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 Glossary of Acronyms  

ú Euro 

AA Audit Authority 

ABF Atlantic Bluefin Tuna 

AER Annual Economic Report 

AIR Annual Implementation Report 

BFT Bluefin tuna 

BN Beneficiary 

CA Certifying Authority  

CF Cohesion Fund 

CFP Common Fisheries Policy 

CSF Common Strategic Framework 

DAS Departmental Accounting System 

DFA Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture  

DG Director General 

DoC Department of Contracts 

EC European Commissions 

EMFF European Maritime and Fisheries Fund Operational Programme  

EQ Evaluation Question 

ERA Environment and Resources Authority 

ERDF European Regional Development Fund 

ESI European Structural and Investment 

ESIF European Structural and Investment Funds 

EU European Union 
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FAME Fisheries and Aquaculture Monitoring and Evaluation 

FCU Financial Control Unit 

FPD Funds and Programme Division 

FTE Full Time Equivalent 

IAID  Internal Audit and Investigations Department 

ICCAT International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 

IMP Integrated Maritime Policy 

kg Kilogram  

KR Key Requirement 

LM Line Ministry 

LSF Large Scale Fisher 

OP Operational Programme 

MA Managing Authority 

MCAST The Malta College of Arts, Science & Technology 

MEAE Ministry for European Affairs and Equality 

MGOZ Ministry for Gozo 

MESDC Ministry for the Environment, Sustainable Development and Climate Change 

NCPE National Commission for the Promotion of Equality 

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation  

NSO National Statistics Office 

OTS On the Spot 

PSC Project Selection Committee 

PPCD Planning and Priorities Coordination Division 

R&D Research & Development 

SEO Search engine optimization 

SFC System for Fund Management in the European Union 
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SPSS Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

STCEF Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries 

SWOT Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats 

TAC Total Allowable Catch 

TM Transport Malta 

UP Union Priority 
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 The context and objectives of the 

evaluation  

2.1 The context 

The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund Operational Programme (EMFF OP) is the EU financial 

instrument for the fishing and aquaculture industries (and coastal communities) for the period 2014 

to 2020 that provides funding opportunities to help these industries adapt to changing conditions in 

the sector and become economically resilient and ecologically sustainable.  

The EMFF OP seeks to promote a growth and job-based recovery across Europe (EC, 2018) 1 . 

Furthermore, the EMFF assists in delivering the long-term strategic objectives of two main EU 

policies: the reformed Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and the EU Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP).  

 
Source: Information attained from: 

https://eufunds.gov.mt/en/EU%20Funds%20Programmes/Agricultural%20Fisheries%20Fund/Pages/EMFF-2014-2020.aspx  

 

At a national level, the Malta EMFF OP strategy was designed to operate within an over-arching 

framework, and respond to the Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth (and 

thus the objectives of the Common Strategic Framework, CSF), the policy intentions of the reformed 

Common Fisheries Policy, the Integrated Maritime Policy, the national development priorities as 

defined by the Maltese Government and finally sectoral ambitions as voiced by industry participants 

and other key stakeholders.   

With a total budÇÅÔ ÏÆ ÊÕÓÔ ÕÎÄÅÒ ΏΨί ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ -ÁÌÔÁ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ %-&& /0 ɉÏÆ ×ÈÉÃÈ ΏΨΨȢέ 

million constitutes the EU contribution) the OP for Malta covers five of the six Union Priorities as 

defined by the EMFF, aimed at supporting: smart and green fisheries and aquaculture, while 

strengthening the economic viability of businesses in the sector; the fishing communities by 

                                                 
1  

 

 

 

 

 The Common Fisheries Policy  

Contributing to sustainable and competitive 

fisheries and aquaculture 

The Integrated Maritime Policy 
Ensuring a consistent policy framework & 

contributing to a balanced and inclusive 

territorial development of fisheries areas. 

 

EMFF 

Focuses on the long-term strategic 

objectives of the two policies: 

https://eufunds.gov.mt/en/EU%20Funds%20Programmes/Agricultural%20Fisheries%20Fund/Pages/EMFF-2014-2020.aspx
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improving infrastructure and equipping fishermen with new skills and opportunities to help them 

diversify their business models2.   

The Union Priorities included are: 

I. Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge-based fisheries; 

II. Fostering environmentally sustainable, resource efficient, innovative, competitive and 

knowledge-based aquaculture; 

III. Fostering the implementation of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) 

V. Fostering marketing and processing; 

VI. Fostering the implementation of the Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP). 

Union Priority IV on support coastal and inland communities is not included as all of Malta is 

characterised as a coastal community. 

2.2 The Objectives 

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

2014 ɀ 2020 implementation is in line with Article 25 of Regulation (EU) No 508/2014 of the European 

Parliament and the Council and congruent with the same EMFF OP ÔÈÁÔ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÓ -ÁÌÔÁȭÓ ÉÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ 

to conduct an interim evaluation of the EMFF programme implementation for Malta. 

In this respect, and in line with Article 54 (3) of the Regulation (EU) 1303/2013, the Managing Authority 

(the responsible entity to lead the evaluation process of the Interim Evaluation in line with Section 10 

of the EMFF) has sought to engage an external entity to carry out such services with the aim of 

ensuring transparency and independence. 

Ultimately, the aim of this evaluation is to determine to what extent the EMFF measures 

implemented over the said period (2014 ɀ 2018) have been successful in addressing the milestones 

adopted in the Performance Framework (Section 7 of the EMFF OP) in view of the planned output 

                                                 
2 https://eufunds.gov.mt/en/EU%20Funds%20Programmes/Agricultural%20Fisheries%20Fund/Pages/EMFF-2014-
2020.aspx  

The overall objective of the interim evaluation relates to the assessment of 

Ȱperformance and first impact of the EMFF measures implemented as part of the 

OP in Malta by 2018. The interim evaluation shall cover actions undertaken 

between 2014 and 2018 and shall present conclusions and recommendations on 

follow-up actions that can be implemented. 

https://eufunds.gov.mt/en/EU%20Funds%20Programmes/Agricultural%20Fisheries%20Fund/Pages/EMFF-2014-2020.aspx
https://eufunds.gov.mt/en/EU%20Funds%20Programmes/Agricultural%20Fisheries%20Fund/Pages/EMFF-2014-2020.aspx
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and financial indicators as well as in relation to the result indicators and consequently to determine 

whether the specific objectives under each measure will be met.  

The evaluation seeks to draw conclusions on the different Projects undertaken to date and assess the 

performance and first impact of the EMFF measures implemented as part of the OP in Malta by 2018. 

The interim evaluation also seeks to track the progress so far on 2023 output and result indicators as 

specified in the performance framework of the EMFF OP. The aim of this exercise is to establish the 

status quo vis-à-vis the baseline and assess whether the target indicators can be realistically achieved 

by 2023.  

The core purpose of any monitoring and evaluation process is to allow programme / project managers  

ɉÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÅÄ ÐÁÒÔÉÅÓɊ ÔÏ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÁÎÄ ÁÓÓÅÓÓ Á ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȾÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓ 

toward the achievement of its stated intervention objectives, as the basis for effective management 

and, as necessary, also for undertaking interÖÅÎÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÒ ȬÃÏÒÒÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÃÔÉÏÎÓȭ ɀ with a 

ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȾÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÄ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ Á ÓÅÔ ÏÆ ÐÒÅ-declared indicators of achievement.  

Consequently, the interim evaluation focuses on 3 main criteria, namely: 

 

 

 

 Furthermore, as specifically highlighted in the tender document, the evaluation will seek to: 

Provide the Managing Authority and Monitoring Committee with an evaluation 

of the implementation of  the EMFF as at end 2018, whilst also taking into 

consideration the performance framework;  

Assess the uptake and impact of EMFF measures implemented in Malta in 

relation to the evolving national socio-economic context and needs in 

comparison to those identified in the EMFF OP;  

Evaluate the level of achievement, by each Union Priority (and measure when 

possible), of the specific objectives defined in the Regulation (EU) No 508/2014 

on the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund;  

Evaluate results and identify actions that may be taken by Malta to address 

findings especially in terms of the relevance of the EMFF OP Strategy and the 

identified EMFF OP targets to be achieved by 2023 

Propose follow-up evaluation activities that may be undertaken in light of the 

findings of the interim evaluation. Particular note should be rtaken of any follow-

up activities which may be undertaken in preparation for any future evaluation 

activity -ies under the EMFF programming period (2021-2027). 

Relevance of the 
OP objectives 

Effectiveness of 
implemented 

Measures 

Effectiveness of 
Programme 

Implementation & 
Management 
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 Methodology 

The adopted methodology is based on the specific evaluation criteria the evaluation sought to 

address, namely: 

  

I. Relevance of the OP 

objectives 

An analysis of the objectives of the programme and their 

adequacy in relation to the regulatory, socio-economic situation 

and evolving context 

II. Effectiveness of the 

EMFF Programme 

Implementation and 

Management 

An analysis of the management processes in place and their 

contribution to the effective implementation of the OP. 

III. Effectiveness of 

implemented 

Measures 

An analysis of the achieved outputs, results and impacts, and the 

assessment of their compliance with their defined objectives. 

 

IV. Analysis of the 

progress made for 

the achievement of 

2023 Targets 

 

For each of the above indicated clusters, the tender indicates also 

the suggested key evaluation indicators. EMCS will seek to follow 

such indices. 

 

 

 

I. Relevance of the OP objectives 

The study followed the three key evaluation questions that needed to be answered in relation to 

relevance, as highlighted in the tender document. 

EMCS undertook the following tasks to answer the questions and to enable us to draw up the 

ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ /0ȭÓ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÇÈÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÖÏÌÖÉÎÇ 

socio-economic, political and demographic context and indicate best practices and lessons learnt. 

A. Desk research ɀ Analysis of documentation of relevance to the Project with particular focus 

on shedding light on the relevance of the OP objectives. These comprised among others a 

review of meetings held by the Managing Authority, identification of topics covered, 

records/minutes of such meetings, participation of stakeholders. 

The desk research allowed us to specifically tackle EQ2 and to a certain extent EQ1 and EQ3 
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B. Meetings with the Managing Authority responsible for the implementation of the EMFF. A 

total of 3 meetings were organised.  

The meetings enabled ÕÓ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÁÎ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅ -ÁÎÁÇÉÎÇ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÉÔÈ 

respect to EQ1, EQ2 and EQ3. 

C. Interviews with relevant stakeholders ɀ A total of 4 face-to-face interviews were organised 

with:  

¶  Koperattiva Nazzjonali tas-Sajd (The National Fishing Cooperative) 

¶ Ghaqda Koperattiva tas-3ÁÊÄ ɉ&ÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ 'ÒÏÕÐ #ÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅɊ 

¶ The Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture,  

¶ 1 successful project applicant 

The interviews were useful as they enabled us to shed light ÏÎ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ ÖÉÅ×Ó ÁÎÄ ÏÐÉÎÉÏÎÓ 

with respect to EQ1, EQ2 and EQ3 

 

 

II. Effectiveness of the EMFF Programme Implementation and Management 

The focus of this is on management structures; procedures implemented for applicants and the 

selection of projects; and the monitoring system implemented taking into consideration regulatory 

requirements both on the national and EU context. 

The tasks described below allowed the evaluation team to analyse and subsequently understand the 

suggested key evaluation indicators as highlighted in the tender document: 

A. Desk research: 

¶ An analysis of project documentation for EMFF operations, including application forms and 

guidelines, to assess simplicity and ease of understanding, progress and final reports  

¶ An assessment of the key communication channels available to assist beneficiaries  

Evaluation methodologies to address evaluation questions 1 to 3: 

* Meetings with the Managing Authority responsible for the implementation of 

the EMFF 

* Analysis of meeting notes including participants involved and 

information/topics covered 

* Interviews with relevant stakeholders. 
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¶ An assessment of admissibility and selection criteria, rejection and award letters, and grant 

agreements provided to beneficiaries  

¶ An analysis of standard operating procedures  

¶ An analysis of meeting notes including participants involved and information/topics covered 

B. Meetings with the Managing Authority responsible for the administration, management and 

implementation of the EMFF. A total of three face-to-face meetings were organised. 

C. Conduct a focus group session - A focus group session was conducted with selected 

stakeholders  

D. Face to face interviews ɀ A total of three interviews were organised with selected experts 

involved directly or indirectly with the OP and its implementation.  

Process mapping was conducted based on the above informing analysis of the management systems 

and workflows in the management/administration of an intervention from application preparation, 

application assessment and selection to approval, to project monitoring and closure. 

The above tasks were all directly linked, and enabled us to collate valuable data that fed into 

the replies to EQ4 EQ5, EQ6 and EQ7 

 

 

 

 

Key evaluation indicators:  

* Frequency of meetings of the Managing Authority with relevant stakeholders  

* Meeting minutes and/or correspondence held  

* Existence of management standards, management performance and 

personnel capacity 

* Key indicators:  

o From application preparation to application  

o From application assessment and selection to approval  

o Project monitoring to project closure  
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III. Effectiveness, progress and impact of implemented Measures (till end 2018) 

In line with the tender document, through the below identified efforts, EMCS sought to determine 

how successful the EMFF has been in achieving or progressing toward its intended targets, by using 

the appropriate points of comparison. In the case of interventions which objectives have not been 

achieved, an assessment was made on the extent of how the progress has fallen short of the target 

and the underlying reasons. The analysis also sought to identify if any unexpected or unintended 

effects have occurred. 

A. Desk research/ literature review ɀ collated data from the National Statistics Office, the Funds 

and Programming Division, the Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture within the Ministry 

for Sustainable Development, the Environment and Climate Change as well as other relevant 

authorities/stakeholders to carry out a theory-based evaluation. 

Other documents that were reviewed (and were also assessed in relation to the whole evaluation not 

solely in relation to this part of the study) included: 

¶ Documents available at the Managing Authority and the Department of Fisheries and 

Aquaculture, such as the ex-ante evaluation, strategic environmental assessment and other 

relevant evaluation studies or plans 

¶ Annual Implementation Reports (covering years 2015-2017) 

¶ IÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ ×ÅÂÓÉÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ 

including leaflets, newspaper adverts and so on (this will aid in our analysis of media and 

communication analysis) 

The desk research enabled us to collect the required data to adequately reply to EQ8 and 

EQ9, as well as EQ11 and EQ12. Certain information pertaining to EQ13 was also collated. 

B. Face-to-face interviews ɀ A total of 3 interviews were carried out with the relevant individuals 

within the Managing Authority responsible for the EMFF interventions.  

The interviews formed an integral part of our assessment of EQ10 but also helped substantiate 

the information collated for EQ8, EQ9, EQ11, EQ12 and EQ13 
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IV. Analysis of the progress made for the achievement of 2023 Targets 

An important aspect of this evaluation also relates to tracking the progress so far on 2023 output 

and result indicators. EMCS sought to establish the current status vis-à-vis the baseline and 

assess whether the target indicators could be realistically achieved by 2023. 

A. Desk research ɀ collated data from the National Statistics Office, the Funds and 

Programming Division, and the Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture within the Ministry 

for Sustainable Development, the Environment and Climate Change. 

The desk research enabled us to attain the required data to adequately reply to EQ14 and 

EQ15, as well as EQ16. 

Face-to-face interviews ɀ A total of 3 interviews were carried out with the relevant individuals 

within the Managing Authority responsible for the EMFF interventions. 

The interviews formed an integral part of our assessment of EQ17 but also helped 

substantiate the information collated for EQ14, EQ15, and EQ16 

C. Consultation sessions ɀ Consultations were carried out with the two fish cooperatives at their 

respective offices3 to discuss the way forward and how to increase the success rate of the 

                                                 
3 Meeting with Ghaqda Koperattiva Sajd held on 14th May 
Meeting with Fish Coop held on 11th April 

Key evaluation indicators:  

* Sections 7, 8 and 3 of the EMFF OP (2014-2020) 

* Change and type of OP modifications  

* Performance target ratio (share of target value of output and financial 

indicators achieved) in relation to 2018 milestones for the output and financial 

indicators  

* Rate of implementation progress (current performance compared to the 

performance framework target, comparing baseline 2014 value to 2018 value)  

* Annual Implementat ion Reports 

* Extent of media coverage on the programme, level of awareness for target 

beneficiaries, number of events, number of publications and so on taking into 

consideration regulatory requirements, the principle of proportionality and the 

amount of technical assistance provided to the MA.   
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measures and ways on how to amend the OP to realistically reflect the current socio-

economic status quo 

D. Presentation of preliminary findings ɀ The initial findings were also presented to stakeholders 

during the yearly Monitoring Committee Meeting held in May 2019 and feedback collated. 

(Annexed to this report are the salient points of such session). 

The above contributed towards EQ17 and also assisted in attaining an insight on the current 

ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÐÌÁÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ /0 ÆÒÏÍ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÖÉÅ× ÁÎÄ ÁÓÓÉÓÔed in the drafting of the 

lessons learnt and recommendations. 

 

 

V. The tender identifies as the final part of the study the evaluation should incorporate 

conclusions and recommendations on follow-up actions.  

The above methodology enabled us to draw up the conclusions and recommendations as highlighted 

in this report and, in line with the tender document: 

¶ Determine the relevance of the latest EMFF OP and its strategy  

¶ Determine the EMFF Programme management and implementation  

¶ Assess the likelihood that the targets set for 2023 are met  

¶ Identify recommended future evaluation activities  

¶ Address the EMFF (2021-2027) programming period. 

 

VI. Overall 

As well as the methodologies indicated above, this interim evaluation also incorporated additional 

efforts to collate data relating to various aspects under review. Furthermore, in line with its inclusive 

approach, EMCS undertook activities that sought to further encourage stakeholder participation. 

These included: 

Key evaluation indicators 

* Performance target ratio in relation to 2023 milestones for both output and 

financial indicators  

* Rate of implementation progress (current performance compared to the 

performance framework target, comparing baseline 2014 value to 2018 value for 

2023 target indicators) 
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A questionnaire that was distributed to all successful applicantsɀ The questionnaire was designed 

by the experts and once approved by the client uploaded online such that the target audience could 

complete when most opportune for them. 

A questionnaire targeting beneficiaries ɀ to tackle those instances where the ultimate beneficiaries 

are not the successful applicants, EMCS drew up a questionnaire specifically for the beneficiaries.  

Based on the projects undertaken to date, EMCS collated feedback from beneficiaries of 5 projects: 

¶ Endeavours that specifically target Marsaxlokk fishers and owners of vessels within the same 

port4. In such instance researchers were deployed to collect data in the field from this target 

audience (minimum of 50 completed surveys).  

¶ Individuals that underwent training. In efforts to target all participants of such training 

courses, apart from uploading the questionnaire online, hard copies of the questionnaire 

were also provided. The Contracting Authority then distributed such questionnaires (online 

link and/or hard copy) to the beneficiaries. 

¶ For the primary teachers that have received the educational resources, a questionnaire was 

uploaded online. The Contracting Authority then distributed such questionnaires to the 

beneficiaries.  

¶ A questionnaire was also distributed to unsuccessful applicants - and sought to shed light 

on various aspects that formed an integral part of this interim evaluation. All unsuccessful 

applicants were targeted through this approach.  

Beneficiaries were informed about the varying out of the Interim Evaluation via email.  

Publicity  ɀ A poster was designed and subsequently affixed in several localities (total of 5 localities) 

across Malta & Gozo (primarily fishing villages) to notify individuals of the interim evaluation whereby 

stakeholders were encouraged to participate in the process. Contact details of the external evaluators 

were provided to facilitate engagement. 

The preliminary findings were presented to stakeholders during the yearly Committee meeting. 

Uploading of preliminary findings ɀ Prior to the drafting of the final report, the preliminary findings 

(presented during the yearly Committee meeting) were also uploaded online, thereby enabling 

stakeholders to once again comment/voice their opinions on the findings/recommendations being 

proposed. 

                                                 
4 There are 5 operations that target this segment ɀ 3 operations awarded to Transport Malta, one operation being carried 
out by the Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture( Ministry for sustainable development, the environment and climate 
change) and one operation by the Ministry for Gozo. 
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Assessment of quantitative and qualitative data 

Quantitative data collected from the questionnaires was analysed with SPSS software and Excel. 

Qualitative research involved the collection, analysis, and interpretation of data that was not easily 

reduced to numbers. EMCS utilised a combination of methodologies that enable a more complete or 

holistic picture and assess the extent to which claims were supported by evidence. When examining 

the data for reliability and validity the researchers thus assessed the objectivity and credibility of the 

findings.  

As indicated earlier on, triangulation is one method that was utilised to validate data. Deviant cases 

were sought out, examined, and accounted for in the analysis to ensure that researcher bias did not 

interfere with or alter their interpretation of any insights offered. Furthermore, respondent validation 

was attained through the consultation sessions. This methodology provided researchers with a 

method of checking for inconsistencies, challenged the researchers' assumptions, and provided an 

opportunity to re-analyse the data. The use of constant comparison means that one piece of data (for 

example, an interview) was compared with previous data and not considered on its own, enabling 

researchers to treat the data as a whole rather than fragmenting it. Constant comparison enabled the 

key experts to identify emerging/unanticipated themes within the project. 

As indicated earlier on, the above methodology evidences how EMCS sought to 

collect primary data from the broadest possible variety of sources, and where 

possible, apply the principle of triangulation.  
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 Limitations of the evaluation 

Below is a list of the limitations encountered throughout the conduct of this interim evaluation. 

Fishers Involvement  A limitation faced by EMCS related to that of ensuring the 

involvement from all fishers. EMCS mitigated this by involving the 

relevant cooperatives. 

Data Limitations Linked to the above, EMCS would have liked to contact all fishers and 

distribute a questionnaire to a representative sample of the maritime 

and aquaculture industry. This was not possible due to GDPR that 

prohibited public entities from divulging the contact details of such 

fishers. To mitigate this EMCS cooperated with: 

o Fishing cooperative to contact a sample of their members via 

both questionnaire distribution and telephone interviews 

o The MA to contact all applicants (for the various Calls) ɀ this 

was done via a questionnaire that was distributed to all.  

. 
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  Relevance of the Operational 

Programmeôs Objectives 

5.1 Introduction  

This evaluation has been guided by a set of key evaluation questions that were specifically 

highlighted in the tender document and which formed the cornerstone of our approach and 

methodology. These questions gave more precision and substance to the evaluation criteria, 

articulating the key issues of concern to the stakeholders, and thus optimising the focus and utility of 

the evaluation. The FAME Support Unit related documentation5 was also utilised throughout the 

conduct of this evaluation. 

This section seeks to analyse the objectives of the programme and their adequacy in relation to the 

regulatory, socio-economic situation and evolving context. 

5.2 EQ 1 ɀ To what extent is the intervention still relevant to the 
socio-economic needs of the fisheries and aquaculture 
sector? Are there any new needs which have emerged during 
2014 ɀ 2018? Have these changes impacted the 
implementation of the EMFF OP? 

The European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) for the period 2014-2020 was drawn up to provide 

funding to the fishing industry, aquaculture operators and coastal communities to help them adapt 

to changing conditions in the sector and become economically resilient and ecologically sustainable. 

It is one of the five European Structural and Investment (ESI) funds which complement each other 

and seek to promote a growth and job-based recovery in Europe.  

The EMFF is the financial instrument that seeks to help deliver the objectives of the reformed 

Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and that supports the implementation of the EU Integrated Maritime 

Policy (IMP) by contributing to sustainable and competitive fisheries and aquaculture; ensuring a 

consistent policy framework; and contributing to a balanced and inclusive territorial development of 

fisheries areas respectively.  

Though the process for drafting the OP commenced in 2012, it was not until the end of February 2015 

that the final draft was finally agreed. During this period the draft report was reviewed and revised in 

accordance with feedback provided by the relevant stakeholders. A SWOT analysis was also carried 

out during the said period that involved consultation meetings with key stakeholders identified in 

                                                 
5 EMFF evaluation toolkit and the EMFF evaluation working paper 
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liaison with the DFA: sector participants and the main government bodies involved in regulating the 

sector & the maritime space as a whole. Workshops were organised with the public as well as among 

the various stakeholders in/directly related to the industry.  The approach combined a bottom-up & 

top-down approach thereby ensuring a multilevel governance, all-inclusive structure that comprised 

relevant entities responsible for promoting equality, non-discrimination & accessibility. Such entities 

will continue to be consulted during the implementation of the programme. 

The evaluation has evidenced that the findings derived thereof are still of relevance today and 

broadly relate to the need to ensure the survival of this industry & its long-term sustainability. 

 

In line with the above strategic direction, the EMFF OP is indeed still very pertinent, with the pre-set 

Union Priorities the OP sought to tap into, still of relevance today, namely:  

Union Priority 1 Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource-efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge-based fisheries. 

Union Priority 2  Fostering environmentally sustainable, resource-efficient, innovative, 

competitive and   knowledge-based aquaculture. 

Union Priority 3  Fostering the implementation of the CFP 

Union Priority 5  Fostering marketing and processing 

Union Priority 6  Fostering the implementation of the IMP 

 

In view of Maltese fisheries being primarily small-scale & broadly selective, there is still a need to 

recognise the contribution of less selective fishing methods to stock depletion, habitat destruction & 

the deterioration of longer-term socio-economic potential of fishing. The OP strategy that seeks to 

ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓ ÔÏ ȬÓÍÁÒÔȟ ÇÒÅÅÎ ÆÉÓÈÉÎÇȭ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÐÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÉÎÎÏÖÁÔÉÖÅ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎÓ, which are 

stimulated by increased fisher awareness of the issues & development of the knowledge to address 

these issues, is still necessary. 

The small size and lack of resources of the Maltese economy have resulted in under-investment in a 

number of sectors and the fishing industry is a prime example. Moreover, the small size of the 

industry has been an obstacle to the accumulation of significant amounts of capital for investment in 

technology, which could lead to economies of scale. 

The OP seeks to address several issues of concern pertaining to the sector, with 

particular focus on the need to ensure the survival of this industry & its long-term 

sustainability. 
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As for the aquaculture sector, its relevance to the sustainability of the industry was also voiced by the 

industry players and subsequently highlighted in the OP.  The main issues related to the need to 

intensify existing research on the farming of bluefin tuna (BFT), with the long-term goal being a 

successful closed-cycle aquaculture process as opposed to the capture-based aquaculture presently 

employed for this lucrative species, whose numbers have dwindled rapidly in recent years. 

The need for R&D in the Maltese aquaculture sector remains very relevant, but (as indicated further 

below), an alteration in the OP was to shift the OP budget intended for the aquaculture hatchery 

under UP2 to investments which can facilitate aquaculture research. These investments remain 

consistent with the Aquaculture Strategy for the Maltese Islands, which identified the need for 

increased research and development. 

In essence, the OP targets today are still congruent to the socio-economic needs of the fisheries and 

aquaculture sector, and relate to the need to: 

¶ Ensure that the fisher attains enough income for an adequate quality of life 

¶ Strengthen the whole value chain 

¶ Strengthen the current fragile value chain 

¶ Undertake infrastructure investment 

¶ Carry out further investment and research in the aquaculture sector 

 As indicated in Section 4.3 below, there have been other amendments to the OP, that were proposed 

in order to better meet the needs of the sector and utilise the allocation of funds, whilst remaining 

×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ /0ȭÓ ÒÅÍÉÔȢ  

In certain instances, such modifications sought to address the low uptake of calls and to address the 

time frames as set out in the OP and Performance Framework. While there were instances where 

amendments addressed the set targets/indicators, these are not deemed to be impactful in terms of 

amendments to the relevance of the EMFF OP. 

The study has not evidenced any new needs that have emerged throughout the implementation of 

the current Programme.  

For the aquaculture sector, recent reports have evidenced stock recovery for blue fin tuna (BFT) and 

following the assessment by its scientific committee in 2014, the International Commission for the 

Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) agreed to an increase of 60% of the Total Allowable Catch 

(TAC) over three years, with Malta being one of the beneficiaries of such quota increases. 

Nonetheless, it would be opportune to direct investment in research and development to develop an 

approach to the sustainable production of Atlantic Bluefin Tuna (Thunnus thynnus) to close the life 

cycle of Atlantic Bluefin Tuna (ABT), in the hope of eventually producing commercial quantities of 

hatchery-bred fingerlings for farming purposes. 
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5.3 EQ 2 ɀ Have the original objectives of the OP proven to be 
appropriate for the needs of the local sector? Were any 
amendments made to the OP in light of any changes in socio-
economic context? Did these amendments, if any address 
the needs/issues of the sector?  

 

The EMFF OP strategy was/is designed to operate within an over-arching framework, that responds 

to: 

¶ The Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth (and thus the 

objectives of the Common Strategic Framework, CSF),  

¶ The policy intentions of the reformed Common Fisheries Policy,  

¶ The national development priorities as defined by the Maltese Government, and  

Furthermore, the EMFF OP strategy for Malta reflects the ambitions of the capture fisheries and 

aquaculture sector participants as stated in the comprehensive SWOT analysis conducted for the 

Ministry responsible for fisheries and aquaculture in late 2012 (Poseidon and EMCS, 2012) following 

meetings held in preparation for the Partnership Agreement and discussions with sector actors in the 

finalisation of the SWOT for the EMFF OP in 2013. In addition, the overall sector strategy 

encompassed the key elements of the draft aquaculture specific strategy (University of Stirling, 2012) 

as formalised in the Aquaculture Strategy for the Maltese Islands (MESDCMESDC, 2014). 

From the meetings held with the Managing Authority, the fish cooperatives as well as a review of the 

documentation provided by same, particularly in relation to meetings held with stakeholders, 

minutes of the Monitoring Committee meetings and similar, it transpires that the strategic objectives 

as identified in the approved OP (March 2015) have proven to be appropriate for the needs of the 

local sector.  

The analysis has indicated that the overarching goals the OP sought to achieve that relate to: 

¶ The need to ensure that the fisher attains enough income for an adequate quality of life 

¶ Strengthening the whole value chain 

¶ Investment in infrastructure and 

¶ Investment in the aquaculture sector 

 are indeed still relevant today.  

That said, since the adoption of the EMFF OP, the MA has requested and attained approval from the 

Commission, for amendments to the said OP. A review of such changes indicates that these could be 

broadly divided into three categories: 
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1. Amendments that relate to a shift in investment/s and/or introduction of new Measures 

following feedback from the target audience and stakeholders (such as the introduction of 

the Investments on Board Measure in relation to Article 41.1 a+b+c and introduction of the 

Innovation Measure under Article 47 of the EMFF Regulation); 

2. Amendments that relate to  budgetary shifts under: a) UP3 budgetary shift from Article 76.1 

(a-d, f-l) to Article 76.1 (e)  and b) UP1 budgetary shift in relation to the introduction of Article 

41.1 (a-c) of the EMFF Regulation as a new measure ɀ (3 proposed new operations)  to 

mitigate the reduction of operations (3) and thus the reduction of required budgetary 

allocation under Article 41.2. 

3. Amendments that relate to minor amendments that do affect the substance of the OP 

(such as the revision of a target value for 2023 to reflect the definition as included in the final 

version (version 4.0) of the Definitions of Common Indicators, issued by the FAME Support 

Unit. 

The above shows that these amendments relate to activities that are not aimed at changing the OPȭÓ 

overall strategic ambitions but are more focused on the re-shaping of some measures and the 

consequential shifts in budgets within the Programme. The aim is to ensure that the benefits and 

added value of the measures supported by the Fund are fully reaped and that the local fishing sector 

continues to develop in line with the overarching ambitions of the Common Fisheries Policy. 

OP Amendments adopted  

1. Amendments that relate to a shift in investment/s and/or introduction of new Measures 

Union Priority 1 ɀ Originally, the targeted number of projects on promotion of human capital and 

social dialogue, diversification and new forms of income, start-ups for fishers and health/safety was 

set at 6 for year 2018 and 2023 (out of which 5 were related to operations meant to address Article 30 

of the EMFF, i.e. diversification). Following amendments adopted by end 2018, the target set to be 

achieved under  output 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, was 

revised to 4 operations (3 of which relating to diversification to be achieved by 2023) in view of the 

lack of uptake experienced.  

Discussions with the MA as well as interviews with the fishers indicate that the lack of demand is 

mainly the result of the EC regulatory requirements linked to the Diversification measure whereby a) 

a business plan for the development of their new activities is required as part of the application form 

and b) applicants need to prove that they possess adequate professional skills.  

Discussions with fishers and the fishing cooperative indicate the perceived complexity of the 

application form and the lack of adequate assistance in its compilation as another reason for the low 

take-up, rather than a lack of interest. Impracticality of specific measures primarily in relation to 

regulatory eligibility requirements were also identified as a factor affecting the uptake of calls 

(particularly in relation to on board investments and investments in engines. In fact in addition to the 

EC requirements mentioned above, another factor which may have impacted the uptake of this 
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measure is the low amount of aid intensity applicable under this measure (50%) which made it even 

more challenging for fishers to have sufficient financial means to finance the remaining 50% of the 

operation especially in light of the negative economic context taking into consideration the negative 

net profit registered across 2014 and 2018 (STECF 18-07; Scientific, Technical and Economic 

Committee for Fisheries (STECF) The 2018 Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet; p.g.434). 

Simplification of application forms and the factors impinging further simplification were discussed at 

length with the MA. Evaluation of the application forms targeting fishers shows that a number of 

measures were taken by the MA to simplify the form and reduce administrative burden as much as 

possible as evidenced hereunder. However, the need for application forms to address the 

requirements of admissibility and selection criteria including eligibility and reporting requirements 

limited further simplification which may have further encouraged fishers to apply. The following 

simplification and reduction in administrative burden efforts are some of the measures taken by the 

MA to address specific needs of the sector and simplify the application process: 

a) Application forms were specifically designed targeting specific calls for fishers. In comparison 

to applications targeting public or private authorities/entities, applications for fishers were 

further simplified in relation to information and documentation required to be provided by 

fishers taking also into consideration their needs. 

b) Applications were translated to Maltese to remove language-barriers. 

c) In view of removing access barriers to technology, fishers were also given the possibility to 

fill in their application in hand-written format in order not to discriminate.  

d) Guidance was given to applicants throughout the open call period via email and phone 

exchanges in addition to the information sessions and meetings held. 

Another limiting factor highlighted related to the socio-economic characteristics/nature of the local 

fisheries context, with the low aid intensity (50%) assigned to Article 30 (Diversification) not inducing 

fishers to apply 

In relation to diversification, the need was and still exists, with fishers and stakeholders showing an 

interest in diversification.  The issue highlighted by the sector in relation to this endeavour was more 

directly related to the conditions set out in the regulatory framework and more especially the 

condition set out in article 30 (4) which states that the amount of support granted under Article 30 (1) 

cannot exceed 50% of the budget foreseen in the business plan for each operation, and that such 

amounts could not exceed a maximum amount of EUR 75, 000 for each beneficiary. This made it 

challenging for applicants to obtain the necessary resources to finance their share of the operation. 

This concurs with the results of the Annual 2017 Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet 

(STECF 17-12), that indicates that the small-ÓÃÁÌÅ ÃÏÁÓÔÁÌ ÆÌÅÅÔ ɉ3#&Ɋ ÉÎ -ÁÌÔÁ ɉÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ ȰÍÏÒÅ 

than 91% of the active vessels or 65% of the whole Maltese fishing fÌÅÅÔȱɊ ÒÅÇÉÓÔÅÒÅÄ Á ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÂÌÅ 

decrease in profits in 2015 and the downward trend was envisaged to continue in 2016 and 2017.  

Another stumbling block faced by the sector and the MA when promoting specific calls relates to 

Article 41.2 that determines that support can only be granted for vessels belonging to a balanced 
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fleet segment. In this respect, in 2017 under Article 41.2(a), only one fleet segment (FPO) was in 

balance (Annual Report on efforts to achieve a sustainable balance between fishing capacity and 

fishing opportunities for the year 2016) even though a number of imbalanced segments were showing 

an improving trend. This topic was discussed with the DFA that indicated that the Annual report on 

efforts to achieve a sustainable balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities is 

compiled and submitted to the EU Commission in accordance with article 22 of regulation (EU) No 

1380/2013 on the Common Fisheries Policy. This report includes a series of indicators (i.e. vessel use 

indicator; biological indicators and economic indicators) that describe the status of the fleet during 

the reporting year. The whole fleet is categorised in segments on the basis of gear use and indicators 

are calculated per segment. The most indicative indicators are the economic indicators, specifically 

the return on investment and the current revenue against break-even revenue economic indicators. 

These indicators are calculated on data gathered from an economic census that is collected annually 

by the department of fisheries. 

The main objective of this report is to indicate the state of fisheries managed by quotas and provide 

an action plan.  

In the context of the EMFF, this report is used to determine which fleets are in a balanced situation 

and determine which fleets are eligible for remuneration and assistance. Fishers voiced their dissent 

with the report on sustainable fishing capacity and its relevance to the local context since the 

imbalanced state of the fleet that could be due to several factors including: 

¶ Under estimations of economic parameters due to lack of information given by fishers during 

the interview 

¶ Fleet categorisations 

¶ Several fishers have multiple boats and revenue is divided amongst their vessels apart from 

ÔÈÅ ÆÁÃÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ȬÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌȭ vessels may be recorded as inactive in view of their 

lack of use and thus impinging on the results obtained for vessel use indicators in the said 

report 

¶ Depreciation costs of vessels most vessels are old 

Taking into consideration large scale fisheries, which represents 9% of the active Maltese fleet, 

although also registering a considerable decrease in profit since 2012, Á ÍÁÒÇÉÎÁÌ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÏÆ ΏΦȢΧ 

Million net profit was registered between 2014 and 2015 (Annual 2017 Annual Economic Report on 

the EU Fishing Fleet (STECF 17-12). Due to the nature of the activities undertaken by the large-scale 

fleet and the lack of interest shown by this sector, the measures adopted under Article 30, do not 

seem to address the needs of the Maltese LSF.  

The interviews with fishers and fish cooperatives evidenced fishersȭ unwillingness to invest in engines 

that would reduce the engine power of their boats (in line with the regulations). 

Notwithstanding this, the MA indicated that it will continue its efforts in addressing the 2023 targets 

by issuing further calls, as applicable and increasing visibility of the potential benefits of the adopted 

measures. Our discussions with fishers further evidenced that notwithstanding the lack of 
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applications received to date, the call related to diversification was viewed positively by the sector 

and fishers were likely to apply in the coming months. That said, it is not known to what extent 

potential applicants had identified a clear, eligible diversification activity and were able/capable of 

subsequently developing a proper business plan which is a main eligibility requirement for the 

implementation of this measure as stipulated in Article 30 of the EMFF Regulation. 

On the other hand, the increase in demand and positive feedback from the fishers has led the MA to 

increase the output indicator in relation to Article 43.1 + 3 - Fishing ports, landing sites, auction halls 

and shelters ɀ investments improving fishing port and auctions halls infrastructure or landing sites 

and shelters; construction of shelters to improve safety of fishermen (+ art. 44.1.f Inland fishing). In 

this respect the Output indicator 1.3 was increased to 5 instead of the 4 operations currently planned. 

Such a stance also related to the withdrawal of an awarded operation which necessitated the budget 

to be split between two new operations, one of which was additional to the original number of 

operations proposed.  

This resulted in an increase in the target value for output indicator 1.3 under Article 43.1 to 5 

operations instead of the 4 originally planned due to increased demand for these types of operations 

whereby investments improving fishing ports, landing sites and shelters are being proposed taking 

into consideration the needs of the fisheries sector. It is also expected that the planned operation to 

be achieved by end 2018, if not fully completed by end 2018, will be partially completed. 

Furthermore, a shift was also carried out whereby 3 operations from Article 41.2 were shifted to a 

new Measure - Article 41.1, also in view of the interest shown in this measure by potential 

beneficiaries as mentioned by the Fish Cooperatives during the EMFF Monitoring Meeting 

(25/05/2015) and the Second EMFF Monitoring Meeting (11/11/2016). 

As highlighted above, amendments made to the OP related more to specifics pertaining to regulatory 

requirements relating to specific measures rather than inopportune measures. The broad issues 

identified in the OP and SWOT and the adversities faced by fishers are still relevant.  

Changes that relate to the introduction of new Measures relate primarily to investments pertaining 

to Union Priority 2 relating to aquaculture with the proposed introduction of a new measure under 

article 48.1.a-d, f-h and a new operation within the article, already planned and included, in the 

Operational Programme for Malta (Article 48.1.e,i,j.) - The original OP had included investment in a 

commercial scale Marine Hatchery. Such investment was in line with the Aquaculture Strategy for 

the Maltese Islands, which identified a needed investment for the development & growth of the 

sector, with such investment also offering opportunities for innovation & competitiveness of the 

sector comprising. 

The approved amendment is still congruent with the Aquaculture Strategy for the Maltese Islands 

whereby funding of research and the promotion of innovation in the aquaculture industry in Malta 

were identified as desirable. Through this measure and in line with the identification of UP2 needs on 

the basis of the SWOT analysis, Malta is seeking to develop stronger sector support in pioneering new 

and innovative culture species and systems that allows Malta to remain proactive and competitive 

whilst also promoting Malta as a centre for aquaculture expertise. In this respect the specific 

objectives being targeted relate to: 
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¶ Enhancement of the competitiveness and viability of aquaculture enterprises, including 

improvement of safety or working conditions particularly of SMEs; and 

¶ Protection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity and enhancement of ecosystems related 

to aquaculture and promotion of resource efficient aquaculture. 

Furthermore, there were changes that relate to Article.41.1, this being a new measure that was not 

originally programmed. Such introduction was the result of comments collated during the first EMFF 

MC Committee Meeting by fish cooperatives.  The introduction of such measure was reflective in 

shifts in investments/strategy which although still addressing the needs of the local context sought 

to address changes in the needs of local context throughout the years, thereby better meeting the 

needs of the sector. 

 

2. Amendments that relate to budgetary shifts 

The shifts in budgets in relation to the Programme relate primarily to the re-dimensioning of certain 

measures. 

The introduction of Article 41.1, and the subsequent reduction in output indicators of Article 41.2 

invariably required a shift in funds (from Article 41.2), this being in line with feedback provided by the 

relevant stakeholders during the Committee Meeting (such meeting was held on the 29th of May 

2015). Through this transfer of funds, Article 41.2 was allocated a total of ΏΪΦȟΦΦΦ (public eligible) 

×ÈÅÒÅÁÓ !ÒÔÉÃÌÅ ΪΧȢΧ×ÁÓ ÁÌÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ Á ÍÁØÉÍÕÍ ÏÆ ΏΧΦάȟάάέ ɉÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅɊȢ 

UP3 budgetary shifts adopted under Control and Enforcement relate to the transfer of funds from 

Article 76.1 (a-d, f-l) to Article 76.1 (e) whereas that adopted under Union Priority 2 relate to shifts 

from Article 48 (Productive Investments in Aquaculture) to the newly introduced measure under 

Article 47 (Innovation).  

 

3. Amendments that relate to minor alteratio ns that do not affect the substance of the OP  

Such amendments were minimal and related to such alterations as the revision of a target value for 

2023 to reflect the definition as included in the final version (version 4.0) of the Definitions of 

Common Indicators, issued by the FAME Support Unit. 
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5.4 EQ 3 ɀ In light of the evolving national context, does the 
latest OP address the current needs of the sector? Do the 
interventions included in the OP justify these needs? Were 
the most relevant stakeholders identified and involved in the 
process of amending the OP? Which stakeholders? 

 

As indicated earlier, the current OP is still relevant to the sectorsȭ needs, and modifications requested 

and approved in no way alter the overall strategy of the OP. 

That said, it was noted that while interventions sought to tackle issues highlighted from the SWOT 

as emphasised by the stakeholders themselves, in practice this was not always achieved in view of 

the impracticality of specific measures primarily in relation to specifics pertaining to the regulation. 

These were reflected in the eligibility criteria utilised based on legal regulatory requirements that, in 

certain instances, prohibited the target audience from applying. 

A review of documentation indicates that amendments to the original OP were made in the light of 

feedback collated from the stakeholders/fishers and their responses to certain measures that were 

launched. The research conducted by the evaluators evidenced that meetings and discussions were 

held with key stakeholders in the fisheries sector, including the Department of Fisheries and 

aquaculture, EC representatives, fish cooperatives, potential beneficiaries (around 100 fishers) and 

Monitoring Committee members throughout the OP implementation. Feedback collated from 

fishers was recorded in the Minutes of meetings held as well as the Minutes of the Monitoring 

Committee meetings. 

A review of documentation provided evidence that the Monitoring Committee meeting was regularly 

held on a yearly basis and all members were invited to attend.  

In as far as is possibleȟ ÔÈÅ -! ÏÕÇÈÔ ÔÏ ÓÅÅË Á ÔÉÍÅ ÓÌÏÔ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ 

cooperatives (ideally avoiding the months of May through to September). Furthermore, further 

awareness of the importance of their participation in such yearly meetings and their role in the 

decision-making process could instigate such individuals/cooperative to forgo other endeavours 

(primarily fishing) and ensure their participation in the monitoring Committee meetings seeing they 

are only held once yearly. It could also be worth considering instigating the Cooperative to have a 

member whose primary job is not at sea, such that s/he can act as proxy and represent the 

Cooperative during such meetings on their behalf. 

That said, it is noted that certain timeframes of these meetings are determined by the functions of 

the Monitoring Committee and programme management timeframes/processes in line with Article 

113 of Regulation (EU) No. 508/2014, thus it is not always possible to avoid certain timeframes In the 

case of non-attending members, the relevant meeting documents including minutes of the meeting 

and documents for adoption are circulated both prior to the Monitoring Committee meeting and 

after the meeting as with all attending members.   
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Written procedures were also issued for the Monitoring Committee between 2017 and 2018 whereby 

in line with Article 7 of the Monitoring Committee Terms of Reference (ToRs) and with the approval 

of the Chairperson, an item of substance requiring an outcome prior to the next meeting of the MC 

may be submitted to the Committee for adoption by written procedure. In this regard, in line with 

the above-mentioned TORs, all monitoring committee members were invited to provide their 

opinion in writing within ten (10) working days, thus ensuring that amendments to the OP and other 

items of substance such as the amendments to the admissibility and selection criteria were approved 

by the Monitoring Committee.  

 

Interventions included in the OP 

Discussions with fishers and cooperatives as well as feedback collated through the distribution of 

questionnaires evidenced that Calls issued under the various measures were viewed positively and 

sought to address the needs of the sector. 

UP1:  

Article 43  Fishers perceived the investment in infrastructure as positive and needed, with 

ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ highlighting that such an investment would improve their overall quality of 

life. 

Article 41.1 Interventions related to on board investments were viewed positively overall. Some 

fishers did comment that the restrictions imposed in terms of eligibility of costs and 

aid intensity in the regulatory requirements, perceived complexity of applications 

(primarily related to regulatory requirements and admissibility criteria) and the 

expense to attain assistance from external entities in relation to project development 

and management did not make it viable for them to apply under this intervention 

ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÃÏÓÔ ÂÅ ÕÎÄÅÒ ΏΧΦȟΦΦΦ . 

Article 41.2 Feedback collated in relation to replacement/modernisation of engines was not 

viewed positively. Though in principle fishers felt that assistance in 

replacement/modernisation of engines was positive and would aid them in their 

work, productivity and ultimately in their overall quality of life, a further in-depth 

study on this specific Call suggests the admissibility/ eligibility criteria as based on EC 

regulatory requirements of balanced fleet segments (Article 41.3 of the EMFF 

Regulation) acts as an inhibitor for application for support since fishers cannot apply 

for support should fleet segments be reported as imbalanced which status is 

potential affected by a number of factors as also described in other sections of this 

report.  

Discussions held with fishers and fishing cooperatives has evidenced that in view of 

the above restriction, there have been instances where fishers have invested in the 

replacement/modernisation of their engines at their own cost. 
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Another point related to fishersȭ unwillingness to reduce the engine power. Reasons 

for their reluctance to comply to such criteria were diverse though the main reason 

highlighted related to the perceived decrease in efficiency and productivity that 

would result from such compliance. Such feedback seems to imply that there could 

be a misinterpretation of the Article from the fishers end in that, they could be 

unaware that, for vessels up to 12 meters they are able to replace engines with the 

same power, and still improve the efficiency and productivity.  (The need to reduce 

engine power is a requirement for vessels falling within the 12 ɀ 18m range, whereby 

any investment needs to result in a decrease in power of 20% and 18-24m vessels 

whereby investments in replacement / modernisation of engines results in a decrease 

in engine power of 30%).  

In relation to the above, it must be noted that a review of material provided to the 

target audience by the MA (both the presentations used and the application form) 

clearly indicate the eligibility criteria. 

One fisher also pointed out how a decrease in horsepower would further hinder his 

possibility of diversifying. When elaborating further on this issue the fisher pointed 

out that a decrease in horsepower would not enable him to utilise his boat to take 

tourists around. 

Article 30 To date no fishers applied for interventions under this call. A further in-depth analysis 

of fishersȭ views in relation to diversification provided contrasting views, with some 

of the opinion that they did not need to diversify, while others felt that it could be an 

opportunity to attain alternative sources of income that could aid improve their 

quality of life. Overall, there seemed to be consensus that: 

Á It was always positive to have the possibility to attain assistance to diversify 

Á Irrespective as to whether fishers opted for the possibility to diversify or not, 

fishing would still remain fishersȭ primary goal and they would forgo other 

opportunities should the possibility to fish present itself. 

Á The open block/rolling call procedure applied by the MA in 2019 was 

positively viewed by fishers in terms of providing them with a lengthier 

period of time to undertake the necessary preparations for the submission of 

applications. 

Article 29.1 Overall fishers agreed that training was always beneficial and always welcome. 

Training could help them improve in their efficiency, effectiveness or indeed help to 

identify alternative complimentary activities that they could undertake to increase 

their income and ultimately their overall quality of life. 

Article 48 Feedback collected from the aquaculture sector evidenced that overall the entities 

felt that the suppoÒÔ ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÉÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ Ȱgenerally in line with the needs of the aquaculture 

industryȣȱ 
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Article 68 The industry had positive views on the marketing endeavours undertaken and felt 

that such efforts helped create awareness on the sector and also ultimately help 

improve the quality of life of all those involved in the industry. The marketing also 

successfully targets the sustainability of fish stocks. In this respect fishers 

commented positively about this and on the importance of aligning marketing 

endeavours with the seasonality of under-utilised species to maximise the 

effectiveness of such marketing endeavours, where applicable. 

 

Stakeholder involvement 

The face-to-face interviews with MA officials highlighted the -!ȭÓ inclusive approach in the 

implementation of the OP with the MA meeting up with stakeholders on various occasions 

ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÅ ÉÔ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÆÏÒÍÁÌ ÐÒÅ-established settings such as 

the yearly Monitoring Committee meetings as well as meetings with stakeholders both prior to the 

launch of a Measure, as well as upon launch and throughout open calls. Stakeholders and 

beneficiaries confirmed this. 

Documentation has evidenced that the MA notifies unsuccessful applicants as to the reason for the 

decision. This is a positive approach to aid the applicant should he/she seek to re-apply for any future 

calls and also shows transparency in the approach undertaken for the selection or otherwise of 

applications. 

Interviews with stakeholders and prospective beneficiaries also highlighted the inclusive approach 

adopted by the MA. 
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 Effectiveness of the EMFF 

Programme Implementation and 

Management  

6.1 EQ 4 - How effectively have the stakeholders/partners been 
involved in the implementation of the OP? Is the principle of 
partnership applied well in the implementation of the EMFF? 
How is the implementation of the OP coordinated? 

 

Part of the analysis of the effectiveness of the EMFF Programme Implementation and management 

focuses on the partnership concept on which the EMFF programme is based. Consequently, this 

interim evaluation seeks to assess the effectiveness of consultation/s and the involvement of 

ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ /0ȭÓ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

The assessment of stakeholder/ partner involvement in the implementation of the OP was two-fold: 

1. A review of endeavours throughout the whole OP period 

2. A review in relation to specific Calls. 

 

6.1.1 Stakeholder/ partner involvement throughout the whole OP period 

Monitoring Committee  

The primary means of stakeholder involvement and the more structured approach undertaken 

relates to the Monitoring Committee that was established6  for monitoring and assessing the 

implementation and efficient spending of funds under the Maritime and Fisheries Operational 

                                                 
6  The Monitoring Committee was established with respect to Commission Decision C(2015) 1455 of 3rd March 2015 
approving the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund Operational Programme for Malta and in compliance with Article 47 
of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17th December 2013, laying down 
common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the 
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and laying down general 
provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Cohesion Fund and the European 
Maritime and Fisheries Fund and repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 ɉÈÅÒÅÉÎÁÆÔÅÒ Ȭ#ÏÍÍÏÎ 0ÒÏÖÉÓÉÏÎ 
2ÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȭɊ ÁÎÄ !ÒÔÉÃÌÅÓ ΧΧΨ ÁÎÄ ΧΧΩ ÏÆ %-&& 2ÅÇÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ%U) No. 508/2014. 
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Programme, which mandate was set in line with Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 and Regulation EU No 

240/2014. 

A review of the Committee composition evidences that it is an inclusive committee that, apart from 

the Managing Authority and the Funds and Programmes Division, incorporates a wide range of 

stakeholders including: 

¶ Governmental entities;  

¶ the National Commission for the Promotion of Equality (NCPE);  

¶ ÔÈÅ Ô×Ï ÌÏÃÁÌ ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ ÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅÓ; 

¶ the Federation of Maltese Aquaculture Producers; 

¶ local NGOs that are directly and indirectly related to the industry.  

In total, membership comprised twenty-six (26) individuals (complete list attached as an Annex). 

In terms of the gender of committee members, the assessment evidenced that the selection of such 

membership is based on the entity/position held, with no distinction being made to gender type. 

While such a stance ensured unbias, the tendency is that such posts are occupied predominantly by 

males, this sector being a highly male dominant sector. 

A review of the Committee meeting minutes as well as information collected through the various 

interviews conducted indicates that, in line with the terms of reference, the Committee meets once 

a year (a total of 4 such sessions to date) and discusses pertinent issues that fall within the remit of 

the Monitoring Committee. A number of amendments to the OP were also proposed to European 

Commission following discussions and agreement among the Committee members. In addition to 

the Monitoring Committee Meetings held, written procedures were also held between 2017 and 2018, 

ÉÎ ÌÉÎÅ ×ÉÔÈ !ÒÔÉÃÌÅ έȢΧ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ -#ȭÓ 4ÅÒÍÓ ÏÆ 2ÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ×ÈÅÒÅÉÎ ÁÎ ÉÔÅÍ ÏÆ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÒÅÑÕÉÒÉÎÇ an 

outcome prior to the next meeting of the MC was submitted to the Committee for adoption by 

written procedure. 

 

Project Selection Committee (PSC) 

The Project Selection Committee (PSC) has been appointed for the whole programming period and 

as its main function seeks to assess the applications received against the criteria approved by the 

Monitoring Committee. Following admissibility appraisal, the applications are evaluated in terms of 

selection criteria and ranked accordingly.  

The PSC includes members external to the MA and are formally nominated by the Member State and 

include both officials from public authorities including Gozo representatives and others from private 

entities. Key experts are also consulted in the process whenever necessary. 

The PSC has full power and authority to consider and or select applications for funding during the 

project appraisal process in line with the admissibility and selection criteria adopted by the MC. The 
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Chair and members (as well as any ad hoc experts) are functionally independent (in terms of direct 

reporting) of any unit within the organisation that is an applicant under a particular call. 

 

Training 

Various training sessions/ seminars and workshops were organised to date that target stakeholders/ 

partners with the aim of aiding the implementation process. These included technical training 

programmes that sought to facilitate programme/project management and implementation. MA, 

Certifying Authority (CA) and Audit Authority (AA) staff and related stakeholders attended various 

training seminars in this respect. Other areas of focus related to: 

¶ IT training sessions in relation to the EMFF DB 14-20  

¶ Skills development programmes to provide human resources with the necessary aptitude to 

grow within the organisation such as the seminar organised by FPD on Choosing the 

appropriate Value Set for FPD [9th May 2016] 

Training for MA staff 

Between 2014 and 2016, MA staff attended both in-house/local training and oversees 

training/seminars. Local courses suiting the needs analysis of the MA was brought to the attention of 

MA staff, especially in relation to new staff. In-house training was organised by the FPD with the aim 

of addressing needs in relation to processes and procedures forming an integral part of the 

DMCS/MoP.  By way of example, in 2016, MA staff and stakeholders (where relevant) attended the 

following sessions: 

¶ ARACHNE Training (March 2016) 

¶ New Public Procurement Regulations Conference (28th March 2016) 

¶ Choosing the appropriate Value Set for FPD (9th May 2016) 

¶ Project Selection Committee Training (10th June 2016) 

¶ Establishing Simplified Cost Options & the Audit Process (Organised by PPCD for all 

stakeholders; 5th July 2016) 

¶ Anti-Fraud Policy & Anti-Fraud Strategy for the FPD (27th July 2016) 

¶ FPD Corporate Risk Register (12th August 2016) 

¶ Performance Auditing Seminar (26-27th September 2016) 

¶ Data Intelligence Network Meetings (monthly/every two months) 

¶ Between 2017 and 2019, the majority of MA staff attended Public Management Toolkit 

courses that sought to prepare officers in a senior management positions as Director and 

Director General.  
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In addition to the above, it was also noted that MA representatives participated regularly in EMFF 

Committee Meetings, EMFF Expert Group Meetings, FAME workshops and Annual Stakeholders 

Meetings in view of programme management and implementation aspects.  In terms of continuous 

staff development, where training needs assessment reflected the need for specific and specialised 

areas, which cannot be addressed by in-service training, external, local and overseas resources were 

also utilised in this regard. 

6.1.2 Stakeholder/ partner involvement in relation to specific Calls 

For restricted calls and Open calls 

4ÈÅ -!ȭÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÂÌÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅȡ 

¶ Pre-launch and post launch campaigns 

¶ Drafting and simplifying application forms bearing in mind target beneficiaries and 

administrative burden whilst still addressing regulatory, reporting and binding requirements 

to be met in relation to admissibility, eligibility and selection 

¶ Translating application forms in Maltese to remove language barriers for fishers (not 

necessary for other calls) 

¶ Introducing new procedures at application stage with the aim of enhancing admissibility of 

applications and reducing administrative burden  

¶ Information sessions were held with potential applicants  

¶ Printed adverts on open calls issued  

¶ SMS notifications were sent to fishers or aquaculture producers as applicable 

¶ MA website including the new Mobile app was updated with open call information whilst also 

promoted ongoing operations   

¶ Guidance to applicants as and when required 

¶ State Aid clearance and DFA clearance was undertaken to ensure that proposed operations 

were in line with the applicable requirements. Meetings and/or correspondence were held 

with these stakeholders and others such as ERA, Planning Authority and Department of 

Contract to facilitate and speed up where necessary certain processes.  

¶ MA assistance throughout project implementation 

¶ One-to-one meetings  

¶ Bilateral meetings  

¶ Progress reports, as well as  

¶ Informal ongoing assistance as and when required.  
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One to one meetings & progress reports 

The MA carries out several one-to-one meetings with stakeholders throughout the project 

implementation. Furthermore, progress reports are also compiled (in line with the grant agreement). 

 

Bilateral meetings 

The MA conducts a number of bilateral meetings with beneficiaries (including private entities) to 

discuss issues arising from the progress (monitoring) reports and / or from the day-to-day/regular 

monitoring conducted through email/mail and phone correspondence and information presented in 

the EMFF Database.  

8 bilateral meetings were held for ongoing operations (5 under UP 1; 1 under UP 6; 1 under UP 5 and 

1 under UP3 addressing Data Collection) in 2018. DG Funds & Programmes, Director Funds, Senior 

Manager & related Project MA officials (managers), and beneficiary (BN) ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ 0ÒÏÊÅÃÔ 

Leader, contact persons and Line Ministry (LM) representatives attended where applicable (BNs and 

LMs positions range from Director to Programme/Project Managers.  

With respect to projects which were awarded towards the end of 2017 or in 2018, kick-off meetings 

were also held with BNs and LM representatives where applicable. In total 13 kick-off meetings were 

held in 2018 (3 with fishers and consultants/contacts as applicable, 3 with aquaculture operators BNs 

and contact persons as applicable, whereas 5 meetings were related to projects awarded under UP1 

(EMFF 1.23.1 EMFF 1.23.2, EMFF 1.23.3, EMFF 1.4.1, EMFF 1.16.1, 1 under UP5 and 1 in relation to 

EMFF 6.2.2).  

The MA supplements these engagement efforts with additional meetings and exchanges whereby, 

issues of importance that need to be addressed are discussed. The meetings with the MA, 

stakeholders and beneficiaries have evidenced that these meetings are held prior, during as well as 

after a call is launched and adjudicated. It is common for meetings held after a call is adjudicated to 

revolve around distinct operational issues. 

A number of specific instances for meetings held between 2016 and 2018,  both prior to call issuance 

and during project implementation, were highlighted during the evaluation and comprised meetings 

with: Transport Malta (TM; circa 5 additional meetings), aquaculture operators, DFA officials (circa 17 

meetings were held addressing all measures to be/being implemented by DFA as a competent body), 

IMP representatives (circa 8 main meetings). Additional meetings with MCAST and ERA and 

competent authorities were also held in preparation for a number of calls being issued (open and 

restricted).   
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6.2 EQ 5 - Are the administrative processes from project 
application to project finalisation effective? Is administrative 
burden kept to a minimum especially for beneficiaries 
keeping in mind regulatory requirements?   

The table below illustrates the processes generally adopted. 

THE PROCESS GENERALLY ADOPTED 

 

I. Preparatory work in relation to Calls ɀ Apart from the back-off ice works related 

to the management of the EMFF, the MA carries out ongoing discussions with 

stakeholders. Subsequently the MA draws up the applications to target the specific 

Measures. 

II. Launching of Calls ɀ and publicity endeavours to notify the target audience of such 

calls 

III. Meetings held with the target audience for such call/s ɀ The MA conducts 

information sessions both in Malta and Gozo. Furthermore, the MA also carries out 

informal meetings as and when required. 

IV. Call evaluation process ɀ Communication with applicant/s and with the 

Adjudicating Committee as and when necessary 

V. Project is adjudicated - The MA is in communication with the beneficiary to ensure 

that the Project description is revised in accordance with the conditions set out in 

the grant award letter.  

VI. Meetings with stakeholders ɀ The MA meets with the relevant stakeholders in 

view of ensuing processes including tasks to be implemented leading to the 

signature of the grant agreement.  

VII. Guidance ɀ The MA provides guidance to beneficiaries in view of procedures to be 

followed throughout the project lifecycle and implemented in terms of documents 

to be retained and recorded, visibility requirements, eligibility of costs being 

ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄȾ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ ÅÔÃȣ; 

VIII. Grant Agreement - Once the beneficiary and MA have revised the project 

description and the various components that constitute the Project, the Grant 

Agreement is drafted. The Grant Agreement generally stipulates the monitoring 

approach that is to be adopted that generally comprises bi yearly reports that are 

to be presented to the MA on the progress of the Project. 

IX. Training - The MA provides training for beneficiaries and line ministry 

ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅÓ ÁÔ ÔÉÍÅÓ ÏÎ Á ȬÏÎÅ-to-ÏÎÅȭ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ %-&& $ÁÔÁÂÁÓÅ (DB).  

X. Keeping in touch - Following the kick off meeting, the MA undertakes various 

formal and informal approaches to keep in touch with the beneficiary (monitoring) 

throughout the duration of the project (as indicated earlier on). These comprise 

structured bilateral progress reports ɀ or as agreed in the grant agreement 

(generally every 6 months). There are also bilateral meetings that are generally 
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organised once a year. That said, the interviews have highlighted that such 

meetings could increase in number as and when required. It is not uncommon for 

line ministries to be invited to attend such meetings. 

XI. Addressing issues - Issues and aspects relating to disbursement and actions to be 

taken are brought to the attention of the respective stakeholders and discussed 

accordingly 

XII. Documentation and verifications - Prior to certification, documentation and OTS 

verifications on payment claims are undertaken by the MA in line with the Manual 

of Procedures to ensure that the declared expenditure to EC is regular and real. 

Irregular amounts are deducted from payment claims through financial corrections 

and irregular reports issued; 

XIII. Certification  - Verified amounts are certified through the EMFF Database in line 

with the applicable procedures with certified payments being claimed to EC  

XIV. Participate in 3rd party events - The MA seeks to involve itself in so far as possible, 

with events organised by beneficiaries as well as stakeholder meetings that are 

organised from time to time. 

 

It should be noted that the above should not be considered as constituting specifically a particular 

order nor as an exhaustive list of functions/processes implemented. 

 

Restricted Calls 

A review of applications submitted and awarded as at year end 2018: 

¶ A total of 17 applications were received (for different measures). Of these: 

¶ 14 were awarded (1 awarded operation was withdrawn by applicant) 

¶ 2 were under evaluation, 1 application was not awarded as deemed inadmissible. 

4ÈÅ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÆÉÇÕÒÅÓ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌȟ ÔÈÅ -!ȭÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅȢ 

 

Open Calls 

Discussions with fishers evidenced their need for assistance in compiling an application. Involving 

external consultants was costly and not always proved useful. In this respect, in efforts to help fishers 

in compiling applications, the MA also trained several individuals from the Department of Fisheries 

and Aquaculture to provide fishers with hands-on assistance with applications. Nonetheless in 

practice, such efforts did not prove successful and was not perceived to have been beneficial by 

fishers. 

The interviews with MA officials evidenced that they (and their colleagues) offered ongoing support 

and assistance as and whenever necessary be it when applicants called for assistance or showed up 
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at the office. Interviews with different individuals within the MA highlighted that the MA could not 

physically assist in writing up an application in order to ensure impartiality. Though no formal logs 

were kept of the email/daily calls/visits they handled in relation to application assistance, these are 

estimated to average at around 4 per day. Needless to say, this resulted in an additional burden on 

staff that were/are already burdened with their day-to-day duties and the limited resources within 

the MA. 

As part of the evaluation, the various applications and respective guidance notes / frequently asked 

questions were reviewed. The outcome of such analysis is that the information requested is 

meaningful and comprises the basic necessities which determine admissibility and eligibility in line 

with regulatory requirements. Notwithstanding the fact that all sections of the applications relate 

solely to information required to be submitted by applicants to address admissibility, eligibility and 

selection criteria requirements, applicants, particularly fishers perceive the application to be 

laborious to compile. Aquaculture entities also commented that the process was time consuming and 

rather laborious. Fishers complained that while a well organised entity would probably have no 

difficulty in filling out such an application form, this was not the case for a self-employed fisher. Some 

fishers also complained that even their accountants had difficulty in successfully completing the 

applications. The face-to-face interviews with MA officials concurred that some applications 

ÃÏÍÐÉÌÅÄ ÂÙ ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔÁÎts were not adequate. A review of the applications evidenced that 

information requested related to admissibility, eligibility and selection criteria. Potential issues in 

compiling an application relate to the lack of sufficient information provided on the proposed 

investment and to how proposed investments would address energy efficiency and the selection 

criteria, (translated in net profits and savings in terms of energy/fuel efficiency). While painstaking, 

the request for baselines enables the Project Selection Committee to better gauge project proposals 

and their likely impacts and hence assist the adjudicating board in the determining which projects to 

be awarded funding whilst also ensuring that these address admissibility and selection criteria. In 

certain instances, ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ ÒÅÌÕÃÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ basic information such as that determining 

financial viability acted as a deterrent to the provision of a sound project proposal.  

Interviews with the fishing cooperatives show that the assistance provided from customer care 

officials was not viewed positively. Discussions with the MA on this issue evidenced that, applicants 

(fishers in this respect) need to have the necessary information including clear project proposal at 

hand for such assistance to be fruitful and for the eventual submission of an application.  

Furthermore, interviews with fishers also highlighted how, in their view it did not make sense for 

them to seek external assistance at a cost, when they were seeking minimal funding as the cost 

charged by those third parties was very high in relation to the potential grant obtained.  

A review of the open calls issued up to year end 2018 illustrate that 

¶ A total of 10 such calls were launched. Of these:  

¶ A total of 15 applications were submitted, of which 7 were awarded. Rejected applications 

related to inadmissible applications. 
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¶ No applications were received for 3 of these calls (2 related to diversification and 1 related to 

replacement/modernisation of engines). 

 

While overall fishers understood the Measures and the calls, there were occasional instances where 

fishers expressed difficulties in understanding clearly what was and what was not eligible for funding 

under certain Measures. The complexity of the laws was often highlighted in this respect. Discussions 

with an MA official on this point evidenced that there were also instances where the MA required 

guidance from the Commission in view of eligibility of operations/ costs identified in the related EMFF 

regulation and/or the related Commission Delegated Act. These factors, namely revolving around 

admissibility, eligibility and selection criteria requirements resulting in perceived complexity, 

invariably acted as a deterrent in bringing fishers closer to the Programme. 

During discussions with one of the fishing cooperatives it was brought to our attention that one of 

the members had assisted fishers to apply for funding under the previous programme. It could be 

worth investigating whether such individual and/ or others could act as a link between the MA and 

fishers, attain the necessary training and subsequently provide hands on assistance with the 

compilation of applications.  

FÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÌÅÖÅÌs and the cost of assistance from external consultants had some fishers feel 

that the EMFF OP and the EU in general was more targeted for the elite/ well-established entities and 

did not truly take into consideration the needs of the artisanal small-scale fisher. 

A review of the required documentation requested in the application, illustrates that information 

requested sought to address admissibility, eligibility and selection criteria requirements. The MA 

took steps to minimise the administrative burden for the applicant, particularly at application stage, 

with documentation being broadly split into 2: 

I. Fundamental documents that needed to be presented along with the application prior to the 

closing of the call 

II. Other important documents that could be provided within a stipulated time frame after the 

call had closed. 

.ÏÔ×ÉÔÈÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ -!ȭÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ to restrict application requirements to the bare 

minimum addressing admissibility, eligibility and selection criteria requirements 

forming the basis of sound EU financed operations and offer guidance and 

assistance, fishers still feel that the administrative burden is considerable. 

Discussions with fishers evidenced their need for assistance in compiling an 

application. Involving external consultants was costly and not always proved 

useful. Furthermore, efforts undertaken by the MA to train individuals (from the 

DFA & MGOZ customer care) to assist fishers with the submission of applications 

did not have the desired effect 
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This is viewed positively and a move in the right direction to facilitate fishers, particularly those self-

employed individuals that have very limited assistance.  

Other actions taken to assist the fisher were: 

¶ Applications were available in both the English and Maltese languages. This is viewed 

positively and eliminates potential language barriers. It should be noted that under Article 

41.1 (Energy Efficiency and Climate Change) circa 30% of submitted applications were in fact 

presented in Maltese (3 out of 10 applications), one of which resulted in being awarded 

amounting to circa 25% of awarded operations (1 out of 4 operations).   

¶ Possibility for fishers to submit applications in handwritten format and providing aid to 

fishers in submitting scanned copies of the applications, thereby facilitating the application 

process in respect of removing barriers to computer technology access. 50% of the 

applications submitted under Article 41.1 mentioned above, were submitted in handwritten 

format, one of which was subsequently awarded, resulting in 25% of awarded operations (1 

out of 4 operations) being presented in handwritten format.  

¶ ! ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎ ÏÆ ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ ÁÐÐÌÉÃations with those used for public authorities and private 

ÅÎÔÉÔÉÅÓ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ applications were indeed simplified as also mentioned in 

previous section of this report. 

¶ The provision of fact sheets.  

Another endeavour adopted by the MA to facilitate fishers relates to inputting after application 

stage. Fishers are not required to input information relating to the payment claim process into the 

database. Such process is undertaken by the MA to assist further and limit the administrative burden 

on fishers including also private enterprises. 

 

From application assessment and selection to approval 

As indicated earlier, the MA facilitated matters at application stage thereby relieving some of the 

burden of the application process and the timelines for application submission from the applicant. 

This does however place a burden on the MA, particularly when human resources are limited in terms 

of additional controls required, and an added strain on the evaluation time lines. 

The adjudication process is clear and transparent, based on a clear points system that is clearly 

explained to applicants and reflected in criteria applied in the application form. 

Furthermore, a team of external individuals form part of the adjudicating committee. This is deemed 

beneficial in terms of ensuring transparency and unbiased opinions.  This committee is composed of 

officials who are formally nominated by the Member State and come from both the private and public 
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sector and also includes Gozo representatives. The face-to-face meetings with the MA evidenced 

that, where necessary, key experts were also consulted in the process. 

As for the timing from when a call closes to the adjudication or otherwise of same, there is no clear 

pre-determined time frame and the adjudication process depends on the type (quality) and number 

of applications received. This can vary from a couple of months to over a year. On average the 

duration was just under 7 months. 

Unsuccessful applicants were all notified in writing and adequate information was provided as to why 

they were not deemed eligible. 

 

Contract award 

The contract clearly states what are the eligible and ineligible costs of the project and the MA 

provides adequate guidance throughout the whole process, comprising instances where changes to 

the pre-stipulated operation/s are necessary. 

 

Project monitoring to project closure 

The interviews with both the MA and beneficiaries, as well as information collated from the 

questionnaires that were distributed to beneficiaries, evidenced ongoing communication between 

the MA and the beneficiaries. This is deemed positive and enables the MA to keep abreast of projects 

and ensure that they are on track (to pre-determined timelines).  

In terms of reporting, beneficiaries are requested to present a progress report every six months or as 

applicable with the grant agreement. The template of such report is designed by the MA and seeks 

to collate all the necessary data required by the MA for its reporting requirements with the 

Commission.  

A review of reports received by the MA illustrate that the quality and standard of reports received 

varies. The MA indicated that it was currently considering updating this template so as to collate 

more meaningful information and that such information is provided in a timely manner. Discussions 

on the timeliness of reporting evidenced that more often than not, beneficiaries requested 

extensions to the submission date of such reporting. 

As part of the evaluation the experts looked into the time taken for payments to be made. Discussions 

with MA officials highlighted that the time span was dependent on whether the claims made were 

correct and whether the right supporting documentation was submitted to Treasury. 

The project transaction report provides information relating to invoice date, though this does not 

reflect the date of insertion of a claim by the beneficiary since beneficiaries do not always submit 

claims immediately especially if these are reimbursements.  
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The time taken for treasury to accept/pay an invoice usually reflects the process of documentation 

being submitted after the claim by the beneficiary.  

 

From their end, beneficiaries felt that the time taken to make payments could be improved.  

The information collected from the interviews and the questionnaires distributed to beneficiaries 

evidenced that beneficiaries often felt the programmÅ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÂÅ ȰÈÅÁÖÉÌÙ ÏÖÅÒ 

ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÅÒÅÄȱȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÕÃÈ Á ÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÄÅÌÁÙÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÁÎÄ ÁÎ 

increase in the administrative costs to the beneficiaries. That said, the evaluation team notes that 

processes and procedures applied follow EU and or national requirements, and that beneficiaries do 

not recognise the necessity of such requirements and the distinction that ought to be made when 

applying under different schemes (national and EU).  

 

6.3 EQ 6 - What are the management structures in place? Are the 
appropriate management processes in place for the effective 
programme implementation?  

6.3.1 Management Structures and Processes 

A review of the various structures and processes illustrates that the MA has the appropriate structures 

and processes to manage the OP implementation. The organigrams allow for a clear understanding 

of processes and workflows. Furthermore, roles and functions are clearly outlined in the report - 

Description of Management and Control Systems Under Article 97 of Regulation (EU) No. 508/2014 

and Article 72 of Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013. Annex attached to this report highlights that various 

distinct flow charts. 

Interviews with MA officials illustrate that individuals are well aware of their roles and functions.  

To attain a better insight, apart from the interviews conducted, reference was also made to the EMFF 

OP system audit that was published earlier this year (February 20197) that presented the findings of 

                                                 
7 4ÈÅ ΨΦΧΪȤΨΦΨΦ /ÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ Ȥ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ -ÁÒÉÔÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ &ÉÓÈÅÒÉÅÓ &ÕÎÄ ɉ##) .ÏȢ ΨΦΧΪ-4ΧΪ-&/0ΦΦΧɊ ɉÐÕÒÓÕÁÎÔ 
to Part Four Title I ɀ Management and Control of the Common Provisions Regulation no 1303/2013) 

Overall, on average, and not taking into consideration extremes, the time taken 

to pay/reimburse beneficiaries is between 1-3 months subject to the checks and 

documentation provided. 
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the systems audit covering the effective functioning of the management and control system set up 

by Funds and Programmes Division (FPD) within the Ministry for European Affairs and Equality8. 

On the basis of the fieldwork carried out, the following was concluded on the management and 

control systems in place at Funds and Programmes Division: 

Key Requirement (KR) Outcome 

KR 19: Adequate separation of 

functions and adequate systems for 

reporting and monitoring where the 

responsible authority entrusts 

execution of tasks to another body; 

 

Work well with no or minor improvements needed 

(Category 1). 

KR 2: Appropriate selection of 

operations 

Key Requirement 2 for all projects reviewed are 

satisfactory and effective, and some improvements 

are needed (Category 2) 

KR 3: Adequate information to 

beneficiaries 

Works well with no or minor improvements needed 

(Category 1). 

KR 5: Effective system in place to 

ensure that all documents regarding 

expenditure and audits are held to 

ensure an adequate audit trail. 

Works well with no or minor improvements needed 

(Category 1). 

 

TÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰNo observations with financial impact were noted by the AAȱȢ 

Timeliness in issuing and adjudicating calls 

A review of several calls issued (also highlighted in the above-mentioned audit) evidences 

considerable time elapsing from when a call is launched to when a Grant Agreement is drawn up. 

Nonetheless, a more in-depth analysis of each instance illustrates that there were no unnecessary 

delays. Both the audit report, and the evaluation team ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ -!ȭÓ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÁÔ ȰWhereas 

at times the process may seem lengthy, such discussions and verifications eventually lead to the required 

revision of the Project Description and on occasions this may need to be revised more than once. This 

obviously lengthens the process but the fine tuning of operations at the stage is crucial as it considered 

                                                 
8 This report has been drawn up by the EU Funds Audits Directorate within the Internal Audit and Investigations Department 
(IAID) as the appointed Audit Authority (AA) for the EMFF received by Malta and reviewed and approved by Director General 
)!)$Ȣ 4ÈÅ )!)$ ÉÓ Á ÓÅÌÆȤÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÉÎÄÅÐÅndent unit within the Cabinet Office at the Office of the Prime Minister. In 
accordance to the Internal Audit and Financial Investigations Act (Chapter 461 of the Laws of Malta), IAID reports to the 
Internal Audit and Investigations Board whose Chairperson is the Secretary to Cabinet. IAID possesses the necessary 
technical expertise to perform this system audit and is operationally independent of the MA.  
9 Testing on KR 1 was carried out between 20 June and 22 August 2017. 
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by the Managing Authority as a mitigation measure to potential issues that could arise during the actual 

ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȱ. 

Human resources 

A review of the current human resource compliment illustrates that there are a number of posts that 

need to be filled if the entity is to function in an efficient and effective manner. The current vacancies 

within the various Units is placing a strain on the current workforce and subsequently impacting the 

0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ ÓÕÃcessful implementation. 

The Managing Authority is headed by a Director General who acts as Head of the Managing 

Authority. The Managing Authority has the following staff complement: 

a) 4 FTE (full time equivalent) Programme Manager posts and 1 FTE Senior Manager. To date 

there is a vacancy for 1 Programme Manager post. 

b) Financial Control Unit with the post for the Programme Manager (1 FTE) filled in at the start 

of 2019, while that of the Senior Manager (1 FTE) is currently vacant.  

Furthermore, the post of the Technical Assistant Officer (0.5FTE) has been vacant since 2017. 

Other roles that complement the current management structure being: 

¶ The ICT Unit (0.25 FTE; estimation) 

¶ Director Funds (0.25 FTE); and 

¶ Directorate of Corporate Services (Human Resources and Administration 

Segregation of functions is strengthened with separate MA officials overseeing the overall 

implementation of the EMFF OP, and MA officials assigned to EMFF projects (including monitoring 

the implementation of the project life cycle by beneficiaries and conducting management 

verifications accordingly). FCU personnel is responsible for accompanying and assisting MA officials 

during on the spot (OTS) checks, undertaking financial verifications, following-up OTS checks 

through OTS reports and issuing irregularities where necessary. 

The Funds & Programmes Division is also supported by an IT department who together with the 

EMFF -!ȭÓ ÓÅÎÉÏÒ management ensure that the necessary technical equipment such as portable 

laptops and its related paraphernalia including the necessary IT systems are available and are 

ÁÄÅÑÕÁÔÅ ÆÏÒ ÃÁÒÒÙÉÎÇ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙȭÓ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

It is imperative that vacant posts are filled as a matter of urgency. Discussions with the MA officials 

have highlighted how additional resources (at least 1 FTE MA official & 1 database official (0.5 FTE) 

would lead to timelier and more effective implementation of funds taking into consideration the 

number of operations currently under the responsibility of the MA (33 operations) apart from the wide 

range of MA roles to be implemented which goes above simple monitoring and verification of 

committed funds.  
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Furthermore, it is felt that additional resources/expertise at Division level in such areas as 

procurement, evaluation and communication would: 

¶ Help to better the services offered by all funds,  

¶ Reduce the administrative burden of Managing Authorities and  

¶ Aid dÉÒÅÃÔ -ÁÎÁÇÉÎÇ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÉÅÓȭ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÉÎ ÍÏÒÅ ÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȢ 

In order to ensure that staffing is adequate at all levels, a capacity building exercise is performed 

annually across government for all Ministries 

 

Training 

Between 2014 and 2020, MA staff attended both in-house/local training and overseas 

training/seminars. Local courses suiting the needs analysis of the MA was brought to the attention of 

MA staff, especially in relation to new staff. In-house training was organised by the FPD to address 

needs in relation to processes and procedures forming an integral part of the DMCS/MoP. In 2016 for 

instance, MA staff and stakeholders (where relevant) attended the following sessions: 

¶ ARACHNE Training (March 2016) 

¶ New Public Procurement Regulations Conference (28th March 2016) 

¶ Choosing the appropriate Value Set for FPD (9th May 2016) 

¶ Project Selection Committee Training (10th June 2016) 

¶ Establishing Simplified Cost Options & the Audit Process (Organised by PPCD for all 

stakeholders; 5th July 2016) 

¶ Anti-Fraud Policy & Anti-Fraud Strategy for the FPD (27th July 2016) 

¶ FPD Corporate Risk Register (12th August 2016) 

¶ Performance Auditing Seminar (26-27th September 2016) 

¶ Data Intelligence Network Meetings (monthly/every two months) 

Between 2017 and 2019, the majority of MA staff attended the Public Management Toolkit courses 

aimed at preparing officers in a senior management positions as Director and Director General.  As 

mentioned in Section 6.1 of this document, addition to the above, MA representatives also 

participated regularly in EMFF Committee Meetings, EMFF Expert Group Meetings, FAME 

workshops and Annual Stakeholders Meetings with reference to EMFF programme management and 

implementation aspects.  With regards to continuous staff development, where training needs 

assessment reflected the need for specific and specialised areas which cannot be addressed by in-

service training, external, local and overseas resources were also used. 
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Availability of necessary skills to manage the OP 

This is addressed at interview and selection stage with the MA following the guidelines set out in the 

Manual on Staff Development in the Public Administration10 which provides guidance in relation to 

staff development, the identification of needs and the types of training to be applied (for example, 

local, external or overseas training). 

Apart from the overseeing, mentoring procedures and job-shadowing that is applied by the MA for 

newly-recruited staff, local induction training is also available which helps to familiarise new staff with 

the workings of the Public Service.  Attendance of staff to EMFF expert and FAME meetings also aids 

in this regard.  

A review of individuals duration in employment within the MA unit indicates that on average, the staff 

compliment has been in employment for over 6 years. This is viewed to positively illustrate that skills 

acquired over time (and from the previous Programming period where applicable) have not been lost. 

Furthermore, previous employment of staff indicates that most have worked acquired relevant skills 

through their involvement with EU/ Programmes11. 

Financial resources available 

4! ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÔÏ ÃÉÒÃÁ ΏΧȢέΩ million. Discussions with the MA have highlighted that this 

amount is not sufficient to cover all the costs necessary for the effective implementation of the 

programme, and that additional funds required shall be made available through national funds.  

 

6.4 EQ 7 - How effective is the programme monitoring system? 
How timely is the reporting and monitoring of EMFF 
interventions carried out? 

 

The EMFF database information system (Infosys) 

The EMFF Database is the Management and Information System which is used by the MA, 

Beneficiaries, Line Ministries, Certifying Authority (CA) and Audit Authority (AA) to collect, record 

and store data in a computerised manner. 

It is a centralised system linking various stakeholders, which include the Managing Authority, 

Treasury, CA, AA, Line Ministries, and the Beneficiaries. Being a web enabled application, the system 

is accessible securely to all authorised users over the Internet and has the facility to generate a 

number of reports, including the SOE payment related reporting, and project reporting. The six main 

                                                 
10 https://opm.gov.mt/en/CDRT/Documents/Staff%20Development%20Manual/Staff%20Dev%20Manual%202014.pdf  
11 One MA official worked with Waste Serve on programme management, while another has 5 years experience in project 
management with the National Authority supervising Erasmus+ and its predecessor programmes.  

https://opm.gov.mt/en/CDRT/Documents/Staff%20Development%20Manual/Staff%20Dev%20Manual%202014.pdf
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processes relating to the database are: programming, project management, contracting, payments 

and verification/certification. This ensures that data on the implementation of operations and 

financial and statistical information is always readily available. 

The CA relies mainly on this system to draw up the Annual Accounts. The Treasury uses the 

Government Departmental Accounting System (DAS) to effect payments to beneficiaries. Once 

payments are affected, Treasury updates the EMFF Database accordingly. Unless Treasury confirms 

that an invoice has been paid in the database, the MA cannot raise the relative expenditure in an SOE 

for certification purposes. 

Data is gathered from beneficiaries through project applications/descriptions and project progress or 

closure reports embedded in the system. Apart from monitoring the state-of-play of awarded 

operations, data recorded in the EMFF database sets the basis for EMFF reporting requirements such 

as the EMFF Annual Implementation Report, both at a national and EU level. 

In terms of accessibility and usersȭ rights, the database incorporates a user rights management 

system based on a matrix made from functionality roles, certification roles and data groups. The 

system ensures the separation of functions. Functionality roles groups a number of system functions 

ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÁÒÅ ÁÓÓÉÇÎÅÄ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÕÓÅÒȭÓ ÎÅÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ Ôhe system (e.g. a user from Treasury 

would require the Payment Management module), while the certification roles are assigned 

ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÒÏÌÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÄÁÔÁ ÇÒÏÕÐ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÙÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓȢ 4ÈÅ ÄÁÔÁ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ 

identifying the organisations relating to a project are assigned at the Project Level and a user may 

belong to more than one data group. 

Data is viewed, entered and recorded in the system by MA, Beneficiaries, Line Ministries, Treasury, 

CA and AA users in accordance to their given access rights. Once an organisation becomes a 

Beneficiary, it is asked to nominate the various officials that shall have access to the Database. Heads 

of organisations are required to immediately notify the MA of any changes in this regard (e.g. persons 

no longer working on the project) in order to ensure that only those persons that should have access 

do in fact have access to the data. The Beneficiary organisation bears all responsibility for the misuse 

of data in cases where it fails to inform the MA of such changes. In this respect, the Database has a 

de-registration system whereby a change in project leader automatically triggers the need to revise 

and restrict access to the EMFF Database for the newly active user and the deactivated accounts. 

The interviews conducted have evidenced that the system is operational and functional. It was also 

pointed out that the database was constantly enhanced. 

The main issues noted related to changes in the structure/ intervention logic of the programme/ data 

recording and reporting requirements based on new EMFF regulatory requirements vis-à-vis EFF 

requirements that invariably implied that changes had to be made to the database. This was seen as 

an unnecessary strain, particularly for the current MA that was lacking human resources and where 

testing on the database was carried out by the MA staff who were not necessarily IT experts. Such 

testing was a time-consuming endeavour that invariably placed a strain on staff as they sought to 

manage their time in view of their other day-to-day roles and responsibilities. 
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Day to day monitoring 

Day-to-day monitoring is based on a bottom-up approach. Informally, the MA through its assigned 

officials, is in touch with Project Leaders almost on a daily basis. That said however, most of the 

effective monitoring depends on timely information being uploaded or inputted into the central 

electronic system (the EMFF Database highlighted above) by all the relevant stakeholders ɀ including 

both the Beneficiary as well as horizontal stakeholders. The Database information is used by the MA 

to track and deal with urgent issues regarding implementation. 

During the actual implementation of the operations, the MA is always ready to assist beneficiaries 

when they encounter any problems as part of its monitoring responsibilities. Regular bilateral 

meetings are also held between the MA and the beneficiaries. 

The monitoring process adopted by the MA is deemed to be an effective one. The discussions with 

both the MA and beneficiaries indicated that there was a constant communication flow between the 

MA and beneficiaries, be it through regular phone calls, email communication as well as through 

bilateral meetings. This ÏÎÇÏÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÅÎÁÂÌÅÓ ÔÈÅ -! ÔÏ ËÅÅÐ ÁÂÒÅÁÓÔ ÏÆ ÅÁÃÈ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔȭÓ ÐÒÏÇÒÅÓÓ 

and identify issues when they arise, thereby enabling it to take remedial action when issues are 

highlighted. Furthermore, the Internal Audit and Investigations Department (IAID) audit reports are 

communicated to stakeholders via email and actions are addressed accordingly. 

 

Compilation of the Annual Implementation Report (AIR) 

The AIR is compiled on the basis of the information gathered through the various monitoring levels 

conducted on beneficiaries, referred to previously, as well as through information supplied by key 

horizontal stakeholders such as the CA, the AA, DoC and the Treasury Department. 

Various data sources are used when compiling the AIR. The Database provides a wide array of 

financial and implementation reports which help give a clear snapshot of the real-time situation of 

projects including information of financial progress for specific periods of time. Checks conducted by 

the MA on Project Progress and/or Closure Reports and on data presented in bilateral meetings/briefs 

ascertain reliability of data at beneficiary level especially in relation to data on performance 

indicators. The MA also asks the relevant stakeholders to provide certain sector-specific data (e.g. 

from the DFA) in order to report on every project with the utmost of detail, where applicable. 

Print screenshots from System for Fund Management in the European Union (SFC Support Portal) 

show the %#ȭÓ ÁÃËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÒÅÃÅÉÐÔ ÄÁÔÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌ !)2Ó ÓÕÂÍÉÔÔÅÄ, evidencing that no issues of 

concern were observed in relation to the timing of reporting of the AIR. 

 

Reports provided by beneficiaries 

A review of the progress report compiled by beneficiaries illustrates that the data provided by these 

reports varied, with some beneficiaries providing considerable information while the quality of others 
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was poor. Discussions with the MA further highlighted this fact and that certain progress reports fell 

short of what the MA would like to receive in order to be able to take more informed decisions on the 

progress or otherwise of the Projects and attain more insight as to how/to what extent they were 

contributing to the pre-set result and impact indicators. 

The discussions highlighted that beneficiaries often saw the reporting process as an unnecessary 

added administrative burden that resulted in these beneficiaries not viewing positively their 

commitments. The discussions evidenced how on the one hand the Commission seemed to be 

geared towards reducing the administrative burden on the beneficiaries, though, through several 

required processes was seen to be requesting more from the MAs and beneficiaries that was in no 

way reducing the administrative burden. This was even more problematic for fishers that did not have 

the operating structures or assistance of enterprises and were generally self-employed, working long 

hours.   
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 Effectiveness, progress and 

impact of applied EMFF measures 

till end 2018  

7.1 EQ 8 ɀ What is the EMFF OP state-of-play as at the end of 
2018? 

Actual end 2018 

Overall, the certified payments reported by the MA12 exceeded the milestone target (by 126.8%) as 

indicated in the table overleaf. UP1 payments to fisheries projects exceeded the 2018 milestone 

target by 182% and UP3 payments for implementation of the CFP just exceeded the pre-set targets 

(103%).  

Expenditure against UP5 (marketing/processing) and UP6 (implementation of the Integrated 

Maritime Policy) exceed the targets set for 2018 at 135% and 204% respectively, but not the total 

allocation to 2023. Only UP2 for aquaculture falls substantially short of the target set for 2018 with 

only 10% of the targeted spend. In this respect it must be noted that the MA took a prudent approach 

and opted to withhold certification of payments due to ongoing controls by the respective Ministry 

in light of potential infringements reported in 2019. As, at time of reporting, since controls were still 

ongoing, the Managing Authority has opted to withhold the certification and the claim for payment 

until an official decision is taken to determine if any serious infringement is noted. Such a cautious 

ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÉÓ ÖÉÅ×ÅÄ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÁÓ ÉÔ ÓÁÆÅÇÕÁÒÄÓ ÔÈÅ %5ȭÓ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓȢ (ÁÄ ÔÈÅ -! ÇÏÎÅ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 

with certification of payments related to such entity, it would have exceeded the targeted 

expenditure for the set time period. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
12 In line with EGESIF guidance and EC feedback, the calculation of financial indicators is based on payments made by end 
2018 and certified by the time of submission of the AIR. 
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Table 1 Public Expenditure certified by Union Priority in relation to 2018 milestone indicators 

Union 
Priority  

Target 2018 Target 2023 Certified by 10th 
May 2019 

% of 2018 
milestone 

UP1 Ώ ΨȟΦΦΦȟΦΦΦ  ú 11,577,239 3,649,391.43 182% 

  
 

    

UP2 Ώ ΫΦΦȟΦΦΦ  ú 3,306,822  ΏΫΦȟέΦή 10% 

  
 

    

UP3 Ώ ΩȟΦΦΦȟΦΦΦ  ú 10,215,936 3,081,901 103% 

  
 

    

UP5 Ώ 150,000  ú 469,771   ú 203,007  135% 

  
 

     

UP6  Ώ ΫΦΦȟΦΦΦ  ú 1,600,000   ú 1,020,600  204% 

  
 

    

Total Ώ άȟΧΫΦȟΦΦΦ  ú 27,169,768 8,005,607.43 126.8% 

*certified PE amount. 

7.2 EQ9 - Which output and financial indicators were achieved?  

Note: there were no 2018 targets set for results indicators, only for 2023. Therefore, Table 2 only 

shows expected and actual output indicators. 

Table 2 Output indicators by Union Priority in relation to targets at 2018 

Union Priority  Specific Objective  EXPECTED 
Output indicator  

ACTUAL 
Output indicator 

 
UP 1 
Promoting 
environmentall
y sustainable, 
resource 
efficient, 
innovative, 
competitive 
and knowledge-
based fisheries. 

1 - Reduction of the 
impact of fisheries on 
the marine 
environment, 
including the 
avoidance and 
reduction, as far as 
possible, of 
unwanted catches.  

1.4 ɀ 1 project on 
conservation measures, 
reduction of the fishing 
impact on the marine 
environment and fishing 
adaptation to the 
protection of species (2018)  

1.4: 1 as per target 

4 - Enhancement of 
the competitiveness 
and viability of 
fisheries enterprises, 
including of small 
scale coastal fleet, 
and the 
improvement of 
safety or working 
conditions.  

1.9 ɀ 3 projects on 
promotion of human capital 
and social dialogue, 
diversification and new 
forms of income, start-ups 
for fishers and health/safety 
(1 to be completed by 2018 
& 3 to be completed by 
2023) 
1.10 ɀ 10 projects on 
temporary cessation (2023) 
1.3 ɀ 5 projects on added 
value, quality, use of 

1.9: None were meant to be 
achieved under 
diversification. None were 
achieved by 2018. 
 
1.10: none stated and no 
2018 target 
 
1.3: 5 (4 more than 2018 
target and equalling the 
2023 target) 
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unwanted catches and 
fishing ports, landing sites, 
action halls and shelters (1 
to be completed by 2018 & 
4 for 2023) 
 

5 - Provision of 
support to 
strengthen 
technological 
development and 
innovation, including 
increasing energy 
efficiency, and 
knowledge transfer 

1.7 ɀ 3 projects on energy 
efficiency, mitigation of 
climate change (2018) 
1.8 ɀ 1 project on 
replacement or 
modernisation of engines 
(2023) 

1.7:  3 as per target 
 
1.8: none stated and no 
2018 target 

6 - Development of 
professional training, 
new professional 
skills and lifelong 
learning 

1.9 ɀ 1 project on promotion 
of human capital and social 
dialogue, diversification 
and new forms of income, 
start-ups for fishers and 
health/safety (2018) 

1.9: 1 achieved as per 2018 
target  

UP 2 
Fostering 
environmentall
y sustainable, 
resource 
efficient, 
innovative, 
competitive 
and knowledge-
based 
aquaculture 

  

1 - Provision of 
support to 
strengthen 
technological 
development, 
innovation and 
knowledge transfer 

2.1 - 1 project on 
innovation, advisory 
services (2023) 

2.1: none stated for 2018 

2 - Enhancement of 
the competitiveness 
and viability of 
aquaculture 
enterprises, 
including 
improvement of 
safety or working 
conditions, in 
particular of SMEs  

2.2 ɀ 2 projects on 
productive investments in 
aquaculture (1 to be 
completed by 2018 and 1 by 
2023) 

 

2.2: 3 (2 more than target 
for 2018 and 1 more than 
the target for 2023) 

3 ɀ Protection and 
restoration of 
aquatic biodiversity 
and enhancement of 
ecosystems related 
to aquaculture and 
promotion of 
resource efficient 
aquaculture 

 

UP 3  1 - Improvement and 
supply of scientific 
knowledge and 

3.2 ɀ 2 projects on 
supporting the collection, 
management and use of 

3.2: 2 (1 more than the 2018 
target and achieving the 
2023 target) 
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Fostering the 
implementatio
n of the CFP  

collection and 
management of data  
 

data (1 to be completed by 
2018 and 1 by 2023) 

2 ɀ Provision of 
support to 
monitoring, control 
and enforcement, 
enhancing 
institutional capacity 
and the efficiency of 
public 
administration, 
without increasing 
the administrative 
burden  
 

3.1 ɀ No of projects on 
ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÏÎȭÓ 
control, inspections and 
enforcement systems (3 to 
be completed by 2018 and 8 
by 2023) 

3.1: 9 (6 more than the 2018 
target and 3 less than the 
2023 target) 

UP 5  
Fostering 
marketing and 
processing 

1 ɀ Improvement of 
market organisation 
for fishery and 
aquaculture 
products  

5.2 ɀ 2 projects on 
marketing measures and 
storage aid (1 to be 
completed by 2018 and 1 by 
2023) 

5.2: 1 as per 2018 target 

UP 6  
Fostering the 
implementatio
n of the 
Integrated 
Maritime Policy  
 

1 ɀ Development and 
implementation of 
the Integrated 
Maritime Policy  

6.2 ɀ 1 project on the 
protection and 
improvement of knowledge 
on marine environment 
(2018) 

6.2: 1 as per 2018 target and 
in line with 2023 target 

 

 

7.3 EQ 10 ɀ What is the situation with milestones or financial 
indicators that  have not been achieved by 2018? 

As Table 1 illustrates, only UP2 shows a significant underspend compared to targeted commitments 

at this interim stage. The lack of spend on UP2 (Aquaculture) is partly explained in the AIR for 2017, 

which notes that the intended project for the Malta Aquaculture Research (MAR) Centre could not be 

progressed as it is part of the DFA rather than a private enterprise and so was not considered eligible 

for funding. Consequently, the open call only went out to potential applicants at the end of November 

2017 (closing January 2018) and therefore only three operations were in a position to be reimbursed 

for expenditure by the end of 2018.  The OP amendments proposed in 2018 (version 4.0) includes the 

ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÕÎÄÅÒ 50Ψ ÏÆ !ÒÔÉÃÌÅ Ϊέ ÉÎÎÏÖÁÔÉÏÎȡ ȰProvision of support to strengthen technological 

development, innovation and knowledge transfeÒȱȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÁÎ ÏÕÔÐÕÔ ÏÆ Á ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÉÎÔÅÎÄÅÄ 

for the MAR. The Admissibility and Selection criteria were also revised to include the criteria 

stipulated for Article 47 508/2014. A finÁÎÃÉÎÇ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔ ÏÆ ΏΫίΫȟΪίΦ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅØÐÅÎÄÉÔÕÒÅ ɉΏΪΪάȟάΧέ ÆÒÏÍ 

%-&&Ɋ ÈÁÄ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÂÅÅÎ ÓÕÂÍÉÔÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ΨΦΧή ×ÉÔÈ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ %# ÁÐÐÒÏÖÁÌ ÏÆ -ÁÌÔÁȭÓ 

revised OP, which came in December 2018. This should result in UP2 being on track to commit funds 
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as planned, suggesting no re-allocation is needed. Further explanation of the reasons leading to 

payments made under UP2 by end 2018 which were withheld from certification in 2019 is presented 

in the Annual Implementation Report covering year end 2018. As mentioned in the said report, in 

ÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÌÌÅÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÍÁÄÅ ÏÆ ÉÌÌÅÇÁÌ ÔÒÁÄÅ ÏÆ "&4 ÉÎ -ÁÌÔÁȟ ÃÉÒÃÁ ΏΧ-ÉÌÌ ×ÏÒÔÈ ÏÆ ÆÕÎÄÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔ 

ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÉÎ ΨΦΧί ÔÏ ÓÁÆÅÇÕÁÒÄ %5ȭÓ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÓȢ These payments may be certified at a later 

stage subject to outcomes of controls taken by competent authorities. 

 

7.4 EQ 11 ɀ What is the impact of EMFF interventions as against 
the 2014 baseline values? 

The baseline values presented in the 2014 OP were based on data from 2011 to 2014. 

The following tables present the baseline values and interim values where available for each UP. 

 

UP1 Fisheries 

The completed operations under UP1 to date are not expected to have direct impacts on the UP1 

context indicators as most UP1 spend to date is on port infrastructure, mainly in Marsaxlokk. Such 

investments could be expected to help maintain fleet and employment levels indirectly. Three other 

Up1 operations relate to investments that may deliver fuel efficiencies for those individual vessels, 

which could be compared to the fleet segment averages reported in the Annual Economic Report 

(STECF 18-07). 

Indicator 1.1 on fishing capacity shows a reduction in relation to the baseline for all aspects (number, 

kw and GT) of the Maltese fleet. This may mainly be a re-balancing of the statistics as inactive vessels 

were removed from the figures.  

The 2018 AER report shows that for indicator 1.2 (GVA per FTE), in 2013 a figure of 9.9 compared to 

8.1 in 2017. Between 2015 and 2016, there was a decline in the value of landings by 15% while there 

was an increase in labour costs and energy costs resulting a reduced GVA. These figures differ to the 

baseline figures reported in the OP, as do the figures for 1.3 net profit and 1.4 return on investment. 

In relation to indicators of biological sustainability (1.5a and b): No baseline values were given in the 

OP. The 2018 STECF Balance Export Working Group (EWG) concluded that for the Sustainable 

Harvest Indicator (SHI), it could only be considered meaningful for 4 fleet segments, which accounted 

for 42.79% of the total value of the landings in 2016 and all four segments may not be in balance with 

their fishing opportunities. The Stocks at Risk Indicator (SAR) SAR indicator was available for all the 

21 active fleet segments in 2016 and the EWG noted all 21 fleet segments may be in balance with 

their fishing opportunities (STECF 18-14). 

1.6 Fuel efficiency: The average of 1,500 litres of fuel is the average reported for Mediterranean 

vessels and the figure given in the 2018 AER is similar (1,478), but there are substantial differences 
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between vessel types (STECF 18-07). A more accurate calculation of fuel efficiency could be made 

and related directly to the fleet segments supported under this measure. 

The baseline value for 2013 in relation to the number of employed FTE in the fisheries sector (263 FTE 

and 13 female FTE) cited in the OP relate to the values reported as projections for 2013 in the 2014 

Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet (STECF 14-16; Table 5.15.1) for 2013.  The 2018 

Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet (STECF) shows that the actual value for employed 

FTE fishers in 2013 amounts to 784. The interim value for 2018 from the latest AER is 710, suggesting 

a decrease which may be expected with reduced vessel numbers. 

For 1.9a and b on work-related injuries, available Eurostat data does not breakdown skilled 

agriculture & fisheries workers (as the OP baseline values do) and therefore an interim value is not 

identified. 

For 1.10 a, the coverage of Natura 2000 areas has increased substantially from 190.79km2 cited in the 

OP for 2014 to over 4,000km2 (35% of Maltese waters) as reported by the ERA. This is discussed 

further under UP6 below. The UP1 operations to date are not likely to have impacted this. 

UP2 Aquaculture 

According to the National Statistics Office (NSO), in 2017 the industry produced a total of 15,721 tons 

ÏÆ ÆÉÓÈ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÔÏÔÁÌ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ ΏΧήΦ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎȢ ΧΩȟΧΨΦ ÔÏÎÓ ÏÆ -ÁÌÔÁȭÓ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ΨΦΧέ ×ÁÓ ÂÌÕÅ-fin tuna 

and the remainder was sea bass, sea bream and other species13. These are significant increases on 

ÔÈÅ ΨΦΧΧ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÆÉÇÕÒÅÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ /0 ɉΩȟέίά ÔÏÎÎÅÓ ÖÁÌÕÅÄ ÁÔ ΏΫΦȢΫ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎȢ 

The three UP2 operations supported to date are for productive investments in aquaculture 

operations, including bluefin tuna farming, and so are expected to have contributed to the increase 

observed. However, the targets set in the OP are to maintain employment and not to increase 

production. 

 

UP3 Implementation of CFP 

Targets set in the OP in relation to control and enforcement sought 100% landings inspected and so 

maintaining the 2013 baseline value of 100% coverage. A target of 150 serious infringements 

detected was also set, an increase in the 2013 baseline value of 85 infringements over the last 7 years. 

The resources available for control reported as the baseline (2013) were 3 control vessels, 53 FTE staff, 

and 127 vessels equipped with ERS and/or VMS.  

A 2018 National Audit Office report of the Department of Fisheries and Agriculture Inspectorate 

reports 49 inspectorate staff (42 fisheries and 7 aquaculture) but notes several staff shortages with 30 

open vacancies as at August 2018. It also noted that, while one inspection asset was non-operational 

                                                 
13 https://agriculture.gov.mt/en/fisheries/Pages/maltaaquaculturerescentre.aspx  

https://agriculture.gov.mt/en/fisheries/Pages/maltaaquaculturerescentre.aspx
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while awaiting repair, two new inspection vessels had been ordered (NAO, 201814). The recent status 

shows more needs to be done, but the EMFF support to date should contribute to improvements. 

There are now 220 vessels equipped with VMS, in line with the control regulation requiring vessels 

over 12m to have VMS installed15. There is also AIS installed on vessels over 15m in length. Other than 

the data collection programme, the largest single operational expenditure under UP3 is the 

replacement of 149 VMS units and the purchase of 808 GPRS trackers for vessels under 10m in length. 

This helps to address an issue identified in the NOA report, that the great majority of the registered 

fishing fleet is below 12m and therefore not subject to VMS requirements under the control 

regulation. 

On data collection, the target was to increase from 95% data collection coverage to 100% as defined 

in the STECF reports on DCF data transmission. Discussions with the MA and data provided from the 

AIR (2018) evidence that progress was made, particularly with respect to the operation related to the 

implementation of the Data Collection Framework National Programme 2014-2016, as indicated in 

Annex 1 of the Scientific, 4ÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ %ÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ #ÏÍÍÉÔÔÅÅ ÆÏÒ &ÉÓÈÅÒÉÅÓȭ ɉ34%#&Ɋ Evaluation of 

DCF 2016 Annual Reports & Data Transmission to end users in 2016 (STECF-17-10). Here the 

compliance level for Malta ÈÁÓ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÁÔÁ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÉÎÇ Á ÓÈÉÆÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ Ȱ-ÏÓÔÌÙȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ 

relating to 50-90% as per previous annual report submitted for 2015 to ÔÈÅ Ȱ9ÅÓȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ 

>90%.  

With reference to result indicator 3.B.1 ɀ Increase in the percentage of fulfilment of data calls which 

OP target value for 2023 is set at 100%, the AIR report (2018) makes reference to the STECF reports 

2015 and 2016, whereby in the latter year, no data transmission failures were reported in comparison 

to year 2013 whereby 6 data transmission issues with 2 unsatisfactory assessments were listed.  

Since the second data collection operation (EMFF 6.2.2) is still under implementation, contribution 

of this operation to the result indicator is still to be assessed, however as at time of reporting it is 

worth noting that progress made in achieving the above-mentioned specific objective is equal to that 

expected.  

By end 2018 progress was also registered under Article 76- Control and Enforcement in relation to 

Specific Objective 2- Provision of support to monitoring, control and enforcement, enhancing 

institutional capacity and the efficiency of public administration without increasing administrative 

burden. Nine operations were awarded, out of which three operations were under implementation 

by end 2018. As these operations are still underway actual result indicators are still to be determined. 

Nonetheless it is worth nothing that from 2014 till 2018, circa 11 serious infringements were detected 

by the Department of Fisheries with 100% landings being subject to physical control. 

Validation of result indicators will be undertaken following completion of the operations. 

 

                                                 
14 ./!ȟ ΨΦΧή 0ÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅ !ÕÄÉÔȡ ! 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ /ÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ÏÎ ÔÈÅ $ÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ &ÉÓÈÅÒÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ !ÑÕÁÃÕÌÔÕÒÅȭÓ )ÎÓÐÅÃÔÏÒÁÔÅ 
Function. November 2018. 
15 https://agriculture.gov.mt/en/fisheries/Pages/controlunit.aspx  

https://agriculture.gov.mt/en/fisheries/Pages/controlunit.aspx
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UP5 Marketing 

Under UP5 the baseline figures given are: 

¶ ΏίίȢΫÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ Ȭ!ÎÎÕÁÌ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒ ÏÆ %5 ÍÁÒËÅÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎȭ ɉΨΦΧΪɊȢ  

¶ 35.82kg per capita fish consumption (2013) 

¶ 525 FTEs in the fishing and aquaculture sector (2013) 

¶ 713 part-time employment in fishing and aquaculture (2013) 

 

Interim values for most of these baseline figures have not been identified. The 2015 consumption 

average for Malta actually reduced from the 2013 baseline value to 31.5 kg16. However, the one 

operation under UP5 to date was a promotional and educational campaign, 'Nesploraw Flimkien it-

4ÅŀÏÒÉ ÔÁÌ-"ÁüÁÒȦ΄ on making sustainable seafood choices. This has the potential to impact per capita 

fish consumption, but the campaign focused on what type of fish to choose rather than increased 

consumption.  

 

UP6 Implementation of IMP 

The one baseline value given under UP6 is 6.2.a: ȬCoverage of Natura 2000 areas designated under 

the Birds and Habitats directivesȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ×ÁÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ΧίΦȢέίËÍΨ ÉÎ ΨΦΧΪȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÈÁÓ ÒÉÓÅÎ 

significantly to a reported 4,138km2 (35.5% of Maltese marine waters)17. The EEA reported 87 marine 

Natura sites covering 193km2 in Malta in 201518 and by March 2018 this had grown to 3,490km2,19 

showing significant growth over this period. 

One UP6 operation is reported to date, involving the environmental monitoring oÆ -ÁÌÔÁȭÓ ÍÁÒÉÎÅ 

waters to inform Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) requirements to report on progress 

towards Good Environmental Status. This is not directly related to the increase in designated site 

area reported as a context indicator. The operation nevertheless helps to address the shortcomings 

ÉÎ -3&$ ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÉÎÇ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ %2!ȭÓ ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÉÎÇ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÆ ΨΦΧΫ20 . 

 

                                                 
16 https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/facts_figures_en?qt-facts_and_figures=6  
17 https://era.org.mt/en/Pages/Natura-2000-Malta.aspx  
18 https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/marine-protected-areas-in-europes  
19 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/info/pubs/docs/nat2000newsl/nat44_en.pdf  
20 https://era.org.mt/en/Documents/MSFD-Article11-Malta-General%20Report.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/facts_figures_en?qt-facts_and_figures=6
https://era.org.mt/en/Pages/Natura-2000-Malta.aspx
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/marine-protected-areas-in-europes
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/info/pubs/docs/nat2000newsl/nat44_en.pdf
https://era.org.mt/en/Documents/MSFD-Article11-Malta-General%20Report.pdf
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7.5 EQ 12 - Were the result indicators for 2018 as identified in 
section 3.2 of the EMFF OP achieved? What is the impact of 
completed measures (for all UPs) in terms of the result 
indicators achieved? 

In line with Section 3.2 of the EMFF Operational Programme, the achievement of result indicators for 

all measures adopted is set for 2023. It must be noted however that Section 11.1 of the Annual 

Implementation Report covering year 2018 reports on the progress made in this regard for several 

measures taking into consideration the implementation stages of awarded operations some of which 

were at completion or in advanced stages of implementation as at time of reporting.  Table 3 below 

lists the result indicators applicable for the measures adopted, progress registered by end 2018 and 

expected achievement by end 2023.   

Union 
Priority  

Result indicator Target value 
for 2023 

Achievement registered by end 2018 
and/or expected outcomes 

UP1 
1.4.a - Change in unwanted 
catches  

-0.69000 
tonnes 

In accordance to the AIR (2018), all result 
indicators under UP1 are expected to be 
achieved by end 2023. Some indicators 
such as indicator 1.3 and 1.8 may also be 
exceeded.  

 
1.4.b - Change in unwanted 
catches  

10.00000 % 

 
1.7 - Employment created 
(FTE) in the fisheries sector 
or complementary activities  

2.00000 FTE 

 
1.8 - Employment 
maintained (FTE) in the 
fisheries sector or 
complementary activities  

260.00000 FTE 

 
1.3 - Change in net profits  2.00000 

thousand Euros 

UP2 
2.9 - Employment 
maintained  

153.00000 FTE The total indicative result indicator aimed 
to be achieved after completion of the 
awarded operations is 167.18 FTE 
(employment maintained) which exceeds 
the result indicator 2.9 set at OP level by 
14.18 FTE. In view of the operations 
awarded under this UP, it is expected that 
the result indicators are achieved and 
surpassed in some operations.  

UP3 
3.B.1 - Increase in the 
percentage of fulfilment of 
data calls  

100.00000 % As mentioned in Section 11.1 of the AIR 
(2018) as at time of reporting, progress 
made in achieving the above-mentioned 
specific objective is equal to that expected. 

 
3.A.1 - Number of serious 
infringements detected  

150.00000 
number 

The progress made towards the 
achievement of these result indicators is 
on track in accordance with the 
information provided by the MA and the 
AIR (2018). 

 
3.A.2 - Landings that have 
been the subject to physical 
control  

100.00000 % 
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UP5 
5.1.c - Change in value of 
first sales in non-POs  

1,000.00000 
thousand Euros 

Although at end 2018, the operation 
addressing this indicator was fully 
implemented with financial and output 
indicator milestones met, due to the 
nature of the operation and the result 
indicators adopted, actual achievement of 
these results can only be validated after a 
period of time but by not later than end 
2023. It is however expected that result 
indicators will be achieved. 

 
5.1.d - Change in volume of 
first sales in non-POs  

200.00000 
tonnes 

 
5.1.e - Increase in the 
estimated per capita fish 
consumption  

0.50000 Kgs 

UP6 
6.3 - Development of a 
database on the marine 
environment  

1.00000 
(number) 

By end 2018, a marine database system 
was successfully uploaded onto the 
beneficiÁÒÙȭÓ ÓÅÒÖÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÁÐÅÆÉÌÅÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ 
on the datasets of the eligible monitoring 
data in the database were made available 
to the relevant stakeholders through a 
link, which can be opened through QGIS. It 
is envisaged that in 2019, further 
developments will be made to the 
ÄÁÔÁÂÁÓÅȟ ÍÏÒÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÇÍÌÓȭ 
(i.e. datasets) extracted from the database 
to ensure INSPIRE compliance. 
 
The above reflects the attainment of 
programme-specific result indicator 6.3 ɀ 
Development of a database on the marine 
environment (1.0) which will be validated 
following completion of the operation.  

 

In line with the discussions held with the Managing Authority and the information provided in Section 

11.1 of the Annual Implementation Report (2018), validation of the above-mentioned result indicators 

will be conducted following completion of the operations targeting these indicators, thus closer to 

2023. 

Since the majority of the operations were either still being implemented or in advanced stages of 

implementation, actual impact of completed measures cannot be fully determined as at time of 

reporting. However, it should be noted that in view of the progress made in relation to the 

achievement of result indicators as mentioned above, these operations are already registering 

considerable impact vis-a-vis the achievement of the specific objectives related to the said measures 

as also reported in Section 11.1 of the Annual Implementation Report.  
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7.6 EQ 13 - Does the communication strategy adopted 
contribute to improving the awareness of achievements of 
the programme? 

 

In line with Article 116(1) of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 stating that a common Communication 

Strategy may be drawn up for several Programmes in accordance with the principle of 

proportionality, Malta opted to adopt one Communication Strategy to cover the five ESIF in order to 

ensure consistency, synergies and synchronisation.  

Consequently, the adopted EMFF communication strategy formed part of the European Structural 

ÁÎÄ )ÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ &ÕÎÄÓȭ ɉ%3)&Ɋ #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ 3ÔÒÁÔÅÇÙ ÈÁs been developed in accordance with 

Articles 115-117 and Annex XII of Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 of the European Parliament and of 

the Council of 17th December 2013 that lay down common provisions on the European Regional 

Development Fund (ERDF), the Cohesion Fund (CF), the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 

Development (EAFRD) and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) and repealing Council 

Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006.  

The Regulation recommends the provision of a strategic, coordinated long-term approach to 

communication and publicity, addressing the need to enhance transparency and awareness and 

ensuring wide dissemination of information. The review to determine the level of effectiveness of the 

Communication strategy adopted to date comprised two distinct areas, namely: 

I. The general public 

II. Potential / beneficiaries 

Recognising that efforts targeting the general public can have a positive ripple effect on potential 

beneficiaries too. 

I. The general public 

At the onset of the Programming Period thÅ -!ȭÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÅÄ ÁÔ Âuilding knowledge and 

information on the Programme the objectives, structures, and content to ensure a clear 

understanding of the areas of aid falling within the remit of these Programmes. Efforts in this respect 

related to the official launch of the Programme and publicity on printed media. 

The communication strategy emphasises the importance of building awareness of results and 

benefits derived from the Programme. This is an ongoing process through the whole programming 

period in terms of providing continuous information and building general awareness of the results 

and benefits provided through ESIF. 

Participation in events such as Festa Hut, and the distribution of promotional material also formed 

an integral part of this phase of the communication strategy. Promotional material included: travel 
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mugs, USB drives and caps, a Roll-up Banner as well as diaries which were subsequently 

disseminated. 

In accordance with Article 97 of Reg. (EU) No.508/2014, the MA provided information on and 

publicised the OP and operations and the community contribution through the MA online EMFF 

webpage. In this respect the portal is updated to include the necessary information including (but not 

limited to, EMFF related regulations, publications, reports, EMFF supporting documentation, lists of 

selected operations, documentation pertaining to Monitoring Committee meetings, adverts of EMFF 

upcoming open calls and other, miscellaneous documentation including the Manual of Procedures, 

circulars and guidance issued for staff and beneficiaries. 

The effectiveness of such endeavours is evidenced by data from Euro Barometer and a comparison 

of 2 studies undertaken by the same entity. According to the Flash Euro Barometer 384 which 

assessed the Citizens awareness and perceptions of EU Regional in 2013, around 35% of the Maltese 

had heard about EU co-financed projects. On the other hand, a more recent study illustrates that this 

percentage has increased with the Flash barometer Publication in June 2017 (Flash barometer 452 

relative to fieldwork carried out in March 2017) evidencing that 59% of Maltese are now aware of EU 

co-financed projects in the area in which they live. 

 

 

II. Potential / beneficiaries 

Apart from the activities highlighted above, the MA carried out actions that specifically target/ed 

potential / beneficiaries. These included: 

¶ Att racting potential beneficiaries to apply with: 

o Pre-launch information sessions that targeted potential beneficiaries ɀ be it for 

restricted or open calls. 

o Post launch information sessions 

o Organising and conducting of Monitoring Committee meetings 

o SMS notifications that were sent out to potential applicants of specific calls notifying 

them of the issuance of the calls and informing them of the information sessions 

being held, where applicable; 

EMFF success stories were also promoted on the Funds and Programmes 

Division's responsive website on http://www.eufundsmalta.gov.mt/ which 

can be accessed also through Maltapps, a mobile application enabling the 

public to access information, on government services including EMFF funding 

opportunities, on mobile devices anywhere 24 hours a day. 
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o Linked to the promotion of open calls, adverts were published on the government 

gazette and in all local Sunday printed newspapers  

o Ongoing communication via email and telephone with interested individuals/entities 

to tackle queries they would have. In some instances, informal meetings are also 

held. 

o ! ÌÉÓÔ ÏÆ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÉÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ÏÎÌÉÎÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ -!ȭÓ ×ÅÂÓÉÔÅ21 that 

is generally updated twice yearly, or as the need arises in line with the applicable EU 

reporting requirements. 

The questionnaires distributed to potential /beneficiaries (both fishers and the aquaculture entities) 

as well as qualitative data collated through face-to-face interviews found that by and large all 

prospective entities/individuals were aware of the EMFF OP, the various calls issued to date and the 

achievements of the Programme. 

A small number of fishers did complain that to date a minimal amount of the total fund had been 

passed on to the fishers.  

This interim evaluation and the discussions with the MA evidence that the total amounts allocated to 

fishers is very much dependent on the number of eligible applications received. This evaluation has 

identified various considerations that have resulted in the low uptake of certain calls specifically 

targeting fishers. Furthermore, calls issued by the MA show that the MA actually overcommitted in 

terms of budget allocated to fishers calls in comparison to actual OP budget allocation. This over-

commitment however, could not be implemented in view of the lack of eligible applications received.   

A review of the measures undertaken to date particularly in relation to fishers has evidenced that this 

segment is aware of the various measures launched and also of restricted calls undertaken by third 

parties that directly affect their modus operandi. The research conducted (through face to face 

interviews and the distribution of questionnaires) with both the cooperatives and fishers has clearly 

shown that overall the fishers are aware of the investments in infrastructure, that such investments 

were/are being carried out through EMFF OP funds and these stakeholders feel that such investments 

are positive and positively affect their overall quality of life. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
21 
https://eufunds.gov.mt/en/EU%20Funds%20Programmes/Agricultural%20Fisheries%20Fund/Documents/EMFF%20links
%20and%20downloads/Information%20and%20Publicity/List%20of%20Operations%2010.01.2018.pdf  

https://eufunds.gov.mt/en/EU%20Funds%20Programmes/Agricultural%20Fisheries%20Fund/Documents/EMFF%20links%20and%20downloads/Information%20and%20Publicity/List%20of%20Operations%2010.01.2018.pdf
https://eufunds.gov.mt/en/EU%20Funds%20Programmes/Agricultural%20Fisheries%20Fund/Documents/EMFF%20links%20and%20downloads/Information%20and%20Publicity/List%20of%20Operations%2010.01.2018.pdf
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 EMFF OP (2014-2020): Analysis 

of the progress made for the 

achievement of 2023 Targets  

8.1 EQ 14: What is the progress so far with respect to the output 
indicators for the Programme UPs which have a 2023 target?  

The table below provides a snap shot of the expected output indicators per Union Priority and the 

progress achieved to date. It illustrates that the outputs at this interim stage are either in line with 

the 2023 target (light green), ahead of target (dark green), behind target (yellow) or there was no 

milestone indicator set for 2018 (grey).  

Several specific objectives do not have set 2018 output milestone indicators, but take-up to date is 

noted even where no set 2018 milestones have not been identified. The modest 2018 milestones set 

have been met or exceeded, but some measures without 2018 milestones have shown low uptake 

from UP1 and UP2 calls, suggesting more effort is needed to achieve the 2023 targets (see EQ15 

below).  

Union Priority  Specific Objective  EXPECTED 
Output indicator  

ACTUAL 
Output indicator  

 
UP 1 
Promoting 
environmentall
y sustainable, 
resource 
efficient, 
innovative, 
competitive 
and knowledge-
based fisheries. 

1 - Reduction of the 
impact of fisheries on 
the marine 
environment, 
including the 
avoidance and 
reduction, as far as 
possible, of 
unwanted catches.  

1.4 ɀ 1 project on 
conservation measures, 
reduction of the fishing 
impact on the marine 
environment and fishing 
adaptation to the 
protection of species  

1.4: 1 ɀ Achieved in line with 
2018 milestone 

4 - Enhancement of 
the competitiveness 
and viability of 
fisheries enterprises, 
including of small 
scale coastal fleet, 
and the 
improvement of 
safety or working 
conditions.  

1.9 ɀ 3 projects on 
promotion of human capital 
and social dialogue, 
diversification and new 
forms of income, start-ups 
for fishers and health/safety 
(3 to be completed by 2023) 
 
1.10 ɀ 10 projects on 
temporary cessation (2023) 
 
 

1.9: Concerns as to whether 
this output indicator can be 
achieved in view of the lack 
of demand experienced 
under Article 30. More 
effort, if possible, is 
required to meet this 
target, as initial efforts have 
not proved successful. 
Eligibility however, is 
dependent on several 
criteria as stipulated in 
Article 30 of the EMFF 



 

 

65 

 

1.3 ɀ 5 projects on added 
value, quality, use of 
unwanted catches and 
fishing ports, landing sites, 
action halls and shelters (1 
to be completed by 2018 & 
4 for 2023). 

Regulation which is 
impacting actual take-up 
and implementation of this 
measure.  
 

 
1.10: C Output indicators 
for 2018 were not set for 
this measure. Calls for this 
measure (Temporary 
Cessation) are in the 
process of being issued. As 
at time of reporting, 
discussions are underway 
with the related competent 
authority (DFA) and EC on 
the proposed measure. 
Calls for applications are 
expected to be launched 
between Q3 and Q4 2019. 
2023 targets are expected 
to be achieved in this 
regard.   
 

1.3: 5 ɀ The high demand for 
such projects could enable 
the MA to shift unutilised 
funds under other UP 1 
measures to this Measure 

5 - Provision of 
support to 
strengthen 
technological 
development and 
innovation, including 
increasing energy 
efficiency, and 
knowledge transfer 
 

1.7 ɀ 3 projects on energy 
efficiency, mitigation of 
climate change (2023) 
 
1.8 ɀ 1 project on 
replacement or 
modernisation of engines 
(2023) 

1.7: 3 ɀ in line with 2023 
target 
 
 

1.8 ɀ More effort is required 
to meet this target, as initial 
efforts have not proved 
successful. Eligibility 
however, is dependent on 
several criteria as stipulated 
in Article 41.2 of the EMFF 
Regulation which is 
impacting actual take-up 
and implementation of this 
measure.  

6 - Development of 
professional training, 
new professional 
skills and lifelong 
learning 

1.9 ɀ 1 project on promotion 
of human capital and social 
dialogue, diversification 
and new forms of income, 
start-ups for fishers and 
health/safety (2018) 

1.9 1 In terms of the project 
ɀ this has been achieved as 
per 2018 milestone. The 
intention is to continue with 
Phase 2)  
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UP 2 
Fostering 
environmentall
y sustainable, 
resource 
efficient, 
innovative, 
competitive 
and knowledge-
based 
aquaculture 

  

1 - Provision of 
support to 
strengthen 
technological 
development, 
innovation and 
knowledge transfer 

2.1 - 1 project on 
innovation, advisory 
services (2023) 

2.1 Efforts undertaken to 
date have not proved 
fruitful, though the MA is 
considering alternatives (as 
highlighted in further depth 
below. 

2 - Enhancement of 
the competitiveness 
and viability of 
aquaculture 
enterprises, 
including 
improvement of 
safety or working 
conditions, in 
particular of SMEs  

2.2 ɀ 2 projects on 
productive investments in 
aquaculture (1 to be 
completed by 2018 and 1 by 
2023) 

 

2.2: 3 - 1 more than the 
target for 2023. 
Nonetheless there could be 
issues in view of funds 
allocated to one of these 
projects ɀ more 
information provided here 
below. 

3 ɀ Protection and 
restoration of 
aquatic biodiversity 
and enhancement of 
ecosystems related 
to aquaculture and 
promotion of 
resource efficient 
aquaculture 

UP 3  
Fostering the 
implementatio
n of the CFP  

1 - Improvement and 
supply of scientific 
knowledge and 
collection and 
management of data  
 

3.2 ɀ 2 projects on 
supporting the collection, 
management and use of 
data (1 to be completed by 
2018 and 1 by 2023) 

3.2: 2, one operation at 
closure stage and other at 
advanced implementation 
stage.  

2 ɀ Provision of 
support to 
monitoring, control 
and enforcement, 
enhancing 
institutional capacity 
and the efficiency of 
public 
administration, 
without increasing 
the administrative 
burden  
 

3.1 ɀ 11 projects on 
ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÏÎȭÓ 
control, inspections and 
enforcement systems (3 to 
be completed by 2018 and 8 
by 2023) 

3.1: 9 operations already 
awarded. No issues 
envisaged in meeting the 
pre-set 2023 target. 

UP 5  
Fostering 
marketing and 
processing 

1 ɀ Improvement of 
market organisation 
for fishery and 
aquaculture 
products  

5.2 ɀ 2 projects on 
marketing measures and 
storage aid (1 to be 
completed by 2018 and 1 by 
2023) 

5.2: 1 project related to 
marketing achieved.  
The EMFF OP also includes 
Storage Aid (ring-fenced 
funds), for which Malta has 
no use since there are no 
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Producer Organisations in 
Malta, therefore as already 
undertaken in the past, the 
MA shall maintain contact 
with the EC in this regard 
with the aim of shifting 
these funds to other 
measures in the EMFF OP. 
 

UP 6  
Fostering the 
implementatio
n of the 
Integrated 
Maritime Policy  
 

1 ɀ Development and 
implementation of 
the Integrated 
Maritime Policy  

6.2 ɀ 1 project on the 
protection and 
improvement of knowledge 
on marine environment 
(2018) 

6.2: 1 achieved in line with 
2018 target 

 

8.1.1 Financial Indicators 

As indicated in the below table, at Union Priority level, -ÁÌÔÁȭÓ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÄÉÓÂÕÒÓÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ 

the 2023 targets is deemed to be optimal, whereby on average 78.28% of the allocated sums have 

been allocated. The lowest amounts allocated to date relate to Union Priority 5, though here the MA 

had already notified the Commission about the amounts currently allocated to Storage Aid (ring-

fenced funds), for which Malta has no use since there are no Producer Organisations in Malta. 
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Table 3 Committed Public Eligible Expenditure in relation to 2023 targets 

Union 
Priority  

Selected Specific Objective 2023 Target 
Ώ 

EMFF Contribution 
Ώ 

Total eligible 
expenditure of 

operations 
selected for 

support 
Ώ 

Total public 
contribution of 

operation selected 
for support 

Ώ 

Proportion of the 
total allocation 
covered with 

selected 
operations 

% 

UP1 11,577.239 8,547,929 10,777,020 10,749,387 92.85 

 Reduction of the impact of fisheries on the marine 
environment, including the avoidance and 
reduction, as far as possible, of unwanted catches 

200,000 150,000 200,000 200,000 100 

Enhancement of the competitiveness and viability 
of fisheries enterprises, including of small-scale 
coastal fleet, and the improvement of safety or 
working conditions 

10,730,573 7,922,929 10,005,57322 10,005,57323 93 

Provision of support to strengthen technological 
development and innovation, including increasing 
energy efficiency, and knowledge transfer 

146,666 100,000 71,448 43,814 28.87 

Development of professional training, new 
professional skills and lifelong learning 

500,000 375,000 500,000 500,000 100 

Union 
Priority  

Selected Specific Objective 2023 Target  
Ώ 

EMFF Contribution 
Ώ 

Total eligible 
expenditure of 

operations 
selected for 

support 
Ώ 

Total public 
contribution of 

operation selected 
for support 

Ώ 

Proportion of the 
total allocation 
covered with 

selected 
operations 

% 

UP2 3,306,822 2,480,116 8,373,351 2,716,880 82.16 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
22 It should be noted that actual eligible expenditure of operations selected for support under Article 43.1 + Article 43.3 (Fishing ports, landing sites, auction halls and shelters) is greater than 
the above-ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÃÉÒÃÁ ΏΨȟάάΧȟίάΩȢέΪ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÅØÐÅÎÄÉÔÕÒÅȟ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ Ôechnically-eligible, cannot be covered by the current EMFF budgetary allocation as at time of reporting 
due to limitation of EMFF funds.  
23 Same as above 
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Union 
Priority  

Selected Specific Objective 2023 Target 
Ώ 

EMFF Contribution  
Ώ 

Total eligible 
expenditure of 

operations 
selected for 

support 
Ώ 

Total public 
contribution of 

operation selected 
for support 

Ώ 

Proportion of the 
total allocation  
covered with 

selected 
operations 

% 

UP2 
  

Provision of support to strengthen technological 
development, innovation and knowledge transfer 

571,196 428,397 0 0 0 

Enhancement of the 
competitiveness and viability of 
aquaculture enterprises, including 
improvement of safety or working 
conditions, in particular of SMEs 
 
 

 200,000 150,000  362,509 181,254 90.63 

Protection and restoration of 
aquatic biodiversity and 
enhancement of ecosystems 
related to aquaculture and 
promotion of resource efficient 
aquaculture 
 

2,535,626 1,901,719 8,010,842 2,535,626 100 

UP3 10,215,936 8,691,651 8,556,681 8,556,681 83.76  
Improvement and supply of scientific knowledge 
and collection and management of data 

4,426,910 3,541,528 4,426,910 4,426,910 100 

Provision of support to monitoring, control and 
enforcement, enhancing institutional capacity and 
the efficiency of public administration, without 
increasing the administrative burden 

5,789,026 5,150,123 4,129,771 4,129,771 71.34 

 UP5   ú 469,771   ú 407,271  250,000 250,000 53.22% 

UP5 Improvement of market organisation for fishery 
and aquaculture products 

 ú 469,771   ú 407,271  250,000 250,000 53.22% 

 UP6   ú 1,600,000   ú 1,200,000  1,600,000  1,600,000  100% 

UP6  Development and implementation of the 
Integrated Maritime Policy 

 ú 1,600,000   ú 1,200,000  1,600,000  1,600,000  100% 
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8.2 EQ 15: Is Malta on track for reaching those targets? If not, 
what can be done to ensure that targets are reached by 2023?  

A review of the current state of play illustrates that overall the Malta EMFF OP is on track to meet the 

output indicators set for 2023 as also highlighted in Section 8.1 of this report. Further information on 

the achievement of 2023 targets more specifically in relation to result indicators is being provided 

hereunder.  

8.2.1 UP1 

By the end of 2018, measure I.16 (Article 39) - Innovation linked to the conservation of marine 

biological resources was in its final stages with output achieved. The operation focused on research 

activities undertaken to improve the gear selectivity of the 40 mm square mesh size currently in use 

by the Maltese otter board trawling fleet. This project tested two different methods for each species 

in order to reduce discards of Merluccius merluccius (European hake) and Parapenaeus longirostris 

(Deep-water rose shrimp) while retaining as much as possible of the target catch. The Contractor 

tested different techniques for reducing discards/unwanted catches, for example: testing different 

mesh sizes (grids) to establish which method would be best to reduce unwanted catches. The study 

shows that the proposed gear is able to reduce unwanted catches (target species smaller than the 

established minimum catch size of marine organisms) in the commercial fleet by 10%  with the 

research relating to the alteration of net size with cod-end of square mash decreasing the amount of 

unwanted catches by circa 22% of hake and 6% of deep water rose shrimp (under minimum landing 

size).  

Findings show that the proposed gear can lead to a change in unwanted catches in line with the 

applicable OP result indicators should targeted fishers change their fishing gear to that proposed. 

With reference to Specific Objective 4 of this UP-Enhancement of the competitiveness and viability 

of fisheries enterprises, including of small-scale coastal fleet, and the improvement of safety or 

working conditions, issues were met in targeting Article 30 ɀ Diversification and new forms of income. 

Further efforts will need to be made to successfully address this measure. Nonetheless, if a shift in 

allocation of funding from Article 30 to Article 43.1 is undertaken (taking into consideration the 

overcommitment already registered under the latter measure), this will not impact the budgetary 

allocation under this specific objective. 

A total of the five operations were awarded and under implementation through Article 43.1+3 directly 

targeting the improvement of safety and working conditions of fishers. Discussions with the MA have 

evidenced that the result indicators are expected to be achieved by end 2023. The majority of the 

operations implemented under article 43 are directly linked to maintaining the FTE of whole ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ 

population which in line with the 2018 Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet (STECF 18-

07) amounted to circa 774 FTE in 2016. It should be noted that  in view that four out of the five awarded 

operations being implemented target the majority of the fisheries sector population with the other 

operation directly targeting the fisher population in two ports in Gozo, the majority of the fishers 

population is expected to benefit more than once through these operations, thus leading to the full 
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achievement of the set result indicator [260 FTE planned in Section 3.2 of the OP in line with the FTE 

values reported in the 2014 Annual Economic Report on the EU Fishing Fleet (STECF 14-16)]  . Worth 

noting that actual results are still to be reported on since these measures are still under 

implementation and would need to be validated. 

With regards to result indicator 1.7 (employment created), 3.5 FTE is expected to be achieved by end 

2023 in comparison to the set 2.  

Under Specific Objective 5 of this UP, three operations under Article 41.1.a, b, c ɀ Energy efficiency 

and mitigation of climate change- on board investments were awarded and completed by end 2018 

in line with the EMFF OP version 4.1. The AIR report (2018) indicates that the total cumulative 

indicative result indicator expected to be achieved for awarded operations under Article 41.1.a.b.c. is 

8.350 thousand Euros which exceeds the 2.00 thousand Euros change in net profits. Nonetheless, the 

actual result indicator achieved by these operations can only be verified at a later stage since the 

annual earnings before interest and tax after completion of the operation can only be calculated 

following end 2019. 

Conversely, issues related to the lack of uptake was the result of the very few owners (one) of fishing 

vessels who could apply (as support could only be granted for vessels belonging to a balanced fleet 

segment in line with the reports on fishing capacity issued by the DFA in May 2017-2018). 

Though only one operation is meant to be implemented by end 2023, further efforts are needed to 

fulfil this specific objective. In this respect the MA indicated its intention to increase promotion of the 

benefits of this measure in 2019 and potentially in 2020 should funds remain uncommitted. Should 

such results be ineffective, the MA does not rule out considering the eventuality of budgetary shift/s 

of funds from this measure (and potentially other un-performing Measures) to other measures. 

With respect to Article 29.1 + 29.2, 2018 saw the completion of the first phase of training with the 

second phase expected to continue in 2019 and 2020 whereby further training will be provided to a 

second set of applicants. The attainment of Specific Objective 6 of this UP, the development of 

professional training, new professional skills and lifelong learning was significant by end 2018 with an 

average of 194.8 participants completing each training course provided with such figure being a 

substantial amount of the result indicator targeted for end 2023 (260 FTE employment maintained). 

 

8.2.2 UP2 

In view of the unforeseen issues taking place beyond the MA's control under Union Priority 2 between 

2016 and 2017 whereby amendments to the Operational Programme were necessary to redirect the 

focus from the originally planned commercial marine hatchery proposal to other potential productive 

investments by private enterprises, there have been understandable delays in implementation of this 

priority.  

Between 2015 and 2018, the specific objectives of this Union Priority were broadened with the aim of 

achieving an all-encompassing development in sustainable aquaculture targeting both public and 
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private sectors and by end 2018, two additional measures were adopted, one of which addressed 

innovation and another measure addressed the Enhancement of the competitiveness and viability of 

aquaculture enterprises, including improvement of safety or working conditions, in particular of 

SMEs (Specific Objective 2). 

With respect to Specific Objective 1 relating to innovation, one should note that progress is still to be 

made since no operations were awarded as at end 2018. In this respect as at time of reporting the 

Managing Authority is consulting with other relevant bodies to spur developments in innovation in 

the aquaculture sector.  

Although the applicable result indicators are still to be formally achieved following the completion of 

the awarded operations, the MA pointed out that through the implementation of the awarded 

operations this indicator is already being achieved with the total indicative result indicator aimed to 

be achieved after completion of the awarded operations is 167.18 FTE (employment maintained) 

which exceeds the result indicator 2.9 set at OP level by 14.18 FTE.  

Additional control measures that are currently underway may impact achievement of the progress 

registered under specific objective 3 of this priority as reported in the Annual Implementation Report 

covering year end 2018. Nonetheless, this can only be fully determined with mitigating measures 

taken by the MA if serious infringements are officially declared by the competent authority. 

 

8.2.3 UP3 

With reference to Specific Objective 1-Improvement and supply of scientific knowledge and 

collection and management of data, two operations were under implementation under Article 77- 

Data Collection, with results deemed to be positive. This is evident frÏÍ ÒÅÖÉÅ×ÉÎÇ -ÁÌÔÁȭÓ 

compliance  (Data Collection Framework National Programme 2014-2016, and Annex 1 of the 

3ÃÉÅÎÔÉÆÉÃȟ 4ÅÃÈÎÉÃÁÌ ÁÎÄ %ÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ #ÏÍÍÉÔÔÅÅ ÆÏÒ &ÉÓÈÅÒÉÅÓȭ ɉ34%#&Ɋ %ÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ $#& ΨΦΧά !ÎÎÕÁÌ 

Reports & Data Transmission to end users in 2016 (STECF-17-10) which is stated to fall under the 

Ȱ9ÅÓȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ІίΦϻ; an increase in the compliance from the previous annual report 

ÓÕÂÍÉÔÔÅÄ ÆÏÒ ΨΦΧΫ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÆÅÌÌ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ Ȱ-ÏÓÔÌÙȱ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÏ ΫΦ-90%. In addition, with 

reference to result indicator 3.B.1 ɀ Increase in the percentage of fulfilment of data calls which OP 

target value for 2023 (100%)ȟ ÁÎ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÓÅÅÍÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÒÅÇÉÓÔÅÒÅÄ ÉÎ 34%#&ȭÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ÆÏÒ ΨΦΧΫ ÁÎÄ 

2016 Annual Report since in the latter year, no data transmission failures were reported in 

comparison to year 2013 whereby 6 data transmission issues with 2 unsatisfactory assessments were 

listed. Since the second data collection operation (EMFF 6.2.2) is still under implementation, 

contribution of this operation to the result indicator is still to be assessed, however as at time of 

reporting it is worth noting that progress made in achieving the above-mentioned specific objective 

is equal to that expected. 

By end 2018 progress was also registered under Article 76- Control and Enforcement. Nine operations 

were awarded, out of which three operations were under implementation by end 2018. All awarded 

operations aim to contribute to result indicator 3.A.1- Number of serious infringements detected 

(150) and 3.A.2- Landings that have been the subject to physical control (100%). Since these 
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operations are still underway actual result indicators are still to be determined. That said, between 

2014 and 2018, circa 11 serious infringements were detected by the Department of Fisheries with 

100% landings being subject to physical control. 

Validation of result indicators will be undertaken following completion of the operations. 

 

8.2.4 UP5 

As at end 2018, one operation was awarded (addressing Union Priority 5 (EMFF 4.3.1)) and was fully 

implemented with financial and output indicator milestones met though the actual achievement of 

results can only be validated after a period of time but by not later than end 2023.  

The promotional campaign undertaken through this Measure is deemed to positively affect fish 

consumption patterns which may directly contribute to the result indicators that relate to changes in 

value and volume of first sales in non-POs (5.1.c and 5.1.d) and to the increase in the estimated per 

capita fish consumption. 

 

8.2.5 UP6 

With reference to Specific Objective 1- Development and Implementation of the Integrated Maritime 

Policy under which the EMFF OP adopted measure (Article 80.1.c of the EMFF Regulation) falls, one 

operation was in an advanced stage of implementation by the end of 2018 which addresses the total 

contribution of funds under this priority, including output and result indicators. 

Through operation EMFF 8.3.1, by end 2018, a marine database system was successfully uploaded 

onto tÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÃÉÁÒÙȭÓ ÓÅÒÖÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÓÈÁÐÅÆÉÌÅÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÁÔÁÓÅÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÉÎg data in 

the database were made available to the relevant stakeholders through a link, which can be opened 

through QGIS. It is envisaged that in 2019, further developments will be made to the database, more 

ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÇÍÌÓȭ ɉÉȢÅȢ ÄÁÔÁÓÅÔÓɊ ÅØÔÒÁcted from the database to ensure INSPIRE compliance. 

This reflects the attainment of programme-specific result indicator 6.3 ɀ Development of a database 

on the marine environment (1.0). In line with Section 3.1 of the EMFF Operational Programme, this 

operation and its achievement of this specific objective, directly contributes to pillar/vision 4- 

Integrated Maritime Policy. Taking into consideration the above, progress in relation to the 

achievement of this said objective is estimated as being equal to that expected.  

 

8.2.6 Issues highlighted 

The main targets where issues were highlighted, and efforts need to be directed relate to: 
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UP1  

1.9 ɀ 3 projects on promotion 

of human capital and social 

dialogue, diversification and 

new forms of income, start-

ups for fishers and 

health/safety. 

 To date the MA has issued 3 calls with the outcome being 

unsuccessful (no applicants for 2 calls while 1 applicant was 

deemed inadmissible). Discussions with fishers has evidenced 

the possibility of applicant/s in the future. The fact that fishers 

have undertaken training courses and attained certification will 

aid in no small way in this respect (with certification being an 

admissible criteria). Furthermore, discussions with MA have 

ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅÄ ÔÈÅ -!ȭÓ ÉÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÓÅÅË ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÖÅ promotional 

tools (primarily radio advertising) to further promote this 

Measure. 

1.10 ɀ 10 projects on 
temporary cessation (2023) 

 

The target of 10 projects relating to temporary session is deemed 

to be considerable, with no calls issued to date. The MA has 

indicated that discussions are currently underway with EC and 

DFA on its implementation. It is felt that calls ought to be issued 

at the earliest such that the MA has time to alter its strategy as 

necessary should feedback be below expectations. As at time of 

reporting, the call is expected to be issued between Q3-Q4 2019.  

 
UP2 
 

 

3 ɀ Protection and 
restoration of aquatic 
biodiversity and 
enhancement of ecosystems 
related to aquaculture and 
promotion of resource 
efficient aquaculture 

Early in 2019 there was press coverage and allegations in relation 

to the illegal trade of tuna to Spain. As mentioned in the Annual 

Implementation Report covering year end 2018, in view of these 

allegations and ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÉÍ ÏÆ ÓÁÆÅÇÕÁÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÏÎȭÓ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ 

interests, ÔÈÅ ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÃÉÒÃÁ ΏΧȟΦίΫȟάάΦȟίΩ ×ÁÓ ×ÉÔÈÈÅÌÄȢ 

At present controls are currently underway. It must be noted that 

the results thereof may impinge on the actual achievement of the 

progress registered.  

 
UP 5 

 

Improvement of market 
organisation for fishery and 
aquaculture product 

Article 67 relating to Storage aid is not applicable for Malta. For 

this reason, it would be opportune for funds to be shifted to other 

Measure/s such to ensure that Malta utilises such funds. The MA 

is in contact with EC services in this regard with the aim of 

shifting these funds, if possible.  

 



 

 

75 

 

8.3 EQ 16: Can these targets realistically be achieved by 2023?  

Following the discussions held with the MA, stakeholders and potential beneficiaries, the evaluators 

are of the opinion that of the above indicated Union Priorities, the attainment of UP1 targets present 

medium risk. This evaluation is based on the following considerations: 

Diversification To date the MA has issued a total of 3 Calls and these have not been 

successful with one application received though deemed inadmissible. The 

beneficiaries have indicated that this call is needed, nonetheless the lack of 

applications and consequent uptake of this call, potentially impacted by 

regulatory requirements, places the attainment of this target at risk. Should 

funds be shifted, there is the risk that while the financial uptake would be 

achieved, direct assistance to the fisher will be lost.  

Replacement/ 

modernisation of 

engines 

To date one Call has been issued and no applications submitted. 

Furthermore, feedback received from the target audience was not positive, 

with the regulatory eligibility requirements being a primary stumbling block. 

Should further calls be issued and still prove unsuccessful (due to eligibility 

issues ɀ balanced fleet segments) one ought to consider the possibility of 

budgetary shift/s of funds from this measure to other more attractive 

measures, while giving due consideration 

Temporary 

Cessation 

To date there has been no Call issued for this Measure, and the qualitative 

research has not evidenced a particular need/request for this Measure. With 

the output indicator set at 10, this target may not be achieved within the set 

time frames. However, in view of the current MA plans for the issuance of 

this call later in 2019, and as per feedback given by the MA, it is worth noting 

that the financial indicator is likely to be achieved by end 2023. Further 

analysis shows, that the output indicator may need to be amended taking 

into consideration the target beneficiary of the call.  

 

The evaluators are of the opinion that the targets relating to UP2 and UP5 are achievable. (With 

respect to UP5, a reallocation of funds is necessary). 
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8.4 EQ 17: In cases of issues identified as affecting the 
performance of programme, what actions are being or can be 
implemented by stakeholders to increase the success rate of 
the measures applied/to be applied and the effectiveness of 
the OP? By which stakeholders can these be implemented, 
and by when?  

On diversification, as noted above, appropriate vocational training can assist in supporting applicants 

seeking to diversify within and outside of fisheries. It is also appropriate to provide technical 

assistance (feasibility studies etc.) that identify potential areas of diversification and the viability of 

new ventures. This more holistic support reduces the risk for individuals that are prospective 

applicants. It is worth noting that the implementation of Article 29.1 and 29.2 of the EMFF Regulation 

(EMFF 1.4.1 Training for Fishers) and also the support offered through consultancy services aim to 

address these needs. As mentioned in previous sections of this report, sufficient promotional 

measures have been undertaken by the Managing Authority with additional measures also 

introduced in 2019 and further measures introduced at application stage to also provide applicants 

with further time to submit their application and necessary supporting documentation. Such 

measures are expected to increase call uptake by end 2023. Should demand be still lacking by year 

2020, amendments to the Operational Programme will be sought whereby budgetary shifts will be 

made to other measures targeting  

There has been limited uptake of energy efficiency and engine replacement funds to date under UP1 

whereby the majority of the funds committed as at time of reporting related to awarded operations 

under Article 41.1.  The primary factor adversely effecting uptake relates to the conditions imposed 

for engine replacement under Article 41.3 of the EMFF Regulation whereby operations are solely 

eligible for funding under Article 41.2 should these fall within balanced fleet segments. Other factors 

indicated, though to a lesser extent relate to: 

¶ Applicants perceiving that a replacement engine requires a power reduction (as indicated 

earlier on, the Call requirements were clear and specifically indicated in the application call) 

¶ The ability of SSCF applicants to secure match-funding 

These present challenges to the success rate of these measures and ultimately the effectiveness of 

the OP in this area. 

In terms of eligibility due to imbalanced fleet segments, Article 41 (3) of EMFF Reg. (508/2014) states: 

ȰSupport under paragraph 2 for the replacement or modernisation of main or ancillary engines may 

only be granted in respect of vessels belonging to a fleet segment for which the report on fishing 

capacity, referred to in Article 22(2) of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013, has shown a balance with the 

fishing opportunities available to that segmentȱȢ 
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On this subject,  -ÁÌÔÁȭÓ !ÎÎÕÁÌ 2Åport24 on efforts to achieve a sustainable balance between fishing 

capacity and fishing opportunities for the year 2017 (In accordance with Article 22 of Regulation (EU) 

No 1380/2013 on the Common Fisheries Policy) shows an improving picture in 2017 in terms of the 

two balance indicators that were applicable (inactive fleet indicator and vessel utilization indicator) 

and it re-iterates that the only stock for which fishing opportunities have been allocated to the 

Maltese fleet is bluefin tuna and swordfish.   

If, through discussions with the industry on this matter, it is evident that there is a demand to take up 

the available funds (at the level of support possible), further discussions could possibly be held with 

the EC such that the latter explores whether the positive changes in the applicable indicators 

(improving trends) and the limited applicability of other indicators means that Maltese fleet 

segments could be interpreted as being eligible. It is also worth noting that this eligibility only applies 

to replacement engines (41.2), while support for other energy efficiency measures under 41.1 does 

not have this requirement. 

Following discussions held with the Managing Authority during the consultation period, the latter has 

noted that discussions were already held in 2017 with EC in relation to whether Article 41.2 can be 

implemented for segments showing an improving trend and that the feedback provided was not 

ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÇÁÒÄȢ )Î ΨΦΧίȟ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÉÓÓÕÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ -ÁÌÔÁȭÓ !ÎÎÕÁÌ 2ÅÐÏÒÔ ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÁÂÏÖÅ for 

year 2018, further discussions are expected to be held with the competent authorities including DFA 

and EC, as necessary, to assess whether calls may be issued under this measure. Should the report 

however, reflect imbalanced segments, then amendments to the Operational Programme may be 

required seeing that the said measure cannot be implemented due to ineligibility as determined by 

the EMFF Regulation.  

With reference to aid intensity and match-funding, feedback provided by fishers shows that fishers 

in the SSCF segment note that a further challenge is finding the match-funding for investments. 

There could also be potential in a collective approach to undertaking energy efficiency audits or 

studies that would identify where fuel efficiencies could be made across the fleet. On this note, as 

also pointed out by the MA, application forms do not preclude fishers from applying jointly, 

collectively or from securing match-funding through appropriate means. In fact, it should be noted 

that one of the awarded operations (out of 4 awarded under Article 41.1) secured the match-funding 

from one of the fish-cooperatives. The MA notes however that bearing in mind these needs of the 

sector, for the future EMFF programming period (2021-2027), a study is currently being undertaken 

to identify the feasibility report on the application of financial instruments thus potentially aiding 

fishers and private enterprises in this regard.  

As per feedback given by the MA should applications for support for these measures (Article 30, 

Article 41.2 and Article 33) not be received by 2020/2021, then timely OP amendments preferably 

targeting similar specific objectives may need to be undertaken subject to the necessary approvals. 

This will ensure effective and timely implementation of the EMFF OP whilst still addressing the needs 

of the fisheries sector.   

                                                 
24 Annual Report on efforts to achieve a sustainable balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities for the 
year 2017. Department of Fisheries and Aquaculture. May 2018 
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 Conclusions & recommendations 

9.1 Conclusions 

This report presents the finding of the EMFF OP interim evaluation with particular focus on 3 main 

pillars, these being: 

I. The relevance of the OP objectives 

II. The effectiveness of OP implementation and management as well as  

III. The effectiveness of implemented Measures. 

 

9.1.1 The Relevance of the OP objectives 

The evaluation has found that the OP continues to be of relevance to the sector particularly with 

respect to its overarching objective that revolves around the need to ensure the survival of this 

industry and its long-term sustainability. 

Furthermore, the socio-economic situation as highlighted in the SWOT analysis on the sector that 

was carried out back in 2013 and on which the original EMFF OP (2014 ɀ 2020) was drafted is still very 

relevant today in terms of the need to: 

Ɇ Ensure that the fishers attain enough income for an adequate quality of life 

Ɇ Strengthen the whole value chain 

Ɇ Undertake infrastructure investment 

Ɇ Invest further in the aquaculture sector 

 

9.1.2 The effectiveness of OP implementation and management 

The evaluation identified ongoing efforts undertaken to involve stakeholders and partners 

ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎ and those pertaining to specific calls. 

a. Ongoing efforts 

-!ȭÓ ÅÎÄÅÁÖÏÕÒÓ ÉÎ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÇÕÉÄÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÉÎÇ ÁÒÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅȡ  

¶ MA assistance both prior and throughout project implementation; 
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¶ Bilateral meetings  

¶ Progress reports, and  

¶ Informal ongoing assistance as and when required.  

 

Further efforts undertaken relate to: 

I. Monitoring Committee meetings- These are held once a year and a review of the members 

illustrate an inclusive committee comprising 26 individuals from both the public and private 

sector, which incorporates the main entities directly and indirectly involved with the industry. 

II. Written Procedures ɀ Apart from the yearly meetings, in line with Article 7 ÏÆ ÔÈÅ -#ȭÓ ÔÅÒÍÓ 

of reference Committee members were involved through written procedures. In this respect 

a written procedure was issued amongst MC members in relation to amendments to the 

EMFF OP v3.2 and amendments to the EMFF Admissibility and Selection Criteria for 

approval. 

III. Training: Various training sessions/ seminars and workshops are organised targeting 

stakeholders/ partners with the aim of aiding programme/project management and the 

implementation process.  

It is worth noting that a Project Selection Committee (PSC): was also set up to assess the applications 

received against the criteria approved by the Monitoring Committee. This committee includes 

members external to the MA, comprising both officials from public authorities including Gozo 

representatives and others from private entities. Key experts are also consulted in the process 

whenever necessary.  

In total, 36 PSC meetings were held which numbers and timeframes required reflect call deadlines, 

as follows: 5 in 2016; 12 in 2017 and 17 in 2018. Furthermore, 2 other meetings were held in 2019. 

 

b. Specific Calls 

Efforts in this respect are various and include: 

¶ Drafting of application forms bearing in mind target beneficiaries and administrative burden 

vis-à-vis regulatory, reporting and binding requirements to be met 

¶ Pre-launch and post launch campaigns 

¶ Information sessions were held with potential applicants  

¶ SMS notifications were sent to fishers or aquaculture producers, as applicable 

¶ Printed adverts   

¶ MA website including the new Mobile app was updated with open call information whilst also 

promoted ongoing operations   
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¶ Guidance to applicants as and when required 

¶ One-to-one meetings  

Current efforts are in line with the requirements of specific calls. Furthermore, the efforts undertaken 

with respect to specific calls are considerable and ongoing and ensure that the MA maintains an 

ongoing and continuous rapport with stakeholders/ partners throughout the implementation period. 

 

Restricted calls  

A review of applications submitted and awarded as at year end 2018 evidences that: 

¶ A total of 13 calls were issued, and a total of 17 applications were received (for different 

measures). Calls targeted: Article 39 (1 call issued); Article 43 (3 calls issued); Article 29.1 (1 

call issued), Article 47 (2 calls issued); Article 77 (2 calls issued); Article 76 (3 calls issued); and 

Article 80.1c (1 call issued). Of these: 

¶ 14 were awarded (1 awarded operation was withdrawn by applicant) 

¶ 2 were under evaluation,  

¶ 1 application was not awarded as deemed inadmissible.  

Overall the MA seeks to assist entities prior to applying whilst also during call issuance stage and the 

success of such endeavours is evident. With reference to implementation of awarded operations, all 

operations are deemed to be on track in terms of achievement of 2018 and 2023 targets.  

 

Open calls   

A review of the Open Calls launched evidences that a total of 10 such calls were launched. These 

targeted: Article 41.1 (3 calls issued); Article 41.2 (1 call issued), Article 30 (3 calls issued); Article 48 (2 

calls issued) and Article 68 (1 call issued). Of these:  

¶ 15 applications were submitted.as follows: 10 applications under Article 41.1; 1 application 

under Article 30; 3 applications under Article 48 and 1 application under Article 68, of which 7 

were awarded. Rejected applications related to inadmissible applications. 

¶ No applications were received for 3 of these calls (2 related to diversification and 1 related to 

replacement/modernisation of engines). 

A review of inadmissible applications under Article 41.1 (6 applications) related to their proposed 

investments being ineligible due to restrictions imposed by the eligibility of costs determined in 

Articles 13 to 16 of Regulation (EU) 2015/531. Others provided incomplete applications (2 

applications), with one application being submitted after the set deadline. 
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The only application submitted under article 30 was also not admissible in terms of eligibility. 

With reference to calls targeting fishers under Article 41.1, the above suggests that the needs of some 

of these fishers cannot be met through Article 41.1 in view of the conditions imposed and that some 

of these fishers may be misinterpreting the eligibility criteria of this measure notwithstanding the 

-!ȭÓ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ undertaken to guide applicants accordingly (as highlighted extensively 

throughout this report). It should be noted that in relation to achievement of planned operations 

under this measure, three operations were implemented as at time of reporting (thus fulfilling targets 

set for 2023), with an additional operation awarded in 2019 and as at time of reporting under 

implementation (thus exceeding expected 2023 target).  

The operations under Union Priority 2 were under implementation by end 2018 and deemed to be on 

track in terms of output indicators whereby the operation being implemented under Union Priority 5 

(Article 68) was at completion stage as at time of reporting and thus on track.  

 

c. Administrative process and administrative burden 

With respect to open and restricted calls, the MA sought to facilitate matters for all applicants by 

distinguishing between obligatory documentation and required documentation at application stage 

thus providing applicants additional time frames to submit required documentation after closure of 

calls. This is a positive move to facilitate matters for applicants, but places added burden on the MA 

and time frames. 

Other efforts directed at open calls and more specifically at calls targeting fishers related to 

applications being translated to Maltese to address language barriers as well as the MA accepting 

applications in handwritten format to remove additional burden/ additional barriers for access. These 

measures taken by the MA all proved to be successful as also outlined in previous sections of this 

report taking into consideration that between 25% -100% of awarded operations under Article 41.1 

would not have been deemed admissible or would not have been submitted as proposals should these 

actions not have been taken by the MA (100% referring to the first action taken in relation to 

obligatory versus required documentation, 25% relating to removing language and technology 

barriers) . 

A review of the application indicates that information requested is meaningful and comprises the 

basic necessities which determine admissibility and eligibility in line with regulatory requirements. In 

this respect, documentation and information not necessary for project evaluation was not requested. 

Furthermore, applications targeting open calls were even further simplified to address the needs of 

target audience.  

.ÏÔ×ÉÔÈÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ -!ȭÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓȟ ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓ ÓÔÉÌÌ perceive the application as discouraging and feel that the 

administrative burden remains considerable. Discussions with fishers evidenced their need for 

assistance in compiling an application. Involving external consultants was costly and not always 

proved useful. Furthermore, efforts undertaken by the MA to train individuals (from the DFA & MGOZ 

customer care) to assist fishers with the submission of applications did not have the desired effect. 

Considering the fact that the service offered in 2018 was in its initial stages and did not have sufficient 
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time to further develop by call closure, this may have hindered the successful implementation of this 

effort. Such a view is further strengthened when considering that the interviews with fishers 

evidenced that in several instances these did not have a clear project in mind.   

The rolling calls and the possibility of such service being made available for a lengthier period of time 

may result in the provision of more meaningful assistance. 

The drive to reduce the administrative burden was not perceived to have been successful overall by 

the target audience. The aquaculture industry too felt that the paperwork/ documentation required 

throughout the project implementation was oftentimes excessive. As indicated earlier on in this 

report, the evaluation has evidenced that reference to the administrative burden generally relates to 

regulatory requirements and sound financial management of operations. 

9.1.3 -!ȭÓ (2 ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎ 

While the MA structure is deemed to be opportune, it is imperative that current vacancies are filled.  

Discussions with the MA officials have highlighted how additional resources (at least 1 FTE MA official 

& 1 database official (0.5 FTE) would lead to timelier and more effective implementation of funds 

taking into consideration the number of operations currently under the responsibility of the MA (33 

operations) apart from the wide range of MA roles to be implemented which goes above simple 

monitoring and verification of committed funds.  

Furthermore, additional resources/expertise at Division level in such areas as procurement, 

evaluation and communication would: 

¶ Help to better the services offered by all funds,  

¶ Reduce the administrative burden of Managing Authorities and  

¶ Aid direct -ÁÎÁÇÉÎÇ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÉÅÓȭ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÉÎ more critical responsibilities. 

 

9.1.4 Management and Control systems at Funds and Programme Division 

The evaluation and the audit report on the topic in question evidenced: 

¶ Adequate separation of functions and adequate systems for reporting and monitoring where 

the responsible authority entrusts execution of tasks to another body; 

¶ Appropriate selection of operations with all projects reviewed being satisfactory and 

effective, with only some improvements are needed 

¶ Provides adequate information to beneficiaries  

¶ Effective system in place to ensure that all documents regarding expenditure and audits are 

held to ensure an adequate audit trail.  
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4ÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÈÉÇÈÌÉÇÈÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱ.Ï ÏÂÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ !!ȱȢ 

9.1.5  Current State of Play 

A review of the current state of play, taking into consideration also claims that were certified at the 

start of 2019 evidences that overall, Malta has exceeded its pre-set targets. A review at Union Priority 

level evidences that public expenditure paid for UP1 ÓÔÏÏÄ ÁÔ ΏΩȢάΫÍ ÅÑÕÉÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÔÏ ΧήΨϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ΨΦΧή 

ÔÁÒÇÅÔȢ 5ÎÉÏÎ 0ÒÉÏÒÉÔÙ Ω ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅØÐÅÎÄÉÔÕÒÅ ÐÁÉÄ ÓÔÏÏÄ ÁÔ ΏΩÍ ɀ ÅÑÕÉÖÁÌÅÎÔ ÔÏ ΧΦΩϻ ÏÆ ΨΦΧήȭÓ ÔÁÒÇÅÔȢ 

50Ϋ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÐÁÉÄ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅØÐÅÎÄÉÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ΏΦȢΨÍ ÏÒ ΧΩΫϻ ÏÆ ΨΦΧή ÔÁÒÇÅÔ ×Èile UP6 resulted in 204% 

of 2018 target. 

The only Union Priority not to achieve the pre-set target related to Union Priority 2 ɀ though the 

discussions with the MA and the AIR covering year end 2018, evidence particular factors that have 

contributed to this, with the MA confident that 2023 targets would nonetheless be achieved. 

A review of the current results in relation to 2023 targets further confirm that Malta is overall in line 

to reach the 2023 set targets, particularly with respect to financial expenditure. UP1 has 92.85% of 

the total allocation covered with selected operations, while UP2 has 82%. UP3 has 84%, UP5 53% and 

UP6 has already achieved the 2023 target. 

At project level the MA ought to be particularly cautious with respect to UP1: 

¶ Measure 1.9 that relates to diversification as to date the 3 calls issued have proven to be 

unsuccessful; 

¶ Measure 1.10 ɀ as the target is set at 10 projects for temporary cessation with no call issued 

and hence no project approved to date. Calls are however expected to be issued between 

Quarter 3 and Quarter 4 of 2019. 

UP2 ɀControls are currently underway in view of issues encountered as explained in previous sections 

of this report which may impinge on the implementation of this priority. Nonetheless, such adversity 

would likely impinge on the Progress registered with the MA having the capability to re-issue another 

call over the coming year/s. UP5 targets may be achievable if a shift in fund allocation from storage 

aid can be obtained. 

 

9.2 Recommendations  

9.2.1 At Operational level 

a. Calls 

Timing The evaluation has evidenced that timing can be an issue for the target 

audience to apply, particularly for fishers that highlighted their limitations to 
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embark on other endeavours (such as the submission of applications) during 

the fishing season, this being between the months of April and October.  By 

way of example it was noted (by the fishing cooperatives) that attendance at 

the training courses would have been more, should such sessions have been 

held outside these months (November ɀ March).  

That said, the first three calls issued for fishers targeting Article 30, Article 

41.1 and Article 41.2 were issued in mid-October with a closing deadline in 

end November. In addition, although two of these calls were again 

subsequently re-issued (Article 30 and Article 41.1) in January, only one 

application was received.  

Cooperatives remarked that fishers did invest (both in engines and 

modernisation) and that many a time such fishers did not seek assistance as 

time was of essence to them and they could not wait for a call to open prior 

to undertaking such needed investments.  

Whilst noting that in reality the major limitations faced for funding support 

under Article 41.1, 41.2 and 30 of the EMFF Regulation were otherwise  taking 

into consideration the major factors mentioned earlier on in this report such 

as eligibility requirements making fishers ineligible to apply for these calls, it 

is opportune for the MA to undertake a rolling call approach especially for 

calls issued for fishers. The MA has recently undertaken this approach for the 

diversification Call (4th Call). It is advised that a similar approach is adopted 

for other Open Calls or for future programming periods, where applicable. 

 

Planning In relation to enhancing planning and increasing timeframes provided to 

applicants to better plan their project proposals, it has been noted that steps 

were taken by the MA to help address this issue whereby in January 2017, pre-

announcements and a pre-launch for the calls including an information 

session targeting fishers were undertaken. Such a stance also aids 

beneficiaries by further promoting the calls, ensuring a wider and timely 

outreach and provides beneficiaries with sufficient timeframes for planning 

project proposals prior to the calls being issued.  

The rolling call approach would enable potential beneficiaries to better 

organise themselves and plan better when seeking to apply for Call/s. 

Discussions with the fishing cooperatives evidenced that such an approach 

was viewed positively by fishers. 

 

Hands-on involvement  Discussions with fishing cooperatives have evidenced that fishers look up to 

the fish coop council members and that the opinion of such individuals is 
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often replicated by the fishers. Discussions on the various calls have 

evidenced that the target audience does not comprehend the necessity for 

certain call requirements and the need for some information requested. 

Furthermore, the national Cooperative for Fishers indicated that, in relation 

to local calls, they were involved in the actual drafting of a particular national 

call prior to it being launched with the end result being highly positive ɀ both 

in terms of perceptions from the target audience and uptake of such call.  

Whereas it is noted that the requirements of calls for EU funding and thus 

applications for support vary greatly from those nationally seeing that these 

target different objectives and follow different processes, it is being advised 

that the MA considers organising a working group that incorporates 

influential individuals from each cooperative (or person/s of trust from each 

cooperative) in the drafting of Calls, where necessary. This will enable the 

target audience to own a call and subsequently be more aware of the 

requirements (and equally important better understand the importance of 

certain requests for information25.  

  

Train the trainer The ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÈÁÓ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ -!ȭÓ ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔÓ ÔÏ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ $&! ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌÓ 

in the process of assisting fishers was not successful which was impacted by 

several factors as also described in previous sections of this report. 

Furthermore, the limited resources within the DFA resulted in an added 

burden on such workforce that are already dealing with considerable 

workload. 

Linked to the above, it is being recommended that the MA considers 

involving individuals closer to the cooperatives and fishers (persons trusted 

by both parts) in the compilation of applications. A member of one the fish 

cooperatives highlighted that in the past he assisted members with 

applications, though this time round he had not as he found the applications 

ȰÔÏÏ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØȱȢ "ÅÉÎÇ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅÄ ÉÎ Ôhe actual drafting of applications would 

ensure that fish coop members are well versed into the requirements of the 

call ÁÎÄ ÓÕÂÓÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙ ÆÁÃÉÌÉÔÁÔÅ ÍÁÔÔÅÒÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÍ ÔÏ ÁÃÔ ÁÓ ȬÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÔÓȭ ÉÎ 

aiding their colleagues with application submissions. Furthermore, they 

would be the primary point of call with trivial issues, thereby alleviating 

pressure from on the MA, where possible.  

If this is to be undertaken, however, it is important that the MA remains the 

main point of contact for direct guidance to applicants should guidance still 

need to be sought by fishers. In addition, external representatives providing 

                                                 
25 That said, it is worth noting that calls issued under the EMFF OP are stÉÌÌ ÔÈÅ -!ȭÓ ÐÒÅÒÏÇÁÔÉÖÅ ×ÈÏÓÅ ÁÉÍ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ 
that calls issued target the necessary EU requirements since if these are not met, then applications cannot be considered 
as eligible for funding.   
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such assistance need to ensure that the information provided is in line with 

the guidance already provided by the MA. 

Database Discussions with the MA and with fishers have highlighted that a primary tool 

for informing fishers on Calls related to SMS service. Unfortunately, the MA 

has notified us that it would not be able to maintain this method for 

communicating with fishers in view of the GDPR regulations since the MA 

×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÈÏÌÄÅÒ ÏÆ ÆÉÓÈÅÒÓȭ ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ÄÁÔÁ ɉÍÏÂÉÌÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒÓɊ. In view 

of the importance and effectiveness of this medium, prior to the GDPR 

becoming effective in 2018, the MA tried to reach potential applicants on its 

contact list to seek their consent to record the necessary contact details on a 

database in line with the GDPR regulations.  Unfortunately, -!ȭÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÔÏ 

rebuild the database did not prove to be successful since only circa 20 fishers 

registered for the service. It is being suggested that the MA once again seeks 

ways and means to obtain consent from fishers and continues to build its 

database of this important target audience to maintain its contact with them 

through this medium. 

 As the target audience too highlighted that SMS was an effective tool, the 

evaluators feel that there will be no issue to get their consent for such an 

approach to be maintained. In view of the ongoing assistance and support 

provided by the two local fishing cooperatives throughout this evaluation 

process, the evaluators are confident that these could be roped in to assist 

the MA in the compilation of same. 

 

Publicity Discussions with stakeholders and beneficiaries highlighted an issue with 

respect to the publicity requirements and with understanding the guidelines 

for same. The focus group session evidenced that following the guidelines 

proved to be arduous at times (not referring specifically to those set for the 

EMFF), particularly for officials who were new to the EU Funds and 

Programmes. In view of the ongoing Calls and numerous Projects 

undertaken with EU funds (not only in relation to the EMFF OP) it is being 

advised that the MA spearheads a move for Government to create an online 

platform with simple templates for the most commonly used forms of 

publicity.  

 A template is an easy-to-ÆÏÌÌÏ× ÍÅÔÈÏÄ ÆÏÒ ÁÌÌȟ ÉÒÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÏÆ ÏÎÅȭÓ )4 

knowledge as one would only need to click on the publicity tool s/he intends 

to utilise and subsequently fill in the details/ designs accordingly. This will 

ensure that the various standards required ɀ both in terms of font, size and 

colour scheme are followed.  
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That said, it must be noted that such templates would assist but not 

eliminate the guidelines that are currently available in view of the fact that 

certain publicity measures for operations may be very specific. 

The current Visibility Guidelines are made available to all beneficiaries and 

MA guidance is provided accordingly. These guidelines are the same for all 

ESI funds and thus one common document was devised to ensure 

streamlining of procedures with the aim of making it easier for beneficiaries 

of more than one fund to follow.    

However, in view of the feedback given by respondents, for the future 

programming period, the MA may consider issuing its own VIG (in line with 

ESI VIGs) with the aim of shortening the length of the document thus 

potentially making the document more user friendly   for EMFF beneficiaries. 

 

b. Monitoring Committee  

The review of the Monitoring Committee composition evidenced that an inclusive approach is 

adopted and incorporates a diverse yet relevance group of members. The review of the process too 

is deemed to be in line with international standards, whereby members are notified and provided 

with relevant documentation prior to the event, easy to follow presentations are conducted and 

participants are provided with ample time to bring forth their queries/comments and discuss matters. 

That said, a review of actual participants has indicated that fishing cooperatives were not always 

present for such meetings, with the main reason being inopportune timing of the event (due to the 

fishing season).The Monitoring Committee meeting is usually held in early May in order for the 

Monitoring Committee to present its feedback and adopt the EMFF Annual Implementation Report 

due to be submitted by end May to EC. Feedback from the MA shows that it is imperative that such 

meetings are held and such decisions taken at this period and cannot be postponed or brought 

forward. It is also beneficial to present an update on the state-of-play at this period of time and have 

timely feedback and discussions than postponing such matters towards end of year (winter) which 

may be a more opportune time for fishers but less opportune to make the necessary interventions 

programme-wise.  

In view of the importance of these Monitoring Committee members to be present for such event 

usually held once yearly, it is proposed that in so far as is possible, the MA should seek to organise the 

event when most opportune for such target audience ɀ who have indicated that ideally such events 

are held between October and March.   On this note, it has however  been noted that in 2016, due to 

EMFF requirements which made it more beneficial to hold the Monitoring Committee meeting at a 

later point in time than usually held (end April or beg May), the meeting was thus held in November 

which meeting was unfortunately still not attended by the fish cooperatives. 

 

Further analysis of the functions and responsibilities of the Monitoring Committee shows that in 

reality it is very difficult to target actual opportune timing for such meetings bearing in mind that the 

winter months in Malta are still characterised by good fishing days in terms of weather permitting 
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conditions and that the timeframes of these meetings are actually determined by the 

functions/responsibilities of the Monitoring Committee and EMFF programme management 

timeframes/processes/requirements in line with Article 113 of Regulation (EU) No. 508/2014. 

 

9.2.2 Identification of recommended future evaluation activities  

a. Database 

As indicated earlier, it is suggested that the MA places more effort in building and maintaining a 

database of all fishers (in so far as possible). In such eventuality the MA ought to once again attempt 

to attain consent from this target audience. An established database would subsequently enable 

evaluators to undertake a quantitative approach that would aid further to substantiate information 

collated at qualitative level and provide opportunities to identify issues for in-depth analysis at 

qualitative level. 

 

9.2.3 EMFF (2021-2027) programming period 

a. Coordination with the Department of Contracts 

Locally, the Department of Contracts is responsible for the administration of the procurement 

procedures as laid down in the Public Procurement Regulations (LN352/2016) and seeks to service 

both economic operators and contracting authorities alike.  Besides, the Department of Contracts 

shall ensure that there is no discrimination between economic operators and that all economic 

operators are treated equally and transparently. 

Discussions with the Department have highlighted the importance for stakeholders to draw up yearly 

plans of their anticipated endeavours (with respect to the issuing of calls for tenders) and to 

subsequently notify the Department of Contracts accordingly so that they can better plan their work. 

Bearing in mind that this approach is subject to a number of factors which may impinge on its 

effectiveness such as the identification, timely planning and implementation of operations by 

beneficiaries, the identification of concrete project proposals at drafting of the OP stage could enable 

application of this recommendation for the future EMFF programming period. This will result in a 

more streamlined approach with respect to the issuing of tenders; a more efficient and effective 

approach that minimises delays. 

Another factor highlighted from the face to face interviews with public entities relates to the skills set 

within the Department of Contracts. Instances were highlighted were it was felt that the Department 

in question did not have the necessary expertise to handle highly technical tenders, and that in certain 

ÉÎÓÔÁÎÃÅÓ ÓÕÃÈ ÄÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔȭÓ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÈÁÖÅ adversely affected the required output 

(for which the tender was being launched). 

For this reason, it would be opportune for a stronger communication flow between public entities and 

the Department of Contracts that also actively involves the experts of the public entity submitting a 
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tender in efforts to streamline the tender issuing process without jeopardising the detail within such 

tender (that could be deemed to be of relevance). 

 

b. Knowledge transfer 

Apart from training that is provided to entities withiÎ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÏÆÆÉÃÅ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÏÐÐÏÒÔÕÎÅ ÔÏ ÃÒÅÁÔÅ ȬÔÒÁÉÎ 

ÔÈÅ ÔÒÁÉÎÅÒȭ ÃÏÕÒÓÅÓ ÓÕÃÈ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ departments of public entities. 

This will ensure that knowledge is not lost once an individual moves on (to a different department/ 

industry). 

The various discussions held have highlighted the loss of knowledge among entities involved with the 

EMFF OP as a primary obstacle for the successful implementation of the Programme. By way of 

example, the majority of stakeholders that participated in the focus group session had been involved 

in the Programme, on average for 2.4 years (though some had been involved in EU funds from other 

projects in their previous employment). 

Such a situation places a strain on the entities that need to learn afresh about the Programme and 

the policies and procedures relating to same. This in turn results in a strain on the MA that needs to 

re-train. 

In line with the above, staff turnover within the MA (and other public entities) also results in a strain 

on the PÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ implementation. 
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Annex 1ï Extract from ñArticle 2: 

Membershipò of the EMFF 

TORs 

In terms of Articles 47(1) and 48(1) of Regulation (EU) 1303/2013, the following are the Members for 

the EMFF Monitoring Committee as appointed by the Member State: 

i. Permanent Secretary responsible for EU Funds as Chairperson [Ministry for European Affairs 

and Equality] 

ii. Permanent Secretary [Ministry for the Environment, Sustainable Development, Climate 

Change] 

iii. Director General [Ministry for the Environment, Sustainable Development, Climate Change] 

iv. Director ɀ PDPID [Ministry for the Environment, Sustainable Development, Climate Change] 

v. Permanent Secretary [Ministry for Gozo] 

vi. Permanent Secretary [Ministry for the Economy, Investment and Small Business] 

vii. Permanent Secretary [Ministry for Tourism] 

viii. Director General PPCD [Managing Authority OP I & II] 

ix. Director General FPD [Managing Authority EAFRD] 

x. Chairperson [Planning Authority] 

xi. PresÉÄÅÎÔ ɍ,ÏÃÁÌ #ÏÕÎÃÉÌȭÓ !ÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎɎ 

xii. Permanent Secretary [Ministry for Education and Employment] 

xiii. Commissioner [National Commission for the Promotion of Equality (NCPE)] 

xiv. Chairperson [Malta Council for Economic and Social Development (MCESD)] 

xv. President [Koperattiva Nazzjonali tas-Sajd Ltd] 

xvi. President [Ghaqda Koperattiva tas-Sajd Ltd] 

xvii. President [Federation of Maltese Aquaculture Producers] 
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xviii. President [Nature Trust] 

xix. President [Flimkien ghal Ambjent Ahjar] 

xx. Director [Certifying Authority] 

xxi. Director General [Department of Contracts] 

xxii. Director General [Treasury Department] 

xxiii. Commander [Armed Forces of Malta] 

xxiv. Chairperson [Transport Malta] 

xxv. Director General [EMFF Head Managing Authority] 

xxvi. Director EU Funds [Funds and Programmes Division] 
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Annex 2 ï Processes and 

Structures in place 

The EMFF OP implementation process follows a structured approach that may be broadly segmented 

as follows: 

MA Organigram 
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Management Processes in relation to financial payments 

Financial flow chart - Public Sector Beneficiaries 
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Financial flow chart - Private Sector Beneficiaries 
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Project Selection flow chart 
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Verification and certification flow chart  
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Recovery flow chart 
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EMFF DB and Information flow and management 

 

 

 








