries (such as 

seaweed), who were more likely to be using the money for everyday purchases e.g. trailers to 

reduce load . Stakeholders indicated that the use of overarching indicators could miss the 

nuances of the industry.  Schemes also suggested that an electronic system would be useful to 

capture data such as jobs created. 

FAME Art 97.1 errors 

By 31 March each year, the MA is required to provide the Commission with relevant cumulative 
data on funded activities up to the end of the previous calendar year, including the key 
characteristics of the beneficiary and the operation itself.

225
 FAME then validates these reports, 

and any errors are flagged to MAs via FAME Art 97.1 error reports. Typical examples of errors 
include missing values, double use of codes or wrong formats.

226
 These error reports have 

decreased over time as DAFM’s submissions are in line with reporting guidelines; for both 2018 
and 2019, there were no errors, but a few plausibility issues were highlighted.

227
 

 
Compatibility of AIR with SFC2014, Data Quality 

SFC2014’s main purpose is to facilitate the electronic exchange of information concerning shared 

Fund  management between Member States and the European Commission as mainly described 

in Article 74(4) of the Common Provisions Regulation (Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013)
228

. 

The SFC2014’s primary function is as the common Information System to manage jointly with 

Member States for the period 2014-2020 a range of funds of DG MARE (and others including DG 

REGIO, DG EMPL, DG AGRI, and DG HOME). 

The compatibility of the AIR with the SFC2014 is evident in that information is uploaded to 

populate the AIR manually by DAFM.  This issue is less applicable in the case of Ireland than 

with other member states where there electronic information exchange, rather than manual 

uploading,  

Initially the MA reported that there were some instances of errors between AIR and INFOSYS 

due to AIR including some expenditure that would be paid out early in the following year which 

was not in INFOSYS.  This is no longer the case (since circa 2017-18) 

With regards to the quality of information provided by IBs to the MA (to inform these reports), the 
quality is not in question as is evident in all of the data that goes on the system.  However 
timeliness of responses from IBs can be an issue in terms of provision of information in a timely 
manner to go on INFOSYS and into the AIR. 
 

                                                      
225

 https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/docs/body/2019-02-18-infosys-validation-tool_en.pdf 
226

 FAME Support Unit (2020) CT05 Working paper EMFF Article 97(1)(a) reporting data requirements  

https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/fame-working-paper-art97-1-data-requirements_en.pdf  
227

 Error Report for 2018 INFOSYS (issued 2019) Error Report for 2019 INFOSYS (issued 2020). Plausibility 

Issues for 2019 
228

 The System for Fund Management in Europe (SFC2014) https://ec.europa.eu/sfc/en/2014/about-sfc2014  

https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/docs/body/2019-02-18-infosys-validation-tool_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/files/fame-working-paper-art97-1-data-requirements_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/sfc/en/2014/about-sfc2014
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Timely Submission and Admission of AIR 

The procedure and timeline for submitting AIRs is set out in Article 50 and Article 111 of the CPR. 
The Managing Authority requests information from intermediate/ beneficiary bodies in January of 
each year, and interacts with these bodies over the course of the following months, before 
submitting a draft report to the EMFF OPMC in April. The Managing Authority should ensure that 
all relevant information is provided to the EC by 31 May each year; . Stakeholders indicated that 
this process went largely according to the OP.  The 2018 AIR was submitted on time but was 
deemed non-admissible due to missing financial indicator figure for UP3 in this report. This was 
corrected and submitted shortly after. 
 
Comprehensiveness and Clarity of reports for OPMC Members 

No comments were made by OPMC members regarding the comprehensiveness of the AIRs.
229

 

There was a suggestion by one member that some of the tables could be confusing, but it was 

acknowledged that structure of the document is set by the system in order to get a common 

document for the EU.
230

 

OPMC members were generally positive about the content of materials provided in advance and 

at OPMC meetings, noting that this was useful and informative. 

 
Learning from other Member States/EMFF OPs 

The FAME Support Units produce an annual synthesis report which reviews AIRs from all 
Member States (MS).  The EMFF implementation report 2018 (December 2019) reported the 
following in relation to indicators: 

 EMFF output indicators and common result indicators, status quo: 

o “Like all European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI Funds), the EMFF 

adopted a reinforced result-oriented approach. To achieve this, a Common 

Monitoring and Evaluation System (CMES) for the EMFF has been introduced, 

comprising context, result and output indicators, as well as a reinforced 

intervention logic, milestones and target values.  

o EMFF result indicators are fairly unique under the ESI Funds in measuring both 

the gross direct effects of the EMFF interventions, and the effects at the 

beneficiary level (via Infosys reporting).  

o The period 2014-2020 was the first time that common result indicators (RIs) were 

used on this scale (EFF 2007-2013 did not use common result indicators). 

Experience showed that this was a challenging task, especially when 

aggregating the values of result indicators at MS or EU level due to a number of 

formal and plausibility errors.” 

 Issues affecting performance: 

o “Application of common result indicators (Commission Regulation No 

1014/2014). A large part of the common result indicators for measuring the 

results achieved by OPs are not relevant. They do not demonstrate the true 

contribution of the OP. A large part of the values of the common indicators 

should be zeroed, as they cannot be obtained or measured in the way defined by 

guidelines developed at EU level (LV)”. 

  

                                                      
229

 OPMC meeting notes 18 May 2016,  
230

 OPMC meeting notes 31 May 2018 
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4.5.3 Monitoring System: Key Findings 

Key Judgement Criterion: The monitoring system is able to collect, analyse and monitor 

the required indicators as defined by the programme 

At MA level, challenges have existed around adapting/using the IT system designed for previous 

programme. This system is not bespoke to the EMFF, and as a result, has not captured 

information at a granular level. Stakeholder interviews suggested that there were some issues 

collecting appropriate information for certain indicators, but this appears to be occurring across 

other Member States 

Key Judgement Criterion: The official reports (progress reports and AIRs) are on time and 

fulfil the reporting requirements of the Commission (Art. 52 of the CPR). 

Stakeholders indicated that this process went largely according to the OP, and all AIRs were 

submitted on time. OPMC Members did not raise any points around the comprehensiveness or 

clarity of reports. The 2018 AIR was submitted on time but was deemed non-admissible due to 

missing financial indicator figure for UP3 in this report. This was corrected and submitted shortly 

after. 

Table 24: Process Evaluation: Monitoring System – Key Findings 

Key findings What could be improved? 

 Challenges in using a legacy IT system 

and multiple sources of information; this 

is resource intensive and an 

administrative burden with increased 

potential for errors (e.g. assigning 

operations to relevant Articles) and 

potential for delays (due to dependence 

on different multiple data sources). 

 Challenges in capturing result indicator 

data (in common with other MS). 

 More effective IT system (see areas for 

development in section on administrative 

processes regarding potential to build on 

the experience of GEMS). 

 Streamlined reporting. 

 Although common indicators cannot be 

altered, additional, programme specific 

indicators could be introduced to capture 

all intended objectives/aspirations. 
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4.6 Does the communication strategy effectively raise 

awareness of the supports available through the 

Programme and of the Programme’s achievements? 

4.6.1 Communication Strategy:  Approach to evaluation 

The FAME Evaluation Toolbox Process fiche 11 (Effectiveness – awareness of achievements) 

outlines the following judgement criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of the communication 

strategy: 

 The public and sectoral stakeholders are aware of the achievements of the programme. 

It also includes key points to consider and evaluation indicators for evaluating the 

effectiveness of the communication strategy as shown below. 

Table 25: Process Evaluation: Administrative Processes 

Key points to consider  Evaluation indicators 

 Extent to which the achievements of the 
programme have been communicated via 
the press, the website, specialist 
publications etc. 

 Extent to which operations have been 
transformed into stories for the public 

 Awareness among target groups of the 
programme’s achievements 

 Awareness of the contribution of the EU 

 Level of awareness among target 
groups 

 Number of articles and stories in 
specialized public media 

 Number of stories selected by FAME 
and published on europa.eu 

 Number of events 

 Perceived effect of communication 
channels 

4.6.2 Communication Strategy: Evidence /  Implementation 

Communication activities 

Funding for EMFF communications activities was included within the TA budget.  As already 

noted, additional resources/funding were available to the MA in terms of TA and thus to support 

communications activity (compared to previous funding round). 

Examples of the range of activities undertaken include
231

: 

 EMFF OP stands at two key stakeholder events, including the Skipper Expo International, 

Galway (2017, 2019)
232

 Ireland’s flagship seafood show and Annual SeaFest (2017, 2018, 

2019). At these stands, promotional items with the EMFF Logo were displayed, and 

Managing Authority staff were available to engage with stakeholder on the OP and its 

constituent schemes. In addition in 2019, the MA joined with two other ESI funds at Ireland’s 

National Ploughing Championships  to raise awareness; 

 Scheme updates were published in specialist publications such as the Seafood Business 

Report; and between 2018-19, 120 articles referencing the EMFF appeared in specialised 

public media, including The Skipper, Marine Times and Inshore Ireland; 

 EMFF website
233

 providing access to OP document, links to schemes, selection criteria, 

National Eligibility Rules, list of beneficiaries, contact details, OPMC documents and 

documents relating to the development of the Programme. Some stakeholders suggested 

                                                      
231

 EMFF Operational Programme 2014 20 Annual Implementation Report 2017, EMFF Operational 

Programme 2014 20 Annual Implementation Report 2018 
232

 Attendance at the 2018 Expo was cancelled due to extreme weather  
233

 https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/  

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/emff/
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that the website required updating, as it could be challenging to navigate, particularly for the 

general public. In 2018, the EMFF page on the BIM website received 17,324 visits, in 2019 

16,520 visits and 2020 (Jan-Aug) 10,583 page visits; 

 Eight press releases were issued throughout 2019 to highlight particular noteworthy EMFF 

activities. The Women in Fisheries Network undertook a series of Sea Stories podcasts for 

International Women’s Day; the Seafood Training Scheme published stories of 

beneficiaries of the commercial diving course. In addition, the Fishery Harbour Scheme 

uploaded drone footage of construction works as part of the Dinish Wharf Expansion Project, 

to provide the public with an overview of the progress of the works;
234

  

 A contractual agreement that beneficiaries acknowledge the EMFF funding received on 

company websites and posters in business premises; and 

 BIM staged a range of stakeholder conferences, such as the National Seafood Conference 

in 2017 and 2018, Our Ocean Wealth in 2018 and in 2019. With the support of the EMFF, 

these conferences were opportunities to share information on the fisheries sector and the 28 

interventions delivered by BIM, to enhance environmental sustainability, lessen impact on 

marine ecosystems, promote social cohesion and stimulate innovation. Other BIM events 

include: Landing Obligation Seminar (2018), National Seafood Awards(2018), Exploring 

Natural Capital for our shared marine environment Seminar (2019) and Oyster Industry 

Workshop (2020). 

Awareness of EU contribution 

All stakeholders interviewed were universally aware that it was a legal requirement of EMFF 

funding to communicate the contribution of the EU to the public. In order to highlight the 

contribution of the EU to the EMFF, the following steps were undertaken:  

 The EU Flag is prominently displayed at the MA premises in Clonakilty, Co. Cork 

 Examples of signage – selected schemes: 

o Construction works undertaken as part of the Fishery Harbour Scheme are 

clearly signposted as having received EMFF funding 

o Colleges running courses as part of the Seafood Training Scheme have banners 

highlighting EMFF funding  

o Seafood processing SMEs involved in the Seafood Capital Investment scheme 

are required to display posters/signs/plaques with information about the project 

(minimum size A3), at a location readily visible to the public, such as the 

entrance / reception area of the appropriate building 

Level of awareness amongst potential beneficiaries  

DAFM, along with other MAs, is commissioning a survey to gather evidence on public awareness 

of EU funding.  Findings of this evidence gathering report are due to be published by the end of 

this year. 

Certain schemes (e.g. the Sustainable Aquaculture Scheme) felt that there was sufficient 

awareness of the EMFF amongst target groups, and that it was well-known amongst eligible 

groups. Some schemes would email clients annually to remind them of scheme availability and 

eligibility, and asked that BIM regional officers promote the EMFF when interacting with clients.  

FLAG Boards, FLAG animators and key account managers within BIM also worked to raise 

awareness of the EMFF. Some consultees suggested that OPMC is useful communication tool 

as many relevant stakeholders attend and they can share knowledge of schemes/eligibility. From 

August. 2019, the Data Collection Scheme has hired an industry liaison lead to undertake 

outreach work & troubleshoot industry concerns, which has proven useful in raising awareness.  

                                                      
234

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/seafood/fisheryharbours/castletownberefisheryharbourcentre/june2019toau

gust2019/ 

https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/seafood/fisheryharbours/castletownberefisheryharbourcentre/june2019toaugust2019/
https://www.agriculture.gov.ie/seafood/fisheryharbours/castletownberefisheryharbourcentre/june2019toaugust2019/
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Other schemes, such as the Seafood Processing Innovation Scheme, felt that the industry was 

often unaware of their existence and that more could be done to promote awareness. 

In addition to these communication methods, two schemes, the Seafood Promotion Scheme 
and the Seafood Capacity Building Scheme were specifically introduced to raise awareness 
(see sections 5.6.4 and 5.6.8 for further information). 

4.6.3 Communication Strategy: Key Findings 

Key Judgement Criterion: The public and sectoral stakeholders are aware of the 

achievements of the programme 

The communication strategy was largely effective in raising awareness, both amongst the 

general public and sectoral stakeholders. The MA has been present at many large sectoral 

events (e.g. Skipper Expo, Annual Seafest) and publishes announcements and developments on 

the EMFF website. All schemes interviewed were aware of the requirement to acknowledge the 

EU contribution to the EMFF; all suggested that programme beneficiaries abided by this 

requirement. Scheme leads from larger schemes (such as Sustainable Aquaculture) felt there 

was a high level of awareness within the industry of the offering, whilst some smaller schemes 

felt that more promotion was required, particularly where there may be some overlap with the 

larger schemes. 

There was a suggestion that having an overarching communications lead going forward may 

increase awareness amongst potential beneficiaries, as this could be sometimes overlooked with 

other administrative duties. 

Table 26: Process Evaluation: Communication Strategy – Key Findings 

Areas working well What could be improved? 

 Additional resources/funding available 

to support communications activity 

(compared to previous funding round). 

 All stakeholders interviewed were 

universally aware of the legal 

requirement of EMFF funding to 

communicate the contribution of the 

EU to the public. 

 Certain schemes (e.g. Sustainable 

Aquaculture Scheme) felt that there 

was sufficient awareness of the EMFF 

amongst target groups, and that it 

was well-known amongst eligible 

groups.  

 Some stakeholders suggested a more 

coordinated communications strategy was 

required: scheme leads were often 

preoccupied with scheme management/ 

administration, hence communication 

activities could be overlooked. 

 Some scheme managers also suggested 

they were unable to arrange additional 

communication activities due to limited 

capacity and resources. 

 Under the new programme, a new 

centralised communication strategy to 

promote awareness of the EMFF should 

be agreed by DAFM, and rolled-out by 

Implementation and Beneficiary Bodies. 
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5 EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

5.1 Effectiveness Evaluation: Approach 

The effectiveness evaluation focuses on how well the EMFF Programme is being implemented 

with the key question being how effective have EMFF measures been in achieving the Specific 

Objectives and the targets set in the OP. Before addressing the effectiveness KEQs, we first 

consider some broader issues of programme performance including: performance framework, 

finance, output and result indicators. 

5.2 Performance Framework 

5.2.1 Introduction to the Performance Framework 

The Performance Framework was prepared by the MA and defined output and financial 

milestones that were to be achieved by end 2018. It was required to establish interim milestone 

values; the achievement (or not) of these had a bearing on how the performance reserve 

(average 6% of EU contribution per priority) would be used. The performance framework also 

informed the Monitoring Committee members of the position to the end of 2018 with regard to the 

implementation of the programme. 

The performance review in 2019 considered whether milestone values had been achieved or not; 

performance will be assessed again in 2023 to establish if the final target values have been 

achieved, based on information presented in the final implementation report. 

The Commission, in cooperation with the Member States, reviewed the performance of the 

programmes in each MS in 2019. During this process, called the 'performance review', the 

achievements of the OP priorities were examined based on the information presented in the 2018 

AIR submitted by the Member States. In case of failure to achieve the target values set in the 

OPs, the Commission could apply financial corrections 

Considering minimum thresholds for performance, for a priority whose performance framework 

includes: 

 no more than two indicators: a failure to achieve at least 65 % of the milestone value by the 

end of 2018 for either of these indicators shall be deemed a serious failure to achieve 

milestones. A failure to achieve at least 65 % of the target value by the end of 2023 for either 

of these indicators shall be deemed a serious failure to achieve the targets.
 235

 

 more than two indicators: the failure to achieve at least 65 % of the milestone value by the 

end of 2018 for at least two of those indicators shall be deemed a serious failure to achieve 

milestones. A failure to achieve at least 65 % of the target value by the end of 2023 for at 

least two of these indicators shall be deemed a serious failure to achieve the targets.
 236

 

  

                                                      
235

 Article 6(4) of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 215/2014; https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0215&from=EN#d1e290-65-1 
236

 as defined in Clause 6 of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 215/2014; https://eur-

lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0215&from=EN#d1e290-65-1 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0215&from=EN#d1e290-65-1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0215&from=EN#d1e290-65-1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0215&from=EN#d1e290-65-1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0215&from=EN#d1e290-65-1
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5.2.2 Performance Framework: Overview 

As recorded in the 2018 AIR and 2018 Citizens Summary, all of the output indicator and financial 

indicator milestone values in the performance framework across all 6 UPs have been met.  This 

was deemed to be satisfactory progress and no corrective actions were required in respect of 

achieving milestones. 

The financial milestones would have been considerably exceeded in many cases, had the actual 

spend to end 2018 been considered
237

. Achievement of the financial milestones are required to 

be reported based on claims submitted to the Commission by the submission date of the AIR and 

based on certified expenditure. That equates to public expenditure that has been included in 

payment applications to EU Commission. 

In fact, claims submitted by Ireland relate in most cases to Programme expenditure only up to the 

end of 2017, as the process of performing article 125 verification checks and preparing claims 

typically takes up to Autumn of the following year to complete and so only a small portion of 

Ireland’s 2018 expenditure is taken into account in the final Performance Framework figures 

presented for the 2018 Milestones. 

Further information on the Performance Framework in presented in Appendix 2 and summarised 

below. 

5.2.3 Performance Framework: UP1 

Requirement: Five indicators in Performance Framework (all but one must achieve at least 

85%; the other one at least 75%) 

Achieved 

 4 indicators (3 OIs (1.2
238

, 1.6
239

, 1.9240) and 1 FI) achieved 2018 Milestone Values by 2018; 2 

of the OIs have in fact considerably exceeded 2018 Milestone Values; 

 1 OI (1.4241) achieved 92% of 2018 Milestone Value by 2018 (whilst not fully achieved, 

exceeds acceptable minimum requirement of 75%); 

 In respect of the latter indicator, the 2018 AIR reported that uptake had initially been low, 

followed by substantial increase which was anticipated to continue, noting that “on the basis 

that only 2 projects were implemented in 2016, there was a vast increase in projects 

implemented 2017-2018” and expected this would continue.  It was further noted in the AIR 

2018 that “Progress has been slow in achieving this target and may require a review of the 

target set and further modification to the OP. This overestimate may be impacted on the 

initial decision to include v-notching under this objective which was incorrect”. 
242

 

Note: Following 2018 programme modification, the original financial milestone (€24.5m) reduced 

to €14m and OIs were revised to remove milestones for projects on permanent cessation (OI 1.5) 

and include milestone for projects for systems of allocation of fishing opportunities. 

                                                      
237

 AIR 2018 Ireland 
238

 Milestone Value applies to one indicator which covers Article 36 

239  
Milestone Value applies to one indicator which covers 2 articles (Article 40.1.a and Article 40.1.b-g, i) 

240
 Milestone Value applies to one indicator which covers 4 articles (Article 31, 32, 29.1+29.2, 29.3) 

241
 Milestone Value applies to one indicator which covers 3 articles (Article 37, 38, 39) 

242
 AIR 2018 
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5.2.4 Performance Framework: UP2 

Requirement: Three indicators in Performance Framework (all but one must achieve at 

least 85%; the other one at least 75%) 

Achieved 

 2 indicators (OI 2.2, 1 Fl) achieved 2018 Milestone Values by 2018; OI 2.2 has in fact 

considerably exceeded the 2018 Milestone Value; 

 1 OI (2.1243) achieved 88% of 2018 Milestone Value by 2018 (whilst not fully achieved, 

exceeds acceptable minimum requirement of 75%).  The 2018 AIR refers to late 

implementation of schemes having a bearing on this, reporting that “this is satisfactory 

progress taking into account the late implementation of the schemes involved and no 

corrective actions are envisaged to achieve this milestone”. 

5.2.5 Performance Framework: UP3 

Requirement: Three indicators in Performance Framework (all but one must achieve at 

least 85%; the other one at least 75%) 

Achieved 

 2 OIs (3.1, 3.2) exceeded 2018 Milestone Values by 2018 (1300%, 200% respectively); 

 1 FI achieved 84% of the 2018 Milestone Value by 2018 (whilst not fully achieved, exceeds 

acceptable minimum requirement of 75%). 

Note: The MA recognized that the project management resources available to the Sea-Fisheries 

Protection Authority to implement Union control, inspections and enforcement were likely to be an 

impediment to effective delivery of investments envisaged in the area of control and enforcement. 

The MA approved funding to SFPA through Technical Assistance of a Project Coordinator and 

Finance Assistant and additional contracted project management support services to ensure that 

targets set out in the EMFF OP 2014-2020 would be achieved.
244

 

5.2.6 Performance Framework: UP4 

Requirement: Two indicators in Performance Framework (all must achieve at least 85%) 

Achieved 

 Both (OI 4.1, 1 FI)) indicators achieved 2018 Milestone Values by 2018. 

5.2.7 Performance Framework: UP5 

Requirement: Three indicators in the Performance Framework (all but one must achieve at 

least 85%; the other one at least 75%) 

Achieved 

 2 OIs (5.1, 5.2) exceeded 2018 Milestone Values by 2018 (1033.33% and 230.0%); 

                                                      
243

 Milestone Value applies to one indicator which covers 2 articles (Article 47, Article 49) 
244

 AIR 2016 
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 1 FI achieved 86% of 2018 Milestone Values by 2018 (whilst not fully achieved, exceeds 

acceptable minimum requirement of 75%). 

5.2.8 Performance Framework: UP6 

Requirement: Two indicators in the Performance Framework (all must achieve at least 

85%) 

Achieved 

 Both (OI 6.2245, 1 FI)) indicators achieved 2018 Milestone Values by 2018; OI 6.2 exceeded 

milestone value (1050% achieved). 

5.2.9 Performance Framework: Summary 

In summary, across all 6 UPs, all of the output indicator and financial indicator milestone values 

in the performance framework were met.  This was deemed to be satisfactory progress and no 

corrective actions were required in respect of achieving milestones. 

Of the 12 OIs in the performance framework, 8 exceeded milestone values to a substantial 

degree suggesting they may have been under-scoped at the outset – see table below.  For one 

of these (OI 1.6), where progress was much greater than expected, the MA noted that this 

milestone may have been under-estimated due to the fact that V-notching projects were 

considered to be under a different objective and therefore were not included in the target set out 

in the OP. 

Of the 6 FIs in the performance framework, one (UP6) exceeded the milestone substantially 

(achieved almost double: €3,838,484 compared to target of €2,000,000).  Taking into account the 

over-achievement of the OI under this UP also, this suggests that greater progress was being 

made under UP6 and these targets may have been under-scoped at the outset. 

Table 27:  Performance Framework – Selected OIs 

Union 

Priority 

Indicator Milestone 

for 2018  

Achievement 

2018  

Achievement 

2018 (% of 

Milestone)  

UP1 1.9 No of projects on promotion of 

human capital and social dialogue, 

diversification and new forms of 

income, start-ups for fishermen and 

health and safety  

30  59  196.67%  

1.6 - N° of projects on protection 

and restoration of marine 

biodiversity, ecosystems  

18  200  1111.11% 
246

 

                                                      
245

 Milestone Value applies to one indicator which covers 2 articles (Article 80.1.b and Article 80.1.c) 

246 Note: AIR2018 reported that progress more than expected in achieving this milestone, may have been 

under-estimated due to the fact that V-notching projects were considered to be under a different objective 

and therefore were not included in the target set out in the OP. 
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Union 

Priority 

Indicator Milestone 

for 2018  

Achievement 

2018  

Achievement 

2018 (% of 

Milestone)  

UP2 2.2 - N° of projects on productive 

investments in aquaculture  

25  78  312.00%  

UP3 3.1 - N° of projects on 

implementing the Union's control, 

inspections and enforcement 

system  

1  13  1300.00%  

3.2 - N° of projects on supporting 

the collection, management and 

use of data  

1 2  200.00%  

UP5 5.2 - N° of projects on marketing 

measures and storage aid  

3 31  1033.33%  

5.3 - N° of projects on processing  40  92  230.00%  

UP6 6.2 - N° projects on the protection 

and improvement of knowledge on 

marine environment  

2 21  1050.00%  
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5.3 Financial Indicators and Spend 

5.3.1 Financial Indicators by UP 

The table below shows selected information relating to financial indicators by UP from the Draft 

AIR 2019: 

 Values of zero were recorded across all UPs in 2014, 2015 and 2016, reflecting the timing of 

schemes being launched, most in 2016 at the earliest. 

 Overall, values ramped up since then: from €28.78m (zero for UP4 and UP6) in 2017 to 

€39.10m in 2018 and €37.52m (zero for UP6) in 2019. 

 Cumulative value to end of 2019 is: over €105m, equating to 46% of the target value (2023) 

overall. 

 Across the UPs, the values (cumulative to 2019 as a proportion of target value 2023) range 

from around one third: (31% (UP2, UP4), 33% (UP5), 36% (UP6)) to over a half: (51% (UP1) 

and 54% (UP3)) demonstrating varying progress across the UPs.  It is encouraging to note 

that both UPs with the largest share of the overall allocation have the highest proportions 

(cumulative value 2019 as proportion of target value 2023). 

Section 5.6  includes financial data disaggregated by Article/Measure from the Draft AIR 2019 

(under each of the effectiveness KEQs). 
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Table 28: Financial Indicators – Draft AIR 2019 

UP Milestone Value (2018) Target value (2023) Achieved - Cumulative value (2019) 
Achieved - 

Cumulative value 

(2018) € 

Achieved- in year 

 € as % of 

Target 

Value 

€ as % of 

ALL 

€ as % of 

ALL 

as % of 

Target 

Value 

2019 € 2018 € 2017 € 

1 14,000,000 25% 55,590,000 24% 28,183,810.59 27% 51% 14,369,957.39 13,813,853.20 13,577,131.65 792,825.74 

2 5,000,000 17% 29,800,000 13% 9,343,369.14 9% 31% 4,984,919.75 4,358,449.39 3,398,664.42 1,586,255.33 

3 40,000,000 47% 84,924,202 37% 45,692,033.78 43% 54% 33,572,754.69 12,119,279.09 11,779,408.01 21,793,346.68 

4 3,750,000 31% 12,000,000 5% 3,717,280.79 4% 31% 1,794,259.39 1,923,021.40 1,794,259.39 0 

5 10,500,000 27% 38,281,587 17% 12,799,568.79 12% 33% 9,036,219.03 3,763,349.76 4,432,865.65 4,603,353.38 

6 2,000,000 19% 10,669,344 5% 3,838,483.53 4% 36% 3,838,483.53 0 3,838,483.53 0 

7–TA n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,818,716.70 2% n/a 274,192.60 1,544,524.10 274,192.60 0 

Total 75,250,000 33% 231,265,133 100% 105,393,263.32 100% 46% 67,870,786.38 37,522,476.94 39,095,005.25 28,775,781.13 

Source: Based on Draft AIR 2019 Table 3 

Note: values for all UPs in 2014, 2015 and 2016 = zero 
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5.3.2 Spend Tracker to end 2019 and estimated out-turn to end 2020 by 

Scheme 

The table below shows spend by scheme up to the end of 2019, along with estimated out-turn to 

end of 2020, demonstrating that significant progress has been made in approving and committing 

funding, despite the slow start to the programme with most schemes not launched until at least 

2016.  It shows: 

 Total spend to end of 2019: €164M (69% of total allocation). 

 Estimated total spend to end of 2020: €202M (86% of total allocation), incurring an additional 

17% during 2020. 

 By end 2020, estimated spend shows that:  

o 5 schemes fully spent: Sustainable Fisheries, Fishery Harbour, Quota Balancing, 

Knowledge Gateway, Data Collection.  In fact two of these (Fishery Harbour, Data 

Collection) had exhausted 100% of their allocation by end 2019 and whilst it is 

positive that the allocation was exhausted, on the other hand it did occur before the 

end of the programme life-time. 

o 6 schemes >80% spent: Seafood Innovation & Business Planning, Seafood 

Capacity Building, Seafood Skills & Training, Seafood Promotion, Marine 

Biodiversity, Marine Spatial Planning & Blue Growth. 

o 4 schemes 69-79% spent: Control & Enforcement, FLAG, PO, Seafood Processing 

Capital Investment. 

o 4 schemes <60% spent: New Fisherman (60%), Seafood Scaling & New Market 

Development (55%), Sustainable Aquaculture (45%), Inshore Fisheries Conservation 

(43%). 

o 2 schemes: no spend Mutual Aid Fund, Aquaculture mapping. 

The MA plans to end new approvals in 2020 in order to finish out commitments in 2021.  The MA 

will rebalance balance allocations so that funding is available to meet demand and that all 

funding is committed by the end 2021. 

The figures below already reflect the OP modification which was approved in 2018 (see Section 

2.1 and Appendix 2): A further OP Modification drafted in July 2020 (see Section 2.1 and 

Appendix 2) and approved in October 2020; this moves some funding out of UP1 and will impact 

on figures reported subsequently. 
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Table 29: Financial Status of EMFF to end 2019 v2 – Spend Tracker  end 2019 

Scheme Allocation Total @ 

end 2019 

% 

allocation 

spent @ 

end 2019 

2020 

Estimated 

Outturn 

Total % 

allocation 

spent @ 

end 2020 

Sustainable 

Fisheries 
16,900,000 13,704,415 81% 4,950,000 18,654,415 110% 

New 

Fishermen 
2,090,000 845,032 40% 400,000 1,245,032 60% 

Inshore 

Fisheries 

Conservation 

6,000,000 2,046,325 34% 550,000 2,596,325 43% 

Seafood 

Innovation & 

Business 

Planning 

7,000,000 5,415,395 77% 1,030,000 6,445,395 92% 

Seafood 

Capacity 

Building 

4,100,000 2,545,670 62% 1,500,000 4,045,670 99% 

Seafood Skills 

& Training 
1,500,000 92,402 6% 1,270,000 1,362,402 91% 

Fishery 

Harbour 
14,600,000 14,600,000 100% 0 14,600,000 100% 

Mutual Fund 1,000,000 0 0% 0 0 0% 

Quota 

Balancing 

project 

2,650,000 2,354,291 89% 6,100,000 8,454,291 319% 

Marine 

Biodiversity 
9,400,000 5,627,384 60% 2,500,000 8,127,384 86% 

Sustainable 

Aquaculture 
20,600,000 6,983,667 34% 2,300,000 9,283,667 45% 

Aquaculture 

Mapping 

System 

1,000,000 0 0% 0 0 0% 

Knowledge 

Gateway 
8,200,000 8,275,706 101% 2,670,000 10,945,706 133% 

Data Collection 40,696,323 40,696,323 100% 0 40,696,323 100% 

Control & 

Enforcement 
44,227,879 30,927,409 70% 3,900,000 34,827,409 79% 

FLAG 12,000,000 6,400,915 53% 2,550,000 8,950,915 75% 

Producer 

Organisation 
3,000,000 1,823,373 61% 400,000 2,223,373 74% 
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Scheme Allocation Total @ 

end 2019 

% 

allocation 

spent @ 

end 2019 

2020 

Estimated 

Outturn 

Total % 

allocation 

spent @ 

end 2020 

Seafood 

Processing 

Capital 

Investment 

13,000,000 6,928,229 53% 2,000,000 8,928,229 69% 

Seafood 

Scaling & New 

Market 

Development 

4,000,000 1,651,440 41% 530,000 2,181,440 55% 

Seafood 

Promotion 
10,000,000 6,026,790 60% 2,000,000 8,026,790 80% 

Marine Spatial 

Planning/ Blue 

Growth 

6,000,000 2,953,555 49% 2,100,000 5,053,555 84% 

Technical 

Assistance 
8,000,000 4,027,809 50% 2,250,000 6,277,809 78% 

Total 235,964,202 163,926,130 69% 39,000,000 202,926,130 86% 

Source: Provided by DAFM (Financial Status of EMFF to end 2019 v2)  

5.4 Output Indicators 

Across the six UPs, there are 40 Common OIs which have achieved the following to end of 2019 

(as reported in the Draft AIR 2019 and presented by KEQ (see section 5.6): 

 Almost half (n=19) have already met or exceeded Target Value (2023) 

o 12 OIs significantly exceeded
247

 Target Value (2023) across five UPs (all except 

UP4); 

o 7 OIs met/moderately exceeded
248

 Target Value (2023) across five UPs (all except 

UP6). 

 Just over half (n=21) are at risk of not meeting Target Value (2023) 

o 14 OIs (10-UP1, 4-UP2) recorded some progress
249

 but not yet met target based on 

progress to end of 2019; 

o 7 OIs have recorded zero progress to date, across five UPs (all except UP3).  These 

relate to schemes / operations that have not proceeded – as discussed below the 

table. 

                                                      
247

 Ranging from 155% to 3200% of target value 
248

 Between 100% and 107% of target value 
249

 Ranging from 5% to 60% of target value 
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Table 30: Summary of Output Indicators by Union Priority – status to end 2019 

Union priority # SOs # OIs Zero 
progress 
towards 
target 

Not yet 
met target 

Total: at risk 
of not 
meeting 
target 

Target met 
/moderately 
exceeded 

Target 
significantly 
exceeded 

Total: Target 
met / 
exceeded 

1 -Promoting environmentally 
sustainable, resource efficient, 
innovative, competitive and knowledge 
based fisheries 
 

6 19 2 10 12 2 5 7 

2 -Fostering environmentally 
sustainable, resource efficient, 
innovative, competitive and knowledge 
based aquaculture 
 

5 9 2 4 6 1 2 3 

3 -Fostering the implementation of the 
CFP 
 

2 2 - - 0 1 1 2 

4 -Increasing employment and territorial 
cohesion 
 

1 3 1 - 1 2 - 2 

5 -Fostering marketing and processing 
 

2 4 1 - 1 1 2 3 

6 -Fostering the implementation of the 
Integrated Maritime Policy 
 

1 3 1 - 1 - 2 2 

Total 18 40 7 14 21 7 12 19 

 17.5% 35% 52.5% 17.5% 30% 47.5% 
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As noted in Section 5.2, 12 Common OIs (across all six UPs) are included in the Performance 

Framework which specified Milestone Values to be met by 2018. All 12 Milestone Values were 
met.  Progress of all OIs towards Target Values (to be achieved by 2023) are discussed in 

Section 5.6 (based on effectiveness KEQs/fiches). 

For the OIs which have already met or exceeded Target Values: 

 For some, this suggests they may have been under-scoped at the outset. 

 For others, the activity/operation directly relating to the indicator is front-loaded.  So, whilst 

achievement of the target value for the indicator occurs relatively early in the OP lifetime, the 

operation will continue to deliver benefits during the OP lifetime.  Some examples include: 

o UP1: Target value of 1 achieved with the development of the Quota Balancing 

System which, having been developed, is now being used to improve allocation of 

opportunities.  This relates to Article 36/OI 1.2 - N° of projects on systems of 

allocation of fishing opportunities. 

o UP3: Target value of 2 achieved with the MI Data Collection Framework 

Programmes 2014-16 and 2017-19 which, having been agreed have already and 

continue to produce a wide range of deliverables to support the collection, 

management and use of data to improve and supply scientific knowledge.  This 

relates to Article 77/OI 3.2 - N° of projects on supporting the collection, management 

and use of data. 

o UP4: Target value of 7 achieved (for 2 indicators) with provision of support for and 

development of 7 FLAG strategies.  It was necessary to develop these strategies 

early in the OP lifetime in order to guide and inform applicants and selection of 

operations for support under UP4.  This relates to both Article 63/OI 4.1 - N° of local 

development strategies selected and Article 62.1.a/OI 4.2 - N° of projects on 

preparatory support. 

For the OIs that have already not yet met Target Values (10 under UP1 and 4 under UP2), these 

should continue to be kept under regular review (in parallel with available funding allocation) to 

ensure they are on track to achieve the target and if not, remedial action should be taken, subject 

to availability of funding.  Where the target value is unlikely to be achieved, this may suggest it 

was over-estimated or that external factors have posed challenges to achievement.  Some 

examples are considered below: 

 UP1: Fishery Harbour Scheme.  The scheme had exhausted all of its allocation by the end of 

2019; whilst it is positive that the allocation was exhausted, on the other hand, this occur 

before the end of the programme life-time.  Progress recorded against the relevant indicator 

is 2 against a target value of 6 and with without further funding allocated the target value will 

not be achieved. ( Art 43.1/OI 1.3 - N° of projects on added value, quality, use of unwanted 

catches and fishing ports, landing sites, actions halls and shelters). 

 UP1: Seafood Training / Seafood Capacity Building.  The Seafood Training Scheme was not 

launched until 2018 and this is reflected to some extent in the progress recorded to date; 

there is some way to go to achieve the target values associated with indicator 1.9 - N° of 

projects on promotion of human capital and social dialogue, diversification and new forms of 

income, start-ups for fishermen and health/safety. 

o Art 29.1+29.2/OI 1.9 not yet achieved target value of 205 (2023) – achieved 76 

(37%). 

o Art 29.3/OI 1.9 not yet achieved target value of 5 (2023) – achieved 3 (60%). 

The MA spend tracker (see section 5.3.2) projects that 99% and 91% of the allocations to 

Seafood Capacity Building and Seafood Skills & Training will be spent by end 2020.  It is 

important that this this is closely monitored to ensure that spend converts to an increase in 

the indicator value. 
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 UP2: Knowledge Gateway Scheme.  The scheme was launched in 2016 and progress has 

increased after a slow start; this is reflected to some extent in the progress recorded to date; 

there is some way to go to achieve the target values associated with indicator 2.1 - N° of 

projects on innovation, advisory services. 

o Art 47 / OI 2.1 not yet achieved the target value of 150 (2023) – achieved 57 (38%) 

o Art 49 / OI 2.1 not yet achieved  target value of 40 (2023) – achieved 16 (40%). 

The MA spend tracker (see section 5.3.2) projects that 133% of the allocation (which has 

been reduced somewhat from €10M/Art 47 and €5.4M/Art 49 to €8.2M overall for the 

scheme) to the scheme will be spent by end 2020.  It is important that this this is closely 

monitored to ensure that the reduced allocation and spend converts to an appropriate 

increase in indicator value. 

It is also important to bear in mind that progress is not necessarily linear and in contrast to those 

above, some may be loaded towards the end of the OP. 

Considering the 7 OIs which recorded zero progress, these relate to scheme/operations which 

have not proceeded: 

 UP1: Art 35/OI 1.11 - N° of projects on mutual funds 

o At the outset, €1 million was allocated to the Mutual Fund in Ireland’s EMFF OP.  

Under the provisions of Art. 35, a Mutual Fund must be established by fishermen in 

accordance with certain rules specified by the Member State.  However, this has not 

proceeded due to: 

 Lack of interest: DAFM has encouraged fishermen, particularly through the 

National Inshore Fisheries Forum, to express an interest to DAFM in 

establishing a Mutual Fund and while the issue was considered by industry, 

no formal expression of interest has been received.   

 Administrative and Capital Costs/Regulatory Barrier:  

• Art. 35 specifies that the administrative costs of setting up a Mutual 

Fund are not eligible for support. Clearly there would be legal and 

accounting costs in establishing such a Fund, and an administrative 

overhead in operating it. Feedback suggests that this is a regulatory 

barrier to establishment of a Mutual Fund by fishermen. 

• Art. 35 provides that the initial capitalisation of the Fund may not be 

supported and EMFF support would only arise retrospectively where 

aid has been paid out by the Fund to beneficiaries. Again, feedback 

suggests that this is a significant regulatory barrier to establishment 

of a Mutual Fund by fishermen. A very large percentage of the 

fishing fleet would need to subscribe to a mutual fund and pay a 

significant subscription fee to cover the establishment costs and 

initial capitalisation. 

 UP1: Art 37/OI 1.4 - N° of projects on conservation measures, reduction of the fishing 

impact on the marine environment and fishing adaptation to the protection of species 

o The OP included provision to offer support under this Article
250

.  However supports 

under this article were not considered a priority under the EMFF OP;  no funding has 

been allocated, therefore there has been no contribution to relevant indicators. 
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 Sustainable Fisheries Project Type A (Public Interest Projects); Inshore Fisheries Conservation 
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 UP2: Art 53/OI 2.3 - N° of projects on limiting the impact of aquaculture on the 

environment (eco-management, audit schemes, organic aquaculture environmental 

services) 

o The proposed scheme
251

 associated with this Article has not proceeded; supports 

under this article were not considered a priority under the EMFF; no funding has 

been allocated, therefore there has been no contribution to relevant indicators. 

 UP2: Art 55/OI 2.4 - N° of projects on increasing potential of aquaculture sites and 

measures on public and animal health 

o The proposed scheme associated with this Article has not proceeded; no funding has 

been allocated, therefore there has been no contribution to relevant indicators. 

 UP4: Art 64/OI 4.3 - N° of cooperation projects 

o The proposed scheme associated with this Article has not proceeded; the MA 

allocated €350K to cover the costs of potential co-operation projects; this was not 

availed of by the FLAGS and was re-allocated into Art. 63. 

 UP5: Art 67/OI 5.2 - N° of projects on marketing measures and storage aid 

o The Programme Modification (approved 27 October 2020) included a proposal to 

remove Storage Aid Scheme (under Article 67) which had not been implemented.  

The Storage Aid scheme has not been implemented and the modification reallocated 

the previously ring-fenced storage aid allocation (€1,281,587 EU funds) to the 

Temporary Cessation Scheme, given lack of support among fisheries representatives 

for a storage aid scheme to assist with the impacts of the Covid-19 Pandemic, these 

funds will not be used for storage aid during this Programme. 

 UP6: Art 80.1.a/OI 6.1 - N° of projects on integrating maritime surveillance 

o Supports under Article 80.1.a were not considered a priority under the EMFF OP; no 

funding has been allocated, therefore there has been no contribution to relevant 

indicators. 

o Operations under UP6 have focused on other elements of Article 80: 

 Article 80.1.b Promotion of the protection of marine environment, and the 

sustainable use of marine and coastal resources 

 Article 80.1.c Improving the knowledge on the state of the marine 

environment. 

  

                                                      
251

 Provision for such a scheme is included under UP2: Sustainable Aquaculture (Project Type 1 – Organic 

Aquaculture).  There are recognised competitive and biodiversity benefits of organic aquaculture. These 

projects will support efforts to encourage conventional producers to move to organic production and 

participate in EU eco-management and audit schemes by providing assistance towards third party fees for 

organic certification and additional costs of participating in these schemes. Eligible activities: Project Type 1:  

Organic Aquaculture - Assistance towards 3rd party fees for Organic Aquaculture Certification Schemes 

recognised by BIM and additional eligible costs of participating in these schemes. 
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5.5 Result Indicators 

Definitions for result indicators and framework within which they are located are discussed in 

Section 3.3.2.  In this section, we consider the broader context within which monitoring and 

evaluation takes place, along with particular challenges associated with RIs and discussion of 

reported RI progress to date. 

5.5.1 Approach to Monitoring and Evaluation 

The Ex Ante Evaluation report which was developed in parallel with the development of the OP 

included a number of recommendations; those relating to monitoring, evaluation and result 

indicators are summarised in the table below. 

This shows that recommendations were implemented, though not all fully in particular in relation 

to data, systems and responsibilities for collecting and reporting on RIs. 

Other issues which have had a bearing on monitoring and evaluation include - as noted in the 

Process Evaluation section (4) – challenges that have existed around adapting/using the IT 

system designed for a previous programme.  Whilst the Evaluation Plan developed for the EMFF 

OP anticipated that an effective IT system would be put in place and the MA would work with 

other ESIF MAs to develop a Data Exchange for European Funds (DEEF) to  provide a 

structured IT system to capture and store all relevant data requirements, in practice this did not 

happen.  The use of legacy systems from the previous programme (involving a number of 

different systems which are used with a degree of manual collation/manipulation required to 

extract and prepare relevant performance monitoring data for Infosys and AIRs)  have posed a 

number of challenges for monitoring progress.  This system is not bespoke to the EMFF, and as 

a result, has not captured information at a granular level.  In addition, there have been challenges 

working across multiple information sources (spend trackers, information from various 

bodies/agencies) rather than one streamlined system.  The lack of integral/embedded system to 

collect this data introduces a risk of unintended errors. 

 



 

 
 

129 

Table 31:  Progress against selected Ex Ante Evaluation Recommendations 

Rec 

No. 

Ex Ante Evaluation 

Recommendation 

Progress Key Findings /Learning 

5+6 Training needs analysis 
and Training plan for 
personnel/bodies involved 
in the implementation of 
the programme: topics to 
include monitoring and 
evaluation. 

As noted in the Process Evaluation section (4), DAFM delivered a 2-day training 
seminar in 2016 for the MA, Intermediary and Beneficiary bodies staff involved in the 
administration of the EMFF programme and funding Topics included Reporting & 
Monitoring Requirements.  31 staff from IBs and BBs attended. Further training has 
been delivered during the lifetime of the programme including on the IT system 
(2019). 

Recommendation actioned. 
Area for improvement: run refresher training 
during lifetime of OP and for new staff (including 
in IBs) who join part way through. 

8+12 Output Indicators and 
Result Indicators: source 
of data and frequency of 
reporting to be defined. 

Definitions of CIs, RIs and OIs specified in FAME Working paper on definitions of 

EMFF common indicators (Revised Version, March 2019). 
Scheme Implementation Plans typically specify OIs associated with the scheme, 

though generally not the RIs. 
Sources of data: The Evaluation Plan (included in Section 10 of the EMFF OP 

2014-20 and in Section 7 of the EMFF OP 2014-20 MA Procedures Manual) 

 refers to activities completed to support implementation including: 
o data requirements for assessment of progress against OI, RI and 

other indicators, 
o anticipated sources of data and the means by which data gaps will be 

addressed, 

 includes data and information strategy which refers to: 
o identification and capture of appropriate statistical and 

monitoring data at the earliest opportunity, i.e. during action/scheme 

design and implementation (application processing, control and 
payment processing), 

o enhancement/re-design of existing internal IT systems to enable 
processing of action/scheme-based statistical and monitoring data - 
including through compatibility and/or efficient communication with 
external sources of information in the case of some measures and 

indicators, 
o identification of other potential methods to collect statistical and 

monitoring data 

Recommendation actioned though at a relatively 
high level in terms of sources of data. 

 
In terms of definitions it is also worth noting that 
the MA retained common indicators as defined 
by FAME (though these definitions were not 
available at the outset) and in the absence of 
common definitions, we might expect the MS to 
interpret and define the indicators they chose 
differently. 
 
Over the course of the OP we also note some 
issues of inconsistency that have become 
apparent (outside MA’s remit): 

 Definitions: some differences / lack of 
consistency between those for RIs and for 

corresponding data/potential sources of 
evidence that are collected under the 
auspices of the Data Collection Framework; 

 Definitions: some have changed and/or 

become obsolete over the course of the 
programme (e.g. CI 1.7.a - Extent of the 
seabed significantly affected by human 
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Rec 

No. 

Ex Ante Evaluation 

Recommendation 

Progress Key Findings /Learning 

Frequency of reporting: The Evaluation Plan and individual Scheme 

Implementation Plans focus on the annual reporting cycle required to meet the 
requirements of the AIRs and also to meeting the needs of the OPMC (typically 
meeting 2-3 times per year). 

activities for the different substrate types). 

15 Generating data:  DAFM 
should specify data 
required in order to carry 
out the monitoring and 
evaluation activities in the 
monitoring and evaluation 
plan. 

The Evaluation Plan for the EMFF OP is incorporated within the OP document 
(Section 10) rather than a standalone plan and in Section 7 of the EMFF OP 2014-
20 MA Procedures Manual. 

In terms of data collection, the Evaluation Plan notes that: 

 All projects and schemes will be required to collect data against their indicators 

 The MA will work with project sponsors and scheme managers to ensure the 
quality of the monitoring data. 

In terms of data collection, the Scheme Implementation Plans set out the 
responsibilities of the relevant IB/BB including providing  

 provide periodic updates to the MC on scheme progress 

 information on scheme implementation to the MA to contribute to the 
compilation of the AIR (to be transmitted to the Commission by 31 May each 
year), the CMES and data on operations selected for funding (to be submitted 
by 31 March each year): 

The Evaluation Plan includes a data and information strategy which refers to: 

“DAFM’s overall data management system for statistical information and monitoring 
data, likely to be comprised of three elements”: 

 capture and processing of application/measure data, including monitoring data 
(in respect of output indicators, and some result and Performance Framework 
indicators, as required in particular for the completion of AIRs) through IT 
systems and data sources that are still to be defined. 

 capture and processing of application/measure data, including monitoring and 
evaluation data from external sources, including BIM, ÚnaG, MI, SFPA and 
others to be identified 

 capture of other, more qualitative, monitoring data (primarily in respect of the 
common evaluation questions to be addressed in the enhanced AIRs in 2017 
and 2019) through alternative means or from other external sources, such as 
may be provided via the use of external expertise. 

Recommendation actioned for OIs and FIs, to a 
lesser extent for RIs and CIs 
 
Financial information has been continuously 
monitored and well reported, as have the OIs.  
However, data for many of the RIs, particularly 
under UP1, have not been collected. This has 
resulted in considerable effort during this 
evaluation to collate up-to-date values for CIs 
and other data to inform the evaluation of 
programme impact in the absence of result 
indicators. 
 
This evidence demonstrates the scope and 
breadth of plans which were developed to 
capture the relevant information to support 
EMFF OP monitoring and evaluation on a timely 
basis.   

 
However, plans developed by the MA (as is 
evident in limited reporting), do not appear to 
have fully detailed the requirements in terms of 
setting out - for RIs in particular: 

 specific data requirements for each RI;  

 data collection (responsibility for this and 
timing);  

 source of information (including any linkage 
to application forms and project reports for 
example or other sources); 

16-
18 

Monitoring and Evaluation: 
DAFM to develop a 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
Plan including information 
on: 

 data collection 
proposals, ensuring 
that information is 
collected in a timely 
manner; 

 specification and 
design of application 
forms which should 
seek to capture all 
required basic data at 
application stage; 

 specification and 
design of Project 
Reports which should 
be designed to clearly 
specify information 
required for 
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Rec 

No. 

Ex Ante Evaluation 

Recommendation 

Progress Key Findings /Learning 

completion of the 
report and which will 
capture progress of 
programme including 
contribution to output 
and result indicators. 

The Evaluation Plan data and information strategy also refers to a range of 
additional indicator and monitoring data that will have to be generated, stored and 
reported upon given requirements in relation to the drafting of an Indicator Plan, 

and the compilation of the AIRs and enhanced AIRs. 

In practice:  

 CIs: defined at outset, along with sources, recorded in OP document, though 

not updated. 

 OIs: defined at outset; IBs provide regular information to enable the MA to 

monitor and report on implementation (e.g.: number of projects/operations) 
providing a fairly comprehensive view of progress.  These are evident in AIRs; a 
selection of OIs also in the Performance Framework. 

 RIs: Reporting against RIs has been inconsistent across the UPs; many have 

not been collected/reported in AIRs. 

 FIs:  defined at outset; IBs provide regular information to enable the MA to 

continuously monitor and reported on financial matters.  These are evident in 
the AIRs, and range of spend trackers maintained by the MA and IBs.  A 
selection of FIs was included in the Performance Framework. 

 frequency of reporting. 

In addition, the plans do not appear to have 
been fully implemented. 
 
This lack of information on RIs is clear in the 
evidence reported in AIRs which are prepared 
by the MA and examined and approved by the 
OPMC before being sent to the Commission. 

19-

21 

Monitoring and Evaluation: 

links with others/human 

resources: 

 ensure that IBs, 

paying agency and 

FLAGs are involved in 

the set-up of the 

monitoring system; 

 consider the option of 

links with other CSF 

Programme operating 

in the region in relation 

to monitoring and 

In terms of involvement of IBs, paying agency and FLAG involvement in the set-up 
of the monitoring system, it is clear that roles were defined for IBs in particular in 
respect of data collection as follows. 

The Evaluation Plan notes that in relation to data collection: 

 All projects and schemes will be required to collect data against their indicators. 

 The MA will work with project sponsors and scheme managers to ensure the 
quality of the monitoring data. 

In terms of data collection, the Scheme Implementation Plans set out the 
responsibilities of the relevant IB/BB including providing: 

 periodic updates to the MC on scheme progress; 

 information on scheme implementation to the MA to contribute to the 
compilation of the AIR (to be transmitted to the Commission by 31 May each 
year), the CMES and data on operations selected for funding (to be submitted 
by 31 March each year). 

Recommendation has been actioned in part – 

primarily in relation to OIs and FIs in relation to 

data collection. 

As noted in the cell above, the focus of 

monitoring has been on OIs and FIs; less 

attention/resource has been devoted to RIs (and 

updating of CIs). 

There is a lack of clear identification of 

responsibilities /resources for collecting and 

reporting on RIs. 

The lack of bespoke IT system – and 
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Rec 

No. 

Ex Ante Evaluation 

Recommendation 

Progress Key Findings /Learning 

evaluation. 

Human Resources: DAFM 

include information on 

requirements to carry out 

the monitoring and 

evaluation activities in the 

monitoring and evaluation 

plan. 

 

The Evaluation Plan refers to a number of issues having been specifically 
addressed in the formulation of this evaluation plan, including: 

 the clear identification of responsibilities in intermediate bodies and divisions 
across the department and the identification of the required resources to 
support monitoring and evaluation; 

 the need to put in place an efficient and coordinated approach to the collation of 
data for reporting requirements for the EMFF OP, and 

 the benefits to be derived from designing at an early stage of SDP design a 
common electronic system for identification and recording required data. 

dependence on legacy / multiple systems has 

hampered progress to some extent. 
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5.5.2 Ireland EMFF OP - within broader policy context 

As detailed in Section 3.3 which discusses the Context Indicators, the broader / national context 

in which the EMFF OP operates has been improving in many areas since the OP commenced. 

Within this improving context, the OP provides funding of around €239m over the period 2014-20. 

Whilst this is a significant funding stream, within the context of national initiatives it is relatively 

low and is therefore limited in terms of the overall scale/extent of impact/reach it will have. 

 There are challenges in quantifying impacts of interventions; in particular whilst the 

programme is still being implemented, due to a number of schemes not beginning until 2016 

or 2017 (some not until 2018) so there has been limited or no impact to date. 

 A lag between expenditure being incurred and impact being realized. 

 The relatively small scale of the OP amongst many other interventions and the ability to 

isolate its impact. 

However there is evidence of good performance in many areas of the OP both in terms of output 

indicators and result indicators as detailed elsewhere in this section. 

Reporting on Result Indicators (RIs) specifically, has, however presented some challenges 
across all MS; these issues are not unique to Ireland EMFF OP. 

5.5.3 Challenges associated with RIs - EU Member States 

The challenges faced by Ireland in relation to RIs should also be set in the broader context of 

challenges associated with RIs being experienced across MS.   To assist with addressing 

challenges faced in Ireland, the MA should carefully consider learnings from the EMFF 

Implementation Report (due to be published in 2020) the focus of which is on RIs. 

The FAME Support Unit produces an annual synthesis report which reviews AIRs from all 

Member States (MS).  The EMFF implementation report 2018 (December 2019) found the 

following across MS in relation to result indicators (and noted that RI values and their 

interpretation will be the focus of the EMFF implementation report 2020). 

 Experience showed that use of RIs was a challenging task, especially when aggregating the 

values of result indicators at MS or EU level due to a number of formal and plausibility errors. 

 The most common context-driven issues affecting implementation (provided in AIRs) include: 

complex common result indicators. 

 An inability to report on result indicators due to the late start of programme implementation 

and few finalised projects was evident in some instances. 

 Examples of issues highlighted by Member States affecting implementation of the 

programme. 

 “Application of common result indicators (Commission Regulation No 1014/2014). A 

large part of the common result indicators for measuring the results achieved by OPs are 

not relevant. They do not demonstrate the true contribution of the OP. A large part of the 

values of the common indicators should be zeroed, as they cannot be obtained or 

measured in the way defined by guidelines developed at EU level (LV)” 

 Conclusions from internal evaluations and/or external evaluators, often targeting the practical 

side of OP implementation: 

 “…..improve the design of the result indicators in order to increase coherence with the 

measures implemented (ES)”;  

 “….decreased interest from beneficiaries to apply due to the fear of sanctions for failing 

to achieve the required levels of the result indicators (SI).” 
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5.5.4 Challenges associated with RIs - Ireland – Data quality and 

reliability including lessons/areas for development 

There are mechanisms in place to review material that is formally submitted by the MA to the EC 

including AIRs and data uploaded to Infosys.  The acceptance of the AIRs and the limited/small 

number of error reports in respect of Infosys demonstrate the quality of the data in these. 

However, outside these formal submissions, challenges associated with data quality and 

reliability have arisen – particularly relating to context indicators and result indicators.  These are 

briefly mentioned in Section 2.3.3 and discussed in more detail here. 

In common with many other MS, Ireland MA has encountered challenges in capturing information 

relating to RIs; these include broader system issues (as noted earlier) as well as indicator-

specific issues. 

Quality and Reliability (reliability, robustness, statistical validity of the data) 

 Definitions: availability for Context Indicators (CIs) and Result Indicators (RIs). FAME was 

not commissioned to prepare definitions of common indicators until after the programme had 

been designed and got underway.  Whilst MS were encouraged to use common indicators 

(without the further clarity provided by FAME), in the absence of common definitions the 

evaluator might expect the MS to interpret and define the chosen indicators differently; 

 Definitions: some differences/lack of consistency between those for RIs and for 

corresponding data/potential sources of evidence that are collected under the auspices of the 

Data Collection Framework; 

 Definitions: some have changed and/or become obsolete over the course of the 

programme (e.g. CI 1.7.a - Extent of the seabed significantly affected by human activities for 

the different substrate types); 

 Incomplete data: for some operations funded through EMFF, there are data gaps in terms of 

the “before” and “after” performance statistics required to determine result indicators which 

seek to measure change; 

 Small sample sizes:  for some RIs, the number of operations funded is relatively small and 

there are few data items on which to base the RIs. 

Timeliness: (appropriate data collected and reported at appropriate intervals to inform 

decision-making, reporting and evaluations) 

 Timing
252

/availability of appropriate data: at the time of writing the most up to date 

(published) information for fisheries (UP1) was largely 2018 and for aquaculture and 

processing (largely 2017); 

 Elapsed time/lag to realise result indicators: as many of the schemes did not get 

underway until 2016 or later, there has been limited time for the results to be realised. 

Relevance (to SOs and likelihood that they would contribute to the change the programme 

intends to bring, and whether they were strongly aligned to the actions of the EMFF OP. 

 Data (dis)aggregation: some CIs and RIs refer to data that is not disaggregated (or cannot 

be disaggregated meaningfully due to scale), for example: CI 1.9.a - Number of work-related 

injuries and accidents: baseline value of 4 and a current value of 2.  The influence of the 

EMFF on this indicator is likely to be marginal and cannot easily be determined. Similarly RI 

1.9a: 1.9.a - Change in the number of work-related injuries and accidents (target value -4). 

                                                      
252

 The EMFF OP was not adopted until 4th December 2015, UP3 was the only area where there was 

activity in 2014/15.  Hence for RIs, seeking evidence of progress from 2016 to date (most recent data 

available) 
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 Isolating the impact that is attributable to EMFF funding / disaggregating from other 

factors 

o Appropriateness of indicators in reflecting intentions of the EMFF OP/ objectives 

(intervention logic); 

o Nuances and interaction between indicators  (for example: increased investment 

(equipment) might occur alongside reduced employment – this may not be a 

reflection of an adverse effect (employment) - may in fact indicate increased 

efficiency; fuel efficiency – this records fuel per tonne, a crude measure which takes 

no account of fuel cost charges, effort, fuel efficiency with better engines, etc.). 

 Relevance of some RIs to the desired impact of the scheme(s) and extent to which 

EMFF OP can influence the RI – for example: 

o UP1 (largest area of spend): volume and value data are available from Sales Notes.  

One of the indicators selected is selected is volume (a change in volume is 

influenced by factors including but not exclusively EMFF investments); the indicator 

relating to value is regarded as more meaningful. 

o UP6 indicators re Natura 2000 & MPA (focused on activities rather than impacts).  

EMFF funding/supported activity generates knowledge in relation to the marine 

environment; however, this does not directly result in an increase in designated 

areas.  Designation is outside DAFM’s control. 

 RIs are defined at UP level and so capture impact across multiple articles/schemes: 

o Some schemes contribute to several articles (there is not a 1-to-1 relationship 

between schemes and articles, and thus RIs). 

o Assigning relevant data to relevant articles. 

o Challenges in collecting impact across different sub-sectors (especially under 

UP1/dealing with unwanted catch where results likely to be fleet segment specific) 

o RIs are intended to be aggregated from operational level – which would be scheme 

specific – however they have not been. 

Systems/Procedures for Data Collection and Reporting 

 Fragmented data sources for monitoring.  Due to the lack of an overarching MS level 

system to capture data, a number of different systems are used with a degree of manual 

collation/manipulation required to extract and prepare relevant performance monitoring data 

for Infosys and AIRs.  The lack of integral/embedded system to collect this data introduces a 

risk of unintended errors.  The lack of a shared system means working across different data 

sets and challenges in cross-agency working to access all relevant data for a given indicator 

(for example vessel data, sales notes, landings, etc.). 

 Lack of evidence of structure/system designed at the outset to collect data for Result 

Indicators per operation, consistent with definitions and base/target timescales. 

 Multiple references to the same indicator under one UP / across several measures:  for 

example within UP5, Indicator 5.1.c appears under both SO1 and SO2 with a target of 20 

million in both instances; there is one overall target for UP5 of 20 million (rather than an 

overall target of 40 million).  This issue arises for other Indicators and under other UPs and 

caused some confusion at the outset. 

These challenges should however be set in the context of the Common Monitoring and 

Evaluation System imposed for the first time at the outset of this programme, and acknowledging 

that many other MS face similar challenges. 

It is encouraging to note that DAFM has put in place many plans / approaches to implement a 

comprehensive monitoring and evaluation plan to fulfil the requirements of the CMES.  Much 

information has been collected and reported in respect of Output and Financial Indicators, 

tracking of spend, etc.  There are however some areas for development given that some aspects 

of DAFM’s plans appear not to have included sufficient detail to capture relevant information, for 

RIs in particular.  It is also unclear the extent to which these plans for RIs have been 

implemented. 
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Finally, it is also worth recording that Ireland’s EMFF OP differs from other MS in that the OP has 

been disaggregated into separate schemes and the MA has effectively delegated responsibility to 

the IBs to run the schemes.  Operating this model/approach without a shared system to regularly 

record results per operation means that it is challenging for the MA to monitor outcomes at OP 

level as is the case in other MS.  This places greater emphasis on and need for scheme level 

evaluations to provide a robust evidence base. 

In summary, the IT system was not fit for purpose, the MA prioritised and devoted resource 

towards required financial reporting (albeit ‘by hand’), however relatively little progress has been 

made with context/result indicator monitoring. 

Nonetheless, it would be expected that tracking of these indicators should have been undertaken. 

Learning/Areas for Development 

Based on the issues above, key lessons have been identified for performance monitoring for the 

current and future programmes. 

Performance Monitoring – Current Programme 

RIs provide one strand of evidence for the overall evaluation and are set alongside other 

evidence (including for example: interviews, other desk-based evidence, context over the period, 

evaluation reports (e.g. Sustainable Fisheries Evaluation), other quantifiable evidence, etc.). 

Where there is positive progress it is important that this is captured and reported in some 

manner. 

The limited availability /gaps in RI data at this late stage in the programme means that the 

evaluators have sought evidence from other sources. 

In terms of the experience of other MS; the most recent evaluation synthesis report notes that 

some specific RIs were reported as zero (not common RIs), though it is possible they were not 

yet reported rather than not determined. 

Typically workarounds (which should be considered in terms of setting out a process/data 

sources for the remainder of the OP) include: 

 Direct information from beneficiaries (for example monitoring data captured as part of grant 

process or survey): AIR 2018 reported that a full review of projects that have been supported 

under the EMFF OP 2014-2020 would be carried out in H2 2019 through a survey to collect 

validated data for result indicators from the beneficiaries. This information will be available to 

Managing Authority by end of 2019. 

 Scheme level evaluations 

 Focus on areas (within UPs): 

o where majority of investment directed (for example particular fleet segments that 

availed of support); 

o identify impact/change (or from empirical evidence/other studies in the public 

domain) e.g. xx type of gear typically produces reduction of yy catch; 

o identify what % of that fleet segment received EMFF OP funding for adaptive gear; 

o consider to what extent the difference can be attributed to EMFF; 

o extrapolate to estimate overall difference e.g. if EMFF funded 10% of fleet segment, 

extrapolate to indicate level of reduction in unwanted catch; 

o e.g. typical impact of selective gear on reduction on unwanted catch for a given fleet 

segment, then applied to xx% of that fleet segment that availed of Scheme funding; 

 Use of appropriate proxies for example: show what has happened in the past – look at 

results from other established schemes. 
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 Qualitative evidence from key informants/scheme managers explaining why workarounds not 

feasible and a qualitative view on current performance in relation to baseline attributable to 

the EMFF. 

 Highlight anomalies /caveats/ limitations (definitions, sample sizes, etc.). 

 

Performance Monitoring – Future 

The experience of the current programme provides important learning for future programming in 

respect of performance monitoring including: 

 Development of evaluation framework with clearly defined indicators (linked to intervention). 

 Definitions: clearly understood, consistent, relevance to the funding, responsiveness to the 

intervention, ability to disaggregate (if appropriate), unit of measurement defined (whether 

absolute or relative). 

 Data sources: availability/accessibility, timeliness (for example if accessing external data 

source, understanding frequency at which it is updated/available). 

 Co-ordinated/integrated systems to capture and report regularly. 

 Clearly defined roles/responsibilities for provision/collection of data at outset and follow up;  

 Regular schedule to collect and report data – for example tracking annually. 

 

5.5.5 UP1-6 Result Indicators 

In the following sections, we consider what is available/captured in respect of RIs and any that 

are missing.  Where this is not available, we document what has been captured / provided as a 

workaround. 

 

UP1 Result Indicators 

There are 9 unique result indicators associated with UP1. 

 8 indicators: each has an overall (non-zero) target per indicator; 

 1 indicator: has 2 separate targets associated with 2 different specific objectives (SO4, SO6) 
(1.8 - Employment maintained (FTE) in the fisheries sector or complementary activities). 

Attempts have been made to source data for these; these are however subject to many caveats 
and limitations including small sample sizes, incomplete data, inconsistent data (not like for like/ 
year on year or not designed to be reported in a way that is consistent with indicator), challenges 
in isolating impact of EMFF (due to many interacting, influencing variables).  External evaluations 
were not conclusive on results/impacts of funding. 

Data accessed includes: 

 BIM update on the most recent total Irish fleet data from the, as yet unpublished, Annual 
Economic Report 2020 in order to estimate difference made by funding through Sustainable 
Fisheries - Project Type B funding. (RI 1.1 Value, 1.2 Volume, 1.3 Net Profits, 1.5 Fuel 
Efficiency 1.7/1.8 Employment); 

 Discard data from the MI with associated caveats in that these are estimated from samples 
(RI 1.4a, 1.4b Unwanted Catch); 

 Analysis of Sustainable Fisheries Scheme (Mike Fitzpatrick, 2020); 

 A Review of the Lobster V-Notch Programme in Ireland 1995-2016, Oliver Tully, Fisheries 
Ecosystems Advisory Services, Marine Institute, Galway November 2017. 
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For 2 other UP1 RIs, reference can be made to the CIs – both of which show an improvement – 

to which EMFF OP funding will have made some contribution: 

 RI 1.6 Fleet Balance: As shown for CI1.5 - % of unbalanced fleets
253

 has a value of 16.66% 
(2013) and 0 (2017)

254
, therefore a reduction of 100%. 

 RI 1.9a Work Related Injuries and accidents: the number reduced from 5 due to fishing in 
2013 to 2 in 2018 (based on Marine Casualty Information Board Annual Report. All other 
years sourced from 2014-2018 MCIB Annual Reports).  BIM also provided an alternative 
source:  4 deaths recorded in fishing industry in 2016, 2 in 2017 and 4 in 2018 (Health and 
Safety Authority, 2019). 

 
UP2 Result Indicators 

There are 8 unique result indicators relating to UP2: 

 6 indicators: each with overall (non-zero) target per indicator 

 1 indicator: overall (zero) target (2.7 - Aquaculture farms providing environmental services); 

 1 indicator: 2 separate targets associated with 2 different specific objectives (SO3, SO4) (2.4 
- Change in the volume of production organic aquaculture). 

Progress has been reported against these in InfoSys (to end of 2019) and included in the 
Appendix including absolute/cumulative values to end of 2019 and number of operations on 
which these are based. Two indicators show mixed progress (one has achieved ~17% of volume 
target; one has achieved almost 58% of the value target).  All others have reported zero progress 
to date. 

Sector level data is generally available for UP2 context indicators.  To improve on reporting of RIs 

in this area, it would be useful for the MA/BIM to identify the % of the various production sectors 

that were given support and what for; for example: a breakdown of what EMFF funding has gone 

to salmon, mussel and oyster farmers and the % of production enterprises this represents, and 

use this to consider the impact of the EMFF funding. 

Stakeholder feedback also reflected broader developments in aquaculture: 

 Impact of licensing delays (covered in Key Issues section) which has slowed down renewal of 
licenses and the obtaining of new ones. Without a license, funding cannot be accessed even 
though production may be ongoing. 

 Volume over last ~ ten years has dropped, whilst value has increased. 

 Employment reduced but has come back to where it was ~10 years ago:  The number of FTE 
have shown little change; types of jobs will have changed. 

 There is an argument that EMFF and previous funding have helped to maintain the sector 
and prevented deterioration. 

 The model in aquaculture has moved from providing bulk product to “middle man” and 
instead providing straight to retail and more upmarket sectors. 

 Organic aquaculture is interesting: it has grown significantly as producers seek to stay ahead 
of competition (though this eventually is moving to become the “standard” for the sector).  
This switch from ordinary product to organic seems to have also changed the value of the 
produce, not so much the volume. 

 Recirculation is difficult due to definitions/ depending on how people describe /define their 
structures.  Generally little change in last 20 years, recirculation structures do exist. 

 

                                                      
253

 This indicator assesses the balance between the opportunities available for each fleet segment to exploit 

fish stocks and the biological capability of said fish stocks to be exploited. The overall assessment uses 

numerous technical, economic and biological indicators to assess this balance.  
254

 The Irish Fleet Report 2018 states that its analysis does not support the view that the fleets are out of 

balance and that, taking all indicators (technical, economic and biological) into consideration, a structural 

imbalance does not exist within the fleet. 
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UP3 Result Indicators 

There are 3 RIs for UP3 – Fostering the implementation of the CFP and includes a range of 

indicators relating to control and enforcement within Ireland’s marine sector.  One RI has already 

achieved the Target Value (2023), two RIs demonstrate some progress (RI 3.A.1 has attained 

almost 40% of the target, RI 3.A.2 has attained over 60% of the target) but both have some way 

to go to meet the Target Values for 2023.  However these numbers should be set in context of a 

broader change in approach to inspection of landings. 

 

UP4 Result Indicators 

There are 2 RIs for UP4 – Increasing employment and territorial cohesion. No progress has 

been reported in AIRs to 2019; there are plans to complete a survey in 2020 to capture 

information from beneficiaries (of the FLAG scheme). 

 

UP5 Result Indicators 

There are 4 RIs for UP5 

 2 indicators: each with overall (non-zero) target (5.1.c - Change in value of first sales in non-

POs, 5.1.d - Change in volume of first sales in non-POs); 

 2 indicators: each with overall (zero) target (5.1.a - Change in value of first sales in POs, 

5.1.b - Change in volume of first sales in POs). 

With regards to Indicators 5.1.a and 5.1.b, it is important to note that POs in Ireland operate 

differently to those in other MS: POs in other MS have a significant role in marketing the catch, 

which in Ireland is done through the fishing co-operatives.  Targets for these indicators are set to 

zero.  

Targets associated with Indicators 5.1.c and 5.1.d have been assigned to non-POs, as seafood 

processors and cooperatives are responsible for most seafood sales from Ireland.  The MA 

targeted support under UP5 to processors rather than POs (SO1 is PO focused - Improvement of 

market organization for fishery and aquaculture products); around 70-80% of spend
255

 is on the 

processing side (SO2: Encouragement of investment in the processing and marketing sectors). 

In relation to progress on these: 

 Indicator 5.1c Value of Sales:  A workaround has been devised for this indicator. 

o Data was provided for 35 grants amounting to €4,007,354.98. Sales/turnover in the 

accounts submitted with the applications was available for each of these; this was 

compared with sales/turnover figures for the financial year one year after the grant 

was paid; this was available for 16 grants.  The total difference in turnover was 

€49,627,524.00 (whilst this exceeds the target value, it is not clear, the extent of the 

increase that is due to EMFF).  This includes some increases (n=10) and some 

decreases (n=6). 

o It is also important to note the following caveats: 

 comparisons are not being made across the same years in every case 

(depends on the year in which the grant was made, the year that accounts 

were available for); 

 some grant-holders received more than one award; 

                                                      
255

 €3m (€1.5m EMFF) allocated to PMPs (Art 66); whereas €14m (€7m EMFF) allocated to Marketing 

measures (Art 68) and €20m (€10m EMFF) allocated to processing measures (Art 69) 
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 total number of grants is very small sample. 

o Stakeholder feedback outlined the wider changes in the processing sector with the 

biggest share of processing spend reflecting bigger companies investing and 

continuing consolidation within the sector (so whilst there may be a reduction in 

number of companies, this is due to consolidation as smaller processors have been 

bought up). 

 Indicator 5.1d Volume of first sales in non-POs: Data was requested from CSO however 

this was not available for the seafood processing sector as they were originally used for 

collecting data from PO and in particular the value and volume of landings. 

 

UP6 Result Indicators 

There are 2 RIs for UP6 – Fostering the Implementation of the Integrated Maritime Policy.  

These indicators related to surveillance and designation of maritime areas:  one has already 

attained its target value; the other is not available with the intention being to assess it at the end 

of the EMFF OP period. 
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5.6 Key Evaluation Questions – Contribution of the EMFF 

The FAME Evaluation Toolbox contains Fiches which describe in some considerable detail the 

evidence to be examined under each KEQ; the Fiches are typically developed at Article level and 

in some cases there are multiple Fiches associated with one KEQ.  Overall, there are 32 

separate Fiches relevant to the 12 KEQs, Articles and associated schemes in the EMFF OP. 

Each of the 12 KEQs seeks to address “to what extent has the EMFF contributed to….” the KEQ.   

Appendix 6 indicates the relevant KEQs by relevance to schemes as well as denoting key 

informants by scheme.  The evidence is drawn from information including AIRs, Infosys, OPMC 

meeting papers, published reports, consultations, etc. 

5.6.1 A. “…strengthen technological development, innovation and 

knowledge transfer in the fisheries, aquaculture and seafood 

processing sectors” 

EMFF funding has contributed to strengthening technological development, innovation and 

knowledge transfer in the fisheries, aquaculture and seafood processing sectors through 

EMFF funding which has contributed to: 

 innovative technology in the fishery sector (Seafood Innovation & Business Planning 

scheme) which provided funding to drive competitiveness and growth through support for 

innovation (advisory services on innovation, new product and packaging development, pilot 

production, processing technologies/ techniques, energy efficiency, business planning).  The 

scheme has enabled processing industry to invest in innovation – a key requirement given 

that the processing industry is limited in supply of preferred species and this is constraining 

expansion and economies of scale.  BIM Innovation projects have also contributed.  (KEQ A - 

Fiche 18); 

 improved partnership between science and fishery (Sustainable Fisheries Scheme A, Inshore 

Fisheries Conservation Scheme) which has enabled BIM to undertake public interest 

projects.  This has supported operations including partnerships/ associations which provide 

fora for dialogue, knowledge exchange, dissemination of best practice between science and 

fishery representatives.  Examples: Fishery Improvement Projects (FIPs) and BIM 

support/facilitating the classification of new wild bivalve fisheries (ties in with the work of the 

Bivalve Working Group (BWG)).  (KEQ A - Fiche 19); 

 energy efficiency and the mitigation of the effects of climate change (Sustainable Fisheries 

Scheme B5) which has supported capital investments in on-board equipment including 

improvements in fuel efficiency (through use of fuel efficient fishing gears and improvements 

to engines and hull designs). This has facilitated improvements in quality at individual vessel 

level which are designed to improve energy efficiency, mitigate the effects of climate change 

and contribute to improved profitability and competitiveness. (KEQ A - Fiche 20); 

 modernisation of main engines or ancillary engines (Sustainable Fisheries Scheme B6) 

which has supported capital investments in on-board equipment including engine 

replacement.  This has facilitated improvements in quality at individual vessel level which 

should contribute to improved profitability and competitiveness.  (KEQ A - Fiche 21); 

 increased innovative technological development in aquaculture (Knowledge Gateway 

Scheme Project Type 1 Innovation) which has provided funding to promote knowledge, 

innovation and technology and through support for applied research, new species 

development and commercialisation, research into managing diseases and parasites, 

knowledge transfer, all of which contribute to driving competitiveness and growth and are 

aligned with the National Strategic Plan for Aquaculture. (KEQ A - Fiche 24); and 

 increased innovative technological development in aquaculture (Knowledge Gateway 

Scheme Project Type 3 Advisory Services).  The KGS supports provision of advisory 

services for aquaculture farms in order to improve performance and reduce the 

environmental impact of operations in support of the National Strategic Plan for Aquaculture.  
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Examples of funded operations include: Fish Welfare and Guidance Workshops; BIM CQA 

Programme (certification, labelling, etc.); Aquaculture business accelerator programme; 

Maintenance & Operation of Co-ordinated Local Aquaculture Management Systems 

(CLAMS) Initiative; Mussel survey; Marine Stewardship Council certification for Irish Mussels; 

Global Seafood Sustainability Initiative Benchmarking. (KEQ A - Fiche 25). 
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Table 32: KEQ A – Contributing Schemes: FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019
256

 Output Indicator Progress to 

end 2019 
Allocated total public 

contribution 

Total eligible public 

expenditure declared 

by beneficiaries to MA: 

Total eligible public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries as % 

of total allocation 

Seafood 

Innovation & 

Business 

Planning 

F 18–Art 26 

(incl Art 44.3) 

1.5 Provision of 

support to 

strengthen 

technological 

development 

and innovation, 

including 

increasing 

energy 

efficiency and 

knowledge 

transfer 

€6.49M. 

 

Note: MA spend 

tracker shows 

allocation of €7M of 

which 92% projected 

spend by end 2020. 

€4,556,702.26 70.21% 1.1 - N° of projects on 

innovation, advisory services 

and partnerships with 

scientists 

Art 26 Innovation (including 

Art 44.3 Inland Fishing)/OI 1.1 

exceeded Target Value of 10 

(2023), achieved 66 (660%) 

Sustainable 

Fisheries – A 

IFCS 

F 19-Art 28 

(including Art 

44.3) 

€500K €119,037.26 23.81%. 1.1 - N° of projects on 

innovation, advisory services 

and partnerships with 

scientists. 

Art. 28 /OI 1.1 not yet 

achieved target value of 50 

(2023) – achieved 4 (80%) 

Sustainable 

Fisheries – B5 

F 20-Art. 

41.1.a,b,c 
€2.5M €2,203,913.00 88.16%. 1.7 - N° of projects on energy 

efficiency, mitigation of climate 

                                                      
256

 Draft AIR 2019 
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Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019
256

 Output Indicator Progress to 

end 2019 
Allocated total public 

contribution 

Total eligible public 

expenditure declared 

by beneficiaries to MA: 

Total eligible public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries as % 

of total allocation 

change. 

Art. 41.1 /OI 1.7 exceeded 

target value of 15 (2023) – 

achieved 60 (400%) 

Sustainable 

Fisheries – B6 

F 21-Art 41.2 

(incl 44.1d) 
€1M €48,076 4.81%. 1.8 - N° of projects on 

replacement or modernisation 

of engines. 

Art. 41.1 /OI 1.8 not yet 

achieved target value of 10 

(2023) – achieved 6 (60%). 

Knowledge 

Gateway – 

Project Type 1 

F 24–Art 47 2.1 Provision of 

support to 

strengthen 

technological 

development, 

innovation and 

knowledge 

transfer 

€10M 

 

Note: MA spend 

tracker shows 

allocation of €8.2M 

(to KGS-all project 

types) of which 

133% projected 

spend by end 2020. 

€5,505,512.26 55.06%.   2.1 - N° of projects on 

innovation, advisory services.   

Art 47 / OI 2.1 not yet 

achieved the target value of 

150 (2023) – achieved 57 

(38%) 

Knowledge 

Gateway – 

F 25–Art 49 €5.4M €1,590,994.70 29.46%.   2.1 - N° of projects on 

innovation, advisory services.   
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Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019
256

 Output Indicator Progress to 

end 2019 
Allocated total public 

contribution 

Total eligible public 

expenditure declared 

by beneficiaries to MA: 

Total eligible public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries as % 

of total allocation 

Project Type 3  

Note: MA spend 

tracker shows 

allocation of €8.2M 

(to KGS-all project 

types) of which 

133% projected 

spend by end 2020. 

Art 49 / OI 2.1 not yet 

achieved  target value of 40 

(2023) – achieved 16 (40%). 
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5.6.2 B. “…enhancement of the competitiveness, the increase in value 

and productivity of fisheries and aquaculture enterprises, including 

improvement of safety or working conditions” 

EMFF funding has contributed to enhancement of the competitiveness, the increase in value 

and productivity of fisheries and aquaculture enterprises, including improvement of 

safety or working conditions through: 

 enhancement of the competitiveness (Sustainable Fisheries Scheme A, Inshore Fisheries 

Conservation Scheme) which has supported BIM to undertake public interest projects to 

promote social dialogue, support best practice, foster the transfer of knowledge, and 

stimulate innovation in fisheries, in order to improve the overall performance and 

competitiveness of operators, and to promote sustainable fisheries.  Examples include: 

Advice on environmental sustainability such as: Responsibly Sourced Standard / 

Certification, Fisheries Management Chart, provision of fisheries, aquaculture & marine 

environment information services; Seafood Information Services; facilitating improved 

governance in wild oyster Fishery Co-Ops; also business and marketing strategies (business 

and financial planning for catching sector, inshore fisheries strategy).  (KEQ B - Fiche 9); 

 increasing the viability of small scale coastal fleets by subsidising the cost of vessels for new 

entrants to the sector through the New Fisherman Scheme (16 supported).  (KEQ B - Fiche 

11); 

 improvement of safety or working conditions (Sustainable Fisheries Scheme B1) which has 

supported capital investments in on-board equipment relating to improvements in on board 

safety, hygiene and working conditions.  This capital investment has provided a wide variety 

of equipment/ facilities across fleet segments (including inshore segment) that contribute to 

healthier and safer working conditions by putting in place measures to address many issues 

that contribute to accidents/injuries.  Two sub-categories accounting for most investment 

were equipment to reduce heavy lifting (28%) and anti-slip flooring (22%).  (KEQ B - Fiche 

12); 

 improvement of competitiveness of fishermen (Sustainable Fisheries Scheme B3) which has 

supported capital investments in on-board equipment and Sustainable Fisheries Scheme C 

(certification)).  Part B includes capital investment on board for a wide variety of equipment 

improving quality and add value, across fleet segments (including inshore segment)).  A 

recent review of the scheme shows that around 46% of funding was allocated under this 

category (B3: Improvements on board that improve quality). This has facilitated 

improvements in quality at individual vessel level which are designed to contribute to 

improved profitability and competitiveness. Part C provides funding focused on Promoting 

Quality and Added Value.  Examples of operations funded contribute to quality (with 

operations supported to pursue certification, providing recognition for sustainable products, 

contributing to promotion aiming to enhance the sustainability credentials of Irish seafood in 

the marketplace and ultimately to improve competitiveness.  Operations are targeted at Co-

ops and first-point of sale entities including certification and promotion of sustainable fishery 

products primarily Certification of groups of vessels under national certification programme 

(RSS) and also for Marine Stewardship Counci
l257.

  (KEQ B - Fiche 16); 

 improvement of fishing ports, landing sites through provision of funding under the Fishery 

Harbour Scheme.  The scheme has been successful in supporting capital investments in 

infrastructure in strategic level fishery harbours to improve safety and working conditions and 

the quality, control and traceability of products landed.  Specifically it has supported 

infrastructure improvements at 2 (of 6) National Fishery Harbour Centres.  (KEQ B - Fiche 

17); 

 enhanced productive investments in aquaculture (Sustainable Aquaculture Scheme) which 

has provided capital support directly to industry to support aquaculture farms in building 

capacity and scale in the industry by modernising /expanding aquaculture units in order to 

                                                      
257

 Sustainable Fisheries Scheme presentation (OPMC: 18/01/2018) 
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increase production and improve competitiveness.  These have involved a variety of species 

including oyster, mussel, salmon, trout, etc.  The scheme has enabled the industry to invest 

with a view to growth and competitiveness and efficiency.  (KEQ B - Fiche 26); and 

 encouraging new aquaculture farmers practicing sustainable aquaculture (Sustainable 

Aquaculture Scheme) which has provided capital support directly to industry to support 

aquaculture farms in building capacity and includes specific scope to support for new 

entrants.  There has been limited progress to 2019, with 3 projects funded against a target of 

65 and limited funding expended.  2 are concerned with new seaweed farms and 1 is a new 

oyster farm.  (KEQ B - Fiche 27). 
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Table 33: KEQ B – Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019
258

 Output Indicator Progress to 

end 2019 
Allocated 

total public 

contribution 

Total eligible public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries to MA: 

Total eligible public 

expenditure declared 

by beneficiaries as % 

of total allocation 

Sustainable 

Fisheries A 

IFCS 

F 9–Art 27 

1.4 Enhancement 

of competitiveness 

and viability of 

fisheries 

enterprises, 

including of small-

scale coastal fleets 

and the 

improvement of 

safety and working 

conditions 

€5M €1,080,337.03 21.61%. 1.1 - N° of projects on 

innovation, advisory services 

and partnerships with 

scientists. 

Art. 27 /OI 1.1 not yet achieved 

target value of 35 (2023) – 

achieved 11 (31%). 

New 

Fishermen 

F 11–Art 31 €500,000 €845,032 169% 1.9 - N° of projects on 

promotion of human capital and 

social dialogue, diversification 

and new forms of income, start-

ups for fishermen and 

health/safety).  Art 31/ OI 1.9 

has already exceeded target 

value of 15 (2023) – achieved 

16 (107%). 

Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €2,090,000 to 

New Fishermen Scheme, of which 60% projected spend by 

end 2020. 

Sustainable F 12– Art. 32 

(incl Art 

€1M €874,553.00 87.46% 1.9 - N° of projects on 

promotion of human capital and 

                                                      
258

 Draft AIR 2019 
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Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019
258

 Output Indicator Progress to 

end 2019 
Allocated 

total public 

contribution 

Total eligible public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries to MA: 

Total eligible public 

expenditure declared 

by beneficiaries as % 

of total allocation 

Fisheries B1 44.1.b) social dialogue, diversification 

and new forms of income, start-

ups for fishermen and 

health/safety.   

Art. 32 /OI 1.9 not yet achieved 

target value of 100 (2023) – 

achieved 45 (45%). 

 

Sustainable 

Fisheries B3 & 

C 

F 16–Art. 42 

(incl Art. 

44.1.c.) 

€6.5M €5,195,142.54 79.93% Indicator 1.3 - N° of projects on 

added value, quality, use of 

unwanted catches and fishing 

ports, landing sites, actions 

halls and shelters. 

Art. 42 /OI 1.3 exceeded target 

value of 110 (2023) –achieved 

171 (155%). 

 

Fishery 

Harbours 

F 17–Art 

43.1+3 
€14.6m. €14.6m. 100%  

 

1.3 - N° of projects on added 

value, quality, use of unwanted 

catches and fishing ports, 



     

 
 

150   

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019
258

 Output Indicator Progress to 

end 2019 
Allocated 

total public 

contribution 

Total eligible public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries to MA: 

Total eligible public 

expenditure declared 

by beneficiaries as % 

of total allocation 

The scheme had 

exhausted all of its 

allocation by the end 

of 2019; whilst it is 

positive that the 

allocation was 

exhausted, on the 

other hand, it did 

occur before the end 

of the programme life-

time. 

landing sites, actions halls and 

shelters. 

Art 43.1 /OI 1.3 not yet 

achieved target value of 6 

(2023) – achieved 2 (33%). 

Sustainable 

Aquaculture 

(productive 

capacity) 

F 26–Art. 

48.1. a-d, f-h 

2.2 Enhancement 

of the 

competitiveness 

and viability of 

aquaculture 

€14.2M 

 

€6,541,552.17 46.07% 2.2 - N° of projects on 

productive investments in 

aquaculture. 

Art. 48.1. a-d, f-h /OI 2.2 

exceeded target value of 110 

(2023) – achieved 118 (107%). Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €20.6M to 

Sustainable Aquaculture Scheme overall (all project types) of 

which 45% projected spend by end 2020. 

Sustainable 

Aquaculture 

(new entrants) 

F 27–Art 52 €0M 

 

Note: see 

row above 

€50,178.75 n/a Indicator 2.5 - N° of projects 

on promoting human capital of 

aquaculture in general and of 

new aquaculture farmers. 
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Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019
258

 Output Indicator Progress to 

end 2019 
Allocated 

total public 

contribution 

Total eligible public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries to MA: 

Total eligible public 

expenditure declared 

by beneficiaries as % 

of total allocation 

re: MA 

spend 

tracker for 

Sustainable 

Aquaculture 

Scheme 

overall (all 

project 

types) 

Art 52/OI 2.5: not yet achieved 

target value of 65 (2023) – 

achieved 3 (5%). 
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5.6.3 C. “…encouragement of investment in the processing and 

marketing sector” 

EMFF funding has contributed to encouragement of investment in the processing and 

marketing sector through: 

improvement of processing of fishery and aquaculture products ((Seafood Innovation & Business 

Planning Scheme (SIBP) and the Seafood Processing Capital Investment Scheme (SPCIS))  

which provide funding to drive competitiveness and growth through support for innovation 

(advisory services on innovation, new product and packaging development, pilot production, 

processing technologies/ techniques, energy efficiency, business planning) supported by capital 

investment focused on value-adding activity. 

The SIBP scheme has provided supports to industry as well as BIM-led operations, with a focus 

on high value-adding activity.  This encompasses business development, innovation, research, 

new product development, new process technology and technology transfer; testing and 

business planning.  The scheme has enabled processing industry to invest in innovation – a key 

requirement given that the processing industry is limited in supply of preferred species and this is 

constraining expansion and economies of scale. 

The SPCIS scheme has provided capital support directly to processing industry enabling it to 

invest in a range of capital equipment to assist processing (including with a view to scaling up 

and export capability); the focus is on high value-adding activity.  Most investments related to 

new or improved products, processes or management systems (100); a small number relate to 

energy saving or reducing impact on the environment (5). This includes value-added projects 

across a range of species and equipment. 

(KEQ C - Fiche 46, SIBP also relates to KEQ A – Fiche 18). 

 

Table 34: KEQ C – Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019259 Output Indicator 

Progress to end 

2019 Allocated 

total public 

contribution 

Total eligible 

public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries to 

MA: 

Total eligible 

public expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries as % 

of total allocation 

Seafood 
Innovation & 
Business 
Planning 
Seafood 
Capital 
Investment 

F 46–
Art 69 

5.2 
Encourag
ement of 
investmen
t in the 
processin
g and 
marketing 
sector 

€20M €10,039,070.90 50.2%. 5.3 - N° of projects 
on processing 
Art. 69 /OI 5.3 
exceeded target 
value of 100 (2023) 
– achieved 107 
(107%) 

Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €20M 
(€7M Seafood Innovation & Business Planning, €13M 
Seafood Processing Capital Investment) of which 
92% and 69% projected spend respectively by end 
2020. 
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5.6.4 D. “…improvement of market organisation for fishery and 

aquaculture products” 

EMFF funding has contributed to the improvement of market organisation for fishery and 

aquaculture products through: 

 contributed to marketing measures primarily through supporting seafood processors to scale 

and develop new markets and also by significant support for seafood promotion activity 

undertaken by Bord Bia, raising awareness of Irish seafood, primarily in Asia.  The range of 

activity supported includes: Promotion of seafood (domestic and international); Development 

of route to market structures; Market development; and Consumer and market research 

(international). 

o The Seafood Scaling and New Market Development Scheme has supported 
industry-led projects that promote economies of scale through industry cooperation, 
joint ventures and shared route-to-market structures. It actively helps and 
incentivises companies to combine operations and build collective sales under a 
single market-facing structure.  Examples of operations supported include: 

 Investment in route to market structures through cooperative joint venture 
projects, particularly in Asia. 

 Consumer research (shellfish market development, consumer research) 
 BIM-led projects: Development of route to market structures, raw material 

supply, cost efficiencies and cooperation on new technologies, Project 
Atlantic (to determine and enable the Irish seafood sector to add value to 
increased landings into Irish fishery ports), Supply Chain Alignment, Value-
Add to Whiting and Haddock, Strategic Appraisal of Pelagic Sector). 

o The Seafood Promotions Scheme has supported seafood processors in accessing 
new markets including in Asia through participation in international trade shows, 
international promotion campaigns, B2B and B2C campaigns, “Feet on the Street” 
additional ground resources which have resulted in inward  buyer visits to Ireland;  it 
has also supported domestic campaigns to promote seafood and sponsorship of a 
TV series. 

o (KEQ D - Fiche 44) 

 funding to improve preparation and implementation of production and marketing plans.  The 

Producer Organisation Scheme has supported 5 POs each year since 2014 to prepare and 

implement PMPs; also to prepare annual reports.  (KEQ D - Fiche 42). 

Table 35: KEQ D – Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019260 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 

2019 

Allocated 
total public 
contribution 

Total eligible 
public expenditure 

declared by 
beneficiaries to 

MA: 

Total eligible public 
expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiaries as % 
of total allocation 

Seafood 
Scaling & 
New Market 
Development 
Seafood 
Promotions 

F 44– 
Art 68 

5.1 
Improvement 
of market 
organisation 
for fishery 
and 
aquaculture 
products 

€14M €8,694,552.27 62.1%.   5.2 - N° of projects 
on marketing 
measures and 
storage aid 
Art. 68 /OI 5.2 
exceeded target 
value of 30 (2023) 
– achieved 55 
(183%) 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €14M 
(€4M Seafood Scaling & New Market Development, 
€10M to Seafood Promotion) of which 55% and 
80% projected spend respectively by end 2020 
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Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019260 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 

2019 
Allocated 

total public 
contribution 

Total eligible 
public expenditure 

declared by 
beneficiaries to 

MA: 

Total eligible public 
expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiaries as % 
of total allocation 

Producer 
Organisation 

F 42–
Art 66 

€3M €1,823,933.75 60.8%.   5.1 - N° of 
producers 
organisations or 
associations of 
producers 
organisations 
supported for 
production and 
marketing plans 
Art. 66 /OI 5.1 
exceeded target 
value of 5 (2023) – 
achieved 27 
(540%) 

Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €3M (PO Scheme) 
of which 74% projected spend by end 2020 

 

5.6.5 E. “…reduction of the impact of fisheries on the marine 

environment, including the avoidance and reduction, as far as 

possible, of unwanted catches” 

EMFF funding has contributed to the reduction of the impact of fisheries on the marine 

environment, including the avoidance and reduction, as far as possible, of unwanted 

catches through: 

 reduction of unwanted catches, reduction of impact on environment and protection from birds 
and mammals (Sustainable Fisheries Scheme B4) which has supported capital investments 
in on-board equipment related to environmentally friendly fishing gear).   Around 7% of 
funding under the scheme was allocated under Category B4.  Uptake varied by fleet 
segment.  Two fleet sectors accounted for the majority of grant aid provided: Inshore vessels 
(49%) and Nephrops freezers (34%). The grant aid for inshore vessels was predominantly for 
manual or automated handlining or jigging equipment; for the prawn freezer fleet it was 
predominantly for size selective prawn trawls.  The funding of jigging and automated 
handlining equipment has a number of benefits including minimal or zero impact on the 
seabed, they are highly selective gears and have very low levels of non-target bycatch and 
bycatch of ETP (Endangered, Threatened or Protected) species such as marine mammals.  
This has facilitated improvements in selectivity and ecosystem impacts through investment at 
individual vessel level which are designed to reduce the impact of fishing on the marine 
environment.   (KEQ E - Fiche 2) 

 increased innovation and cooperation between fishermen and scientists (Sustainable 
Fisheries Scheme A) which has supported BIM to undertake public interest projects.  This 
has supported operations which focus on implementation of the landing obligation in 
particular through studies involving testing of selective gears - development and testing of 
more selective fishing gears and methods - to improve gear selectivity to address landing 
obligation).  Examples have been published as Fisheries Conservation Reports (many of 
these involve collaboration between BIM (on behalf of industry), GMIT scientists) including: 

o Plaice survivability in the Irish seine net fishery, April 2020 (BIM) 
o Sole survivability in the Irish otter trawl fishery, December 2019 (BIM and GMIT) 
o Nephrops survivability in the Irish demersal trawl fishery, September 2017 (BIM, 

GMIT) 
o The SELTRA sorting box: A highly selective gear for fish in the Irish Nephrops fishery 

-, February 2017  (BIM, GMIT) 
o Assessment of a 90 mm T90 mesh codend, a new gear option for Celtic Sea 

whitefish vessels July 2019 (BIM, GMIT) 
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These form part of an extensive programme of work undertaken by BIM (with support 
from MI and in collaboration with the SFPA) to intensify its programme of gear selectivity 
and technical conservation measures, particularly to fulfil landing obligation 
requirements.  (KEQ E - Fiche 3) 

 increased waste collection by fishermen (Sustainable Fisheries Scheme A) which has 

supported BIM to undertake public interest projects focused on reducing the environmental 

impacts of fishing on the ecosystem, by contributing to increase of waste collection by 

fishermen. The scheme has supported operations to improve waste management – recovery 

of marine litter from the sea and management of fisheries-generated waste at sea and 

ashore (Fishing for Litter, Net recycling).  Operations supported include the Clean Oceans 

Initiative of which Fishing for Litter is a key element.  The Clean Oceans Initiative was 

launched in January 2019 to address the serious issue of marine plastic pollution. To 

December 2019, 168 trawlers and 56 other fishing boats have signed up to Fishing for Litter 

with 12 ports registered and involved in the Initiative; 96% of trawlers are now signed up.  

The intention is that all will be.  (KEQ E - Fiche 4). 

 increased compliance with the landing obligation (Sustainable Fisheries Scheme C 

Promoting Quality and Added Value).  This supported 6 operations targeted at Co-ops and 

first-point of sale entities providing investment in infrastructure to address the challenges of 

the landing obligation.  These cold storage facilities and associated handling equipment for 

storage of unwanted catches. (KEQ E - Fiche 5) 

Table 36: KEQ E – Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019261 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 2019 Allocated 

total public 
contribution 

Total eligible 
public 

expenditure 
declared by 

beneficiaries to 
MA: 

Total 
eligible 
public 
expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiarie
s as % of 
total 
allocation 

Sustainable 
Fisheries B4 
IFCS 

F 2–Art 
38 (inc 
44.1.c. 
Inland 
fishing) 

1.1 
Reduction 
of the 
impact of 
fisheries on 
the marine 
environme
nt, 
including 
the 
avoidance 
and 
reduction, 
as far as 
possible, of 
unwanted 
catches 

€1M €760,207.00 76.02%. 1.4 - N° of projects on 
conservation measures, 
reduction of the fishing 
impact on the marine 
environment and fishing 
adaptation to the 
protection of species.   
Art 38/OI 1.6 not yet 
met target value of 126 
(2023) – achieved 37 
(29%) 

Sustainable 
Fisheries A 
IFCS 

F 3–Art 
39 

€1M €888,569.73 88.86%. Indicator 1.4 - N° of 
projects on 
conservation measures, 
reduction of the fishing 
impact on the marine 
environment and fishing 
adaptation to the 
protection of species 
Art. 39 /OI 1.4 not yet 
achieved target value of 
20 (2023) –achieved 3 
(15%) 
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Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019261 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 2019 Allocated 

total public 
contribution 

Total eligible 
public 

expenditure 
declared by 

beneficiaries to 
MA: 

Total 
eligible 
public 
expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiarie
s as % of 
total 
allocation 

Sustainable 
Fisheries A 
IFCS 

F 4–Art 
41 

€1M €785,831.42 78.58%. 1.6 - N° of projects on 
protection and 
restoration of marine 
biodiversity, 
ecosystems.   
Art 40.1.a/OI 1.6 has 
exceeded target value 
of 2 (2023) – achieved 
4 (200%)262 

Sustainable 
Fisheries C 
IFCS 

F 5–Art 
43.2 

€1M €2,169,179.62 216.92%. 1.3 - N° of projects on 
added value, quality, 
use of unwanted 
catches and fishing 
ports, landing sites, 
actions halls and 
shelters.   
Art 43.2/OI 1.3 not yet 
achieved target value 
of 30 (2023) – 
achieved 6 (20%) 

 

5.6.6 F. “…economic growth, social inclusion and job creation, and 

providing support to employability and labour mobility in coastal 

and inland communities which depend on fishing and aquaculture, 

including the diversification of activities within fisheries and into 

other sectors of the maritime economy” 

EMFF funding has contributed to economic growth, social inclusion and job creation, and 

providing support to employability and labour mobility in coastal and inland communities 

which depend on fishing and aquaculture, including the diversification of activities within 

fisheries and into other sectors of the maritime economy through  

 Contributing to community-led local development through the application of a bottom-up 
approach to prepare (and implement) Local Development Strategies in each of the 7 FLAG 
areas. (KEQ F - Fiche 39) 

 Implementation of CLLD strategies.  These strategies were developed with the express aim 
to promote economic activity in each FLAG area by adding value to fishery and aquaculture 
products and diversifying the local economy towards new economic activities, in particular 
those offered by ‘blue growth’ and the broader maritime sectors.  Of the 620 operations on 
Infosys (to end of 2019), their typology is: 

o Adding value: 47 (such as: equipment, facilities, cold storage) 
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 Note: AIR2018 reported that progress more than expected in achieving milestone for OI 1.6, may have 
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o Diversification: 18 (such as: marketing plans, feasibility plans, equipment, mobile 
services) 

o Environment: 6 (such as: coastline clean, litter removal from rivers) 
o Socio-cultural 549 (such as: sports-based activities, maritime/coastal attractions, 

heritage trails, feasibility studies/plans) 
o (KEQ F - Fiche 40) 

 better cooperation supporting the implementation of the LDS.  Whilst no funding has been 
allocated specifically to co-operation projects, there have been opportunities for co-operation 
facilitated through FLAG networking events and FARNET event hosted in Bantry. (KEQ F - 
Fiche 41) 

Table 37: KEQ F – Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019263 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 

2019 
Allocated 

total 
public 

contributio
n 

Total eligible 
public 

expenditure 
declared by 

beneficiaries to 
MA: 

Total eligible 
public expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiaries as % 
of total allocation 

Fisheries 
Local Area 
Development 

F 39-Art 
62. 

4.1 Promotion 
of economic 
growth, social 
inclusion and 
job creation, 
and providing 
support to 
employability 
and labour 
mobility in 
coastal and 
inland 
communities 
which depend 
on fishing and 
aquaculture, 
including the 
diversification 
of activities 
within fisheries 
and into other 
sectors of the 
maritime 
economy 

Note: Technical Assistance funding provided to 
BIM included funding for BIM to provide all the 
FLAGS with support to develop their Local 
development Strategies, rather than being 
disbursed as individual grants to individual FLAGs. 

Indicator 4.2 - N° of 
projects on 
preparatory support 
Art 62.1.a/OI 4.2 
met target value of 
7 (2023) – achieved 
7 (100%) 

Fisheries 
Local Area 
Development 

F 40-Art 
63 

€12M  
 
Note: MA 
spend 
tracker 
shows 
allocation 
of €12M 
of which 
75% 
projected 
spend by 
end 
2020. 

€6,267,865.40 52.23%.   Indicator 4.1 - N° of 
local development 
strategies selected 
Art. 63 /OI 4.1 met 
target value of 7 
(2023) – achieved 7 
(100%) 

Fisheries 
Local Area 
Development 

F 41-Art 
64 

The EMFF MA allocated €350K to cover costs of 
potential co-operation projects. This was not 
availed of by the FLAGS and was re-allocated into 
Article 63. 

Indicator 4.3 - N° of 
cooperation projects 
Art 64/OI 4.3:  zero 
progress towards 
target value of 7 
(2023) 
No co-operation 
projects delivered 
nor are any 
expected to be 
delivered: target will 
not be met.  
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5.6.7 G. “…ensuring a balance between fishing capacity and available 

fishing opportunities” 

EMFF funding has contributed to ensuring a balance between fishing capacity and available 

fishing opportunities through  

 improved allocation of fishing opportunities through provision of funding under the Control 
and Enforcement Scheme, specifically for the Quota Balancing System.  The majority of 
Control and Enforcement scheme activity is supported under UP3 (KEQ J – Fiche 38).  With 
the selection of Art. 36 for inclusion (through the 2018 Programme modification), the scheme 
also supports investments in the design and development of systems for the allocation and 
management of fishing opportunities (quotas). 

 This element of the Control and Enforcement scheme supports the Quota Balancing System 
in UP1, which supports the implementation of the CFP.  The new IT system funded is 
designed to manage the allocation of fishing opportunities (primarily pelagic fisheries, also 
demersal).  Through the operation supported, control and enforcement capacity has been 
increased through provision of a bespoke quota balancing system which helps to identify 
vessels over catch limit, and helped with re-allocation of quota, primarily in the pelagic 
segment, also in the demersal. 

 (KEQ G - Fiche 8) 

Table 38: KEQ G– Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019264 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 

2019 
Allocated 

total 
public 

contributio
n 

Total eligible 
public 

expenditure 
declared by 

beneficiaries to 
MA: 

Total eligible 
public expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiaries as % 
of total allocation 

Control and 
Enforcement 
(UP1) 

F 8–Art 
36 

1.3 Ensuring 
a balance 
between 
fishing 
capacity and 
available 
fishing 
opportunities 

€2M  €2,354,291.39  117.71% Indicator 1.2 - N° of 
projects on systems 
of allocation of 
fishing opportunities 
Art 36/OI 1.2: met 
target value of 1 
(2023) – achieved 1 
(100%). 

Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €2.65M to the 

Quota Balancing Project of which 319% projected spend by end 

2020. 

 

5.6.8 H. “…development of professional training, new professional skills 

and lifelong learning” 

EMFF funding has contributed to development of professional training, new professional 

skills and lifelong learning through  

 development of human capital in the fishery sector through the Seafood Skills and Training 
Scheme and the Seafood Capacity Building Scheme.   

o The Seafood Training Scheme supports individuals undertaking practical and 
relevant training in the Irish fisheries, aquaculture and seafood processing sectors, 
supporting skills development at all levels within the industry.  This includes technical 
training, management development skills and safety-related training.  All of the 
training supported contributes to improved working conditions in the fishery sector, 
primarily the Health and Safety-related training.  Other training also contributes to 
improved working conditions, ensuring that personnel have the appropriate skills and 
knowledge to fulfil their specific roles. 
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o The Seafood Capacity Building scheme supports the development of human capital 
in the fishery sector by facilitating networking, knowledge transfer and exchange of 
experience through: Conferences/Events, National Seafood Awards 2018 and 
Industry workshops.  

o Training/Capacity Building also takes place through other schemes; this also 
contributes to the development of human capital.  Examples include (Sustainable 
Fisheries Scheme support for Women in Seafood, IFCS support for Inshore 
Fisheries Forum. 

o (KEQ H - Fiche 22) 

 development of social dialogue in the fishery sector involving fishermen, social partners and 
other stakeholders through facilitating events / attendance at events /activities where 
networking / dialogue can take place (through schemes described above). Other operations 
supported under the Sustainable Fisheries Scheme and Inshore Fisheries Conservation 
Scheme (RIFFs, NIFF, FIPs, NFDG, etc.) also contribute to social dialogue in the fishery 
sector.  (KEQ H - Fiche 23) 

 improved human capital and networking through the wide range of training and capacity 
activity supported – as described above.  (KEQ H - Fiche 36) 

Table 39: KEQ H– Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019265 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 2019 Allocated 

total 
public 

contributio
n 

Total eligible 
public 

expenditure 
declared by 

beneficiaries to 
MA: 

Total eligible 
public expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiaries as % 
of total allocation 

Seafood 
Capacity 
Building 
Seafood 
Training 

F 22–
Art. 
29.1.a, 
b 

1.6 
Developme
nt of 
profession
al training, 
new 
profession
al skills 
and lifelong 
learning 

€5.5M 
consisting 
of: 
€5M (Art 
29.1+Art 
29.2) 
€500K 
(Art 29.3) 
 
 

€4,062,095.98 
(Art 29.1+Art 
29.2) 
 
€6, 531.59 (Art 
29.3) 

81.24% (Art 
29.1+Art 29.2  
 
1.31%. (Art 29.3) 

Indicator 1.9 - N° of 
projects on promotion of 
human capital and 
social dialogue, 
diversification and new 
forms of income, start-
ups for fishermen and 
health/safety. 
 
Art 29.1+29.2/OI 1.9 not 
yet achieved target 
value of 205 (2023) – 
achieved 76 (37%). 
 
Art 29.3/OI 1.9 not yet 
achieved target value of 
5 (2023) – achieved 3 
(60%). 

Seafood 
Capacity 
Building 
Seafood 
Training 

F 23–
Art. 
29.1.c 

Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €4.1M 
to Seafood Capacity Building and €1.5M to 
Seafood Skills & Training, of which 99% and 91% 
projected spend respectively by end 2020 

Seafood 
Capacity 
Building 
Seafood 
Training 

F 36- 
Art 50 

2.5 
Developme
nt of 
profession
al training, 
new 
profession
al skill and 
lifelong 
learning 

€100K €227,951.17 227.95%. Indicator 2.5 - N° of 
projects on promoting 
human capital of 
aquaculture in general 
and of new aquaculture 
farmers.   
Art. 50 /OI 2.5 
exceeded target value 
of 10 (2023) – achieved 
16 (160%). 
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5.6.9 I. “…protection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity and 

ecosystems” 

EMFF funding has contributed to protection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity and 

ecosystems through  

 implementation of a wide range of operations under the Marine Biodiversity Scheme (cutting 
across both UP1 and UP6 (since 2017/18)) which contributed to increased protection of 
Natura 2000 and marine protected areas.  Operations are concerned with the protection and 
restoration of marine biodiversity and increasing the knowledge of marine biodiversity in 
Ireland's waters, seeking to ensure that fisheries/aquaculture activity complies with 
requirements. The scheme is instrumental in carrying out including mandatory assessments 
to meet legal requirements.  (KEQ I - Fiche 6).  The nature of operations includes: 

 Support for NATURA fisheries interactions (mapping of fishing pressure and 

fishery Natura interaction) 

o Assessed impacts of various types of dredging on various habitats 

o Mapping and sampling offshore reefs 

o Aerial surveys for biodiversity monitoring  

o To improve the data collection of vessels <12m and map fishing patterns, 

iVMS systems deployed on over 140 inshore vessels 

 Support for NATURA aquaculture interactions (assessment and mitigation of 

aquaculture impacts on NATURA sites (including monitoring of mitigation) 

 Support for the MSFD and biodiversity (impact of fisheries on biodiversity). 

o Monitoring for marine mammal distribution and abundance 

o Research to derive Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) reference points  

o MSY proxies for data-limited stocks 

o Ecosystem data collection on Irish fisheries surveys in support of MSFD, Natura 

and Habitat mapping 

o Monitoring recovery of over exploited deep-water species 

o MSFD Indicator assessment  

o MSFD: fed into second round of assessment processes, provided data on fish 

stocks and plankton data, added monitoring data.  

 Species and habitat restorations: 

 Outreach, communicating objectives and outputs of the scheme 

 Informatics project: setting up infrastructure and competence to efficiently integrate and 

utilise fisheries related data (including fishery/ecosystem interaction data) to support 

CFP, NATURA and MSFD implementation. 

The Scheme is also considered under KEQ K – Fiche 47. 

 V-notching scheme (supported under the Inshore Fisheries Conservation Scheme).  This 
provides support to collectives and individual fishermen for the live return of female lobsters. 

 Contributing to increasing the potential of aquaculture sites (Knowledge Gateway Scheme 
Project Type 1 Innovation) which supports projects that promote knowledge, innovation and 
technology in the aquaculture sector.  To date, 3 operations have been supported, including 
2 relating to BIM KG Work Programme (Carrying Capacity 2017 and Carrying Capacity 
Phase II 2018) - and optimisation of farmed shellfish growth.  (KEQ I - Fiche 30). 
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Table 40: KEQ I– Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019266 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 

2019 
Allocated 

total 
public 

contributio
n 

Total eligible 
public 

expenditure 
declared by 

beneficiaries to 
MA: 

Total eligible 
public expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiaries as % 
of total allocation 

Marine 
Biodiversity 

F6–Art 
40.1.b-g 

1.2 Protection 
and restoration 
of aquatic 
biodiversity 
and 
ecosystems 

€6M €2,622,366.30 43.71%.   Indicator 1.6 - N° of 
projects on 
protection and 
restoration of 
marine biodiversity, 
ecosystems.   
Art. 40.1.b-g /OI 
1.6: exceeded 
target value of 50 
(2023) – achieved 
270 (540%267) 

Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €9.4M 
to BG and MBS of which 86% projected spend by 
end 2020. 

Sustainable 
Aquaculture 

F31–
Art. 
53268 

2.3 Protection 
and restoration 
of aquatic 
biodiversity 
and 
enhancement 
of ecosystems 
related to 
aquaculture 
and promotion 
of resource-
efficient 
aquaculture 

0 0 0 Indicator 2.3 - N° of 
projects on limiting 
the impact of 
aquaculture on the 
environment (eco-
management, audit 
schemes, organic 
aquaculture 
environmental 
services) 
Art 53/OI 2.3 zero 
progress against 
Target Value 2023 
(25.0) 

Knowledge 
Gateway 
Project 
Type 1 

F30–
Art. 51 

€100K €33,312.51 33.31% Indicator 2.4 - N° of 
projects on 
increasing potential 
of aquaculture sites 
and measures on 
public and animal 
health. 
Art 51 / OI 2.4 
already exceeded 
target value of 1 
(2023) – achieved 4 
(400%) 

Note: MA spend tracker shows allocation of €8.2M 
to KGS (all project types) of which 133% projected 
spend by end 2020. 
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5.6.10 J. “…better control and enforcement” 

EMFF funding has contributed to better control and enforcement through  

 Under UP3 Control and Enforcement Scheme, the EMFF OP has funded a range of 
operations (including multi-annual activity) delivered by the SFPA (as primary control agency 
for fisheries protection), DAFM’s IMT division and the Department of Defence to support 
enforcement of the provisions of the CFP Regulation and the Control Regulation thus 
contributing to national and EU legislative requirements.  

 Control and enforcement capacity has been substantially increased in terms of integrated 
systems, remote surveillance and training/knowledge exchange. This has been 
complemented by awareness raising as a means to promote compliance. 

 The range of interventions supported: 
o support the implementation of the CFP, specifically the management of allocation of 

fishing opportunities; 
o provide investment in technology and equipment to enhance control and 

enforcement capabilities, complemented by supporting measures such as training 
and dissemination of information. 

 Operations funded are dominated by a significant multi-annual and multi-phase project to 
modernise the information systems of the control authorities; this has enhanced the 
capabilities of the SFPA and its control partners, delivering requirements under EU 
Regulations and supported developments to address EU requirements to implement 
UN/CEFACT standardisation for exchange of information; and development of an online 
portal for Sea food online services (SFOS), giving access to view vessel, capacity and apply 
for a license up to letter of offer stage. 

 This is complemented by a variety of operations including upgrading/provision of 
hardware/software, compliance promotion, training and exchange. 

o Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) on-board vessel unit replacement 
o Training and Exchange of staff  
o Compliance Promotion - to raise awareness of CFP 
o Engine Power Measurement 
o Weighing Official Control Systems 
o Audit Assessment 
o Contribution towards replacement of Irish Air Corps Maritime Patrol Aircraft (to 

enhance control and enforcement strategy) and related training 
o Upgrade of Fishery Monitoring Centre Lirguard Fishery Protection System (national 

VMS management system). 

 (KEQ J - Fiche 78) 

With the selection of Art. 36 for inclusion in the Programme (through the 2018 Programme 
modification), the scheme also supports investments in the design and development of systems 
for the allocation and management of fishing opportunities (KEQ G - Fiche 8). 
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Table 41: KEQ J – Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019
269

 Output 

Indicator 

Progress to 

end 2019 

Allocated 

total public 

contribution 

Total eligible public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries to MA: 

Total eligible 

public 

expenditure 

declared by 

beneficiaries 

as % of total 

allocation 

Control 

and 

Enforce

ment 

(UP3) 

F 38–

Art 76 

3.2 Provision of 

support to 

monitoring, 

control and 

enforcement, 

enhancing 

institutional 

capacity and the 

efficiency of 

public 

administrations 

without 

increasing the 

administrative 

burden 

€44.227M 

 

Note: MA 

spend 

tracker 

shows 

allocation 

of 

€44.227M 

of which 

79% 

projected 

spend by 

end 2020. 

€28,109,342.26 63.56%. 3.1 - N° of 

projects on 

implementing 

the Union's 

control, 

inspections 

and 

enforcement 

system. 

Art. 76 /OI 3.1 

exceeded 

target value of 

10 (2023) –

achieved 14 

(140%) 

 

5.6.11 K. “…improvement and supply of scientific knowledge and 

collection and management of data” 

EMFF funding has contributed to improvement and supply of scientific knowledge and 

collection and management of data through  

 Contributing to the improvement of data collection system by providing funding for 2 Work 
Programmes delivered by the MI (Data Collection Framework Programme 2014-2016; Data 
Collection Framework Programme 2017-2019).  These Work Programmes contribute to 
national and EU legislative requirements (Data Collection Framework Regulation and 
implementation of CFP).  The work programmes are planned and delivered by a DCF team 
embedded in MI supported by BIM resource funded through EMFF OP. 

 Under the Data Collection Scheme, the Marine Institute collects the necessary data to 
provide scientific advice for the implementation of the Common Fisheries Policy. The 
programme consists of port and sea sampling of catch and carrying out various research 
vessel surveys; industry economic data is also collected. These data are made available to 
scientific end users for international stock assessments and advice on the EU fish stocks 
exploited by the Irish fleet.  The programmes involve activities to collect, manage and use 
scientific and economic data. 

 Through the work programmes, the MI have fulfilled around 20-30 official data calls per 
annum from the main scientific end-users ICES, STECF, the Commission (DG Mare) and the 
regional coordination groups of the MS. 

 (KEQ K - Fiche 37). 

 

Table 42: KEQ K– Contributing Schemes FI and OI 
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Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019270 Output 
Indicator 

Progress to 
end 2019 

Allocated 
total public 
contribution 

Total eligible 
public 

expenditure 
declared by 

beneficiaries to 
MA: 

Total eligible 
public 
expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiaries as 
% of total 
allocation 

Data 
Collection 

F 37–
Art 77 

3.1 
Improvement 
and supply of 
scientific 
knowledge 
and collection 
and 
management 
of data 

€40.696M €40.696M 100% 3.2 - N° of 
projects on 
supporting the 
collection, 
management 
and use of 
data. 
 
Art. 77 /OI 3.2 
met target 
value of 2 
(2023) –
achieved 2 
(100%) 

Scheme had exhausted full allocation in 2019; 
whilst it is positive that the allocation was 
exhausted, on the other hand, it did occur before 
the end of the programme life-time. 
Funding allocation exhausted by 2019; whilst the 
scheme could have spent more, no scope to re-
allocate from other parts of the OP (shortfall of 
approx. €12M.) 
EMFF Regulation ring-fences funds for data 
collection; transfers into that envelope from other 
under-performing areas of the OP budget are not 
permitted 
Important data collection activities (essential to 
formulation of policy at EU level) dependent on 
constrained national funds in 2019 and 2020; the 
EMFF OP unable to fund important National and 
EU priorities. 

 

5.6.12 L. “…fostering the Integrated Maritime Policy” 

EMFF funding has contributed to fostering the Integrated Maritime Policy through: 

 implementation of an extensive range of operations under the Marine Biodiversity Scheme 
(cutting across both UP1 and UP6 (since 2017/18)) and the Blue Growth & Marine Spatial 
Planning Scheme.  Operations are concerned with marine surveillance encompassing the 
protection of the marine environment, in particular its biodiversity and marine protected 
areas, also improving the knowledge base in relation to the state of the marine environment 
to underpin monitoring programmes.  The nature of operations includes a significant body of 
technical and scientific work, supporting the national MSP work progamme to implement the: 
MSP Directive and National MSP Plan. 

o Blue Growth: operations have extended outputs on data gap analyses and data 
management quality from previous projects to target the effective implementation of 
the Data Management Quality Management Framework in further support of MSP 
and also in support of the MSFD and DCF. (KEQ L - Fiche 47) 

o Marine Spatial Planning: KEQ L - Fiche 47) 
 Spatial Data and Evidence projects providing technical and scientific 

expertise to support the implementation of MSP in Ireland. 
 Data management and information services for MSP271 
 Research projects (marine invasive species).  
 Project to broadly define and classify Ireland’s Seascapes. 
 Project on collection and collation of seabed imagery data for MSP

272
. 

o Marine Biodiversity Scheme (cutting across both UP1 and UP6 (since 2017/18)) – 
(KEQ I – Fiche 6 and KEQ L – Fiche 47). 

 Support for NATURA fisheries interactions (mapping of fishing pressure and 
fishery Natura interaction) 
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 UP6-Data Integration for Improved Spatial Analysis and Representation UP6-MSP Data Governance;  
272

 UP6-National Sediment Sampling and Seabed Imagery catalogue 
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 Support for NATURA aquaculture interactions (assessment and mitigation of 
aquaculture impacts on NATURA sites (including monitoring of mitigation) 

 Support for the MSFD and biodiversity (impact of fisheries on biodiversity). 
 Species and habitat restorations 
 Outreach, communicating objectives and outputs of the scheme. 
 Informatics project: to support CFP, NATURA and MSFD implementation. 

Table 43: KEQ L– Contributing Schemes FI and OI 

Scheme Fiche SO Finance to end 2019273 Output Indicator 
Progress to end 

2019 
Allocated 

total public 
contribution 

Total eligible 
public 

expenditure 
declared by 

beneficiaries to 
MA: 

Total eligible 
public expenditure 
declared by 
beneficiaries as % 
of total allocation 

Marine 
Biodiversity 
Blue Growth 
& Marine 
Spatial 
Planning 

F 47–
Art 80 

6.1 
Development 
and the 
implementation 
of the Integrated 
Maritime Policy 

€2,669,344 
(Art 80.1b) 
€8M (Art 
80.1c)  
Note: MA 
spend 
tracker 
shows 
allocation of 
€6M to BG 
and MSP of 
which 84% 
projected 
spend by 
end 2020. 

€2,180,248.71 
(Art 80.1b) 
€4,698,483.14 
(Art 80.1c) 

81.68% (Art 
80.1b) 
58.73% (Art 
80.1c) 

6.2 - N° projects on 
the protection and 
improvement of 
knowledge on 
marine environment 
Art 80.1.b /OI 6.2 
exceeded target 
value 4 (2023) – 
achieved 11.00 
(275%). 
Art 80.1.c /OI 6.2: 
exceeded target 
value 1 (2023) – 
achieved 32 
(3200%) 
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Introduction 

Drawing on the evidence in the preceding sections, this section of the report sets out: 

 lessons learned (including areas working well and areas for improvement/future 
development)  

 recommendations for continuation of 2014-20 programme (including future of schemes 
implemented and improvements on performance monitoring) 

 recommendations for next programming period (including future of schemes implemented, 
gaps in provision, potential overlaps with other programmes and improvements on 
performance monitoring). 

6.2 Lessons Learned 

6.2.1 Areas Working Well 

The following areas have worked well in the delivery of the EMFF OP 2014-20, and as such 

should continue to be applied in future programmes: 

 Breadth and Scale of Support: the OP has addressed diverse needs, catering for fishing, 
aquaculture, processors and coastal communities. This includes interventions with a focus on 
economic growth/competitiveness, health and safety, marine environment/biodiversity; 
contributing to many key policies and delivering on key requirements including under CFP 
(relating to control and enforcement) and IMP (marine planning) which have contributed to a 
wide range of policy areas as described in the KEQ Effectiveness Evaluation section. 

 Performance Framework targets (OI and FI) were met; this was a positive endorsement of 
progress reported up to end of 2018. 

 Despite most schemes not being fully launched and implemented, until 2016 there has been 
significant progress made since then. Most funding has been spent / allocated.  In fact, two 
schemes (Data Collection and Fishery Harbour) have already exhausted their full allocation 
of funding accounting for a significant portion of funding: whilst it is positive that this was 
exhausted, it did occur before the end of the programme life-time. 

 In many areas there is good progress towards meeting OI target values (specified for 2023) 
which are on track to be met / already met. 

 Management: clear structures, procedures, good working relationships between departments 
and agencies involved in managing/administering programme and schemes. 

 Administration: reporting processes by MA to EC meet expectations (timeliness, 
completeness, acceptance of AIRs, limited errors in respect to Infosys demonstrating quality 
of data, etc.); online portal (GEMs) has streamlined grant administration within BIM (for those 
schemes online). 

 Horizontal Principles (gender equality): good awareness of principles of gender equality. 

 Monitoring System: focus on monitoring and reporting on OIs and FIs. 

 Communication Strategy: breadth and reach of coverage across variety of media/events. 
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6.2.2 Areas for Improvement / Future Development  

A number of areas have been identified which merit attention in order to bring about 

improvements in future programme/scheme delivery: 

 Current schemes/provision 
o The need to continue to consider reallocation of funding (where this is unlikely to be 

declared), within scope of Regulations – as has been done on an ongoing basis (see 
Spend Tracker in Section 5.3).  This requires the MA to continue to closely monitor 
schemes (spend and OI) where funding remains to be committed and spent “on the 
ground” and declared to ensure that targets are achieved.  See Recommendation 1. 

o Where uptake has been lower than anticipated, consider approaches to 
promote/raise awareness and build capacity to continue to build pipeline.  For 
example: inshore sector (Sustainable Fisheries B, as well as IFCS), aquaculture 
sector (Sustainable Aquaculture and Knowledge Gateway), processors (seafood 
capital investment).  This also applies to sectors which are less well organized and 
would benefit from further capacity building for example: coastal communities FLAGs 
and Women in Fisheries Network.  See Recommendation 11. 

 Gaps in provision (short term) 
o There is a pressing gap in provision to respond to issues emerging as a result of the 

Covid-19 pandemic; given the high level of funding that has already been spent or 
committed, the MA has been constrained in ability to respond to the pandemic.  
However, in consultation with industry representatives in terms of needs and within 
the scope of the EMFF Regulation, it was able to introduce a Tie Up scheme for the 
fishing industry in May 2020 and a special scheme to support aquaculture was 
announced in late October 2020.  Given that the additional measures available 
through amendments to the EMFF regulation expire at the end of 2020

274
 should any 

other allocated funding that is unlikely to be expended be identified, consideration 
should be given to how this could best be used to respond to the pandemic (within 
the scope of relevant regulations).  See Recommendation 2 

 Areas of focus for future programming 
o The current programme has provided a broad range of interventions addressing 

many needs in many sectors/areas. The breadth of programming could be perceived 
as somewhat confusing to navigate and some sectors may be potentially 
lost/overshadowed in the wide variety of supports; there is scope to streamline this 
into a smaller number of integrated and complementary streams. 

o See Recommendations 4 and 5 

 Financing future interventions 
o Consideration had previously been given to access to finance particularly for the 

New Fisherman Scheme though this was not pursued. In light of the prevailing 
economic context, this is an area that merits consideration for the future 

o Some of the areas supported by the EMFAF may complement to some extent the 
focus of other potential funding sources.  Potential funding opportunities should be 
examined to explore how benefits can be maximized and EMFAF funding can be 
used to lever additional financial support for the seafood sector. 

o See Recommendations 12 and 13 

 Benefits to industry and involvement of industry in the EMFF OP 
o There is a perception that the balance of funding between statutory agencies and 

industry favours state agencies, with benefits to industry arising from this not 
necessarily being recognized (by industry). 

o There is scope for greater industry involvement in some schemes – which would be 
of benefit both to industry and in some schemes also to other parties (e.g. in R&D&I); 

o See Recommendation 11. 

 Performance Monitoring – in particular the gaps in data available and processes in place 
to report against result indicators. 
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sectors relating to Covid-19 response. 
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o There is a need to clearly identify data requirements, processes to collect data and 
responsibilities for collecting data. 

o See Recommendation 3 and Recommendation 14. 

 Management: Ensure refresh training is run for current scheme personnel and those who 
join part-way through the programme. 
o During the course of the OP lifetime, new personnel involved in running schemes 

have joined part-way through, as have members of the OPMC and may not have 
been involved in induction / training delivered at the outset by the MA; there has also 
been new guidance introduced over the OP lifetime. 

o To ensure that all parties involved in the delivery of the programme are fully 
informed, there is a need to run training (including refresher) on a more regular 
basis. 

o See Recommendation 9 

 Administration: 
o Bespoke IT system: management of the current programme has suffered from the 

use of legacy IT systems rather than a tailor made system.  A bespoke system will 
improve recording of relevant information and improve reporting, reducing 
opportunities for errors and increasing efficiency.  See Recommendation 6. 

o Digital grant-making; whilst some industry grants operate on the BIM GEMs portal 
others use a paper-based system which is less efficient (time-consuming, 
cumbersome), moving more grants online will increase efficiency and access to 
information for applicants, IBs and the MA.  It will also facilitate more efficient and 
reporting and minimize errors.  See Recommendation 7. 

o Client service: whilst there is some information on timescales for decisions on 
applications and payments on claims, this could be clearer.  Service standards 
introduced for the grant process including decision-making timescales for 
applications and payment timescales for claims would support the interests of 
transparency and aid planning (for IBs and applicants).  See Recommendation 7. 

o Client service: there is no formal recording of feedback on/satisfaction with the 
application and claims processes. Capturing this would inform quality improvement. 
See Recommendation 7. 

o Transparency: there is little publicly information available on success rates 
associated with grant applications.  See Recommendation 7. 

o Technical Assistance: the level of TA allocated to IBs varies considerably and there 
is a lack of clarity amongst some IBs about its purpose.  TA is intended to assist with 
programme/scheme administration.  Clarity should be provided on the purpose of TA 
and this should be reinforced through Admin Agreements with IBs.  See 
Recommendation 8. 

 Monitoring: ensure plan in place and implemented to: regularly update context indicators 
so that programming may respond accordingly; and to capture appropriate data to report 
against result indicators. 
o See Recommendation 14. 

 Communication Strategy:  coordinated approach/lead to communication. 
o Whilst much activity has been undertaken to promote / raise awareness and 

communicate about the EMFF, this has been conducted in a somewhat fragmented 
way by some IBs/schemes.  This has arisen in part due to limited capacity/resources 
and a pre-occupation/greater focus on scheme management / administration. There 
is scope to conduct this work in a more coordinated manner to provide coherent and 
consistent messaging about the programme and schemes. 

o See Recommendation 10 

6.3 Recommendations for continuation of 2014-2020 

6.3.1 Future of schemes implemented 

Recommendation 1: Funding Allocation / Tracking Spend 

Continue to keep spend under review and reallocate from schemes unlikely to spend full 

allocation to those where demand exists – including Covid response interventions (see below). 
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Recommendation 2: Covid Response 

Should any allocated funding that is unlikely to be expended be identified, the MA should explore 

opportunities to provide supports that are sector specific and align with regulations 

(complementary to statutory provision that cuts across sectors as discussed in key issues section 

3.2): 

 Taking into account lessons learned from  

o Tie-Up scheme (which made financial compensation available to the fishing industry 

when fishing efforts were constrained due to the pandemic) and feedback from the 

fishing industry in terms of appropriate supports. 

o Aquaculture Support scheme (which made financial compensation available to 

compensate oyster and rope mussel producers by supporting their costs of 

production for product that they were unable to sell over the period February to June 

2020) and feedback from the aquaculture industry in terms of appropriate supports. 

 Promoting training/skills development as a tool to support sector in response to Covid-19 

(considering skills/supports to navigate economic challenges: access to finance, 

diversification, innovation, etc.). 

6.3.2 Improvements on performance monitoring 

Recommendation 3: Performance Monitoring 

There is limited information currently captured and reported against the Result Indicators.  Whilst 

information is available for UP3 and UP6 and there are plans to conduct a survey to capture 

information to determine RIs for UP4, there are substantial gaps in respect of UP1, UP2 and 

UP5.  The MA should engage with scheme managers/IBs to ensure a clear plan and processes – 

with clearly designated responsibilities - are put in place to capture data to determine RIs.  

Approaches which should be considered in terms of setting out a process/data sources for the 

remainder of the OP include: 

 Direct information from beneficiaries (for example monitoring data captured as part of grant 

process or survey) – (for example survey being planned for FLAG beneficiaries under UP4). 

 For industry schemes: identify the % of the various fleet segments or production sectors that 

were given support and what for; for example: a breakdown of what EMFF funding has gone 

to each fleet segment under UP1 or under  to salmon, mussel and oyster farmers under UP2 

and the % of fleet segment or production enterprises this represents, and use this to consider 

the impact of the EMFF funding (in the broader context of changes known for the sector 

overall in national indicators). 

 Use of appropriate proxies from other studies / evaluations - for example the recent review of 

Sustainable Fisheries Part B includes signposting to a study that may be useful in this 

regard. 

 Conducting scheme level evaluations. 

 Qualitative evidence from key informants/scheme managers. 

Within the reporting of this evidence, it will be important to highlight anomalies /caveats/ 

limitations (definitions, sample sizes, etc.), where relevant and appropriate. 

 

6.4 Recommendations for next programming period 

6.4.1 Future of schemes implemented 

Recommendation 4: Areas of Focus 
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Evidence from this evaluation points to a number of areas for consideration in future 

programming (to be considered within the scope of regulations/guidance on the EMFAF).  As part 

of the programme development process, consideration should be given to: 

 Supporting the sector in meeting  key challenges (for example arising from Brexit and 

reflecting the need for rebuilding and recovery in a post-Covid landscape) by identifying 

specific needs as part of wider contextual review and considering appropriate interventions to 

support industry; 

 Aligning with emerging policy context and drivers at EU and national level including for 

example: 

o Ongoing needs around growth and competitiveness in fishing aquaculture and 

processing (Foodwise, Farm to Fork) 

o Current and updated regulations and EU / national plans in relation to CFP, IMP, 

Biodiversity, Natura, MSFD, EU Biodiversity Strategy, Draft PAF, National Marine 

Plan (due March 2021) Climate Change (Seafood Climate Change Sectoral 

Adaptation Plan published in 2019, Ireland’s Climate Action Plan to Tackle Climate 

Breakdown); 

 Ensure design of future schemes reflects input from target sector/stakeholders both in terms 

of: 

o identifying needs and priorities (as has already begun through public consultation 

and agency submissions) 

o identifying appropriate indicators and setting realistic and proportionate targets in 

relation to available funding on specific interventions.  Whilst this did occur to some 

extent on the previous programme, there are areas for improvement where indicators 

set were not responsive to the intervention and/or some targets appear to have been 

under-estimated. 

 

Recommendation 5: Streamlining interventions and integrating relevant supports 

The current programme includes a very broad range of supports offered via many different 

schemes.  There is scope to streamline the number of interventions in the interests of efficiency, 

clarity, clear targeting (to increase uptake) to areas of need, minimising any potential for overlap, 

for example: 

 The Sustainable Fisheries scheme is very large and includes a broad range of measures; it 

potentially overshadows others for example IFCS intended to support inshore sector which 

merits greater focus (guided by Inshore Sector Strategy funded through EMFF 2014-20); 

 Potential overlap between schemes: capital equipment (Sustainable Fisheries Part B and 

Seafood Processing Capital Investment), training (FLAGs, Seafood Skills and Training). 

Consideration should also be given to ensure that the proposed interventions are 

holistic/integrated: for example the Seafood Capital Investment Programme supported capital 

equipment for which there is often a need for complementary support (soft skills/training) to 

effectively use the equipment/embed the new process.  

Potential streams might include: 

 Capital/Equipment (with complementary supports if required) 

 Innovation 

 Skills/Training 

 Other – for example specific schemes to cater for FLAGs, POs, etc. 

Within a streamlined suite of interventions, there is scope to design in approaches to target 

funding to ensure optimum use, encouraging applications from areas where there is identified 

need, within the scope of the programme and regulations: 
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 vary match funding rates, caps on funding, (for example: for capital equipment x fleet 

segments, match funding rates for NGOs, etc). 

 prioritise funding where it will have greatest impact (e.g.  target funding to industry where 

there is clear evidence of potential for growth); this could be facilitated by scoring 

mechanisms 

 

Recommendation 6: Grant Management/Processing: IT system 

To improve programme management efficiency, a bespoke IT system should be introduced 

which integrates information from IBs as well as providing necessary information to report to the 

OPMC and the EC.  This should reduce the administration burden (for MA and IBs and reduce 

potential pressure on Technical Assistance) and minimise errors that may arise from 

processes/systems that are less automated. This should be integrated with the Grant Portal (see 

Recommendation 7). 

Recommendation 7: Grant Portal 

Building on the positive experience of the online portal developed by BIM (GEMS), learning from 

the introduction of this portal should be examined with a view to moving more grants online (build 

on positive experience of BIM / GEMS portal).  Such a portal should be integrated with MA IT 

system to facilitate reporting as well as grant processing to ease access, improve efficiency.  This 

should consider moving all transactions online: applications, supporting documents 

collected/uploaded, eligibility assessment, appraisal, approval. 

Capacity building may be required to build digital literacy (amongst potential applicants) in 

parallel with a wider roll out of such as portal. 

Client Service/Quality Improvement 

 Feedback should be sought periodically from applicants to ensure that the process is 

effective from a user perspective (timeliness, ease of understanding, ease of use, etc.). 

 In the interests of transparency and to manage expectations and to improve planning, service 

standard targets should be set for responding to queries, timescales for decisions on 

applications, timescales for claim payments; information on application outcomes (numbers 

received, numbers awarded) should also be shared. 

 

Recommendation 8: Technical Assistance 

The MA should clearly detail and communicate the purpose for which Technical Assistance 

should be used and through Admin Agreements ensure that this is implemented and monitored; 

IBs should prioritise Technical Assistance funding towards grant administration and grant 

management and communicate this within the IB to raise awareness of the purpose of TA in the 

organisation. 

Recommendation 9: Ongoing Support for OPMC members and IB staff 

The MA should provide training at the outset of the programme and as significant developments 

emerge – clearly setting out roles/responsibilities / processes – to manage expectations of all 

parties.  Strands should include 1) OPMC members and 2) current staff in IBs; refresher training 

should be provided and this should also include those who join part way through the programme. 

 

Recommendation 10: Communications 
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Under the new programme, a new centralised communication strategy to promote awareness of 

the EMFF in a coherent and consistent manner should be agreed by DAFM, and rolled-out by 

Implementation and Beneficiary Bodies. 

6.4.2 Gaps in provision: potential 

Recommendation 11: Gaps in Provision – Capacity Building/Awareness Raising 

In some sectors, where there is an ongoing need for support (economic drivers to support growth 

and competitiveness) and/or uptake has been low, support should be put in place to build 

capacity (within the scope of regulations (e.g.: networking, knowledge transfer, dissemination)), 

raise awareness and provide a pathway to relevant interventions of benefit.  This includes: 

 Inshore sector: specific needs of inshore fishers should be fully examined and included in 

future schemes.  This should build on the work already undertaken to support the  

development of the sector through RIFFs and NIFF and the direction mapped out in the 

Inshore Sector Strategy 

 

 Processing sector: this is a key sector in maximizing the potential from seafood through 

added value products; there is need for raise awareness of the need for softer skills/supports 

in the sector, to complement and make best use of equipment/embed new processes. 

 

 Balance of support between statutory agencies and Industry 

o Education/awareness raising to demonstrate benefits to industry of 

schemes/investments that support statutory agencies 

 

 Industry involvement in research and innovation schemes (which tend to have been taken up 

by research institutions): 

o Raise awareness of role of industry in R&I scheme (for example when BIM involve 

industry sub-groups to consider research topics, oversee implementation and share 

benefits) 

o Consider scope to channel more funding to industry for example greater involvement 

in R&D&I; there is scope to raise awareness, provide pathways to engage/get 

involved in R&D&I 

o Raise awareness of aquaculture advisory group which advises on research needs for 

that sector 

o Consider establishing an advisory group involving a) industry representatives, b) 

statutory representatives and c)  RPOs to identify industry needs in relation to R&D&I 

and the role/involvement of respective parties to effectively address these. 

 

 FLAG network 

o Continue to build capacity, skills and networking 

 

 Women in Fisheries Network 

o Consolidate work to date, disseminate and continue to build capacity, skills to ensure 

resource is recognized and utilized. 

 

 NGOs and representative bodies (eg: environmental sector) 

o Continue to raise awareness / promote potential to provide capacity building support 
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o Highlight successes / benefits achieved in current programme to help to promote 

support of this nature 

 

Recommendation 12: Gaps in Provision – Access to Finance /Financial Instrument 

Future programming should consider the issue of access to finance and mechanisms to address 

this – given prevailing economic situation, a previous case having been made for financial 

instrument (for New Fisherman) which did not proceed and low financial capacity reported in 

seafood processors. 

6.4.3 Potential overlaps with other programmes 

Recommendation 13: Complementary Funding Streams 

Where provision for interventions in the following areas may be considered in future 

programming, explore – jointly with funder and IBs – the potential to co-ordinate interventions to 

ensure complementarity in order to maximise benefit for seafood sector in Ireland. 

 Training/human capital / capacity development: scope to explore with ESF MA - potential for 

opportunities for joint/complementary funding of training/human capital development. 

 Marine Biodiversity: scope to explore opportunities for complementarity/co-ordination through 

EU LIFE and EMFAF – involving DAFM, MI and NPWS in discussions. 

6.4.4 Improvements on performance monitoring 

Recommendation 14: Performance Monitoring – Future Programming 

Bearing in mind future regulations governing the programming period, the following principles 

should be applied in respect of performance monitoring: 

 Development of evaluation framework with clearly defined indicators (linked to intervention) 

 Potentially smaller focused suite of indicators 

 Target values proportionate to level of funding 

 Identification of/access to relevant data for each indicator (definition, unit of measurement) 

 Clearly defined roles/responsibilities for provision/collection of data at outset and follow up;  

 Regular schedule to collect and report data – for example tracking annually 

 Manage though Admin Agreements with IBs 

 Include regular monitoring of: 

o CIs (or equivalent) – baseline and annual update considering broader 

environment/context in which the programme operates.  There is a need to keep 

broader contextual data under review to help to explain under/overperformance and 

to help to identify where a change in focus may be required.  Regularly tracking 

progress against CIs will assist with this. 

o RIs (or equivalent) – tracking the impact attributed to EMFF OP.  Track annually and 

follow up through Admin Agreements if not. 
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7 APPENDICES 

Appendices are included in a separate document; these are: 

 Appendix 1: Consultees 

 Appendix 2: EMFF OP Overview (including Performance Framework and Programme 

Modifications) 

 Appendix 3: Key Issues: Economic supports Offered by Irish government and banks in 

Response to Covid-19 

 Appendix 4: Selected Context Indicators - Trends 

 Appendix 5: Process Evaluation – Planned Approaches 

 Appendix 6: Effectiveness Evaluation: KEQs 
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