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1 Introduction 
 

1.1 Background 

Governments are seeking to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and transparency of 

regulations. Regulations are a key instrument of government and will continue to be used 

to promote public interests, but it is increasingly apparent that they must be carefully 

designed to minimise negative impacts on society and environment (1). 

In addition, the effectiveness of regulations in achieving policy objectives is often 

disappointing, raising questions about regulatory design, content, and priorities.  

The role of an Impact Assessment (IA) is, indeed, to provide a detailed and systematic 

evaluation of the potential impacts of a new regulation in order to assess whether the 

regulation is likely to achieve the desired objectives. The need for an IA arises from the 

fact that regulation commonly has numerous impacts and that these are often difficult to 

foresee without detailed study and consultation with affected parties. Economic 

approaches to the issue of regulation also emphasize the high risk that regulatory costs 

may exceed benefits. From this perspective, the central purpose of an IA is, generally, to 

ensure that regulation will be welfare-enhancing from the societal viewpoint - that is, 

that benefits will exceed costs.  

 

1.2  Impact assessment (IA) analysis 
 

What is an IA 

An Impact Assessment (IA) is "a process aimed at structuring and supporting the 

development of policies. It identifies and assesses the problem at stake and the 

objectives pursued. It identifies the main options for achieving the objective and analyses 

their likely impacts in the economic, environmental and social fields. It outlines 

advantages and disadvantages of each option and examines possible synergies and 

trade-offs".(2) and (3). 

IA is then “a set of logical steps to be followed in preparing policy proposals. It is a process that 

prepares evidence for political decision-makers on the advantages and disadvantages of possible 

policy options by assessing their potential impacts” (4). 

Basically the definition is based on the steps and on the evidence of the analysis, necessary condition 

sine qua non for policy makers to take any decision. 

Following the EU guidelines already addressed by STECF/SGMOS 10-01 on the 

development of protocols for multi-annual plan IA (5), an IA analysis should answer to 

some key questions.  

Each question/answer represents a phase of the analysis.  
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1. What is the nature and the scale of the problem, how is it evolving and who is 

most affected by it? 

2. What objectives should be set to address and solve the problem? What are the 

views of the stakeholders concerned? 

3. What are the main policy options for reaching these objectives? 

4. What are the likely economic and social impacts of those options? 

5. How do the main options compare in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and 

coherence in solving the problems? 

 

1.3 Research question and research methodology 
 

The question to be answered in this report is not a proper “research” question. Indeed, IA is not a 

concept around which to carry out a research. IA is a methodology, is a way to carry out an analysis 

whose object is to evaluate the results of the implementation of a regulation or a programme against 

the pre-fixed objectives. IA is a way to proceed and organise the analysis. Research questions can be 

answered in relation to the specific objectives identified in a preliminary phase of the IA analysis (e.g. 

objective: reach the MSY; research question: what type of research has been carried out on how to 

reach the MSY). 

This report will, instead, reply to the following question. 

What type of IA analysis have been carried out so far? In fishery management and in other sector? 

From which different angles, and which methods can be applied to carry out IA?  

The text we will provide an overview of the relevant reports and literature on IA in general, and more 

specifically in fisheries.  

The selection of the literature is based on a web-search. The search involved a number of queries 

based on the following terms such as: impact assessment, evaluation methodology, evaluation 

strategy, social impact assessment, fishery impact assessment, sustainability evaluation, cost-benefit 

analysis, cost-effectiveness, efficiency evaluation. 

We do not have the intention to present a complete overview of the literature on IA methodologies 

and the present document is to be considered a living document, to be complemented during the 

course of the project.  

 

1.4 Outline 
 

The first part of this report is an overview of the state of the art on IA, first of all focusing on the 

history of the IA and then, trying to give an overview of the IA analysis carried out in other sectors 

and, finally, in fisheries management. The second part is focused on the main methodologies that will 

be applied within the IA analysis in the present project. The document finishes with brief conclusions 

on how the IA carried within the SOCIEC project will contribute to the IA science. 
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2 IA analysis: an overview of the state of the art 

2.1 Introduction: the IA history 

First traces of impact assessments can be found in the attempt of the US National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), calling, in 1969, for analysing the impact of human 

actions on the environment when designated changes were contemplated (6). This can 
be regarded as the precursor of the social impact assessments. 

Anyway, the first documents clearly reporting the assessment of the impacts of a new 

regulation refer to this type of analysis as a Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) – OECD 

definition. The first RIA are generally considered to be the "Inflation Impact 

Assessments" required by the Carter Administration in the United States from 1978. The 

RIA requirement was broadened during the Reagan administration, with Benefit-Cost 

Analysis (BCA) becoming the required methodological approach (7).  

Another early adopter of the RIA analysis was Australia (1985). The OECD, a pioneer in 

the field of regulatory reform, has also contributed to the dissemination of knowledge 

and expertise on RIA by identifying best practices in OECD countries (8). By the mid-

1990s approximately 12 OECD countries had implemented RIA requirements of some 

form, although the scope of the required analysis varied considerably. In March 1995, the 

Council of the OECD adopted a Recommendation on Improving the Quality of 

Government Regulation, which included a ten-point checklist. The systematic use of 

Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) is a key part of that checklist. (1). By 2000, 20 of 28 

OECD countries had implemented RIA requirements. Currently, virtually all OECD 

countries use RIA. RIA requirements had also begun to be strongly promoted to its client 

countries by the World Bank. As a result, an increasing number of developing countries 

have now adopted RIA requirements (7) and (9). 

Even if the RIA is amongst the oldest and most common form of impact assessment used 

in OECD member countries, it only examines the cost and benefits of complying with 

proposed regulations (8). The most comprehensive type of impact assessment analysis is 

the European Commission’s Impact Assessment system, introduced in 2003 (10). 

Indeed, in the EU, a legal obligation to analyse impacts of policy proposals was 

introduced by the European Council (Göteborg and Laeken councils in 2001) and was part of 

the Lisbon strategy for jobs and growth. After then, in 2002 the Commission established a 

new method for impact assessment, which integrated and replaced the previously used single-

sector type assessments. This method follows an integrated approach which assesses the 

potential impacts of new legislation or policy proposals in economic, social and 

environmental fields. 

The main features of this IA system is that it consists of a balanced appraisal of all impacts, and is 

underpinned by the principle of proportionate analysis, whereby the depth and scope of an impact 

assessment, and hence the resources allocated to it, are proportionate to the expected nature of the 

proposal and its likely impacts. Wide-ranging consultation with stakeholders is an integral part of 
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the impact assessment process (11). 

The new system replaces and integrates into one instruments all sectoral assessments of direct 

and indirect impacts of proposed measures. Revision process have since then taken place, 

including a public consultation in 2008. The final result is the current system based on EU 

impact assessment guidelines of 15 January 2009 (4). 

There was also an attempt to compare in a parallel review the EU and US IA system. This was 

done in a document prepared by the Secretariat General of the European Commission and the 

U.S. Office of Management and Budget as part of the dialogue between the European 

Commission services and the Office of Management and Budget on methodological issues as 

agreed in the "Framework for advancing Transatlantic Economic Integration between the 

European Union and the United States of America". It reviews the application of the Office of 

Management and Budget’s Circular A-4, regulatory analysis guidance, and the European 

Commission's Impact Assessment Guidelines, with the goal of ensuring that assessment of 

future regulations takes due account of their impacts on international trade and investment 

(12). 

2.2 IA typologies 

There are different types of IA that have been applied so far in various sectors. Some of 

them evaluate a proposed policy or project by assessing its impacts on selected factors 

(usually . RIA, described in the previous paragraph, are the oldest and most common 

forms). The implementation of RIA supports the process of policy-making by contributing 

valuable empirical data to policy decisions, and through the construction of a rational 

decision framework to examine the implications of potential regulatory policy options. 

This is an important factor in responding to the impact on modern economies of open 

international markets and budgetary constraints, and the consequences of competing 

policy demands. A key feature of RIA is its consideration of the potential economic 

impacts of regulatory proposals. (8). 

There are some other typologies of IA that only review the effects of law and regulations on 

competition in the marketplace (13). In the last decades the Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) 

has become, probably, the most common type of analysis, in the light of the increasing need and 

willing to take into account environmental implications of new policies and projects. While EIA 

predict the possible environmental impact of specific projects, the Strategic Environmental 

Assessment (SEA) examines those of broader policies and programmes (14). There are also IAs whose 

aim is to gauge the distributional impacts of development assistance programmes, the poverty 

impact assessment (15). Trade impact assessment look at the economic, environmental and other 

effects of trade agreement and trade liberalisation (16). 

Besides the fact that IA assumes different features when applied to different sectors, really the IA 

concept should help policy makers in evaluating the policy integration and sustainability of new 

regulations.  

To this aim, within the 6th EU-FP the EU financed the EVIA (Evaluating Integrated Impact 
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Assessments) project, that analysed IA procedures and practices in the European Union and all 

Member States. It is based on 27 country studies, a detailed analysis of 22 concrete policy proposals 

in five countries and a survey amongst government officials and stakeholders in three countries and 

the EU. The EVIA project showed that even if it is generally assumed that Member State governments 

largely pursue the objective of using IA as a strategic instrument for policy integration and 

sustainability, only in a small number of jurisdictions IA is used as a strategic instrument for policy 

integration and sustainability. Instead IA is mostly seen as a tool to reduce administrative burden and 

the economic cost of regulation (17). The project findings highlighted the main factors - 

administrative cultures, institutional routines, political settings etc. - limiting the ability of IA to 

realise its full potential but also identified many practical ways of improving the practice of IA in 

relation to issues such as methodology, quality assurance, and integration.  

The recent improvements and development around the IA methodologies go more and more toward 

the concept of a Sustainability Impact Assessment (SIA). An SIA has two main functions: a) it is a 

methodological soft policy instrument for developing integrated policies which take full account of 

the three sustainability development dimensions and which include cross-cutting, intangible and 

long-term considerations; and b) a process for assessing the likely economic, social and 

environmental effect of policies, strategies, plans and programmes before they have been 

formulated (ex ante) (16). 

The SIA should be based on some key principles, of which the most important are: 

 The three sustainable dimensions integrated into the analysis; considering short and 

long-term effects; considering the spatial impacts and possible conflict among global, 

regional and local objectives; 

 Considering also “soft” forms of analysis (risk that “hard” methodologies, i.e. cost-

benefits and other quantitative form of analysis, prevail on qualitative forms, 

especially when taking into account environmental and social considerations); 

 Stakeholder involvement: increases awareness of the wider implications of policies 

and counterbalance the methodological limits of monetising impacts.  

 
The most integrated SIA system is, at now, that proposed by the European Commission (10), the 

result of a public consultation held in 2008. The final result is the current system of EU impact 

assessment guidelines of 15 January 2009 (4). The EU IA system is so well developed that provides 

specific guides on how to address specific issues, such as protecting the SMEs interests (18) and for 

assessing social impacts (19). 

A fundamental step in an IA is the “scoping” phase. Scoping is needed to determine the appropriate 

extent and depth of the assessment. The depth of the analysis should be proportionate to the 

significance of the policy, taking into account available information, time, staff and financial 

resources (10). For example, the European Commission requests a “proportionate analysis” to match 

the depth and the scope of the IA to the significance, political and legal nature, and sectoral 

particularities of the policy proposal (20). In addition to the content of the assessment, scoping 

should identify the relevant criteria and indicators for sustainability adapted to the initiative, 

timeframe, methods and participants. In the Belgian methodology, three categories of issues are 

addressed in the scoping phase: procedural, substantive and methodological - see figure below, 
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taken from (10) quoting (21). 

 

 

2.3 IA in fishery management 
 
The evolution of IA procedure in the fishery sector has followed the general and increasing need in 

having more integrated type of analysis, focusing on the three dimension of sustainability. 

The IA in fisheries management is strictly linked with the implementation of multi-annual 

management plans or long term management plans (LTMP), introduced in 2002 by R(EC) No 

2371/2002 (25) for stocks at or within safe biological limits, as a means of moving towards multi-

annual approach to fisheries management. Two types of multi-annual management plans are defined 

in the Regulation: recovery plans (Article 5) and management plans (Article 6). In practice both 

concepts have been combined into multi-annual / long term management plans. 

According to rules established in adopted regulations, multi-annual plans have to be regularly 

assessed against their objectives. 

In the light of this prescriptions, the Scientific Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries 

(STECF) has been asked to provide IA on a number of LTMP implemented by different Member States 

for stocks at or within safe biological limits, e.g. multi-annual plan for sole in the Bay of Biscay, multi-

annual plan for sole in the Western Channel, multi-annual plan for sole and plaice in the North Sea 

(26) 

Following the most recent practices and guidelines in force at EU level, the STECF has been required 

to evaluate management plans with regard to their effectiveness, utility, efficiency (cost-

effectiveness), sustainability. According to the more integrated version of the IA analyses (e.g. SIA), 

this means that the evaluation should consider all biological, fisheries, ecosystem, economic and 

social impacts. 
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The IA reports of STECF SGMOS and subsequent EWGs based their approach on a number of 

methodologies developed in a number of previous EU research projects, e.g. EU 6th FWP RECOVERY 

and EFIMAS project (28). 

Taking into account the prescription of the Göteborg and Laeken councils in 2001 (to run IA analysis 

before implementing any new policy proposal) the IA has been a fundamental part of the CFP reform 

process. The IA for the CFP reform has progressed in several steps since October 2009. The first 

included an analysis of the current CFP and of the future impacts of continuing the current policy 

beyond 2012 up to 2022. A methodology for analysis was also defined at that time. As a second step, 

four high level options were defined and analysed. In parallel, an analysis of the impacts of the 

different options on four specific regions was also carried out using the agreed methodology. Its 

objective was to check whether conclusions of the IA for the EU were also valid for four regions 

(Brittany, Galicia, Scotland and Sicily) where fishing is of very high economic and social importance. 

Finally, as a third layer of analysis, 24 case study areas including all coastal Member States (MS) were 

analysed to get a broad picture of economic and social impacts on coastal communities dependent 

on the fisheries sector. The CFP reform IA was submitted for assessment to the IA Board (IAB) – 

documents available at (28). 

In the same way, an IA was carried out for the proposal of a Regulation of the European Parliament 

and of the Council on the Common Organisation of the Markets in Fishery and Aquaculture Products 

(28) and for the Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the 

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund repealing Council Regulation (EC) No 1198/2006 and Council 

Regulation(EC) No 861/2006 and Council Regulation No XXX/2011 on integrated maritime policy" 

(29). 

  



SOCIOEC [289192] – Deliverable 5.1 
 

10 
 

 

3 IA methodologies 
 

3.1 Introduction 
 

Several methods or tools can be used in integrated IA depending on the stage of the assessment, the 

desired depth of the analysis and the specific impacts to be examined. 

The Sustainability A-Test project, a 6th EU FP project, involving over 40 researchers form Europe and 

Canada, carried out a very comprehensive review and validation of the main tools used for 

integrated assessment of sustainable development. In addition, an array of tools was tested in a case 

study on biofuel policies (30). 

The above project identifies the following categories: 

 Assessment frameworks: procedural tools describing how different types of 

assessment are carried out (e.g. economic impact assessment, environmental impact 

assessment, integrated sustainability assessment, etc.) 

 Participatory tools: tools that provide broad input by stakeholders and outside experts 

(e.g. Delphi surveys, focus groups, etc.) 

 Scenario tools: tools that develop alternative visions of the future developments or 

trends (e.g. trends analysis, simulations, foresight exercise, etc.) 

 Multi-criteria analysis (MCA): tools that allow joint consideration of criteria based on 

different measurements units (e.g. analytic hierarchy process, preference rankings, 

weighted summation, etc.) 

 Cost-benefit analysis (CBA): tools that assess financial and economic parameters in 

comparing costs and benefits (e.g. cost-benefit analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis – 

CEA) 

 Accounting tools: tools that present physical as well as economic and other attributes 

(e.g. indicator sets, measure of well-being, ecological footprints, etc.) 

 Models: tools that simulate real-world processes (e.g. general equilibrium models, 

demographic models, climate models, bio-economic models, etc..). 

The selection of the assessment tools should be based on: 1) the stage of the assessment; 2) the 

depth of the assessment; 3) the tasks to be completed; 4) the tool group most suited to the task; and 

5) the available resources. Often combinations of tools are needed for an integrated assessment (10). 

A good graphical representation of the tools in respect to their use in the different stages of the 

analysis is that provided in (10). 
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Within the SOCIOEC project the IA will be an integrated one, using different tools according to the 

different stage of the analysis and to the type of assessment desired. This will result in a mix of 

qualitative and quantitative methods. 

According to the classification of tools above provided, the qualitative analysis will mainly use 

participatory tools, i.e. focus group (31) and (32). This tool, together with some methods belonging to 

multi-criteria analysis (i.e. Choice experiment), have been widely addressed in Deliverable 3.1 (33). 

This paragraph will provide a brief literature overview of the main quantitative tools to be used in the 

SOCIOEC IA, e.g. bio-economic models and CBA. 

 

3.2 Simulations and optimisations: the bio-economic models 
 
A bio-economic model is a theoretical construct that represents a system, with a set of variables and 

a set of logical and quantitative relationships between them. They are constructed to enable 

reasoning within an idealized logical framework about these economic processes, integrating 

biological processes and industry behavior. They have played an important role in exploring diverse 
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issues in fisheries management for the last 40 years. In fisheries there is an extensive range of 

models that provide a comprehensive impact assessment of different management alternatives as 

asked by the CFP. (34). 

Under the scope of different research projects, where research has been done to support the 

introduction of various financial instruments or by personal initiatives, several models have been 

developed to evaluate fishery management options. Each of the models developed has specific tasks 

with more or less generality in terms of covering the specific characteristics of the fisheries and with 

more or less flexibility in order to deal with some other questions or other types of management 

advice. (34). 

Worldwide there is too huge a list of operational models to tackle the review of them extensively 

(34).  

In that sense several initiatives have been carried out to review bio-economic models (mainly at EU 

level) as the review carried out within the SGECA report (35), where some of the operational bio-

economic models that could be used by the STECF were listed. In that review STECF recommended 

the provision of documentation for each model according to the guidelines given in the Report of the 

Subgroup on bio-economic models. With these guidelines as a starting point a more comprehensive 

review of the most common and used models (i.e. EIAA, TEMAS, MOSES, BEMMFISH, BIRDMOD 

(including Aladym), MEFISTO, AHF, EMMFID, SRRMCF, COBAS, ECOCORP, ECONMULT and EFIMAS) 

has been undertaken in (34). 

The project will use existing bio-economic models to evaluate through stochastic simulations, the 

future impact on the natural resources and human benefit of current and alternative management 

measures, options and strategies based on the different indicators and descriptors.  

Some of these models have been developed in previous EU Research Projects (e.g. EU 5th FP TECTAC 

EU 6th FP EFIMAS, PROTECT, CAFÉ, etc.), and these have also to some extent already been applied in 

EU STECF (e.g., sub-group SGMOS 10-01) and ICES context. 

The existing bio-economic models vary in relation to some specific features, mainly: 

 Model orientation: if the model is output or input driven. 

 If it is a simulation (what if) or an optimization model (what’s best). 

 Characteristics of the economic and biological modules and the links between them. 

 Data requirements: Biological and economic modules initializations.  

 The output format and in particular the bio-economic indicators that each model 

produces (34). 

 
Among the models that will be used within the project some of them are spatially and seasonally 

explicit and are as such particularly suited to evaluate the spatial effects of management, as 

requested by the present call, such as the ISIS-Fish modeling platform (36) and (37), and the 

extensive spatial FLR model (38) which can integrate detailed knowledge on high resolution 

information on catch and effort by use of developed advanced methods on coupling of VMS and 

Logbook data (EU Lot2 Coupling of Logbook and VMS Data; (39)), which will respectively be applied, 

within the project, to the Western Waters and Baltic Sea fisheries. These latter tools are multi-stock 

and multi-fleet based covering important EU international métiers and fisheries and can as such deal 
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with mixed fisheries aspects which also include the FL-Cube-model used for advanced HCR evaluation 

in mixed fisheries (40) and (41) and evaluation of Long Term Management Plans (42). Using the 

spatial explicit models will enable the evaluation of socio-economic and spatial effects of the 

management measures with special attention to fishers' behavioral responses to the range of 

management measures (e.g. incentives) and to the potential links of management measures with 

uncertainties and externalities included (e.g. oil price, interest rates, fish market prices).  

Individual based models for the Danish and Dutch fishing vessels have also been developed which 

describe catch and effort with very high spatial and temporal resolution among other in relation to 

energy use in the fishery (43). 

Other models are specifically designed to estimate the likely effects of management measures 

primarily based on effort restrictions in the short and medium term. As an example, the BIRDMOD 

model (44) and (45) is a multi-species and multi-fleet simulation model specifically developed to 

simulate the main management measures (effort restrictions and technical measures on selectivity) 

applied in the Mediterranean Sea. Simulations are conducted step-by- step at regular time intervals 

through the period defined for prediction. In this sense, BIRDMOD is a dynamic model. The model is 

organized in a biological and an economic module. The biological module simulates the evolution of 

the biomass and the fishing mortality for each of the target species included in the model. Based on 

biomass and fishing mortality, landings are estimated by species and fleet segment. Given the level 

of landings and assumptions on price and costs dynamics, the economic module simulates the 

evolution of a number of economic and social variables providing an assessment of the status of the 

fisheries from a socio-economic point of view. The model output consists of the historical series 

simulated for the biological and socio-economic variables included in the logical conceptual pattern 

of the model. As the BIRDMOD biological component is very data demanding, new versions of the 

model have been recently developed to simulate the effects of management measures on fisheries 

where biological data are poor. 

 

3.3 Sensitivity analysis and CBA 
 

Any ex-ante evaluation should take care of the role that externalities and uncertainties can play in 

determining final impacts. This aspect will be taken into account by carrying out a sensitivity analysis 

(SA) within the simulation phase. SA is the study of how the uncertainty in the output of a model 

(numerical or otherwise) can be apportioned to different sources of uncertainty in the model input 

(46). The sensitivity analysis is generally used to explore how the impacts of the chosen options 

would change in response to variations of key parameters.  

Prescriptions have been issued for sensitivity analysis of models when these are used for policy 

analysis. The European Commission recommends sensitivity analysis in the context of the extended 

impact assessment guidelines and handbook (47). The EC handbook for extended impact assessment, 

a working document by the European Commission, 2002, states: “A good sensitivity analysis should 

conduct analyses over the full range of plausible values of key parameters and their interactions, to 

assess how impacts change in response to changes in key parameters”.  



SOCIOEC [289192] – Deliverable 5.1 
 

14 
 

 

Similar recommendation in the United States EPA’s White Paper on model use acceptability (48). 

A useful form of sensitivity analysis is to identify switching points, i.e. by how much does the value of 

an uncertain factor or a key assumption have to change in order for the proposed option to change. 

The sensitivity analysis will be crucial in the identification of the preferable option in achieving the 

specific objectives defined in collaboration with stakeholders. Possible application within the 

SOCIOEC project will consider, for instance, the evaluation of the impact of changes in exogenous 

factors, such as changes in prices, costs, new technology developments, etc, identifying the effect in 

terms of yields, employment or effort.  

Management strategies that are robust to uncertainties may then be identified (49) and (50). 

Additionally, information gap-theory (51) provides another method for evaluating the robustness of 

model-based decisions. 

As specified in the project proposal, the IA of new policy options will be completed by comparing 

options on the base of the general evaluation criteria of effectiveness, efficiency and coherence. 

While the effectiveness refers to the extent to which options achieve the objectives and coherence 

refers to the extent to which options are coherent with the objectives and the extent to which they 

are likely to limit trade-offs across the economic, social, and environmental domain, efficiency refers 

to the extent to which objectives can be achieved for a given level of resources at least costs (4).  

The simulations according to ecological, economic and social indicators and their relative 

performance and results in relation to reference points for those indicators will give, within the 

SOCIOEC project, direct efficiency evaluation according to the assessed uncertainty and sensitivity on 

fishery, industry, stock, etc. level. The basic instrument to evaluate the economic effectiveness 

according to e.g. optimization is the Cost Benefit (CB) or Cost-Effectiveness (CE) analysis (52), (53) 

and (54). The CB analysis is generally used when the most significant part of both costs and benefits 

can be quantified. An option is considered to be justified when it promises the greatest net benefits 

(total benefits-total costs). On the other hand, the CE analysis (see above) is generally used as an 

alternative to cost-benefit analysis in cases where it is difficult to value benefits in monetary terms. It 

requires calculating the cost needed to achieve the objectives, and then comparing the costs of the 

different proposed options. 

 

 

 

 

5 Conclusions 
 

The literature gives us a number of lessons on the need to evaluate ex-ante all the potential impacts 

of any new policy proposal. The need of integrated evaluation of these impacts (SIA) has also been 

widely recognised in the literature. 
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The SOCIOE project will contribute to the panorama of the literature dealing with fisheries 

management IA by trying to determine the social and economic effects of those management 

measures that have been identified, within the project “as able to create the right incentives to 

tackle the main structural failings of the CFP” (overcapacity, imprecise policy objectives, short term 

focus decision process, insufficient responsibility to the industry and a poor compliance by the 

industry). In particular, the project will focus on carry out an in-depth IA analysis of measures that 

are likely considered to be applied in the future CFP (ex-ante evaluation). To achieve this objective, 

the consortium will implement a dual approach, building in both quantitative modeling and 

qualitative analyses. Special attention will also be paid to the potential links of management 

measures with uncertainties and externalities (e.g. oil price, interest rates, fish market prices). The IA 

analysis will be integrated by the ranking of the policy options based on the general evaluation 

criteria of effectiveness, efficiency and coherence. Special attention will be paid to the evaluation of 

the proposed management measures’ performance in terms of their ability to achieve the ecological 

targets defined for each CS. The core of the IA within the SOCIOEC project will be stakeholder 

participation. A general aim is to create a standard procedure for IA that could represent a useful and 

practical tool of analysis to be used in future evaluation of fishery management plans at EU level (e.g. 

STECF and ICES context). 
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