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REPORT FROM THE COMMISSION 

SIXTH ANNUAL REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EUROPEAN 
FISHERIES FUND (2012) 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The present report responds to the requirement under Article 68 of the European Fisheries 
Fund1 (EFF) that the Commission reports each year to the European Parliament, to the 
Council, to the European Economic and Social Committee and to the Committee of the 
Regions on the actual implementation of the EFF during the preceding year. It is based on an 
examination and assessment by the Commission of the Member States’ annual reports and on 
other available information.  

This report is divided into two main parts. The first part presents an overall assessment of 
EFF implementation by the Member States and by the Commission during 2012. It also 
considers the relevant trends on the basis of the data provided by the Member States in 
response to the requests for information made by the Commission pursuant to Article 40 of 
the EFF2 implementing regulation. 

The second part provides a more detailed assessment of the implementation of key measures 
in the different priority axes of the EFF. For axis 1 it focuses on permanent cessation (EFF 
article 23), temporary cessation (EFF Article 24), investments on board fishing vessels and 
selectivity (EFF Article 25) commonly referred to as vessel modernisation. While it deals 
only with aquaculture and processing for axis 2, and with pilot projects (EFF Article 41) for 
axis 3, it deals with all the measures for the sustainable development of fisheries areas under 
axis 4. 

2. OVERAL ASSESSMENT OF EFF IMPLEMENTATION 

The present report is completed by a Commission Staff Working Document which uses 
information from the Member States' annual implementation reports to document EFF 
implementation with detailed information on financial execution3 in each Member State. 

Data collected from the Member States allow a comparison of the uptake of the EFF at two 
points in time: 31 July 2012 and 31 May 20134. This provides useful information on trends 

                                                 
1 Art. 68 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1198/2006 of 27 July 2006 on the European Fisheries Fund, OJ 

L 223, 15.08.2006 
2 Commission regulation (EC) No 498/2007 of 26 March 2007 OJ L120, 10.05.2007. 
3 Table I. Financial execution in convergence regions 
 Table II. Financial execution in non-convergence regions 
 Table III. EFF programmed amounts by priority axes and by Member State. 
 Table IV. EFF certified expenditure by priority axis and by Member State. 
4 Due to problems with data quality in a few Member States (Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland), data 

used for May 2013 are actually those of May 2012. 
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and patterns in the implementation of the EFF since 2007, particularly in terms of 
commitments 

2.1. Financial implementation by Member States 

Certified interim payments sent by Member States by the end of December 2012 amounted to 
41.4% (EUR 1 776 515 076) of the overall EFF allocation; this represents an increase of 
49.6% (EUR 588 789 657) relative to December 2011.  

On 31 July 2012 EFF commitments amounted to EUR 2.42 billion (56.31% of the total EFF 
allocation). This amounts to an average of EUR 440.36 million/year since 2007. 

From 31 July 2012 to 31 May 2013, commitments increased by EUR 476 million (an 8% 
increase relative to the annual average), to EUR 2.898 billion (67.37% of the total EFF 
allocation). This amounts to an increase of 20% over a ten month period, indicating a 
significant acceleration in implementation. This acceleration is largely due to timing (with the 
end of the programming period in sight) but could also in part be explained by the top-up for 
countries subject to financial adjustment programmes (cf. section 2.3. below). 

The public national contribution up to 31 July 2012 amounted to EUR 1.58 billion (EUR 
287.27 million per year). The same figure for 31 May 2013 was EUR 1.729 billion, which 
represents an increase of EUR 149 million in ten months. Compared to the annual average 
this figure also shows a slowing down of national expenditure which is consistent with the 
fiscal consolidation period many Member States are going through.    

2.2. Main areas of intervention for the EFF 

The table below shows the five most important measures (in terms of commitments per 
measure) in July 2012 and May 2013. 

31 July 2012 31 May 2013 

Permanent cessation (19.61%) Processing (17.41%) 

Aquaculture (12.98%) Permanent cessation (17.25%) 

Processing (12.79%) Aquaculture (14.83%) 

Fishing ports (10.89%) Fishing ports (11.46%) 

Temporary cessation (7.67%) Temporary cessation (7.40%) 

 

This table shows a significant reshuffling of EFF commitments. In the first half of 2013, fleet 
measures such as permanent and temporary cessation have decreased in importance compared 
to EFF supported investments processing. Permanent cessation decreased by almost 4% and 
temporary cessation also slowed down. Aquaculture remains also very important. It is also 
worth noting the modest acceleration of commitments in the field of Axis 4 (7.2% of 
commitments), which could indicate that it is starting to catch up after a slow start. The 
importance of commitments in infrastructure projects (fishing ports) remains stable. 
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This also confirms a concentration trend for EFF commitments. By 31 July 2012, the 5 most 
important measures represented 63.96% of the total commitments. By 31 May 2013 they 
represented 68.86%, a 6.88% increase. 

The table below shows the evolution of the relative importance of total commitments per 
priority axis, with a substantial acceleration in Axis 2 commitments due to increased 
commitments in support of aquaculture and processing: 

Priority Axis 31 July 2012 31 May 2013 Evolution 

Axis 1 33.05% 30.42%  

Axis 2 28.96% 32.64%  

Axis 3 27.59% 27.38%  

Axis 4 7.1% 7.2%  

Axis 5 3.29% 2.42%  

 

The table below shows the relationship per priority axis between commitments and planned 
expenditure for the programming period. By 31 July 2012, Axis 1 was the most advanced.  By 
31 May 2013, Axis 2 has become more significant.  The acceleration of expenditure in Axis 2 
measures (+21 percentage points) is significantly above EFF uptake on the whole. Axis 3 
shows a significant increase too. Data for Axis 4, confirms a positive evolution. However, it is 
still significantly below EFF uptake as a whole, even if the gap is reduced. 

Priority Axis 31 July 2012 31 May 2013 Evolution  
(percentage points) 

Axis 1 67.24% 74.36%   

Axis 2 56.6% 77.47%  

Axis 3 57.8% 67.31%  

Axis 4 28% 44.60%  

Axis 5 44.04% 44.60%  

2.3. Modification of the EFF regulation 

In April 2012, the EFF regulation was amended in order to allow for the implementation of 
certain financial provisions for those Member States experiencing or likely to experience 
serious difficulties with respect to their financial stability5.  In line with this modification, 
Portugal requested an increased amount corresponding to 10 percentage points above the co-
financed rate applicable to each priority axis (top-up), for the newly declared expenditure for 
the interim payments.  The Commission accepted this request and made one payment of EFF 
                                                 
5 Council Regulation (EU) No 387/2012 [OJ L 129, 16.5.2012] amending Council Regulation (EC) No 

1198/2006 on the European Fisheries Fund 
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top-up with the last payment of 2012 for an amount of EUR 3 886 540.26 for Convergence 
regions and an amount of EUR 545 056.63 for non-convergence regions.  Following a similar 
request to apply the new provisions, Greece received a cumulative additional amount of EUR 
8 481 762.10, out of which EUR 8 069 045.80 correspond to Convergence regions and EUR 
412 716.30 to non-convergence regions. Romania also requested the application of an 
increased amount corresponding to 10 percentage points above the co-financed rate for the 
newly declared expenditure for the interim payments. However, the interim payments were 
not executed during 2012. 

2.4. Follow-up to the European Court of Auditors Special Report 

The follow-up of the European Court of Auditors (ECA) report6 on the measures covered by 
Article 25(2) of the EFF included a guidance note sent by the Commission to Member States 
in December 2011 on the interpretation of Article 25(2) making a distinction between 
investments that do not increase the ability of the vessels to catch fish and those that do so. 
On the basis of this note, Member States reviewed all projects and most of them have now 
decertified ineligible expenditure. Moreover, where necessary, Member States revised the 
relevant selection criteria in order to ensure that all investments on board fishing vessels are 
subject to an ex ante evaluation.  This was completed by a declaration by the beneficiary 
certifying that the project would not contribute to increasing the ability of the vessel to catch 
fish and a statement from the intermediate body responsible (sometimes involving an 
independent expert) to ensure  that the planned investment did not increase the ability of the 
vessel to catch fish. 

2.5. Audit of the implementation of the fuel regulation 

The audit of the implementation of the fuel regulation (Council Regulation (EC) No 
744/2008) suggested the existence of shortcomings in the national management and control 
systems. The Commission ensured that these shortcomings were duly analysed by the 
responsible national authorities. Where necessary, the means put in place at national level to 
check the eligibility of measures were strengthened, in particular as regards proper 
verification of number of days at sea in the framework of permanent cessations or means to 
check that vessels remain inactive during temporary cessation periods. Moreover, the method 
used to check compliance with specific requirements of the regulation such as those laid down 
in art 12.3 of Regulation 744/2008 and related to the requirement that energy costs had to 
represent at least 30% of the production costs, was scrutinised by the Commission and revised 
by the MS where necessary. 

2.6. Budget implementation by the Commission 

In terms of annual commitments, in 2012 15.5% (EUR 667 529 520) of the total 
appropriations for 2007-2013 (EUR 4 292 990 279) were committed, of which EUR 507 543 
231 for Convergence and EUR 159 986 289 for non-convergence regions. In terms of 
payments in 2012, 11.1% (EUR 474 988 271.6) of the total appropriations were paid, of 
which 74.6% for convergence (EUR 354 196 149,01) and 25.4% for non-convergence regions 
(EUR 120 792 122,59). These payments were made in the form of interim payments. Detailed 
information is provided in annex 1 and in the accompanying Staff Working Document. 

                                                 
6 Special Report No. 12/2011 "Have EU Measures Contributed To Adapting the Capacity of the Fishing 

Fleets to Available Fishing Opportunities" 
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2.7. Use of Technical Assistance by the Member States 

In 2012, 21 Member States committed amounts under the Technical Assistance budget (Axis 
5). The MS with the larger amounts committed were: The Netherlands (58.3% of the EFF 
funds allocated to Axis 5), Slovenia (51.6%), the UK (51.2%), Portugal (38%), Poland 
(15.75%) and Spain (10.9%).  Actions financed included strengthening administrative 
capacity, IT development, publicity and information, as well as supporting the management 
and implementation of the Operational Programmes. 

2.8. Use of Technical Assistance by the Commission 

In 2012 the Commission used EUR 2 892 347.69 of the technical assistance budget on the 
following items: 

2.8.1. Information technology 

The Commission committed EUR 463 330.89 for computer equipment and services related to 
the maintenance and development of Commission's information systems necessary for EFF 
implementation. 

2.8.2. Support Unit for the European Fisheries Areas Network (FARNET) 

EUR 1 890 841.80 were committed for the FARNET Support Unit. In 2012, FARNET 
continued to play a major role in facilitating the implementation of Axis 4 of the EFF through 
methodological and thematic support to Managing Authorities and Fisheries Local Action 
Groups. Two transnational seminars were organised: one in June, on green growth in fisheries 
areas in Olhão (Portugal), and another one in November, in Quiberon (France), on preparing 
Fisheries Local Action Groups for the successor initiative of Axis 4 (community-led local 
development under the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund). Publications included two 
technical dossiers and two magazines on the same topics. FARNET contributed to the 
visibility of Axis 4 through its website, including an account on a social network, the 
collection of good practice project examples and a regular newsletter. 

2.8.3. Conferences 

In November 2012, the Commission organised a conference on aquaculture (EUR 49 505.67) 
in La Coruña (Spain). 

2.8.4. Communication activities 

The Commission committed EUR 38 870.45 in order to produce a video clip on EFF Axis 4 
projects, available on the EUROPA website. 

2.8.5. Studies 

In 2012 the Commission committed EUR 449 799.00 in order to contract a study on 
"Retrospective Evaluation of Scrapping and Temporary Cessation Measures in the EFF". 
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2.8.6. Non-permanent staff 

The Commission committed EUR 850 000 for the salaries of non-permanent staff involved in 
the implementation of the EFF, in particular in order to ensure proper  coverage of EU official 
languages. 

2.9. Coordination of the EFF with the structural funds and the European 
Agricultural Fund of Rural Development (EAFRD) 

The Operational Programmes show that all Member States are aware of the need to ensure 
consistency and coordination in EFF implementation with the Structural Funds, as well as 
with the EAFRD. The OPs provide information about the systems set up (or being set up) in 
the Member States in order to avoid overlapping, as requested by Article 6 of the EFF 
Regulation. Member States Annual Implementation Reports do not refer to fundamental 
problems of coordination. 

3. ASSESSMENT OF EFF IMPLEMENTATION PER AXIS 

3.1. Axis 1 – Adaptation of the EU fishing fleet 

The latest data from EU Member States published in the 2013 Annual Economic Report of 
the EU fleets indicates that the EU fleet landed 4.7 million tonnes of seafood in 2011, worth 
EUR 6.3 billion. The EU fishing fleet landed less in quantity in 2011 relative to 2010 but 
generated a higher value. The EU fishing fleet continued its consolidation and its slow 
economic recovery initiated in the last few years. Despite this, around 45% of the fleet 
segments were estimated to have recorded losses leaving room for further adjustment7.  

While days at sea deployed by the EU fleet increased almost 8% between 2008-2011, total 
fuel consumption decreased by 7.7% over the same period, suggesting that the EU fleet is 
becoming more fuel-efficient, looking for ways to reduce fuel consumption to mitigate the 
impact of rising fuel prices such as the adaptation of fishing behaviour and changing of 
fishing  gears.  

In 2011 the total number of fishermen employed in the EU fleet decreased by 6% relative to 
2010, and in contrast the average salary increased by 8%. There are high levels of part time 
jobs depending on the MS and fleet segment, with a particular incidence on small scale 
coastal fleets.  

Anecdotal evidence in the economic report suggests that several measures funded under the 
EFF, such as pilot projects, certification schemes and changes to less fuel intensive fishing 
gear have contributed to the improvement of the economic performance of several fleets.  

Small-scale coastal fleets: Generally speaking, small scale coastal fleets are performing 
better than fleets composed of larger vessels. Small scale coastal fleets accounted for over 
40% of total employment, and even if they represent just 6% of the total Gross Tonnage and 
landings by weight, they accounted for 15% of the landed value and for 20% of the net profits 
and gross value added (GVA). Compared to the rest of the fleets they generated the highest 
GVA, as well as gross and net profits as a percentage of income.  
                                                 
7 Information corroborated by the Note on the “Profitability of the EU fishing fleet” produced by the 

Joint Research Centre for the European Parliament – IB/B/PECH/IC/2013-087 – July 2013 
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This positive trend is confirmed by the findings of a recent socio-economic study which 
analysed coastal areas in Galicia, Scotland, Brittany and Sicily8. The picture that emerges is 
that small scale coastal fleets are generally speaking profitable. As jobs are often part-time 
(meaning that fishing is not the only source of income for the family), small scale coastal 
fleets are also quite resilient to economic difficulties. In terms of size, these fleets are stable, 
although some are increasing in size. This increase can be explained by statistical adjustments 
in some cases, but also by the replacement of larger vessels by smaller ones, consuming less 
fuel and fishing less (or not all) regulated stocks. The return to fisheries of local people who 
left fishing for jobs in other sectors (e.g. construction, catering) before the economic crisis 
contributes also to this trend. 

3.1.1. Permanent cessation (EFF Art. 23) 

The EFF includes measures to adapt the EU fishing fleet, including public support for the 
permanent or temporary cessation of fishing activities. As of 31 July 2012, a total of 3 692 
permanent cessation operations were underway. Some EUR 475 million of EFF money had 
been committed (EUR 128 657 per operation). The national public contribution amounted to a 
further EUR 364.44 million (EUR 98 711 per operation). Total public cost per operation was 
EUR 227 368.  By 31 May 2013 however, the number of permanent cessation operations had 
increased by 9.1% to 4 026. They amount to 3 977 scrapping operations (98.78%) and 49 
reassignments outside fishing (1.22%). Permanent cessation for the creation of artificial reefs 
has not been used so far. 

In terms of commitments, EUR 486 million of EFF money were committed to scrapping 
(EUR 122 233 per operation). The national contribution amounted to a further EUR 329.9 
million (EUR 82 957 per operation). The total public cost was EUR 205 190. Comparing the 
two, it appears that the average public cost of scrapping is reducing. 

Retrospective evaluation of fishing permanent cessation measures  

A recent study9 on fishing permanent and temporary cessation measures in the EFF, and 
the financial instrument for fisheries guidance, analysed fleet measures in a sample of 9 
MS10.  Preliminary results show that 2 managing authorities consider that scrapping is 
both ineffective and inefficient in aligning capacity and resources, particularly when 
compared to transferable fishing concessions 11. Another 5 managing authorities12 
consider that scrapping is an effective, but largely inefficient, way of reducing quickly 
fishing capacity –measured in terms of Gross Tonnage and kilo Watt. The same 
authorities surveyed/interviewed for the study consider, however, that there is no clear 

                                                 
8 Socio-economic Dimensions of EU fisheries. Report commissioned by the European Commission, 

MRAG, August 2013. 
9 Retrospective Evaluation of Scrapping and Temporary Cessation Measures in the EFF, MRAG report 

commissioned by the European Commission, Final Report, forthcoming November 2013 
10 Denmark, Estonia, Spain, France, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Sweden and UK 
11 Denmark and the UK 
12 Estonia, France, Poland, Portugal and Sweden, 
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link between reductions of capacity and the state of fishing resources.  

The study also largely confirms that scrapping has been used as a means to improve 
economic efficiency and, in many cases, to modernise fleets13. It also indicates that most 
authorities interviewed/surveyed consider that there could be less need for scrapping in 
the future as the restructuring of fleets is mostly complete by now. 

Individual beneficiaries were also interviewed. Many of them have indicated that they 
would have continued fishing if there had been no public scrapping. However, their 
motivation to scrap had nothing to do with the status of stocks, rather ir, was mainly 
related to the lack of profitability of their business and/or to factors like having reached 
retirement age, etc.   

The study also reveals that a significant number (22%) of those who received public 
support to scrap their fishing vessels actually re-invested the scrapping premiums in the 
fishing sector either via the modernisation of another of their vessels, or in buying 
another vessel (there are examples in 7 out of 9 national case studies) or in another area 
of the fishing industry. This raises questions about the efficiency and effectiveness of 
current scrapping programmes in balancing fleets and resources.  

Finally, the study shows that, at least in the sample of Member States analysed, small 
scale coastal fleets have generally not been targeted by scrapping programmes. 

3.1.2. Temporary cessation (EFF Art. 24) 

As for temporary cessation, by 31 July 2012, the EFF was supporting 47 885 operations (57% 
of the total number of operations). Public support per operation was nevertheless small, EUR 
6 369 (EUR 3 881.5 from the EFF and EUR 2 487.5 from national public funds). By 31 May 
2013, the number of operations was 54 826 (54.31% of the total number of operations -
100 935). Public support per operation remained basically unchanged EUR 6 397 (EUR 3 914 
EFF and EUR 2 484 national public). 

Retrospective evaluation of fishing temporary cessation measures  

The above mentioned retrospective evaluation found that the impacts of temporary 
cessation were primarily economic (including some evidence about maintaining jobs in 
the short term), rather than environmental, in nature.  The study also concluded that 
although temporary cessation schemes had been implemented due compulsory stops to 
fishing activity, the public funding had been more useful in rendering the measures 
politically acceptable than in actually reducing the amount of fishing. 

3.1.3. Investments on board fishing vessels and selectivity (EFF Art. 25) 

Despite the uncertainties surrounding the follow-up of the December 2011 ECA report (see 
Section 2.4 above) regarding the implementation of EFF Art. 25, EFF commitments for 
investments on board fishing vessels and selectivity (often referred to as modernisations) 
amounted to 8.7% of the total by July 2012  and close to 11% by May 2013 (11 341 
operations), an increase of close to 25% over a ten month period.   

                                                 
13 Over the last 5 years, the average age of fleets has increased by just less than 2 years, which indicates 

that scrapping (with or without public support) slows down the ageing of fleets. 
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Of particular interest for their contribution to the promotion of fishing selectivity and climate 
change mitigation are: 

– Engine replacements - by 31 May 2013, the EFF supported 1 065 engine replacement 
operations representing 1.28% of the total 83 000 EU fishing vessels; 

– Fishing gear replacements - by 31 May 2013, there were 316 operations supported by the 
EFF (0.5% of all operations supported by the EFF). 

The leverage effect of these two measures is quite high (EUR 1 of EFF funding generates 
around EUR 4 of national funding, most of it private). As the average total cost per operation 
is quite modest (EUR 24 000 for an engine and EUR 11 000 for a gear), it is relatively easy to 
achieve high leverage effects. 

3.2. Priority Axis 2 – Aquaculture and processing 

3.2.1. Aquaculture 

Aquaculture production in the EU 28 (including Croatia) represented 1.3 million tonnes in 
2011 (0.3% decrease from 2010) and a value of EUR 3.5 billion 14. Although recent data 
suggests that the economic performance of firms in the aquaculture sector has improved, most 
jobs in the sector are part-time amounting to a total number of 80 000 people working in 
14 000 firms of which 90% are microenterprises. Part-time is especially significant in the 
shellfish and freshwater subsectors.  

The tables in Section 2 show that expenditure in aquaculture measures remains among the 
largest in terms of EFF commitments. As of 31 May 2013, EUR 429.9 million of EFF money 
had been committed to aquaculture. The EU contribution has leveraged EUR 183.4 million of 
national public contribution and a further EUR 537.8 million of private funding. In other 
words, one euro of EFF funding has had a leverage effect of EUR 1.68 of additional national 
funding, EUR 0.43 public and EUR 1.25 private. 

Although recent trends show an increase in EFF support for investments in aquaculture, 
production has stagnated in the last decade. Today, 10% of EU seafood consumption comes 
from aquaculture, 25% from fisheries and 65% from imports from third countries (including 
both fisheries and aquaculture). Given that the gap between consumption and production from 
the catching sector has been steadily growing in the last years, aquaculture can help to fill this 
gap. The Commission estimates that an increase of 1% in consumption from EU aquaculture 
could help create between 3 and 4 000 full-time jobs. 

For these reasons, the Commission proposed, through the reform of the Common Fisheries 
Policy, to promote aquaculture through an open method of coordination. The latter does not 
create new obligations and does not modify the existing legal framework. It is based on the 
adoption of Strategic Guidelines by the Commission, to assist Member States in the 
preparation of their Multiannual National Strategic Plans taking into consideration their 
respective starting conditions, challenges and potential.  

The Guidelines15 adopted by the Commission following consultations with stakeholders 
throughout 2012, identify four main challenges to sustainable growth in the sector: 1) 
                                                 
14 Data from draft Economic Report on aquaculture 2013 by the Scientific Technical and Economic 

Committee for Fisheries, including data on nurseries and hatcheries 
15 Strategic Guidelines for the sustainable development of EU aquaculture COM(2013)229 
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identifying the main bottlenecks to growth; 2) improving integrated spatial planning; 3) 
increasing competitiveness of the sector, including a more effective use of EU funding; 4) 
better exploitation of competitive advantages. 

3.2.2. Processing 

The fish processing sector in the EU includes more than 3 500 firms with fish processing as 
their main activity, accounting for about EUR 23 billion of turnover. 

The tables in Section 2 show that EFF support for the processing industry is the largest in 
terms of EFF commitments. As of 31 May 2013, EUR 504.6 million of EFF support had been 
committed to processing. The EFF contribution has leveraged EUR 264.88 million of national 
public contribution and a further EUR 1.003 billion of private funding. In other words, EUR 1 
of EFF support has a leverage effect of EUR 2.51 of additional national funding, EUR 0.52 
public national and EUR 2 private. 

A total of 4 903 operations have received EFF support with an average public support per 
operation of circa EUR 361 686. Approximately 1 892 of these operations relate to the 
extension or modernisation of existing facilities (EUR 68 619 of EFF support per operation), 
1 289 to construction of new facilities (EUR 173 428), 739 to modernisation of marketing 
establishments (EUR 36 578) and 173 to construction of new marketing establishments (EUR 
104 452). 

3.3. Axis 3 – Pilot projects (EFF Art. 41) 

In the period 2007-2012, the EFF supported 453 operations fostering innovation.  The modest 
number of operations supported (0.53% of total EFF operations) can be explained by the 
relatively high public cost per operation, which is among the highest in the EFF (EUR 273 
819 of which EUR 141 042 EFF and EUR 132 774 public national). The total cost per 
operation is EUR 334 32716, of which EUR 60 486 is private funding. 

More recent data do not show very significant change. The number of operations increased by 
13% to 504 (0.49% of the total). The leverage effect is also relatively low. EUR 1 of EFF 
committed money raised EUR 1.37 of national funding, of which a mere EUR 0.43 is private 
funding (EUR 0.94 public national). The leverage effect is quite weak,–particularly the 
private part-, compared to the one in aquaculture and processing. These figures show that 
innovation is costly and represents a risk for private operators, which does not lead to short-
term gains.  The need therefore for public financing in this area is therefore much greater. 

3.4. Axis 4 – Sustainable development of fisheries areas 

The implementation of Axis 4 progressed substantially in 2012. By the end of December all 
of the 21 MS which had opted to implement Axis 4 had selected their fisheries local actions 
groups. The number of groups thus selected had risen to 303 (an increase of 83 compared to 
the end of 2011). The development and selection of projects has also advanced considerably 
with 2 756 projects selected by the end of 2012,, compared to 1 625 at the end of 2011.  

                                                 
16 The cost per operation is significantly above that of a permanent cessation operation, around the same 

of a processing operation and below that of fishing ports (EUR 475 500) and of reassignments (EUR 
490 000) –which are the two most expensive ones.  
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Progress in commitments is also substantial, with the number of operations increasing from 2 
732 on 31 July 2012 to 4 704 by 31 May 2013, a 72% increase in 10 months17.  

A number of in-depth case studies carried out by the FARNET Support Unit has shown that 
FLAGs have played a major role in bringing fisheries communities together and increasing 
their influence by giving them an entry point into decision-making. Many projects have 
contributed to increasing income and safeguarding jobs by strengthening the position of 
fishermen in the supply chain - so that more of the value added can be retained locally - and in 
the local economy - by facilitating integration between actors and sectors. Axis 4 has also 
helped to create job opportunities for local people in fisheries areas by promoting 
entrepreneurship and innovation and harnessing the potential of blue growth and coastal 
development. FLAGs have also played an important role in mobilising local resources and in 
helping to access other funding sources.  

The Commission will launch a study in 2013 to examine the first concrete results of Axis 4 
and its effectiveness in dealing with the challenges facing fishing communities. 

In 2013 the challenge is for Member States to make the necessary arrangements to ensure the 
continuity of local partnerships between the 2007-2013 and the 2014-20 programming 
periods.  

                                                 
17 This increase in number is the fastest of all EFF axes, however, progress is far more modest in terms of 

certified amounts. 
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