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a b s t r a c t

The European Union is aiming to implement an Ecosystem Approach for the management of all human
activities in the marine environment, hereunder the fisheries sector. Since the last reform of the Common
Fisheries Policy in 2013, several analyses have highlighted the barriers and challenges to this aim. Despite
the claim that much of the framework to support the implementation of an EAFM in Europe is in place,
the findings point out to deterrent features within the governance system. Beyond the overall policy
framework, this paper explores the implementation of the multiannual multispecies management plans
as one of the real moves towards Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries Management. This is carried out on
the basis of two case studies that address the design of multiannual multispecies management plans for
the Baltic Sea and for the Atlantic Pelagic fisheries. The analyses strengthen with empirical evidences our
understanding of the challenges ahead including, among others, an institutional gap between fisheries
and environmental policy frameworks resulting in a limited integration of broader environmental con-
cerns in one of the proposed plan and the standoff between decision-makers that delays the adoption
and use of proposed management plans and creates frustration for the involved agencies.

& 2016 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

The European Union (EU) aims at implementing an Ecosystem
Approach (EA) to the management of all human activities in the
marine environment, hereunder the fisheries sector. The intention
to apply an EA to fisheries management (EAFM) was first men-
tioned explicitly in the 2002 reform of the Common Fisheries
Policy (CFP) [1],1. The recently reformed CFP defines EAFM as.

“an integrated approach to managing fisheries within
ment (IFM), An Aalborg Uni-
t and Planning, Aalborg Uni-

Monsalve),
(K.N. Nielsen),
ielsen),
mar.org (M. Ballesteros),

approach to fisheries manage-
ecologically meaningful boundaries which seeks to manage the
use of natural resources, taking account of fishing and other
human activities, while preserving both the biological wealth
and the biological processes necessary to safeguard the com-
position, structure and functioning of the habitats of the eco-
system affected, by taking into account the knowledge and
uncertainties regarding biotic, abiotic and human components
of ecosystems”. [2, art. 4 par 9]

Achieving the desired ecological, social and economic objec-
tives of an EA in the European maritime sector will require time,
considerable resources, and extensive intergovernmental co-
operation [3]. Challenging worldwide, the complex implementa-
tion of an EA is exacerbated by the EU features: i) the unique legal
order of the EU as a supranational entity [3,4]; ii) the formulation
and implementation of maritime policies takes place at different
governmental levels [5]; iii) competencies for different policies
with an EA have been assigned to different levels of government,
where the fisheries policy is the only policy in the marine domain
where the Treaty assigns exclusive competence to the EU while
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other policies in the marine domain including the environmental
policy are Member State (MS) competence [6 art. 11 and 191–193];
iv) the lack of coordination between – and sometimes within – the
MSs, the EU and international initiatives [5]. Moreover, co-
ordinating the different Directorate Generals and the different
Councils of Ministers in order to harmonize the different sets of EU
policies remains a challenge [7]; and v) EA places new demands on
a wide range of organisations, including the Regional Sea Con-
ventions (RSC), national marine scientific agencies, and other na-
tional bodies responsible for environmental protection and for
offshore licencing [3].

Fisheries stakeholders are trying to adapt to policy require-
ments of moving towards EAFM, in which the impacts of fishing
activities on the marine ecosystem are reduced. In addition to
environmental conservation, however, EAFM involves a broadened
scope of sustainability in fisheries, including a stronger emphasis
on societal and economic aspects.

Current assessments of the process reflect the tensions gener-
ated by the EAFM in the EU, which defines new arenas, new tools,
new players and new trade-offs in the marine policies:

� EU's decision making process remains centralized despite the
formation of the Advisory Councils (ACs) [8]. Stakeholders
involvement lacks clarity about the width and depth of parti-
cipation [9,10] where the ability of ACs to provide stakeholder
knowledge into a compatible and connected format under the
EAFM approach is uncertain.

� Absence of institutional structures to promote cooperation and
coordination at a policy level [10]. The emergence of the new
MS regional groups, emphasised by the regionalisation ap-
proach of the recent CFP reform, has done little to facilitate
the effective coordination with other marine/maritime policies
required by an EAFM [11] which calls for clarifying regional
cooperation [9].

� It has also been emphasised that most of the effort invested in
the policy process is concerned with traditional fisheries man-
agement tools, such as establishing annual Total Allowable
Catches (TACs), securing compliance with catch quotas, mini-
mum landing size, by-catch limits and closed areas [12].

� Furthermore, it has been identified the absence of a clear gui-
dance on how to combine the Marine Strategy Framework Di-
rective (MSFD) and CFP and their associated governance sys-
tems [10].

Regardless of all its limitations, the institutional interplay of EU
fisheries management (sensu who decides what within the EU
institutions) is expected to remain unchanged for the coming
decade, consistent with the EU strategy of moving towards EAFM
in an incremental process [13]. Hence, advances on implementing
an EAFM cannot be based on establishing new decision-making
processes, but must focus on innovations in the management tools
and the engagement of stakeholders.

Advances towards the implementation of the EAFM in the EU
can be found in several dimensions, among which are: habitat
protection (Natura2000), development of legal administrative
frameworks, integration of core EAFM principles in fisheries
management and financial funding available to address socio-
economic concerns [10]. Within the specific CFP context, the on-
going development of multiannual multispecies plans (MA-
MulSPs) has been defined as potential carriers of the first steps
towards EAFM in Europe [13]. The 2013 CFP presented multiannual
plans as the main tool to preserve marine biological resources and
to achieve the sustainability objectives [14], and has encouraged
that the scope of such plans extends to cover as many species as
possible within a given ecosystem region [2]. Accordingly, this
paper aims to provide an overview of the current institutional
challenges for EU to move towards EAFM with basis in two on-
going cases, the development of MA-MulSPs, for the Baltic and for
Atlantic pelagic fisheries. By analysing the process and modes of
cooperation in support of MA-MulSPs in these cases, this paper
sheds light on the possibilities and constraints for moving towards
EAFM within the current governance system in Europe.

This article includes the following four sections. Section 2 de-
scribes methodology and motivates and presents the selected case
studies. Section 3 presents a non-exhaustive compilation of the
institutional challenges presented in existing literature to oper-
ationalizing EAFM in the EU. Section 4 briefly describes the process
of developing MA-MulSPs in the two cases, with a focus on en-
countered institutional challenges. Section 5 offers a discussion of
these challenges, describes both observed progress and experi-
ences, and identifies opportunities for facilitating EAFM in the EU.
2. Methods

Two cases of developing MA-MulSPs were selected, examined
and compared to provide empirical insights on how the move
towards EAFM is unfolding in the EU. The cases were selected to
provide a contrast with regard to the stage of development of the
MA-MulSPs. Featuring an adopted Commission proposal, the Baltic
MA-MulSP was selected as a perceived frontrunner for the MA-
MulSPs as well as for the management of the marine environment
in general. In turn, the development of a MA-MulSP for Atlantic
pelagic fisheries was selected as a case where the MA-MulSP is still
under development, and as will be outlined shortly, comprises
particular challenges. At the time of writing this article, no draft
MA-MulSP for pelagic fisheries was available.

The case studies focused on the roles of, and interactions be-
tween DG Mare, the providers of stakeholders advice (the ACs),
and the regional groups of MS involved in the MA-MulSP initiative
in question such as the BALTFISH for the Baltic Sea and Scheve-
ningen group for the North Sea. Empirical information for the case
studies was collected through ten key-informant interviews, ob-
servations of meetings and available documents. In addition, a
literature review was conducted to establish the context of EAFM
in the EU, with an emphasis on identifying institutional challenges
and opportunities. Ten interviews with actors involved in the de-
velopment of MA-MulSPs were conducted between October 2015
and January 2016 (Table 1). In addition, an interview was con-
ducted with an expert in stakeholder involvement in European
fisheries management. Observation studies were conducted for
events with high relevance for EAFM in the EU.

It is important to note that several of the actors consist of
participants from very heterogeneous interest groups and inter-
viewing one or two members does not give a full picture of their
work, position and internal dynamics. However, we have been
carefully aware of the internal heterogeneity in our analysis. Fur-
ther, for the development of the case studies, available documents,
meeting minutes, letters, policy documents, among others were
collected in addition to peer reviewed articles.
3. Challenges in the EU system to operationalize the EAFM

Existing literature documents challenges to operationalize the
EAFM in the EU system. Such challenges can be divided into three
groups: 1) What is needed to operationalize the principles of an
EAFM; 2) how has the EU system presently operationalised EAFM,
and 3) which challenges has been detected in the EU system to
implement EAFM. Fig. 1 below provides a graphic presentation of
these three layers and their interrelatedness.



Table 1
Overview of primary information sources.

Agencies Interviews
Baltic case

Interviews
Pelagic
Case

Key in-
formants
interviews

Commission DG Mare 1 2
Regional MS
group

BALTFISH 1 -
Scheveningen
group

- 2

AC Baltic AC 1 -
Pelagic AC - 3

Event and
topic

Dates

Events Commission DG Mare Round table
discussion

January
2015STECF

ICES
EFARO

Scientific experts in fisheries
and ecosystem modelling and
fisheries governance (4 af-
filiated with the MareFrame
project and 1 external)

Focus Group
Meeting: In-
novative
Knowledge
Frameworks
for EAFM

June 2015
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3.1. How to make principles of EAFM operational?

Some of the basic principles of an EAFM refer to humans as an
integral part of the ecosystem [14,15]; having an adaptive man-
agement to deal with the complexity of the ecosystems [14,15];
and moving away from viewing resources as individual compo-
nents to be separately managed to managing resources as being
managed as interrelated parts of a system [9]. Means by which
some of these principles can be operationalized have been iden-
tified elsewhere. For instance, wider and deeper stakeholder in-
volvement in fisheries can be made by giving resource users a
Fig. 1. Three layers representing the means to operationalize the principles of an EAFM
detected challenges in relation to implementing EAFM in the EU (outer layer).
strengthened sense of ownership [14] allowing to address the
long-term consequences of today´s decisions [9] and to move to
long-term sustainability goals [8]. EAFM requires a capacity to
address and balance a number of conflicting objectives in a
transparent and legitimate manner [16,17]. Such objectives may
include ecological sustainability of stocks and ecosystems, eco-
nomic viability of the fishing industry, and social viability and
fairness for local communities [15,18,19]. The aim to reduce ne-
gative human impacts for ecosystem structural functioning and
other essential ecosystem services [15] involves a reduction of
impacts of fisheries [20] as well as of other anthropogenic pres-
sures on marine ecosystems [18]. The former is addressed by
aiming for a sustainable exploitation of fisheries resources; con-
sidering the existing relationships within all ecosystem compo-
nents (from single species management to multispecies manage-
ment to inclusion of protection of non-target ecosystem compo-
nents in management); and understanding the performance of
fisheries relative to reference points [14]. Management measures
should be coherent across a range of resources and be deployed at
appropriate scales [21]. Complete ecosystem knowledge will never
be available, but should not postpone an orientation towards
EAFM, which must always be pursued on the basis of the best
available knowledge [15]. The inner layer of Fig. 1 identifies needs
with regard to making the basic principles of EAFM operational.

3.2. The approach in EU legislation to make EAFM operational

The EU identified ways to pursue the principles of an EAFM,
mainly through the objectives and measures of the MSFD and CFP
[9,14,22]. For example, the principle of managing at appropriate
scales has been operationalized by working at the level of the re-
gional seas (MSFD Directive 2008/56/EC) and by regionalisation
approach of the reformed CFP [2]. As an attempt to give resource
users more sense of ownership the ACs were established by the
(inner layer); the way EU has operationalized the EAFM (middle layer); and the
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previous CFP [1], congregating fisheries stakeholders in a single
forum. The aim to reduce all human impacts that could negatively
affect structural functioning of the ecosystem and its maintenance
of essential ecosystem services has been addressed by i) reducing
the impact of fisheries activities and ii) by reducing the impact of
other pressures on the marine ecosystem. The impacts of fisheries
are mainly addressed by the CFP [2], with the overarching goal of
achieving a sustainable exploitation of fisheries. The CFP estab-
lishes that fisheries resources should be at or above levels that can
produce Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY); that unwanted cat-
ches should be avoided and reduced (landing obligation); and that
stocks should be managed by means of multiannual plans, in-
cluding multiple stocks where possible. In addition, the MSFD
requires that the collective pressures of fishing resources should
be kept within levels compatible with the achievement of Good
Environmental Status (GES). Other impacts than fishers (shipping,
agriculture, tourism, oil and gas production, sand and gravel ex-
traction, offshore wind energy, coastal development, laying of
submarine pipelines and cables) are managed through a cross-
sectoral approach [23]. Finally, the principle of managing human
activities under the best available knowledge has been put into
practice as the 2013 CFP [2] requires that conservation measures
should take into account available scientific, technical and eco-
nomic advice from ICES, the STECF, ACs, MSs and other advisory
bodies. The medium layer of Fig. 1 refers to how the EU has made
the EAFM operational.

3.3. Detected challenges in the EU system to implement EAFM

Despite some progress, it remains unclear how the EU will
render some principles of EAFM operational. For example, ad-
dressing the long-term consequences of today's decisions requires
actors to move from short-term to long-term sustainability goals
[8]. However, short-term thinking still dominates the institutional
and legislative context as high short-term transition costs dis-
courage decisions makers from making decisions that favour long
term sustainability [8,16,24]. Another principle not clearly ad-
dressed is that of balancing the conflicting objectives of ecological
sustainability, economic viability and social viability. This balancing
would require a framework for evaluating options and trade-offs,
simultaneously and with transparency [16,17], and such a frame-
work does not appear to be available; also, costs and benefits of
specific options on the various dimensions of sustainability are
simply not described in a systematic format [8]. The balancing
would also require some guidance from policy objectives, and
actors find themselves in a crossroad between agencies at inter-
national and national level, each having applied different weights
to the necessary trade-offs among environmental, social and eco-
nomic objectives [20], or the weights and priorities may be shift-
ing continuously [25]. At EU level, asymmetries between the MSFD
and the CFP have been identified that complicate actors' intentions
to implement an EAFM [10]. Van Hoof [9] discussed how, ac-
cording to the CFP, fishing is allowed so long as its impact on the
ecosystem is limited, and according to the MSFD, “fishing is al-
lowed so long as it contributes to ecosystem health” [9 pp. 23].
However, this last point could better be phrased as MSFD allows
fishing so long as its activities are within boundaries compatible
with the achievement of GES.

Several impediments for progressing towards an EAFM in the
EU have been documented. Although recent regionalisation ap-
proaches in the EU seek to achieve management at appropriate
scale, critical observers argue that management remains highly
centralized [14,26], that regionalisation is being done on a “vo-
luntary” basis [11,27], and that there are unfair and unclear rules of
collaboration between the ACs and the recently formed regional
MS groups [27]. Although RSCs have been given new demands
related to implementation of EA at regional level [3,28], this has
involved several challenges [3,7,9,24,29] and the extent to which
these forums are being used is unclear. Regarding the integration of
fisheries stakeholders by means of the ACs, linked to the principle of
resource users gaining more sense of ownership, it is questioned
whether, how and to what extent actors are being involved and/or
represented [30]. The reformed CFP appears to have strengthened
the advisory position of the ACs: their advice shall be taken into
account, requiring detailed reasons for adopting measures that
diverge from it [2, art. 44]; but even when they represents con-
sensus and comply with certain sustainability criteria, neither the
Commission, nor the MS, are obliged to follow the recommenda-
tions of the ACs [27].

The MSFD states that collective pressure of human activities
(fishing) should be kept within GES levels. However, indicators
and measures for GES are being designed by each MS and there are
indications of a lack of coordination between the MS bordering the
same regional sea [4,31]. Ultimately, this may rise the question
whether fishers must comply with different sets of regulations
when fishing in different territorial waters. Further, while fisheries
are required to be at MSY levels, single species MSYs cannot be
simultaneously achieved for all fisheries. This is acknowledged by
the scientific community and fisheries managers, which make ef-
forts to adapt the MSY concept to an EAFM [14]. Academic debates
on the ecosystem benefits and drawbacks of highly selective
fishing [14] have relevance for the landing obligation and its aim of
avoiding and reducing unwanted catches. Concerning the reduc-
tion of negative impact of non-fisheries related activities, the
pursuance of cross-sectoral management of the seas [23], involves
the challenging task of designing and implementing policy tools to
ensure that all sectors responsible for adverse impacts are in-
cluded in an integrated approach [29,32,33]. The outer layer of
Fig. 1 refers to the detected challenges in the EU system to im-
plement EAFM.
4. The multiannual multispecies management plans for the
Baltic Sea and the Atlantic pelagic fisheries

Multiannual plans (MAPs) were introduced in the 2002 CFP
reform and firstly adopted in 2004. The 2013 CFP integrates the
multispecies approach, perceived as a first step towards EAFM in
the EU real policy context [13].

MAPs provide a framework for sustainable exploitation of the
stocks defining management objectives and safeguarding me-
chanisms for unforeseen developments within clear timeframes.
The plans shall contain conservation measures to restore and
maintain fish stocks above levels capable of producing MSY where
MSY exploitation rates shall be achieved no later than 2020 for all
stocks [2]. Some fisheries actors consider implementing MSY a
significant contribution to the EAFM since the sustainability con-
cept of MSY brings exploitation of resources within ecosystem
boundaries in regards to fish stocks [34]. Other fisheries actors also
consider MA-MulSPs the tool of choice to apply EAFM within the
few possibilities provided by the 2013 CFP [35].

In the case of mixed fisheries, or where the dynamics of stocks
relate to one another, the plans shall cover fisheries exploiting
several stocks in a relevant geographical area [2]. Knowledge
about the interactions between fish stocks, fisheries and marine
ecosystems should be taken into account [2] considering both the
technical (stocks being fished together) and biological (such as fish
eating fish or fish competing for the same food) interactions. Fi-
nally, the MAP should be adopted in consultation with ACs, as well
as with operators in the fishing industry, scientists, and other
stakeholders having an interest in fisheries management [2] con-
forming the scientific, technical and economic advice.
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The EU selected the Baltic Sea fisheries as a sort of testing
bench for the MA-MulSP, with other proposals being under dis-
cussion with stakeholders (North Sea demersal mixed-fisheries
plan and a western-waters demersal mixed fisheries plan), or in
consideration (Atlantic pelagic fisheries).

In the following section, we describe the process towards a MA-
MulSP for Baltic and for Atlantic pelagic fisheries, respectively, which
will subsequently provide a basis for discussing opportunities and
constraints relevant for EUs ambition to move towards EAFM.

4.1. The Baltic multiannual multispecies management plan

As the first of its kind, a MA-MulSP has been developed and
formalized as a Commission proposal for the three species which
account for about 90% of the commercial catches in the Baltic sea
[46], namely cod (Gadus morhua), herring (Clupea harengus) and
sprat (Sprattus sprattus) [47]. The proposed plan has been pre-
sented by the Environment, Maritime Affairs and Fisheries Com-
missioner Karmenu Vella as a blue print for other MA-MulSPs:

“This plan is not only very important for the Baltic region and
the countries that are directly concerned, but it will also be a
positive precedent for other management plans to be adopted
in the future” [48].

The MA-MulSP aspires to bring the management of fish stocks
in accordance with the requirements of the CFP and to contribute
to the envisaged regionalisation ideas [49].

The idea of creating a MA-MulSP stemmed from discussions
and research invested in preparing a basis for a MAP for pelagic
fisheries in the Baltic. In 2007, a management plan for the Baltic
cod was adopted [50] and the intention was to proceed with a
separate plan for the pelagic fisheries in this region. However,
following the impact studies related to the prospective plan for the
pelagic fisheries [51] and based on an ICES assessment of the
performance of the cod plan, a decision was made to change to-
wards a common plan for the three main commercial marine
species of the Baltic Sea. It is important to manage these species
together because they are strongly linked through predator-prey
interactions, although these dynamics are also shaped through
environmental forcing conditions [47,52–58]. The decision to de-
velop a three species plan was made in consultation with re-
presentatives of the MSs and stakeholders at a Baltic Sea Fisheries
Forum (BALTFISH)2 meeting and was motivated by the anticipated
2013 CFP reform that would favour plans covering multiple stocks.
The decision was later formalised when the Council of Ministers
encouraged the Commission to propose such a plan [59].

The primary objective of the Baltic MA-MulSP is to establish an
approach for sustainable management of cod, herring and sprat
requiring that the stocks are harvested at levels that can produce
MSY. The focus of the plan is to establish target fishing mortality
ranges and conservation reference points (minimum SSB limits)
and it includes some provisions in relation to the implementation
of the landing obligation with respect to specific gears as well as
other measures. The plan allows concerned MS to submit joint
recommendations on technical measures, hence opening for im-
plementation of specific management measures on a regional
basis. The proposal allows for the adoption of delegated acts by the
Commission on certain technical measures, and introduces a re-
view clause, stating that its impact on the stocks and fisheries
concerned should be evaluated every 6 years.

The process of developing the Baltic MA-MulSP involved a
number of agencies, notably DG MARE, the Scientific Technical and
2 BALTFISH [67] is a forum for regional cooperation about fisheries manage-
ment for the eight EU MS in the Baltic area.
Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF), ICES, BALTFISH, and
the Baltic Sea AC (BSAC). The development of the plan, including
the consultation process, followed the DG MARE procedure for
development and evaluation of long-term management plans. As
an interviewed Commission official pointed out:

“[The] Commission [had] a leading role in the process. [The]
Commission has to propose legislation based on scientific ad-
vice, consultation, but the proposal is [the] Commission's” [60].

The consultation process centred on the BSAC as well as the
fisheries administrations in the respective MSs through BALTFISH.
The STECF provided scientific advice with regard to scoping, mod-
elling, evaluating alternative MAPs and their potential impacts
[68,69]. Fig. 2 summarizes the main milestones in the process.

The decision to go for a multispecies plan required a set of new
rounds with science and stakeholders. This included a new round
of STECF meetings, now with a scoping of multiannual manage-
ment plans; an ICES workshop on integrated multispecies advice
for Baltic fisheries; and a meeting of the STECF expert working
group to provide an impact assessment of candidate approaches.
Members of the BSAC participated in all these meetings, which
were open to stakeholders [49,68,69].

The STECF working group did not find that there was a suffi-
cient scientific basis for identifying and evaluating Harvest Control
Rules (HCR), which has been a central element in single species
management plans in the EU. Moreover, the Lisbon Treaty gave the
EP a formal role in CFP decisions while reiterating that fishing
opportunities are determined by the Council. HCR in management
plans were seen to limit the scope of Council decisions regarding
fishing opportunities [49]. Instead, the STECF working group pro-
vided an evaluation of a set of F-ranges to represent target ex-
ploitation rates of the key stocks. The STECF explained that:

“[T]he lower limits of these ranges correspond to the single
species MSY values. In turn, “the upper limits of the F target
range are rather uncertain and depend heavily on assumptions
of growth and predation” [69].

The multispecies approach based on target F-ranges was later
included as a corner stone in the adopted Commission proposal [47].
The impact assessment that accompanied the proposal presented
two alternatives in addition to a status quo scenario, each comprising
different sets of MSY related F targets for the main Baltic stocks of
cod, sprat and herring. The first alternative involved lower F-targets,
which were noted to be closer to single species values. The second
alternative involved slightly higher F's, noted to be “more consistent
with a multispecies approach”. The former was seen to involve less
risk and less catch variability and was clearly preferred by stake-
holders and MS. However, it was stated that the options should be
considered as initial approaches to a management plan and be
adapted later in light of improved scientific knowledge [49]. In view
of that, the proposal for the MA-MulSP proposal presented to deci-
sion makers included an updated set of target F-ranges, provided by
ICES on a request from the Commission [70]. These F-ranges replaced
the set of target Fmsy values that represented the preferred option
identified in the impact assessment.

Following the general agreement reached by the Council in
April 2015 and a plenary vote of the EP, the trilogue negotiations
started between the Commission, and the EP, but at the time of
writing of this article a compromise has not been reached. The
main disagreement concerns the use of the F-ranges for the cod,
herring and sprat stocks. While the Commission's proposal iden-
tified these ranges as “targets”, the EP insists that they have to
represent upper exploitation limits.

The EP proposed a range of other amendments, some of which
seem to reflect a slightly stronger commitment to EAFM and to
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consider certain ecosystem aspects in the management plan, for
instance with specific reference to the MFSD and related de-
scriptors of GES [48]. At the time of writing, no agreement has
been reached on the Baltic MA-MulSP.

4.1.1. Identified institutional challenges
The MA-MulSP for Baltic fisheries has been identified as a po-

tential role model, and therefore the development and decision-
making process relating to the plan holds important lessons with
regard to potentials and constraints of moving towards EAFM in an
EU context. In the following section, we identify three main in-
stitutional challenges associated with this case in terms of parti-
cipatory processes, management approaches and power conflicts.

4.1.1.1. Regional cooperation - behind closed doors?

BALTFISH is a group for regional cooperation between EU MS
around the Baltic, which has been established by the MS. It has no
formal role in the CFP as the Lisbon Treaty leaves no competence
or other formal role for such regional MS bodies beyond the
competence of the individual MSs. Nevertheless, such groups of
MSs can serve as an agency in the regionalisation approach de-
fined in the reformed CFP by submitting joint recommendations to
the Commission, which in turn may adopt them as delegated acts.

BALTFISH operates at two different levels: The High Level Group
(HLG) is comprised of the fisheries directors the 8 EU MS as well as
European Commission representatives. In turn, the Forum is a broader
arena as it consists of representatives of the BSAC, NGOs and inter-
governmental institutions such as ICES and HELCOM. As noted by
Hegland et al., [27], the Forumworks as a discussion arena, while major
decisions tend to be made within the HLG. A memorandum of under-
standing of BALTFISH states that ACs can be invited to the HLG when
required, but this only happens to a limited extent at present [27]. This is
the reason why an interviewed researcher, who has worked extensively
with stakeholder involvement, observed that the regional MS groups
seem to represent a reversal of previous trends towards increasing sta-
keholder engagement rather than facilitating stakeholder involvement:

“For stakeholder organisations to be linked with the regional
policy process has become very, very difficult. I think it also
applies to the Baltic group, the link between national policy
makers and stakeholder organisations has been weak. It is
difficult to trace the decision-making process: there are no
minutes available publically, there are no talks, except for the
occasional invitation for someone from an AC to go a meeting.
So it is very much a closed process so far.” [71].

Excluding stakeholders from a potentially important regionalised
policy arena that can be activated through an adopted MAP (i.e.
delegated acts responding to joint recommendations by MSs) will
likely undermine the legitimacy of this regional process. This has
been a grievance for some members of the AC who feel that true
regional management should not be taking place behind closed
doors at MS level [62]. A similar view of discontent with the closed-
door practice has been expressed in joint statements by three en-
vironmental organisations with interest in Baltic fisheries [63,64].

A Commission official noted the importance of involving stake-
holders very early in the process because they can be a valuable asset
and come up with many good ideas, especially if they feel listened to.
However, the Commission is unwilling to interfere (and has no legal
basis for interfering) in the stakeholder involvement through the
regional MS groups, which is regarded as a MS responsibility [60].

It is thus an important institutional challenge to an EAFM that
there is little formalised competence at the scale most relevant to
an EAFM – namely the regional marine ecosystem – and that the
regional cooperation set up by MS to address this does not include
formal mechanisms for transparency and stakeholder involve-
ment. As MS regional groups have no legal basis, they are also not
bound by any legal requirements for transparency and consulta-
tion. The prospects of pursuing EAFM will depend on effective
stakeholder involvement on a regional basis, and it must be
avoided that these bodies become black boxes.

4.1.1.2. Institutional gap between fisheries and environmental
concerns

The institutional gap between fisheries and environmental
concerns has been previously mentioned in literature, where the
foundation for EAFM is provided in the objectives and measures of
the MSFD and CFP [9,14,22], yet, there are asymmetries between
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these policies that hamper the advances in the EAFM in Europe
[10]. Institutional asymmetries are, for example, in terms of
competence (EC retaining exclusive jurisdiction over fisheries; MS
retaining jurisdiction over nature conservation within their terri-
tory) and decision making process (fisheries management as a
centralised process; environmental management as bottom-up
based national proposals coordinated at a subsequent step) [10].

This institutional gap is also evidenced in the Baltic MA-
MulSPs. The plan only relates to commercial fish stocks and it does
not seem to represent a move towards integration of broader en-
vironmental concerns, for example GES descriptors of the MSFD
such as indicators of the presence of large fish, seafloor and food
web integrity, even though at least some indicators of this kind
have been identified for the Baltic Sea context [61].

This perspective is consistent with the view of a Commission
official involved in the planning process, who observed that en-
vironmental MFSD aspects were not included because their im-
plementation is the responsibility of MS, cooperating through
HELCOM, and that the Commission would not want to duplicate
this work [60].

The decision not to include a broad range of MFSD indicators in
the plan is arguably a pragmatic solution that demonstrates also
the necessity of having a plan in place rather than going through a
cumbersome process to achieve a more comprehensive plan. This
point was also raised by another of the interviewed members of
the Commission who highlighted that the urgency to put a pro-
posal on the table meant that the plan was less comprehensive
[34].

Nevertheless, as the interviewed member of the Commission
also observed “…the plan also has to be seen in connection with the
technical measures proposal” [34]. Such measures will be part of a
new Commission proposal that aims to cover the whole of the EU
waters, broken down by sea basin. The content of the plans is then
to be complemented by (technical) ecosystemic measures that
further facilitate the implementation of an EAFM. In this sense, the
Baltic plan is open for the introduction of ecosystemic measures
beyond the fisheries management measures included in it, for
example, further protection of harbour porpoises, regulations of
the use of certain gears, or temporary closure of certain areas to
protect certain species or habitats [34].

However, ideally, the plan should have included the wider
ecosystem considerations instead of making reference to addres-
sing them through another instrument, an issue that still reflects
the dichotomy environment vs. fisheries.

The institutional gap between fisheries and environmental policies
in the EU and in MS has thus proven to be an important impediment
to integration of environmental considerations into MA- MulSPs and
thus to an implementation of an EAFM through such plans.

4.1.1.3. The standoff between co-legislators

Since the Lisbon Treaty introduced co-decision, there has been a
long-running stand-off between the EP and the Council over who
should have precedence over fisheries management decisions. The
Lisbon Treaty includes one exception from co-decision, as the deci-
sions regarding fishing opportunities remain a Council decision.
Therefore MA-MulSP must be decided though co-decision, but an-
nual quotas within the MA-MulSP are left to Council to decide. As a
consequence, there are opposite interests in the EP and in the Council
regarding how prescriptive management plans should be. In relation
to the MA-MulSP, the main issue is the interpretation of F-ranges in
relation to MSY. An interviewed member of the BSAC expressed
frustration with the delay:

[The proposal]…has gone into the travelling circus of EU par-
liamentarians who also are empowered to come with their
amendments to the Commission proposal… Until the stand-off
between the EP and Council is resolved, we’re not going any-
where. It is still single species management, although ICES
advice takes consideration of ecosystem impacts. How many
years do we have to wait? [62].

Similarly, some fishermen have voiced their frustrations about
the prolonged decision making process in a recent public hearing
on the MA-MulSPs [65].

In turn, an interviewed member of BALTFISH observed:

“The main focus is certainly on what we can do in a re-
gionalized process when the management plan is adopted. Of
course BALTFISH can start working on future joint re-
commendations, in particular with respect to new technical
measures, but common positions cannot be submitted to the
Commission before the plan is adopted” [66].

The interview reflected concerns regarding the absence of a
new management plan. The roles of regional groups in developing
the MAP proposal were considered to be limited compared to the
roles they are expected to play when formulating common posi-
tions to be transposed into Commission legislation in terms of
Delegated Acts. The decision-making standoff represents a strong
impediment for making progress towards an EAFM because it
limits the potential to address fisheries management and ecosys-
tem issues through regional cooperation.

4.2. Multiannual multispecies management plan for Atlantic pelagic
fisheries

The Commission's communication about fishing opportunities
for 2016 under the CFP [36] states “A MAP for the Atlantic pelagic
fisheries is under consideration” (p. 3). According to a member of
the Pelagic AC (PelAC), with the text, the Commission wanted to
manifest its aspiration to have such a plan available at some point,
but that there is nothing concrete on the table yet [37].

Nevertheless, some of the actors aim to be at the forefront in
relation to the development of this plan. Drafting a MA-MulSP is
understood by some members of the PelAC as the first step to
operationalize EAFM in the Atlantic pelagic fisheries; in fact, an
Ecosystem Focus Group (EFG) was set up in February 2015 [38].
Members of the PelAC have also stated that “we have relevant
knowledge and we are affected by this [plan]” [37].

Regarding the Scheveningen group, the impression of most of the
involved persons is that the results of the negotiation between the
European Parliament (EP) and the Council about the Baltic planwill be
crucial, as it will create legal precedence for any further work on a
MAP for the North Sea area [39]. Most of the attention of the Sche-
veningen group has been concentrated until now on drafting joint
recommendations for discard plans (pelagic and demersal stocks) and
the so-called Omnibus Regulation – a regulation to amend the tech-
nical measures and control regulations to implement the landing ob-
ligation. Very little time has been dedicated to the topic of MAPs [39].

The Commission, at the moment, has no concrete plans for a
MA-MulSP for shared Atlantic pelagic species [34,40] as it will be
explained later on.

4.2.1. Identified institutional challenges
Despite the fact that MA-MulSP for Atlantic pelagic fisheries is

not among the mid-term plans of the Commission, some of the
potential actors that might be involved in the development of the
plan, in specific the PelAC is already working on this direction. The
situation raises particular challenges in terms of processes, new
equilibria and knowledge gaps.
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4.2.1.1. EU is not the sole manager of pelagic stocks

Drafting MA-MulSPs for the Atlantic pelagic fisheries is a
complex task compared to other stocks in EU waters due to the
wide distribution of stocks in the North East Atlantic. Most pelagic
stocks in the Atlantic and the North Sea are exploited by both EU
MSs and non-EU fleets. In the North Sea agreements have to be
made between the EU and Norway. For more widely distributed
stocks such as mackerel, blue whiting, and Atlanto-Scandian her-
ring management is a collaboration between the EU and the
Coastal States outside the EU: Denmark (representing the Faroe
Islands and Greenland in this regard), Iceland, Norway and the
Russian Federation in the North East Atlantic Fisheries Commis-
sion or through agreements between coastal states including the
EU. These shared stocks are jointly managed by means of multi-
annual management plans. There is a process of permanent con-
sultation and decision making, but in recent years negotiations
have been especially difficult. Interviewed actors agreed on the
fact that introducing an ecosystemic dimension into this discus-
sion, which has mainly been focused on fishery issues, could
complicate matters even further [34,40–43].

In addition, one of the interviewed members of the Scheve-
ningen group identifies it as a political challenge to convince third
countries of the need of a multiannual multispecies approach [43].
The EU Commission, on behalf of the EU already raised a couple of
times with one of the Coastal States the idea of having a mixed
fisheries plan for the North Sea demersal fisheries, but until now,
they are very reluctant to the idea [43]. The situation is defined as
understandable since they are not used to the concept and have a
more directed fisheries with only little mix components.

“if you propose such a thing, just for the sake of having an EA or
something, it will not work in itself unless you are able to de-
monstrate it does have economic benefits already on the short
term” [43].

The development of a MA-MulSP for shared pelagic species of
the Atlantic is –partly due to the reasons just presented, not
among the mid-term plans of the Commission:

“We have said that somewhere in the future we will analyse
what the added value of such a EU multiannual plan should be”
[34].

It is an institutional challenge to an EAFM in the Atlantic con-
text that the involved actors consider the introduction of ecosys-
temic dimensions as an aspect that could complicate even further
the negotiations of the shared stocks with non-EU countries.

4.2.1.2. Reaching consensus on advice

PelAC members foresee a challenge in reaching consensus in-
ternally on how to provide advice on MA-MulSPs:

“We are asked to provide advice, but have to also decide what
the advice is to be on. It is a whole scope of issues. This makes it
more difficult as there is a whole new set of decisions that need
to be taken [and] find consensus on what to advise on, and not
only on how to advise” [35].

One of the PelAC members expects that there will be dis-
agreements, not only between eNGO and fisheries representatives,
but also internally among fishers, about how to define the aim of
the advice:

“People would have potentially opposing views on how we
should manage it, so I think it will be more challenging without
a doubt” [41].
Another PelAC member emphasised that it will be difficult, for
a group of people with very different background – fisheries,
natural science, marine biologist, to think what needs to be taken
into account, given all the different levels of EAFM and the re-
quirements that arise from the MSFD [35].

At the time of writing this article, there have been no clear
specifications on what the MA-MulSP for pelagic fisheries should
include. Despite this lack of guidelines and the internal challenges,
the PelAC aim to be prepared to be involved in the drafting of the
MA-MulSP once the Commission decides to move in this direction.
PelAC does not want to be left out of the process of drafting MA-
MulSPs and is already considering how to deal with the increased
complexity of the information required for drafting them.

Difficulties not only in reaching consensus on advice, but on
what type of advice to provide, given the lack of clear specifica-
tions for what the MA-MulSP for pelagic fisheries should include,
is considered also another institutional challenge to an EAFM in
the Atlantic context.

4.2.1.3. Concerns among stakeholders about whether they will be
involved early enough

Relations of the PelAC with the Commission have improved in
recent years and the Commission is generally being supportive of
PelAC [37]. Nevertheless, some PelAC members have doubts
whether they will be involved early enough in the process of de-
veloping a MA-MulSP, and a few are speculating about whether
the Commission is already working on the plan [37]. One PelAC
member said:

“I think the important thing for us at this stage, and we’ve al-
ready communicated it to the Commission, is that we want to
be there from the start of the process. That we are […] em-
bedded in the process so that we can help develop [the plan] it
in the best possible way” [41].

PelAC wants to be proactive to ensure that they can have a say
when decisions are taken. According to another PelAC member:

“we’re quite worried that other people might work on the plan,
while we’re standing at the side line…From our experience,
although this does not hold true all the time, if we come up
with something first, then the chances that at least part of it
gets taken up by others are relatively good” [37].

Another point relates to the collaboration between the ACs and
the MSs regional groups. Some PelAC members are concerned
about the exclusion of PelAC in the drafting process of joint re-
commendations developed by the MS Regional groups. PelAC, is
eager to interact with the MSs regional groups to ensure their
recommendations are included in the joint recommendation that
the MSs will present to the Commission. However, the PelAC feels
it has to start from zero building up its relationship and learning to
gain the trust of these MS regional groups. This situation is similar
to the experiences of the newly-created Pelagic RAC 10 years ago,
when it started its interaction with the Commission [42]. Never-
theless, our interviews with PelAC members revealed that the
PelAC has recently been invited to meetings at the North Western
Waters and the Scheveningen group, and the attitude of these
groups has been much more positive and open than in the past:

“It just takes some time to reach that equal footing again” [42].

The interviewed member of the Scheveningen group also ad-
ded that it is not only the ACs which might feel left outside of the
MS regional groups, but that might be the case of other stake-
holders like the non-EU Coastal States. The situation is related to
the price that has to be paid because of the hurry in which these
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MS regional groups find themselves sometimes to deliver a con-
sultation on time.

“It is true that the MS regional groups, because of the hurry
they are in, to deliver timely jointly recommendations to the
Commission, on the discard bans for instance, have kept a very
strict regime of asking, through an official consultation process,
advice from the other bodies that should be consulted, rather
than have a dialogue between the parties, and try to find
practical solutions around the table, and that's not optimal”
[43].

Prospects of pursuing EAFM depend on an effective stakeholder
involvement on a regional basis. It must be avoided then that short
deadlines and the novelty of the interaction between regional
actors will limit their formalised competence at the regional
marine ecosystem scale.

4.2.1.4. Political choices between exploitation of predator-prey stocks

The PelAC EFG is currently, by the end of 2015, learning how to
deal with multiple species interactions. Although pelagic fisheries
is usually a relatively clean fisheries, by-catch still sometimes oc-
curs, for example in the mixing of mackerel and horse mackerel at
certain times of the year in certain areas. Another aspect is the
hypothesis around the issue of large stocks of one species leading
to decline of other stocks. The discussions so far regarding a future
MA-MulSP has related to those aspects.

Presenting specific measures in the MA-MulSPs will require
scientific data and analysis beyond what presently is available. As
one of the interviewed PelAC members stated:

“It is difficult if you only have observations and you want to
avoid correlation biology” [37].

Scientific data supporting the need for decisions is stated as
crucial when dealing with the different interests:

“I can foresee that what we’ll really need is to up the game in
terms of the scientific data input, so that we really have a much
clearer understanding on how the particular stocks are doing”
[41].

The lack of scientific clarity and the potential for speculations
regarding such interactions are therefore in themselves important
impediments for an inclusion of multispecies interactions in dis-
cussions regarding a MA-MulSP. Such multispecies interactions
would, if proven, quantified and integrated into management
plans, have extensive economic implications for the fisheries ex-
ploiting these stocks.

The Commission services underline the challenges of moving
into multispecies plans given the limited conclusive research on
inter-species and multispecies relations. The Commission would
like to manage fisheries by means of multispecies plans once this
is feasible [34].

However, difficulties are not only related to scientific aspects –

issues which could be considered more of a conceptual or cogni-
tive challenge rather than an institutional one, but also to the fact
that sometimes decisions in terms of what is given priority in the
ecosystem are linked to political choices [13,34]. By introducing
biological interactions in the management plans, the actors in-
volved will necessarily be put in a situation where political choices
will have to be made between the exploitation of different stocks
and thus between fisheries.

For example, it is known that commercially significant pelagic
species in the North Atlantic (including herring, sand eel and
sprat) constitute important prey species for piscivorous predators,
which includes demersal species [44,45]. However, if predator and
prey dynamics and food competition are considered explicitly, this
is bound to raise interest conflicts between and within demersal
and pelagic fisheries, which subsequently must be resolved in a
manner that is considered transparent and legitimate by the in-
volved parties. For single stock management there are agreements
in place about the distribution between countries of shares within
the TAC for each stock. Such agreements do not exist when it
comes to prioritisation between exploitation of different stocks.
The existing institutions for fisheries policy do therefore initially
not have mechanisms in place to deal with such conflicts of in-
terest, being this an important institutional challenge to an EAFM.
5. Discussion: the way forward

Much of the structure to support the implementation of an
EAFM in Europe is in place. However, stakeholders are facing in-
stitutional mismatches which hamper their efforts to advance in
this matter. This article has provided an overview of the current
institutional challenges for policy makers and fisheries advice to
progress towards EAFM. The point of departure was the frame-
work identifying the challenges involved for implementing EAFM.
This framework was applied to the two case studies on the de-
velopment of MA-MulSPs for the Baltic and Atlantic pelagic fish-
eries. These cases were chosen because MA-MulSPs are considered
an essential tool to apply EAFM within the possibilities given by
the reformed CFP.

The analysis has identified several key institutional challenges
for both case studies, summarized in Table 2 and which are re-
levant for the forthcoming MA-MulSP in all EU sea basins.

4Although the Baltic MA-MulSP has not been adopted by the co-
legislators yet, the present proposal for a MA-MulSP for the Baltic
represents a significant step in the direction of EAFM in three ways.

a) It is a prototype to be used by other regional waters. The Baltic
MA-MulSP is perceived as the “blueprint” for all future plans
[39], and even a “test case” on whether adopting such plans is
possible under co-decision [34].

b) MA-MulSP – even if they include species interactions – are not
a full EAFM in themselves as they do not by definition go
beyond fisheries impacts on fisheries resources. However, it is
the first management plan that brings together the three
species which are known to have predator-prey relationships.
Even though these interactions have been studied and eval-
uated by ICES for a number of years, there is still substantial
work to be done on the interspecies linkages and connection
for all relevant seas. This is consistent with the perspective
that it is not necessary to have full ecosystem knowledge in
order to start implementing an EAFM [15,17]. In practice, the
extent to which predator-prey interactions are actually taken
into account in the MA-MulSP primarily depends on how
Fmsy-ranges are determined and used as guidance for annual
TAC decisions, but these may be revised in light of on an
improved scientific understanding of these interactions.

c) The development of the Baltic plan shows that it is possible for
the relevant actors to cooperate and produce a common-
agreed proposal, where all the participants involved want to
see it implemented. This indicates a new path towards colla-
borative fisheries management. EAFM does not only represent
a broader management perspective to include more environ-
mental concerns than commercial fisheries, but is seen to re-
quire and build upon good governance principles and foster
transparent stakeholder involvement.

Although the plan represents a significant step towards EAFM,
it is also a limited one. MAPs are considered a tool to bring



Table 2
The analysis has identified several key institutional challenges for both case studies, summarized in Table 2 and which are relevant for the forthcoming MA-MulSP in all EU
sea basins.

Pelagic MA-MulSP Baltic MA-MulSP

Decision-making
processes

Management of shared stocks with non-EU countries. Ecosystem ap-
proach seen as a possible burden in the negotiation process

Limited relevance

Difficulties in reaching consensus on advice, and on what type of
advice to provide, given the lack of clear specifications for the content
of the plan

Not addressed

Difficulties when it comes to prioritisation between exploitation of
different stocks (decisions in terms of what is given priority in the
ecosystem linked to political choices; existing institutions for fisheries
policy do not have mechanisms in place to deal with conflicts of
interest)

Not addressed

Participatory processes Participatory processes may limit stakeholders involvement in the
early stages of drafting the plan

Regional cooperation set up by MS does not include formal mechan-
isms for transparency and stakeholder involvement (as the MS regional
groups have no legal basis, they are not bound by legal requirement for
transparency and consultation)

Institutional gap Not addressed institutional gap between fisheries and environmental aspects result-
ing in a limited integration of broader environmental concerns in the
plan

Institutional
interactions

Not addressed A stand-off between the co-legislators that have the legal authority to
approve the proposed Baltic plan, implying that all the actors are on
stand-by while awaiting the adaptation of the plan
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fisheries and environmental measures together [34]. Ideally, the
plan should have included wider ecosystem considerations than
those associated with key commercial fish stocks, instead of
making reference to possibility of addressing the former through
upcoming technical proposals. This point was also raised by one of
the interviewed members of the Commission who highlighted that
the urgency to put a proposal on the table meant that the plan was
less comprehensive [34].

Having one MA-MulSP for the Atlantic pelagic stocks seems
overambitious and difficult to envisage in the current situation
[34]. Discussions with the Coastal States about fishery issues have
been difficult in recent years. Matters are expected to complicate
even further if ecosystemic issues are added into the negotiations.
Nevertheless, an interviewed PelAC member suggested a focus on
the stocks of mackerel, blue whiting and Atlanto-Scandian herring
if a MA-MulSP is to be developed, given the importance of these
three stocks for the EU industry and for the PelAC [42]. A possible
way forward could be to take certain elements from the different
management strategies agreed with the partners, and translate
these elements into a plan for the EU. However, it is still early days
to speak of a process and obviously it would need to be explored
first with the other Coastal States how this process could take
place [34]. In the meantime, the PelAC is investigating interactions
and evaluating how EAFM can be further developed in relation to
pelagic fisheries. The interviewed PelAC member concludes by
saying that small steps need to be taken:

“this is what we have to do, we cannot from now until to-
morrow implement the EA, we just have to take these [process]
in kind of small steps” [42].

Another aspect is that the proposed approach to a MA-MulSP for
North Sea demersal species has been criticised for not considering
the predator-prey linkages with pelagic species: “creation of separate
management plans for the demersal and – presumably – pelagic fish-
eries in this area does not make sense” [45]. Although Holt [45] raised
this concern in relation to the proposed approach for the North Sea
demersal MA-MulSP, his observations clearly also has relevance for a
separate plan for pelagic species in the same area.

If neither predator-prey dynamics, nor environmental drivers,
are substantially addressed in the MS-MulSP for pelagic species in
the North Sea, it might not be substantially functionally different
from a set of separate single species plans. Hence, although the
existence of such a plan would represent significant progress in
other respects, it may not appear to represent an advance towards
EAFM.

The findings of the case studies clearly demonstrate several
institutional challenges at various levels and amongst players.
Although some of these interactions would seem to be more po-
litical than institutional challenges –as they involve either power
struggles or normative disputes, the point is that these struggles
and disputes to a high degree are a product of how the interaction
between the Commission, MS Regional groups and AC is in-
stitutionalised, and therefore we maintain that these are institu-
tional challenges as this is the core of the problem.

1. Interaction between ACs and MS regional groups, where the
regionalisation process has led to closure of doors from the MS
regional groups towards the ACs; short deadlines and the no-
velty of the interaction among those actors are the reasons
stated for this strategy. The future developments will confirm to
what extent this is temporal.

2. Interaction between MS regional groups and the Commission.
Although MS appreciate regionalisation, they are experiencing
challenges in applying it.

3. Interaction between ACs and the Commission, and this relates
particularly to the Pelagic AC, where the AC requires guidelines
for the development of a MA-MulSP for the pelagic stocks. This
would help address the uncertainty involved in providing EAFM
advice.

4. Interaction between Regional Sea Conventions and all of the
other groups (Commission, ACs, MS regional groups). These
conventions are considered a sector independent from fisheries.

5. Interaction between the Commission, the EP and the Council,
where the Commission is, at the time of writing, awaiting a
decision on the Baltic plan before proceeding with others. The
slow negotiations for the Baltic plan makes it inopportune for
the Commission to table another proposal for other waters since
it could hinder negotiations. This is because the Commission
could be seen to have taken a certain position, rather than fa-
cilitating an agreement between the legislators [34].

6. Interaction between the EAFM and the polity realm of resource
allocation: an inclusion of biological interactions between dif-
ferent fish stocks is bound to lead to a need to make priority
decisions between different stocks and thus between different
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fisheries. While distributions of fishing opportunities within
one stock are in place for most stocks, there are no such
agreements or processes in place regarding distribution be-
tween stocks.
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