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ABOUT OCEAN2012

OCEAN2012 is an alliance of organisations dedicated to transforming European Fisheries Policy to stop
overfishing, end destructive fishing practices and deliver fair and equitable use of healthy fish stocks.

OCEAN2012 was initiated, and is coordinated, by the Pew Environment Group, the conservation arm of
The Pew Charitable Trusts, a non-governmental organization working to end overfishing in the world’s
oceans.

The founding members of OCEAN2012 are: Coalition for Fair Fisheries Arrangements (CFFA), Fisheries
Secretariat (FISH), nef (new economics foundation), The Pew Environment Group and Seas At Risk (SAR).

Our vision is of healthy oceans with abundant fish and wildlife contributing to human well being.
Our mission is to ensure that the 2012 reform of the EU Common Fisheries Policy stops

overfishing, ends destructive fishing practices and delivers fair and equitable use of healthy fish
stocks.

Our broad alliance of organisations employs scientific evidence and extensive experience in
engaging decision-makers and stakeholders at all levels.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The public debate on the third reform of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP)dregaril 22°

Hnang SAOGK GKS Lzt AOFGA2Yy 2F GKS 9dzZNRLISHY [/ 2Y
assessed fish stocks in Community waters deemed overfished and the fishing industry

stumbling from one crisis to another, the current CFP is widetggved as being a failure. The

situation is dire. Unless this reform addresses the main structural failings of the CFP, fish stocks

will be further depleted, exacerbating the crises facing the fisheries sector, with potentially

disastrous consequencesrfthe marine environment as well as fishetgpendent coastal

communities.

European Union (EU) fisheries are characterised by fleets that are able to catch more fish than
are available, catch limits that are frequently set too high for reasons of @bldéixpediency,
opaque decisionmaking procedures and a culture of roompliance with the rules.

The 2002 CFP reform brought some improvements in the areas etdomgnanagement,
stakeholder participation, control and allocation of subsidies. Howetdid inot prioritise
achieving environmental sustainabilitya prerequisite for the socially and economically
sustainable exploitation of marine resources.

¢CKS /2YYA&aaArzy adlradSR Ay GKS Diudesydfundarhdstdld 0 K|
reform of the CFP and remobilisation of the fisheries sector can bring about the dramatic

change that is needed to reverse the current situation. This must not be yet another piecemeal,
incremental reform but a sea change cutting to the core reasons behmdittious circle in

GKAOK 9dzNRLISQ&a FA&AKSNASE K} @S 0SSy GNILIWSR Ay

This contribution to the consultation responds to this challenge, proposing a fundamentally
new, principlecentred approach to fisheries management in Community watersfanthe EU
fleet globally. It outlines the key issues that the OCEAN2012 alliance would like to see
incorporated into a new CFP:

U Environmental objectives should be enshrined in the CFP as a prerequisite to fulfilling
social and economic objectives; theepautionary approach and the ecosystdrased
approach to fisheries management must form the fundamental basis upon which EU
fisheries management is built.

U The CFP should define a decisinaking framework ensuring that decisions are taken at
the appropride levels, differentiating between lorgrm strategic and operational
management decisions.

U The CFP should define instruments and competencies which deliver sustainable fishing
power” at EU and regional level; this should include legaithgling and timebound

'COM(2009)163 final: Green PameReform of the Common Fisheries Policy.

?In this context, fishing power is a measure of the properties of a fishing vessel, measured in termfishfrtenortality the vessel causes in
the fish stock{s); it must not be confused with engine power.
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fishing power limits per fishery, or group of fisheries, in a given area in the case of multi
species fisheries.

U Access rules should be based on a set of criteria that ensure a transition to, and support
for, environmentally and socially sustainalikhing.

U The decisiommaking processes should be transparent and participatory.

2 KATS GKSNB FNB | INBFG ydzYoSNI 2F &ALISOAFTAO
OCEAN2012 believes it is important to maintain, throughout the reform process, thedocus
purpose. The purpose of this CFP reform must be more than tinkering at the edges and
rectifying some perceived wrongs. It must be the creation of a foundation upon which future
sustainable fisheries can be built.

Any management tools should only bepdipd in a framework that:

¢ includes a specific set of management objectives;

e sets criteria for resource access based on environmental considerations (preferential
access to rights for environmentafigiendly fishing techniques);

e includes provisions on siat equity (initial allocation, restrictions on quota transfers,
priority to owner operators, protection of smaller scale interests etc.);

¢ involves all affected stakeholders in their design and implementation;

e restricts concentration of ownership or creati of fishing monopolies or cartels (e. g.
caps on ownership to avoid excessive concentration of rights);

e provides for cost recovery; and

e contains a sunset provision/exit strategy (allowing for performance reviewcand¢ase
of needcthe reclaim of the ight).

In addition, the implementation of any management tools should be in conjunction with:

¢ input and/or output limits based on scientific advice and local knowledge, and applied
with a precautionary approach;

consistent monitoring of all catch, bycdt and discards;

adequate enforcement;

regular review of the program against pgetermined objectives; and

adaptive management (requires both short and long term impact monitoring); changes
must be made if objectives are not being met.

We have, in our aatribution to the consultation, focussed on answering the questions raised,
where they are raised, at times with general observations preceding our answers. Occasionally
we have referred to answers in other sections, and where we believe the questionbéene
leading we have stated so.

lj dz
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INTRODUCTION

The current CFP is widely perceived as a failure. The European Commission recognises that the

situation is dire, and that a fundamental reform of the policy is urgently needed in order to
ensure the future dthe fishing sector and of marine biodiversity.

We are at the end of an era and the EU is at a crossroads. The EU can choose to make some

difficult choices and embark upon the road to environmentally and socially sustainable fishing,
or it can choose tonake cosmetic changes only, continuing the downward spiral of its fisheries.

OCEAN2012 welcomes the Green Paper (COM(2009)163) and the invitation to stakeholders to
express their views on the future of the CFP. Nevertheless, the content and severa of th
guestions posed in the Green Paper point the reader in a certain direction, which we perceive

&4 LINBYF(Gdz2NE YR gKAOK O2yiNIXRAOGA (GKS LINBYAaA
SEFYLX S [jdzSaidiAz2yada adzOK I a dadoledaefoe dsédmpra S NI o €
support capacity reduction for large O £ S Ff SSGaKé¢ LINBOf dzZRS RA &Od

based management approaches, some of which are based o#transferable rights, and also
steer away from alternative ways of managiapacity.

To achieve longerm sustainability OCEAN2012 would like to see a reformed CFP applying a
fundamentally new, principkeentred approach to fisheries management in Community waters
and for the EU fleet globally. Therefore, in this contributi@GEAN2012 will not limit its input

to answering the questions posed in the Green Paper.

CKAA GAYSY NBF2NX Ydzad oNRARyYy3 | o62dzi | aasSt
political objectives to the design of management measures, from complitmaonsumer
awareness. Therefore, it must be acknowledged that the reformed CFP will not deliver the
vision described by the Commission immediately. Transitional measures will be needed in order
to transform European fisheries into a forwalabking, respasible sector, which complies with
international commitments and European legislation.

The Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) will have a substantial role to play in making this happen,
and it too will have tosuffer some degree of reform. Up until now tH&P has focused on
promoting growth in profitable maritime economic activities, but it will have to place
sustainability at its very core, and give fisheries the attention they deserve in the context of
stimulating Europe's maritime economy and heritage.atldition, the implementation of the
Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) demands that environmental considerations are
integrated at every step of policy and decisioraking processes. Implementation of the IMP
will have to actively contribute tochieving Good Environmental Status (GES), and the reform
of the CFP needs to be a part of that effort.

Based on the above, OCEAN20&Etsto see a reform of the CFP which includes the following
changes:
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- environmental sustainability is enshrined as theeparching principle, without which
economic and social sustainability is unobtainable;

- the precautionary approach and the ecosystbased approach to fisheries
management form thdasisupon which fisheries management is byilt

- the CFP defines a decisimaking framework that ensures decisions are taken at the
appropriate levels, differentiating between lowigrm, strategic and operational
management decisions

- instruments and competencies are established which deliver sustainable fishing power,
at EU ad regional level, including legally binding and tibwund fishing power limits
per fishery or group of fisheries in a given areshifg power is a measure of the
properties of a fishing vessel, measured in terms of fisking mortality the vessel
causes on the fish stock or stocks; it must not be confused with engine power;

- access rules are based on a set of criteria #r@uresa transition to, and support for,
environmentally and socially sustainable fishiagd

- the decisioamaking processes are tmaparent and participatory.

THE CURRENT COMMON FISHERIES POLICY AND ITS OUTCOMES

2SS JSYySNIrfte ANBS gAGK GKS /2YYAaarazyQa |yl f
the failings of the CFP, and in particular the need for a fundamental ret@rthe political
decisionmaking process.

In 2001, after a long consultation process with stakeholders, the Commission published its far

NBI OKAy3 DNBSY tFLISNY G¢KS /2YY2y CAAKSNASA t
it was abundantly clear thathe CFP was not achieving the objective of conserving marine
resources and that the EU was far behind the progress achieved through international
instruments such as the 1995 UN Agreement on straddling and highly migratory fist?stocks

The Commission t@mpted to incorporate some of these international concepts in its
proposals, such as the use of management reference points serving as targets and limits. But
YIye 2F GKS [/ 2YYA&daArAz2yQa | YoAGA2ya 6SNBE 3INF R
leadingup to the final decision.

After months of negotiations,and RS&aLIAGS CAAKSNASA [/ 2YYAAd&aA?2
determination, the basic Regulation (EC 2371/2002) that was adopted was a far cry from what
the Commission had initially proposed.

Ironically, o 2 F (G KS LINEI Yot Sa Gvanthatkdy fishStackizEontidug 2y a 0 |
to decline, the Common Fisheries Policy should be improved to ensure the long-term viability of
the fisheries sector through sustainable exploitation of living aquatic resources based on sound

3http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/convention_overview fish_stocks.htm
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scientific advice and on the precautionary approach, which is based on the same considerations
as the precautionary principle referred to in Article 174 of the Treaty.€

Since 2002, this has only partially been accomplished and themipgoreform must ensure
that the revised CFP contains the necessary provisions to actually achieve the above objectives.

OVERCOMING THE FIVE STRUCTURAL FAILINGS OF THE POLICY
4.1. Addressing the deep-rooted problem of fleet overcapacity

We agree thathe imbalance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities is one of the
main drivers of overfishing. Instruments used in the past have largely been ineffective, but the
specific reasons for failudeave yet to beanalysed andoremain unclear. Irfiact, it seems that
various attempts to reduce overcapacity could have contributed to a significant reduction if
they had been better designed in the first place and more rigorously implemented. Without a
proper analysis of past experiences, it sedoily to rushto adopt furtherinstruments, such as
transferable rights;especially asmarketbased instruments, once employe@dye hard to
reverse

Currently, the amount of overcapacity is largely unknown, despite international and European
obligations to assss if. Progress on how to measure overcapacity has been made with the
I 2YYA&daA2yQa 3 d2¥oR &finpyoed andysi® of theibalange between fishing
capacity and fishing opportunities, but there is still a need to discuss how capacity and/or
overcapacity could be better measured.

However, any discussion about how to further improve measufistgng capacityshould not

delay a mucihleeded assessment of overcapacity in the different fisheries. Such an assessment
is aprerequisite for a more pecific diagnosis of capacity in each fishery and would help to
provide guidance on the necessary adjustments, based on a series of sustainable development
criteria (see section 4.3).

In addition, we do not think that overcapacity should be exclusivéiilii SR (2 | wail S
OWih22 Yrye o021 0a0 DKHF&EANVE ARRITBIAFARKS DNBSY
aA1TS FTAGE Ifté¢ &az2fdziazya ILIWXASR Ay GKS LI ad
scrapped, whilst the overall fishing cagiig hardly decreased.

In Spain, for example, the majority of funding for fleet measures in 22006 (under the

Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance or FIFG) was used to modernise or build new
vessels above 24 metres. Only a small fraction wad @sethe smallscale fishing sector and

88 FT2NI Ay al bty clz Kt @ 1S Naleinh iy athptl/evikvpewenvironment.eu/resources/IEEBvercapacity
Report.pdf

°*DG Mare, 2008. Guidelines for an improved analysis of the balance between fishing capacigingafiportunities. The use of indicators for
reporting according to Article 14 of Council Regulation 2371/2002. Version 1, March 2008.
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then mostlyfor scrapping. This kind of fleet management has had dramatic consequences for
smallscale fishing communities in Europe, and has not helped to achieve the right balance
between available resources andting capacity.

Overcapacity is also a qualitative problem, as different fleet segments and gears have different
impacts on the marine environment, different fuel requirement, deliver different quality of fish
and result in different social outcomes.

What is needed now is a frank discussion about what kind of fleetEU sbuld have in the
future and which instruments would be most effective in achieving such a transition.
Unfortunately, there is no single solution, and capacity managerpssgrammesmust consist

of a combination of approaches and instruments, such as gear restrictions, limited entry
programs, individual quotas, collective fishing rights, buylpogrammesand taxes.

Whatever management instruments are used, they should supporttthesition towards a
more sustainable fleet and nataswith structural funds in the past undermine or delay such
a transition.

To ensure that capacity reduction measures are adequately designed and properly
implemented, and to avoid decisions beindgluenced by shorterm interests, soci@conomic

and environmental impact assessments should be undertaken for all measures proposed.
Accompanying measures, to be discussed with stakeholders, should be proposed in order to
mitigate negativeeffectson the social fabric of the fishing communities.

It needs tobe stressed that efforts to reduce capacity within EU waters mustresdltin a
transfer of capacity to other waters. Outside EU waters, in fisheries Partnership
Agreements (FPAs)gned withthird countries, thepriority must be to balanceapacity with
Gl @1 At I 6 dppotunified véhike enalding thesecountries to develop their own fishing
sector in a sustainable manner.

e Should capacity be limited through legislation? If so, how?

Yes, OEAN2012 believes that legislation should be put in place obliging fisheries management
bodies to meet capacity reduction targets within a clear timeframe.

Reduction targets should be based on both quantitative and qualitative aspects to achieve a
sustaindle fishing fleet. Different instruments could support such policy measures, such as
transitional aid. In addition, priority access to resources based on environmental and social
criteria, as outlined in Section 4.3, would create an incentive for moreasdile fleet
reduction.

10
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e Is the solution a one-off scrapping fund?

A oneoff scrapping funds one way to use public funding to support the transition towards a
better balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportunities. However, it will na gwv
problem if the underlying factors thdead to overcapacity are not adequately addressed. In
addition, future imbalances created by technological creep or changes in fishing opportunities
will not be helped by any kind of oraf fund.

Still, a oneoff scrapping fund can play a crucial role in accelerating the transition to more
sustainable fisheries and improved ecosystem health. As part of a package of transitional
assistance and management changes, it can provide a window of opportunity to aefidrm

the nature of fisheries, in particular in cases where urgent action is required, as is the case for
many segments of the European fleet.

In the past, EU decommissioning schemes have failed to reach their objectives from both an
environmental andan economic perspective. Any future opn# scrapping fund should
therefore follow the OECD principles and guidelines for decommissioning schemes. For
example, under the beneficiary pays principle, those who benefit from a decommissioning
scheme should cdribute to the costs of the scheme. A combination of industry and public
funding can improve the incentives fao-operative management, as the remaining fishers
have a stronger stake in the future of the fishery.

As mentioned before, there are also otheays in which public aid can support a reduction in
fishing capacity. Public aid can provide retraining of fishers and support structural adjustments
in the communities concerned. Investments in control and enforcement measures can increase
pressure fomon-sustainable operators to leave the sector without further public aid.

e Could transferable rights (individual or collective) be used more to support capacity
reduction for large-scale fleets and, if so, how could this transition be brought about?
Which safeguard clauses should be introduced if such a system is to be implemented?
Could other measures be put in place to the same effect?

Different types of rightdbased management (RBM) can contribute to a transition to a more
sustainable fleet. There ara large number of different approaches, such as limited-non
transferable licensing; community catch quotas; individual -transferable or transferable
effort quotas, individual nostransferable or transferable catch quotas; vessel catch limits or
territorial use rights in fisheries. Most Member States have already implemented some kind of
RBM approach.

Various RBM approaches might contribute to specific fisheries management objectives in
selected fisheries. Therefore, we believe that transferable riglats play a role in capacity

®See for instance MRAG (2008) An analysis of existing Bighésl Management (RBM) instruments in Member States argkting up best
practices in the EU.

11
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reduction in certain cases. There is not, however, a particular RBM approach which works as a
panacedor all fisheries.

C2NJ Iyeg w.a FLILNRFIOK G2 6S STFFSOGAGST Ad A& h
a framewak that:

- includes a specific set of management objectives;

- sets criteria for access to resources based on environmental and social considerations
(preferential access for environmentally friendly fishing techniques and for the
operators that are contributig most to coastal community development);

- includes provisions on social equity, such as initial allocaimhrestrictions on quota
transfers;

- restricts concentration of ownership or creation of fishing monopolies or cartels;

- involves all affected stakelders in its design and implementation;

- provides for cost recovery, i.e. those who benefit from the rights also pay for the costs;

- provides for adequate enforcement;

- ensures regular reviews against ptetermined objectives;

- includes adaptive managementjeaning that changes must be made if objectives are
not being met (this would require monitoring of both short and long term impact);

- limits the duration of the rights; and

- includes a sunset provision/exit strategy (allowing for performance review and, if
needed, the possibility to reclaim the right).

We agree with the Commission that relative stability, as it has been implemented in the past,
has been an incentive temphasiseshort-term economic interests to the detriment of the
common good, and we fegéhat this principle should be fundamentally reviewed.

e Should this choice be left entirely to Member States or is there a need for common
standards at the level of marine regions or at EU level?

Whatever management body (or bodies) will besponsible fo fleet management and the
allocation of access rights (see section 4.3, on regionalisation), and whatever combination of
instruments is used, there is a clear need for common principles, standards and frameworks.
This includes, for instance, provisionsgiwarantee transparency, participation of stakeholders,
and the integration of environmental and social criteria into fleet restructuring programmes.

4.2. Focusing the policy objectives

¢KS DNBSYy t I LISN harétdeRaicy tobjectivesRr&syftingh il nsifficients

guidance for decisions and implementations¢ | & 2y S 2F (KS 1S@& FI Af dzNF
issue is addressed, it will not be possible to reverse the current trend in the European fishing
sector.

12
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OCEAN2012 wants to see eovimental objectives enshrined in the CFP as a prerequisite to
fulfilling social and economic objectives; the precautionary approach and the ecoshsteed
approach to fisheries management must form the base upon which fisheries management is
built.

The easoning is clear. there are fish without fisheries, but no fisheries without fish.
Environmental sustainability of marine resources is a prerequisite to deliver social and
economic benefits. Healthy marine ecosystems and fish stocks arecpdiion fa:

- building a robust EU fishing industry with greater economic resilience;
- securing the livelihoods of coastal fishing communities;

- contributing more to global food security; and

- increasing ecological resilience to climate change impacts.

e How can the objectives regarding ecological, economic and social sustainability be
defined in a clear, prioritised manner which gives guidance in the short term and
ensures the long-term sustainability and viability of fisheries?

Environmental objectives must be ensied in the newbasicRegulation and take precedence
over all other objectives, as a prerequisite for achieving social and economic sustainability both
in the short and the long term.

Success will depend on two main components:
1. The precautionary approachand the ecosysteAbased approach to fisheries
management must form the basis for fisheries management in the EU.
2. Recovery and lonterm management plans must be shielded from political pressure to
increase shorterm fishing opportunities at the expensd the future sustainability of
the industry.

The precautionary approach and the ecosysteased approach are mentioned in the current
CFP, and must remain basic principles underpinning any future policy. For this to happen in
practice, they must be defed in an operational manner and be applied routinely in all fisheries
management. The challenge is to find ways to ensure that the environmental objectives are
maintained when designing and implementing specific targets and measures.

For example, measas to restore marine ecosystems may impose social and economic costs in
the short term, resulting from reduced fishing opportunities. This generates political pressure
to increase fishing opportunities at the expense of environmental objectives and héece t
future sustainability of the resource and the industry. The new CFP needs to outline
mechanisms to deal with this political pressure and identify new solutions to address the social
and economic costs, without undermining the environmental objectives.

13
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One option would be to develop and agree on a protocol for EU fisheries restoration that sets
overarching limits to exploitation of marine resources, and defines clear caps and targets per
fishery and Member State over the next five yeafsrgets and timdrames would be set
following scientific advice.

The Precautionary Approach

States and subegional and regional fisheries management organisations are called upon by
the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (1@0&pply a precautionarymproach
widely to conservation, management and exploitation of living aquatic resources in order to
protect them and preserve the aquatic environment, taking account of the best scientific
evidence available.

The precautionary approach is referenced inwamber of international agreements, including
the Convention on Biological Diverdignd the 1995 UN Fish Stocks Agreememoth of which
the EU has ratified and should be applying in all relevant policy areas. The UN Fish Stocks
Agreement states thathte absence of adequate scientific information shall not be used |as a
reason for postponing or failing to take conservation and management measures. It also
includes a concise description of how the precautionary approach should be applied to fisheries
management (Article 6 and Annex II).

The Ecosysterhased Approach

The effects of fishing go far beyond simply commercially exploited species, so its impact on all
components of the marine ecosystem needs to be considere@drget and nortargeted
species, asociated or dependent species, as well as the marine habitat. Applying an ecosystem
based approach also means that the impact of other human activities, including habitat
destruction, climate change and pollution needs to be considered when making managgeme

decisions. The ecosystebased approach is described in the Marine Strategy Framework

Directive of 2008

Gal NAYS &0GNI GS3AS a-basel dpprdach to thi dfatageineyit ofudrAansadivitiésSesuring that
the collective pressure of such activities is kept within levels compatible with the achievement of good
environmental status and that the capacity of marine ecosystems to respond to human-induced changes is not
compromised, while enabling the sustainable use of marine goods and services6 @ LINS &Sy i F y R ¥ dzi dzNB

The new CFP must also help Member States deliver the target of Good Environmental Status
under the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.

" http://www.fao.org/docrep/005/v9878e/v9878€00.HTM
8

http://www.cbd.int/

°http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention _agreements/convention _overview fish_stocks.htm

Art. 1.3,Directive 2008/56/EC establishing a framework for community action in the field of marine environmpelityl(Marine Strategy
Framework Directive).

14
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e Should the future CFP aim to sustain jobs in the fishing industry or should the aim be
to create alternative jobs in coastal communities through the IMP and other EU
policies?

Yes, sustaining jobs in the fishing industry is a desirable goal but it should not be fulfilled at the
expense of environmental objectives. The future CFBulshaim to restore fish stocks and
marine ecosystems to healthy levels. If it succeeds in achieving these objectives, this will
provide opportunities for longerm, profitable employment in the industry.

The CFP has been trapped in a vicious circlereMomgterm objectives have been superseded

by decisions mainly driven by political pressure to increase dbkart fishing opportunities.
While efforts should be made to sustain jobs in the fishing industry, securing the recovery of
fish stocks and mar@ecosystems could generate economic and social costs in the short term.
The CFP has a role to play in addressing these costs.

When it comes to sustaining jobs and/or softening the impact that a transition towards
sustainable fisheries could have in drifat fishing sectors, there are several potential
solutions, for example:

- Restructuring the fleet towards a more jabtensive model, promoting fishing
techniques which deliver lowaratchesper worker (reduced labour productivity) while
reducing or at éast not increasing environmental impacts. This would be easier to
implement in those fisheries with enough margin to accommodate a higher number of
workers. It would result in a net transfer of profits from the owner/investor towards
helping meet a socigjoat and

- Promoting jobsharing schemesand

- Retraining fishermen for alternative jobs in their communitigsr example, through
programs similar to those currently available under priority Axis 4 of the European
Fisheries Furfd.

Whatever jobs are suained or created should comply with International Labour Organisation
(ILO) standard$ on working conditions in the fisheries sector.

¢ KSNBE Adizefffsd {2y 3 yagSNIP ! f (A Y Ipronsote 8okitiotiskhch v S &
maximisethe benefits to ®ciety. In some situations this will be achieved by sustaining jobs in
the fishing industry; in others it will require the development of alternative jobs, at least during
the transition period.

“Council Regulation (EC) No 1198/2006 of 27 July 2006 on the European Fisheries Fund
http://ww.ilo.o rg/public/english/dialogue/sector/sectors/mariti/standards.htm#heading1b

15
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Achievingthe recovery of fish stocks and marine ecosystesos asto deliver longterm
employment will also require action by the fishing industry. In order to secure theirterny
viability, vessels and businesses will need to operate within environmental limits. This will
require changes to the way they fisbday, and the adoption of more sustainable business
models and strategies.

The new CFP needs to create a context that encourages sustainable business models and
strategies by:

- rewarding businesses that move towards sustainability and penalising thaseamot;
and

- using all possible levers of change, such as public funding, regulation, fiscal policies and
education, tofacilitate this transition.

The transition is likely to result in significant changes in the sector. The new context will see
some bsinesses disappear, while creating opportunities for new ones.

e How can indicators and targets for implementation be defined to provide proper
guidance for decision making and accountability? How should timeframes be
identified for achieving targets?

If, as OCEAN2012 advocates, environmental objectives are given priority, input and/or output
limits'® must be aligned with the biological limits of the marine ecosystem, with the aim of
keeping both target and notarget species at levels ensuring their lelggm abundance and

the retention of their full reproductive capacity. This would minimise the risk of stock depletion
or collapse, ensure that the fish stocks are maintained as a functioning part of the ecosystem
and reduce management costs.

The EU is currgly using Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) as a management target for
fisheries, in accordance with the Johannesburg Declaration of 2008 theory, this
corresponds to the largest average catch that can be made year after year without reducing the
abundance of the stock. The common assumption is that this occurs when the fish stock has
been reduced to less than half of the Hfished level. Howevein fisheries science, there is a
growing consensus that the exploitation rate that achieves MSY should-ibéerpreted as an
upper limit rather than a management target. This requires overall reductions in exploitation
rates, which can be achieved through a range of management'tdek=e also chapter 5.2).

OCEAN2012 does not consider MSY to be an apprepuitimate target for fish stocks, just a
step on the way. Fishing beyond MSY will not yield economic gains in the long teraas
fishing at a lower level will bring almost as much fish with much less effort, and is therefore
economically more benefidaMSY should only be considered an intermediate target to

*This can take the form of catch and/or effort limits, including fishing power
“http://www.un.org/ esa/sustdev/documents/WSSD _POI_PD/English/POI_PD.htm
Worm, Hilburn et al. (2009) , Rebuilding Global Fisheries, in Science 31, {§8%78
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achieving abundance, and alternative objectives of fisheries management must be developed
that are more conservative and precautionary in nature.

There have been a number of efforts compiledifferent indicators for fisheries management,

as well as for the wider marine environment. Some worth mentiorireggthe OSPAR work on
Ecological Quality ObjectiVésthe EU 8 Framework project INDEEOc Development of
Indicators of Environmental Performes of the Common Fisheries Polgcyand the European
OYPBANRYYSylG 1 38SydeqQa 699! 0 dzasS 2F AyRROG2NA
OCEAN2012 recommends that this information and experience is put to use in selecting an
appropriate set of indiators that will help guide both decisiemaking and evaluation of
objectivestargets and timeframes.

Finally, it is also important to highlight that in order for the future policy to be effective in
delivering environmental andocioeconomic benefits, oth targets for implementation and
indicators need to cover the environmental, soaald economiadimension of fisheries. This
will require the development of tools that help reveal the full impact of different decisions and
how these affect different steeholders.

Social and environmental values are difficult to express in financial terms and these often
escape the economic impact assessments that inform decisi@king. Economic analysis also
regularly omits the value of future benefits, thus favourstgpri-term over longterm gains. If

we are to move towards a CFP that delivers benefits to society, other assessment models are
needed to guide decisiemaking in this directiontools that help decisioimakers answer key
guestions such ad\hichfisheriesdeliver the highest value to society? And which deliver the
lowest? How can we structure the national and the EU fishing sectsucha way that we
incentivise higkhvalue sectors and reduce levalue ones?

The Social Return on Investment (SBOJ a methodology that helps organisations and
institutions demonstrate the social, economic and environmental impact of their actions. It
provides a framework to measure and account for a much broader concept of value,
incorporating social, environmental andawmmic costs and benefits. This is especially relevant
when institutions seek to make eveBurocount ¢ a key priorityfor the public sector, even
more so inthe context of global financial crisis. The implementation of an SROI framework to
fisheries pokty seems an obvious first step towards improving decisiaking in fisheries
management.

18 hitp://www.ospar.org/documents/DBASE/Publications/p00318 EcoQ0O%20brochure%20Towards%20a%20Healthy%20North%20Sea.pdf
http://www.ieep.eu/projectminisites/indeco/index.php

Bhttp://themes.eea.europa.eu/indicators/

®cabinet Office of the Third Sector. A Guide to Social Return on Investment (SROI) is availabteoffmuw.sroi-

uk.org/content/view/5/65/
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4.3. Focusing the decision-making framework on core long-term principles

Decisioamaking in fisheries policy needs to be informed by what matters most to people,
communities, the environment and society. Making visible and valuing hidden costs and
benefits leads to more informed and better pohloyaking (see section 4.2), but it is not
enough.

The current decisiomaking system in the EU suffers from a numbepiblems: it is highly
politicised, with even detailed regulations being handled at the highest political level, favouring

shortterm interests. It is also mainly operatian | &-8iaéfis- f £ € oF aArad | AARS

other shortcomings, the adoption fothe Lisbon Treaty, which will give the European
Parliament cedecision, will make uifficult to continue in the same way.

OCEAN2012 therefore strongly believes that the decimaking process will have to change
and that this is a key element of refuo.

e How can we clarify the current division of responsibilities between decision-making
and implementation to encourage a long-term focus and a more effective
achievement of objectives? What should be delegated to the Commission (in
consultation with Member States), to Member States and to the industry?

Currently, scientific advice on available fishing resources is not followed: catch limits agreed by
the Council have exceeded scientific advice by approximatelypetBent in recent years,
resulting in sgere reduction of fish stock3.herefore, shorterm political interests need to be
uncoupled from the determination of available fish resources and annual fishing possibilities.
Once policy objectives have been set, scientists and managers can detehmimenbunt of
fishing resources available to be caught in any one timeframe, within a sufficiently robust
management framework.

In order to achieve lonterm sustainable fisheries, OCEAN2012 proposes that the decision
making structure and processes be famdentally changed. We suggest that the Council of
Ministers¢ and, under a ratified Lisbon Treaty, the European Parliamdntus on the over
arching vision, objectives and targets of the CFP and leave the detailed implementation to more
appropriate bodies such as the Commission, Member States, or new bodies specifically created
for the purpose.

OCEAN201asserts that there are different hierarchical steps in decisi@aking:

1. Setting overall, longerm policy objectives and targets (Which level of abumza
should fish stocks be restored to and maintained at? When are stocks considered
depleted and how should recovery be balanced with the continuation of fishing?);

2. Determining the fish resources available for fishing (How much fish can be caught while
maintaining the stocks at the desired level of abundance?);
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Determining the amount and type of fishing power (How should fishing take place?
Options such as number of vessels, type of vessel and gear); and

Allocating access to the resource (Who should bewnadtb to fish? What kind of fish,
where and how?).

OCEAN2012 recommends that in future only lbegn policy objectives and targets be set by
the highest decisioomaking bodies: the Council of Ministers and the European Parliament.
These two bodies should:

Jointly decide on lonterm management objectives, such as the desired level of
abundance of fish stocks, speed of recovery when stocks are depleted and other
relevant aspects relating to the marine environment, in line with the 2008 Marine
Strategy Framwork Directive, the 1992 Habitats Directive and international agreements
such as the Convention on Biodiversity;

Agree a set of environmental and social criteria to allocate access to restiirces
Agreeon standards and timetables for their implementation;

Give a clear mandate (limited in time and regularly reviewed) to the European
Commission, Member States, and/or other appropriate bodies to ensure delivery of
these objectives based on the steps outlined belawd

Create a system for regular evaluatiohpmlicies and implementation, making adaptive
management with continuous improvements possible.

The process should be transparent and allow for equitable representation and participation of
all stakeholders.

OCEAN2012 also recommends that future sdientissessment of fishing resources and the
determination of fishing opportunities be based on a more conservative and precautionary
policy framework:

Using the precautionary approach as defined by the UN Fish Stocks Agreement from
1995 and the ecosysteimased approach as defined in the Marine Strategy Framework
Directive, relevant scientific bodies should deliver advice on available resources: what
and how much can safely be caught where;

Scientific evidence should take into account traditional knowleoligéhe resources and
their habitat;

The scientific advice should be legdiinding to the relevant management bodies
making subsequent decisions;

“How this translates in terms of capacity reduction, fleet restructuring and access allogatirisions on who actually gets to figtwould
then be taken on a fishery by fishery basis at a decentralised levebifedghational or local, depending on the fishery) within the overall limits
that have been agreed according to the decisiaking structure described above.
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- Fishing limits (input or output limits) must be set to include all fish caught, not simply
those that arednded. In other words, bycatch, discards and fishing mortality caused by
recreational fishing must be taken into account in the scientific assessments.

OCEAN2012 proposes that decisions about access to fish resources and adequate fishing
capacity are basd on a set of transparent criteria for environmentally and socially sustainable
practices, which would favour less destructive fishing gear and practices, low fuel consumption,
greater employment, good working conditions and high quality products. Fongea

e Selectivity¢ priority access should be given to fishers using more selective fishing
methods with low bycatch;

e Less environmental impagt priority access should be given to fishers using gear and
practices with a low impact on the marine environmte

e Lower energy consumptioq priority access should be given to fishers using vessels and
fishing methods consuming less energy per tonne of fish caught;

e Employment and working conditiong priority access should be given to fishing
operators and fishig methods that provide more, good quality employment, as long as
they are also less damaging for the environment. Working conditions should comply
with relevant international standards, notably the 2007 ILO Work in Fishing Convention;

¢ Quality of product; priority access should be given to fishers using gear types providing
the best quality fish, as long as they are also good for the environraadt;

e History of compliance past compliance with the rules of the CFP by fishers as well as
Member States shoultde considered when allocating access to fish resources.

Once the overarching criteria have been agreed, they would be operationalised and used to
allocate access to resources on a fisheypfishery basis at a decentralised level (regional,
national or bcal, depending on the fishery) within the overall limits.

Use of these criteria would help to create more sustainable EU fisheries to the benefit of both
the marine environment and the communities that depend on it. If formulated and
implemented as desibed above, the EU's fisheries policy could become a global model. These
criteria should be developed and applied gradually, giving fishing operators the opportunity to
adapt. A transition period will be needed in order to implement any agreed criteria.

The criteria should have the advantage of creating positive competitgiweenfishers; those

who fish in the most environmentally and socially sustainable way would be given preferential
access to resources. This would provide a very strong incentivehinge and, in the longer

term, such an approach would transform EU fisheries. OCEAN2012 is currently assembling more
detailed and technical information on how environmental and social criteria have been used
elsewhere to provide preferential access tshferies resources, and how such criteria could be
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used within the EU context. We intend to submit this information to the consultation process in
due time.

e Do you think decentralised decisions on technical matters would be a good idea?
What would be the best option to decentralise the adoption of technical or
implementing decisions? Would it be possible to devolve implementing decisions to
national or regional authorities within Community legislation on principles? What are
the risks implied for the control and enforcement of the policy and how could they be
remedied?

As long as clear objectives, principles, targets and evaluation procedures are in place, aspects of
fisheries management, such as the type of capacity which will be allowed in a giveny fishe
(type of vessels, fishing gears and methods based on above criteria), may be best decided in a
decentralised manner, with appropriate stakeholder input (i.e. government, fishing sector,
trade unions, NGOs). Strict control and enforcement would be aeptesite and would require
oversight by a central authority.

Once the Council and European Parliament have established criteria, decisithresatincation

of access to fish resourcesould be heavily decentralised. This could be done on an
ecosystem/regonal/local basis depending on the fishery and fish stocks concerned. People
from a given region should have primary access. Fishing interests from outside thegemo

are free to apply for access if they can demonstrate that their fishing operationgfiiehe
region. Access would be granted based on the criteria outlined above. Such decentralised
decisionmaking processes will require good governance, transparency and accountability.

e How could the advisory role of stakeholders be enhanced in relation to decision-
making? How would Advisory Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture (ACFA) and the
Regional Advisory Councils (RACs) adapt to a regionalised approach?

Decisioamaking must be transparent and provide for appropriate stakeholder participalion
2009, the FAO published guidelines on stakeholder information and participation, which could
provide guidance for the CFP reform.

Efforts should be supported to build knowledge and skills to ensure better participation in
governance of, for example, cdakfishing communities. Examples include providing training,
raising awareness, opening and maintaining dialogue (e.g. training on how science is
conducted, as well as on environmental and social concerns).

We do not believe that ACFA and the RACs shbelgiven decisieimaking power; nor should
participation of stakeholders be restricted to the existing structures.
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4.4. Encouraging the industry to take more responsibility in implementing the CFP

First of all, there is no such thing #® industry, but rather a variety of fishing sectors and
communities, which caand dohave different needs and play differertles. There is also the
guestion of what it is that has to be managed at what level. Examples ofngmised
management measures exist aertain fisheries, such as the Kostgidero fjord in Sweden,
and need to be encouraged. However, such-seffosed measures do not, and should not,
replace management by public authorities.

The reformed CFP must support the transition towards sustaini@heries. Such a crucial and
most probably difficult transition cannot just be delegated to the fishing sector. Rather, those in
the fishing sector who are willing to contribute to such a transition should be supported and
encouraged, and if successfudrefit from this through the new access allocation criteria (see
section4.3).

e How can more responsibility be given to the industry so that it has greater flexibility
while still contributing to the objectives of the CFP?

In our opinion this is a leadingdzSad A2y ® ¢KS FTANRG l[dzSadAazy G2
IAPSY Y2NB NBalLlRyairoAiAtAdeK:ed {SGdAy3a YIyl 3SYSy
must remain the responsibility of public authorities. However, actors such as the fishing sector
shoud be encouraged to participate and contribute to the development of conservation and
management measures and their implementation.

Incentives should be created which could include preferential access to reward initiatives which
contribute to enhancinghte environmental and social sustainability of fishing activities. Greater
responsibility must be combined with clear objectives and measurable targets, as well as
rigorous control and enforcement.

e How could the catching sector be best structured to take responsibility for self-
management? Should the Producer Organisations (POs) be turned into bodies through
which the industry takes on management responsibilities? How could the
representativeness of POs be ensured?

As stated above, setting of managemerijectives and targets for common resources must
remain the responsibility of public authorities. Sector interests should play an active role in
designing and implementing conservation and management measures at the appropriate level.

e What safeguards and supervisory mechanisms are needed to ensure self-management

by the catching sector does not fail, and successfully implements the principles and
objectives of the CFP?
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As stated in Section 4.3 on decisimaking structures, the new CFP must contain toals t
regularly evaluate the implementation of objectives, targets and timelines. Greater sector
responsibility to design and implement conservation and management measures in order to
meet overarching objectives must be controlled through appropriate evalngirocedures. In
addition, effective control and enforcement mechanisms must be in place #chtas a
deterrent and ensure compliance. Seliforcingsystems which support complianeeuld be
preferable.

Consultation and participation of various stakdthers in the development of conservation and
management measures should also greatly contribute to adequate implementation. While
other actors could use incentives and sanctions to makensatfagement effective, public
authorities need to be able to imge sanctions to guarantee compliance with objectives,
targets and timelines.

e Should the catching sector take more financial responsibility by paying for rights or
sharing management costs, e.g. control? Should this only apply to large-scale fishing?

Sorme kind of financial contribution or access fee should be considered, but it is important to
differentiate between access fees and other financial contributions to management €asts.
instance, to allow new entries and smaller operators to fairly competeaccess, it might be
better to use a tax on landings or profits; to set aside a percentage of the quota, rather than
to ask for fees before fishing operations start.

In general, the fishing sector should contribute to a fund to support managenosts;ca fund
which would be managed by public authorities.

In the case of external waters, access fees should be paid by the catching sector. In order to
ensure a level playing field for all countries who want to participate in fisheries on the high seas
and in third country waters, fees should be based on transparent anddismmiminatory
criteria.

e When giving more responsibility to the industry, how can we implement the principles
of better management and proportionality while at the same time contributing to the
competitiveness of the sector?

The best way for the EU fleet to remain competitive is to apply higher environmental and social
standards, not to compete with lower standards. Higher environmental standards will lead to
higher catches in the edium and long term.

In addition, higher quality products, with low environmental impact and good social practices,
gain better access to and prices on the EU market. This can already be observed, with several
retailer chains and Member States making coitments to sell only seafood which complies

with stricter environmental criteria.
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e Are there examples of good practice in particular fisheries that should be promoted
more widely? Should incentives be given for the application of good practices? If so,
which?

OCEAN2012 is currently assembling examples of allocation options which could provide
inspiration, guidance and lessons learnt. These might include the snapper and lobster fishery in
New Zealand, the Torres Strait Island Lobster and Finfish fisherfasstralia and Papua New
Guinea, the shrimp fishery in the Kosi@dero fjord area on the west coast of Sweden, or the
South Georgia Patagonian toothfiihery.We will submit more detailed information on these

and other cases idue time

4.5. Developing a culture of compliance

The credibility of the CFP lies in effective compliance by Member States and the various
segments of the fishing industry. While the CFP control system just underwent a thorough
reform which should result in strengthenedO2 Y G NBf 2F TFAaAKAY 3 | OQUA QDA
fisheries policy still lacks measures designed to enforce some of its key principles and
fundamental objectives.

la y2G3SR 08& (KS 9 dzNBelCinmuyhity toltrdisyEtemas imited gziarily 2 NBE ¢
to the control of quota uptakes and technical measures in the fishing process and neglects the
other aspects of the CFP& %%

OCEAN2012 therefore recommends that, in addition to the enforcement obligations laid out in
the Control and IUU regulations, the oemed CFP sets out additional procedures and
mechanisms to ensure complianaa decisionrmaking bodies and national management
systems. They should be evaluated against agreed guiding principles and objectives necessary
to achieve sustainable fisheries,céuas:

- the application of ecological sustainability as the primary objective for fisheries
management decisions;

- legallybinding fishing power limits per fishery;

- the introduction of participatory and transparent processes in dectsn@king;

- adherence ¢ scientific advice as a basis for policy and management decisiots;

- access rules based on a set of criteria that ensure a transition to, and support for,
environmentally and socially sustainable fishing.

Member States and other decentralised managembadies should be required to establish
Fisheries Compliance Reviews (FCRs) to improve the individual and collective performance in

21European Court of Auditors (2007) Special Report No. 7/2007 on the control, inspection anohssygtems relating to the rules on
conservation of Community fisheries resources.
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fisheries decisiommaking and management, identify compliance and enforcement weaknesses
and remedial actions. The FCRslddae developed according to the following goals:

1. Helpindividual governments assess progress by establishing baseline conditions, trends,
policy commitments, institutional arrangements and routine capabilities for carrying out
national evaluations;

2. Promde compliance and enforcement improvements and a continuous policy dialogue
among stakeholders, through a peer review process as well as transfer of information on
policies, approaches and experiences of reviewed countries; and

3. Stimulategreater accountaliity of Member States to the EU, to stakeholders and the
public.

These reviews should be conducted by the national audit authority or by a public or private
body independent of the managing and certifying authoriti&is bodywould carry out its
work taking account of internationally accepted standaraisd evaluationsof the Fisheries
Control Agency, based on a set of Communiige compliance standards.

¢tKS O2yOfdzarazya | yR NBO2YY Swoitdther & fiscusged witB I OK G
relevant sakeholders before submission for endorsement to a European Commission Working

Party on CFP Compliance. Once approved, the national FCRs should be publicly available on
aSYOSNI {iFGSaQ YR /2YYAdarzyQa ¢SoaridaSao

e How can data collection systems be improved in the short and medium term to ensure
coherent information for enforcement purposes?

h/ 9! bHnamMH &adzZLILIR2 NI & GKS WNRA&] YIEYyFE3ISYSydaQ [ LILIN
the new Control Regulation (COM(721)2008). However, this should be basecebofdegally

binding criteria and methodologies, such as alert thresholds based on-anesking of vessel

monitoring system (VMS) and other data, as well as target benchmarks for inspection activities,
which Member States must use to develop #isedcontrol plans under the supervision of

the Commission and/or the Common Fisheries Control Agency (CFCA). In addition, OCEAN2012
would support a wider introduction of video surveillance technology in combination with the
electronic logbook to complement ipsctions at sea.

CdzZNI KSN)XY2NB>X aSYoSNI {dFrGdSaqQ RFEGI O2ftfSOGAz2yY
computerised systems. Although complete standardisation may be unobtainable,
standardisation in some areas could be achieved. This would partly corsttiadion where

data collected from different control authorities is generated in isolation. The Commission
should consider integrating fisheries data collection systems with the framework proposed
under the Maritime Policy, striving towards full standisetion.

The harmonisation of EWide inspection standards and reporting would avoid major
discrepancies among Member States, which in turn has an impact on the quality of data
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collected. Member States must review relevant national legislation and regntgtand amend
them to ensure full compatibility with EU inspection standards.

Additionally, an Etwide observer scheme would be an essential complement to other methods
of gathering data and detecting infractions. The United States, Canada, NorwaiNemd
Zealand use observers on vessels to collect scientific data but also to note infringements.

e Which enforcement mechanisms would in your view best ensure a high level of
compliance: centralised ones (e.g. direct Commission action, national or cross-national
controls) or decentralised ones?

It has been clearly demonstrated that sanctions imposed by most Member States for serious
infractions are not dissuasive. In its Communication on serious infringements detected in
2006 G KS / 2 YYA & & ATl ylevel 3ofi genal€eR allotvK thelifixhing dindustry to
consider disbursements imposed for infringements to the CFP rules simply as an ordinary
running cost of the enterprise and this removes any real incentive for them to complyé &

Ly I R RHhe@dmtigsian nates the significant disparities of the sanctions imposed by the

different Member States for the same type of serious infringements and underlines the fact that

the overall penalties imposed are not a sufficient deterrent, as they provide no real incentive to

comply¢ ® ¢ KS [/ 2dzNI 2F ! dzRA (h2 Ibck of CoRnyudtgdadgratidoréanda O | G A y
harmonisation impairs the effectiveness of sanctions¢ ®

Despite the fact that it has been clearly demonstrated that sanctions applied by Member States
need to be more dissuasive and harmonised acros€Etdgnost Member States have opposed
proposals by the Commission to that effect, referring to the principle of subsidiarity. Indeed,
this was one of the main areas of the proposed new Control Reguldtainitas not supported

in the end.

OCEAN2018rgesMember States to overcome political, legal and administrative obstacles to
the harmonisation of sanctions, without which conservation and management objectives of the
CFP cannot be fulfilled.

Additionaly, OCEAN2012 strongly supports the adoption of measures enabling the Commission

to take swift action to ensure greatly enhanced implementation of the CFP by Member States.

28§ | f&a2 adzZlI2NI GKS LINRPL2ZaSR SELI yaiadt 2T (K
inspections of national control systems, organisation of operatiocoaperation, assistance to

Member States and the possibility of setting up emergency units where a serious risk to the CFP
exists.

ZCommunication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament (Nov, Ba8)rts from Member States on behaviours
which seriously infringed the rules dfe Common Fisheries Policy in 2006.
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Another key aspect that the EU should consigegranting environmental NGOs legal standing
before the European Court of Justice. NGOs can, and often do, play an important role in
contributing to legal implementation efforts. In cases where the European Commission is
unable, or politically unwillingto take legal action against parties flouting EU laws, NGOs
should have the right to pursue Member States failing to respect their control obligations.

e Would you support creating a link between effective compliance with control
responsibilities and access to Community funding?

Yes, OCEAN2012 supports the full integration of environmental requirements into all aspects of
the CFP and the introduction of conditionality of public aid in respect of such requirements. We
support the idea that the Commission shd be able to withhold public aid to Member States
who do not exercise control and enforcement efficiently, as well as the idea that operators not
complying with the rules should be banned from receiving public funding.

The principle of conditioning publaid through crossompliance has already been introduced

in EU policy, such as in the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reform of 2003. In order to
receive contributions from the EU, farmers must respect existing environmental and animal
welfare laws andegulations. Under CARpn-compliancecan result in aeductionor cessation

of financial support.

Similarly the reformed CFP should contain provisions for the suspension of Community aid to

the fisheries sector, including the granting of fishing righisder Fisheries Partnership
Agreements, if an operator fails to respect the rules and regulations. In addition to the current

/| 2YYA&aaA2yQa 9dz2NBLISIY CA&AKSNAS&A CdzyR 69CCUO O;
function of management and control of M@MS NJ { 0 F 6 S&aQ 2LISNI GA 2y £ LIN
funding should be directly linked to the approval of the national Fisheries Compliance Reviews.
Another option to consider is to link compliance to access to resources.

e Could increasing self-management by the industry contribute to this objective?

Seltmanagement mechanisms are of course welcome but only to complement control and
SYF2NOSYSyld YSIFadzaNSa o0& LlJzoftAO [ dziK2NARGASAT y
interest to ensure that those operate who flout the rules to the detriment of those who

respect them are excluded from fishing activities. ConsequentlyP8s should ensure that

those responsible for repeated offences aeniedmembership.

On the other hand, actors that develop and etfeely implement initiatives to ensure
compliance could be rewardedlith preferential access to fishing (see comments to section 5.3
below). For instance, Article 17.3 of the United Nations Agreement on straddling and highly
migratory fish stocks states K I (8u¢h fighing entities® shall enjoy benefits from participation

Zpgreement for the implementation of the provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 Decemisdatigpt
the conservation and management of straddling fish stocks and highly migratbrstdicks.
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in the fishery commensurate with their commitment to comply with conservation and

management measures in respect of the stocksé ® ! f G K2dzZa3K GKS ''b ! ANBSY
applies to Statesthat are not members of relevantRegional Fisheries Management
OrganisationsKFMO}¥ one could argue that such a principle should apply to any state whose

fleets are engaged in a fishery, including the EU Member States.

e Can management at the level of geographical regions contribute to the same end?
What mechanisms could ensure a high level of compliance?

Regional compliance mechanisms should not be ruled ®his could beshared responsibility

for quota compliancebetween different Community fleetsawiding a situation wherethe
infringements of the fewmpactthe many; orregional inspectors and coast guard units with
the authority to perform unrestricted controls on fishing vessels in critical areas or on stocks
regulated by management plans and regog to the CFCAr the Commission.

5. FURTHER IMPROVING THE MANAGEMENT OF EU FISHERIES
5.1. A differentiated fishing regime to protect small-scale coastal fleets?

Smallscale fisheries represent the overwhelming majority of fishers in all EU MeBtbées,
engaged in a wide range of activities. However, under the current management system they are
often discriminated against. For example, srsathle interests are poorly represented in
decisionmaking and advisory fora, as well as unfairly treatedgécess to resources and public
aid.

At subsistence level, seasonal and labour intensive activities may provide important additional
sources of food and income to fishing families, whilst at the other extreme highly commercial,
semtindustrial, technolgy-intensive activities may have serious environmental effects, with
implications for sustainable development.

Under conditions that allow for full and active participation of the actors and with appropriate
support, the smalbcale and artisanal sectaloes have great capacity for employment in
decent work, potential to distribute the benefits from fishing in an equitable manner, lower fuel
requirements, as well as ability to adapt seasonally, annually and-anuitially to changing
circumstances

This is highlighted by the smadicale fisheries of many EU Member States, including the
Hastings inshore fishery and the South West Handline fishery in the UK, thessalalfisheries

A State which is not a member of a siggional or regional fisheries management organisation or is not a participant inregiamal or
regional fisheries management arrangement, and which does not otherwise agree to apply the consentioargement measures
established by such organisation or arrangement.
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in the French Mediterranean, sefB 3 dzf 1 SR 6& (KS heNHzsBaQI&EBadrAa S& RS
and shellfish gathering activities in North Spain.

Smaliscale fisheries could play a vital role in placing EU fisheries on a more sustainable footing,
and in cushioning fishery dependent communities from the economic and social cersssp
of the current fisheries crisis facing the EU, as well as the measures required to adéftess it.

It is crucial that the review and reform process considers the role of women in fisheries, and in
GKS 6ARSNI a20A1t I yR SOy degendent CoasyalicBrimugdities2 T 9 dz
Women play a vital, though often hidden, role in the fishery production and-pastest
processesWhile beingwives and mothers of fishermen, they are also physically, economically

and socially engaged in the admingion of small fishery enterprises, providing input, as well

as engaging in fishing, fish processing, fish vending and marketing.

Women provide a vital link between fishing activities at sea and community life and economy
ashore. There is no expligitention of the role of women in the Green Paper. This needs to be
remedied

A reformed CFP needs to recognise and respect the role of women in fisheries: valorise the
contribution they make to the fisheries sector and to the wider community; accord them thei
proper status as collaborating spouses and economic actors; and recognise the importance of
the social, cultural and economic activities they engage in.

e How could a differentiated regime work in practice?

Each part of the fishing sectarlarge or smaiscaleg has its own problems which must be
I RRNBaaSRZ | yR Ol yy 2-dizefitsd & 2{ GSR dAIKANR/AE K | a2y

For example, the need for capacity reduction in one part of the sector should not result in the
losses of fishing opportunities, employmteor other benefits in others; the environmental,
social and economic problems caused by one part of the fishing sector should not mean that
other parts getpenalised Likewise, providing tradable rights to largeale fishing companies
should not threat@ or otherwise erode the rights of smaitale fishing operators.

It is vital that rightsbased policies and rightsased approaches to the management of small
scale fisheries take account of the collective nature, as well as the social and cultural
dimensions of their activities. The smaltale fishing sector (local smatlale fishers, shellfish
gatherers and their communities) should be involved, based on existing good prétticgke

% |n recent years, smatdicale fishing communities have been increasingtpgnisedor their contribution to the development of responsible

fisheries.See for instance: MeetingdoelSy G / hCLKk Hn bk T 4 { Sodldidfiened briaging bdethey respdnSble disHidrids t

F'yR a20Alf RS@S thapuéwlab. orgdfishedabbut/dofdnie&ingiddis/en

BLyAGALLGAOSA AyOfdzRS (KS t NHZRQK2YASa RS tsOKS Ay (KSaaGHSIwGieeK a SRA G SNN
National Park in West France, and the Mid Channel/Inshore Potting Agreement between France, UK and Belgium.
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design and implementation of marine protected areas, fishing me=e and aredased
management in such a way that their access rights are protected.

Such a differentiated approach should valorise local fisheries, ecological and oceanographic
knowledge, and promote collaboration and informatisharing between fisherand scientists
in the process of informing decisianaking in fisheries.

The 12 mile zone, which is a derogation of the principle of equal access to a common resource,
should be strengthened by reserving and, where appropriate, extending it for fisk&wtias

that are small in scale, environmentally benign, socially equitable, and which provide important
cultural and economic contributions to the local communities.

The interests of smalicale fishers are largely undexpresented at national, regi@ and
European level. Existing national and gauropean institutional arrangements tend to be
biased towards larger, more economically powerful interests. This marginalises thessaiall
sector in consultation and decisianaking processes, leaving theless well informed about
relevant developments, from policy changes, new regulations and international trade to climate
change.

Improved documentation and research of how they aa@ntributing to sustainable fisheries
(from a social, environmental anad@nomic perspectiveyvould strengthen the contribution of
smallscale fisheriesh decisiommakingand advisory fora.

Whilst decisions concerning smatiale fleets should be taken as close as possible to the coastal
community, there is also a need to eme that smalscale fishing communities are involved in
higher level decisiomaking¢ decisions taken on lontgrm principles also have a bearing on
the future of smallscale fishing communities.

e How should small-scale fisheries be defined in terms of their links to coastal
communities?

Adapting fisheries management to the requirements of the sisedlle sector implies that there
is consensusn whatconstitutessmallscale fisheries. Currently no such consensus exists at EU
level, other than a view thavessels under 10 metres are small in scale.

A major challenge of the reform process is to agree on criteridetine smallscale fishing
transcending physical size and fishing capacity; it should seek to incorporate and otherwise
make explicit the eanomic and social linkages that make snsalhle fishing so vital to the
economies, social fabric and cultural traditions of coastal communities.

This defining of sma#icale fisheries should be done and applied at the most relevant level, be it

regional, national or local. Such definitions should take account of technical aspects (fishing
capacity), environmental aspects (e.g. low discards, low seabed impact, low energy use) and
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social aspects (e.g. decent work, high degree of benefit sharing, and lthkeal shorebased
activities and local employment).

e How can overall fleet capacity be adapted while addressing the social concerns faced
by coastal communities taking into account the particular situation of small- and
medium-sized enterprises in this sector?

Also, in someanixed smalscale and industridisheries,allocation of acces® resourcesshould
be in accordancewith the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fishexie$(18, i.e. priority
access for smaficale fisheries.

We are concened that some rightbased management tools, particularly Individual
Transferable Quotas (ITQs), coufdrginalisethe smaliscale fishing sector. Even in a system
where ITQs would only apply to industrial fisheries, there is a riskavfjinalisinghe amall

scale sector in cases where bajhoupsare accessinghe sameresourcesg a property right

such as an ITQ, with some monetary value attached to it, may well take precedence over other
access rights at times when further limitatioae necessary

e What level of guidance and level playing field would be required at EU level?

Access to training and support to form organisations should be provided to -soadd
operations.

Provisions should be made for the vulnerability of fishing communities irrefeem process.

Real alternative activities and livelihood diversification schemes should be provided and
promoted, based on detailed impact assessment studies and baseline community profiles.
These should be linked to local realities and capacities fanghk and adaptation to changing
circumstances.

Particular attention should be paid to the role of women in fishing communities and ensuring
that alternative livelihood options are open to them.

It is important to valorise sustainable smabcale fishaes by ensuring that theiproducts
securea good price on the market, so that fishing communities can continue to live decently
from their fishing activities. In the current context, local products coming from ssoale
fisheries are in competition witbheap imports (from aquaculture particularly).

5.2. Making the most of our fisheries
The MSY concept was accepted by all Member States at the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable

Development as an objective to achieve by 2015 at the latest. The corscelstoi enshrined in
the UN Convention on the Law of the SBANCLOS) Articles 61.3 and 119.1(g)to which the
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EU and all its Members are Party. Footnote 2 on page 5 of the Green Paper contains a definition
of MSY:

Gal EAYdzY {dzaA Gl Ayl arbdnugl catéiwiich dn averag&cén bevtakdn Keat
after year from a fish stock without deteriorating the productivity of the fish stock. Fishing
above MSY in the short term will lead to lower catch opportunities in the longer term as the fish
stockisfisKk SR R2 gy ®¢

CKIG RSTAYAUGAZY without geriprating the préddctivicy of2hhIfsiSstockéa  Add
scientifically meaningless. The UNCldefhition is also unsatisfactory because, for example, it
NB T S Nebelsé(i 22 Fa LJ2 LJdzE | theifacythiathigh sBsfathablke yields depend also on
the compositionof populations.

CKSNE Aa Fy FYoATdaAade Ay GKS O2y QSdidableldséel G y S S
(which can apply to a wide range of stock and fishing effort leveld®, amximumé 2 NJ
boptimumé & dzAGFAYF6tS SELX 2A0F0A2y @

¢ KS A R&dysterd Managementé A& y20 SELX AOAG odzi A& yS@¢
these five questions. This term has many meanings, somedettied, others not. Again, some
clarification willbe provided further down. Lastly, we need to look at whether the definition of

the precautionary approach given in Article 6 of the Straddling Stocks Agreement is adequate
F2NJ 0KS | LILX AOIF A2y 27F (stisck specificleferghce pdidtsS & W Rl F 2
reformed CFP.

e How can long-term management plans for all European fisheries be developed under
the future CFP?

To answer this question, we would like to draw attention to the experience of the International
Whaling Commission (IWC) in ti®90s in developing its Revised Management Procedure

(RMP) and, within that, the Catch Limit Algorithm (CLA) for baleen whales. Even though the
guestion above concerns fish and not whales, the IWC example is relgivantthatit was the

first, and by farthe most fully explored, approach to management of marine life based on the
NEB&adzZ Ga 2F O2YLX SE O2YLMzi SN aAYdzE F A2y &ad ¢ KSN
was fully involved, the major work was done by small groups of scientists severabof were

drawn from outside the SC. Four such groups essentially engaged in a competition to find the

best, most efficient and robust algorithm for establishing kbegn exploitation rules. The rules

2F GKS WO2YLISGAGA2Y Q 0@ ulllketested by dmplierisimilaiich LINE O
were agreed collectively. An important feature of this exercise was close interaction with the

IWC itself to formulate management objectives that could be tested numerically. An essential

point was that certain objectas, when formulated in absolute terms, were mutually
incompatiblé’ so that the process had to allow the setting of various priorities for different

partial objectives, all of which were expressed in terms of probabilities.

= example IWC Commissioners wanted the probability of inadvertently depleting a stock to be zero yet at the same ticheowante
maximise catches.

32



OCEAN2012 ¢ Transforming European Fisheries

Our suggestion is that the CFBoat a similar strategy, with the International Council for the
Exploration of the Sea (ICES) probably serving the equivalent role as the IWC/SC (with
participation also of Commission specialistsyjith the Commission bringing in some
independent specialis in the same role as the IWC/SC Development Group. An advantage of

ICES involvement would be that ICES Members include somEWdturopean countries whose

Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) include segments of important fish stocks that straddle the
Commud 18 Qa4 99%d 9yadaNAy3d (KIFIG GKAA&A haundRahgyS oSAf
professional time by the Commission.

e Should the future CFP move from management plans for stocks to fisheries
management plans?

The Green Paper does not provideR&SS FAYAGA2Y 2F gKI G A& dzy RSNA
context. The term is widely used to include fish populations, as well as the fishing units that
exploit them. But many combinations are possible and usage varies. For example, a fishery can
consist ofa fleet of similar vessels using essentially the same gear (together each making a
fishing unit) primarily to target a single species in a defined area. But more often it refers either

to one or more fleets using a particular gegpe exploitinga rangeof species with similar

habits (e.g. trawlers fishing for plaice, soles, flounders, dabs in the southern North Sea) or a
number of fleets of vessels using a variety of gears to catch one main target species (e.g. a cod
fishery in which trawlers and lineseaemployed) or a combination of any of these.

Regardless of howt is defined, a fisheries management plan is not an alternative to a
management plan; both are needed, especially if sustainabilitylie achieved.

o Should we consider reforming the CFP in two steps, with specific measures to move to
MSY prior to 2015 followed by measures to maintain MSY as the upper exploitation
level after that date?

Although it might turn out to be useful to reform the CFP in two or even more stages, we see

no advanage in the particular twestage process suggested here. There is a lack of clarity, and
LI2aadAo6ft S | YO A I daitt@nsMSYAay the iufped expdldkaNdn BvBle @ a{, A& V2
AGAaStTFs al fS@Ste¢d LG Aasz A Foringyad beiegchable by |j dzl y
2015¢ that depends entirely on the state of each stock ahd changesn the comingyears.

Regardless of hovt is done, or when, the essential requirement is thia fishing mortality of

stocks that are considered to be ovished (i.e. below MSY as currently defipnée reduced

and that the fishing mortality of stocks considered to be at or near to MSY levels is at least
stabilised.

Further consideration of this question calls for a deeper look at the MSY concept. Wetwill
try to do that here, but two things should beted:
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1. If there is such a thing as a population tltain provide a maximal continuing yield it is
essential to specify and take measures dscertainy 2 i YSNBKft & the af S@S
particularcompositionof stock,e.g.(and particularly) size and age of fish, sex ratio and
sexual maturity. (N.B. Otherwise similar populations with the same bioctgdd have
completely different biologicgbroductivity and hence yield potential.) This is reflected
in the 2008EU M C 5d@sériptor of GESof commercially exploited stocks of fish and
shellfish.

2. Exploitation of a population that is sustainable, or even maximally sustainable, will not
necessarily be profitable. Hence, in certain casles attainment of MSY will be
economically unviable (or require subsidy), and in all cases will be economically sub
optimal.

We see the MSY concept, with the highlighted weaknesses, as a first step towards sustainable
management of our fisheries resources. MSY should only be considerigdiermediate target

to achieving abundance. Alternative objectives of fisheries management must be developed
that are more conservative and precautionary in nature.

e How could the MSY commitment be implemented in mixed fisheries while avoiding
discards?

There is no way of avoiding the capture of unwanted fish or other organisms: the challenge is to
minimizeit. Furthermore, as long as the setting of Total Allowable Catch (TACs) is the main
regulatory method, the problem of discardemainsinsoluble. 1 the method adopted for
attaining sustainability, maximal or not, were to be the limitation in some way of fishing effort,
then the fundamental problem of mixed fisheriedby which we assume is meant more than
one target species being taken by the sarshihg unité® ¢ becomes one of deciding whether

the desired fishing mortality rate is about the same for all species (taking into account the
relative efficiencies of the fishing unit in capturing the various species). If not, it will be
necessary to adom compromise fishing mortality rate (hence permitted fishing effort).

In that case, the fishing mortality rate will be saptimal for all of the targeted species, but it
would not be necessary to treat any of the catch as discards. It will be impohtewgver, to

adjust the selectivity of the gears (e.g. mesh or hook sizes, modes and places of opeémnation
such a way as not to cause unwanted effects on, for example, immature fish and hence risk
adverse effects on recruitment.

We would like to streskere that we do NOT support an effort management regime that would
simply manage days at sea. Such mechanisms have in other parts of the world led to increased
efficiency and consequently higher catch than originally assumed for the purpose of stock
managenent.

%defined as vessel plus gear plus operational fishing method
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e What should the main management system be for Community fisheries and to which
fisheries should it apply? Catch limitations? Fishing effort management? A
combination of the two? Are there any other options?

These are the most important questionmsthis series and they must be taken together. Neither
catch limitations nor fishing effort control in isolation can guarantee sustainability. This has
been demonstrated by simulations of management procedures and borne out by reality (e.g.
the state of Conmunity fisheries using TACs and the New England cod fishery through days at
sea management). Both could possibly play a part in a system which is based essentially on
fishing power limits

Fishing power is a measured property of a fishing unit, definaglation to a particular target
species or associated group of species, and deployed in an economically optimal way. It takes
into account the type of vessels, fishing gears and methods and is a feature of a single unit (or
of a group of units if they aggrate in concert). The fishing power of a fleet of units is simply the
sum of the fishing powers of all of them. Subsequerfibhing effort is essentially the amount

of time in a fishing season in which the fishing unit of a defined power is &ttive

Attempts to prevent oveifishing by limiting fishing effort but not limiting the fishing power of
the fleet or of its components have led to extreme inefficiency and hém@sonomic loss. The
classic example is the regulation of the halibut fishery off West coast of Canada artide

USA, without limiting the fleet size, resulting in the vessels being confined to just a few days
fishing in the season in order to correct oxehing.

Documents of the European Commission and others frequently refer tadtien of fishing

capacity. This has been defined by FAO&@st KS | Y2dzyd 2F FAaAK 02NJ FA:
produced within a period of time (e.g. a year or a fishing season) by a vessel or a fleet if fully

utilised and for a given resource condition® §o use such an important term alternatively as a

guantity of fish (output) or an amount of fishing effort (input) introduces coueyductive

ambiguity into discussions of management. We shall avoid it, preferring to uselefeled
termsinthesciFg G AFAO f AGSNI GdzNBE 2F FAAKSNASA YIyl3ISy:
should probablybe asaquasie Y2y &Y F2NJ aLJ2 6SNE &

The fishing power of a fishing unit is the fishing mortality rate it would cause in the target
population(s); it must at be confused with the engine power of fishing vessels: hp or kW. Thus
the fishing power of the fleet should, by management, be adjusted so as to cause, when
normally deployed, the desired fishing mortality rate that will ensure sustainability. In thés ca
the mortality rate must be definedot as a percentage but as an instantaneous rate, as used in

ZFishing effort has been defined by the Eapean Commission for a specific purposé\asdays where kW is the total engine power of the
fleet, days is total days by all vessels operating at sea in a particular area. That is far too restricted a defirigopuigrase of discussion
here, and noappropriate as a primary management tool.
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all population modelind® so that the rates exerted by the various units are additive with regard
to the effective power of the fleet.

Fishing power require calibration to deal with differences among vessels in the fleet and with
changes (usually improvements in efficiency) over time. The methods for doing this when only
one type of unit is being deployed (beam trawl or ldmg for example) are fairly well
established; two methods can be used¢omparative fishing experiments and analysis of catch
and effort statisticg; and both are generally necessary.

Determining relative fishing powers of different types of fishing unit employed in the same
fishery ismore complicated but possible; the main difficulties arise from the different
selectivities (by fish size, for exampl®) the different types of unitg remembering that the

unit is defined with respect to the vessel, the gear, and the mode of operaticfyding the
location.

Management by control of fleet fishing power also calls for good statistics concerning the
operation, for example to distinguish time spent actually operating the gear from time spent
searching for fish, raising and lowering gegayelling to and from fishing grounds, and the like.

It is relevant to mention here that one of the reasons that the setting of catch limits (that is,
regulating output rather than input) became popular @unfortunately ¢ the commonest
method of fisheres management was simply that catch statistics were generally available (and
often wrongly assumed to be reliable) whereas input statistics, whether in financial or
substantive terms, were rarely continuous, were fragmentary and often were also unreliable
even when not confidential.

Limiting exertion of fishing effort by a regulated fleet can be used as a secondary corrective
measure, provided it is not used in such a way as to undermine the economic viability of the
fishery. Limitations of catches may bised similarly, and monitoring the catches is a way to
detect unexpected changes in the fishery and so could guide any necessary revision of the
fishing power limitations, as well as suggest possible changes to the gear or operational
procedures needed teeduce the catch of notarget (and unmarketable) species.

W. M. Getz and R. G. Haight, in their discussion of how the stochastic reality of fish populations
(that is the fact that growth, mortality and reproduction parameters are subject to random
variation as well as possible trends over time and uncertainties in estimating them) may detract
from the efficiency of regulation based on single species deterministic mdtefgracterise

three general approaches as follows:

®That is because percentages are not additive, whereas instantaneous (exponential) rates are. This is easily seen fleseworfiets,

each of which, alone, would cause a 60 percent mortality of thetffisi exploit. If they both operate the mortality caused has still to be less

than 100 percent, not 120 percent.

Getz, W. M. and Haight, R. G. (1989) Population Harvesting: Demographic Models of Fish, Forest and Animal Resourcesc8&ipp. P

Univ. Pess, New Jersey. Several other titles in the literature of the science of fisheries management refer to the advantagegydfdhing

L26SNI 2N SFF2NI e DSGT FyR IFAIKGE OAGS 90 Yo t A (WIOK Q%! BBmeEB 12 TYAE
yieldperNB ONHzA G Y2 RSt G2 SELX 2NB (KS O02yaSljdsSyO0Sa 27 CaillNdhz2AdAe. 44 yI 3SY
(Supp. 2): 34%9.
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1. A fixed-escapement policy is degjned tostabilisethe stock but only at the expense of
the catch, possibly even closing down the fishery in years when the stock is particularly
weak.

2. A constant-catch policy requires that we allow the stock to fluctuate and, in the long
run, if a constantatch policy does not respond to severe weaknesses in the stock, it
can destroy the fishery altogether.

3. A constant-effort policy has the advantage stabilisinglabour and capital invested in
the fisheries operation, but at the expense of transferringiafaility from the stock to
the catch.

Getz and Haight then consider how costs can be assigned to variability. They further claim that

othe standard (single-species age-structured) models can easily be extended to a technology-

linked multi-species setting to account for mixed species catches or landings at the dock.é ¢ K S A NJ
NEFSNBYOS (2 aSalOlLISYSyid LRftAaAOeéd Aa& 2NRIAYI
Coast for the conservation of salmon, subject to river and estuarine fishing on their spawning
rdzya® LG KlFa K26SOSNJI 0SSy Gl 1Sy 2y LI NIALFET@
AL gyAy3a o0A2YlLadaé¢ o0St29 S6KAOK | FAAKSNE aKz2dz
effort drastically reduced.

e What measures should be taken to further eliminate discards in EU fisheries? Could
management through transferable quotas be useful in this regard?

Transferable quotas are essentially an aspect of commodification of the resource (i.e. of its
G286y SNEKALXEOS y24 27T Y|l yadowIahy rdanipulatian otizhegidzanz S OF
eliminate discards, or even substantially reduce them. Discards arise from a multiplicity of
causes: TACs in mixed fisheries, inappropriate gears and modes of operating them, seasons and
locations of operation, selectivigf markets, and so on.

There is no way of completely eliminating bycatch. Discards, however, are ultimately generated
by market forces, although those forces are modulated by regulatory measures such as season
and partial area closures, legal minimum sizd fish, specifications of gears affecting their
selectivities, and catch quotas set by species or other specification of type or state of fish.

Regulation of effort through limitation of seasons and areas of operation, as well as technical
adjustmentsof permitted fishing gears (affecting selectivity and other cdeditures) and
modes of operation (for example by depth in the case of trawls and other submerged gears) are
likely to be necessary and effective.

Area closures can evidently be seasonamperary or permanentg usually by designating
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)nd used to reduce fishing intensity on (fishing mortality of)
less valuable or unwanted species, certain stages of the population (immature animals,
spawning aggregations, juvies and so on) and, of course, endangered populations and
species. A judicious combination of several technical and operational regulations is likely to be
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FINI Y2NBE STFFSOOUAGS GKFY SYLKIFAAA 2y Fyeé LI NIA

Please seehe Annexl for further comments on the MSY concept, sustainability and
precaution.

5.3. Relative stability and access to coastal fisheries

While EU Member states have come to live with the concept of distributing access to fishing
resources based ornhe mathematical mechanism of relative stability, it has also been
recognisedthat relative stability is a driver in overfishing, as Ministers need to battle for
retention of historical catch quota rather than supporting scientific advice. In additioesacc

to fish resources based on historical catches is increasingly challenged, especially by developing
countries, most of which have been largely excluded from major fisheries so far. This debate
dominated the proceedings of the second meeting of tuna REMBeld in 2009 in San
Sebastian, Spain (see also section 5.8).

e How could relative stability be shaped to better contribute to the objectives of the
CFP? Should it be dismantled or if not should it become more flexible and if so, how?
How could such alternatives be set up?

Today, the division of TACs into national quotas of fish that can be caught and kept is based on
historical catches. This process does not take environmental and social performance into
account.

In principlecentred decisiormaking, he current quota allocation regime (relative stability)
should be replaced by a system that contributes to environmental sustainability; a more
equitable distribution of access to the available fishing resources and a culture of compliance.
The right to fsh should be granted to those who contribute to the overarching objectives of the
CFP.

Access to fish resources should be based on a set of transparent criteria as described in point
4.3, which should include:

- Selectivity: different fishing methods rdsun different amounts of bycatch which are
(currently) often discarded. Fishers using fishing methods with low bycatch should be
given priority access to the available resources;

- Environmental impact: the impact of different gears and practices on ther@mment
vary widely, for example damage to the sea bed and pollution. Fishers using less
destructive fishing methods should be given priority access;

- Energy consumption: some gear and vessel types require enormous amounts of energy
compared to the fish ey catch, most notably some types of trawlers and seiners.
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Fishers using vessels and fishing methods consuming less energy per tonne of fish
caught should be given priority access;

- Employment and working conditions: fishing methods that provide more eynpémt
should be favoured, as long as they are also less damaging for the environment, and
should be given priority access. Working conditions should comply with relevant
international standards, notably the 2007 ILO Work in Fishing Convention;

- Quality of poduct: the gear type used affects the quality of the fish caught. Fishers
using gear types providing the best quality fish should be given priority access;

- History of compliance: past compliance with the rules of the CFP by fishers as well as
Member Stats should be considered when allocating access to fishing rights.

e Should access to the 12 nautical mile zone be reserved for small-scale fishing vessels?

The 12 mile zone, which is a derogation to the principle of equal access to a common resource,
shouldbe strengthened by reserving and, where appropriate, extending the 12 mile zone for
fishery activities that are small in scale, environmentally benign, socially equitable and which
provide important cultural and economic contributions to the local comrtiesi

The inshore area is vital for marine biodiversity conservation, and is also the most intensely
used and most polluted marine area. It is therefore important to connect activities in the
coastal zone with conservation initiatives, taking accountboth fishery and no#ishery
activities that threaten or promote marine biodiversity conservation, healthy fish stocks and
sustainable fishing livelihoods, as well as sustainable social and economic development in
coastal communities.

5.4. Trade and markets ¢ from catch to consumer

In a global context of decreasing fish resources, the way fish trade is conducted can play an
important role in supporting the transition towards sustainable fisheries in European waters
and beyond.

We feel there are thre important aspects to be looked into in the process of reform:
1. promoting sustainable fisheries through EU trade (imports) policy;
2. ensuring a fair price for the producers; and
B.LINRY2GAY3  OKFy3aS 2F (KS O2yadzySWna Faaad

Promoting sustainable fisheries through EU trade (imports) policy
In as much as the EU fish market is the world biggest market for fish products and relies heavily

on imports (Ip to 90 percent for some categories), we feel that access conditions toetfEU
market can play an important role to contribute to sustainable fisheries both in Europe and in
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third countries, ensuringhat such trade does not lead to environmental degradation or
undermine the rights and food security of fishing communities.

In many cases, fish imports (from aquaculture in particular) compete, directly or indirectly, with

EU products, and when imports do not have the same level of compliance with social and
environmental standards, this can introduce an element of unfairneséenntarket. Often,

d4dzOK AYLER2NIA&A NS OKSIFLISN dKFy 9! LINE RdzOG az |
conditions for ensuring decent revenues and working conditions for EU and/or third country
producers.

However, particularly when these third countsieare developing countries, it is crucial that,
before any conditionality is introduced to access the EU market, an efficient;friesedly,
transparentco-operation programmes put in place, to ensure such conditionality does not
become a nortrade barier for third country producers and to ensure compatibility with World
Trade Organisation (WTO) rules.

Lessons can be drawn from the long standing partnership experience between the EU and the
African, Caribbean and Pacific group of countriesAER), \were access to markets has been
accompanied by suppomrogrammes with mixed results. A more recent experience is the
introduction of the catch certification scheme (part of the regulation on lllegal, Unreported and
Unregulated (IUU) Fishing)for third aduy products, where a whole set of initiatives has been
taken to accommodate the specific needs of developing countries (e.g. flexibility for products
from the third country artisanal sector and information seminars).

Another example is th&eneralised System of Preferences (GSP +) where third countries, in
order to access the EU market duty free, have to sign 27 international conventions related to
sustainable development in its wider sense (including human rights aspects etc). Again, in this
case, no #icient co-operationscheme seems to be in place to ensure the third country has the
capacity to implement these conventions.

¢ KS Ay iNRBRBEGGEMYV 6B RS OSt ahadSigdiapply 2oyaguaciliirg y I £ A
products imports, which are imeasingly important supply sources for the EU market and often
compete with EU products, such as salmon from Chilebasa from Vietnam.

In the case of Chile, although the Hllile free trade anao-operation agreement signed in
2003 promotes sustainabl development and human rights, the Chilean salfpooducing
industry does not respect the rights of workers, neither does it respect environmental good
practice and basic standards.

This calls for more coherence between EU trade, fisheries and develdpokries.
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Ensuring a fair price for the producers

We feel that, to move towards sustainable fisheries, there needs to be a parathifimoving
from high volumes/low value fisheries to low volumes/high value fisheries. Given the state of
stocks inEurope and in third countries, there is a need to reduce the volume of cafches

Therefore, in a situation where the volumes of catches are reducing, and where we want
producers and fishing communities in Europe and third countries to enjoy decent resenu

working and living conditions, we need to look at how to improve fish quality to get a higher

value for the product, and ensure a fair share of this value comes to the producers and fishing
O2YYdzyAGlASad LGQa 2yfe& AT @&ithd in BNEK deOStNE & dzLJL.
countries, receive a fair price for their fish that they will be able to catch less and contribute to

the establishment of sustainable fisheries.

An important element, in order for fishermen to get better prices for their fistio be better
organised and better informed about the structure and the evolution of prices. A monitoring
system for fish prices, as proposed by some professionals, combined with an appropriate
support for producers to organise themselves, could ghant more strength to influence the
price they get. Particular attention should be paid to how tymamicbetween producers and

big retailers,i.e. retailers who force down the wholesaf#ices paid to producers, can be
improved.

This type of situatiorg where fishermen do not receive a fair price for their fshlso exists in

third countries with which the European Union has partnerships (either Economic Partnership
Agreements (EPAS), interim EPAs or [EFRAghe support granted to these third countsidor
promoting sustainable fisheries, similar topics should be discussed for potential EU support, for
example, better organisation of the fishermen, particularly sraedlle fishing sector, price
observatory and emphasis on quality production.

It is al® crucial to look at ways to improve the quality of the fgsbr better preserve it asit is

2F0SYy alrAR W2y OS 2dzi 2F (GKS 6+ GSNE FTAaK adl N
improve the intrinsic quality of the fisle(g hygiene, organelptic qualities) and it is therefore
necessaryto ensure a constructive dialogue and good coordination with the othér
Directorates (DGs) dealing with development, food and market issues having an impact on
fishery and aquaculture products (DG SANCOTRA&DE, DG DEV, DG ENV).

CAylLtftes (GKSNBX Aa | ySSR (2 NBGOKAY] 6KIFI WK?I
characteristics of the fish but also to look at quality in terms of compliance with environmental
and social standards. There isange@ NB O23IyAaS GKI GO WldatAGeQ C

*We do not think aquaculture can fill the gap of diminishing wédources available for the market, if aquaculture has to comply with
sustainable development basic principtesee chapter on aquaculture
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sanitary quality (e.g. frozen, defrosted) and nutritional qualities, but also environmental
gualities (e.g. species, fishing area).

t NEY2GAYy3 | OKIFIy3IS 2F GKS OzgyéorirgyNDa I GGAGdzRS
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be compatible with an environmental and so@oonomically sustainable fishing model that

favours low volumes of catches and better prices for trelhdirmen. European consumers

should be encouraged to eat high quality fish products, and pay a fair price for it.

Public awareness campaigns should highlight the importance of eating quality fish products
rather than quantity. There is a need to demystjfydz Y G A G 6§ A @S FAEAK O2y adzyl
I 6SS1 G2 3ASG @2dz2NJ 2YS3IF o &adzZlli @8 XQou o

To achieve that, the first step should be to ensure better traceability of fish products, including
imports, so that consumers can make an informed choice. The curregititaprules need to be
reviewed to achieve thianaking the requirementsnore stringent for fish productd.abelling
should allowthe consumer tanake more informed choices based on whetlagproduct comes
from an overfished stock or a healthy stock; aoguct is sold fresh or has been defrosted; a
product coming from fish farming andne caughtin the wild; a product that has been
produced withminimal carbonemissionsand one which has not. Consumers ahg®ed tobe

able to assess the nutritional valoeéthe fish they buy.

e How could market mechanisms be used to encourage the development of fisheries
that are market efficient as well as sustainably exploited?

Achieving sustainable and responsible fisheries requires the implementatiansos$tainable
and responsibldérade infish. Whilstit is important that fish catches are responsive to market
demandsiit is vital that marketsdo not place unsustainable demands on fish resources on the
one hand, and on the otheto not use theirinfluenceto drive pioducer prices down to levels
below which a decent living can be made.

In this sense, we understand that market efficiency means awiinscenario, where optimum
benefits accrue to both producers and consumevdile environmental sustainability is
assued.

In a highly globalised market, cheap imports of fish products, often produced in
environmentally unsustainable and socially unjust conditions, ltare a negativeimpact on
markets by depressing prices and disrupting local economies. There is tieerefoeed to
establish a clear set of minimum criteria for environmentally and socially sustainable seafood,
to be applied to both imports and EU produced fish.
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e How can the future CFP best support initiatives for certification and labelling? How
can traceability and transparency in the production chain be best supported?

EU initiatives to establish a regulatory framework aledine standards for ecdabelled seafood
are important

It is essential thatvork on fisheries ecolabels include both enviroantal and social aspectt.
isFta2 AYLRNIFyd GKFG adlFyRFNRA& FNB | LILX ASR
ONJ Rt S (2 3 NJIJ & goSthariredt, adRidI8ddJcriteiiéBsuch as sea or air miles,
carbon footprint, and so on.

There neds to be a continuum of information from the producers to the consumers.
Information of interest gathered at boat level should be passed through the chain and be
available to the consumer (such as hame of the species, catching area and géar used

e How could the EU promote that fisheries products come from sustainably managed
fisheries, providing a level playing field for all?

There is a specific issue to address concerning fish products coming from developing countries,
GKSNBE WLINPOARAVET RQf B®6f AW PDEHZRS RSOSE 2LIAyYy3
theseO 2 dzy pirdtBceré match the sustainable development criteria set by the EU.

The EU has partnerships (either EPAs, interim EPAs or FPAs) with many of these developing
countries. In the supporgranted to these third countries for promoting sustainable fisheries,
particular attention should be given on how to help these countries meet environmental and
social sustainable fisheries criteria. For example through support for fisheries managéonent,
better organisation of the fishermen, particularly smsdlale fishing sector, price monitoring
system and emphasis on quality production.

This calls for improvedo-ordination between DGs dealing with fisheries, development, food
and market issueshtit have an impact on fishery and aquaculture products (DG SANCO, DG
TRADE, DG DEV, DG ENV).

e How can the POs better work to match production with market needs? Which new
market based policy instruments could be implemented through POs? How can
fishermen improve their position towards processing and distribution?

Support should be provided to POs and other representative organisations, particularly to the
smallscale sector which is not always fairly represented in POs, so that thepechatter
organisedand informed (e.g. setting up of a priobservatory.

However, caution is needed as invariably the interests of players in the market and those of
producers do not coincide, particularly where the market is dominated by large retailers whose
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buying powe allows themto source globally at the lowest available prices. This has a negative
impact both for the producers and the environment; with producers forced to fish harder to
catch more in order to remain viable.

e What is the role of trade policy in balancing the interests of producers, consumers and
our relations with exporting countries?

Trade policy should first and foremost support the establishment of sustainable fisheries
producers have to receive a fair price so that they can turn to less intefisiving; consumers
have to be informed about the importance of quality consumptiand programmes need to

be put in place so that exporting developing countries receive adequate support to match
environmental and sustainable fishing criteria put in placthe EU.

A key message for a consumer-oriented fisheries trade policy should be: buy local, buy direct,
buy in season, and buy quality.

5.5. Integrating the Common Fisheries Policy in the broader maritime policy context

The current CFFhas madeno real attempt to implement an ecosystebased approach. This
needs to changeahe future of fisheries relies on its successful application. The MSFD provides a
starting point in committing Member States to achieving GES by 2020 (seenbthe next
page. The Directive specifically mentions the need for coherence with the CFP (and other EU
policies). In order for the Member States to implement the MSFD, its requirements need to be
integrated into all relevant policy areas. The future CFP must thereforeoimeulated and
applied in a way that it delivers the fisheriesated aspects of GES, thus contributing to the
achievement of overall GES by 2020.

Fisheriesplay a pivotal role in the European maritime context. Fishing has sustained
generations of Europmns and remains a traditional activity in several regions. While
constituting a very small percentage of GDP or of the employed workforce, fishing continues to
be a very important economic activity manyregions of Europe.

OCEAN2012 would like to sedrant coastal communities, whicexploit sustainablenarine
resources, providing quality fish to their communities and beyond, while presethaiy
resource to thebenefit of those communitiesThe IMP can and should play a role in achieving
that. It cancreate valuable synergies and generate benefits for the marine environment, the
activities which depend on it and the communities who rely on those activities for their
livelihood.

In order to do that, the implementation of the IMP must continue to intgg environmental

considerationsacross sectorscontributing to the compliance with Article 11 of the Treaty of
Lisbon.The IMPwill also play a decisive role in the implementation of the MSFD asddoing
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will have to apply an ecosystebased approdt to the management of human activities. The
role of the IMP in achieving Good Environmental Status is thus crucial.

Good Environmental Status ¢ Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), Art. 3:

WD22R SY@ANRBYYSyGlrt adlididzaQ YSIya (KS Spta
ecologically diverse and dynamic oceans and seas which are clean, healthy and productive with
intrinsic conditions, and the use of the marine environment is at a level that is sustainable,
safeguarding the potential for uses and aitiés bycurrent and future generations.

ANNEX |
Qualitative descriptors for determining good environmental status (Art. 3(5), 9(1), 9(3and 24)

1) Biological diversity is maintained. The quality and occurrence of habitats and the distrib
and abundane of species are in line with prevailing physiographic, geographic and cli
conditions.

2) Norrindigenous species introduced by human activities are at levels that do not adve
alter the ecosystems.

3) Populations of all commercially exploited fish arblffish are within safe biological limitg
exhibiting a population age and size distribution that is indicative of a healthy stock.

4) All elements of the marine food webs, to the extent that they are known, occur at no
abundance and diversity and levetapable of ensuring the loAgrm abundance of the
species and the retention of their full reproductive capacity.

5) Humaninduced eutrophication is minimised, especially adverse effects thereof, suc
losses in biodiversity, ecosystem degradation, harrafghe blooms and oxygen deficiency
bottom waters.

6) Seafloor integrity is at a level that ensures that the structure and functions of
ecosystems are safeguarded and benthic ecosystems, in particular, are not ady
affected.

7) Permanent alterationof hydrographical conditions does not adversely affect mar
ecosystems.

8) Concentrations of contaminants are at levels not giving rise to pollution effects.

¢ In which areas does the fishing industry interact closely with other sectors? Where
specifically is integration within the IMP required?

The fishing industry interacts with several other sectéiishingactivities are highly mobile and
therefore interact withmost usersof the maritime space, from aquaculture to (renewable or
non-renewable)energyextraction cables, shipping lanes and ports, as well as marine protected
areas. On land, fishing activitiage part ofthe socieeconomic fabric of the regions where they
take place anaften contributeto trade, tourism and cultural heritage, among others.

Consi@ring all these interactions, the need to integrate fishetielted considerations within
the IMP is selevident. Such integration can bring benefits to fisheries, the environment, and
the people who rely on them. By considering all maritime activitieder a single integrated
framework, the IMP will benstrumentalin the application of the ecosystefrased approacin
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the management of human activities, as provided for by the MSFD. Therefore, any
developments, in the context of the CFP or of any oftaicy area, must contribute to, anbt
hamper, the achievement of GES by 2020.

OCEAN2012 recommends that all sectoral initiatives under the IMP be designed using a set of
criteria similar to the one developed in this paper for fisherigse(section 48 Coastal and
maritime activities should thus have minimal impact on the environment (including
emissions) provide employment and decent working conditions, supply quality products or
services and comply with all relevant legislation. Sectoral polgtiesld be devisewvith long-

term objectives in mind, respecting the carrying capacity of the environment, scientific
information, where available and applying the precautionary principle where scientific
information is not available.

A truly integratedmaritime policy should take into account the importance and the impacts of
fishing activities in the marine sphere and contribute to sound conditions for cobsiers

who fish in a responsible mannérrhis would provide high quality products acontributing to

the heritage and tourism potential of coastal regions, while ensuring that fishing activities do
not have a negative impact on ecosystems. The IMP should also ensure that such sustainable
fishing activities do not get displaced or replaced by otinaritime developments.

Finally, the IMP can contribute to solving conflicts of use between fishing and other activities
for marine space, and to creating alternative jobs for fishermen who lose their right to fish. It
may also bring benefits in terms afata collection and monitoring, by bringing together
dispersed resources and creating common databases for these activities.

e How can the future CFP contribute to the continued access of fisheries, including both
fishing fleets and aquaculture, to marine space, within an integrated spatial planning
framework?

Marine spatial planning is a key tool for solving conflicts of use and ensuring that economic
activities take place in the most suitable marine areas, while allowing for the protection of
biodiversiy through spatial measures. The latter are mentioned under the MSFD as a tool
contributing to the achievement of GES.:

Gt NPINI YYSa 2F YSIadaNBa SaidlofAaKSR LlzNEdzl yi
measures, contributing to coherent and representative networks of marine protected areas,

adequately covering the diversity of the constituent ecosystems, such as special areas of
conservation pursuant to the Habitats Directive, special protection areas pursuant to the Birds

Directive, and marine protected areas as agreed by the Community or Member States

concerned in the framework of international or regional agreements to which they are

LI NIPA S & oé

% Article 3 §4 Marine Strategy Framework Directive
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In order to ensure that marine spatial plans are complete and adequate, involving all
stakeholdersa transparent debate from théceptionis key.Fishersfear that revealing their
most productive fishing grounds will lead to immediate closure of those areas or that plans will
assign all available space to more profitable economic activities and teaveom for their
highly mobile fishing activities. It is important teclude fishersas well as all other relevant
stakeholders, in the debate so that decisions are not taken without their input.

As mentioned abovefishers who conduct their activityin a responsible and sustainable
manner, and who play an important role in their community, should not be forced to abandon
their activity to make space for other econonaictivities.Another aspect to take into account is
that fishers have considerableknowledge of the marine space and camake a valuable
contribution to marine spatial planning processes.

Aquaculture is seen as a sector of growing importance, particularly taking into account
declining catches of wild fish. Nevertheless it is essentatl fish farms be sited in suitable and
contained areas where they do not risk spreading diseases or polluting the gene pool of wild
fish. Farmsshould be sited well awayom the migratoryroutes of wild fishPollutionfrom fish

farms must also be elimited.

e How can the future CFP best ensure consistency with the Marine Strategy Framework
Directive and its implementation?

The reformed CFP will have to deliver the fishergated aspects of the descriptors of GES
under the MSFD. This means that impassessments for each fishery must be conducted, in
order to explore its effects on biological diversity, food webs and sea floor integrity for
example. If any fisheris shownto have a negative impact according to these critetianust
cease operationgind measures must béakento eliminatethese impactdefore the fishery is
allowed to continue (reversal of the burden of proof similar to the one adopted by the
Regulation on Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems in areas beyond national jurisdfction.

The MSFDforesees an ecosystetvased approach to human activities, which means that
fisheries will have to comply with each and every descriptor. This includes not only the
biodiversityrelated descriptors of GES, but also the descriptors on, for example, qearsitid
properties of marine litter (lost fishing gear, fishing equipment thrown overboard) and on
underwater noise (using sonar to locate schools of fish). Information must be givishéoson

these legal requirements. The future CFP will have to ategitnical measures to ensure that
the MSFD provisions are complied with.

The MSFD foresees a regional approach to the implementation of its provisions, encouraging
co-operation between Member States and third countries sharing the same marine basin.
Therdore, a more regionalised CFP, with differentiated provisions according to the bio

3 EC 743/2008: Council Regulation on the protection of vulneralléne ecosystems in the high seas against the adverse impacts of bottom
fishing gears.
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geographical characteristics of the different European sea basins, could contribute to simplify
the policy, make it more understandable to stakeholders, and assist in thkcapon of an
ecosysterdbased approach to the management of fisheries in Europe's regional seas. The role
of the RACs under such a regionalised structure need to be suitably adapted to reflect effective
stakeholder participation and transparency, and lpgps new management bodies will be
needed.

e How can the future CFP support adaptations to climate change and ensure that
fisheries do not undermine the resilience of marine ecosystems?

Oceans and seas have a pivotal and complex role in regulating #feSplaQa Of A YIF 1 S®d 5.
on the actions we take, they can heipnimisethe impacts of climate change contribute to

global warming. Oceans and seas have been shown to warm up faster than land, which means

that the effects of climate change will be fditst in the marine sphere. Ocean acidification is

one of the consequences of rising levels of carbon dioxide in the Earth's atmosphere, but
changes in temperature, salinity, stratification and oxygen levels are equally worrying. The
potential effects of hese changing environmental conditions on marine ecosystems are not yet

fully understood, and more scientific knowledge is needed. However, we already possess
enough information to start acting, as reseatttés already demonstratethat acidified marine

areas contain considerably lowbio-diversityand biomas¥.

While climate change is a worrying threat to the marine environment, marine ecosystems are

already under severe pressure from human activities. Fisheries cause the most significant

damage by remaing too much biomass from the system, both of target and-tevget species,

and by destroying vital habitats for the survival and reproduction of marine species. In addition,
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least 1.2percentof global oil consumption: an average of 1.7 tonnes o} &@ emitted for

each ton of liveveight landed fisf’. Manmade pollution, eutrophication, waste and

introduction of alien species are placing additional presson the marine environment.
SENAY3 AYy YAYR GKIFIG GKS 2yfteée gl & G2 SyKlFyOS

changing climate is to strengthen its resilience to lasgale ecosystem change, it is necessary

that we reduce additional stress fators. Preserving diverse and abundant marine life is

paramount to maintaining and strengthening thesiliencé”.

The Commission's White Paper on adaptation to climate chiitgét 8 SN a G KI G &t NA 2
be given to adaptation measures that would gerteramet social and/or economic benefits
irrespective of uncertainty in future forecasts @negret measures). Priority should also be
IABSY (2 YSFadaNBa GKFG FTNBE o0SYSTAOAILET F2NJ 02
undoubtedly applies to fisheriggolicy. Removing the pressure oferfishingand destructive

*HallSpencer, J. Met al (2008) Volcanic carbon dioxide vents show ecosystem effects of ocean acidification. Nature 45499p. 96
*Thrane, M. (2006) LCA of Danigkh Products: New Methods and Insights. Int. J. LCA 11.

¥Brander, K. (2008) Tackling the old familiar problems of pollution, habitat alteration and overfishing will help withgataplimate change.
Marine Pollution Bulletin, Volume 56, Issue 12, Delser 2008, pp. 19571958.

*®¥COM(2009)147: WHITE PAPER. Adapting to climate change: Towards a European framework for action

48



OCEAN2012 ¢ Transforming European Fisheries

fishing will help recover the fish stocks on which the industry depends and contribute to both
adaptation and mitigationgenerally speaking, the most destructive and least selective fishing
methods are also the most fu@htensive®.

A reform of the CFP which contributes to climate change adaptation in respect of the marine
environment must therefore entail:

A clear objective to reduce overfishing, taking into account not only the removal of
target species, but of netarget species as well;

Measuresto ensure a shift from current fuehtensive and destructive fishing methods
such as beam and bottom trawling to more climate friendly,-lowpact fisheries;
Measuresto ensure a reduction of fishg pressure and habitat destruction, including a
reduction and restructuring of the current fleet, with a view to obtaining a fleet using
low-impact and less fuel intensive fishing methods;

A coherent network ofMarine Protected Areas (MPAg) sufficientsize and geographic
distribution to grant species a safe haven, where trag protected from human
pressuresand

A clear commitment not to displace fishing effort to other stocks/species or other parts
of the world, as this wouldegateefforts made at B level.

Applying the sustainability criteria mentioned abows=é€ section4.3) to grant access to the
resources would contribute to these objectives.

5.6.

The knowledge base for the policy

How can conditions be put in place to produce high-quality scientific research
regarding fisheries in the future, including in regions where it is currently lacking? How
can we best ensure that research programmes are well coordinated within the EU?
How can we ensure that the resources are available and that young researchers are
educated in this area?

Highquality scientific research depends largely on the human resources involved. One of the
best ways tagenerate interesin this research area is tocreasets importance and role in the
decisionmaking procesg why invest time and energy in research if it is going to be overturned
by political whim?Currently, scientific advice on a number of issues, most notably the annual
catch limits decision, is, by and large, ignored. This has negative impacts on thaticpof
fisheries scientists in general. Making sure that fisheries managers follow scientific advice
would significantly help to attract promising scientists into this research area.

¥Seas At Risk (2008), Climate and the Oceans: the Carbon Footprint of Fisheries (brodfitpglywww.seas-at-
risk.org/1mages/Carbon%20footprint%20brochure%20final%20final.pdf
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e How can the resources available best be secured and utilised to provide relevant and
timely advice?

One key factor for relevant and timely advice is the availability and quality of data. In that
respect, it is crucial that catch limits, and therefore also reporting, focus on catches and not on
landings. Ultimately, it is fogreater importance what is taken out of the sea than what is
landed. To this endjshersshould be encouraged to provide better data for st@dsessments

and other research. This could be done through more participatory research projects but also
through creating incentives such as preferential access to resources.

e How can we better promote stakeholder involvement in research projects, and
incorporate stakeholder knowledge in research-based advice?

Transparency is one of the main factors to promotakeholder involvement and to ensure
sustainable policies. In fact, recent research suggests that the conversion of scientific advice
into policy through a participatory and transparent process is at the core of achieving fisheries
sustainability, regardiss of other attributes of the fisherié§.

To facilitate mutual understanding and bridge traditional divides it would be helpful to set up
short training courses for all participania stakeholder bodies. These could touch upon
economic, social and eneinmental aspects of fisheries management, the creation of scientific
advice, as well as the workings of the politgvelopment and decisiemaking process. Similar
training sessions are already done and indeed compulsory for participants of the US Regional
Management Councils.

5.7.  Structural policy and public financial support

It is a paradox that public aid has in the past not only failed to help the fisheries sector to
become more sustainable, but to a large extent contributed to the problem offiebéng. This

was recognised by the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg as well as

in the WTO, where fisheries subsidies are currently under negotiation. In line with the
negotiating mandate agreed by WTO ministers in Hong Kong, thehgUld immediately

prohibit subsidies that contribute to overcapacity araverfishing. That would entail in
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costs. This should also include other coressdies with direct commercial relevance to fishing

and to fish products, such as processing and price supports. Delaying the phasing out of these
subsidies will only worsen the situation and increase the pain of adjustment later.

Given the wide range dfnancial instruments used to support the European fisheries sector,
such as structural funding, access under Fisheries Partnership Agreements without full cost
recovery, state aid above and below tlde-minimis, contributions to social security and the
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fuel tax exemption, the exact amount of subsidies provided to the European fisheries sector is
unknown.

Within the framework of the Sustainable Development Strategy, the EU committed to removing
environmentally damaging subsidies and announced that the Gesiom would put forward a

roadmap for their elimination, sector by sector, by 2008. The Commission itself identified on
several occasions that subsidies have been detrimental to the environment, contributing to the
problems that the EU fishing sector ndaces. The EU should seize the opportunity of the CFP

reform to end all subsides that contribute to overcapacity and overfishing, not only through
structuralfunds but through all instruments. Such a move would constitute awim situation

and contribue to the recovery of fish stocks, reduce pressure on the marine environment,
improvei KS SO02y2YAO o6laira 2F GKS FAakKAaAy3d asSodz2N
conservation efforts.

e What should be the top priorities for future public financial support and why?

Top priorities for future subsidies should be goods and services that benefit society and would
only be produced below thdesired leveWithout interference in the market. This could include
independent scientific research for stock assessty reduction of impacts on marine habitat

and ecosystemsnd aid for control and enforcementlt would not include aid to individual
fishing operations for vessel modifications.

e What changes can the sector not manage to bring about on its own and therefore
require public financial support?

The elimination ofovercapacityis likely to go along with a reduction in the number of
employees in the catching sector. Public aid will be necessary to soften this transition.
However, it should not be forgotten #t the remaining actors in the fishery will greatly benefit
from a balance between capacity and available fish stocks and should therefore significantly
contribute to any financial burden (beneficiapgays principle).

e How can we change the focus of EU financial resources to promote innovation and
adaptation to new policies and circumstances? Do any new policy areas require
funding? Should public financial support be focused on specific transitions such as
eliminating discards in the fishing industry?

A robust fishing sector, based on healthy fish stocks, is best positioned to innovate and adapt to
new policies and circumstances. As a result, the priority of public finance should be to
strengthen the sector through a better management of fisheries androband enforcement.

It might also be helpful to support training, knowledge exchange and independent scientific
research for more environmentalfyiendly fishing techniqguesand ecosysterrbased
management. The provision of preferential access to fish dasesustainability criteria could
provide a strong incentive to develop and deploy innovative soluteven without public aid.
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e How can synergy and coherence of possible CFP funds with other EU and national
instruments be ensured?

Synergies and cohemee of CFP funds with other instruments can best be ensured through
clear objectives, transparency of the funding and regular evaluations as to what extent the aid
has contributed to achieving measurable results. The recent increase-minimis by the
Euopean Commissioruns againsall of these good governance principles.

e How can a synergy between the pillars of a future CFP be achieved? Should public
assistance be conditional on Member States' achieving policy objectives?

Public assistance should 22 Y RA G A2yt 2y aSYOoSNI {iGFIGSaQ I RS
CFR; or whatever regional body will be in charge with the management of fisheries. Currently,

for instance, a number of Membe3tatesfail to adequately assess and report ovapacityin

their fleets but continue to spend EU funds their modernisation.

e How can EU financial resources be developed to provide the flexibility needed to
respond swiftly when a crisis occurs?

The question is misleading as it is first anticipating future crisethenfishing sector and
secondly implies a need for public intervention in case such a crisis should occur. First, healthier
fish stocks that are targeted with a fleet that is not operating with overcapacity (partially due to
the fact that there are no morsubsidies for overcapacity owverfishingg see above) are much

more robust and resistant. As a result, it is less likely that a crisis will occur. Secondly,
operations should factor in the remaining risks of crisis. Promising public aid for a potential
future crisis iscounterproductive as it will reduce the incentive to innovate and adapt to a
changing environment and therefore delay the necessary restructuring of the sector.

e Should public financial support apply equally to all sectors (small and large scale)?
Should the European Fisheries Fund continue to distinguish between convergence and
non-convergence regions?

Public financial support should primarily be used to enhance fisheries management through
support to independent scientific research aodntrol and enforcement. Such aid will support

all actors in the fishing sector. Aid used to mitigate social-sftkrts during a transition
towards a more sustainable sector should be targeted towards those regions and communities
that suffer most from he transition, independently of whether that is in a convergence or a
non-convergence region; or a smaltale or a largscale operator. Regional development in
coastal areas should be done through other instruments, such as the Regional Development
Fund,or through the maritime policy.
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e Should indirect support such as services related to fisheries management (access,
research, control) continue to be provided free to all sectors of the industry?

The main priority is that a number of services relatedfigheries management, including
research and control, remain independent. As a result, research and control should not be
directly financed by the industry. However, it could be beneficial to ask industry to support
fisheries management services. Thesesfeshould be transparent and applied in a non
discriminatory manner. For instance, a percentage of the quota or tax on catches could provide
funding for a fund tdully or partially recover management costs.

Also, access to fisheries should only be gimerthe condition that the sector provides evidence

of compliance with the rules and good stewardship. This should include data on catches. In
cases wherevidenceis not sufficient, access rights should be withdrawisheriesshould pay

the full costs oficcess to third country waters.

e Should permanent fisheries subsidies be phased out, maintaining, on a temporary
basis, only those aimed at alleviating the social impacts of the restructuring of the
sector?

This depends on the type of subsidies due toithifferent impacts on overcapacity ammyer-
fishingor enhanced management:

- Structural funding should be phased out, as well as agreements thiitth countries
without costs recovery, tax exemptions on fueé-minimis aid for operating costs and
all other basic subsidies

- Temporary aid should be provided to alleviate social impaatssed by the transition
towards a more sustainable fishing sector; and

- Aid might support services related to fisheries, such as monitoring, control and
enforcement, independnt scientific research, stakeholder presentation in consultation
bodies etc.

Any future subsidies should not undermine the progress made to find agreements in the
context of the WTO negotiatioris.

5.8. The external dimension

The future ELACP fishees relations require the development of a framework for fisheries
governance, through establishing a dialogue on how sustainable fisheries can be promoted in
0KS GKANR o0!/to0 O2dzyiNASad ¢KA&a akKz2dzZ R 6S ol
priorities, as well as on other key policy areas including food security, the integrated

1 SeeTN/RL/W/232http://www.wto.org/english/tratop _efrulesneg_e/rules_may08 e.doc
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development of coastal communities, vatadded processing, and regional/international trade
operations.

In the marine context, good governance in EU relations with dewed countries implies a
more regional approach. This can be achieved either through regional cooperation (for
surveillance, research, laboratories for testing food safety,)edc through harmonisation
(access conditions to resources).

This regionalrhmework should include the financial instruments necessary to achieve common
objectives and mobilise various EU sources, including development funds. However, access
Oz2ata (2 GKANR O2dzyiNASaQ o+ iSNBR ¢AGKAY &dzOK
owners.

Conditionsfor access should also be introduced; with access for EU vessel owners restricted to
those operators who can demonstrate that their operatiamatch with sustainability criteria

(use of selective gears, compliance, number and qualijglis created, ety and where there is

no competition with the local smaficale sector. The latter should be given priority access in
line with the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries.

Mechanisms should be put in place to prevent EU natiomald companies avoiding EU
standards by reflagging vessels to third countries. Criteria and requirements related to vessel
activities should also apply to activities of EU nationals and companies.

e The core objective of the CFP is to promote responsible and sustainable fisheries. Is
there any reason why the external dimension of the CFP should be driven by different
objectives?

The objective of the external dimension of the CFP should be exactly the same as for the other
dimensions of the CFP, i.e. to ¢tobute to the establishment of responsible and sustainable
fisheries, in particular through the EU participation in RFMOs and through bilateral agreements
with developing countries.

e How could the EU strengthen its role on the international stage to promote better
global governance of the sea and in particular of fisheries?

[ dZNNByidfe GKS 9! Qa NRtS 2y (GKS AYyISNYylFrGAzyl f
9! Qa 101 2F ONBRAOGATAGEY ¢KS 9! A aatieshys,Sy LISN
FYR y20 aleéeAy3a gKIFIG Al R2SaQ ¢AGK NBaLISOOH G2
applying double standards. The EU could strengthen its role on the international stage by
improving its credibility with its international partners, partlarly developing countries. This

entails the need for the EU to effectively address such issues as IUU fishing, in internal and
external waters, and the overcapacity of its own fleets.

e How can the EU cooperate with its partners to make RFMOs more effective?
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One of the main challenges for RFM®&® establish a new basis for the equitable allocation of
access to diminishing fish resources, taking account of new players. Increasingly, developing
statesare claimingtheir right to exploit fish stocks unde¢he management responsibility of
RFMOs, while many fish stocks are showing signs of overexploitation. New entrants cannot be
accommodated, and overcapacity cannotreelucedunlessthe current players, such as the EU,
give up part of their access sharedareduce the capacity of their fleet. The necessary
reduction in fishing capacity within RFMOs in many ways reflects the discussion in the Green
Paper and the CFP reform. In the Grdeaper the Commission questions the utility of the
continued use of reitive stability, considering that it can contribute to owexploitation. If the

EU is to be consistent, this is the position that it has to advocate in international and regional
fora.

Simultaneously, transparency needs to be increased, the deemsakng process improved

and control and enforcement enhanced. This is particularly true for highly migratory species
such as tuna, and high seas fishing for small pelagic species, where problems are particularly
pressing.

Some experiences, particularly ihet Pacific (Parties to the Nauru agreement, Pacific Islands
Forum Fisheries Agency, Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission) show that with
appropriate technical support, developing countries can become more active and responsible
players in RFMOS he EU should support such regional dynamics through the various tools at
its disposal (EPAs, FPAs, development cooperation) as a way to improve the efficiency of
RFMOs to develop sustainable fisheries.

e Contrary to the current free access principle in international waters, should fishermen
pay for the right to fish in the high seas under the governance provided by RFMOs?

Paying for the right to fish will alone not deliver sustainable high seas fisheries. It is more
important to establish and implementshing limits, technical measures and criteria for access
reflecting environmental and social concerns, and to reserve a share of the access/catches for
coastal developing states, in order to give them the space to develop. In that sense, we agree
with the assertion of the Long Distance RAC that "it is necessary to find a balance between all
the actors involved, and that access to tuna fisheries should be analysed through a system of
transparent and nordiscriminatory criteria determining the responsible pasations of
stakeholders such as history of compliance, employment created/working conditions,
environmental impact, eté?.

There is no particular reason why fishermen should not pay for the right to fish in the high seas.
Fish¢ in national or internatonal waterscg is a public good. Decisions on access fees should be
discussed and settled within RFMOs.

“ DRAC advice tuna RFMOs, April 2009
http://www.ldrac.eu/component/option,com _docman/task,cat view/qgid,105/ltemid,80/lang,en/
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e How can objectives such as investment promotion (creation of joint-ventures, transfer
of know-how and technologies, investments and capacity management for the fishing
AYRdAZAGNE X0 ONBlIGAZ2Y 2F 220a 02y @SaasSts
promoting good maritime governance be pursued in the framework of future
international fisheries agreements?

Developing countries need investments in théigheries, mainly to safeguard the future
contribution of their fisheries sector to poverty alleviation and regional economic development.
Investment is needed to improve the management of natural fish stocks (research, training,
capacitybuilding, etc) ad to enhance fish trade in domestic, regional and global markets.

Economic Partnership Agreements (IEPAs and EPAS) already include provisions on investment
GKFdG O2dZ R 0SS dzaSR (2 &aSOdaNBE 9| AyoBmiagySyd
hygiere, transport, and processing infrastructures. At the same time there is a need for caution:

the promotion of EU investments should not be at the expense of local small and medaien
enterprises, labour standards, quality of life, resources conservatiahthe local environment.

For this reason, all provisions related to fisheries should be under a specific chapter within
these agreements.

A particular issue to highlight is the case of investments linked to the transfer of EU fishing
capacity. In the pst, such investments have not brought the expected social and economic
benefits to the receiving developing countries and they have tended to aggravate the state of
over-exploitation of resources, increasing also the competition with the local sualé
fisheries sector (in West Africa for example). We feel that, as a rule, support to EU investments
in developing countries fisheries should exclude the transfer of fishing capacity.

Another area where there have been important EU investments in develoPiggdzy i NA S & Q
fisheries is onshore investments for processing facilities, particularly in the tuna sector. A 2009
briefing from the FFA highlights that the rationale behind this was, on the side of the
RSOSt2LIAY3 O2dzy U NE 2 TFD GNERGI® Stidhaag invastmienfsRn pettl LIA Y
and transport infrastructure and new businesses related to the tuna processing investffients.

Using this rationale, several ACP countries have secured onshore processing facilities in their
countries, often by promisig valuable fishing licenses in exchange. However, there have been
some concerns expressed that onshore investments have been secured without fully assessing
the net benefits of the projects relative to the pressure placed on tuna resources and local
communities and environments. There is concern that governments are granting fishing
licenses based on promised facilities that might never materialise and that plans do not include
comprehensive analyses of resource sustainability or the net smmaomic retirns that the

plants will deliver. The briefing also mentions that conflicts between communities and the
processing facilities have arisen (disputes over working conditions, land rights and pollution).
Such conflicts not only have the potential to negaltyvenpact the long term success of the

“® http://www.ffa.int/node/251
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investments, but also call into question the overall net benefits of onshore investment without
ensuring socils 02y 2 YA O WNB (G dzNy a4 Qo

Therefore, even for investments that, a priori, correspond to the needs of developimgtries

(job creation in particular) there is a need to set up mechanisms in EU FPAS/EPAs to fully assess
the net costs and benefits of such projects. This includes: developing a methodology for
avoiding overcapacity in the fishing sector, developingpaatability measures for investors to
ensure that facilities deliver promised benefits, calculating net foreign exchange benefits,
assessing how such developments will impact local communities, and developing mechanisms
to avoid and mitigate conflicts befe they arise and assessing levels of benefits to processing
facility workers.

o Are the FPAs the best instrument to achieve sustainability beyond EU waters or should
they be replaced by other forms of cooperation? Should the regional perspective be
explored and either substitute or complement a streamlined bilateral one?

Good governance in EU relations with developing countries implies a move towards
regionalisation of our relations. Current Fisheries Partnership Agreements should be replaced

by a regionaframework for fisheries governance to establish a dialogue on how the CFP can
O2y iNROGdzGS (2 FdAf FAf GKS GKANR O2dzy iNAS&Q LN
fisheries sectors. This framework should account for fisheries management andraeso
conservation, but also food security, support for integrated coastal communities development

and value added in processing and trade operations. Through this dialogue, the EU should
promote transparency and stakeholder participation, recognised as dwwial aspects of
responsible and sustainable fisheries by the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries.

As mentioned before, various EU sources should be mobilised in order to achieve objectives
jointly decided through this framework. This inclisdgevelopment funds and requires gooot

ordination between all EU services dealing with third countries fisheries issues (DG SANCO,
EuropeAid, DG DEV, DG Trade, etc.) as well as with EU Member States fisheries development
programmes in these countries k8 A3A 2y ad | 00Saa O2ada G2 GKANR
regional governance frameworks should be fully paid by EU vessel owners. Access should be
conditional upon compliance with sustainability criteria. In case there is competition, priority
accesshould be given to the local smaltale sector in line with the FAO Code of Conduct.

In the past, positive elements have been introduced into FPAs which should remain part of any
governance agreements. The clause of exclusivity should remain in orderstoe that EU

flagged vessels cannot operate outside these frameworks. There should be an evaluation of the
implementation of social clauses, in order to assess whether the objective of fair treatment for
GKANR O2dzy i NAS&Q ¢ 2 NJing Nk the 0070 1DFCNdRentdh, hag Bearnd St & >
achieved, and, if not, how it could be improved.

However, vessels of EU origin are also active in developing countries with which there is no
agreement (or no agreement protocol in force). In such cases, thehBuld propose to these
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countries the signing of a governance agreement, or, if this is not possible, the EU should look
at ways in which such vessels and operatwtsch originate in theEU can be given similar
treatment as under governance agreements.tfat end, international references, such as the
OECD guidelines for investments by multinationals, could be of interest.

A regional governance framework between the EU and developing countries could significantly
enhance research as well as monitoringpirol and surveillance activities. This can be achieved
either through regionako-operation (for surveillance, research, laboratories for testing food
safety, etc.) or through harmonisation (access conditions to resources).

e How could we make scientific research to assess the sustainability of fish stocks and
the control of the fishing activity more transparent and efficient?

Effectiveness of research and control of fishing activities can be enhanced throwgieion

at regional and international lel. Transparency is one of the main factors to promote
stakeholder involvement and to ensure sustainable policies. In fact, recent research suggests
that the conversion of scientific advice into policy through a participatory and transparent
process is athe core of achieving fisheries sustainability, regardless of other attributes of the
fisheries?* Disclosure of data, such as information on all landings by all vessels, aggregated VMS
data, information on infringements and subsequent fines and penaltsswell as impact
assessments and evaluations should be publicly available.

e How can we assure better cooperation and compliance with new regulations in
developing countries?

A priority should be to use the possibility to put in place administrative pecation
agreements, so that the EU can help the third countries to better respect regulations. Such
possibility already exists within FPAs but has not been used so far. For instance, an
administrative cooperation agreement for exchanging data on autkdrigessels, arrests, etc,
would contribute to the implementation of the IUU fishing regulation.

e Should EU operators cover all the costs of their fishing activities in third country
waters or should the Community budget continue to support part of these costs?

1 00Saa 02aGa (2 UGKANR O2dzy iNASaAQ 41 6SNB SAGKA
owners. In addition, access for EU boat owners should be restricted to those operators who can
demonstrate that their operationgnatch with sustainabilitycriteria and where there is no
competition with the local smalcale sector.

“Moraetal,o Hn N0 al Yy 3ISYSyid 9FFSOGADBSY Saaiolagy. Viund7/13sged RQa al NAyS CAaAKSNRAS
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e How could we contribute to increasing the fisheries management capabilities of
developing countries, e.g. through targeted assistance?

Targeted assistance can enhance fishenmeanagement in developing countries. However,
effective fisheries management requires that a framework for good governance be in place that
assures transparency and accountability. Assistance in the absence of such a framework may
only result in greaterarruption.

e Should the integration of European fishing fleets and interests in third countries be
actively pursued as an objective of the external dimension of the CFP with a view, in
particular, to support the development of the concerned partner countries?

The integration of European fishing fleets and interest in third countries should not be an
objective in itself. Any investment in third countries should take place within a framework of
good governance and mutually agreed priorities.

e How can we reinforce the synergies between the different forms of support and the
different partners in the fisheries sector and the development strategies of coastal
states?

A formal mechanism for ensuring coherence between the activities of the different DGs dealing
with aspects of fisheries and development (DG Mare, DG DEV, DG SANCO, DG Trade, etc.)
should be established in the framework of the EU initiatives for Pdlloyherence for
Development

e Should aquaculture be included in future partnership agreements?

As egards the external dimensions of the CFP, the promotion of EU aquaculture interests,
particularly in developing countries, should not be at the expense of local sustainable
development. In this regard, the promotion of expaniented, fishmeal dependent
aquaculture requiring high external inpuisinappropriate. Lessons can be learned from the
environmental, social and economic crisis currently affecting salmon aquaculture in Chile, or
shrimp aquaculture in Asia and Latin America.

A number of aquaculte projects in developing countries have been linked to a range of social
concerns, including loss of access to traditional food sources and fishing grounds, forced land
seizures without compensation, poor working conditions and low wages in farms and
processing plantd® The aforementioned mechanism for ensuring coherence between the
activities of the different DGs dealing with aspects of fisheries and development could help to
design policies promoting socially and environmentally sustainable aquacuéuoteres.

5 http://www.greenpeace.org/raw/content/international/press/reports/retriteria-unsustainableaquaculturepdf
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How could the potential of small-scale fisheries in third countries for sustainability, ecological
and social benefits be enhanced?

According to the declaration of the FAO Conference on Ssaalle Fisheries in Bangkok (2008),
the bestway2 NJ 6 KS 9! (2 adzZd2NIl G§KS SyKIyOSYSyl

- Respecting the priority access rights of srsahile fisheries to resources, as recognised by
the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (art 6.18), and thereforengrisSur
fleets do not compete with that sector, for resources, for space, for investments/aid;

- Supporting monitoring, control and surveillance activities for the coastal zone;

- Opening up a dialogue with third country stakeholders about the need to ban ectsed
and destructive fishing from the coastal zone;

- Supporting mechanisms that will enable srsadéle fishing communities and organisations
to be properly informed and to participate in the dialogue on fisheries governance
(appropriate information, capaty-building programmes, and participation mechanisms,
including a dialogue with the EU LeDgstance FleeRAC

5.9. Aquaculture

The new EU aquaculture strategy (2089otes that aquaculture provides huge opportunities
and raises considerable chaliges, particularly in relation to environmental sustainability of
production as well as to the quality and safety of the products. It bemoans the fact that seven
years on from 2002 and the adoption of the EU's sustainable aquaculture strategy, overall EU
aguaculture production has stagnated, in stark contrast with the high growth rate for the rest
of the world.

A key reason for this contrasting state of affairs may be that a significant proportion of EU
aquaculture production is aimed at wealth creatioirsf, and food production second.
Prominence has also been given to the production of carnivorous species, highly dependent on
large scale, intensive, highch production systems, which are highly vulnerable to parasite and
disease infestations. We feehdrefore that the new European aquaculture strategy again
places too much emphasis on the intensive farming for carnivorous species, at the expense of
other forms of more traditional aquaculture.

6 COM(2009) 162 final: Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council: Building a sustaiedbte fut
aquaculture- A new impetus for the Strategy for the Sustainable Development of European Aquaculture
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e What role should aquaculture have in the future CFP: should it be integrated as a
fundamental pillar of the CFP, with specific objectives and instruments, or should it be
left for Member States to develop on a national basis? What instruments are
necessary to integrate aquaculture into the CFP?

Aquacultureshouldbe integrated as a fundamental pillar of the CFP, with the main objective to
promote environmentally sustainable and socially responsible fish produciidr main tools
to be used to reach that objective are:

- To develop a strategy to support the devetoent of traditional freshwater and
marine fish and shellfish farming: We feel that the EU shoulsider the potential
for developing other types of aquaculture. For example, traditional systems of
freshwater and marine fish and shellfish farming haverbeeveloped throughout
Europe over the last centuries. Pond farming operations assist the maintenance of
wetland areas and live bivalve molluscs help combat eutrophication and maintain a
good sanitary quality of coastal and estuarine areas.

- To require adsed containment for industrial aquaculture for carnivorous species in
order to minimise impacts on the marine ecosyster@losed containment, which
prevents the transmission of diseases and parasites, could offer some solutions to
the many environmental mblems caused by such aquaculture. Closed containment
can also eliminate escapes and discharges of wastes into the ocean (Escaped farmed
fish such as salmon can adversely affect their wild counterparts by interbreeding and
causing genetic dilution in subpeent generations, making them less fit to survive in
their environment). The farmed salmon industry has resisted closed containment
systems even though all salmon must be raised in tanks for the firé8IRonths.

The crux of the issue is cost. A 200bdst suggested that closed containment
technologies could be financially viable, if measured against the actual
environmental costs of net pen salmon farmitg.

- To forbid the introduction of alien species for aquaculture in the opére physical
containment of nortnative species or genetically engineered fish cannot be
guaranteed under most commercial conditions and any escapes into the
environment can have devastating effects on wild fish populations and biodiversity.
Escaped fish threaten native speciesdajing their juveniles, competing for food or
habitat, spreading disease, and/or posing a threat to the genetic diversity of wild
populations.

- To ban the sourcing of eggs or juveniles from the wild: Some aquaculture relies on
juvenile fish or shellfish eg taken from the wild to restock the culture ponds. This
IS unsustainable in cases where taking juveniles further depletes wild stocks, or
where the catching method is destructive to other species or the ecosystem.

“L.Pendletor5 i 't ®X a4/ f2aAy3 AY 2y O9YDBANRYYSyidlttée {2dzyR {FfY2y | ljdz OdzZ i dz
Report by the UCLA Program Environmental Science and Engineering, David Suzuki Foundation, Conservation Strategysreind, Friend

Clgyoquot Sound and the Raincoast Conservation Society for the Coastal Alliance for Aquaculture Reform, 2005.
http://www.farmedanddangerous.org/?action=d7_articldew_folder&Join %201D=82852
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Juveniles are taken from declining stscof European eels and Mediterranean
bluefin tuna, and then grown for aquaculture.

To restrict the production of fish feed to sustainable sources: The farming of
carnivorous species (most popular farmed species in Europe such as salmon, trout,
bass & bram) relies upon a source of marine protein and oil to form the basis of
their concentrated diet. These proteins and oils are derived from both wild capture
feed fisheries and trimmings and waste from fish processing for human
consumption. The input of witldaught fish via feed can exceed the output of farmed
fish and therefore result in a net loss rather than a net gain of fish protein. Fish feeds
should be using primarily trimmings and waste from fish processing. The use of
vegetal proteins, although theyay provide a valuable solution to the wiidh feed
problem, raises other environmental sustainability issues, particularly when
genetically modified species are used. Genetically modified crops are associated
with a number of potential environmental inggts, particularly genetic
contamination of norgenetically modified crops. They may also represent a threat
to wild environment: for example, vast areas of rainforest have been destroyed to
make way for soya crops, which is increasingly used in fish &eed$ alternative
protein source to wild fish.
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ANNEX 1: SOME GENERAL COMMENTS ON MSY, SUSTAINABILTY AND PRECAUTION

The terminology of population dynamics, ecosystem dynamics, and fisheries theory,
assessment and management is in some disarray. We thawen attention, above, to a few
specifics. Where possible we have used the common terminological practices of fisheries
science, but these now have to be supplemented by less common terms, and for this we have
drawn mainly on the book by Getz and Haightblished in 1989 and cited in Footnote 16.

That was, however, published two decades ago. There have been some more recent
developments to which we must give attention. Nevertheless there has, to our knowledge,
been no later publication providing such angprehensive view of modelling choices, types of
fisheries, diverse fishery situations and types of regulation.

Getz and Haight employ some moderately difficult mathematics but also provide clear verbal
explanations of most of their reasoning and conauasi Furthermore, they have described and
analysed numerous case histories available to them at the time (including, for example, cod and
anchovies); several others could now be cited and it would be useful for those responsible for
revising the CFP to belly aware of them.

¢KS ARSI 2F | LRLMzFGA2y 4G F LI NIOAOdz I NJ LI | O
and a dangerously misleading one. A common, but simplistic, understanding of such a notion is

that the sustainable yield is that whichi taken, will leave the population at the same size, and

in the same state next year; taking less will allow some recovery if the population has already

been reduced by exploitation. But even if, next year, the size of the population is unchanged, its
composition (for example by age or size of its constituents) and hence its potential biological
productivity will not be unchanged.

It is a common error, also, to think that the composition of the population (or, for that matter
of the ecosystem of which is a component) will only change if the removals are selective. But
in fact even norselective removals will change the composition; this is because composition is
determined in part by the recruitment; populations, and ecosystems, are open systems.
However, we seek to find definitions allowing us for certain purposes to treat them as closed
systems and apply closeystem models to them. Selective and unselective fishing both change
the composition of the exploited population.

A sustainable yield camty be defined by some sort of average over time. But no average can
be calculated over infinite time, only over a defined, finite time. This leads to consideration of
what Getz and Haight called ¢ the planning horizon referring to x(T) as the endpoint
condition ¢ that is the expected size and state of the exploited population at the horizon.
Selection of that calls for decisions ab@umdpoint constraints

¢tKS RS@OSt{2LISNB 2F GKS LYGSNyragaAzylrt 2KIFfAy3

Plan/Catch Ionit Algorithm (RMP/CLA) understood this and conducted simulations for a
planning horizon of 10§ears; this was determined roughly by the generation time of whales
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and the practical limits to computation, but is possibly longer than justified by the duraii
human management arrangements. The endpoint constraint was that it was not permitted to
increase the average catch by taking a massiveatheatch from the recovered population
when the horizon was reached. The catch that the IWC scientific gremyoght to maximize

was the cumulative catch during the specified, finite management period; this is, of course, the
same as maximizing the mean catch during the peficthis gives the essential clue to how to
define MSY in an operational way rather thamsmme ideal and unreal number.

To continue description of the important IWC experience, we recall that the management
objective of seeking to maximize the cumulative catch over a specified period is a conditional
one, since there will usually be at l¢@se other objective: to minimize the probability that the
stock will accidentally be reduced below a certain critical level at least once during the pre
determined management period.

Simulation of a candidate management procedure to meet that critedalts for specifying

both the critical level and the acceptable probability. The critical level might be one for which
scientific evidence suggests depletion might be irreversible, or an arbitrary minimum spawning
stock size, ok in the case selected byh¢ IWC¢ a much higher level based on a previous
management procedure using deterministic population motfels fact there can in principle

be more than one specified critical stock level with different management actions triggered
when and if one of thens accidentally crossed. Everything said here about stock levels applies,
naturally, also to stock composition; for example, an unexpected development that drastically
changes the sex ratio in the stock to one with reduced females or the biomass of ggawne

We have given the IWC example prominence simply because it was the first and by far the most
fully explored approach so far to management based on the results of complex computer
AAYdzZ FGA2ya 64aS8SS3T F2N SEI YLAnNSapotamdieatDreof th& 2 1 S Qa
exercise was that the management procedure which emerged from it did not require the
availability of vast new series and types of data, though it does require information about
stocks other than that obtained by sampling commercidries, e.g. scientific cruise data.

It was also devised to be as independent as possible of particular population models that is
robust to errors in assumptions about stock dynamics and also as far as possible to data errors,
and to unexpected environnméal changes, both in the long and short term. However,

“8R. C. Myer (cited by Getz and Haight) proposed that the measure whose sum or average should be maximised might réithe:tUtititp

Function (YUF) and suggested that could be defined as, for exatdffe= Y/(1+c*y)wheNB O A& aly | LILINBLINA L (St & OKz2a$
49 Deterministic models are mathematical models in which outcomes are precisely determined through known relationships ae®rgdta
events, without any room for random variation. In such models a given imiulways produce the same output, such as in a known chemical
reaction. In comparison, stochastic models use ranges of values for variables in the form of probability distributioxasmipte, ¢he planets

move around the sun according to Newton's taand their position can be predicted with great accuracy well into the future. In practice, a
totally deterministic relationship is unlikely due to unpredictable factdier example, a previously unknown comet moving through the solar
system could petrb some planets. Where the influence of several unknown factors is sizable, exact prediction is not possible, but it may be
possible to predict to within a known confidence intervalr to predict the probability that a particular value will be obsenatdch particular

time. This is called a stochastic (or probabilistic) process.

®Cooke, J. G. (1999). Improvement of fiskergnagement advice through simulation testing of harvest algorithm€&aimfronting Uncertainty

in the Evaluation and Implementatiaf FisheriesManagement System&dited by A. I. L. Payne. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 58197
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simulations.
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for managing many fisheriesto our mind with some disastrous results. This was driven by the
reluctance of the Commission to consider management objectives other than maximizing
numerical catches, rather than biomass and hence commaodity production as reautechdy
scientists. A similar problem may arise in the case of Community fishery management which
seeks to maximize the gross weight of species catches rather than, for example, their value. But
there is no doubt that ageor stagestructured models must & used for most fishes and
shellfishes. The one given in the examples compiled by Getz and Haight is in nearly all cases the
basic yieleper-recruit model of Beverton and Holt, 1957, combined with one of four or five
well-known equations relating the recitment to the spawning stock sizéHolt has described

how this exercise could be done in a recent pafer.

Since the IWC work, and also since Getz and Haight published their book, some other studies
have been made that are more directly relevant to theldem now facing the Commission.

Two of these are worth special mention. One was a study by a group led by Dr Laurie Kell,
commissioned by the Commission and available as ICES documentation. The other was by Drs.
Andrew Constable and William de la Mare €oof the IWC/RMP Development Group) in the
context of fisheries management by the Commission for the Conservation of Antsiatice

Living Resourceswho have published a General Yield Model with practically universal
application®

At this point, we thik it is necessary to comment on a matter that has appeared in recent years

in efforts by management bodies and scientific groups to categorise the states of fish stocks

and to base management procedures on such categorisation. In thecé6tury it becane

common to describe a fish stock as overfisiédr underfished, or optimally fished or some

4dzOK GSNX® ¢KA& ARSI glFa SY0O2RASR Ay GKS L2/ Q
this way and to apply different decision rules to each categorgrazess labelled the New
Management Procedure. In the context of the EU and ICES such classifications have been
further elaborated, resulting in the plethora of categories and multiple decision rules. This
evolution is related to efforts made over the ysao escape the strict MSY criterion that was

hy GKS 58yl yYAadad 2F 9ELI 2AGSR CAEAK t2LdzZ I GA2yaé C2dzNAUROLINAY GAYy IS H
(1964) Tables of yield fdishery assessmerAQ Fish. Tech. Pap. 38, 49pp.

*New Policy Objectives and Management Procedures for EU Fisheries: A Commentary and Suggestions to The Greens/Eurdipeae Free Al

the European Parliament. 21pp, February 2007. An extended verstbrthe same title, dated January 2007, was written for the European

Policy Office of the WWF, 40pp.

%A generalised model for evaluating yield and the kemgn status of fish stocks under conditions of uncertaif@AMLR Science, 3 (1996):

31-54.

% Overfishing became sulcategorised agrowth overfishing in which the fishing mortality rate was so high as to leave few individuals to attain

full-size, andrecruitment overfishing in which a population was reduced so far that there were substantial effecte@mnitment into the next

generation.
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being imposed; for mainly political reasong on management and of which most scientists
have been very critical

One route of escape was to define ott&tock-specific Reference Points.”® This was an appreh
favoured especially by former scientific staff of the FAO Department of Fisheries (which is why
it has such prominence in the UN Fish Stock Agreement), but it carries with it quite serious
problems. The Reference Points can only be defined for opel@timrposes with respect to a
particular population modek, usually a deterministic ong the selection of which requires
knowledge we generally do not have.

Secondly it encourages the definition of strict boundaries between classification categories of
stock state which, as the IWC found, generates endless controversies about the classification of
stocks¢ and hence the decision rules applyigghat are assessed to be close to boundaries.
And the more stock classes there are the more the boundary pnablarise.

The approaches used by Cooke, Kell, Constable and de lagMaice similar others such as by

Dr D. Butterworth in relation to South African fisheriesavoid these pitfalls or, by the
application of probabilities in stochastic models, blur thmubdaries so that small changes in
assessments do not result in big changes in regulations. They also give us an operational way of
dealing with the application of thprecautionary principleand with caution under uncertainty

in general. This is througlné judicious choice of the probabilities assumed in the stochastic
models used for simulating and testing candidate management procedures. We cannot
eliminate error, but we can decide whether we want, for example, the probability of a stock not
being redued accidentally below some critical threshold once in the planning period to be 99%
or are we content to go along with 9&ercentor even 90percent?The bigger the acceptable

risk the higher will be the nederm catches. Possible adjustment of the distanof the
planning horizon and the location of critical thresholds all interact to give different patterns of
precaution; alternatives can be must be¢ evaluated by simulations. How these simulations
are to be organized and evaluated by the Commissioth i scientific advisors is a major
guestion, beyond the scope of this comment.

ly FTR@IFIyGFr3S Sy22@8SR o0& GUKS aOASydaaada Sy3l 3¢
that the commercial whaling moratorium that came into effect in 1986 released them the

burden of assessing the state of every whale stock annually and calculating appropriate catch
limits based on thenew management procedurend they were thus enabled to devote more

time to evaluation of revised proposals. (It is also significant skeaeral of the specialists most
responsible for the new procedures were not governmental nominees.) The scientists
associated with the future management of Community fisheries can expect no such luxury.
Nevertheless a way will have to be found to assgfiicient scientific resources to the process

PC2NI Iy 002dzyi 2F (GKA& AYLRAAGAZ2Y &S8SS LI LISNI oe 12f( 6«a@BSSgdet dziaz
contributed to the 13" Conference of the North Atlantic Fisheries History Asginei (NAFHA), Norfolk, Virginia,-22 August 2009. The theme

of which was Fisheries Management in a Historical Perspective.

% See for example the OCEAN 2012 Discussion Paper On the reform of the Common Fisheries Policy, with reference to thedtsl Fish S
Agreement, available ahittp://www.ocean2012.eu/resources/view/id/14024?download=true
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of developing the new management rules, which will surely take several years, while continuing
to apply the minimum of present rules.

One further technical point has political implications: it is an absbjutesential feature of the
management process we have outlined here that authorities (e.g. governments, the
Commission, Parliament) accept the process once and for all, and that from then on the
application of the decision rules is automatic, not negdial®f course, some arrangement for
dealing with completely unexpected major events or errors has to be in place, as well as rules
for identifying such circumstances, but the deviations from the agreed procedures must be
quite exceptional, not routine. Thagreed rules might be applicable yearyear but they
would be formulated in such a way as to maximize the attainment of the overall catch objective
(the modified MSY) of the planning period. In fact fishing power limitation would obviously not
be an anwal decision, but its deployment as fishing effort might be.

We have not discussed here in any detail the alternative objective of conditionally maximizing

or at least ensuring and increasing net economic value (profit, or at least the difference
betweenthe market value of the catch and the cost of taking it), rather than physical yield in
weight or even in value. A biologically sustainable yield is not necessarily a profitable one, and it

is certainly not economically optimal except by pure chance. Hvan economically optimal

yield might be desirable, the obstacles to achieving it are clearly high. But at least a
management procedure which seeks somewhat less than the conditional physical maximum,
even arbitrarily less, would be advantageous and thation should be explored. The recent
atidzRe o6& GKS 22NIR .lyl FYyR Clh SyGAaddt SR a{ dzy
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operationalising this concept in EU fisheriesligy. An adaptive system for managing the
exploitation of single species populations, or of mixed species, can be devised and implemented

in such a way that ecosystem dynamics are generally respected. This is because the interaction

of each target stock ith its biological neighbours or associates can be treated as an
environmental factor or a suite of such factors, and management procedures can be devised
GKFG TNB NRoOodzaAG G2 SYy@ANRYYSyGlf OKIy3aSad ¢KS
the target species must be closely monitored to detect significant changes that may arise from

the interactions between species, so that the management algorithms can be modified
accordingly, if necessary, in a timely fashion.

*" http://www.globefish.org/files/Sunken%20Billions%20Report%20Advance%20Edition_659.pdf
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