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ABSTRACT
Hundreds of Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) have emerged along the European Union coast trying to dynamize fisheries-
dependent areas through an approach based on community-led local development (CLLD) strategies. In this research, we charac-
terized and analyzed environmental projects funded by the FLAGs through the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund in Spain 
from 2014 to 2020. The Spanish Network of Fisheries Groups database allowed us to locate projects defined as environmental, 
which were then classified into six areas and different project typologies. Most projects were categorized by FLAGs as environ-
mental but were really linked to tourism development. Moreover, true environmental projects were substantially lower in total 
cost than statistics showed. These conclusions should lead to a reflection on the role that FLAGs and European fisheries funds 
should play in environmental care of European coasts.

1   |   Introduction

The environmental condition of seas and oceans is affected by 
climate change, loss of marine biodiversity, overfishing, pollu-
tion, and waste, as environmental issues that concern politicians, 
scientists, and stakeholders directly or indirectly related to the 
sea (Gelcich et al. 2014; Kvamsdal et al. 2023). Seas and coasts 
provide humanity with a wide range of ecosystem services, 
ranging from food security and climate regulation to nutrient 
cycling and protection against extreme weather events (Cooley 
et al. 2023). These services support the livelihoods of millions 
of people around the world who depend on them as a primary 
source of protein and job security, both directly and indirectly 
(FAO  2022; Tidd et  al.  2022). However, until recently, society 
viewed seas and coasts as a physical medium of inexhaustible 

resources and virtually unlimited tolerance for pollution and 
waste (Hill and Simons  2024). Recently, the economic impor-
tance of preserving the marine environment and its link to the 
productive capacity of economic activities that depend on it has 
begun to be understood (Hughes et al. 2005; Bennett et al. 2021).

The European Green Deal (EGD) is an integral part of the 
European Commission's strategy to implement the United 
Nations 2030 Agenda and its 17 Sustainable Development Goals 
(United Nations 2015) that envisions actions and initiatives to 
develop a strong, sustainable, resilient, and climate-neutral eco-
nomic development model, based on the sustainable use of the 
oceans, coastal zones, and their resources, to serve economic re-
covery by providing quality jobs and prosperity for coastal com-
munities (CEDEFOP 2021). By aligning with the UN Sustainable 
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Development Goals, in particular SDG 14 (Undersea Life) and 
SDG 17 (Partnerships to Achieve the Goals), EGD seeks to en-
sure sustainable use of marine resources and promote global co-
operation for ocean conservation and restoration (Oanta 2022).

To ensure the protection of marine ecosystems and protect their 
biodiversity, the EU Biodiversity Strategy proposed, as a target 
for 2030, to address drivers of degradation (EU 2021). The Farm 
to Fork Strategy aims to support ecological transition to boost 
sustainable food production and promote healthy and sustain-
able food consumption (EU 2020).

Environmental issues permeate the priorities, strategies, and 
policies of the European Union (EU), including maritime envi-
ronmental problems. The EU has set the EGD as a priority to 
become the first climate-neutral continent (EU 2019). The EU's 
Maritime Security Strategy and Blue Growth Strategy, which 
are related to the Integrated Marine Policy (IMP), are a holis-
tic approach to all sea-related EU policies related to the sea 
(Koivurova 2009; Schultz-Zehden, Weig, and Lukic 2019).

The IMP is based on the idea that the Union can draw higher 
returns from its maritime space with less impact on the envi-
ronment by coordinating its wide range of interlinked activi-
ties related to oceans, seas, and coasts, including the Common 
Fisheries Policy (CFP). Today, European fisheries policy cannot 
be understood without framing it within this holistic approach 
and without this environmental focus.

Successive reforms of the CFP have increased the importance 
of environmental issues. Currently, the objective of the CFP is 
bringing fish stocks back to sustainable levels, using a fish stock 
management based on maximum sustainable yield is planned, 
which has been taking measures such as a landing obligation, 
application of multiannual plans (MAPs), or establishment of 
fleet capacity ceilings per EU country in combination with the 
obligation for EU countries to ensure a stable and enduring bal-
ance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities over 
time (EU 2013). The CFP faces significant economic, social, and 
environmental challenges that require more adaptive and eq-
uitable management of EU resources (Hadjimichael, Edwards-
Jones, and Kaiser 2010; Raicevich et al. 2017; Said et al. 2020; 
Gómez and Maynou 2021).

The CFP and the IMP have their own financial instrument 
within the EU structural funds. Fisheries funds have been 
adapted to the objectives and priorities of the fisheries policy. 
The European Fisheries Fund (EFF, 2007–2014), European 
Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF, 2014–2020), and European 
Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund (EMFAF, 2021–
2027) are significant in how their sectoral scope has widened. 
In all of the funds, environmental objectives are combined with 
other sectoral and territorial objectives. In these three funds, 
one priority has been “development of fishing areas” through an 
approach based on Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) 
Strategies, which has led to the creation of Fisheries Local Action 
Groups (FLAGs) along the European coast. FLAGs have funded 
thousands of projects, including environmental projects.

We analyzed projects funded by the EMFF to assess their im-
pact on the sustainable development of fishing areas and to 

determine possible actions to improve the implementation of fu-
ture funds. European funds follow an n + 2 system, which means 
each fund ends 2 years later. The EMFF has a programmed pe-
riod from 2014 to 2020, but some projects continued until 2022. 
Specifically, we reviewed projects linked to the environment in 
Spain, financed through one of the funds: EMFF (2014–2020), 
and whose approval and implementation depended on FLAGs 
through the UP4. By analyzing environmental projects funded 
by the EMFF in Spain, we sought to reveal that many projects 
classified as environmental were actually tourism-related, and 
that genuine environmental projects were of significantly lower 
costs than reported. Our research highlights a reevaluation of 
the role and effectiveness of FLAGs and EFFs in environmental 
stewardship, by emphasizing a need for more accurate project 
categorization and better alignment with true environmental 
objectives.

2   |   Environmental Actions in EFFs

The EU's environmental and climate change policy has a cross-
cutting approach that encompasses the entire economic growth 
strategy and is focused on an ecological transition, with the ob-
jective of achieving climate neutrality in the EU by 2050 (Wolf 
et  al.  2021; Hermoso et  al.  2022). This priority is reflected in 
the EGD and in its budgetary policy. The current Multiannual 
Financial Framework 2021–2027 allocates at least 30% of its 
resources to climate action, which is also reflected in other 
European funds, and EFFs are no exception.

European fisheries funds are one of the five European Structural 
and Investment Funds (ESIF) and are the financial instrument 
of the CFP and the IMP of the EU. During previous decades a 
succession of fisheries funds have had objectives to contribute to 
the sustainable development of fishing, aquaculture, and related 
activities, although a large part of their objectives were focused 
on environmental protection, particularly on recovery of fish 
species, marine biodiversity, and marine ecosystem health.

The EMFF was structured around six Union Priorities (UP), the 
first two, of which sought to achieve a sectoral approach based 
on principles of sustainability. Union Priority 1 (UP1) specifi-
cally contemplated the financing of investments aimed at limiting 
and adapting to global warming, reducing pressure on natural 
resources, and protecting biodiversity.

Reduction of the impact of fishing on the marine environment, 
protection of biodiversity and aquatic ecosystems, or increasing 
energy efficiency were explicit objectives. Several initiatives in 
the EMFF regulation have been financed, such as temporary or 
definitive stoppages of fishing activity (art. 33 and art.34), en-
ergy efficiency and climate change mitigation measures (art. 
41.1), replacement or modernization of engines (art. 41.2), and 
protection and recovery of biodiversity and marine ecosystems 
(art. 40), etc. (EU 2014).

The Union Priority 2 (UP2) of the EMFF was to promote environ-
mentally sustainable, resource-efficient, innovative, competitive, 
and knowledge-based aquaculture. Specific objectives included 
environmental objectives, such as “the protection and recovery of 
aquatic biodiversity and the enhancement of aquaculture-related 
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ecosystems and the promotion of resource-efficient aquacul-
ture” or “the promotion of aquaculture with a high level of en-
vironmental protection, and the promotion of animal health and 
welfare.” Aids were provided for resource efficiency, reduction 
of water and chemical use, environmental audits, promotion of 
new sustainable aquaculture enterprises, or for animal health 
and welfare measures.

Other priorities were related to the CFP (UP3), Increasing em-
ployment and territorial cohesion (UP4), Commercialization and 
processing of seafood products (UP5), and the Implementation of 
the IMP (UP5). We focused on UP4: Increasing employment and 
territorial cohesion.

Through the application of an “area-based” approach (Budzich-
Tabor  2014), priority four identifies a specific objective: the 
promotion of economic growth, social inclusion, job creation, 
and support for employability and labor mobility in coastal and 
inland communities dependent on fisheries and aquaculture, 
including the diversification of activities carried out in the frame-
work of fisheries and with respect to other sectors of the maritime 
economy. This objective was included since the previous EFF 
(2007–2014).

Inclusion of this axis meant incorporating a territorial vision in 
a sectoral fund (Phillipson and Symes 2015), because multiple 
objectives were proposed for economic and social prosperity, 
quality of the coastal environment, creation of employment, 
and economic diversification of fishing areas. Along the 
European coast, about 350 FLAGs were created, which have 
been designing and implementing their own CLLD Strategies, 
in the image of LEADER projects introduced in the 1990s in 
rural areas, but in coastal and inland fishing areas under the 
financial umbrella of the EFF, EMFF, or EMFAF (Phillipson 
et al. 2024).

Projects financed by FLAGs were diverse (Bugeja-Said 
et  al.  2022; Piñeiro-Antelo, Felicidades-García, and Lois-
González 2019), but depending on the five objectives set out 
in Article 63 of the EMFF, were usually grouped into five cat-
egories, including added value; diversification, environment, 
sociocultural, and governance. These categories were based 
on Article 63 of the EMFF regulation, which established five 
types of objectives that may be contemplated in the CLLD 
Strategy. Specifically, environmental projects were justified in 
the promotion and use of the environmental heritage of fish-
ing and aquaculture areas, including climate change mitiga-
tion operations.

A study of EMFF-funded projects in eight countries (Miret-
Pastor, Svels, and Freeman 2020) estimated that environmental 
projects accounted for just over 10% of the total number of proj-
ects analyzed, much lower than 30% for each of the three main 
typologies (added value, diversification, and sociocultural), but 
higher than 0.5% for governance projects. However, these overall 
figures concealed a reality that varies greatly among countries. 
Environmental projects are the majority in Sweden (43.4% of all 
projects), but a small minority in Ireland (< 1% of all projects). 
In Spain, environmental projects are 8.4% of all projects, below 
average, but intermediate among eight countries (Miret-Pastor, 
Svels, and Freeman 2020).

3   |   Methods

A database of the Spanish Network of Fisheries Groups 
(REGP 2022) was used to provide detailed information on proj-
ects financed by Spanish FLAGs during the FEMP period. The 
database classified projects according to “type of operation” 
into five categories: added value, diversification, environment, 
sociocultural, and governance. This classification was identical 
to the FEMP that has been used in previous analyses (Miret-
Pastor, Svels, and Freeman 2020). In March 2023, 312 projects 
were identified as environmental projects, which was 14% of all 
projects funded. Eight projects were excluded that were can-
celed before execution, and one that was repeated, leaving 304 
projects. Subsequently, all projects were compiled in a database 
and the objectives and activities of each project were reviewed 
and classified into six areas.

The choice of areas was justified by existing literature on en-
vironmental indicators, and by characteristics of projects 
financed. The first four areas (air, water, habitats and biodiver-
sity, and resources and waste) were adapted from environmen-
tal indicators used by international agencies such as the OECD 
(OECD 2022) or the European Environment Agency (EEA 2023). 
These four areas (Table 1) aligned with environmental objectives 
in EMFF legislation, such as “conservation of marine biological 
resources” (art. 39), “protection and recovery of biodiversity and 
marine ecosystems” (art. 40), or “energy efficiency and climate 
change mitigation” (art. 41).

However, after an initial review of projects categorized as 
environmental, many projects did not have a main objec-
tive to directly improve the environment, other projects had 
an objective focused on environmental outreach and aware-
ness, and many projects had a main objective that was bet-
ter framed in other categories in the EMFF, such as Added 
Value, Sociocultural, governance and, especially, diversifica-
tion. Therefore, two new areas, “awareness” and “other”, were 
added (Table 2).

Although most projects included a variety of activities that al-
lowed them to be classified in more than one area, each project 
was included in only one area based on its central objective, to 
prevent the analysis from becoming too complex. This was par-
ticularly significant for the awareness area. Many projects had 

TABLE 1    |    Areas and objectives of environmental projects financed 
by Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) in Spain during 2014–2020.

Areas Objective

1. Air Improve air quality; 
including operations to 
mitigate climate change

2. Water To achieve a good status 
of water bodies

3. Habitats/biodiversity Halting biodiversity loss 
and habitat degradation and 

achieving their recovery

4. Resources/wastes Sustainable use of resources 
and waste management
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environmental awareness objectives, but most were additional 
objectives to the main objective. Projects focused exclusively on 
awareness-raising or dissemination were left in the awareness 
section.

Projects were categorized within general areas of operation 
that were too broad for detailed study and did not allow de-
scription and categorization of projects financed, so each area 
was subdivided into a typology of projects. Further, to achieve 
a better description of projects, each typology was subdivided 
into projects of similar description. This triple division enabled 
a description of the typology of environmental projects financed 
through the EMFF (Table 3). Within each area, except for Area 5 
“Awareness,” an extra group, “Studies,” was used for group proj-
ects where evaluations, analyses, or any type of research aimed 
to improve knowledge of a topic related to the area. For each 
project, information was collected on the region where the proj-
ect was located, total cost (TC), ownership, and business profile 
of the promoter.

4   |   Results

4.1   |   Environmental Projects by Area, Cost, 
and Promoter

Area six “other” had the most projects, with 103 projects (33.9% 
of all projects), followed by area one “air” (61 projects, 20.1%), 
area four “resources/waste” (57 projects, 18.8%), area five 
“awareness” (43 projects, 14.1%), area three “habitats/biodiver-
sity” (10.5%), and area two “water” (8 projects, 2.6%) (Figure 1).

The TC of environmental projects executed was €19,154,628, 
with an average cost (AC) of €63,008. Area six “Others” 
were the most costly (52% of TC, AC = €96,726), and Area 
two “Water” were the lowest cost (1.1% of TC, AC = €25,761; 
Table 4).

Private entities (71.4%) participated more than public entities 
(28.6%) in the development of environmental projects. Fisher 
guilds, a peculiarity of the Spanish fishing system, promoted 
59 environmental projects (19.4%), with leadership in projects 
in air (Area 1) and water (Area 2). Many projects (14.4%) were 
developed by associations of different types (e.g., sports, cul-
tural), and if grouped with for-profit legal entities (companies 
and businessmen), accounted for one in five projects. Other 
different legal entities, such as cooperatives, foundations, nau-
tical clubs, or research groups, accounted for 6.5% of all proj-
ects (Table 5).

4.2   |   Categorization of Environmental Projects 
Financed by FLAGs

“Air” (Area 1) projects focused on actions to improve energy effi-
ciency, mostly through the installation of solar panels in fishing 
facilities, although actions also aimed to improve the efficiency 
of lighting systems through low consumption or LED bulbs, or 
energy improvements in refrigeration systems in fish markets. 
Most actions focused on fishing and port facilities, although 
some projects also focused in public lighting or in other tour-
ist businesses. A second group of four projects corresponded 
to actions aimed to reduce pollutant gas emissions, especially 
from vessels. Studies included six research projects aimed at im-
proving energy efficiency through the implementation of elec-
tric motors in ships, reduction of energy needed to manufacture 
products, and analysis of the carbon footprint of fishing fleets.

“Water” (Area 2) projects included two groups of 3–4 projects. 
One group, “Reduction of marine pollution,” included projects 
that aimed to reduce the discharge of pollutants into water, in-
cluding monitoring of discharges in fishing areas, installation 
of a system to combat hydrocarbons in a port, installation of 
cathodic protection on a fishing vessel to prevent marine pollu-
tion from zinc waste, and collection and composting of algae to 
prevent water pollution in shellfish banks due to uncontrolled 
degradation. The other group, “Physicochemical modifications,” 
included projects focused on physical and chemical alterations 
of water bodies, either by modifying currents and sea levels 
in coastal areas or by changing the salinity of a wetland. The 
“Studies” group included one study on the impact of boat tur-
bines on zooplankton.

“Habitats and Biodiversity” (Area 3) projects included projects 
focused on habitats, including a wide variety of actions aimed at 
protection, conservation, restoration, or surveillance of aquatic 
coastal habitats, such as the creation of a nature reserve on a 
beach and protection of nesting areas for seabirds. Biodiversity 
projects included projects on cetacean stranding and reduc-
ing mortality of various species or monitoring fish populations. 
“Studies” included 10 projects on the assessment of tourism im-
pacts on the environment, a cetacean census, a study on the con-
trol of blue crabs, and other studies to improve knowledge of the 
state of habitat.

“Resources and Waste” (Area 4) projects included three groups. 
The “Resources” group included seven projects aimed at creat-
ing new materials (e.g., meshes), new resources (e.g., algae or 
microalgae), or monitoring and control of current resources. The 
“Waste” included 35 projects for collecting, recycling, or recov-
ering rubbish and waste. “Studies” included 15 projects to sam-
ple marine residues, conferences on population recovery, and 
data collection on fishing activities.

“Awareness” (Area 5) projects included two subgroups. The 
“Awareness Days” group included 21 projects focused on talks or 
activities to raise awareness and environmental education of the 
population, children, and professionals about fishing and tour-
ism. The “Informative Materials” group included 22 projects 
aimed at creating media to disseminate environmental values 
through posters, documentaries, guides, or catalogs.

TABLE 2    |    Areas and objectives of environmental projects financed 
by Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) in Spain during 2014–2020.

Areas Objective

1. Awareness Dissemination of natural heritage and 
awareness of its importance and threats

2. Others Promotion of tourism and diversification. 
Social measures. Measures for the 

improvement of governance…
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“Other” projects (Area 6) included very diverse projects that 
could have been categorized in other categories, such as added 
value, diversification, sociocultural, or governance. In particu-
lar, diversification projects were clearly associated with tour-
ism (a couple of nontourism diversification projects focused on 
boat repair businesses). Of 85 “Tourism or Diversification” proj-
ects, most were related to nautical sports, followed by routes 
and guided visits. Numerous projects focused on tourist in-
frastructures, such as walkways, shaded areas, interpretation 

centers, museums, parks, and a car counter in a parking lot. 
Three projects related to the creation of tourist accommodation. 
“Social” projects included 16 projects related to measures to 
adapt spaces, improve accessibility, or create activities adapted 
to people with physical and mental disabilities. Two projects in 
the “Studies” group could have been included in categories for 
“added value” or “governance,” including a study that aimed to 
reinforce the role of fishing communities in the governance of 
fishing resources, and a study to operate an ice factory.

5   |   Discussion

New forms of institutional support within modern multi-
level fisheries governance are urgently needed to address the 
decline of coastal fisheries (Salmi et  al.  2022; Chuenpagdee 
and Jentoft  2018). In this line, concepts such as fisheries co-
management (Jentoft 2005) or community-based fisheries man-
agement (CBFM) (Wiber et  al.  2004; d'Armengol et  al.  2018) 
have marked much of the fisheries policy initiatives through-
out the world in recent years. In this same line, FLAGs and 
European funds based on CLLD are a key opportunity to acti-
vate a local response to global problems affecting coastal zones 
(Phillipson et al. 2024). The projects financed by the EMFF aim 
to help coastal communities to tackle, from their own initiatives, 
the numerous challenges they face and in that line numerous 
studies show how a large part of the projects have been directed 

TABLE 4    |    Total cost (TC) and average cost (AC) of environmental 
projects financed by Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) in Spain 
during 2014–2020.

Area Total cost
Average 

cost

Area 1 “Air” 3,412,536€ 55,943 €

Area 2 “Water” 206,089€ 25,761 €

Area 3 “Habitats/Biodiversity” 1,740,316€ 54,385 €

Area 4 “Resources/Wastes” 2,920,897€ 51,244 €

Area 5 “Awareness” 912,058€ 21,211 €

Area 6 “Others” 9,962,732€ 96,726 €

Total 19,154,628€ 63,008 €

FIGURE 1    |    Number of environmental projects by area financed by Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) in Spain during 2014–2020. Source: 
Own elaboration.
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to diversify and improve the local economy (Miret-Pastor, Svels, 
and Freeman 2020; Budzich-Tabor 2014), however a significant 
percentage of the financed projects have also been for environ-
mental projects, although this analysis focused on the Spanish 
case, has shown that we must go beyond the figures and care-
fully analyze the typology and characteristics of these projects.

We found that little more than 50% of projects classified as en-
vironmental were directly related to environmental improve-
ments. Our finding likely results from the fact that projects were 
classified as environmental based on the objectives of EMFF 
that appeared in its Article 63 (EU 2014). Specifically, the word-
ing “enhancing and capitalising on the environmental assets 
of fishing and aquaculture areas, including operations to mit-
igate climate change” (EU 2014) can lead to an interpretation 
that tourism projects based on the use of environmental assets 
are environmental operations. In places like the Spanish coast, 
where beaches are the main tourist resource (Valls et al. 2017), 
tourist projects that contribute little or nothing to environmen-
tal improvement are passed off as environmental projects. More 
specific wording could avoid problems in classifying projects 
and avoid situations such as having to consider the construction 
of apartments or the improvement of a parking lot as environ-
mental projects. In addition, diversification projects, specifically 
tourism projects, are the most numerous in Spain (Miret-Pastor 
et  al.  2018), so environmental projects are rare. Although en-
vironmental issues appear in strategies of all FLAGs, projects 
of this type were difficult to find in practice. Drafting of FLAG 
strategies is usually carried out with an objective to cover all 
possible areas, projects are often classified as environmental to 
include more objectives. However, such misclassification could 
also be an attempt to invoke environmental actions that have lit-
tle or nothing to do with a project (greenwashing). Lack of spec-
ificity in EMFF regulation on typology of financeable actions 
favors this confusion (EU  2014). Greenwashing has become 
popular recently to question many measures and policies sold 
as sustainable. The concept first came into use when applied to 
investment funds that claimed to meet environmental, social, 
and governance (ESG) criteria (Fletcher and Oliver 2022), but is 
now being applied to many sectors, including greenwashing in 
the ecolabeling and fisheries management (Højrup 2021).

Our findings contribute to a discussion of governance of small-
scale fisheries and effects on communities (FAO  2015), the 
so-called Blue Justice, and specifically how different fisheries 
policies (and funds that finance them) harm small-scale fisher-
ies (Jentoft et al. 2017). Our research confirmed that the manage-
ment of FLAGs sometimes presented an excessively territorial 
vision that ended up using a large part of fishing funds to sup-
port other sectors than fisheries with greater economic weight 
and better capacity to manage funds, such as tourism (Bugeja-
Said et  al.  2022). This was evident in our study, especially in 
higher-cost funded projects, similar to studies in Spain (Miret-
Pastor et al. 2018) and several European countries (Bugeja-Said 
et al. 2022; Miret-Pastor, Svels, and Freeman 2020).

We found that few environmental actions were financed by 
the EMFF UP4 but this does not mean that no environmental 
actions were financed by the EMFF or other European funds. 
Other EMFF lines are designed to carry out actions aimed at 
achieving more sustainable fishing (UP1) or aquaculture (UP2) 
(EU 2014). On the other hand, environmental actions focused 
on the territory are usually expensive and it may be much more 
logical to finance them through other European funds such as 
the ERDF or through programs such as LIFE. Along these lines, 
other countries where more environmental projects were located 
and were higher in AC were countries where FLAGs were mul-
tifunded. In Sweden, for example, nine of 13 Swedish FLAGs 
were multifunded during the EMFF period (Salmi et al. 2022). 
Such projects are better placed to fund bigger projects related 
to wide complex issues (Miret-Pastor, Svels, and Freeman 2020). 
In any case, the Swedish model was changed for the current 
EMFAF period (Linke and Siegrist 2023).

To conclude, we can affirm that environmental projects 
have been part of the local development projects addressed 
by the Spanish FLAGs, but a detailed analysis leads us to 
raise questions that go beyond this particular case. On the 
one hand, as in the case of local development policies, it is 
important that marine environmental policies are bottom-up 
and involve local stakeholders (Fraser et  al.  2006; Mizuta 
and Vlachopoulou  2017). The LEADER experience has 
shown that forging local community partnerships that yield 

TABLE 5    |    Number of “Environmental” projects by ownership of the promoter of environmental projects financed by Fisheries Local Action 
Groups (FLAGs) in Spain during 2014–2020.

Areas

Public Private

Municipalities
Fisher 
guilds Associations

Private 
companies

Individual 
entrepreneurs Others

Area 1 “Air” 3 37 6 10 4 1

Area 2 “Water” 1 3 1 1 2

Area 3 “Habitats/Biodiversity” 8 6 12 1 5

Area 4 “Resources/Wastes” 14 9 15 13 6

Area 5 “Awareness” 14 2 23 1 3

Area 6 “Others” 47 2 18 19 14 3

Total 87 59 75 44 19 20

Source: Own elaboration.
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tangible benefits takes time (Phillipson and Symes  2015). 
Environmental projects led by local communities can play a 
key role in sustainability. However, the analysis of the envi-
ronmental projects carried out by the Spanish FLAGs shows 
that although there are very positive experiences, an effort 
should be made to specify the type of environmental projects 
to be considered and prioritized.

Ethics Statement

The authors have nothing to report.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available in Red 
Española de Grupos de Pesca at https://​regp.​pesca.​mapama.​es/​proye​
ctos. These data were derived from the following resources available in 
the public domain: Proyectos DLP REGP, https://​regp.​pesca.​mapama.​
es/​proye​ctos.

References

Bennett, N. J., J. Blythe, C. S. White, and C. Campero. 2021. “Blue 
Growth and Blue Justice: Ten Risks and Solutions for the Ocean 
Economy.” Marine Policy 125: 104387. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​marpol.​
2020.​104387.

Budzich-Tabor, U. 2014. “Area-Based Local Development—A New 
Opportunity for European Fisheries Areas.” In Social Issues in 
Sustainable Fisheries Management. MARE Publication Series, edited 
by J. Urquhart, T. Acott, D. Symes, and M. Zhao, vol. 9. Dordrecht: 
Springer. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-​94-​007-​7911-​2_​10.

Bugeja-Said, A., K. Svels, A. Aagaard Thuesen, et al. 2022. “Flagging 
Justice Matters in EU Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs).” In Blue 
Justice. MARE Publication Series, edited by S. Jentoft, R. Chuenpagdee, 
A. Bugeja Said, and M. Isaacs, vol. 26. Cham: Springer. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1007/​978-​3-​030-​89624​-​9_​14.

CEDEFOP. 2021. The Green Employment and Skills Transformation—
Insights From a European Green Deal Skills Forecast Scenario. 
Publications Office of the European Union. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2801/​
112540.

Chuenpagdee, R., and S. Jentoft. 2018. “Transforming the Governance 
of Small-Scale Fisheries.” Maritime Studies 17: 101–115.

Cooley, S., D. Schoeman, L. Bopp, et  al. 2023. “Oceans and Coastal 
Ecosystems and Their Services.” In Climate Change 2022: Impacts, 
Adaptation and Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II to the 
Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, edited by H.-O. Pörtner, D. C. Roberts, M. Tignor, E. S. 
Poloczanska, K. Mintenbeck, A. Alegría, M. Craig, S. Langsdorf, S. 
Löschke, V. Möller, A. Okem, and B. Rama, 379–550. Cambridge, UK 
and New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1017/​97810​09325​844.​005.

d'Armengol, L., M. P. Castillo, I. Ruiz-Mallén, and E. Corbera. 2018. 
“A Systematic Review of Co-Managed Small-Scale Fisheries: Social 
Diversity and Adaptive Management Improve Outcomes.” Global 
Environmental Change 52: 212–225.

EEA. 2023. Indicators. European Environment Agency. https://​www.​
eea.​europa.​eu/​ims.

EU. 2013. “Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 11 December 2013 on the Common Fisheries 

Policy, amending Council Regulations (EC) No 1954/2003 and (EC) No 
1224/2009 and repealing Council Regulations (EC) No 2371/2002 and 
(EC) No 639/2004 and Council Decision 2004/585/EC.” http://​data.​eu-
ropa.​eu/​eli/​reg/​2013/​1380/​oj.

EU. 2014. “Regulation (EU) No 508/2014 of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 15 May 2014 on the European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund and repealing Council Regulations (EC) No 2328/2003, 
(EC) No 861/2006, (EC) No 1198/2006 and (EC) No 791/2007 and 
Regulation (EU) No 1255/2011 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council.” http://​data.​europa.​eu/​eli/​reg/​2014/​508/​oj.

EU. 2019. “The European Green Deal.” Brussels, 11.12.2019 COM(2019) 
640 final. https://​eur-​lex.​europa.​eu/​legal​-​conte​nt/​EN/​TXT/?​qid=​15761​
50542​719an​duri=​COM%​3A2019%​3A640%​3AFIN​.

EU. 2020. “European Commission. Farm to Fork Strategy.” https://​
food.​ec.​europa.​eu/​system/​files/​​2020-​05/​f2f_​actio​n-​plan_​2020_​strat​
egy-​info_​en.​pdf.

EU. 2021. European Commission, Directorate-General for Environment, 
EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030: Bringing Nature Back Into Our Lives. 
Publications Office of the European Union. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2779/​677548.

FAO. 2015. The Voluntary Guidelines for Securing Sustainable Small-
Scale Fisheries in the Context of Food Security and Poverty Eradication 
(SSF Guidelines). Rome: FAO. https://​openk​nowle​dge.​fao.​org/​items/​​
60907​77d-​ded2-​4c7c-​9f00-​a032f​dc2690f.

FAO. 2022. The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2022 Towards 
Blue Transformation. Rome: FAO. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4060/​cc0461en.

Fletcher, L., and J. Oliver. 2022. “Green Investing: The Risk of a New 
Mis-Selling Scandal.” Financial Times, February 20. https://​www.​ft.​
com/​conte​nt/​ae78c​05a-​0481-​4774-​8f9b-​d3f02​e4f2c6f.

Fraser, E. D., A. J. Dougill, W. E. Mabee, M. Reed, and P. McAlpine. 
2006. “Bottom Up and Top Down: Analysis of Participatory Processes 
for Sustainability Indicator Identification as a Pathway to Community 
Empowerment and Sustainable Environmental Management.” Journal 
of Environmental Management 78, no. 2: 114–127.

Gelcich, S., P. Buckley, J. K. Pinnegar, et al. 2014. “Public Awareness, 
Concerns, and Priorities About Anthropogenic Impacts on Marine 
Environments.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
United States of America 111, no. 42: 15042–15047.

Gómez, S., and F. Maynou. 2021. “Balancing Ecology, Economy and 
Culture in Fisheries Policy: Participatory Research in the Western 
Mediterranean Demersal Fisheries Management Plan.” Journal of 
Environmental Management 291: 112728. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
jenvm​an.​2021.​112728.

Hadjimichael, M., G. Edwards-Jones, and M. J. Kaiser. 2010. 
“Distribution of the Burden of Fisheries Regulations in Europe: The 
North/South Divide.” Marine Policy 34, no. 4: 795–802. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​marpol.​2010.​01.​021.

Hermoso, V., S. B. Carvalho, S. Giakoumi, et  al. 2022. “The EU 
Biodiversity Strategy for 2030: Opportunities and Challenges on the 
Path Towards Biodiversity Recovery.” Environmental Science and Policy 
127: 263–271. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​envsci.​2021.​10.​028.

Hill, T., and E. Simons. 2024. At Every Depth: Our Growing Knowledge of 
the Changing Oceans. New York: Columbia University Press.

Højrup, M. 2021. The Battle of ‘sustainability’ in Ecolabelling for Small-Scale 
Fisheries. Aalborg University. https://​doi.​org/​10.​54337/​​aau46​1776208.

Hughes, T. P., D. R. Bellwood, C. Folke, R. S. Steneck, and J. Wilson. 
2005. “New Paradigms for Supporting the Resilience of Marine 
Ecosystems.” Trends in Ecology & Evolution 20, no. 7: 380–386.

Jentoft, S. 2005. “Fisheries Co-Management as Empowerment.” Marine 
Policy 29, no. 1: 1–7.

Jentoft, S., R. Chuenpagdee, N. Franz, and M. J. Barragán-Paladines. 
2017. “Implementing the Voluntary Guidelines for Securing Small-Scale 

 13652400, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/fm

e.12748 by R
eadcube (L

abtiva Inc.), W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://regp.pesca.mapama.es/proyectos
https://regp.pesca.mapama.es/proyectos
https://regp.pesca.mapama.es/proyectos
https://regp.pesca.mapama.es/proyectos
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104387
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104387
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-7911-2_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89624-9_14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-89624-9_14
https://doi.org/10.2801/112540
https://doi.org/10.2801/112540
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009325844.005
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009325844.005
https://www.eea.europa.eu/ims
https://www.eea.europa.eu/ims
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2013/1380/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2013/1380/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2014/508/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1576150542719anduri=COM%3A2019%3A640%3AFIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1576150542719anduri=COM%3A2019%3A640%3AFIN
https://food.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-05/f2f_action-plan_2020_strategy-info_en.pdf
https://food.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-05/f2f_action-plan_2020_strategy-info_en.pdf
https://food.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2020-05/f2f_action-plan_2020_strategy-info_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2779/677548
https://openknowledge.fao.org/items/6090777d-ded2-4c7c-9f00-a032fdc2690f
https://openknowledge.fao.org/items/6090777d-ded2-4c7c-9f00-a032fdc2690f
https://doi.org/10.4060/cc0461en
https://www.ft.com/content/ae78c05a-0481-4774-8f9b-d3f02e4f2c6f
https://www.ft.com/content/ae78c05a-0481-4774-8f9b-d3f02e4f2c6f
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.112728
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.112728
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2010.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2010.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.10.028
https://doi.org/10.54337/aau461776208


11 of 11

Fisheries.” In The Small-Scale Fisheries Guidelines: Global Implementation, 
edited by S. Jentoft, R. Chuenpagdee, M. J. Barragán-Paladines, and N. 
Franz, 3–13. New York: Springer.

Koivurova, T. 2009. “A Note on the European Union's Integrated 
Maritime Policy.” Ocean Development & International Law 40, no. 2: 
171–183.

Kvamsdal, S., A. O. Hopland, Y. Li, and S. Selle. 2023. “Expert Opinions 
on Threats and Impacts in the Marine Environment.” Marine Policy 147: 
105382.

Linke, S., and N. Siegrist. 2023. “Aligning Top-Down and Bottom-Up 
Modes of Governance? How EU Fisheries Local Action Groups Support 
Small-Scale Fisheries and Coastal Community Development in 
Sweden.” Sociologia Ruralis 64, no. 3: 490–509. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​
soru.​12452​.

Miret-Pastor, L., A. Molina-García, C. García-Aranda, and P. Herrera-
Racionero. 2018. “Analysis of the Fisheries Diversification Funds in 
Spain During the Period 2007–2014.” Marine Policy 93: 150–158. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​marpol.​2018.​04.​014.

Miret-Pastor, L., K. Svels, and R. Freeman. 2020. “Towards Territorial 
Development in Fisheries Areas: A Typology of Projects Funded by 
Fisheries Local Action Groups.” Marine Policy 119: 104111. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​marpol.​2020.​104111.

Mizuta, D. D., and E. I. Vlachopoulou. 2017. “Satoumi Concept 
Illustrated by Sustainable Bottom-Up Initiatives of Japanese Fisheries 
Cooperative Associations.” Marine Policy 78: 143–149.

Oanta, G. A. 2022. “Blue Dimensions of the European Green Deal: 
Climate Action at Sea.” In Routledge Handbook of Marine Governance 
and Global Environmental Change, 64–74. Taylor and Francis Inc. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​4324/​97813​15149​745-​8.

OECD. 2022. Environment at a Glance Indicators. Paris: OECD 
Publishing. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1787/​ac4b8​b89-​en.

Phillipson, J., P. Salmi, S. Linke, K. Svels, and U. Budzich-Tabor. 2024. 
“Fisheries Local Action Groups, Small-Scale Fisheries and Territorial 
Development.” Sociologia Ruralis 64: 399–414.

Phillipson, J., and D. Symes. 2015. “Finding a Middle Way to Develop 
Europe's Fisheries Dependent Areas: The Role of Fisheries Local Action 
Groups.” Sociologia Ruralis 55, no. 3: 343–359. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​
soru.​12098​.

Piñeiro-Antelo, M. D. L. Á., J. Felicidades-García, and R. C. Lois-
González. 2019. “Fisheries Policy for Sustainable Development: 
Coastal Models and Limitations Derived From Participation and Power 
Organisation in Atlantic FLAGs in Spain and Portugal.” Sociologia 
Ruralis 59, no. 1: 44–65. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​soru.​12228​.

Raicevich, S., P. Battaglia, T. Fortibuoni, T. Romeo, O. Giovanardi, and 
F. Andaloro. 2017. “Critical Inconsistencies in Early Implementations 
of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive and Common Fisheries 
Policy Objectives Hamper Policy Synergies in Fostering the Sustainable 
Exploitation of Mediterranean Fisheries Resources.” Frontiers in Marine 
Science 4: 316. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fmars.​2017.​00316​.

REGP. 2022. Red Española de Grupos de Pesca. Proyectos FEMP. https://​
regp.​pesca.​mapama.​es/​proye​ctos/​femp.

Said, A., J. Pascual-Fernández, V. I. Amorim, et al. 2020. “Small-Scale 
Fisheries Access to Fishing Opportunities in the European Union: Is 
the Common Fisheries Policy the Right Step to SDG14b?” Marine Policy 
118: 104009. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​marpol.​2020.​104009.

Salmi, P., S. Linke, N. Siegrist, and K. Svels. 2022. “A New Hope for 
Small-Scale Fisheries Through Local Action Groups? Comparing 
Finnish and Swedish Experiences.” Maritime Studies 21, no. 3: 309–323. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s4015​2-​022-​00269​-​y.

Schultz-Zehden, A., B. Weig, and I. Lukic. 2019. “Maritime Spatial 
Planning and the EU's Blue Growth Policy: Past, Present and Future 

Perspectives.” In Maritime Spatial Planning: Past, Present, Future, ed-
ited by J. Zaucha and K. Gee, 121–149. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Tidd, A. N., Y. Rousseau, E. Ojea, R. A. Watson, and J. L. Blanchard. 
2022. “Food Security Challenged by Declining Efficiencies of Artisanal 
Fishing Fleets: A Global Country-Level Analysis.” Global Food Security 
32: 100598. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​gfs.​2021.​100598.

United Nations. 2015. “Sustainable development goals.” SDGs 
Transform Our World 2030: 6–28.

Valls, J. F., J. Rucabado, R. Sardá, and A. Parera. 2017. “The Beach as a 
Strategic Element of Governance for Spanish Coastal Towns.” Journal 
of Sustainable Tourism 25, no. 9: 1338–1352.

Wiber, M., F. Berkes, A. Charles, and J. Kearney. 2004. “Participatory 
Research Supporting Community-Based Fishery Management.” Marine 
Policy 28, no. 6: 459–468.

Wolf, S., J. Teitge, J. Mielke, F. Schütze, and C. Jaeger. 2021. “The 
European Green Deal—More Than Climate Neutrality.” Intereconomics 
56: 99–107. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1027​2-​021-​0963-​z.

 13652400, 2025, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/fm

e.12748 by R
eadcube (L

abtiva Inc.), W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/01/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12452
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12452
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104111
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315149745-8
https://doi.org/10.1787/ac4b8b89-en
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12098
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12098
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12228
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2017.00316
https://regp.pesca.mapama.es/proyectos/femp
https://regp.pesca.mapama.es/proyectos/femp
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2020.104009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40152-022-00269-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2021.100598
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10272-021-0963-z

	Analysis of Environmental Projects Financed by Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs) in Spain During the Period of the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)
	ABSTRACT
	1   |   Introduction
	2   |   Environmental Actions in EFFs
	3   |   Methods
	4   |   Results
	4.1   |   Environmental Projects by Area, Cost, and Promoter
	4.2   |   Categorization of Environmental Projects Financed by FLAGs

	5   |   Discussion
	Ethics Statement
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	References


