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Current Revenue (Economic overcapacity indicator) 
Catch Reporting ON the Net 
Committee on Trade and Environ.•nent 
Data Collection Regulation 
Disputes Settlement Body 
European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund Fonds europeen 
d'orientation et de garantie agricole 
European Community 
European Currency Unit 
European Economic Area 
European Economic and Social Committee 
European Fisheries Fund I Fonds europeen pour la pikhe 
European Free Trade Association 
European Marine Observation and Data Network 
European Maritime Safety Agency 
European Parliament 
European Regional Development Fund 
Electronic Reporting System 
European Social Fund 
European Transport Workers' Federation 
European Union 
General Committee for Agricultural Cooperation in the EU 
Statistical Office of the European Communities 
Fishing mortality rate 
Food and Agriculture Organisation ofthe United Nations 
Fishing Authorization ON the Net 
Fleet Adaptation Schemes 
Fishing Effort ON the Net 
Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (the structural fund instrument prior to 
the EFF) 
Framework Programme (6th FP6, ih FP) 
Fisheries Partnership Agreements 
Fleet Register 
Fleet Register ON the Net 
Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders of 



FTA 
FTE 
GATT 
GFCM 
GFL 
GFTs 
GSP 
GT 
GTxdays 
GVA 
HELCOM 
IATTC 
IBTS 
ICCAT 
ICES 
ICMZ 
IE 
ILO 
IMR 
roc 
IOTCICTOI 
IPCC 
IPOA 
IPPC 
IQ 
ISBA 
ITE 
ITQ 
IUUIINN 

JRC 
LDC 
LDRAC 
LL 
LSF 
LTL 
MAGP 
MECU 
MERCOSUR 
MLS 
MPA 
MS 
MSC 
MSP 
MSY 
NACE 
NAFO 
NEAFC 
NSRAC 
NSP 
NUTS 
NWWRAC 
OCM 
OECD 
OFIMER 
PECCOE 
PELRAC 
PFA 
PGVIGP 
PO 
RAC 

the Member States of the European Union 
Free Trade Association 
Full-time Equivalent 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean 
General Food Labelling 
Governmental Financial Transfers 
Generalized System of Preferences 
Gross Tonnage 
Gross tonnage time days 
Gross Value Added 
The Helsinki Commission- the Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 
International Bottom Trawl Survey 
Intemational Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 
Intemational Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
Integrated Coastal Zone Management 
Individual Non-transferable Effort Quota 
Intemational Labour Organisation 
Institute of Marine Research 
Indian Ocean Commission or Intemational Oceanographic Commission 
Indian Ocean Tuna Commission I Commission des Thons de !'ocean Indien 
Intergovemmental Panel on Climate Change 
International Plan of Actions 
International Panel for Climate Change 
Individual Non-transferable Catch Quota 
Intemational SeaBed Authority 
Individual Transferable Effort Allocation 
Individual Transferable Quota 
Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated I Illegale, non declaree et non reglementee 

Joint Research Centre 
Less Developed Countries 
Long Distance Fleet Regional Advisory Council 
Limited Licence 
Large Scale Fleet 
Limited Transferable Licence 
Multi-Annual Guidance Programme 
Million of European Cunency Units 
Mercado Comun del Sur 
Minimum Landing Sizes 
Marine Protected Area 
Member State 
Marine Stewardship Council 
Maritime Spatial Planning 
Maximum Sustainable Yield 
Nomenclature des Activites economiques dans !a Communaute Europeenne 
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization 
North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission 
North Sea Regional Advisory Council 
National Strategic Plan 
Nomenclature des Unites Territoriales Statistiques 
North Westem Waters Regional Advisory Council 
Organisation Commune de Marche 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 
Office National Interprofessionnel des Produits de laMer et de !'Aquaculture 
Permanent Committee of Control and Enforcement 
Pelagic Regional Advisory Council 
Pelagic Freezer Trawler Association 
Protected Geographical Indication/Indication Geographique Protegee 
Producers Organisation 
Regional Advisory Council 
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RBM 
RFMO/ORGP 

ROI 
RTD 
QAP 
SEAFO 
SIOFA 
SPRFMO 
SSB 
SSCF 
SSDC 
STACTIC 
STCW-F 

STECF 
STECFWG 
STONT 
SWWRAC 
TAC 
TEN 
UNCLOS 
UNFSA 
UNGA 
VDS 
VME 
VMS 
VQS 
WCPFC 
WSSD 
WTO 
WWF 

Right Based Management 
Regional Fisheries Management Organisations/Organisations Regionales de 
Gestion des Peches 
Return on Investment 
Research and Technological Development 
Quality Assurance Plan 
South-East Atlantic Fisheries Organisatio11 
South Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement 
South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation 
Spawning stock biomass 
Small Scale Fleet 
Sectoral, Social Dialogue Committee for Sea fisheries 
Standing Committee on International Control (in relation to NAFO) 
Standards of Training, Certification and Watch keeping for Fishing vessel 
personnel 
Scientific, Technical and Economic Cmmnittee for Fisheries 
Scientific, Technical and Economical Committee for Fisheries Working Group 
Structural funds ON the Net 
South Western Waters Regional Advisory Council 
Total Allowable Catch 
Trans European Networks 
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 
United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement 
United Nations General Assembly 
V esse! Detection System 
Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems 
Vessel Monitoring System 
V esse! Quota System 
Western and Central Pacific Ocean Fisheries Commission 
World Summit on Sustainable-Development, Johannesburg 2002 
World Trade Organisation 
World Wide Fund forNature 
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INTRODUCTION 

At the meeting of the College of Commissioners on 17 September 2008 Commissioner 
Borg presented a paper outlining the status of CFP achievements, an overall diagnosis of 
the problems in the present CFP, options for addressing these problems and a proposal 
for a time schedule towards a refomr by 2012. The College supported the analysis and the 
proposed time schedule. 

On this basis a Commission Working Paper on the CFP reform was developed and 
presented by Commissioner Borg to the informal Council meeting on 29 September 
2008. The Council agreed to the time plan proposed and task the Commission to start the 
process. 

The first major milestone in this process is the launching of a public debate and 
publication of a Green Paper on 22 April 2009. 

The preparatory work leading up to the Commission Green Paper has been the setting up 
of an internal working group which was tasked to analyze and diagnose both the status of 
EU fisheries and the performance of the various policy instruments in the CFP. This 
Commission Staff Working Paper is the product of the work of this internal working 

_group~ 

This diagnosis will be made available to the public by publication on the Commission 
website, so as to ensure availability of information, data and background to the Green 
Paper and for the use of the pmiicipants in the consultation and public debate on the 
Green Paper. The diagnosis is intended only to back up and clarify the Green Paper. It 
should be considered as a technical annex which can serve as a reference. 

The data and tables refetred to in this diagnosis have been extracted from different 
sources and may be subject to some variability. However, this does not change the global 
analysis of trends and the overall diagnosis. 
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A. RECENT TRENDS AND STATUS OF EU FISHERIES 

1. ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY OF EUROPEAN FISHERIES 

1.1. Catches of the harvesting sector 

EU catches have steadily declined since 1993, at an average of 2 % per year. 
As far as stocks are concerned, almost all demersal stocks have declined in 
recent years and are currently not at sustainable levels. Pelagic stocks, which 
have more pronounced cyclical developments, are in general in a healthier 
condition. Accordingly, the catch decline has been much more substantial in 
the demersal (-32 %) than in the pelagic species (-6 % 1

). 

Figure 1 -Trend in the EU-25 of the total annual catches in all regions (1993-2006) 

9. 000 r··----------,-------····-------·-···--,·-----··---··------···-····--···········--·-··-··c··············-····-··--, 

5.000 +---~-------,---,-----~---,.-------,-------j 

4.000 +----------,---,---,-------,-........C.---,------~ 
I 

3.000 +---,--,--+--.,------',--,--,--r---,.----',----,,---,---,-'----i 

Source: Eurostat 

Within the general declining trend, a large variety of regional and national trends can be identified. 
The following table shows catches evolution by Member States. Among the Member States with large 
fishery activity, it can be observed that Denmark, the United Kingdom, Spain, Poland and Portugal 
feature substantial decreases in catch volumes since 1990 (between 30 to 50%), whereas in Italy and 
France the decrease has been steady but more moderate. In Sweden, Ireland and the Netherlands, 
activity went up quite significantly since 1990 but then declined in recent years. 

Variation calculated between 1993 and 2005 
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Table 1 -Catches evolution by Member States 

Catches: Marine Fisheries (tonnes) 

1990 1995 2000 2005 2006 
EU27 4.604.12 

6.998.561 5.792.860 4.883.414 3 
EU25 4.600.68 

6.992.165 5.788.145 4.878.603 4 
EU15 4.117.68 

5.350.840 6.261.872 5.246.688 4.385.842 4 
BE 38.523 31.968 27.355- 21.439 19.806 
BG 42.046 3.830 2.326 2.849 2.828 
cz 
DK 1.363.424 1.871.308 1.406.382 821.212 793.272 
DE 295.001 197.965 163.486 239.507 255.273 
EE 114.948 126.019 96.213 82.124 74.987 
IE 199.404 351.572 246.567 246.234 186.470 
EL 105.710 118.786 82.781 75.561 79.038 
ES 972.785 1.017.599 939.765 698.998 641.590 
FR 525.153 518.759 ! 534.487 475.859 461.833 
IT 225.670 258.313 168.748 204.911 220.168 
CY 2.266 8.797 67.106 1.632 1.871 
LV 151.009 145.552 131.984 147.485 137.960 
LT 109.728 55.123 70.679 132.177 149.881 
LU 
HU 
MT Z70 4.624 1.033 1.295 1.304 
NL 35.L220 380.202 460.323 526.842 412.682 
AT ! 

; 

PL -- 390.767 388.380 172.844 127.119 116.126 
PT. 300.546 239.039 171.145 188.424 209.120 
RO- i 

79.298 40.074 2.389 1.962 611 
Sf 1.798 1.598 930 871 
SK 
Fl 67.966 100.656 107.167 85.263 99.756 
SE 241.296 395.649 331.503 248.234 261.218 
UK 664.142 780.056 606.978 553.358 477.459 
IS 1.316.98 

1.461.601 1.515.667 1.936.102 1.646.645 3 
NO 2.197.80 

1.523.755 2.473.739 2.627.371 2.335.251 3 
EEA 10.987.96 10.356.33 8.118.90 

8 3 8.865.310 9 
HR 14.266 19.521 33.194 
MK 
TR 307.029 573.608 458.908 352.253 
WORLD 67.774.00 71.877.56 71.868.16 69.374.03 

8 8 5 2 

Source: Eurostat 
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1.2. Overall status of fish stocks 

In many sectors, conservation policy is not delivering sustainability. Most 
demersal stocks have declined and are not sustainable, being exploited 
outside safe biological limits. 

The demersal stocks in the Nmih Sea now only produce one fifth of what 
was harvested from them 25 years ago. Similar trends are seen in most areas 
where infmmation is available. Seen in a longer term perspective, 
overfishing has led to a situation where the fish stocks in EU waters 
contribute much less to the European economy and to the food supply than 
they did in the past. 

Figure 2 - Left panel estimated landings in the North Sea, 1970-2004. Right panel 
estimated landings of the main demersal species (hake, megrims, monkfish and nephrops) in 
the Iberian Atlantic area. Bottom panel estimated landings of cod and flatfish in the Baltic 
Sea. All panels refer to total landings taken by all countries. 

Estimated landings of demersal species from the 
North Sea (1970-2004) 

Estimated landings of hake,-megrims and 
Nephrops from the Iberian Atlantic Area 
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Source: Data from ICES (2005) 

Scientific agencies assess each year whether the stocks are at risk that their 
future reproduction will be compromised, i.e. whether they are outside "safe 
biological limits". Largely because of inaccurate catch reports, the state of 
some 59% of stocks is unknown. Of those stocks for which the state is 
known 69% are at high risk of depletion, and only some 31% of stocks are 
known to be fished sustainably. In 86% of stocks, overfishing is so serious 
that more fish would be caught if there was less fishing. This number is way 
above the situation outside the EU where the global average is 28% of stocks 
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being overfished. Some 18% of stocks are in such bad state that scientists 
advise that there should be no fishing at all. 

Table 2- Scientific advice about the state of the stock2 provided by ICES 

Number of stocks 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Outside safe biological limits 30 29 26 26 26 28 

Inside safe biological limits 12 10 14 11 12 13 

The state of the stock is unknown due 48 53 53 57 58 55 to poor data 

Table 3- Scientific advice about overfishing 

Number of stocks 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

The rate of fishing on the stock is 
known compared to maximum 34 23 32 33 
sustainable yield rate 

The stock is overfished3 32 21 30 29 

The stock is fished at the maximum 2 2 2 4 
sustainable yield rate 

Table 4 - "Emergency" scientific advice 

Number of stec~ 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Scientific advice to stop-fishing 24 13 12 14 20 18 

Table 5- Summary of the scientific advice about fishing opportunities2 

Number of stocks 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Stocks where stock size and fishing 40 34 40 31 29 30 mortality can be forecast 

Stocks where a scientific advice 
concerning fishing opportunities is 59 52 54 65 61 59 
available 

Stocks where no scientific advice is 31 40 39 29 35 37 available 

Based on ICES assessment 

Also termed "overexploited" 
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1.3. Assessment by region 

The NE Atlantic (including North and Baltic Seas) is the major source of 
fishery products for the EU. The North Sea (ICES division IV) accounted 
29 % of the EU 25 catch in the NE Atlantic in 2005 followed by the Baltic 
Sea with 23 %. Pelagic catches are dominating within the Atlantic, with 
herring and the sprat at the forefront4

. 

Many commercial fish stocks in European waters remain non-assessed. In 
the NE Atlantic, the percentage (of catch in weight to the total catch) of non
assessed stocks range from a minimum of 3 % (W. Scotland and West of 
Ireland) to a maximum of 34 % (Irish Sea and Iberian Peninsula). There is a 
general trend from Nmih to South of an increase in percentage of non
assessed stocks. In the Black Sea no stock is assessed, preliminary 
assessments of the stocks of sprat and turbot have recently statied. 

Of the assessed commercial stocks in the NE Atlantic, 8% (Baltic Sea) to 80 
% (Irish Sea) are outside safe biological limits (SBL). For the other areas in 
the NE Atlantic the percentages of stocks outside safe biological limits vary 
between 25% and 55%. It-can be seen that the pelagic stocks (fish living in 
the waters column well above the sea bottom and sometimes close to the sea 
surface) like herring and mackerel are doing better in general than demersal 
(fish living close to the sea bottom) stocks like cod, plaice and sole. In the 
Mediterranean for virtually no stock biological reference points have been 
set. 

\Xlhibthe- data used for the indicator provide a snapshot in time only, the 
:r:able below, based on the same data, shows that- based on the assessments 
-available now, all fishing areas except the Baltic have 33% or more of their 
assessed stocks outside safe biological limits, a worrying figure for 
biodiversity. 

Table-6- Stock status by area 

Area Percentage of stocks outside safe biological limits 

Iberian peninsula 33.3 

Bay of Biscay 40.0 

Faroe Islands 50.0 

Arctic- East 40.0 

rctic - North Western .5 

Tables and charts in this section are based on data from ICES 
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I. 3.1. Stock situation and fisheries in the Baltic area 

In general terms conditions of the pelagic stocks is better than of the 
demersal stocks. Both cod stocks are at historical low levels with the Eastern 
cod stock showing recently first signs of recovery. Status for flatfish species 
is unknown but catches have been stable in the past. The pelagic stocks are 
overall in stable conditions at the moment due to high recruitments in the last 
years. The only exception is the Western Hening stock which is declining 
and has reached a historical low both in terms of stock status and 
recruitment. Status of salmon is mixed with some of the stocks being in good 
conditions while others are poor corr-esponding largely to the status of the 
individual home rivers. For salmon in the main basin low at-sea survival in 
recent years will influence the stock in the upcoming years. A detailed 
overview of stock status, fishing mortality and landings for 2007 can be 
found in the table below. 

Fisheries do have the strongest anthropogenic impact on fish stocks in the 
Baltic Sea and a strong impact on the ecosystem. With the Baltic Sea being 
an ecosystem with low species diversity and a very limited exchange with 
the external marine area, strong links between species have been observed in 
particular between cod and sprat. The trophic interaction between both 
species by feeding on each others larvae results in a negative con-elation in 
the stock abundance. The large reduction of the cod stocks in the eighties 
due to fisheries and recruitment failures influenced the whole open Baltic 
Sea ecosystem and Tead- to a strong increase of the pelagic stocks in 
particular sprat and a change in the primary production pattern. This regime 
shift created a reverse regulatory pattern between both species which may 
counter act the intended recovery of the cod stocks to a certain extent. 

Baltic fisheries are single-species fisheries with the exception of the pelagic 
fishery. Demersal fisheries target mainly cod taking limited by-catches of 
flatfish. Therefore discards do not seem to play a major role in Baltic 
fisheries. However, it does occur within the cod fishery amounting to about 
9% of the total landings due to insufficient gear selectivity and high grading. 
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Table 7- Stock status, fishing mmtality and landings for 2007 

Stock SSB in relation F in relation Fin relation to F in relation to Reported 
to precau- to precau- high long-term long-term target landings (% of 
tionary limits tionary limits yield the TAC) 

Cod 22-25 Increased risk Undefined Overfished Above target 25.590 (96 %) 

Cod 25-32 Undefined Harvested Overfished Above target 46.425 (114 %) 
sustainably 

Herring 22- Undefined Undefined Overfished No target agreed 39.009 (79 %) 
24 

Herring 30 Unknown Unknown Unknown No target agreed 74.716 (82 %) 

Herring 31 

Herring GoR Unknown Harvested Overfished No target agreed 32.197 (82 %) 
sustainably 

Herring 25- Undefined Harvested Undefined No target agree& 97.898 (74 %) 
29, 32 excl sustainably 
GoR 

Plaice Unknown Unknown Unknown No target agreed 2.449 (60 %) 

Main Basin Low at-sea No target agreed 142.739 (33 %) 
Salmon survival in (expressed in 

recent years fish) 
threatens stock 
recoveries 

i 
Gulf of Conditions of ! No target agreed 9.801 (63,56 %) 
Finland wild stocks is ! (expressed in 
Salmon poor i fish) I 

Sprat 22-32 Unknown Increased risk Overfished No target agreed 357.749 (78,7%) 

1.3.2. Stocks and fisheries in the North Sea 

The landings of commercial stocks have been monitored since the 1950s. 
There is probably more scientific information available on the stocks of the 
North Sea than for any other area in the Community waters. 

There are cunently around 60 TACs fixed for the North Sea, Skagenak and 
Kattegat in the annual fishing opportumt1es regulation, covenng 
approximately 30 species (or, in a few cases, groups of species). 

The following table summarises the biological status of some the mam 
stocks in the North Sea, Skagenak and Kattegat. 
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Table 8- Status offish stocks in the Nmth Sea, Skagerrak and Kattegat 

SSB in relation to F in relation to F in relation to 
precautionary precautionary high long-term F in relation to 

Species Area limits limits yield long-term target 

Anglerfish North sea Unknown Unknown Unknown No target agreed 

North Sea and Reduced Harvested 
Cod Skagerrak reproductive capacity sustainably Overfished Above target 

Unknown, likely to be 
near limit bio-mass 

Cod Kattegat reference point Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Common sole North Sea Increased risk Overfished Overfished Above target 

Full reproductive Harvested 
Common sole Skagerrak and Kattegat capacity sustainably Appropriate No target agreed 

North sea and Full reproductive Harvested 
Haddock Skagerrak capacity sustainably Overfished Above target 

North Sea, Skagerrak, 
Herring Kettegat Increased risk Increased risk Overfished Above target 

North Sea, Skagerrak Full reproductive 
Mackerel and Kattegat capacity Increased risk Overfished Above target 

Megrims North sea 

Northern Prawn North sea (Fiaden) Undefined Undefined Undefined No target agreed 

Skagerrak Nowegian 
Northern Prawn deeps Unknown Unknown Undefined No target agreed 

Unknown, but 
probably harvested 

Norway lobster North Sea Unknown sustainably Unknown No target agreed 

Unknown, but 
probably harvested 

Norway lobster Skagerrak and Kattegat Unknown sustainably Unknown No target agreed 

North Sea, Skagerrak 
Norway pout and Kattegat Increased risk Undefined Undefined No target agree 

Full reproductive Harvested 
Plaice North Sea capacity sustainably Overfished Above target 

At risk of reduced Harvested 
Plaice Skagerrak and Kattegat reproductive capacity sustainably Overfished No target agreed 

North sea, Skagerrak Full reproductive Harvested 
Saithe and Kattegat capacity sustain ably Appropriate Appropriate 

Full reproductive 
Sandeel North Sea capacity Undefined Undefined Undefined 

Sprat North Sea Undefined Undefined Undefined Undefined 

Sprat Skagerrak, Kattegat Undefined Undefined Undefined Undefined 

Whiting North sea Undefined Undefined Overfished No target agreed 

Whiting Skagerrak Undefined Undefined Overfished No target agreed 
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Most stocks are overfished with respect to long tenn yields, and a number of 
them are at risk of reduced reproductive capacity. Cod is thought to be below 
the limit biomass. Cod is beginning to show signs of recovery, though this is 
largely due to the growth of the moderately strong 2005 year class. The 
haddock stock and saithe stocks are above the precautionary biomass and 
fished sustainably, and the fisheries on Norway lobster appear to be 
sustainable at their current levels. Two human consumption stocks of 
particular concern are whiting and herring. Whiting is at its lowest level in 
the time series, and a series of low recruitments has brought the herring stock 
well below its precautionary biomass. The status of the sandeel and Norway 
pout stocks also give cause for concern, with abundance at very low levels in 
recent years. 

The fisheries exploiting these TACs can be divided into three more or less 
distinct categories, namely pelagic, demersal, and industrial. 

1.3 .2.1.Pelagic fisheries 

Herring is the most impmiant pelagic species in the North Sea. Mackerel and 
horse mackerel are also important, as is blue whiting around the Norwegian 
trench in the North Sea and Skagerrak. The vessels involved are 
predominantly large trawlers and purse seiners that target different pelagic 
species according to season and quota availability, and their operations are 
generally not confined to the North Sea, Skagerrak and Kattegat. 

In the case of herring, the fisheries exploit a mixture of the- North Sea 
autmTh'1-spawning stock and the western Baltic spring-sp&\vning stock, 
especially in the Skagerrak. The vessels involved are classified into 4 fleets, 
namely two fleets fishing herring for human consumption, one of which 
operates in the Nmih Sea and the other in the Skagerrak, and two fleets 
fishing herring for reduction to fishmeal, one operating in the Nmih Sea and 
the other in the Skagerrak. 

1.3 .2.2.Demersal fisheries 

The main demersal fisheries are: 

• Fisheries targeting cod, haddock, and whiting using otter trawls. 
Anglerfish forn1 an economically important part of the by-catch of many 
of the vessels. 

• Fisheries targeting plaice and sole and using beam trawls. These vessels 
take economically important by-catches of brill, turbot, dab, flounder and 
lemon sole. 

• Fisheries targeting nephrops using otter trawls. There are usually 
significant by-catches of whitefish species, without which some of the 
vessels are likely to become economically unviable. 
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There are also fisheries for saithe in the northern North Sea, near the shelf 
edge, and fisheries for northern shrimp and brown shrimp, and more minor 
fisheries using passive gears such as gillnets , longlines, pots and creels. 

1.3.2.3.Industrial fishing 

The industrial fisheries in the North Sea mainly target Norway pout, sandeel 
and sprat. The fisheries in the Skagenak and Kattegat mainly target mixed 
clupeoids (sprat and small hening). The vessels concerned are pelagic 
trawlers using small mesh nets. 

1.3.3. Stock status and conservation policy in the North-East Atlantic area 

1.3.3.1.Scientific basis 

Since 2003 the number of stocks in the North-East Atlantic region for which 
the data situation is too poor and thus the number of stocks for which 
scientific advice by ICES and STECF is not conclusive have increased. The 
general picture of stock status in the Eastern Atlantic is one of continued 
overfishing and depletion of stocks. The following table summarises an 
overview ofthe level of harvesting compared to MSY levels. 

Table 9 - Stock status relative to MSY 

Stocks No. of stocks No. of stocks No. of stocks No. of stocks 
where an eva- exploited overfished 
luation is consistent with respect 
-made with MSY toMS:Y 

West of Scotland 10 3 1 2 

Western Waters 26 14 1 13 

Iberian Atlantic 11 7 2 5 

Widely Distributed 5 5 0 5 

The long-term management plans adopted or under development since the 
CFP 2002 reform all concern stocks in the Eastern Atlantic, except the 
management plan for Baltic cod, for sole and plaice in the North Sea and the 
one for Bluefin Tuna. 

Most of these plans have not yet been evaluated, with two exceptions. For 
the 2004 cod plan, the performance was so insufficient that a totally revised 
plan was submitted to Council in April 2008 and adopted later that year. For 
the 2004 Northern hake plan, the performance was good - despite TAC 
overshooting problems - and the precautionary level of the biomass could be 
reached in two consecutive years, which is why the Commission has 
proposed to replace the recovery plan by a management plan. 

Concerning the recovery plans on sole in the Western Channel (2007) and 
Southern hake and Nephrops (2005) recent advice suggests that these plans 
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are not working as expected, in pmiicular with regard to effort management 
and the control ofquota uptake. 

1.3 .3 .2.Appreciation of the sub-areas 

West of Scotland 

Fisheries in this area have been out of control for many years. Quotas have 
not been respected and the stocks have been driven to such a low level that 
ICES advises a closure: Since several years, ICES provides zero catch advice 
for cod and whiting. Since 2008, this advice also extends to haddock, so that 
now all major components of the whitefish fishery are covered by a zero 
catch advice. In conclusion, only fisheries for hening, mackerel, saithe and 
Nephrops are considered as being sustainable in this area. This being said, 
the hening stock has contracted already considerably since 2003 (showing in 
2008 only half of the SSB of 2003), due to continuously poor recruitment 
and an increase in fishing effort, which is supposed to be linked to the 
deterioration of hening in the North Sea. A management plan for hening 
was adopted late 2008, with the aim to reverse the trend. 

Irish Sea 

The cod continues to be in an extremely poor state. ICES continues 
providing zero catch advice for this stock and for whiting and for sole. The 
stock of plaice is being fished sustainably, even below Fmsy. 

Celtic Sea 

There is widespread over-fishing- of the order of 40%. Most stocks have 
required continued reduction in TACs. Landings of demersal species 
increased up to the mid 1960s, but since the mid 1980s landings have 
declined substantially. The fish in the catches are also becoming 
progressively smaller. 

Figure 3 - Landings of demersal fish and flatfish in the Celtic Sea and Bescay area 
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Figure 4 - Average weight of individual demersal fish caught in the Celtic Sea in the 

period 1985-2005 (kg)5 

Cod here is still in bad shape, as it only recently has reached the Blim level. 
However, scientific advice of June 2008 indicated that the 2005 year class is 
stronger than previously estimated. Therefore, ICES for the first time since 
years no longer advises zero catch, but a significant reduction in fishing 
mortality. 

Sole in VIle is not improving, fishing mortality is increasing rapidly and the 
stock is falling quickly. A further reduction in TAC is also needed for sole in 
VII d. 

Celtic Sea herring continues to be subject to a very restrictive TAC advice. 
Further decreases of smaller scale are needed for sole in VIIfg, sole m 
VIIhjk, sprat, Celtic Sea haddock, anglerfish, plaice, megrims and hake. 

It should be noted that large parts of the English and French -fleets operating 
in the English Channel are targeting species that are not subject to TAC& 
quota. 

An internal analysis6 made in 2007 indicates a need to reduce fishing 
mortality (either by reducing fleet capacity or fleet activity) by approximately 
64% in the "gadoid" sector, 40% in the hake/monkfish/megrim sector, and 
about 16% in the beam-trawl sector. In addition, the Nephrops fishing, which 
serves as an alternative to the whitefish stocks that have come down all over 
the places, is now (2008) confronted with a stock decrease as well 
(Porcupine bank), apparently linked to increased fishing effort. 

Bay of Biscay 

Bay of Biscay sole has stabilised. The anchovy fishery is closed since 2006 
and will stay closed at least until the next survey evaluation in June 2009. A 
management plan is under preparation. 

Do climate change and fishing influence size-based indicators of Celtic Sea fish community structure? 
Blanchard, J.B., N.K. Dulvy, S. Jennings, J.R. Ellis, J.K. Pinnegar, A.Tidd and L.T. Kell. ICES Journal 
of Marine Science 62: 405-411. 

Commission internal study 2007 based on ICES and STECF data on the difference between 
current and estimated target fishing mortality (Fmax) in certain target species fisheries. 
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Iberian Seas 

ICES classifies the Southern hake stock as having reduced reproductive 
capacity and being harvested unsustainably, advising a zero catch level 
(2008) even though this measure will not bring SSB above Bpa by 2010. 
Catches of hake are well in excess of the TACs, with fishing mortality 
increasing. The stock benefits from recent good recruitment. 

Widely distributed stocks 

Blue whiting: The fishery for blue whiting expanded in an uncontrolled way 
from 2000 to 2006. Landings increased quickly from around 500 000 tonnes 
to 2 million tonnes, but have to decline quickly now as the stock declines. 
An agreement and a long-term plan was agreed between Iceland, Faroe 
Islands, Norway and the Community with the Russian Federation as observer 
in 2008. 

Mackerel: Mackerel has been fished according to a long-term plan agreed 
between the coastal states (Norway, EC and Faroe Islands). Under this plan, 
mackerel can be fished at mortality rates between 0.15 and 0.2, while 
keeping to F=O.l7 on average. Following recent (2008) ICES advice, fishing 
at a slightly higher mortality is viable. This implies a long-term yield of 
around 650,0001. 

Norwegian Spring-Spawning Herring: The stock is distributed between 
Norway, Iceland, Russia, Faroe Islands and in international waters. The 
Community has a small percentage share, but the tonnage is very substantial 
as this is an enormously productive stock due to fishing mortality having 
been kept low. A long-tenn plan is in place as agreed by the Coastal States, 
which limits fishing to a mortality rate -oCF=0.125. A trigger level of 5 
million tor1nes has been agreed; if the stock falls below this level, the fishing 
mortality should be reduced. The long-term plan is considered satisfactory 
and there is no intention to change it. Catches from this well-managed stock 
are enormous (around 1.500.000t). 

Horse Mackerel: The stock is mostly fished by NL and IRL. The state of the 
stock is difficult to estimate, knowledge is very limited. Catch possibilities 
have been in the order of 180,000 tonnes over the last years. According to a 
recent egg survey for the important Western stock, abundance increases. A 
management plan shall be proposed in 2009. 

Red seabream: The stock is severely depleted (based on historical catches). 
Catches have been very low during the last 20 years and the fishery should 
not be allowed to expand. 

Following the recovery plan for Northern hake aiming to increase the SSB 
level to above 140000 t, ICES advices to keep Fat 0.25. 

When examining the NE Atlantic stocks more closely, the following 
conclusions can be drawn: 
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• The pelagic stocks are generally fished sustainably. 

• Almost all demersal stocks have declined and are currently not 
sustainable. Over the recent decades there have been a slight, but steady 
decline in the stocks and there is still no clear sign of a stop of this trend. 

Industrial species especially the capelin and sandeel stocks are not doing 
well. This is, however, more due to natural causes than high fishing pressure 
(ICES Advisory Report 2006). 

1. 3. 4. Overview of fisheries in the Mediterranean 

As in most other seas and oceans, fish stocks and total catches have been 
decreasing also in the Mediterranean over the years. Over-exploitation is one 
of the main reasons for this decline which is due to high fishing effort, to 
non-selective fishing practices (resulting in catches of juveniles and 
discarding of unwanted by-catches), destructive fishing (harming essential 
fish habitats for certain species) and other factors cmtside fishing, such as 
environmental pollution and habitats destruction due to other than fisheries 
activities. Other uses of the sea put a heavy pressure on ecosystems and are 
particularly present in the Mediterranean: coastal tourism, leisure fishing, 
shipping, transport, ports and leisure vessels etc. Since they occur in an 
accumulated way, these different factors reduce the natural resilience of 
populations and ecosystems and enhance mutually their negative effects. 

In the Mediterranean region the following observations can be made: 

• Unly some stocks of-4_demersal and two small pelagic species are more
regularly monitored- b1' fhe General Fisheries Commission for the 
Mediterranean (GFCM), with _a limited spatial coverage. Demersal stocks 
remain overexploited and in some cases outside safe biological limits 
(e.g. hake in the Gulf of Lions; etc). Small pelagic stocks in the same area 
show large-scale fluctuations, but are not fully exploited anywhere, except 
for anchovy and pilchard in the Southern Alboran and Cretan Seas. 
However, Sardine stock in the Adriatic is of high concern. 

• According to the latest assessment by the International Commission for 
the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) the Mediterranean swordfish 
stock is below the level which can support the maximum sustainable yield 
and the current fishing mmiality is too high and should be substantially 
reduced to avoid non-negligible risks of rapid stock decline. 

• Concern still remains about the over-exploitation of Bluefin tuna. 
Uncertainties of stock assessment and lack of documented reporting 
(including EU Member States) still hinder management of these highly 
migratory species. Bluefin tuna catches continue to exceed the sustainable 
rate. A recovery plan for Bluefin tuna was adopted in line with the agreed 
ICCAT recovery recommendations. In 2008 the fisheries was (partly) 
closed by the Commission before the season was finished. 

1.3.5. Overview of fisheries in the Black Sea 
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The Black Sea is a semi-closed sea, with specific natural characteristics, but 
its ecosystem is also affected by important ecological, economic and social 
issues, like rivers runoff, sea water pollution, disturbance of the marine 
ecosystems and coastal erosion, increasing tourism pressure. The natural 
boundaries of the Black Sea ecosystem are such that there are no 
commercially exploitable species in depths of more than 150 metres (with a 
high concentration of sulphur dioxides at greater depths which starves 
oxygen and makes it impossible for most fish species to live there). This 
means that there is very little fishing activity outside the 12 mile zone. 

The salinity of the marine water in the Black Sea is two times lower (18%o) 
than the Mediterranean waters and the waters in the World Ocean in which 
the salinity is about 35%o. The low salinity is not appropriate for growing 
other species different from the ones found today in the Black Sea. 

There are about 125 fish species in Black Sea (26 of them with economic 
value). The main fish species represented in the catches are the pelagic ones, 
which~ are situated in high seas and also near to the coast. Some of the Black 
Sea species have a seasonal and/or migratory character. Other species are 
non-migratory and can be fished all year-round: 

• Domestic (non-migratory) species: Sprat (Sprattus sprattus sulinus); 
Turbot (Psetta maxima maeotica); Gobies (Gobiidae); Grey mullet (Mugil 
cephalus); Whiting/Black Sea (Merlangius merlangius euxinus); 

• Migratory species: Anchovy (Engraulis encrasicholus ponticus); Horse 
mackerel/Black Sea shad (Trachurus Mediterraneus ponticus); Danube 
herring (Alosa pontica pontica); Black Sea Spiny dogfish (Sqnalus 
acanthias); Blue fish (Pomatomus saltatrix); Bonito (Sarda sarda), etc. 

• Molluscs/Crustaceans: Black mussel (Mytilus galloprovincialis) and 
Rapana/Seasnail (Rapana venosa/ Rapana thomasiana), etc. 

The main species caught in the Black Sea are small finfish: sprat, anchovies, 
horse mackerels and whiting. Other species which are present, but in lower 
quantities are: mullet, dogfish and turbot. In addition to these species, 
Bulgaria has largely developed the exploitation of an invasive seasnail, the 
Rapana (Rapana venosa/Rapana thomassiana). The Rapana is a predator for 
some other species such as the Black mussel. 

Figure 5 - Status of the fish stock in ICES (International Council for the Exploration of 
the Sea) and GFCM (General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean) fishing regions 
of Europe in 2006 (Ver. 8.00) 
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Source: GFCM and IGES 

Proportion of stocks 
within and outside 
safe biological limits 

IIIII Outside 

Within 

D ICES and GFCM 

fishing regions 

Note: The chart shows the proportion of assessed-stock which are overflshed (red) and stocks within 
safe biological limits (blue). Number in circle is the number of stocks-ass.essed within the given 
region. The size of the circles is scaled proportional to the magnitude of the regionaLcatch. 
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1.4. Examples of stocks with high fishing mortality, low SSB and low yields 
by RAC area4 

1.4.1. North Western Waters RAC- Cod in VIla 

Figure 6 - Cod in VIla: landings and stock trends from final B-Adapt runs. Continuous 
line on landings plots the reported landings; filled squares are landings in l-991-2002 and 
2005, includJng sample based estimates at three ports; open circles with 90 % confidence 
intervals are total removals estimates (in excess of assumed natural mortality) from B-Adapt. 
Dotted lines on plots are 5th and 95th bootstrap percentiles. 
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1.4.2. South Western Waters RAC- Southern hake 

Figure 7-
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1.4.3. NorthSeaRAC-Plaice 

Figure 8-
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1.4.4. Baltic Sea RAC- Cod 25-32 

Figure 9-
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1.5. Ecological indicators 

Ecological indicators are state indicators of the marine environment which 
should cover a broad range of ecosystem features. Unlike the management of 
fish stocks, the evaluation of the conservation status of the marine 
environment is not easily expressed through simple, straight-forward 
indicators and no definitive indicators have been established yet and the 
available data basis is limited at present. However, a set of ecological 
indicators is under development as pmi of the implementation of the 
ecosystem approach to fisheries and the supporting data will be collected 
under the revised Data Collection Regulation from 2009 onwards. More 
detailed inf01mation on the status of the indicators and the corresponding 
data and knowledge will be presented in chapter 8. 
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2. THE ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE OF FISHERIES AND AQUACULTURE IN THE EU 

2.1. The importance of the EU fisheries sector 

2.1.1. Economic weight 

The fisheries sector is a relatively minor economic activity in the EU and its 
overall relative weight is decreasing, yet its size can be substantial in relation 
to the economy of certain coastal regions. The two tables below give an 
insight of the relative importance of the EU fisheries sector (catching, 
aquaculture and processing) in the economy of the EU. 

Table 10- Total fisheries output in the EU Member States in 2005 ··· mio € 

--
Process in 

Landings Aquaculture g& 
TOTAL 

marketinq 

Austria 0 8.8 24.8 33.60 

Belqium 79.5 2.8 389.7 472 

Bulgaria 1.7 .. .. 7.7 17.3 26.7 

Cyprus 5.7 10.4 11 27.1 

Czech Republic 0 35.3 40.3 75.6 

Denmark 389 103 4,190 4,682 

Estonia 37.5 1.6 109.6 148.7 

Finland 23.5 60.2 401.2 484.9 

France 774.9 5.6 4,761 5,542 

Germany 121.8 127.3 1,958 2,207 

Greece 307.9 345.5 67.2 720.6 

Hungary 0 26.3 3.3 29.6 

Ireland 149 106.4 340.3 595.7 

ltaiv 1 ,414 562 1,797 3,773 

Latvia . 0.8 156.9 157.7 

Lithuania 55.3 3.9 150.1 209.3 

Luxemburg 0 0 0 0 

Malta 5.8 4.4 0 10.2 

Netherlands 335.7'" 39 1,060 1,435 

Poland 47 73 845 965 

Portuqai 126.7 33 627.5 787.2 

Romania 6.6 13 1.37 20.9 

Slovakia 0 2.4 45.3 47.7 

Slovenia 1.7 2.9 13.5 1~J__ 

Spain 1,578 388.9 3,148 5,115 

Sweden 106 16.8 446.1 568.9 

United Kingdom 851.2 462 2,786 4,099 -
TOTAL 6,418 2,443 23,391 32,253 

'-;-c·---·-* data unknown 
**data from 2006 (Eurostat) 
Sources: Eurostat, Member States 

The total value of the turnover of the sector amounted to approximately 32 
billion € in 2005. 

39 



9 

In order to properly measure the weight of the sector in the economy, it is 
appropriate to refer to the gross value added (or income) generated7 as a 
contribution to the GDP. In terms of gross value added (or income), the total 
income generated by the EU fisheries sector in 2005 amounted to € 10.9 
billion. This represents 0.1 % of the total EU GDP in the same year. The 
same figure for Norway was 0.7% (in 2006) and can be estimated at more 
than 10 % for Iceland, at 0.4 % for Japan, close to 1% for South Korea, 
0.02% of the US (2004) and at 0.4% for Australia8

. 

The apparent modest contribution of the fisheries sector to the EU GDP, 
needs to be qualified by the fact that most of that value is concentrated in a 
relative small number of coastal regions. Consequently for some of them, the 
weight of the fisheries sector is far more important than the figure above. 

Thus, for the Highlands & Islands (UK), Galicia (ES), Ionia Nisia and 
Voreio Aigaio (GR) the weight of the fisheries sector is higher than 2 % of 
regional GDP. For the Peloponnisos (GR), Algarve (PT), N-E Scotland (UK) 
and Ac;ores, the fisheries sector is between 1-2% of regional GDP. For 
Bretagne and Basse Normandie (FR), Latvia and Calabria (IT), the fisheries 
sector accounts for 0.5-1% of regional GDP9

. 

Table 11 - EU income (in mio €) generated by the total fisheries sector and the catching 
sub-sector, 2005 10 

Member state Fisheries total Catching 

Austria 10.4 0.0 

-~BB1§Jt~m 134.0 25.5 

Bulgaria 14.1 1.5 

Cyprus 16.1 -1.3 

Czech Rep. 40.8 0.0 

Germany 588.4 115.3 

Denmark 577.7 223.0 

Estonia 23.7 -11.1 

Spain 1 ,592.1 574.4 

Finland 81.4 10.5 

France 1,841 640.9 

Greece 971.2 563.0 

Hungary 16.1 0.0 

Ireland 262.4 99.2 

Italy 1,624 870.8 

Lithuania 55.9 13.0 

Latvia 88.1 14.3 

Malta 8.2 2.6 

Gross value added amounts to total value of production minus intermediate inputs 
La Actividad Pesquera Mundial. Una revision por paises. Dolores Garza Gil (coordination). Instituto 
Universitario de Estudios Maritimos ~ Netbiblo. 2008 
Source Regional Dependency on Fisheries~ European Parliament Project n° IP/B/PECH/ST/IC/2006-
198 
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Netherlands 590.9 149.5 

Poland 174.6 13.4 

Portugal 317.0 151.8 

Romania 5.8 1.4 

Sweden 156.7 27.3 

Slovenia 7.3 1.8 

Slovakia 11.1 0.0 

United Kingdom 1,766 446.0 

Total 10,977 3,932 

The four most important countries (France, Italy, UK and Spain) account for 
62 % of the total income generated by the fisheries sector. The catching 
sector generated an added value of € 3. 9 billion, fish processing € 4. 6 billion 
and aquaculture € 1.6 billion Euro. Income from ancillary activities is 
estimated at € 0.8 billion. 

Regarding Spain10
, the fisheries sector (not including processing and 

probably aquaculture) is the only sector of the Spanish economy the gross 
value added of which shows a negative trend in the period 2000-06 in real 
terms: -7.6% or -1.31% per year. The evolution for the whole of the 
economy was + 19% over the period, close to + 3 % per year. 

As far as the UK is concerned, a recent input-output analysis of the UK sea 
fishing and fish processing sector11 shows that if the UK fish catching sector 
were removed entirely, UK employment would decrease by 28.691 (FTE) 
jobs and UK GDP would decrease by 0.07 %. If the fish processing sector 
would also be removed, employment (FTE) losses would-amount to 137.601 
and GDP would reduce by 0.48 %. 

2.1. 2. Employment 

The recent ERM Report 2008 12 shows that fishing in EU-27 countries and 
Norway decreased by 10% between 2003 and 2007, with the proportion of 
total employment being 0.1 %. This can be compared to the agriculture, 
hunting and forestry sector which declined by 11 %, from 6 % of total 
employment in 2003 to 5% in 2007. The total employment in all NACE 1 
sectors increased by some 6% during the same period, clearly indicating that 
the importance of traditional fishing and farming industries are in decline, at 
least in labour terms. 

Total employment in 2005 in the fisheries sector of the EU-27 amounted to 
about 407,000 persons. The catching sector offered employment to 187,000 

10 Balance Econ6mico del sector Pesquero Espafiol - Fernando Gonzalez Laxe. Industrias Pesqueras 
n° 1943-1944; Abril2008 

11 Seafish (2008). The economic impacts of the UK sea fishing and fish processing sectors 
12 European Restructuring Monitor Report 2008: More and better jobs: Patterns of employment 

expansion in Europe 
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people ( 46% of total fisheries sector employment), fish processing 138,000 
(34 %) and aquaculture 63,000 (16 %). Employment in ancillary activities is 
estimated at 18,000 jobs (4 %). The number of fishermen has been 
decreasing since 1996/1997 by 4 to 5 % per year. 

Some 95,000 fishermen work on board coastal vessels, 
110,000 fishermen are active on the off-shore fleet. About 20 % 
employment on board is part time, mainly in the coastal fisheries. 

while 
of the 

In terms of employment in the fishery sector as a whole, the four most 
important countries (Spain, France, Italy and Greece) account for 51 % of the 
EU total. The three most important countries in terms of employment in the 
catching sector (Spain, Greece and Italy) provide 55 % of the total catching 
sector employment. Significant numbers of people are employed in fish 
processing in Spain, Poland and France. These three countries have an 
aggregate share of 55% of the EU total. As for employment, aquaculture 
plays a particularly pronounced role in France, Spain, Portugal, Poland, Italy 
and Bulgaria. 

The regional repartition of employment is summarised in the table below: 

Table 12- Employment by area in EU 27,2005 13
. 

Area Fisheries Catching 
total 

Baltic Sea 54.1 14.3 

North SB;:r- 47.5 13.8 

Atlantic areas- 137.9 63.1 

Meditenaaean-Sea 112.1 79.1 

Black Sea 14.1 5.9 

Outer Regions 12.5 10.1 

Non-coastal areas 29.0 0.7 

Total 407.2 187.2 

As regards regions, Galicia (ES), Bretagne (FR), Pomorskie (PL), Highlands 
& Islands and N-E Scotland (UK), Peloponnisos (GR) and Algarve (PO) are 
the regions with the highest employment related to fishing; more than 5-
10,000. 

Trends can be evaluated only for EU-15 Member States, as historical data 
are not available for the newer MS. In the EU-15 the total employment 
decreased by 23% between 1997 and 2005, primarily due to a decrease in 
the catching sub-sector ( -31 % ). Employment in processing is more or less 

13 Source Regional Dependency on Fisheries- European Parliament Project n° IP/B/PECH/ST/IC/2006-
198 
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stable. As regards aquaculture, employment seems to have also decreased, 
but this may be caused (at least in part) by changes to statistical definitions14

. 

Table 13- Trends in employment in the EU-15 (1000 persons)14 

Fisheries sub-sector 1996-8 2005 change 

Fishing 241.3 167.5 -31% 

Processing 101.8 100.7 -1% 

aquaculture 61.4 45.3 -26% 

Total 404.5 313.5 -22% 

Employment in the total fisheries sector of the EU -15 decreased from 
404,000 persons in 1997 to 313,000 persons in 2005, i.e. by 23 %. With the 
exception of France, employment in the fisheries sector decreased in all 
Member States, but at very different rates. In four countries (Belgium, 
Ireland, UK and-Greece) employment decreased by 4-11 %. In other Member 
States the decrease ranged from 44% (Austria) to 18 %. Three countries 
accounted for 80 % of the decrease in employment in the fisheries sector: 
Spain, Portugal and Italy. The decrease in Spain was particularly pronounced 
with 17,500 jobs lost, representing 41 %of the employment in 1997. 

Very different trends can be observed in the most important fisheries regions. 
In some regions employment seems to have increased (Bretagne and Kentriki 
Makedonia). Important fisheries regions like Galicia, Sicily and Denmark 
have experienced significant decreases in employment in total fisheries 
sector employment of 28-34 %. 

Trends in catching sector 

Employment in the catching sub-sector of EU -15 decreased by almost 
74,000 jobs, from about 240,000 in 1997 to 167,000 in 2005. Employment in 
the catching sub-sector of the individual Member States decreased by 20-
40 %. The most significant decrease occurred in Spain where employment 
dropped by 30,000 jobs, or 44 %. Other countries showing major decreases 
are Portugal (12,000, 31 %) and Italy (11,000, 26 %). 

Employment in the catching sector of the new Member States in the Baltic 
has reduced very much due to the break-down of distant fleets, and 
restructuring during the shift to market economies. However, precise figures 
are not available. 

Trends in fish processing 

Total employment in the fish processmg sector of EU-15 remained 
approximately constant at about 100,000 jobs, but with widely diverging 
developments according to country. Employment in fish processing in 
France and Greece increased by 40% and 54 % respectively; or close to 
6,000 jobs. On the other hand employment in Denmark and Germany 
decreased by 40% and 25% respectively, or by more than 6,000 jobs. 
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14 

Table 1414 
- EU 25 overview- Employment by country and fisheries sub-sector 2002-

2003 

}Aember St;:;te Tot:ol Tot;;! Fioh'<lie:, 
€mpio}'lll.eD.t ii:.hai.e~ s;;;r:tor a~ <c;, 

(:t: OCO) s-2s:tor of total 
en:plc•yme::.t 

}i.u_stria a) 3~736 734 o:r·;, }34 500 

Belgium ' a/ +,070 1,743 o o=.~ 656 993 E+ 
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Table 15 - EU 27 - Income and employment generated by the total fisheries sector and 
the catching sub-sector, 2005 14 

Income Employment 
(mio €) (1 000 persons) 

Member Fisheries Fisheries 
State total Catching total Catching 

Austria 10.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 

Belgium 134.0 25.5 2.3 0.6 

Bulgaria 14.1 1.5 10.9 3.4 

Cyprus 16.1 -1.3 1.6 1 '1 

Czech Rep. 40.8 0.0 4.3 0.0 

Germany 588.4 115.3 13.7 1.9 

Denmark 577.7 223.0 9.7 3.2 

Estonia 23.7 -11 '1 6.3 2.7 

Spain 1 ,592. 1 574.4 70.0 38.5 

Finland 81.4 10.5 1.8 0.4 

Employment in the fisheries sector: current situation (FISH/2004/4); 
See http:/ /ec.europa.eu/fisheries/publications/studies/employment study 2006.pdf 
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Income Employment 
(mio €) (1 000 persons) 

Member Fisheries Fisheries 
State total Catching total Catching 

France 1,841.8 640.9 45.8 16.0 

Greece 971.2 563.0 43.9 33.4 

Hungary 16.1 0.0 1.7 0.0 

Ireland 262.4 99.2 11.6 4.9 

Italy 1,624.9 870.8 47.1 32.2 

Lithuania 55.9 13.0 7.8 2.1 

Latvia 88.1 14.3 11.0 2.4 

Malta 8.2 2.6 1.5 1.3 

Netherlands 590.9 149.5 9.7 2.1 

Poland 174.6 13.4 24.5 3.3 

Portugal 317.0 151.8 31.9 19.8 

Romania 5.8 1.4 7.1 3.2 

-Sweden 156.7 27.3 4.4 2.1 

Slovenia 7.3 1.8 0.6 0.1 

Slovakia 11.1 0.0 1.2 0.0 
United 
Kingdom 1 '766.4 446.0 36.3 12.6 

Total 10,977.0 3,932.8 407.2 187.2 

2.2. Capture fisheries 

Another interesting comparison can be made between Member States in 
terms of the relatienship between catch volumes and catch values. This 
clearly indicates that overall Spain, Italy and Greece are fishing on high 
value species/markets (demersal, fresh), whereas Denmark, the Netherlands 
and Sweden are mostly involved with large volumes/low value 
industrial/pelagic fisheries ami processed fish. France, the United Kingdom 
and Ireland are somewhat in the middle of the spectrum. 
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Figure 10- Evolution in catches (landings) by Member State 

Volume and value of landings in Member States (2 oo6) (Volume in totliH:s, v8lue in thousands orEUR; 
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Tutalln tutHltir 4 442 &n4 

rr fR UK DK El Ill l£ PT SE SE f! MT CY 

Total in thuus;mlls oftUR: 6 701154 

NB: figure:;-\vere not uvaibhle for EE, LV, LT, PL and RO, and were not relevant for U, LU, IIU, ,1\T and SK. 

Source: Facts and figures on the CFP 2008. 

Some other distinct trends can be observed for the regions: 

The activities of the EU-10 are very much concentrated m the Baltic Sea 
which accounted 97 % of their catch. These countries are very dependent on 
the evolution ofthe stocks in this region. 

Other countries such as France, Portugal and especially Spain, deploy a more 
diversified regional catch dependency (demersal, pelagic, deep sea-species) 
and geographical range of operations (NE Atlantic, Mediterranean, High 
Seas). 

2.2.1. Overcapacity of the EU fleet and lack of economic resilience 

One of the main challenges for the EU fishing industries has been and still is 
the structural imbalance between fleet capacity and resources in many 
fisheries. The industry has low resilience to external economic pressure 
because of overcapacity and because the resource base has been eroded by 
decades of overfishing. There have been some attempts in the past to 
determine the level of overcapacity. The "Gulland" and "Lassen" repmis 
were produced in 1990 and 1995, respectively. Both reports indicated that 
fishing mortality should be reduced on almost all of the fish stocks that were 
examined. The reductions suggested as necessary for the prudent 
management of the stocks were very large, typically about 40% and in many 
cases much higher. 

The CFP has so far not delivered a balance between fleet size and fishing 
resources. During the past 16 years the capacity of the Community fishing 
fleet has been decreasing at an average yearly rate of barely 2%. This is 
illustrated by graphs in Chapter 10, which also seem to indicate that the 
decrease in fishing capacity has no relation to the measures adopted at 
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Community level. However, despite the enlargements of the EU in 2004 and 
2007, the number of vessels in December 2007 was 88 500, i.e. 18 000 less 
than in 1995. 

Recent work has been done by The Scientific, Technical and Economic 
Committee for Fisheries (STECF) in 2008 on the balance between fishing 
capacity and resources (SGECA/SGRST-08-01). Quantitative estimations 
including economic overcapacity indicators such as CR/BEP 15 and Return on 
Investment (ROI) 16 have been elaborated. STECF stresses that careful 
interpretation of the proposed indicators is required. However, the calculated 
indicators show a capacity utilisation between 60 % and 80 % in the North 
Sea mixed demersal fisheries and between 50% and 70% in the North Sea 
flatfish fisheries. Some rough estimates using this approach are given below. 

North Sea Mixed 

Demersal 

The ROI for these segments were generally negative, indicating 
overcapitalisation (compared to Government bonds that earn 3% per annum). 
The CR/BEP ratio was generally less than one, further indicating that there is 
excess capital in these fleet segments. 

Trawl/Seine (24-40m) 
Country No of cases ROI CR/BEP 

France 5 10% I 0,46-
I 

The Netherlands 5 0% I o,25 

Sweden 1 5% 0,62 

Denmark 2 25% 0,28 

Overcapitalisation is in the range of 40-60%, although the Dutch fleet shows 
an undercapitalisation of around 25% and has good returns on investment. 

CRIBEP: Ratio between current revenue (CR) and the break-even point (BEP) indicates the degree 
to which a particular fleet segment is economically viable, giving a useful indication of 'balance' 
from an economic perspective. When the ratio is less than one, cash flow is insufficient to cover 
fixed costs, indicating an unviable fishery 

ROI measures the economic performance of a fleet segment. The ROI calculation is defmed as 
(Net profit + Opportunity cost of capital) I Investment. Reference points are needed in order to 
interpret the ROI indicator effectively. For instance the theoretical riskji·ee rate (e.g. government 
bond rate of 3%) could be used as a target reference point (TRP). When ROI is lower than the 
TRP, investment elsewhere is more profitable and it would be inefficient to invest in that particular 
fleet segment. In a risky business such as fisheries, one would expect ROI to be higher than risk 
free rates 
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Northern Hake 

ROI has an average negative value for all segments and CR/BEP values are 
below one. These estimations, even with due caution because of poor data 
availability, suggest overcapitalisation problems both in the French and 
Spanish fleet segments involved. 

Demersal Trawl/Seine (24-40m) 
Country No of cases ROI CR/BEP 

Spain 3* -10% 0,27 

France 5* -10% 0,46 

UK 2 -25% 0,28 

* capital costs have been estimated 

Overcapitalisation is in the range ofS0-70%. 

Nmih Sea Flatfish 

The economic indicators do not show clear trends, although differences 
between countries are considerable, e.g. ROI varies from -69% in Germany 
to 1 0% in Denmark. The estimations suggest more evident structural 
imbalance problems between fleet capacity and resources in Ge1man, Dutch 
and Belgi:.cmr~-fleets segments operating in this fishery than in the Danish 
fl '-Aeet. 

Beam-trawi 12-24m 

Country No of cases ROI CR/BEP 

Belgium 4 -22% 0,28 

Denmark 5 10% 1,70 

Germany 2 -69% 0,27 

The Netherlands 5 -8% 0,81 

Overcapitalisation is in the range of 60-70% for German and Belgian 
segments, whereas the Dutch fleet has around 20% excess capital. The 
Danish fleet shows an undercapitalisation of around 70 % and has good 
returns on investment. 

Despite the lack of a comprehensive assessment, there are clear indications 
for some pmis of the fleet that fishing capacity is in excess of what would be 
required to fish in a biologically or economically sustainable way. In some 
cases Member States have recognised this in the operational programmes for 
the EFF or in their annual report to the Commission on the balance between 
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fishing capacity and fishing opportunities. In the operational programmes 
2007-2013, the Member States provide an indication of the level of 
overcapacity of the fishing fleet given that one of the objectives of these 
programmes is to obtain a long term sustainable use of the fisheries 
resources. The various estimates given by the Member States indicate that 
the levels of overcapacity in EU fisheries differ. 

• Spain claims in its operational programme that the capacity of its fleet 
should be reduced by 23% (KW) in order to obtain a sustainable balance 
between capacity and resources available. 

• According to the Economic Observatory for the Marine Fisheries in Italy, 
the average number of fishing days during 2007 for the whole Italian 
fishing fleet was of 131. This low capacity utilization indicates that the 
Italia.11 fleet is out of balance with available resources. That is, on average 
the current level of catches by the Italian fleet could be achieved with a 
smaller fleet fishing more days. 

• In the UK, the cod quota allocation for 2007 for the under-1 0 m vessels, 
i.e. the vessels with a length of less than 10 m, was of approximately 300 
Tons, which represents 3.5% of the total UK allocation. There are around 
5,000 vessels under 10m in the UK, of which 1,200 between 9 and 10 
meters in length - these could be considered as belonging to what is 
known as the 'super-under 1 0' class, having a high catching capacity of up 
to 25 tonnes per vessel annually (information form NUTF A (New Under 
Ten Fishermen's Association presented at a meeting on 22 April 2008). 
Everything seems to indicate that this segment of the UK fleet has a 
serious problem of overcapacity and could fish double the total UK cod 
quota-for the North Sea. 

• In Denmark, many vessels are kept tied up so that their effort allocation 
(in k W days) may be transferred to other vessels and allow them to work 
full time. More than 800 vessels with a total iDnnage of 15,600 GT and 
33,000 kW were reported as inactive in 2007. This fact indicates that the 
Danish fleet is oversized. In the operational programme of Denmark, it is 
argued that a reduction of Danish vessels by 15% will lead to short term 
equilibrium between its fleet size and the fishing possibilities allocated in 
2007. 

• The Swedish Operational Programme claimed an overcapacity of 50% 
within the demersal cod segment and 10% within the shrimp segment. 
Furthermore, the capacity of the pelagic fleet in Sweden should decrease 
with 30% with an aim to achieving a sustainable equilibrium between the 
fishing fleet and the resources available. 

• In the Portuguese operational programme, it is stated that 9% of the 
capacity of the Portuguese fleet must be reduced in order to ensure a 
sustainable exploitation of the fisheries resources. However, it is stated 
that the impact of this reduction will depend the situation and stock 
development for the different fisheries. 
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2.2.2. Economic pe1jormance of the harvesting sector 

While there are examples of EU fleets that are profitable, the maJonty 
of fishing fleets are either running losses or returning low profits. This 
overall poor performance in pmiicular demonstrates a situation of chronic 
overcapacity of which overfishing is both a cause and a consequence. In this 
respect, the fleet still has to be adapted in size to avoid overfishing under 
normal economic conditions, thereby ensuring the full activity for the 
vessels. 

Overall, the EU fishing fleet experienced modest profits between 2003 and 
2007. However, many of the profitable fleet segments have relied on 
additional revenues from direct subsidies (EU and national state aid 1\ 

estimated to be in the range of between 1 0% and 20%. If these were 
deducted, profitability across many fleets would probably have been 
negative, or at best around zero, over the whole period. 

The latest projections for 2008-09 indicate a deterioration m economic 
performance of the fleet; 

• Fishing opportunities are reducing for a number of key stocks which will 
limit the earnings potential of large sectors of the EU fleet 

• The fuel crisis in 2008 raised operational costs significantly and raised 
serious concerns about the future structure of the EU fleet, particularly for 
vessels that are fuel inefficient. While pressure from high fuel costs has 
diminished dramatically since last summer tmarine diesel prices in EU 
harbours were around €75 centsflitre.::in-July 2008 and dropped to around 
€36 cents/litre in February 2009}, the"long term expectations are that fuel 
prices will rise again. 

• The global economic crisis in 2009 seems to be affecting both access to 
credit and demand for seafood, and thus fish prices. This is impacting a 
harvest sector which has already been unable to benefit economically 
from the steady growth of fish demand in the EU over the past decade. In 
spite of declining landing volumes for most stocks, first sale prices for 
many important species have stagnated or even declined. For example, 
North and Baltic Sea cod prices have seen a year on year decline of some 
20-30% in February (dropping from average prices of €3.00-3.50 to 
€2.20-2.75 per kg). According to Globefish-FAO, demand and prices 
have collapsed in major markets for whitefish in recent months. In 2009, 
the markets for high value species such as cod and tuna are likely to be 
particularly affected. Conversely, low value pelagic species are expected 
to fair much better, as are many crustaceans and salmon. 

The latest available Annual Economic Report on the economic performance 
of EU fishing fleets by the STECF (SGECA 09-01) will shortly be finalised 
and made publicly available. This will give the latest economic data and 

17 Tax exemptions (e.g. fuel) and subsidised national social schemes not included 
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trends of the harvesting sector for 2003-07 in all coastal Member States and 
EU fishery regions. This will allow for a considerable update of the analyses 
presented below, which is based on previous Annual Economic Repmis. 

2.2.2.l.Trends and perfmmance of selected fleet segments 

Many EU fleet segments had mixed performances over the last decade. The 
following graphs show the evolution of revenues, profits and gross value 
added (profit and crew share) for a number of segments in various Member 
States. 

Figure 11- Economic performance of the Spanish Nand NW trawlers 
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The Spanish N and NW trawlers segment is among the most impmiant 
segments operating in the Spanish continental Atlantic Shelf. The main 
target species are hake, megrim, anglerfish, and Nephrops. In recent years 
the southern hake fishery has been under a recovery plan. Large increases in 
running costs, driven by the high cost of fuel and lower volumes of landings 
have had a severe impact on the economic performance of this sector in 
recent years. Gross cash flow does not cover depreciation and interest 
expenditure, and net profits are negative since 2003. 

Figure 12- Economic performance of the Spanish Atlantic Jongliners 

ES: Atlantic longliners 
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The Atlantic longliner segment is pmi of the Spanish Long distant water 
fleet, operating in the Atlantic and Indian ocean, targeting swordfish, sharks 
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and tuna species. This fleet had a very good profitability until 2001, but since 
then performance has deteriorated. Currently the profitability is likely to be 
marginally positive, as a result of the negative evolution of fuel and fish 
prices (mainly swordfish) and the strong competition of Asian fleets and 
IUU operators. 

Figure 13- Economic perfonnance of the Polish pelagic trawlers larger than 25m 
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This segment is the most important in tenns of the volume of landings and 
capacity in the Baltic area, as it comprises over 60 % the total Baltic fleet 
landings. The vessels are primarily directed at pelagic species (sprat and 
herring). The volume of sprat catches has been characterized by a downward 
trend in recent years. The reduction was mainly due to the decrease in the 
number of vessels engaged in this fishery. In 2004-2006 large ~pelagic 
trawlers (24-40 m) had- almost 80 % of the_ share in polish landings n-t 
herring. Most recent developments indicate an improving economic 
performance. This might be explained by better sprat prices that followed 
increasing fish meal prices and possibly the fact that 50% of the vessels 
were either scrapped in 2004-2006 or integrated into the demersal trawler 
segment. 

Figure 14 - Economic perfmmance of the UK Scottish demersal trawlers larger than 
24m 
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Large reduction in quota of the main whitefish species since 1998, combined 
with stock recovery measures and lower prices explain the downwards trend. 

Figure 15- Economic performance of the Italian purse seiners 
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This fleet segment, which targets a high-value species (bluefin tuna) has 
been operating continuously with profits since 1994. Some strong peaks are 
observed in the economic performance, associated among other reasons, with 
the fluctuating nature of the pelagic resources targeted by this segment. 
Currently, the large pelagic seiners are likely to be among the most efficient 
vessels in the Italian fleet, generating one of the highest GV A per vessel and 
one of the best performances per fisherman within the Italian national fleet. 

Figure 16- Economic performance of the Netherlands beam trawlers larger than 24m 
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This fleet targets flatfish and shrimp. This segment had a low economic 
performance since 1993, only between 1998 and 2001 the perfonnance 
improved due to reduction in operation costs. In 2002 and 2003 the situation 
deteriorated again. In 2004 a there was a slight recovery due to rise in fish 
prices for sole and plaice. However, it is expected that the fuel price rise 
offset the improving in action prices, and the performance may be driven 
close to the break-even point. 

Figure 17- Economic perfonnance of the Danish gill-netters 
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Danish gill-netters have been operating with losses since 1995. This fleet's 
segment is heavily dependent on cod catches. The situation of this stock 
makes the economic recovery of this segment in the short term difficult. The 
gross value added is decreasing in recent years due to the rise in fuel prices. 

As highlighted above, the economic perfmmance of the various fishing fleets 
in the EU has been mixed and fluctuating quite substantially over the last 10 
to 15 years. The following includes some general indications on recent 
developments in the period for which the most recent data is available (2005-
2006). 
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The table below indicates some of the most important EU fleet segments by 
nationality and their economic performance in 2006. 

Table 16 - Selected EU fleet segments by nationality and economic performance in 

2006
18 

Fleet Revenue Net profit 

(mio €) (mio €) 

French demersal trawl/seine 24-40m 181 -7 
(2005) 

French pelagic trawl/seine >40m (2005) 170 14 

UK nephrops twin-rig >1Om (2005) 29 3.4 

UK pelagic trawl >40m (2005) 136 n/a 

Dutch cutters (2006) 256 -1 0 

Profit/ 

Revenue 
(%) 

-3.9 

8.2 

11.7 

n/a 

-3.9 

Italian trawlers (2006) 739 204 27.6* 

Italian small scale (2006) 381 161 42.3* 
Note: * gross profit before deduction of depreciation and interest, thus profit margins are 

overstated. 

Data from national sources· covering 2005-06 confirm the weak performance 
of the demersal sector. For example, demersal trawlers 24-40m 
(approximately 15 % of the total French fleet) showed the highest loss of all 
French fleet segments19

. In 2006 the Dutch cutter fleet ( 40 % of the Dutch 
fleet) recorded a net loss (for the fifth consecutive year), a sign of poor 
fishing opportunities for flatfish and rising fuel costs19

. An exception has 
been the UK fleet targeting Nephrops which has had a good performance 
thankEc to steady prices. 

--Fleets targeting pelagic fisheries fared much better in general, given the 
overall reasonably stable state of most pelagic stocks. For example, 2006 
data from the UK 20 show that the UK pelagic fleet, which accounts for a 
large share of the UK's overall catches, continued to make very good profits. 
Furthermore, in France the best performance in 2005 using Annual 
Economic Report data, in terms of average net profit, was achieved by 
pelagic trawlers and seiners of more than 40m, mostly distant water tropical 
seiners, but also purse seiners and pelagic trawlers in the Atlantic and 
Mediterranean (75% of France's pelagic fleet21

). Similarly, the Spanish fleet 
overall was loss-making in 2005, with the best performance being achieved 
by the fixed nets (0-12m) while trawlers (24-40m) showed the highest loss. 
Data from Italy for 2007 show a declining trend from the previous years, 
with a decrease both in production (3 %) and in turnover ( 6% i 2

. In 
particular, landings of deep rose shrimps and European hake, the two most 
valuable species, showed a declining trend. 

18 Economic Performance of Selected EU Fishing Fleets, European Commission, December 2007 (AER) 
19 Visserij in Cijfers 2007, LEI, December 2007 
20 2006 Economic Survey of the UK Fishing Fleet, Seafish, July 2008 
21 Economic Performance of Selected EU Fishing Fleets, European Commission, December 2007 (AER) 
22 Osservatorio Economico sulle Strutture Produttive della Pesca Marittima in Italia 2007, IREPA, 2009 
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Also the pelagic fleets have some examples of low performance. For 
example, the Danish fleet segments operating in the industrial fisheries for 
capelin and sandeel have suffered economically due to unfavourable 
enviromnental conditions for these stocks. Furthermore, the closure of the 
anchovy fishery has curtailed the profitability of French and Spanish fleets in 
the Bay of Biscay region. 

In 2007, economic performance depended very much on the evolution of fuel 
prices, which has reignited global concern in the latter months of 2007 and 
the beginning of 2008, and on whether higher fuel prices could be 
compensated by increases in fish prices. The improvements in economic 
performance highlighted above can be related, at least partly, to structural 
adjustments (i.e. fleet reduction measures and modernisation). Reduction in 
black landings and better prices for some species may have also contributed 
to better economic performance. 

Nevertheless, even if a profitability level in some segments in some years is 
good the fishing fleet has high capital intensity and operates in an uncertain 
business enviromnent. Gross value and profitability is yet still substantially 
lower than it could be under better stock management conditions. 

Even more importantly, the substantial investments in capital to modernise 
and increase vessels' efficiency have led to a situation that is set to amplifY 
the financial difficulties in the future. This means that unless revenues can 
increase thanks to larger catch volumes or better prices, which seem unlikely 
in the current circumstances, return on capital invested is going to he_ low as 
well as the level of remuneration the fishing firms will be able to offer to the 
lab-our force. 

As a general observation, one can conclude that the sector has managed to 
attract more financial resources than would be justified under normal 
conditions for economic developments. Capital providers may have banked 
more on improvements in productivity without giving proper considerations 
to the large uncertainties related to the status of the stock and the evolution 
of running costs23

. 

At current conditions, it is quite evident that developments in the capture 
industry are imposing a cost on the rest of economy of maritime regions, 
since financial resources utilised could be more profitably invested 
elsewhere. 

A more operational indication arising from the observed developments is 
that an increased attention to capital investments in the fleet is required both 
at the industry level as well as from public managers. Higher capital intensity 
tends to exacerbate the effects of overcapacity: the close correlation between 

The capital is non malleable in the fisheries sector, i.e. low liquidity in fmancial tenns. That means that 
the investment decisions have long term consequences. If the development and management of the 
fishery is based on unrealistic expectations about the productive potential of the resource, too much 
fishing capacity is purchased, and the lower of return and competitiveness will be lower in the long 
term. 
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turnover, capacity and profitability in fishing enterprises is an indicator of 
the critical importance of maintaining a fair balance between the number and 
capacity of vessels, on the one hand, and available fishery resources, on the 
other. 

Ensuring an improved financial performance of the EU fishing fleet therefore 
requires not only proper management of stocks and a reduction in capacity of 
fishing fleets, but also a sound management of capital investments by 
fisheries industries. The current performance also appears to be insufficient 
to assure a positive resource rent given the high fisheries management costs 
incurred by EU and national administrations for research, scientific advice, 
management and control and surveillance. This is further addressed in 
chapter 5. 

2. 2. 3. The fuel price rise and its impact on the EU fishing fleet 

Oil prices entered into an episode of sustained and very substantial increase 
in 2008. For example, the international Brent oil price multiplied by seven in 
the period 2002- early July 2008; from $ 20 per bmTel to over $ 140 per 
barrel (nominal prices, however the depreciation of USD towards EUR in the 
period mentioned above had also a impact). Since that peak, prices have 
gone down quite significantly however and, by April 2009 have diminished 
to around$ 50 per barrel. They can be expected to remain extremely volatile, 
given that the market is in turmoil and may also be very speculative. 

As regards marine fuel prices in the EU ,_they increased by some 240% since 
2004 to early July 2008, when-pl'iees=exceeded 0.7 €/1, and in some ports got 
very close to 0.8 €/1. 

The increase of -marine fuel prices has had very serious effects on the 
profitability of large parts of (the energy-intensive) EU fishing fleets, which 
was already modest, as a result of the combination of structural overcapacity, 
falling stocks and shrinking total allowable catches, on the one hand, and of 
stable or decreasing first sale prices, on the other. Regarding the latter, it is 
known that the catching sector is unable to pass cost increases on to the first 
sale price of fish. This is the result of factors such as the perishable nature of 
fish, the lack of organisation and the absence of involvement by fishermen in 
processing and marketing, the high level of imports at low prices into the EU 
and the buying power on the demand side, in particular, powerful processing 
and distribution chains. 

It is nevertheless noteworthy that the global oil price has decreased by almost 
two-thirds since the adoption of the Cmrununication promoting the 
adaptation of the European Union fishing fleets to the economic 
consequences of high fuel prices and the Council Regulation instituting a 
temporary specific action aiming to promote the restructuring of the 
European Community fishing fleets affected by the crisis in July 2008, which 
both aimed at helping the sector by encouraging further adaptation of the 
fleet. 

2.2.3 .!.Fishing costs based on selective factors 
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It was calculated that in 2004 the EU fleets spent about €1 billion on fuel, i.e. 
roughly 12-15 % of the value of landings, with prices ranged between 0.25-
0.38 €/litre. In 2005, the above percentage was around 22.5 %. By July 2008, 
fuel costs of the fleet were close to €2.3 billion/year, or more than 30% of 
the value of EU landings. In September 2008, the fuel bill was still around 
€ 2 billion/year, double that of 2004. A further 1 % of increase in fuel 
expenditure from the cunent level could cost the industry around € 20 
million. 

The impact of fuel prices differs from fishery to fishery, and hence between 
fleet segments. Estimations made at price levels of July 2008, using Annual 
Economic Report data, show that as many as 48 % of 157 fleets segments 
analysed have to bear fuel costs above 30% of their total costs. The 
segments most affected are the active, towed gears (e.g. trawlers,-pmiicularly 
beam trawlers). Fuel costs for beam trawler fleets in most Member States 
exceed 60% (or even 70 %) of total costs or revenues. As for demersal 
trawlers and seiners, fuel costs estimated by DG Maritime Affairs and 
Fisheries, based on AER data, represent between 45 and 55% of total costs 
or revenues_m some cases. 

2.2.3 .2.Impact on profitability 

Projections of the economic impact of the fuel price rise on the future 
profitability of some fleets have been canied out, based on net profit relative 
to value of landings. This was based on the available data on cost structure 
(avg. 2003-2005) adjusted to reflect fuel prices by early 2008, and 
considering catclr volumes reflecting T ACs in 2007 and in 2008 (proposal). 
Market prices were also adjusted to reflect estimated more recent 
developments. A long term projection was also added based on SSB and 
catch volumes at MSY level (ICES estimates) and assuming an unchanged 
fleet capacity and structure. The selected fleets constitute a substantial share 
ofthe EU industry (approximately 30% in terms oflanding value). 

These projections show that, with a few exceptions, continuously high fuel 
prices will render fleets unprofitable. Better economic results will only be 
achieved in the long term, once stocks are at MSY. However, even at that 
level many fleets may remain unprofitable, unless fuel prices go down, fuel 
use is significantly reduced or capacity is adjusted. 

As indicated above, the problem is not only fuel prices, but more 
importantly, that of low productivity due to the poor state of many fish 
stocks and issues related to the first sale prices of fish. 

2.2.3 .3 .Fishermen's income 

The wages of crew members are, in general, based on a crew share system. 
For example, the crew share can be determined by what is left after 
subtracting all other fixed and operating costs from landing revenues and 
dividing the financial profit by the number of crew members. Hence, an 
increasing fuel bill will reduce crew shares directly. Under other systems, 
any additional losses caused by high fuel prices will be 'divided' up amongst 
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the vessel owner and the crew. It can therefore not be assumed that the whole 
burden of higher fuel prices will eventually fall on the crew. 

A Commission estimate based on 2004 figures, shows that the additional 
cost of fuel arising from the fuel crisis would be shared by the vessel owners 
(65 %) and crew (35 %). Assuming that there are 175 000 fishermen in the 
EU, this would represent an average loss of € 2 000 per fisherman/year. 
However, for some countries and fleets the loss could be much higher. In 
general terms, two implicati_ons may be envisaged for crews during times of 
high fuel prices: a) the crew share becomes too low to sustain a fisherman's 
livelihood and hence the vessel owner may struggle to find a qualified crew 
for his vessel as people seek alternative employment, or b) the vessel owner 
is forced to reduce the size of the crew to keep crew shares sufficiently high, 
with possible safety implications for the vessel. 

In terms of job losses, available evidence shows that at continuously high 
fuel prices, job losses in 2008 linked to the fuel price increase could be as 
high as 15 %, although it is difficult to isolate job losses due to an increase 
of fuel prices from those resulting from other factors that are depressing the 
economic performance. 

2.3. Aquaculture 

The data referred to in this sub-chapter have been extracted from different 
sources and may be subject to minor variation. However, this does not 
change the global analysis of trends and the overall evaluation.24

. 

More facts and figures on the EU aquaculture sector and its socio-economic 
dimensions are provided in the Impact Assessment of the Com.t"llth'lication on 
a new impetus for the Strategy for Sustainable Development of European 
Aquaculture25

. 

Overall production 

Data come from the following studies: 
- Etude des Performances Economiques et de !a Competitivite de !'Aquaculture de !'Union Europeenne. 
Etude 3 dans le cadre du contrat cadre Lot 3 - etudes relatives a !a mise en ceuvre du FEP. AND 
International. September 2008. This analysis will be further referred to as the "AND 2008". 
-Review of the EU Aquaculture Sector. Task 1 of the study on the Defmition of Data Collection Needs 
for Aquaculture. FISH/2006/15 - lot 6. Interim Report, December 2007. Framian. "Framian 2007", 
hereinafter. 
- FUTURE PROSPECTS FOR FISH AND FISHERY PRODUCTS 4. Fish consumption in the 
European Union in 2015 and 2030 Part 1. European overview by Pierre Failler, with the collaboration 
of Gilles Van de Walle, Nicolas Lecrivain, Amber Himbes and Roger Lewins. Centre for the 
Economics and Management of Aquatic Resources Portsmouth, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland. FAO, 2007. p.51. "FAO 2007", hereinafter. 
- Prospective analysis of the Aquaculture sector in the EU - JRC scientific and Technical reports, 
September 2008. See http://ipts.jrc.ec.europa.eu!publications - This analysis will be fmther refened to 
as the "JRC prospective analysis" or "JRC 2008". 

SEC(2009) 453 
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In 2006 the total aquaculture production in the EU was close to 1.3 million 
tonnes and worth about € 3 billion. 

As can be seen in Table 17 below, the production in 2005 was a mere 3.4 % 
larger than what it was in 1996. Furthermore, production in 2005 was close 
to 12% less than the maximum of 1999. Decline in production has been 
broadly speaking steady since then, with the exception of 2003 and 2004~ 
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Table 17- Volume ofEU aquaculture production 

Aquaculture production in the European Union (EU-27) - Quantities (tonnes live weight) 

EU-27 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

Total aquaculture products 1.104.786 1.183.643 1.230.362 1.254.243 1.377.943 1.431.738 1.401.751 1.389.009 1.276.561 1.346.744 1.332.337 1.272.455 

Crustaceans and molluscs 634.502 691.757 714.860 709.367 817.648 825.264 779.742 741.607 661.066 703.033 705.280 679.679 

Molluscs 634.249 691.511 714.535 708.974 817.357 825.013 779.487 741.345 660.788 702.742 705.072 679.419 

Mussels 422.964 457.822 498.038 491.971 600.448 603.408 562.516 548.827 480.401 541.347 538.964 470.197 

Oysters 157.323 156.178 163.336 160.067 152.1~4 155.529 148.772 123.960 130.8:37 129.344 131.250 132.053 

Clams & arkshells 52.654 75.945 51.075 54.243 62.630 64.516 67.063 67.377 49.411 31.898 34.679 76.996 

Finfish* 465.197 486.786 510.440 539.814 557.235 603.439 618.977 647.359 615.457 643.674 627.016 592.731 

Freshwater fishes ** 356.036 361.813 361.549 361.802 352.396 356.408 357.848 365.223 334.059 345.181 331.229 312.846 

Rainbow trout 231.986 243.085 245.178 247.784 244.055 236.766 237.817 246.264 221.389 221.791 214.786 202.900 

Carps + other cyprinids 98.160 96.436 88.447 88.153 82.326 88.576 89.997 89.954 83.254 89.433 83.919 80.912 

River eels 7.943 6.819 8.503 8.605 9.686 10.439 10.658 10.151 7.953 8.997 9.024 8.202 

Tilapias + other cichlids 200 320 320 200 200 246 180 200 186 507 473 521 

Marine fishes** 109.161 124.973 148.891 178.012 204.839 247.031 261.129 282.136 281.398 298.493 295.787 279.885 

Atlantic salmon 77.728 83.748 98.920 116.926 127.346 146.139 146.952 162.267 169.478 162.552 172.939 144.801 

Gilthead seabream 12.779 17.487 23.751 29.868 37.858 50.137 58.747 63.605 59.798 71.524 64.004 71.475 

European seabass 12.753 16.999 19.253 23.739 29.209 37.198 40.849 41.443 39.256 46.632 42.030 49.202 

Atlantic bluefin tuna NA 15 77 NA 1.959 3.346 3.682 4.446 5.185 5.194 6.546 3.858 

* Finfish is the aggregate for Freshwater, Diadromous and Marine fish 
** Considering the main production methods for diadromous species farmed in the EU, data on Atlantic Salmon has been considered under "Marine" fish, while data for all other diadromous 
species, in particular the most important such as rainbow trout and eels, have been included under "Freshwater" fish".- NA: not available 

Source: Eurostat datasets 
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There are quite different trends between marine fish on the one hand and 
fresh water fish and molluscs & crustaceans, on the other. 

Fresh water production has slowly decreased from some 360 000 tons, wo1ih 
little less than €1 billion in 1996, to 313 000 tons and € 0.8 billion. This 
impbes an annual decrease of the volume by 1.4% and of the value by 1.1 %. 

As regards molluscs & crustaceans, production in 2005 was 5% lower than 
that in 1996, but close to 20% lower than the maximum achieved in 1999. 

The production volume of marine fish farming has been growing for nearly 
the entire period, with the exception of 2005. Production in that year was 
anyway 88% larger than that of 1996. 

The production volume of marine farming (marine fish together with 
molluscs and crustaceans) shows quite a distinct growth of 8% per year from 
1993 till 1999 (mainly due to important growth in shellfish farming), after 
which the production has levelled off at approximately 1 million tons (but 
with a general negative trend in shellfish production, while marine fish 
farming continued to increase). Overall marine farming has grown from 
720,000 tons in 1990 to 980,000 tons in 2005, representing an average 
growth rate of 2% per year. The value of the production has grown quite 
regularly by some 5% per year from €1.3 billion in 1990 to €2. 7 billion in 
2005. 

The five most important producers (France, Spain, Italy, United Kingdom 
and Greece) account for about 75% of the total valueandvelume. 

Production per species 

According to AND 2008 and Framian 2007 mussels are in terms of volume 
the most important species (38.2%), followed by trout (16.49%), salmon 
(11.77%), oysters (10.71 %) and sea bream/sea bass (9.81 %). In te1ms of 
value the most important today is fmming of sea bream and sea bass (19% of 
total), followed by trout and salmon (each 17%), mussels (14%) and oysters 
(1 0.11% ). These groups of species represent 78% of the total value of 
production and more than 86% of the total volume. 

The most important increases in aquaculture production have been in higher 
unit value fish species, largely dominated by sea bass and sea bream, and 
Atlantic salmon. Mollusc production has remained fairly constant for the last 
ten years, dominated by mussels and oysters. 

The most important producers of carp in 2006 were Poland, the Czech 
Republic, Germany, Hungary and France, which produce close to 90% of the 
EU carp production. Nearly all EU Member States produce significant 
amounts of trout. The major EU producers of trout in 2006 were Denmark, 
France, Italy, Spain and Germany with a 72% share in total EU volume 
(w01ih around €600 million). 

Most EU salmon production is concentrated in Scotland (almost 90%) and 
the rest in Ireland, with marginal production volumes in France. 
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The production of sea bream and sea bass is dominated by Greece (56%), 
followed by Spain and Italy with 15-16% each. France, Portugal and Cyprus 
are the other Member States having a significant production. 

The most important producers of mussels are Spain, France, Italy, the 
Netherlands, and the United Kingdom with a share of 85% in the total EU 
volume (wo1ih close to €350 million). 

Looking at the trends of individual species it is apparent that the only species 
with a consistent growth in value and volume are salmon and sea bass/sea 
bream, although the produced volumes of these two latter species are much 
lower, as welL as the growth rate of the volume. In 2005 the group "sea bass I 
sea bream" became economically the most important one farmed in the EU. 

The economic performance of the EU aquaculture sector appears to differ in 
many aspects - not only as far as species and on-growing technologies are 
concerned, but also country and size of the company. 

The most important factors affecting economic performance are, at the 
moment: 

• Heavy (global) competition with imports of farmed species from other 
parts of the world. Imports are putting pressure on prices of EU produced 
species; 

• Strong demand for fish in Europe and worldwide; 

•- As stated above, supermarkets require constant supply of good quality, 
with guarantee of environmentally friendly production chains; 

• Increasing costs of fish meal; and 

• Access to sites, licences and waste disposal. 

2.4. Processing industry 

In the European Union the fish processing industry has a long tradition. It 
contributes to the supply of high value added fish products to the 
Community and represents an important step in the fish chain from 'water to 
plate' ensuring, in general, high quality and safe products for EU consumers. 
In addition it occupies an important socio-economic place within the EU 
fisheries sector since it represents around 60% of the total value of the whole 
production chain and 34 % of the employment. Geographically, many of the 
processing enterprises are located in coastal areas and are important for the 
local or regional economy. 

The need for raw materials from both fisheries and aquaculture, as well as 
the vertical integration of some activities, make the fish processing and 
marketing sectors very dependent on measures related to the other aspects of 
the CFP such as conservation, aquaculture, international relations, etc. The 
processing industry is also concerned by other EU policies such as those 
related to health, hygiene, and safety of food products or environmental 
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issues through a broad range of horizontal legislation. The sector is also 
strongly affected by the EU intemational trade policy since there is an 
increased reliance on impmied raw materials as well as increased 
competition from third countries' seafood products. 

In spite of the relevance of the fish processing industry within the fisheries 
sector, as well as the important Community financial support provided to it 
during the last 20 years, only one study26 specifically focused on this sector 
has been funded by DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (1993). 

2.4.1. Production 

According to the Nautilus study27 the production of the fish processing 
industry (EU -15) reached around 4 millions tonnes with a value of 12 billion 
euros in 1999. The main producer countries, in volume, were Spain (20 %), 
UK (16 %), Italy (16 %), France (14 %), Germany (11 %) and Denmark 
(10 %). The main producer countries, in value, were France (22 %), UK 
(19 %), Spain (18 %), Italy (11 %), Germany (10 %) and Denmark (5 %). 
Following the enlargement of the European Union, Poland has joined the 
ranks of the leading processors of fisheries and aquaculture products. 

The category "Preserved fish", which includes ready meals, battered or 
breaded fillets as well as canned fish (tuna and small pelagics), corresponded 
to 32% of volume and 42% oftotal value ofthe EU production. Production 
of "frozen fish" and "dried, salted or smoked fish" were also significant with 
17% and tO% ofvolume and 13% and 12% ofvalue. Followed by frozen 
invertebrates and preserved shellfish. 

During the period covered by the study (94-99), the production has increased 
by 41 %in volume and 76% in value. Overall, the trend in value is upward 
whereas volume has decreased slightly from 1997 to 1999. This suggests a 
sector that is stabilising supply and is dealing with global supply shortages 
by increasing value through further processing. 

As can be seen in Section 2.1 , processing accounts by far for the highest 
output of the total fisheries industry with over €243 billion of total output. 

Regarding trends, a growth rate of+ 13% in 2001 and 2003 was followed by 
a decrease of 8% in 2004. These fluctuations are probably linked to the 
availability of raw material and the evolution of the Euro. Processing is of 
course very much linked to catching (and aquaculture); it appears that the 
productivity and remuneration of the labour force in processing is highly 
coupled to the fluctuations in the catching sector. 

Tuna is a major component of the industry. It is also very much globalised 
and pmiicularly exposed to imports from cheaper, South East Asia countries. 

26 Etude statistique du secteur de la transformation des produits de la peche et de !'aquaculture dans la 
Communaute europeenne. Avrill993. 

27 Figures based on EUROST AT data 

64 



The dependence of raw material, the strength of the Euro and the apparent 
importance of being closer to major consumption markets are drivers of an 
intense process of delocalization of production, in pmiicular of tuna 
products. 

Available figures from Spain are as follows: total production of processed 
fish (mainly canned fish) in Spain amounted to 336,292 tonnes in 2007, 
wmih €1.25 billion. 

There are very limited exports to outside the EU. For instance, Spain 
exported in 2007 42 % of its production of processed fish (mainly canned 
fish). 85% of exports went to other MS and a further 3% to other European 
countries. Africa and the Americas accounted for 6.3 % and 5.16 %, 
respectively, whereas Asia and Oceania received a mere 0.56%. Respective 
figures in value were 85.5 %, 3.5 %, 4.1 %, 6% and 0.9 %. The importance 
of the EU is growing. Of the other markets, only Africa showed a slight 
increase over 2006, both in volume and value. 

Exports increased in 2007 when compared to 2006: 6.8% in volume and 
5.28% in value. Increases since 2000 are 20% in volume and 30% in value, 
despite negative impact from the USD depreciation against the Euro. 

At country level, only Spain and Portugal show a near constant year on year 
increase in volume and value. Many countries have suffered significant 
fluctuation in production volumes, in particular, France, Italy and Belgium. 
Others like Germany, UK and Ireland have seen a_few large fluctuations in 
volume, but small year on year increases in value. 

Since 2000 the global production, in volume, has decreased toreach around 
3.3 billion tonnes in 2004, whereas the estimated value- has fluctuated
between 15.2 billion € (2000) and 12.7 billion € (2004) according to Eurostat 
data. In 2005, the European processing sector generated three times the 
turnover of the catch sector, with production amounting to a total value of 
around €18 billion. 
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Figure 18- Value of output of processing sector by Member State, 2005 (based on Facts 
and Figures on the CFP 2008) 

Value of the output of the processing sector (2005) (in thousands of CURl 
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2. 4. 2. Enterprises and employment 

There are over 3,000 companies and almost 124,000 employees, of which 
about 50% are women, in the fish processing industry (EU-15). Spain, 
France and UK account for 22 %, 19% and 18 %, respectively, of jobs. 
Germany (9 %) and Denmark (7 %) have also an important portion· of 
employment. 

It seems that most Member ~tates have seen a- great deal of consolidation 
during this period with a reduction in the number of companies. Generally, 
these companies have become bigger and have taken the place of the less 
efficient and smaller businesses that have left the industry during this period. 
On the other hand, it appears that overall employment has not altered 
significantly with some reductions in certain Member States and some 
increases in others. 
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Figure 19 - Number of persons employed by the processing sector and number of 
companies 2005 (based on Facts and Figures on the CFP 2008) 

1 Number of persons employed by the processing sector (2005) 
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With the recent EU enlargement, the EU processing sector has increased in 
size and divecsity. In particular, Poland and the Baltic countries liave an 
importantd1sh processing industry. According to Eurostat data (200 1 ), in the 
new ten Merrrber States there are over 766 enterprises and 32,800 persons 
employed in the fish processing sector. The turnover is estimated at 1 ,200 
mio €. The main products are: canned fish, chilled and frozen fillets, frozen 
products, salted/smoked fish, surimi and convenience products. Overall, the 
production is shifting from traditional products to more added value 
products. The total production is estimated at around 512,000 tonnes. 

2. 4. 3. Constraints 

The majority of the European fish processing industry is facing the following 
main constraints: 

(2) The steady decline of EU catches is limiting the Community supplies 
of raw materials to the fish processing sector. In spite of the 
increasing EU aquaculture production, nowadays, the dependency on 
imported raw materials is growing. 

(3) Strong competition from third country imports (processed products) 
resulting from the high level of EU production costs, in particular, 
those associated with employment and raw materials, as well as from 
the increased liberalisation of the international trade. The compliance 
with more demanding food safety and environmental legislation has 
also a repercussion on the production costs of the EU sector. 
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( 4) Another impmiant development for the European fish processing 
industry is the increasing power of large-scale retail chains which are 
reducing the sector's profits. 

In addition, specific problems affecting diverse sub-sectors and different 
Member States can be identified. The industry in some of the new Member 
States has obsolete facilities and problems of compliance with EU safety and 
environmental standards. Notably, and contrary to the EU-15 countries, the 
low level of wages and taxes in the new Member States as well as the 
possibilities for Community structural support for Objective 1 regions, make 
them very attractive for foreign investment \Vhich may result in an increased 
delocalisation of the industry inside the EU from the old Member States to 
the new ones. 

The increase in oil prices, which directly affects the fisheries sector, may 
have less direct impacts on the processing industry. Energy costs might 
range between as little as 0.4% and 2.2% of gross revenue depending on the 
type of raw material, type of processing and country, so the rise in oil prices 
also has an impact on the fish processing industry, although to a limited 
extent (with some exceptions such as the canning industry in Galicia). The 
cost of the raw materials may represent between 33 % 
(Frozen/canning/Portugal) and 78 % (Salt/dried/Portugal) of gross revenue. 
Therefore, increases in the price of raw materials as a consequence of the 
increase of fuel prices paid by the fishermen would have an important impact 
on the economic performance of the fish processing enterprises. Changes in 
transport costs (due to changing fuel prices) may have mixed effects, 
depending on the type of supply (local or from outside.J_and the destination. 

During the last ten years the sector has attempted to keep economic viability 
by developing different strategies. This has resulted in a concentration 
process with a lower number of generally larger companies, more integrated 
into the wider food industry, less dependent on or totally independent of the 
local/national supply and very often located near consumption centres. 

However, there is a part of the sector consisting mainly of small and 
traditional business which is very often located in coastal areas dependent on 
fisheries. This part of the sector has more difficulties to compete since they 
lack the means to develop the same strategies carried out by the bigger 
companies and need to restructure in a different way, in particular, through 
modernisation and developing niche markets where they can retain 
comparative advantage. 

In view of the sector constraints and considering that fisheries resources and 
aquaculture production are limited, an important expansion of the industry 
may not be expected within the EU in the future. Nevertheless, in some of 
the new Member States there exist opportunities for a certain growth since 
their production costs still remain low which provide them with a 
competitive advantage. To a ce1iain extent, challenges would be different for 
the new Member States where the main sector needs are modernisation and 
compliance with EU rules. 
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2.4.4. Conclusions on the processing industry 

Overall, the sector needs to improve its competitiveness. This involves 
reducing the production costs through an improved supply of raw materials, 
and more efficient operations based on improved or innovative technology. 
At the same time, the industry needs to focus on higher value products and 
respond to consumer demands. There is also a need to develop new markets. 
In spite of the increased competition and possibilities of industry 
delocalisation, the recent enlargement of the EU may provide new market 
opportunities for the older Member State's sectors since it brings in 110 
million consumers with a relatively low level of consumption of seafood 
products, creating a potential for increased consumption and consequently 
potential for a growing market. 

With continued developments through globalisation it is nevertheless 
expected that the sector will adapt to new international opportunities as well 
deal with the diverse constraints at hand~ In this process the efforts will most 
probably be focused on the following needs: 

Food safety: The EU seafood industry can be considered as one of the 
safest in the world but needs to make continuous efforts to adapt and 
follow the emerging regulatory demands. Research should contribute to 
keep and/or improve the food safety standards of the EU seafood industry, 
and updating of food safety legislation may help to take into account new 
developments as well as progress in scientific knmvledge. 

Environment: EU environmental legislati0n is leading to a more 
environmentally friendly industry but is-also involving additional costs for 
the sector. In order to maintain economicc viailllity, the enterprises need to 
invest and apply cleaner production strategies, based on 'anticipate and 
prevent' strategies (with improved housekeeping practices, process 
optimisation, new technology and new product design). Here also 
research should contribute to keep and/or improve the environmental 
standards ofthe EU seafood industry. 

Raw materials supply and international trade: Central to the industry 
remains an improved supply from EU fisheries and aquaculture as well as 
from third countries. An appropriate fish stock management, based on 
scientific advice, and a sustainable development of the aquaculture, at 
both European and world level, are essential to ensure the future supply of 
the industry. Initiatives aimed to achieve a better use of the limited 
resources (such as co-operation with suppliers on product characteristics, 
traceability) are important in a situation of scarcity. The inter-branch 
organisations may have an important role to facilitate and improve raw 
materials supply to the processing industry this can be assessed under the 
next revision of the CMO. Furthermore, the increasing use of semi
processed materials produced in third countries with lower labour costs 
may help EU enterprises to reduce their production costs - here also the 
revision of the CMO will provide an opportunity to evaluate the utility 
and impacts of the measures aimed to improve the competitiveness of the 
fish processing industry. And finally, future Community trade 
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negotiations and, in particular, the current WTO round are of continued 
interest to the EU fish processing industry. 

Structural policy: From the Operational Programmes of the MS it is clear 
that structural funds will continue to play an important role to improve 
competitiveness and employment of the fish processing sector. The EFF 
for the period 2007-2013 represents a new approach as it proposes to 
provide support in priority to the small and micro enterprises and to 
narrow the eligible measures. 

Research and Innovation: Both private and_ Community RTD programmes 
will continue to be essential tools for ensuring the sustainability of the 
sector in the long term, with some of the following priority areas: 
ensuring and improving the safety, quality and traceability of the seafood 
chain and products; the development of new products which respond to 
consumer demands; a better utilisation of raw materials and wastes; and 
new and more environmental friendly production methods and 
technology. 

Ultimately, if we are to have a better understanding of the status and 
developments of the processing sector, comprehensive information and data 
need to be compiled to reflect the realities of today. 

2.5. The impact of the financial crisis and economic recession 

The financial tunnoil and the economic recession are evidence by now. All 
seotors are suffering from declining consumer confidence, consumption, 
investments, and so on. It is not possible at the ·moment to state with a 
sufficient degree of certainty how long they will last or how deep they will 
go. 

Looking ahead, there is consensus in that the outlook for economic activity is 
extraordinarily unce1iain. Activity contracted very significantly in the last 
quarter of 2008 and will continue to be very weak for most or at least a 
significant part of 2009. The only positive factors pointed to by specialists is 
that the very low inflation (the ECB predicts price stability for the whole of 
2009) will suppmi real disposable income, and hence consumption and that 
the significant policy measures announced in recent months should start to 
bear some positive fruit relatively soon. However, the same analysts that 
point to these positive factors make them dependent on a number of other 
factors, including the actual impact on the real economy of the turmoil in 
financial markets, and concerns about the emergence and intensification of 
protectionist pressures. All in all with falling purchasing power and 
increased uncertainty, consumers tum to less expensive fish species, to 
prepared and take-away food. 

Within the fisheries sector, the catching sector has seen pressure from high 
fuel costs diminishing dramatically since last summer only to find itself to 
have to deal with instances of declining demand and general poor financial 
conditions. There is little doubt that the catching sector is also affected by 
the financial turmoil. In addition, it has always been a business with a 
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relatively high level of risk, which means that the tightening of credit 
standards could be more significant than for other sectors. 

Aquaculture and processing industries, which have been much less affected 
than the catching sector by the fuel crisis, appear to be much more severely 
affected today, since they can..'lot enjoy the "buffer" of lower oil prices and 
are more exposed to liquidity pressures due to higher running capital 
requirements. Most aquaculture firms are particularly exposed to the effect 
of the financial crisis due to their long production cycle. The long cycle 
between the start of operations and the time when fish reach marketable sizes 
makes aquaculture firms more dependent on external financing than 
comparable firms in the catching sector. Pressure is consequently coming 
much more significantly from the difficulties in finding short te1m credit for 
operational costs than long-term investment credit. The latter is also less 
widely needed because in recent years many farmers modernized their 
enterprises thanks to FIFG financial support. Regarding fish prices, the 
situation is getting worse since the New Year opened very slowly. Overall, 
demand is depressed, even more than usual at this time of the year. As a 
result, prices of all main commodities decreased. The sharp decline of the 
Icelandic Krona and the (much smallerJ decrease of the Norwegian Krone 
have contributed to push down whitefish prices further in recent months 
(although the Norwegian Krone recovered slightly since January). In 
addition, cod quota increases in Iceland and Norway for 2009 could intensify 
the downward pressure on prices of that very important species across the 
EU. There are suggestions that the global economic downturn is prompting 
South East Asian seafood produeers to explore new markets and consi-der· 
price reductions that can exacerbate fish import pressure to EU markets. 

According to the European Price Report of Globefish-FAO, demand 
collapsed in major markets for whitefish. Cod and Alaska pollack prices 
tended sharply downward, and no improvement in the market is foreseen for 
the coming months. The next few months are expected to be very difficult 
for important species, such as cod and tuna. 

For example, the price of hake in Vigo port has fallen by 72% in February 
2009 compared with the same month last year; however low-value species 
show a better evolution. This suggests a change in the pattern of demand of 
fish species from high value to low value species. This phenomenon 
anticipates that fleets targeting high-value demersal species are being hit 
harder by the current economic crisis. 

Table 18- Evolution offish prices from February 2008 until February 2009 

Species Port Avg price Feb Avg price Feb Annual 
2008 (€) 2008 (€) difference 

Megrim Vi go 5,30 3,80 -39% 

Anglerfish Vi go 5,30 3,83 -38% 

Horse mackerel Vi go 2,17 1,93 -12% 

Swordfish Vi go 5,52 7,20 23% 
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Blue whiting Corufia 0,67 0,97 31% 

Sardine Riveira 0,58 0,94 38% 

In this scenario, with a strong fall in demand and prices for high value 
species in January and February 2009, it is very likely that the EU fishing 
sector will be affected seriously by the economic developments resulting 
from the financial crisis. 

2.6. Concluding remarks on economic performance 

One of the main challenges for the EU fishing industries has been and still is 
the structural imbalance between fleet capacity and resources in many 
fisheries. Overcapacity has eroded the resource base by decades of 
overfishing. Margins remain low in many fisheries, partly because of 
continuing declining volumes and also due to the negative economic impact 
of increased fuel prices. Fmihermore, the average price of various fish 
species has not increased significantly over the last 10 years, even if some 
price increases have been observed for some species. The industry therefore 
has low resilience to external economic pressure. 

The EU market for fishery products, i.e. captures plus aquaculture 
production, shows a structural imbalance between supply and demand. This 
feature has been widening 1n the-last years. This is a result of insufficient 
conservation111easures, wrong economic incentives, changing demographics 
and demand patterns. \X.Lhereas=-the EU production of raw materials from the 
capture sector has dropped; largely because important stocks have been 
overexploited and the produGtivity of capture fisheries therefore is reduced, 
the successive enlargements have brought a large number of consumers with 
higher per capita consumption. The lack of increase of aquaculture 
production, constrained by natural and economic limitations, has not been 
able to fill the gap. 

The fishing sector needs capital-intensive productive assets in the form of 
fishing vessels. This applies to all full time fishing vessels, including the 
coastal fishery using small vessels. At the same time, the fishing industry has 
to compete with other maritime industries for labour. Insofar as the revenue 
level or cost structure of fisheries remains broadly unchanged, profit trends 
will depend in the first instance on the fishing fleet's growth in productivity. 
Increased productivity will mean fewer vessels taking part in a fishery. In 
this sense the future management of fleet capacity has to focus on improved 
economic perfmmance of the fleet. For this to materialise, a return to more 
responsible fishing of the stocks is needed and this will result in 
opportunities for larger yields in the longer term. Ensuring the proper 
utilization of the potentials for capacity reductions and for shifts to fishing 
methods with less impact are imperative. This calls for exploring the impact 
of management systems aiming at enhancing the economic efficiency of the 
fleet as well as adjusting harvest capacity. 
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3. EU DEMAND, MARKETS AND TRADE 

3.1. Trends in production and trade 

3.1.1. World trends 

3 .1.1.1. World production 

Capture fisheries and aquaculture supplied the world with about 142 million 
tonnes of fish food in 2005. Global capture fisheries production reached 93.8 
million tonnes in 2005 (F AO yearbook Fishery and Aquaculture Statistics). 
China, Peru, the United States of America and Chile are the main top 
producing countries. World capture fisheries production has been relatively 
stable in the past years. Fluctuations in species and regions tend to 
compensate for each other. Production in the Eastern Indian Ocean and 
Western Central Pacific continued their long-term increasing trends, and in 
the Northwest Atlantic and Northwest Pacific areas, recent increases were 
observed. In contrast, catches in two other areas decreased recently: for the 
first time since 1991, catches from the Northeast Atlantic totalled fewer than 
10 million tonnes; in the Southwest Atlantic, a sharp drop in catches of 
Argentine shortfin squid brought total catches down to their lowest level 
since 1984. The Mediterranean and Black Sea remained the most stable 
marine area in terms of capture production. Overall a downward global 
trend for marine capture is registered. 

Catches from inland waters, about 90 percent of which occur in Africa and 
Asia, have shown a slowly but steadily increasing trend and reached a record 
9.6 million tonnes in 2005. 

Aquaculture continues to grow more rapidly than other animal food
producing sectors. While capture fisheries production stopped growing in 
around mid-1980, the aquaculture sector has maintained an average arumal 
growth rate of8.7% worldwide (excluding China, 6.5 percent) since 1970. 28 

Aquaculture already provides about half of the world fish supply for human 
consumption and has a significant potential for further growth25

. 

World availability of white fish is twice less important today than 20 years 
ago. In 2008 world supply should reach its lower level (some 6 million 
tonnes) notably due to a decrease of Alaskan cod and pollack. 

It is worth taking note that despite the huge increase in availability, the unit 
value ofPangasius fillets has gone up in 2007. 

28 FAO: The state of world aquaculture 2008 
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Figure 20- World production 

Source: World Fish Production (FAO 2007) 

Table 19- World fisheries and aquaculture production and utilisation 

Variation 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000/2005 

in million tonnes 

INLAND 

Capture 8,8 8,9 8,8 9 9,2 9,6 9,1% 

Aquaculture 21,2 22,5 23,9 25,4 27,2 28,9 36,3% 

Total inland 30 31,4 37,2 34,4 36,4 138,5 'Lo,3% 

! 
MARINE I 
Capture 86,8 84,2 84,5 81,5 85,8 84,2 -3,0% 

Aquaculture 14,3 15,4 16,5 17,3 18,3 18,9 32,2% 

103, 
Total marine 101 '1 99,6 101 98,8 104,1 1 2,0% 

Total capture 95,6 93,1 93,3 90,5 95 93,8 -1,9% 

Total aquaculture 35,5 37,9 40,4 42,7 45,5 47,8 34,6% 

Total world 141' 
fisheries 131 '1 131 133,7 133,2 140,5 6 8,0% 

UTILISATION 

Human 107, 
consumption 96,9 99,7 100,2 102,7 105,6 2 10,6% 

Non-food uses 34,2 31,3 33,5 30,5 34,8 34,4 0,6% 

Source: FAO- the state of world fishenes and aquaculture 2006 

3 .1.1.2. World consumption 

Global consumption of fish has doubled since the 1970s. It reaches today 
over 100 millions t. World per capita consumption of fish and fishe1y 
products has risen steadily over the past decades from an average of 11.5 kg 
during the 1970s, 12.8 kg in the 1980s to 14.8 kg in the 1990s. Consumption 
has continued to grow and reach 16.9 kg per capita in 2007 (preliminmy 
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figures). During this period (1970-2007) world population grew from 3. 7 
billion to 6.5 billion people. A large share of the rise in fish production in the 
world relates to China, where domestic consumption of fish and fishery 
products per capita has risen from less than 5 kg in the 1970s to the present 
26 kg. Much of the increase in total production of fish in the world has not 
only taken place in China, but has also been consumed in China. For the rest 
of the world, consumption per capita has been remarkably stable, oscillating 
around 14 kg per capita. Reports by F AO (2007) noted that population and 
income growth, together with urbanization and dietary diversification, are 
expected to create additional demand and to continue to shift the 
composition of food consumption towards a growing share of animal 
products, particularly fish. 

Figure 21-- World consumption 
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Source: FAO 

3.1.1.3.World trade 

1980 1990 2007 

Fish and fishery products are highly traded, with more than 37 percent (live 
weight equivalent) of total production entering international trade as various 
feed and feed products. 

According to the F A029 total world exports of fish and fishery products 
reached US$85.9 billion in 2006. In real terms (adjusted for inflation), 
exports of fish and fishery products increased by 32.1 percent in the period 
2000-06. 

International trade in fisheries products is to a large extent driven by demand 
in Japan, USA and the EU (72% of total world imports by value, 52% by 
volume). 

Exports of fish for human consumption have increased by 57 percent since 
1996. Available data for 2007 indicate fmiher strong growth to reach about 
US$92 billion. 

29 The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2008 
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Also according to the F AO China is establishing itself as the leading fish 
exporter with exports amounting to US$9.0 billion in 2006 and US$9.3 
billion in 2007. On the import side China has become the sixth-largest 
importer in 2007, with imports amounting to US$4.5 billion, pmily owing to 
imports of raw material for processing and re-export. 

Another remarkable development is the importance of fish exports from 
developing countries. The F AO mentions in its aforementioned report that 
net exports of fish products from developing countries (i.e. the total value of 
their expmis less the total value of their imports) continue to be of vital 
importance to the economies of many fish-exporting developing countries. 
They have increased significantly in recent decades, growing from US$1.8 
billion in 1976 to US$24.6 billion in 2006. 

Finally, fam1ed products are taking an increasingly larger share of the 
intemational total trade in fish products. For species such as catfish and 
tilaflia the F AO has now found that the export growth rates for these species 
exceed 50 percent per year. 

3.1.2. EUtrends 

Data and graphics under this section are based on: "Evaluation de 
!'Organisation Commune des Marches des produits de la peche et de 
!'aquaculture" (September 2008) and "Analyse de l'approvisionnement et la 
commercialisation des produits de la peche et de !'aquaculture dans l'UE" 
(April 2009) Emst & Young - COGEA - Eurofish - AND Intemational -
Euro:tish. fBoth-documents are available on www.europa.eu/fisheries] 

3 .l.TLEU production 

The EU as a whole is the third global producer, after China and Peru. In 
2005 the EU-27 production of fishery products (capture fisheries and 
aquaculture production) was about 4 % of the world total, when it was 7 % 
in 1996. Norway and Iceland together accounted for 3 % of the world total, 
i.e. higher than the combined production of the four more important 
producers. Four Member States (Denmark 14 %, France, 12 %, Spain 14% 
and the United Kingdom 12% (together representing) accounted for 53% of 
the EU-27 production in 2005). The EU-27 production in 2005 was about 
1 7% less than in 1993. 

A declining trend in captures has been registered for more than a decade. 
Aquaculture is responsible for 18 % of total EU fish production, but is also 
in long-term decline. 

3 .1.2.2.EU consumption 

The substantial demand increase in the EU ( + 1. 7 million tonnes between 
2005 and 2007) and the downward trend of traditional white fish species 
availability30 are likely to further lead to supply constraints. These trends 

30 
the March 2008 North Atlantic Seafood Forum announced for 2008 a decrease by 7% for Atlantic cod, 5% for haddock, 3% for 
Alaskan pollack and 13% Pacific cod 
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also bring value to substitution opportunity (under fished specws, 
aquaculture). 

At global consumption level, fish products seem to benefit from a relative 
decrease in meat consumption in total food intake in the EU (partial 
substitution). 

Traditional demersal and pelagic species continue to make up most of the 
market, although their overall share has slightly decreased, passing from 
59.2% in 1996 to 57.6% in 2005. The increase in market share for fresh 
water fish is explained by the expansion of farmed species (salmon, tilapia, 
pangasius). Similarly, the increase in volume of shellfish, which passes from 
8.4% to 9.5%, is explained by growth in farmed shrimps imports. 

The Community market is very heterogeneous in terms of per capita 
expenditure, consumer habits and the weight of the fishery and aquaculture 
products in the sources of animal proteins. 

Fishery and aquaculture products provide on average 15% of the animal 
proteins per head in the EU. This rate reaches 50% in PT, but for more than 
half of the MS this level is less than 10%. 

Ignoring the effects of the purchasing power differences, real expenditure per 
head ranges from 300€/year to 50€/year at an EC average of 113€/year. 

Constant and continuous growth in consumption is recorded. This growth 
concerns the majority of the Member States and is particularly strong in 
Central and Eastern Europe (a "correction" effect of a very low level of 
consumption of the fishery and aquaculture products). 

In terms of consumption methods, a strong increase in the demand for fish 
fillets, shellfish and prepared products, and a fall in the demand for whole 
fresh fish are observed. 

Price-elasticity varies widely among fishery and aquaculture products 
according to product type and to species: it is larger for fresh white fish than 
for small pelagic species or preserves. 

Price is the essential factor for consumers, however, other determinants of 
demand emerge and in pmiicular health aspects (nutrition, fight against 
obesity). 

1000 t poids vif 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Poissons d'eau douce 1 039,10 1 026,94 1 028,18 1 024,11 1 063,29 1157,26 1128,95 1186,41 1186,41 1 186,41 
Poissons demersaux 3 762,34 3 760,89 3 716,06 3 519,36 3 544,34 3 776,57 3 433,99 3 502,79 3 502,79 3 502,79 
Grands poissons pelagiques 2 089,92 2041,49 2 414,12 2 322,85 2 378,81 2 449,44 2 635,87 2 654,67 2 654,67 2 654,67 
Autres poissons marins 631,20 586,69 605,11 571,06 548,22 570,28 536,83 536,66 536,66 536,66 
Crus laces 833,61 821,75 922,01 904,31 918,06 1 000,01 951,02 1 018,54 1 018,54 1 018,54 
Cephalopodes 418,88 459,60 466,83 487,76 482,94 519,95 503,98 530,76 530,76 530,76 
Autres mollusques 1102,79 1139,59 1 276,11 1 241,68 1 233,97 1 248,44 1 241,26 1 266,03 1 266,03 1 266,03 
Total 9 877,84 9 836,95 10 428,42 10 071,13 10 169,63 10 721,95 10 431,90 10 695,86 10 695,86 10 695,86 

Source: FAO 
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3.1.2.3.Food supply 

The EU market for fishery products, i.e. captures plus aquaculture 
production, shows a structural imbalance between supply and demand. This 
feature has been widening in the last years. 

Figure 22 - Supply of fish products in the EU 

EU15's fish supply 1961 - 2001 (in-tonnes live weight) 
(Source: Eurostat) 
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Whereas the EU -;_olvrl.uction of fishery products, after some cyclical 
developments over the last-decades, has declined to the level it reached in the 
seventies (and down around 20% since the peak in the early nineties), EU 
consumption of fishery products expressed as available supply per person is 
on the increase. The per capita supply in the EU15 rose by 9% during the 
period 1990-2001 and reached 24.6 kg/head in 2001, although with 
significant differences between Member States. 

The continuous decline in EU production since 1995 and the steady increases 
in both consumption and exports have boosted imports from third countries 
in order to satisfy the EU's supply needs. Between 1990 and 1995, EU's 
production and imports stood at similar levels in live weight. From 1996 
onwards, imports rose significantly and reached 58% of EU's total supply in 
2001 while production accounted for only 42%. As for white fish species, 
the EU Fish Processors' Association estimates that impmis account for 90% 
of the EU supply for these products. 

Figure 23 - Supply of seafood products to European market 
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Figure 24 - Contribution of domestic production to EU supply. 

Percentage contribution of domestic production, 
EU 15 landings + aquaculture 
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The comparison of trends at EU and world-wide levels clearly show the 
diminishing importance of the EU as a fish supplier. 

3.1.2.4.Supply of the EU market 

The European Union is a major net importer and imports are growing fast. 
Imports from third countries to the EU amount to 6.2 million tonnes 
(17.3 billion €) while the EU exports 2.3 million tonnes representing 
3.5 billion €31 .Imports represent up to 64 % of the supply of fishery products 
ofthe EU. 

31 Eurostat fisheries statistics 1990-2006 
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Table 21 -Supply balance in UE-27 for fisheries and aquaculture products in 1995 and 
2001 

1000 t poids vif 1995 2001 
Production (1) 9 218 8 221 
Utilisation non alimentaire (2) -2 795 -2 033 
Importations (3) 8 465 11 132 
Exportations (4) -5 429 -7 087 
Variation des stocks (5) -35 122 
Approvisionnement (6) ~ (1)+(2)+(3)+(4)+(5) 9 424 10 355 
Population (1000) 478 349 483 537 
Approvisionnement par tete (kg) UE-27 19,7 21,4 
Approvisionnement par tete (kg) UE-15 23,0 24,8 

Source: EUROSTAT 

EU supply balances for fish and aquaculture products demonstrate the 
growing part of imports to supply EU markets. This trend has accelerated 
since 2001. EU production decreased by 5.7% between 2001 and 2005 
whereas imports increased by 6% between 2001 and 2003 (UE-15) and by 
16% between 2004 and 2007 (l'UE-25). In 2007, self-reliance is estimated to 
be at 36%. 

EU su_13ply balances for fish and aquaculture products demonstrate the 
growing part of imports to supply EU markets. This trend has accelerated 
since 2001. EU production decreased by 5.7% between 2001 and 2005 
whereas imports increased by 6% between 2001 and 2003 (EU-15) and by 
16% between 2004 and 2007 (the EU-25). In 2007, self-reliance is estimated 
at 36%. 

Table 22 -Supply balances (estimated) in EU-25 for fisheries and aquaculture products in 2004-2D07 

1000 t poids vif 2004 2005 2006 2007* 
Production (1) 7 430 7 033 6 974 6 940 
Utilisation non alimentaire (2) 2 600 2 600 2 600 2 500 
Importations (3) 7 993 8 355 8 993 9 712 
Exportations (4) 2 239 2 196 2 040 1 856 
Approvisionnement (5)- (1)- (2) + (3)- (4) 10 584 10 592 11 327 12 296 
Approvisionnement par tete (kg) UE-25 23,0 22,9 24,4 26,5 
Taux d'autosuffisance 45,6% 41,9% 38,6% 36,1% 

' estirration Source : AIPCE 

The trade covers primarily non-processed raw materials (fresh, chilled or 
frozen), for exports as well as for imports. In value, raw materials account for 
83% of imports and 83% of exports. 
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Imports 

Table 23 -Structure of the imports of the EU in 2006 

EU-27 imports from extra EU, 2006 (k€) 
Live, Fresh, 
Chi!!ed or Prepared or 

Fish Species by category Frozen preserved Total 
Demersal Fish 3 663 891 8 117 3 672 007 
incl. Flatfish Halibut 104 283 - 104 283 

Sole 34 119 - 34 119 
Plaice 27 004 - 27 004 

Round Fish Cod 1 790 854 441 1 791 295 
Hake 646 239 7 150 653 390 
Alaska Pollack 543 806 - 543 806 
Haddock 245 753 - 245 753 
Coalfish 191 483 352 191 835 
Seabream 20 524 - 20 524 
Pollack and Alaska Pollac 9 057 173 9 230 
Ling 8 470 - 8 470 
Blue Whiting 5 923 - 5 923 

Pelagic Fish 624 195 1 534 376 2 158 571 
incl. Small Pelagic Herrings 172 661 27 329 199 990 

Mackerel 78 779 42 259 121 038 
Anchovies 47 733 101 421 149 154 
Sardines 5 375 113 551 118 926 
Horse Mackerel 1 905 - 1 905 

Tunas 213 915 1 247 187 1 461 102 
Pelagic, other Swordfish 99 603 - 99 603 

Dogfish and other sharks 41 781 - 41 781 
Salmon 2 105 176 112 791 2 217 967 
Other 1 503 800 186 913 1 690 713 
incl. Freshwater Fish 654 355 - 654 355 

Diadromus- 60 888 402 6129D_:_-
Saltwater Fish 1 256 347 11 122 1 267'469 i 
Other Fish, other 247 453 175 790 423-z: :- 1 

Crustaceans 2 793 933- 657 501 3 4S1c:4@4~ I 
incl. Shrimps and prawns Shrimps and prawns 2 370 441 545 581 2916022 : 

Other Lobsters 216 868 3 689 220 557 
Sea crawfish 116 132 - 116 132 
Crabs 48 505 50 372 98 877 
Norway Lobsters 22 782 - . 22 782 
Other crustaceans 19 205 57 859 77 064 

Molluscs 1 668 529 129 531 1 798 060 
incl. Cephalopods Cuttlefish 543 004 - 543 004 

Octopus 362 646 - 362 646 
Squid 289 697 - 289 697 

Mussels Mussels 38 347 46 692 85 039 
Scallops Scallops 265 524 - 265 524 
Other Oysters 1 010 - 1 010 

Other molluscs 168 302 82 839 251 141 
Total 13116 548 2 629 630 15 746 178 

' Source: AND-I d apres Eurostat!COMEXT 

During the period of analysis EU imports increased in all product families 
(except for dogfish and other sharks). 
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Figure 25 -Trends in EU-27 imports by product family 
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Spain is the biggest importer from countries outside the EU, (19 %) of the 
value of EU imperts and comes distinctly before Germany (11 %), Denmark 
(11 %), France (10%) and Italy (9 %). 

The following graphs present the development, in volumes and prices, for 
imports of the four principal species. Here, we present the data for the EU -15 
which have been available since 1995. 
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Figure 26 -Development of volumes and prices of shrimp imports- EU-15 
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Figure 27- Development of volumes and prices of salmon imports- EU-15 
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Figure 28 -Development of volumes and prices of cod imports - EU-15 
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Figure 29- Development of volumes and prices of tuna imports- EU-15 
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It is noted in particular that the relation between impmi volumes and prices 
differs from one species to another. 

Indeed, prices fell for the shrimps at the same time as impmis increased, but it 
is not the case for the other species. The average import prices for cod ceased 
to increase in an almost continuous way since 1995. Regarding non-processed 
salmon, the average import price trend is extremely variable, but remains 
higher in 2007 than in 1995. Lastly, a slight increase tendency has been 
observed for processed products since 1995, although the current prices are 
below those of the peak of 1998. 

However, the volumes discussed here include different types of presentation 
and categories of freshness and quality, which may also explain certain trends 
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Origin 

China 

Iceland 

Norway 

USA 

Russia 

Argentina 

Namibia 

Faroe Islands 

in unit prices. To be able to provide an assessement of these developments, in 
pmiicular of competitiveness, it would be useful to fmiher study these 
analyses in greater detail. 

Origin and group of sourcing: 

Norway is the largest supplier to the EU especially for fresh, chilled or 
frozen fish. Imports from developing countries register a steady and 
continuous increase. Consumption of fishery products is increasing in 
Central and Eastern Europe with increasing competition in canned tuna 
between traditional EU producers and Asian countries, notably Thailand. 

Fresh, chilled or frozen fish and fish fillets are a very fast growing product 
group in imports (an increase between 1999 and 2007 by 263 % 
approximately. The major species concerned are salmon, cod, hake, pollack 
and tuna. Main exporters: Norway, Iceland, China, USA, Russia, Chile, 
Faroe Island, Vietnam. Fresh, chilled or frozen crustaceans (15 % of total 
imports): 75% of import value for shrimps and prawns. Main suppliers: 
Argentina, Ecuador, India, Bangladesh, China. Prepared and preserved fish 
(13% of total imports). 50% concern tuna and main suppliers are Ecuador, 
Thailand and the Seychelles. Globalization and rising competition from 
middle-income economies enable EU industry to source raw and semi 
processed materials at competitive prices. A growing dependence of the 
European industry towards imports of semi processed materials can be 
observed (loins and fillets). 

The EU imports more than 90% of its needs in wliite fish (3.2 millions 
tonnes among which 1.1 million t of cod). 

Table 24- EU 25 white fish imports from third countries 

Quantity (t) Variation 
2003-2006 

2003 2004 2005 2006 (%) 

2.690.000 2.725.000 2.69!.000 2.786.000 4 

445.000 474.000 535.000 684.000 54 

369.000 414.000 429.000 402.000 9 

388.000 387.000 386.000 361.000 -7 

256.000 371.000 374.000 343.000 34 

342.000 261.000 255.000 277.000 -19 

216.000 198.000 153.000 174.000 -19 

199.000 183.000 159.000 146.000 -27 

146.000 141.000 130.000 124.000 -15 
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South Africa 

Chile 

New Zealand 

Uruguay 

Peru 

Species -

Eel* 

Sea bass 

Carp 

Sea bream 

Oyster 

Mussel 

Salmon 

Trout 
Other fresh 
water fish 

Total 

93.000 88.000 86.000 66.000 -29 

68.000 50.000 39.000 41.000 -40 

58.000 40.000 37.000 44.000 -24 

35.000 39.000 34.000 37.000 6 

4.000 13.000 18.000 19.000 375 

Source: White Fish study 2007: AIPCE 

Imports of aquaculture products have grown significantly, with the exception 
of carps. The total value of imports was € 2.8 billion in 2007 (approximately 
2.2 times higher than the corresponding figure of 1999). Imports represent 
about 75% ofthe value of the internal aquaculture production. 

Table 25- Evolution ofEU 25 imports (in "live weight equivalent" tonnes) 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
3 092 2 076 4 025 2 286 2 620 2 707 3 436 2 368 4281 

3 990 3 403 4 250 7 424 7 976 9 894 12 061 12 569 15 425 

424 405 424 380 285 222 133 1 101 446 

1 075 444 533 862 1 159 1 416 2 512 2 244 3450 

85 48 102 115 118 225 405 221 229 

9 235 15 863 19 216 -:33 493 48 329 63 643 71 771 99 465 134 580 
329 976 339 970 347 261 390 603 447 640 484 631 537 858 s?r538 714 458 

584 578 3214 6 542 9156 3 564 1 304 3131 5 103 

2 109 2 998 7 092 9 744 22 070 57 362 107 467 287 754 393 5381 
350 571 365 784 386 115 451 449 539 352 623 663 736947- 980 390 1 271 512 

Source: AND-International (based on data from Eurostat/COMEXT; conversion factors: OFIMER 

It can be observed that among the species traditionally farmed in Europe, the 
imports of mussels have increased the most. Most of this increase is due to 
imports of canned mussels (about 30 000 tonnes in 2007, representing 120 
000 tonnes of live weight of mussels, 90 % of which are from Chile). 

Sea bass and sea bream imports are also growing rapidly, coming mainly 
from Turkey and Croatia. 

As regards salmon, which is by far the most important imported species both 
in volume and value, imports from Norway represent close to 85 % of all 
imported salmon. Although whole salmon is still the most impmiant product, 
imports of salmon fillets and other processed salmon products are growing 
faster. 

Another important group of species imported to the EU are bivalves, 
originating largely from Chile (23% of the value) and USA (20%). 
Approximately 50% of these imports are scallops and about 38% are mussels 
in different product forms. 
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It has to be noted that imports from fresh water species have increased in the 
period 1999-2007 by more than 187 times (from 2 100 tonnes to about 394 
000 tonnes). Impmis in 2007 were nearly four times as big as these of 2005, 
which clearly shows the great importance these imports have now. Imports 
come almost exclusively from Southeast Asian countries. 

According to a study carried out by the EU Fish Processors' Association in 
October 2007, Vietnamese imports into the EU (and Norway) are in large 
part made up of pangasius (200 000 tonnes in 2008, almost 50 % of the total 
export to the EU offish and fishery products). 

Exports 

In exports the pelagic species are the main group both in fresh and frozen 
(37% of total value of fresh and frozen exports) and in processed products 
(51% ofthe export of processed products). 

Tableau2_6- Structure des exportations de l'UE en 2006 

EU-27 exports from extra EU, 2006 (k€) 
Live, Fresh, 
Chilled or Prepared or 

Fish Species by category Frozen preserved Total 
Demersal Fish 284 468 12 877 297 345 
incl. Flatfish Halibut 62 332 - 62 332 

Sole 13 672 - 13 672 
Plaice 6 273 - 6 273 

Round Fish Cod 70 070 4 482 74 552 
Blue Whiting 64 720 - 64720 
Toothfish 26 339 - 26 339 
Hake 11 788 4 248 16 036 
Coalfish 6 749 502 7 252 
Haddock 6 083 - 6 083 

Pelagic Fish 735 751 211 695 947 446 
incl. Small Pelagic Mackerel 114 779 9 894 124 672 

Herrings 114 165 25 398 139 563 
Horse Mackerel 76 992 - 76 992 
Sardinella 23 393 62 338 85 731 
Sprats 23 012 - 23 012 
Anchovies 13 643 22 882 36 525 
Sardines 10 349 25 400 35 750 

Tunas 358 462 65 783 424 245 
Pelagic, other Swordfish 867 - 867 

Dogfish and other sharks 27 021 - 27 021 
Salmon 149 235 6 698 155 933 
Other 430 503 103 071 533 573 
incl. Freshwater Fish 28 219 - 28 219 

Diadromus (Eels, Trout and other salmonidae) 48 121 1 166 49 287 
Saltwater Fish 301 494 1 536 303 030 

Crustaceans 264 610 34 907 299 517 
incl. Shrimps and prawn: Shrimps and prawns 228 712 29 131 257 843 

Other Norway Lobsters 11 054 - 11 054 
Crabs 7 828 1 123 8 951 
Sea crawfish 6 763 - 6 763 

Molluscs 97 779 43 610 141 389 
incl. Cephalopods Octopus 28 776 - 28 776 

Squid 17 908 - 17 908 
Cuttlefish 16 825 - 16 825 

Mussels Mussels 5 139 8 784 13 923 
Scallops Scallops 6 257 - 6 257 

Total 1 989 365 412 859 2 402 224 
Source: AND-I d'apres EurostaUCOMEXT 
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Species 

Eels 

Sea bass 

Carp 

Sea bream 

Oysters 

Mussels 

Salmon 

Trout 

Total 

The main expmiers are Denmark, first in value terms (19% of value of EU 
exports) and Spain (16%). The Netherlands (14%) are the third exporter in 
value tetms but the first in volume terms. 

Total exports of the main aquaculture species' products amounted to 67 000 
tonnes "live weight equivalent" in 2007 (see table 26), worth € 278 mio. 
Generally speaking, expmis have grown significantly during the period 1999-
2007, at a rate very close to that of imports, in volume terms (volume 
multiplied by 2 - 2.5), for most species. 

Table 27- Evolution of EU 27 exports to the non EU countries (tonnes) 

-
-1999 .2000- ~001 2002 2003 2004 2005- 2006 2007 

190 242 128 190 147 191 126 131 124 
615 717 894 1083 954 1194 1406 1732 2228 
666 707 773 593 718 412 164 458 184 

65 213 257 333 250 295 438 852 1839 
731 1041 833 673 700 785 805 840 1180 

6063 8313 10450 11849 12936 13252 8996 10840 11988 
19602 14909 14944 18170 33336 30326 23849 36408 46011 

1890 1215 2506 2593 871 1633 2618 3040 3634 
29823 27357 30783 35484 49912 48088 38401 54301 67188 

Source: AND-International (based on data Eurostat/COMEXT); conversion factors: OFIMER 

It has to be noted however that total exports of EU aquaculture products 
remain limited when compared to the total EU production or to the imports 
of aquatic food in the EU (the volume of exports was around 5 % of 
imported volume and 10 % in value in 2007). 

Exports of sea bream are growing quickly. The volume of exports has 
multiplied by 30 since 1999, in particular to Russia, the US, and-Switzerland 
(see Table 27). These three countries are the most important destinations for 
most EU aquaculture products, followed by Vietnam, Japan and Thailand, in 
particular for salmon. 

Table 28- Exports perdestination country in 2007(tonnes) 

Destination Saumon Truite Bar Dorade Anguille Moule Hultre 

USA 16 060 0 653 171 0 1 036 2 
RUSS IE 7 054 1 485 586 508 48 825 365 
SUISSE 2 487 461 301 163 5 585 214 
JAPON 1 084 341 0 32 0 
NORVEGE 762 169 6 4 0 205 41 
VIETNAM 826 182 0 1 
UKRAINE 659 12 30 48 1 218 67 
AUSTRALIE 985 10 14 
CANADA 556 45 21 12 3 
CROATIE 254 99 4 2 0 329 
THAI LANDE 587 0 7 7 
LIBAN 531 0 0 24 4 
TUN ISlE 66 1 194 294 28 2 
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CHINE 247 139 37 56 0 5 
HONG-KONG 184 0 1 4 5 248 
ISRAEL 175 7 245 9 2 
SERB IE 213 41 35 29 0 

KUWAIT 338 0 0 0 0 

EMIRATS ARABES UNIS 173 1 4 0 15 53 
BOSNIE-HERZEGOVINE 54 0 0 56 0 
Total Extra-UE 36 669 3 461 2122 1 751 118 4190 1 180 
Source: AND-International d'apres Eurostat/COMEXT 

Exports of salmon and mussels are increasing since 2005, particularly 
salmon, after having lost significant ground in the period 2003-2005. 
Regarding salmon, even if expotis of whole fish are still the most important 
export product (close to 60% of volume), exports of smoked salmon, salmon 
fillets and other transformed products are outgrowing those of whole salmon. 

Exports of mussels have approximately doubled during the period 1999-
2007. As regards fresh mussels, Russia and Croatia are the most important 
destinations. The US is the most important destination for canned mussels. 

Exports of trout and oysters are also important. Russia is the main 
destination for both. 

3.2. Concluding remarks 

It is clear that~th@~:emand for fish is robust. This is valid for both the EU
level and the___global level, with a probable increase at regional levels. As a 
consequencethe_pressure on the resources is likely to remain high. But as a 
result of limited supply capacity of the marine stocks, aquaculture has been 
filling the gap and will continue to do so. As for the EU, it is clear that 
within this framework the EU dependence on external supply is already high 
and fast increasing. These growing imports take place in a context of 
increased production costs in Europe which strongly hit the European fish 
sector when oil prices sky-rocketed in 2008, and notably a sharp increase in 
freight transpoti (+ 121% in 2007) will make long distance imports even 
more costly. Finally, there appears to be no increase in consumer price of 
fish products such as was observed in 2008 for the majority of food 
commodities. 
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4. SOCIAL AND REGIONAL ISSUES 

4.1. Safety and working conditions 

Although it is known that fishing is the economic sector with the highest 
number of occupational accidents, it is not possible to obtain reliable 
statistical data on the accidents involving fishermen, notably because of a 
lack of uniform methods. It is deemed however that some 24.000 deaths 
occur every year worldwide. As regards the EU, 160 deaths and 2,527 
injuries were recorded in 1998 concerning EU fishermen. ILO statistics show 
a fishing industry fatality rate in the United Kingdom which is 15 times the 
national average, 22 times the national average in Sweden, 8 times the 
average in Spain, 25 times in Denmark. Research indicates that engine 
failure seems to be the most frequent cause of casualties. Therefore it is 
deemed that by improving maintenance and providing appropriate training 
the number of accidents could be reduced. The need to carry out regular 
inspections to reconsider the working time patterns and to ensure that safety 
rules are complied with has also been highlighted. Regarding working time, 
it is impmiant to note that a high percentage of accidents take place after the 
first eight hours at work. The excessive age of the Community vessels is also 
reported as a possible cause of accidents. 

A study on the matter, although limited in scope to UK,32 illustrates that 
causes for accidents are circumstances like machinery breakdown, 
inadequate training, fatigue or sleep deprivation, carelessness or negligence 
of staff. These causes are not linked to the vessel size. As a general 
conclusion, the lack of a culture of safety is deemed to be at the origin of 
most of the accidents recorded. 

Fatigue has been mentioned in documents issued by the social partners as a 
possible result of the "day at sea regimes", no evidence was presented 
however. On the other hand, it has been pointed out that poor maintenance 
may occasionally be linked to the entry of a vessel in a decommissioning 
scheme financed by EU and its planned demolition. 

This situation, coupled \Vith insufficient professional training and lack of 
inspection on the status of the vessels, is considered to be responsible for the 
high number of accidents concerning fishermen and, at the same time, the 
reason why the sector does not attract job seekers. As for the latter, the 
tough conditions under which fishermen operate and the high risk of 
accidents have indeed been often cited as a cause of the reluctance to embark 
on this occupation. Though Directive 2003/88 relating to the organisation on 
working time applies also to workers on board of fishing vessels, they are 
exempted from the main provisions33

. However this exemption shall be 
reviewed by August 2009. There is an apparent need to reconsider the 
working time patterns and to ensure that safety rules are complied with. 

32 MAIB, Report on analyses of fishing vessel accident data (1992-2000), concerning the UK fleet 
33 See art.21 Dir. 2003/88 
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Recruitment aspects 

The employment on board fishing vessels in the EU -15 decreased from 
240,000 in 1998 to about 190,000 in 2003, i.e. by 21 %. 

The size of the crews has been gradually reduced to a minimum required for 
safety and technical reasons. Labour saving technologies have been 
introduced. Crew members from third countries have increasingly been 
contracted, especially on larger fishing vessels. Foreign employment on 
board varies from 3% in Portugal to nearly 10% in Spain, France and 
Netherlands. The total number of foreign workers in the EU can be estimated 
at 5-10,00034

. 

The attraction of safer and better-paid jobs in other sectors has meant that in 
many Community regions it is increasingly difficult to find crews for fishing 
vessels, in particular for distant-water fishing fleets. Especially the 
recruitment of young fishermen has become problematic across the EU. 
Young people are reluctant to replace those leaving the sector because 
overall the sector has a poor image among the younger generation. Working 
conditions are reputed to be harsh, unrewarding and dangerous. A fisher's 
life is seen as one of sacrifice and difficult hours, with no future guarantees. 
The existing exemptions (as requested by the industry and MS) on working 
hours in the EU Directive on working conditions remains an issue in this 
context. Fishing is also becoming less attractive because of the deterioration 
of earnings and low wages when compared with alternative jobs outside 
fishing, such as merchant shipping, port activities, dredging, tourism, 
-aquaculture and offshore oil industry. 

Fishermen's education 

The composition of the fleet (with some 90,000 vessels ofwhich 74,200 are 
smaller than 12 m) reflects the educational level required from fishermen. 
The coastal fleet employs 95,000 fishermen, for which educational 
requirements are limited or non-existent and concern mainly seamanship and 
basic safety at sea - skills which are obtained in practice. For the larger 
vessels the normal sea-faring educational requirements are in place, 
including navigation skills. Only a limited number of fishe1men work on 
some 600 vessels over 40 m where specialized education is needed for some 
posts, such as for officers, skippers, mates and mechanics. 

Specific actions for improved qualification of seafarers and for enhancing 
the status of seafarer's careers are included in the Action Plan in the 
framework of Maritime Policy. As was mentioned before, insufficient 
training and re-training is often mentioned as a cause of injuries and 
casualties in fisheries. 

Fishermen's national pension regimes 

34 EP Report AS-0087/2001 
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Age 

15-24 

25-34 

35-44 

45-55 

56-64 

65+ 

4,700 fishermen older than 65 years were still active in 2006. This figure 
refers to 12 EU Member States onll5

. This situation seems to imply that 
national or individual pension schemes are not in all cases attractive enough. 
The EFF continued the possibility of an early retirement scheme from the 
earlier FIFG. Although statistics on the number of fishermen who benefited 
from this scheme are not available, it seems that only a limited number of 
people have made use of this opportunity (depending of course on the 
availability within Member States). Since a general overview of the different 
national regimes is not available, it is hard to say whether this scheme was 
not effective because of the insufficient amount offered by the Community 
aid or because national regimes are more generous. 

Table 29- Age distribution in marine fishing in selected countries (year 2006) 

DK ET FIN FR DE EL IT NL PL PT ES 

1.751 445 322 7.021 1.656 1.288 5.693 977 1.740 3.065 6.750 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

2.930 1.266 464 14.289 3.297 5.916 11.510 1.998 5.783 7.043 18.18 
0 

3.585 2.195 686 18.193 4:057 10.162 12.948 2.527 6.143 9.235 24.96 
6 

3.354 1.920 822 14.818 3.957 11.390 12.025 2.072 5.621 8.630 24.23 
1 

2.146 774 441 9.478 2.950 8.814 4.821 1.343 616 4.559 12.40 

! 
5 

2941 99 5 914 491 131 959 132 20 897 778 

Employment of women in fisheries36 

According to data, there were about 97,000 women in fisheries representing 
25% of the total "visible" employment (390,000) in the fisheries of the 14 
countries studied (2003 data). They represented 26% of fisheries 
employment in the EU 25. Women are more numerous than men in 
processing (57%), the most industrialized component of fisheries related 
activities. Their share is significant in aquaculture, where they represent 
32% of the total while they account for only 5 %of the total in fishing. 

In fishing and aquaculture, statistics ignore women who work part or full 
time for the family enterprise without legal recognition or associated social 
benefits. Although such legal recognition was initiated by the EU, most EU 
countries have not yet designed specific legislation to grant such recognition 
and this "invisible" employment is not reflected in statistics. 

35 Study FISH/2004/4 - http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/publications/studies _reports_ en.htrn 
36 EP Report, The role of women in fisheries, May 2008 
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4.2. Coastal fleets and linkages to coastal communities 

4. 2.1. Regional dependence of fisheries 

There are 125 coastal NUTS-2 regions in the EU-27. The large population of 
many NUTS-2 regions reduces the relative dependence of these regions on 
fishing. Galicia is indisputably the most important fisheries region in the EU 
in terms of absolute number of people working in the fishing sector, showing 
also one of the highest dependency rates. Other NUTS-2 regions, showing a 
dependency rate over 1% and with a number of persons working in the 
fisheries sector in access of 5,000 are in France (Bretagne, Poitou-Charente, 
Basse-Normandie), UK (N-E Scotland), Estonia, Latvia, Portugal (Algarve) 
and Poland (Pomorskie). Several relatively small NUTS-2 regions show high 
dependency in Greece. 

Figure 30 - Total fisheries sector - employment dependence by NUTS-II region (year 
2005) 

Source: Framian and Poseidon (2007) REGIONAL DEPENDENCY ON FISHERIES, Study for 
the European Parliament's Committee on Fisheries. 

Table 30 - Classification of the NUTS-2 regions according to the role of the total 
fisheries sector, 2002-2004 (Number of employed persons in the fisheries sector) 
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Table 31 - Top-1 0 ranking regions in terms of income, employment and 
dependency (year 2005) 
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Source: European Parliament's study EU regional dependency on fisheries 

Based on the study empl0yment in the fisheries sector: current situation 
(FISH/2004/4), there are mark~d differences in the structure of employment 
in the fisheries sector when one compares the Nmih Sea and Baltic region 
with the Atlantic areas andin~the Meditenanean. In the North Sea and the 
Baltic region, about 30% of people working in the fisheries sector are on 
board of fishing vessels. Around 65 % work in the processing industry and 
about 5 % in aquaculture. In the Atlantic and the Meditenanean fishing is 
much more important, representing a-share of 46% and 76% respectively. 
Processing represents 31 % in Atlantic areas and 14 % in the Meditenanean. 

Some specific characteristics are presented below37 

4.2.1.1.Nmih Sea 

Some 51,800 persons are employed in the fisheries sector of the North 
Sea, of whom only 15,100 are employed in fishing, 35,100 in fish 
processing and 1,600 in aquaculture. 

Denmark and North Eastern Scotland have the largest number of people 
employed in the fisheries sector. 

Denmark, N-E Scotland, Bremen and East Riding are the four areas with 
most people working in fish processing industry. 

Employment in the fisheries sector: current situation (FISH/2004/4); 
See http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/publications/studies/employment study 2006.pdf 
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- UK has three regions with top-ranking dependency (2 x on employment 
and 3 x on income) 

4.2.1.2.Baltic Sea 

About 54,400 persons are employed in the fisheries sector of the Baltic, of 
whom 17,200 in fishing, 33,500 in fish processing and 3,700 in 
aquaculture. 

- Latvia is the most important fisheries area in all respects. 

Almost 70 % of all people working in the fisheries sector can be found in 
the coastal regions of the new Member States 

4.2.1.3 .Atlantic area 

Almost 179,000 persons are employed in the fisheries sector in the 
Atlantic areas, of whom 82,900 in fishing, 55,800 in fish processing and 
40, roo in aquaculture. 

Galicia is the most important fisheries area in terms of dependence 
(4.1 %, 45,500 people). -Three areas show a dependence rate on marine 
fishing in excess of 1%: Azores (3.4 %), Galicia (1.9 %) and Algarve 
(1.0 %). 

- In 11 areas the fisheries sector employs more than 5,009 people. Bretagne 
is impmiant for its employment in the fish processing (7,400 people). 

Aquaculture is a major employer in Galicia, Poitou-C:harente and Algarve. 

Spain (1) and Pmiugal (2) are in list of top-ranking dependency (all three 
areas both in income and employment, although for POR one of the two 
refers to the Azores) 

4.2.1.4.MediteiTanean 

- Based on the study employment in the fisheries sector: cuiTent situation 
(FISH/2004/4), 118,000 persons are employed in the MediteiTanean 
fisheries sector, of whom 89,800 in fishing, 16,300 in fish processing and 
11,800 in aquaculture. 

- Eight regions show a dependence rate on total fisheries sector of more 
than 1 %. Seven of these regions are in Greece. The dependence is 
particularly high in Voreio Agaio (6.6 %), Ionia Nisia (3.4 %) and Notio 
Agaio (3.3 %) and the Peloponnese (both income and employment). By 
far most of these people are employed in marine fishing. Fish processing 
and aquaculture are of minor importance. 

- High numbers of people working in the fisheries sector can be found in 
Sicily (12,000), Catalonia (6,800) and Puglia (6,400). These are also the 
areas with the highest numbers of people working in fish processing. 
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4.2.2. Regional dependence and scale ofthejleet 

Another aspect important to consider is the structure of fleets. Not all fleets 
impact local communities the same way. Large vessels destine their fish to 
large markets while small boats employ workers directly from local 
communities and land their fish there as well, providing local knock-on 
effects. 

The EU 25 fleet is primarily a small-scale fleet (SSCF). The mean fishing 
vessel length is 9.4 m and the nominal engine power is 82.7 kW. With the 
exception of the Netherlands and Belgium, the mean vessel length is 
between 7 and 12 metres in all Member States. The three fleets showing the 
largest proportion of small vessels are; Finish vessels operating in the Baltic 
sea, Portuguese vessels in the Atlantic sea and Greek registered vessels in the 
Mediterranean sea; three different basins of exploitation. 

In 2005, 81 % of the whole EU 25 fleet was comprised of vessels less than 
12 metres long, or 87% for the less than 15 metres long vessels. 

Figure 31- Percentage of the small-scale fleet in EU 25, by Member State 
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The high number of SSCF units within the EU suggests that employment in 
these fleets could be significant, probably as many crew (1 00,000) in vessels 
<12m as in larger boats. It appears that landings per crew member are lower 
in the case of SSCF than LSF. It follows that the fishing mortality per crew 
member is lower in the case of SSCF. This is naturally true where different 
fishing activities target the same stocks. These elements suggest fundamental 
differences in the economic characteristics of jobs in SSCF and LSF and 
these aspects are discussed further. It is impmiant to emphasise that a given 
amount of capital invested in SSCF generates a higher level of employment. 

All the above-mentioned elements show clearly that the contribution of 
SSCF to employment is important. If we add to this the fact that these fleets 
operate throughout Europe and frequently in areas with low employment 
opportunities (rural areas, isolated islancls, for instance) we could conclude 
that SSCF provide employment with all its social benefits where there might 
otherwise be little of either and it establishes SSCF as a crucial element in 
the European fisheries sector. 

Despite the general decreasing trends in fishery resources a significant 
number of SSCF vessels remain in the fleets of different MS and this could 
be considered as indicating SSCF are attractive. In several cases, the survival 
of SSCF is mainly rooted in limited diversification possibilities and this is 
true in numerous areas throughout Europe. The relationship between fuel 
cost and tumover gives a good indication of the economic dependency of 
fleets on fuel consumption. The average for SSCF in general is lower than 
LSF because LSF are generally composed of boats using towed gears and so 
are very fuel-consuming while SSCF are mostly beats using fixed gears. 

The value of fishing access rights can be used as an indicator of positive 
attraction of SSCF. An analysis38 shows that fishing access rights have a 
significant value on the market and can account for between 26% and 50% 
of the invested capital. The access to these rights or privileges could 
constitute - and is often seen as - a barrier to entering the segment. However, 
one of the objectives of these regulations is to reduce the incentives to enter 
in the fisheries sector, leading to less fishermen, but making them more 
profitable. 

Whatever the case, SSCF maintain job opportunities in the primary sector 
and throughout the year in coastal zones and this could be very important in 
the long term. SSCF have the potential to be an attractive and profitable 
activity in coastal communities. This is sometimes hindered today by 
uncertainty over the future availability of stocks because of poor 
management. SSCF does not systematically improve its image in the market; 
it has the potential to produce high value products (lower volume but higher 
quality) using environmentally friendly methods in some cases. SSCF 
operators also have much greater potential to diversify to other activities in 
marine tourism and aquaculture than LSF. 

38 Employment in the fisheries sector: current situation (FISH/2004/4); 
See http:/ /ec.europa.eu/fisheries/publications/studies/employment study 2006 .pdf 
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5. RESOURCE RENT, SUBSIDIES AND COST OF MANAGEMENT 

5.1. Resource Rent 

5.1.1. The resource rent concept 

An essential aspect of any public policy is that social welfare is safeguarded 
and promoted. The Common Fisheries Policy should be assessed in this 
perspective and consequently it should therefore be analyzed how the public 
could also reap some benefit from the public marine resource in terms of 
social welfare. For natural resources such as fish stocks this is referred to as 
the resource rent. Box 5.1 discusses the concept of recourse rent m more 
general terms and more specific how this occurs in fisheries. 

The economic value of a natural resource is normally linked to the concept of resource rent according to 
which natural resources are to be regarded as a source of revenue, like profit and return on capital. The 
term resource rent is relevant in respect of revenues that derive from scarce natural resources and is also 
referred to as land rent1

. Resource rent is therefore a key concept for understanding the economy of 
fisheries, just as it is for other industries based on the exploitation of natural resources. In fisheries one is 
actually harvesting a yield from nature's own production - the natural resource itself is the basis for the 
production and simultaneously the resource is also an important input factor which it is essentially free to 
exploit. In other words, nature performs some of the production and it is this free production factor which 
allows the industry to harvest a resource rent. 

The resource rent will thus always be present in industries which are able to harvest a free yield from 
nature's own production. It can under given conditions be realised as additional revenue beyond the normal 
compensation for labour, capital and other paid-for production factors. The fact that nature's production is 
free can compensate for a genuinely lower return on the other input factors (labour and capital). If the return 
from these is at a normal/eve/, the free input factors will be expressed as an extra yield. 

In order for the resource rent to be realised as profit beyond what one would normally have earned by 
investing in activities not based on natural resources, there is a precondition that new producers Ere not 
able to establish themselves freely Access_to the resource must therefore be restricted in accordance with 
its scarcity in order for the resource rent to be realised as an extra_yield: For the individual-industrial actors it 
is the total yield that underpins their investment decisions, and with free access to establishment, the 
existence of resource rent will tend to result in overestablishment and overinvestment. The surplus from 
operations will then be forced down to normal yield levels, and the profitability in the sector will not be better 
than in other industries. However, the underlying potential resource rent will nonetheless still exist, 
regardless of whether it is realised as a high yield or not. 

Wild-caught fish are a conditionally renewable resource. If, through sustainable management, a balanced 
ecosystem is maintained, and natural conditions are otherwise conducive, fish stocks will reproduce. A 
catch in excess of a sustainable level today may mean a reduced future catch and thereby reduce the value 
of the resource. 

The resource rent can either provide a basis for profitability above the norm for a limited number of fishers, 
or it can be consumed by the industry through overinvestment in fishing vessels or to employ more people 
than are necessary to harvest a given quantity. In this case, total value-creation in society may decrease. 

A further improvement in efficiency in the fishing industry will have consequences, notably for local 
communities which are highly dependent on fisheries and which will have to undergo reorganizational 
processes if activity and employment in the fishing fleet are reduced, just as earlier efficiency gains resulted 
in such consequences. In the longer term, the resource rent has not inhibited the reorganizational processes 
caused by other structural forces in society. Over time, the location of the fishing fleet and other related 
industry will have changed. The resource rent may, if the regulatory system and the industry actors so 
permit, function as a temporary buffer and help moderate these consequences, but, in the longer term, the 
resource rent cannot per se prevent them from occurring. 

So, on the one hand, the existence of the resource rent may mask the fact that the yield from input factors is 
lower than in other industries, precisely because one key and valuable input factor in the production is free. 
On the other hand, the resource rent from the fisheries may be realised as an extra yield for a relatively 
limited number of actors if these have the potential to manage the activity for optimal efficiency. 
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Calculations on the potential resource rent from fisheries depend, among 
other things, on the assumptions made, both in terms of industry factors such 
as the regulatory system and the gross investment of vessels, and how capital 
and the retum requirement are determined. On the basis of a given fish stock, 
it is possible to estimate an optimal extraction of each individual species, 
and, furthermore, the most cost-effective way of taking the catch in terms of 
requisite labour and capital can be determined. 

5.1.2. The Sunken Billions study 

Global marine capture fisheries are an underperfmming global asset. The 
Sunken Billions study (F AO and World Bank 2008) shows that the 
difference between the potential and actual net economic benefits from 
marine fisheries is in the order of $50- billion per year - equivalent to more 
than half the value of the global seafood trade. The cumulative economic 
loss to the global economy over the last three decades is estimated to be in 
the order of two trillion dollars. In many countries the catching operations 
are buoyed up by subsidies, so that the global fishery=economy to the point of 
landing (the harvest sub-sector), is in deficit. Improved govemance can 
recapture a substantial proportion of this $50 billion annual economic loss. 
With effective economic incentives sustainable fisheries can create an 
economic surplus, be a driver of economic growth and a basis for livelihood 
opportunities. The global marine catch has been stagnant for over a decade 
(producing 85 million tons in 2004, about the same quantity as in 1992), 
while the natural fish capital - the-wealth of the oceans has declined. Most of 
the world's most valuable-:fish stocks are either fully, or overexploited. The 
25 percent which remain under-exploited tend to comprise lower-value 
species, or the fisheriesJor such stocks are the least profitable. 

5 .1.2.1. The Economic Health of Fisheries 

The focus on the declining biological health of the world's fisheries has 
tended to obscure the even more critical economic health of the fisheries. 
Economically, healthy fisheries are fundamental to achieving not only the 
restoration of fish stocks but other accepted objectives for the fisheries 
sector, such as improved livelihoods, exports, fish food security and 
economic growth. When fish stocks are fully exploited in the biological 
sense, the associated fisheries are almost invariably performing below their 
economic optimum. In some cases, fisheries may be biologically sustainable 
but still operate at an economic loss. The depletion in fish capital resulting 
from overexploitation is rarely reflected in the reckoning of a nation's 
overall capital and GDP growth. 

5 .1.2.2.Declining Productivity- Increasing Pressures 

Long before the fuel price increases of 2008, the economic health of the 
world's marine fisheries has been in decline. The build-up of redundant 
fishing fleet capacity, deployment of increasingly powerful fishing 
technologies and increasing pollution and habitat loss have depleted fish 
stocks worldwide. Labour and fleet productivity have declined even as 
fishing technology has advanced. 
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5.1.2.3.Halfthe fishing- Half the fuel 

In response to the decline in physical productivity, the global fleet has 
attempted to maintain profitability by reducing labour costs, lobbying for 
subsidies and increased investment in technology. Pmily as a result of the 
poor economic performance, real income levels of fishers remain depressed 
as the costs per unit of harvest have increased. 

Over the last decade prices of landed fish have stagnated. The recent 
increases in- food and fuel price has further depressed the fishery economy. 
The value of the marine capture seafood production at the point of harvest is 
some 20 percent of-the $400 billion global food fish market. The growing 
market strength of processors and retailers and the growth of aquaculture 
which now accounts for some 50 percent of fish food production, have 
contributed to the downward pressure on producer prices. 

5.1.2.4.Estimating the Sunken Billions 

The estimate of $50 billion is a measure of the foregone economic rent. It is 
a mean from two models which considered the global marine fishery as a 
single bio-economic unit. The estimate has a 95 percent confidence interval 
of between US$ 26 billion and US$ 72 billion. The rent loss estimate may 
increase by US$1 0 to 20 billion per year if discards are assumed to have an 
economic value and allowance is made for the recent increases in fuel and 
food prices. The real cumulative global resource rent loss from inefficient 
marine capture fisheries over the 197 4 to 2007 was estimated at US $ 2.2 
trillion based on the changing proportion of global fish stocks reported as 
fully exploited, or overexploited by F AO. 

The Sunken Billions estimate refers only to the harvest sector, that is, the 
global fisheries economy to the point of landing. However, a more 
economically efficient harvest sector can generate substantial additional 
downstream benefits. The Sunken Billions is a conservative estimate as it 
also excludes consideration of the value of biodiversity losses and losses by 
recreational fisheries and marine tourism. 

5.1. 3. Resources rents in EU fisheries 

To date it has not been possible to estimate the potential resource rent of EU 
fisheries. A current OECD project, involving the Commission and MS, also 
intends to examine the economic aspects of rebuilding fish stocks. An EU
funded study on resource rents in EU fisheries will soon be under way and 
will focus on a range of case studies, using the best available economic and 
biological data for specific fleets and fisheries. Outcomes of the study will be 
available in the first half of 201 0. 

The resource rent in the EU, based on estimates from non-EU countries, is 
probably in excess of several billion Euros. The existence of a resource rent 
in the EU fisheries, and the fact that there is no taxation of the recourse rent, 
has likely contributed to maintain too many fishers and too many vessels. 
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Recent research also shows what potential rents can be extracted under more 
optimally sized fishing fleets in Europe, through the use of individual quotas. 

Table 32- Potential rents and overcapacity in five European fisheries 

Country 

Norway 
Iceland 
Sweden 
Denmark 

UK 

Potential rents 
as % of landed 
value 

61 
51 
30 
22 
32 

%Fleet 
reduction 
required to 
a-chieve rent 
65 
50 
50 
67 
79 

Source: Fisher's behaviour with individual vessel quotas -overcapacity and potential rent. Five 
case studies. Marine Policy (2008) 920-927 Asche, Rank et al 2008 

Entry restrictions are an important precondition for the realisation of the 
resource rent from the fishing industry and structural measures is 
instrumental in reducing the number of actors. This, along with the fact that 
the resource rent is not collected, has been instrumental in giving the 
industry actors greater financial scope than they would otherwise have had. 

The fish resources belong communally to the Member States. Accordingly, it 
would be natural if some of the resource rent realised in the fisheries were 
returned to society, to pay for non-profit public purposes such as the 
management cost of fisheries. At the same time, this must be evaluated in 
relation to the effects of the-resource rent accruing to the fishing profession, 
and, through investment and the maintenance of activities, benefiting regions 
with a high dependency on fishery activities in the EU. 

The EU fisheries as a whole do not today generate taxable resource rents. 
The resource rent is dissipated through a fishing fleet far too large to the 
current resource base. However, under the right management framework, 
which allows for the generation of economic resource rents (in addition to 
profits), the public would be able to expect that industry contributes at the 
minimum to the burden of the management costs of the resource. 

5.2. -Subsidies: definitions 

Agreeing on a common definition of subsidy that could be used by all the 
stakeholders in the fisheries and aquaculture industries (policy makers, 
academia, civil society) remains a real chimera. 

In the last decade, a number of International organisations, fisheries 
economists and environmental NGO's have taken an interestand carried out 
work on this subject. Hereunder follows a brief overview of the work on 
definition and classification of subsidies by key international organisations: 

5.2.1. The WTO definition of subsidies 

The only internationally legally agreed definition of a subsidy is described in 
Article 1 of the WTO Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures 
(ASCM). In this definition, a subsidy is defined as: 
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(i) a financial contribution by a government or any public body, where a 
financial contribution can involve a direct transfer of funds, a potential direct 
transfer (such as through a loan guarantee), foregone government revenue, 
government provision of goods and services other than general 
infrastructure, and government purchases of goods, 

(ii) by a government or any public body within the tenitory of a Member, 
and 

(iii) which confers a benefit. 

In addition to all three of these elements, which must be satisfied in order for 
a subsidy to exist, the subsidy must be specific, i.e. granted to an enterprise 
or industry or group of enterprises or industries. The WTO definition also 
excludes support provided through border protection measures (such as 
tariffs) which are dealt with in a separate agreement. 

5.2.2. OECD work on subsidies (definition, ident~fication and 
quantification) 

The OECD's definition of Government Financial Transfers covers subsidies 
as defined under the WTO as well as transfers related to management, 
research and enforcement, fisheries access agreements, and fisheries specific 
infrastructure. 

Government financial transfers (GFTs) are defined as "the monetary value of 
goverlli'll.ent inter¥entions associated with fisheries policies" and covers 
transfers from-central, regional and local governments39

,). They include 
transfers~which are directly provided from government budgets; which are a 
potential-direct transfer of funds or liabilities (such as loan guarantees)~ and 
which consist of foregone government revenue (such as tax exemptions). 
Transfers which provide support to the sector but which are not made 
directly to the sector, such as payments for fisheries management, research 
and enforcement, fisheries specific infrastructure, and fisheries access 
agreements, are also included. This definition was developed for the study on 
Transitions to Responsible Fisheries and has since been used in the annual 
collection of GFT data undertaken as part of the Review of Fisheries. The 
OECD definition is limited to transfers to marine capture fisheries and does 
not include transfers to aquaculture or to the processing sector. 

39 Transition to Responsible Fisheries: Economic and Policy Implications (OECD 2000) p. 129. 
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5.2.3. OECD classification ofGFTs 

GFTs are classified in two dimensions according to: the type of measure; and 
the program objective. 

5 .2.3 .1. Classification according to the type of measure 

Following the study on Transition to Responsible Fisheries (OECD 2000), 
transfers can be classified according to the type of measure under one of the 
following headings: 

• Direct payments from government budgets to fishers, which were 
primarily directed at increasing the income of fishers; 

• Cost reducing transfers, which are aimed at reducing the costs of fixed 
capital and variable inputs, and 

• General Services. 

The figure hereunder gives an overview of the types of subsidies according 
to the above classification: 
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Figure 33- OECD Classification according to type of measure 

Direct payments 

Price support payments to fishers, grants to srnall flshe~ies, direct aid to participants in 
particular fisheries, grants for new- vessels, grants for 1nodemisation, grants to purchase 
second hand vessels, grants to set up temporary joint ventures in other countries, 
payments to set up pemun1ent joint ventures in other countries, grants for tem.ponny 
withdrawal of fishing vessels, temporary grants to fishers and vessel owners, vessel 
decomrnissioning payn1ents, buyouts of licences and permits, buyouts of quota and catch 
history, compensation for closed or reduced seasons, compensation for damage from 
predators on fish stocks, disaster relief payments, income support, unemployment 
insurance, retirernent grants for fisheries, incon-:te guarantee con-:tpensation, vacation 
support payments. 

C~t Reducing Transfers 

Subsidised loans for vessel construction, subsidised loans fur vessel modernisation, loan 
guarantees, low cost loans to young fishers, law cost loans to specific fisheries, interest 
subsidies for the purchase of rnachines and equipment for fishing vessels, interest rebates, 
interest subsidies for the purchase of second-hand vessels, underwriting of insurdllce 
costs, low cost insurance, payments to reduce accounting costs, contn"butions to match 
private sector investments, transport subsidies, fuel tax exemptions, income tax 
deduction for fishers, ta.-;:: exemptions for deep-sea vessels, support for crew in...«Urance, 
support for development of deep-sea fisheries, support to improve econornic efficiency, 
governrnent pa:-j'lllent of access to other countries' waters, reduced char,ses by govemment 
agencies, support to build facilities for commercial fisher·s at ports, provision of bait 
services. 

Gcmerai Services 

Management e:~..'penditure, enforcement expenditure, research e;o...--penditure, funding of 
infonnation dissemination, funding for the pron"'lotion and development of fisheries, 
expenditure for information collection and analysis, expenditure on exploratory fishing. 
fisheries enhancement e...,.penditure, support for artificial reefu, expenditure on research of 
deep -sea fisheries, expenditure on the protection of n-1arine areas, aid for restocking of fish 
resources, payments to support community based management, payn-1ents to producer 
organisations, regional development grants, support to build port facilities for commercial 
fishers, grants to local authorities for retraining of fishers into other activities, support to 
enhance the fisheries community environment, expenditure on research and 
development on fishing technologies, expenditure to promote intemational fisheries co
operation, support to improve the managen-:tent of co-op.eratives, support to improve 
fishing villages, market intervention. 

1. Reproduced from "'Transition to Responsible FishNies~ (OECD, 2000). 

A fourth category, cost recovery, is included to reflect the fact that a number 
of countries recoup part of the management costs from the fishing industry. 
This ensures that the net cost to the government is presented in the collated 
data on GFTs. As discussed above, market price support is included in 
principle, but was not calculated in OECD (2000). 

This classification provides a very broad perspective on how transfers are 
provided to the sector and a good summary of the GFTs provided to the 
sector. However, it does not lend itself to a more detailed analysis of the 
economic, environmental and social effects of different types of transfers. 
Different programs within the broad categories are likely to have different 
effects on production decisions by the fishers, and hence on the economic, 
environmental and social outcomes. 

For example, the direct payments category includes payments for vessel 
decommissioning and buyouts of quota and licences as well as transfers 
which are targeted to income support. The intentions and effects of these two 
groups of transfers are quite different and it is difficult to analyse them 
together under the category of direct payments. 
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5.2.3.2.Classification according to objective 

As a result, a more detailed classification based on the intended objective of 
the transfer program is also used in this OECD study. This classification 
contains seven categories as follows: 

(1) Management, research and enforcement expenditure 

(2) Fisheries infrastructure expenditure 

(3) Payments for access to other countries' waters 

( 4) Payments for vessel decommissioning and licence retirement 

( 5) Investment and modernisation schemes 

( 6) Income support and unemployment insurance 

(7) Other cost reducing transfers 

5.2.4. FAG work on subsidies (definition, identification and quantification) 

Some analysts and organisations have advocated a much broader definition 
of subsidy, arguing that government policy interventions in general 
constitute a form of suppmi for the fishing sector. Inclusion of this item in a 
definition of subsidies has been recommended by the two F AO Expeti 
Consultati(ms on subsidies in the fishing industry (F AO 2000; 2003). 

The consultations focused in particular on government interventions ihat 
have different short term and long term effects (such as gear regulations that 
have a shoti tetm cost to the industry, but a long term benefit to society as a 
whole) and on the lack of government intervention-to internalise externalities 
(such as lack of management measures or inadequate enforcement). 

Untaxed resource rents and negative subsidies (i.e., taxes) also feature in the 
broad definition. While there is clearly an element of support to the industry 
in these broader types of policy actions (or inactions), the value is difficult to 
quantify in most cases. 

(1) Direct financial transfers (investment grants, grants for safety 
equipment, vessel decommissioning programmes, equity infusions, 
income guarantee schemes, disaster relief payments, price support, 
direct export incentives, etc). 

(2) Services and indirect transfers (investment loans on favourable terms, 
loan guarantees, ports and landing site facilities, payments to foreign 
governments to secure access to fishing grounds, government funded 
research and development programmes, international cooperation and 
negotiations, fuel tax exemptions, etc.). 
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(3) Regulations (impmi quotas, direct foreign investment restrictions, 
environmental protection programmes, gear regulations, chemicals 
and drugs regulations, fisheries management, etc.). 

( 4) Lack of intervention (free access to fishing grounds, lack of pollution 
control, lack of management measures, non implementation of 
existing regulations, etc.). 

Synthesis of WTO, F AO and OECD definitions of subsidies 
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Source: Financial Support to Fisheries: Implications for sustainable development OECD (2003) 

5.3. Direct and indirect subsidies 

Even though no detailed and comprehensive figures are available for overall 
magnitude of European subsidies to fishing sector, some examples illustrate 
that these aids are significant. 
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A research paper on the relation between public subsidies and the crises in 
the- French fishing sector40 provides a good illustration about the magnitude 
of these subsidies. This paper shows that public aid granted to the fishing 
sector in France over the period 1990 to 2005 amounted to more than half of 
the total value of the metropolitan landings. It underlines that the goals stated 
to justify these aids were not achieved. 

According to a report41 of the Riksrevisionen (the Swedish National Audit 
Office) issued in November 2008, Sweden's direct and indirect spending on 
various policy instruments of fisheries policy exceeds the value added of the 
fisheries sector. 

5. 3.1. Direct subsidies 

The concept of direct subsidies is intimately linked with the provision of 
funds (a transfer of money) to a beneficiary in the target sector. 

As mentioned when referring to the work of the different actors direct 
subsidies include: investment grants, grants for safety equipment, vessel 
decommissioning programmes, equity infusions, income guarantee schemes, 
disaster relief payments, price support, direct export incentives, etc.). 

5.3.2. Indirect subsidies 

Indirect subsidies, as commonly tagged, are regulatory actions (or inactions) 
by government that do not involve a disbursement of money directly for the 
benefit ofthe fishing industry. 

Subsidies need not be explicit in the sense of sums of money being budgeted 
and paid out to easily identified recipients. 

A World Bank studl2 notes that many ofthese subsidies are not identified in 
the budgets of fisheries agencies but rather other government agencies, or by 
their nature are unbudgeted or under-budgeted. The OECD report also states 
that tax concessions are often umepmied or only partially captured in 
governments' budgets. Commonly, governments will budget the costs of 
administering a soft loan or tax preference program, with no knowledge of 
the actual subsidy value of the program. 

Two special cases of these indirect subsidies are free access to fishery 
resources and the provision of fisheries management at no cost. 

40 Benoit Mesnil. Public-aided crises in the French fishing sector. Ocean and Coastal Management. Volume 
51, Issue 10 

41 The central Governments action's for sustainable fisheries, Risksrevisionen, November 2008, ISBN 978 
91 7086 1727 

42 "Subsidies in World Fisheries: A Re-examination" Mateo Milazzo The World Bank WORLD BANK 
TECHNICAL PAPER NO. 406 Fisheries Series. 
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44 

5.3.2.1.Free access to fisheries resources 

In most fisheries fishermen have access to a natural resource at no cost or, at 
most, paying an administrative fee to participate in the fishery. Or in other 
words, they do not have to pay for the rent they obtain through the 
exploitation of a natural resource, such as fish. 

The situation in fisheries differs significantly from other sectors where the 
government recovers pari of the rent that economic operators extract from 
the exploitation of natural resources. Recent WTO case law43 has confirmed 
that, according to WTO rules, the provision of a "right to harvest" is the 
same as the provision of the goods to be harvested. Further it was found that 
the right obtained from the government to harvest a natural resource is 
tantamount to a government financial transfer in the meaning of Article 1 of 
the Subsidies Agreement. 

If we consider "free access to resources" in the light of the above WTO 
ruling it is clear that the management regime of a country were no fees are 
charged for the harvesting of fish, could be construed as subsidy when 
compared with another country where fishe1men have to pay for harvesting 
fees and where processing companies could buy fish from fishe1men subject 
to lower harvesting costs. The benefit would be even higher if these 
harvesting fees were paid at market prices i.e. through auction mechanisms. 

5.3.2.2.Provision at no ~cost of fisheries management and fisheries specific 
infrastructure 

The fact that fishermen are not charged by government for the cost incurred 
in managing the resource, in spite of being the sole industry exploiting this 
resource, is seen by some as an (indirect) subsidy. 

To the free provision of management costs44 one could argue that the 
provision, at no cost, of fisheries specific infrastructure is a subsidy. Such 
infrastructure can be compared to Jogging roads on land, which the logging 
companies typically would have to provide themselves. 

From a definitional perspective the above item poses problems at various 
levels: Contrary to other categories of subsidies, there is no consensus to 
consider the above two categories as subsidies. The same applies, mutatis 
mutandis, for fisheries infrastructure. 

WTO, "United States - Preliminary Determinations With Respect To Certain Softwood Lumber From Canada" 
Report of the Panel, doc. WT/DS236/R of27 September 200. 

Besides management, research and enforcement expenditure are also covered by this section. In some 
literature, in addition to the aforementioned mentioned activities, there are references to MCS 
(monitoring, control and surveillance) costs that, if not recovered, constitute a subsidy to the fisheries 
sector. 
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5.4. Direct subsidies to the European fishing industry 

The direct subsidies to the European fishing industry are provided through 
the various Community instruments set-up for the support of the fishing 
industry and more specifically through the European Fisheries Fund. 

Another mechanism that is used for the provision of direct subsidies to the 
industry is aid provided by Member States in the context of the Community 
legal framework for the provision of state aid. 

Detailed information on the above subsidies is provided in Chapter 11. For 
the sake of completeness the reader will find under this section a number of 
tables compiled by the international organisations (OECD and V7TO) with 
data about subsidies provided by the EU, broken down according to 
classification systems used by these organisations. 
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Table 33 - Government Financial Transfers to Marine Capture Fisheries in the OECD 2003 (USD million) 
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Table 34- Government Financial Transfers to Marine Capture Fisheries 1996-2003 (USD million) 

UP~ lPJ'7 IJ11S: EPPJ' 2000 ![iiJl !~q;'t liJ[!J 

.'tmtr;ilil; 
,., 

33 69 74 6:9 f4 74 31 .. 
Ca.~ no 3:_1;11) 37:!; 497 HE 4$3 4t4 :524 
::0:;. 1:549 14.31' 119"1: 1 .,.,, 

.... :J. ... lBt'i ] 293 l G47 1 H~ 
&~;;:;:a !i :!' ~· 

";/ 4 7 4 3 4 
iDiloZZ!lw SIS S2 93 !50 46 6J 39 9' .. 
f:i:rilm:l ~9 26 27 H 1] H l4 ::a 
:f;rnDCQ· 1:5S 141 JI)J -;"" 155 J2:!: 144 179 .. 
~rv.r S2 53 76 7:i :6:51 70 ~~ 

..)l: -17 
G:rMKl; 52 47 

_,,_ ...... 43 62 f4 33 llll 
1m !.:and 113 99 U2 1U :ss j J 61 t'iS 
]lil:t Hi3 92 121 7:5 ]5{1 232 121 HS 
N;.iliKimld; -tO 36 h 3-1 ] ·; ~ 12 ti 

?.cl~ B B 8 ll B 9 !l 10 
?mmg.:~l 

.,., 
~~ 65 43 29 26 2~ 25 .,, ... 

Sf• ~~hi: 146 345 297 296 2&6 2.>59 13-7 504 
5'!1.-..dm:i 62 ~,:, 27 27 21 ]9 23 31 
U:uil:r;d:Kingrlam 115 J2E. 91 ni 69 f;f; 6] 70 

lo;l3'nd. 41 36 JJ' 3:5 .:01 27 27' 36 
Tl!p.,... HillS 2946 2: B•5 1 :538- 2864 2 J32 2324 1311 
!f.nr~ 36l:l ;(()! -~·'".;"?>· 

Ji!xJ;.i!, 449 3]2 4:2 431 49:5 
i\'fQi!iit<! H ]';' if 19 2] <.,~'"(-

~ 'P .:J ~1 

Nm·:Zgmn.d 1:) 17 ]0 13 15 •; ~ 19 19 "' 
!fnn.li"-t:f 173 163 l:B iSl 

I 
HH 99 l ~·". ... ,., 142 

Tuiii;,;· 29 15 4 3 26 ]7 1:5 19 
Unil:rid S·tl.toa 5 S74 :99{1 l CrlO 1mH 

II 
1 {13::! nta: 1 Hi 129!J 

OE~Cn Tobll 15 8315 ,5 .:t7:9 ~ 42! 15 :l:E! ~1:56 !512,7 5761 15472 
" iru:t.~~ CIX.:I)Qiili"""""·;f;:;r""'""'tP<lftrill•'- ~. l~ .... wlrn: ri:•""""" ~:n;«a~~:~lsi~:t:.:!!u.;l\ldin ~~: 
{iL"WT.I' ~)If£::-£}, 

113 



Table 35-

Fishery subsidies officially reported to international organizations (WTO, OECD and APEC) 
(Million dollars) 

Country 

Canada 
Mexico 
United States 

Peru 

EU" 
Hungary 
Iceland 
Latvia 
Nonvay 
Slovenia 
Turkey 

Russia 

Au!>traua 
China 

Hong Kong, China 
Indonesia 
Japan 
Korea, Rep. of 
Malaysia 
New Zealand 
Philippines 

Taipei, Chinese 
VietNam 

\tVTO notifications 

1996-99 

31 

... 
676 

9 
... 
6 

18 

0 

35 
58 

5 

2000-03 

71 

79 

... 
530 

16 
. .. 
... 
12 
0 

62 
62 

13 

OECD GFT 

1996-99 

490 
16 

976 

. .. 
1089 

37 
... 

168 

29 

... 
21 

2720 
339 

14 

2000-03 

49$ 

1156 

... 
1033 

30 
. .. 

123 

17 

. .. 
83 

2526 
463 

17 

3 GFT dat<:~ forth<? EU ar<? <?stimat<?d as th<? $Um of GfT forth<? 12 EU M€>rnb<~?rs for whkh GFT dat.:~ ar<? av3Habl<?. 
Sour<::e: OECD (:WOOd, 2001d, 2003d, 2005h), WTO notifications, .APEC (2000). 

Source: 2006 World Trade Report Exploring the links between subsidies, trade and the WTO (WTO, Geneva 2007) 
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APEC 

1997 

646 
7 

158 

633 

16 
55 
13 

254 
2165 

351 
2 

2 
188 
35 
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5.5. Indirect subsidies to the European fisheries 

5. 5.1. Free resource access 

As already mentioned, free access to fishery resources is the rule in many 
countries. This is also true in the Community where, in almost all fisheries, 
Member States' governments do not capture (or recover) the resource rent 
extracted by the industry from the exploitation of fish resources. 

It is therefore difficult to assess the value of the "subsidy" received by 
fishermen resulting from free access. Nevertheless there are ways, at least in 
some fisheries to get an indication of the rent extracted45

. 

As an example in the UK it is not rare to find fishermen that rent and lease 
quota for substantial amounts ofmoney46

. 

The value of this subsidy is also indicated by the difference between the 
price for a vessel with and without a fishing license or quota share which is 
the indirect way quotas are traded in fisheries where ITQs have not been 
introduced. The price for a vessel with fishing rights associated can be more 
than double the price for a vessel without such rights. 

5. 5. 2. Management costs 

The term "fisheries services" refers to the combination of fisheries research, 
management and enforcemerr'c services. The costs of fisheries services are 
those costs associated with activities that support the management of 
fisheries resources. The cost of other financial transfers made by 
governments to the fisheries sector is not classified by the term "fisheries 
services". These transfers include direct payments, cost reducing transfers 
and market support. They are excluded on the basis that they are generally 
used to provide infrastructure support, reduce fisheries effort or capacity or 
to support post-harvest activities and they have no particular connection with 
the actual management of fisheries. For example, infrastructure expenditure 
such as navigational aids (lighthouses and positioning systems), harbours 
and search and rescue operations do not arise solely in support of fishing 
activities but also benefit other sea-based industries and activities. 

The three broad components of "fisheries services" costs are those incurred 
m: 

Research to inform fisheries management decision-makers (henceforth 
referred to as "research services"). 

Creating, implementing and administering fisheries management systems 
("management services"). 

See also Section 2.3."Resource rent in EU fisheries" and Sub-section 2.4.1.9. "Concluding 
considerations" in Chapter 2 "The Economic Perfonnance of Fisheries and Aquaculture in the EU" 

See case study on UK's demersal fishery - economical performance. 
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- Enforcing fisheries management rules ("enforcement services"). 

Research services are used as a basis for management decisions and the 
creation of new management systems. Common examples of research 
activities include data collection, surveys, data analysis and stock 
assessment. Research activities are normally determined by the information 
needs of the decision-makers that are implementing the management rules. 
For example, when setting a total allowable catch (TAC), information is 
usually required on the impacts of different catch strategies on the size of the 
fish stock biomass. 

Management services are of a "process and procedures" nature and usually 
comprise three functions: 

Adjusting management settings within an existing management system. 
An example of these types of adjustment is the annual process of TAC 
setting. 

Recommending amendments or additions to the ex1stmg management 
system. An example of this more fundamental form of change might be 
the decision to introduce new effort controls (for example, limits on 
number of vessels) or output controls (for example, vessel or fisher 
quotas). 

Administering the existing management system. This can involve 
monitoring fishing licences, permits, vessel numbers and catch retums 
Fisheries management authorities-and theiT-govemments normally provide 
management services. 

Enforcement services typically involve- surveillance of compliance with 
fisheries laws and a role in the prosecution of fishers who do not comply 
with those laws. Surveillance takes place at-sea and on-shore. At-sea 
surveillance involves checking of catch, by-catch, vessel licences, fishing 
licences, fishing gear and the size of fish. On-shore surveillance can involve 
the checking of landings at port and at auctions. 
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Table 36- Management expenses in selected countries (EUR million) in 1998 and 1999 

Research senices Management services Enforcement sen·ices Total C),)st~ 

Australia 
Canada 
European Union 
Iceland 
Japan' 
Korea 
Mexico 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Poland. 
Turkey' 
United States of 
America' 
TotalOECD 

1. Data are for 2000. 

52.4 
232_1 

13.5 
219.9 

28.3 
0.3 
7.9 

30.2 

OJ 
202.5 

832.9 

2. Managelllf'nt and entorcement costs are combined. 
3. Data relate to appropriations for 2000 financial year. 
__ not available. 
Soul'ce: Country mbrnissions 

16.& 
60.4 

1182 
2.0 

140.7 
47.9 

0.4 
1U 
9.6 

0.3 
240.5 

<U7.9 

Costs of managing fisheries in OECD countries, figures for 1999 (in 1000 USD) 

30.8 
503 

265.0 
11.9 

105.6 
246.1 

0.01 
9.0 

82.8 

170.5 

972.0 

Source: Fisheries Management Costs: Experiences and insights from OECD Countries 

Tables 37- Government Financial Transfers to Marine Capture Fisheries 2005, 2006 and 
2007 (USD million) 
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Source: Review of Fisheries of OECD Countries; Part !,General Survey 2009 Edition 

Figure 34 - Governmental Financial Transfers as a percentage of landings 2003 

Source: Financial Support to Fisheries: Implications for sustainable development OECD (2003) 

The broad objectives of goverrunent intervention _are therefore directed at 
overcoming the problems accompanying open access and at attaining the 
optimum use of the marine resources and the capital and human resources 
applied to the catching of fish. Although details of the objectives will differ 
between countries, they can be broadly summarised as requiring that 
management should provide for long term sustainable yields and for the 
allocation of fishery resources among competing uses in the way that is most 
valuable to society. Optimum use in this regard also requires an 
economically efficient allocation of resources such as labour and capital in 
the fishery. 

5. 5. 3. Quantification of EU management expenses 

5.5.3.1.0verall management expenses in Member States and Commission 

The following table shows the estimated figures for 1998 and 1999 of 
expenses in management, research and enforcement for both EU member 
states and the Commission. This figures was presented by OECD in a study 
called "The cost of Managing fisheries" published in 2003. These figures 
give an indication of the management expenses built on the definitions 
above, but must be considered as provisional. Some Member States did not 
provide information, but also because there are differences in the way that 
Member States have chosen to attribute management costs to the fisheries 
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sector, particularly when fisheries is only one of the responsibilities of an 
administration or agency. 

Table 38- EU Management expenses (mio €) in 1998 and 1999 

1998 1999 

Enforce- Resi":uch Manage- Total Enforce- Researdt :M:anag<'- Total 
ment ment ment ment 

EUMember 206.0 167.6 84.2 457.8 112.4- 178.5 85.6 476.5 
States(*) 

EU Ccrl.lll.llission 37.7 57.0 26.3 121.0 36.2 39.2 153 100.7 

Totai 243.7 224.6 110.5 578.8 248.6 217.7 L10.9 577.2 

(*) Expenses inmrred by Member State administrations (milsing enfor.cement for the Netherlands and management for fue 
li"K; enforcement for f ranee is included into management). 
Source: Eumpew. Commission, DG FISH. 

More recent figures can be found in the Review of fisheries in OECD 
Countries (Draft 2009 edition). Figures presented as "General services" build 
on the above definition, but also include expenses for infrastructme. 

Expenses related to General Services in the EU in 2005 are calculated to 
544.4 million euro (OECD statistical exchange rate is 0.81 for 2005). These 
figures are however lower than the 1998/1999 figures (678.8 million euro in 
1998, and 577.2 million euro in 1999) even if expenditure to infrastructure is 
included in the 2005 figures. This indicates either differences in calculations 
or thatthe cost of general services actually has decreased. 

The above figures indicate that the General Service (expenditure to research, 
enforcement, management and infrastructure) represent 5. 7 % of the total 
landed value in 2005. 

Figure 35- Illustration of the cost of fisheries services in the EU 

Management 
18% 

37% 

Source: OECD 2003 (1999 figures) 

Enforcement 
45% 

From the survey on the cost of Managing fisheries in the EU with figures 
from 199811999, management cost represent about 18% of the cost of 
fisheries services (expenditure to research, enforcement and management). 
By using the 2005 figures, and for the purpose of illustration, it could be 
assumed that about 18% of the General Services in the EU are related to the 
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direct management of fisheries. If the fishing industry in the EU were to 
contribute to the management cost of the fisheries, a levy of about 1% of the 
landed value would fully cover that cost. There is little work done with 
regard to the exact quantification of the cost of managing fisheries. The 
OECD has carried out a study on this subject and made an attempt to 
estimate the cost. Hereunder is a table produce by the OECD in the context 
ofthe aforementioned study. 

5.5.3.2.Evolution of the EU fisheries budget 

Since its inception the fisheries budget has grown (based on DG Maritime 
Affairs and Fisheries data), with appropriations up from ECU 175 million to 
ECU 875 million at constant prices between 1985 and 1996, as shown by the 
graphs below. In 1996, the share of the Community budget (ECU 82 397) 
which was spent on the Common Fisheries Policy was relatively modest at 
about 1%. By contrast, spending on agriculture took up almost 50 % of the 
overall budget. 

Figure 36-

The fisheries budget in real terms and relative prices, 1985-1996 
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Source: Community Fisheries Buget, factsheet issue by the European Commission, June 1996 

The rise in the fisheries budget was largely due to the expansion of fishery 
agreements and the increase in structural fund payments under the CFP, and 
tighter enforcement. In the period 1985 to 1996, as the graphs below show: 

• the allocation of resources to fishery agreements rose from 
ECU 35 million to ECU 280 million and from 20% to 32% of the CFP 
budget in relative value terms, confirming the Community's increased 
dependency on fishing possibilities in third-country waters; 

• the appropriations for structural policy actions (excluding the Community 
Initiative PESCA) rose from ECU 114 million to ECU 451 million while 
their relative share of the budget fell from 65% to 52%; 

121 



• the appropriations for market suppmi doubled from ECU 24 million to 
ECU 48 million, their relative share of the budget falling from 14% to 
5%; 

• the appropriations, lastly, for other types of expenditure - mainly the 
Community contribution towards the monitoring of fishing activities, 
scientific studies and advice and aid for producers' organizations - rose 
sharply, both in absolute terms (from ECU 2 million to ECU 47 million, 
excluding PESCA) and in relative terms (their share of the fisheries 
budget up from 1% to 5 %). 

Figure 37- Composition of the fisheries budget 

(65%) 

1Tllll4m 

1985 

other 

(I%) 
ECU2m 

markets 

(14%) 

ECU 24m 

agreemenls 

(20%) 

ECU 35m 

other 
(II%) 

ECU96m 

(52%) 
ECU 451m 

structures 

(54%) 

ECU209m 

1996 

markets 
(5%) 

ECU 48m 

1989 

other markets 

(3%) (10%) 

ECU 12m ECU 37m 

agreements 

(32%) 

ECU 280m 

agreements 

El'll 129m 

In 2009 the budget for fisheries (excluding the maritime policy) has risen to 
€970.7 million. 
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Figure 38 - EU 2009 Budget composition 

Agreerrents 162.7 
(17%) 

Markets 29.5 
(3%) 

2009 Budget (Euro million) 

Other 147.6 
(15%) 

Structures 630.9 
(65%) 

The "Other" budget appropriates can be broken down into administration 
(€39.7m), governance (€6.3m), conservation (€50m), and control (€51.6m). 
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B. PERFORMANCE OF INSTRUMil~NTS IN TIU: COMMON FISHERIES POLICY 

6. THE OBJECTIVES OF THE CFP 

6.1. General Objectives 

The CFP has traditionally lacked an order in its objectives. The objectives of 
the Common Agricultural Policy are still today the objectives of the CFP in 
the Treaty. These objectives are rather broad and all-encompassing and the 
Treaty does not provide guidance on the focus and prioritisation when 
conflicts between objectives arise. The general objectives of the CFP are 
identified in legal and soft law documents on higher level. 

The Treaty states in the section on agricultural policy that the agricultural 
policy includes fisheries (article 32: "1. The common market shall extend to 
agriculture and trade in agricultural products. "Agricultural products" 
means the products of the soil, of stock farming and of fisheries and products 
of first-stage processing directly related to these products. '') and that the 
objectives are (article 33): 

"1. The objectives of the common agricultural policy shall be: 

(a) to increase agricultural productivity by promoting technical progress 
and by ensuring the rational development of agricultural production 
and the optimum utilisation of the factors of production, in particular 
labour; 

(b) thus to ensure a fair standard oflivingfor the agricultural community, 
in particular by increasing the individual earnings of persons engaged 
in agriculture; 

c) to stabilise markets; 

(d) to assure the availability of supplies; 

(e) to ensure that supplies reach consumers at reasonable prices. 

2. In working out the common agricultural policy and the special methods 
for its application, account shall be taken of 

(a) the particular nature qf agricultural activity, which results from the 
social structure of agriculture and .fl'om structural and natural 
disparities between the various agricultuml regions; 

(b) the need to effect the approwi(f/C 1/(/justments hy degrees; 

c) the fact that in the !vfemlwr ,\'toft'S ugrintlture constitutes a sector 
closely linked with th<' eco/lolll\ 1 tiS u 11'l1olr." 



These Treaty provisions specify the objectives of a common llshcrics plllky 
;md confer upon the Community the necessary powers to achieve thl'lll. ny 
virtue of these provisions, legislative or prescriptive jurisdiction \VitiJ regard 
to the conservation and management of fisheries resources lies l:xclusively 
with the Community. 

In connection with the adoption of conservation and management measures, 
and more particularly the establishment of quantitative restrictions, it is 
settled case-law of the Court of Justice that such measures are designed to 
achieve the objectives of Article 33(1)(a) [optimum utilisation of the t:1ctors 
of production since without any such measures, certain resources of the sea 
would rapidly become exhausted and the optimum utilisation of the J:1ctors 
of production would thus become impossible to achieve in the long term] 
and of Article 33(l)(c) [by restricting in the short term the quantities of fish 
which may be caught, the fixing of fishing quotas enables ce1iain species of 
fish to be conserved and thus contributes to the stabilisation of markets in the 
long term]. The Court of Justice has also held that such measures arc 
designed to achieve the objectives of Article 33(l)(a) [ensuring the rational 
development of production] and of Article 33(l)(d) [assuring the availability 
of supplies]. 

It is clear that, in the pursuit of a policy destined to achieve these objectives, 
the Community institutions find themselves in a difficult situation of having 
to assess a complex situation. On these grounds, the Court of Justice has 
cont1rmed on numerous occasions that the Community legislator enjoys a 
wide discretion in this field and that the Court can only examine whether the 
legislator has obviously and seriously exceeded the limits of that wide 
discretion. 

As Article 33 does not establish a hierarchy between the different objectives 
set out therein, a policy destined to achieve these objectives presupposes a 
balancing-out of different objectives with due regard to all relevant factors. 
In actual fact, the Court of Justice has consistently held that, in pursuing the 
objectives of Article 33, the Community institutions are under an obligation 
to secure the permanent harmonisation made necessary by any conflicts 
between those objectives taken individually and, where necessary, give any 
one of them temporary priority in order to satisfy the demands of the 
economic factors or conditions in view of which their decisions are made, on 
condition, however, that such harmonisation does not have the effect of 
rendering impossible the realisation of the other objectives. 

The provisions in the Treaty provide general guidance but no basis for 
prioritisation in instances of conflict between objectives. The scope of the 
'frcaty when applied to fisheries relates to multiple, often conflicting, 
perspectives. 

An attempt to define objectives was done in the 2002 reform, but the final 
formula of Article 2 of Regulation 2371/2002 does not establish a clear 
hierarchy of objectives among the ecological, economic and social 
conditions. 
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Subsequently, the Commission tried to clarify this fmiher by proposing the 
implementation of the Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) objective in 
accordance with the WSSD 2002 declaration which Member States have 
subscribed to. The implication was that it is around or below MSY levels 
that fisheries can strike the best balance between these three objectives in the 
long run. Council concluded on this subject but such conclusions do not have 
a legal value. 

The multi-focus guidance of the Treaty and the subsequent lack of 
clarification in the 2002 CFP reform leave little guidance for proposals and 
decisions when different objectives are in conflict in the short term. 

6.2. Goals on social matters and related legislation 

As regards fishermen, the main objectives pursued by primary and secondary 
EU legislation may be summarised as follows. It aims to ensure a fair 
standard of living for the agricultural/fisheries community and the promotion 
of employment, improved living and working conditions47

. 

6. 2.1. Definitions 

The basic CFP Regulation n° 2371/2002 does not provide a definition of a 
fisherman. Fmiher, the EFF Regulation does not provide a real definition 
when it states that a fisher is any person engaging in professional fishing on 
board an operational fishing vessel, as recognised by the Member State. It 
does not differentiate between the three socio-economic categories: owner of 
a fishing vessel with employees, self-emploJLed fisher and employees. This 
distinction is essential as regards the entrepreneurial aspects, the security 
schemes, the eligibility of aids and statistical analyses. 

6.2.2. CFP and objectives regarding social issues 

The EC Treaty states the following objectives for Community actions on 
social issues (in the sphere of agriculture and fisheries, art. 33). 

"1. The objectives of the common agricultural policy shall be: 

(b) thus to ensure a fair standard of living for the agricultural community, 
in particular by increasing the individual earnings of persons engaged 
in agriculture;" 

In article 151 of the Treaty another objective for Community policies relates 
to social issues: 

"shall have as their objectives the promotion of employment, improved 
living and working conditions". 

47 See Articles 33 and 136 ECT 
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The: I~IJ has adopted or transposed into Community law Sl'Wr~tl nels 

t'OJJccrning expressly or indirectly (as targeting general workers or sral'mcr:;) 
fishers. Specific provisions and derogations from general kgislal ion :m.· 
nomHJily justified by the particular nature of the fishing activity: difliculty to 
adhere to rigid rules on working hours, to convene meetings or to co!JWY 

information. Some of these constraints are no longer valid due to tht: 
development of telecommunications and the revision of relevant lql,islation 
is forescen 48

. Others require special consideration or constitute field or 
contention among the social partners (employers and employees). As a 
mat.ter of fact, extension of some provisions to the fisheries sectors will 
induce extra costs which the industry is not ready or in a position to t:1kc on 
(such as the limitations on working hours). 

At this point it is important to note that most of the provisions concerning 
the fishing sector do not apply to the smaller vessels, often dassiJied as 
11 Small costal fishing vessels 11

, which are generally defined as those vessels 
Jess than 15 metres long or i 2 metres in some cases 49

. As a conscq uence the 
vast majority of the EU vessels are exempted from a number of health or 
safety requirements otherwise deemed to be necessary in order to protect 
fishermen working on larger vessels. 

6.3. Working conditions and safety 

Many fisheries management actions in the sphere of conservation and 
structural actions are geared towards these objectives and are (implicitly or 
explicitly) dealt with in other Chapters. 

Fishermen have a relatively dangerous profession, with - again relatively
harsh working conditions. Income is another critical element in this equation 
- it is not always stable and not al.J,vays rewarding for the hard work either. 
This was analyzed as one of the possible combinations of reasons for 
diminishing interest in working in the fishing industry. 

The fact that working conditions are not all favourable is at least partly due 
to the industry itself, which has repeatedly requested exemptions from EU
legislation to improve working conditions. No major change in this position 
has been signalled as of recently. 

The lack of attractiveness of working in the sea sector is being addressed by 
the Action plan on the Integrated Maritime Policy which develops specific 

. d .c. d' . so I . 1 I measures to Improve careers an sa1ety con Itlons· . t s1gna s t 1e 
requirement of an improvement of working and safety conditions namely, 
through both new legislative requirements and collective agreements. In this 
context, an important piece of legislation is the Work in fishing Convention 
(C 188), adopted in 2007, which is cunently in the process of ratiJlcation by 
the members of ILO. EU Member States were invited to ratif'y this 

See COM(2007)591, Reassessing the regulat01y social framework fi;r more' a/lei hc•ffc'l' Sc'o/urlng johs 
in thl' lo'/1. A Report from the Commission is due by the end of2008 
J·:FF defines SSCF as those vessels less than 12 metres not using towed gears ( ;\ rt. )ll) 
The JLO Maritime Labour Convention 2006 will be transposed into Cornmunity law llllolll'll a< 'ot!IH'il 

directive which will reproduce the social partners' agreement (COM(2008)1122) 
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convention by 31.12.2012 at the latest. For this purpose, the Commission has 
adopted a proposal for a Council decision authorising Member States to 
timely ratify it51

. 

A revision of the repmiing methods is another requirement for which 
DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Oppo1iunities recently developed 
a Communication. 

Representatives of fishing vessel owners and fishermen have requested the 
Commission's services to reconsider the tonnage as the main parameter for 
gauging fishing capacity of a given vessel. Based on a study52

, they stated 
that the EU rules aimed at managing fishing capacity encourage the building 
of ships smaller than the ones owners would otherwise order from ship 
yards. According to their argument vessels below 15m length-limit are in an 
advantageous situation compared with longer vessels, pursuant to the 1969 
London Convention on measurement of tonnage. The issue of safety-tonnage 
is further discussed in Chapter 1 0. 

In relation to safety, two EU Directives need to be mentioned here. 

Directive 97/70 introduces into Community law the provisions of the 1993 
Torremolinos Protocol, laying down safety standards for sea going fishing 
vessels longer than 24 metres. Provisions are extended to third country 
vessels landing in an EU port, in order to enhance safety and to avoid a 
distortion of competition. 

Directive 93/103 introduces mm1mum safet-y- and~health requirements for 
work on board of fishing-vessels longer than-15 metres. 

Concerning wages and payment conditions, little information is available at 
this moment. A minimum wage has been agreed within ILO as regards 
seafarers only. Thus it does not apply to fishers, although EU fishing vessel 
owners have agreed to apply this minimum wages-to non-EU nationals on 
board of vessels licensed under specific Fisheries Partnership Agreement 
concluded between EU and a third country53

. 

51 COM(2008)320 
52 Ergospace, commissioned by lnstitut Maritime de Prevention 
53 This agreement has recently raised interpretative questions 

128 



7. STO< 'K MANAGEMENT 

7.1. Targets and Objectives 

l·:xploitation of living aquatic resources that provides sustainable economic, 
environmental and social conditions is the objective of the CFP since 2002. 
Respective management measures should aim at the conservation and 
protection of stocks and the minimisations of environmental impacts and be 
based on the precautionary principle and facilitate the gradual 
implementation of an ecosystem-based approach. 

Following the commitment taken by Commission and Member States at the 
WSSD in 2002, MSY has been defined as the coiTesponding stock 
management target. As presented in chapter 1, only a very limited number of 
Community stocks are exploited at MSY levels today indicating that there is 
sti II a long way to go. 

It should be noted that the MSY-approach is not expressly mentioned in the 
CFP basic regulation of 2002. The policy originates from a 2002 
Johannesburg summit commitment that has been introduced as a general 
policy strategy to the CFP only in mid of2006 on the basis of a Commission 
t'ommunication and subsequent Council Conclusions. Discussion on this 
strategy has led i.a. to a non-supportive report by the EP Fisheries 
Committee in mid 2007. It is too early to judge the results of this policy. 
llowever, judging from reactions to the recent negotiations on long-term 
management which are guided by targets on fishing mortality (heiTing to the 
west of Scotland, cod stocks in the Atlantic and the North Sea), the concept 
of MSY has received wider recognition. A more formal establishment of this 
principle might help reaching the 2015 Johannesburg aim. 

When managing stock exploitation at MSY level an important question 
arises, namely how the different MSY levels for individual species can be 
combined. It can certainly be argued that it may not be possible to exploit all 
individual stocks at MSY levels, either because such levels are not 
ecologically compatible or because in mixed fisheries the levels of fishing 
pressure corresponding to MSY for one species may be in excess of fishing 
pressure levels to reach MSY for another associated species. 

Then: is no solution yet to this problem. When most stocks are still far away 
f!·om MSY, this is not serious: the clear direction to go is to advance towards 
such individual MSY levels; But as we get closer to MSY levels, the 
problem of the "multispecies MSY" comes into play. Today, very little is 
known about how different MSY can combine in a multispecies fishery. 
('I early, more research would be needed in this regard. 

Another problem related to the implementation of the MSY approach is its 
image of a "biological" objective that would disregard economic 
considerations. In fact, this perception comes from insufficient knowledge on 
how MSY relates to other economic objectives, such as for example MEY 
(Maximum Economic Yield). MEY will actually be achieved at lower 
fishing pressure than MSY, simply because the marginal extra yield one may 
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obtain from adding extra fishing when increasing fishing towards MSY is so 
small relative to the added costs that the resource rent obtained from fishing 
decreases if one increase right up to MSY. Economic considerations would 
therefore say that one should fish less intensively than required to get to 
MSY. In this case, for better economic performance, MSY should be 
considered as limit instead of a target reference point. 

7.2. The Instruments: TAC/Quota 

The origin of the system 

The TAC and quota system, applied under the principle of 'relative stability', 
has long been considered to be the cornerstone of the CFP. 

Although the two concepts involved can be considered separately, in fact the 
CFP has been characterised by a strong linkage between the two: with very 
few (and marginal) exceptions, all TACs and quotas in Community waters 
and international waters have always been linked: as a standard catch 
limitations available to Community fishennen have been subject to the 
application of the relative stability principle. For this reason, TACs and 
quotas and relative stability must be analysed together. 

TACs (Total Allowable Catches) are decided annually by the Council of 
Fisheries Ministers as the maximum weight of fish of a given stock that can 
be landed in a given year. The TACs apply to individual stocks of individual 
species-in a given area. They apply to the fish that can beJanded, not to the 
fish that can be- caught. The annual TACs are divided into national Quotas, 
according- to percentages, iixed over time, among Member States. This fixed
allocation of national quotas is known as "relative stability". 

To understand this system, its advantages and drawbacks, we must go back 
in history, to 1977. At that time, the Member States of the 'Community of 9' 
decided to declare an Exclusive Economic Zone in their Atlantic fas;ade. As 
a result, the waters around the British isles, the North Sea and the Bay of 
Biscay, till then international waters shared by many fleets, became 
Community shared waters. The need to manage the shared resources at 
Community level gave birth to the Common fisheries Policy. 

At that time, the most important fishery resources in the waters of the 
Community of 9 were in a relatively healthy state, with levels of abundance 
generally much higher than those available today. On the contrary, where 
free fisheries had been conducted in international waters, the Community 
had to put into place a system to share out the new common fishery 
resources. For this reason, the first regulations on the CFP, adopted only in 
1983, after long and difficult negotiations, were determined primarily by the 
need to allocate fishing rights, and not to manage resources. 

Therefore the TAC and quota system under relative stability is a policy 
designed to share out plentiful resources, but not to manage overexploited 
ones. Through successive enlargements the system has been consolidated by 
adding new stocks and new Member States, but always by adding new layers 
rather than by changing the original arrangements. The difficulties of re-
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negotiating fishing rights has ensured the continuity of this system \vhich, 2<) 
years later, remains essentially unchanged, even though the context has 
evolved considerably. 

The TAC and quota system under relative stability has indeed provided a 
solid and permanent basis to sharing out fishing rights, and its continuity is a 
proof of its merits. In the perspective of the CFP in 2013, however, the 
question is two-fold: 

is the TAC and quota system the appropriate system to manage Europe's 
overexploited fishery resources? 

fs the allocation of fishing rights among Member-States still justified? Is it 
adapted to the European Union of the 21st century? Is it contributing to 
achieving the objectives of the CFP? 

The TAC and Quota system has proven inadequate to ensure the objective of 
sustainability laid down as an objective of the CFP. Several reasons explain 
why T ACs and quotas are not working in a satisfactory manner as a 
management instmment: 

• TACs have been generally adopted well above the levels recommended 
by scientific advice. 

• Even the TACs at those high levels are, m many cases, not fully 
respected. 

• T ACs represent landing, not catches. Large amounts of fish are caught 
and discarded, contributing to the mortality of the stoeks, but not being 
counted against the quotas. 

• TACs are applied to individual stocks, while fishing vessels catch many 
species together. 

• TACs are mmual decisions, traditionally without any long-term objective. 

• TACs and quotas are fixed in space and time, and are not easily adaptable 
to changing circumstances 

TACs and scientific advice 

The T ACs adopted by Council based on a Commission proposal have been 
on average about 48% higher than the catches that, according to scientific 
agencies, would be sustainable in accordance with the precautionary 
approach. It is to be noted that this problem is particularly acute for stocks 
that are not managed under multiannual plans. 

Table 39- Difference between TACs and sustainable catches 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Excess of TAC 
over sustainable 43% 48% 57% 47% 44% 49% 
catch(%) 
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Another aspect is that the Council establishes the T ACs annually based on a 
Commission proposal. Many stakeholders have criticized this Commission 
proposal arguing that it is either too far from a reasonable economic and 
political compromise or, on the other hand, too far from scientific advice and 
thus initiates the departure of the Council agreement from scientific advice. 
In this context it should be noted that the Commission proposal has, in many 
cases, differed from scientific advice because the level of TAC change is 
limited to a fixed percentage, to account for the request of stability by the 
industry. 

An analysis of the Commission proposal and subsequent Council agreement 
shows that, independently of the degree of departure of the Commission 
proposal from scientific advice, the Council consistently agrees on higher 
TACs than the ones advised and proposed. In other words, regardless of the 
Commission negotiation strategy (closer or further away from scientific 
advice), the result of the Council does not change substantially. However, 
one can argue that the departure of the Commission proposal from scientific 
advice has the added effect of removing responsibiJity from the Council 
decision of perpetuating overexploitation of marine resources. 

Figure 39- TAC decision making- deviation from advice 
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The control ofTACs 

As regards the control of TACs, chapter 9 specifies the problems related to 
the poor enforcement in general and of catch possibilities in particular. 

T ACs fixed in space and time 
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The system is fixed in space and time. While TAC areas and species are 
fixed, nature moves and evolves, and species change spatial occurrence but 
TACs and quotas stay fixed: the system is poorly adapted to changes; even 
more so as climate change accelerates the area changes of species. 

A typical example is the recent development of new fisheries for unregulated 
species, such as red mullet in the southern North Sea. The recent abundance 
of this species in this area is not reflected in the system, where there is no 
TAC and quota for this species in this area. Consequently, -legitimate
fisheries can be conducted on this unregulated stock, altering fishing 
practices with still unforeseen consequences. 

TACs and discards 

The TAC and quota system has been a major contributor to discarding in 
European fisheries as it applies to individual stocks. As a vessels consumes 
the quota of onespecies, while it still holds quota for other species that are 
caught together, the TAC and quota system requires that the species for 
which the quota is exhausted must be discarded. Quota swaps between 
Member states have partially addressed this problem, but nevertheless large 
amounts of fish will still be discarded for this reason. 

In addition, relative stability adds to this problem: very often a Member State 
has much larger quotas of cetiain stocks than of others that are associated in 
the fishery. As the fishing activity proceeds, vessels must throw overboard 
all fish belonging to the stocks~ for which their Member State has~rro quota or 
a very small quota, which is quickly exhausted. 

Furthermore, the TAC and quota system app1ies::.to landings, not catches. 
That means that large amounts of fish can still be legally caught and 
subsequently discarded, and are therefore not being counted against the 
quotas. Although some recent provisions are trying to resolve this problem, 
still today much fish can be discarded without bending the basic rules of the 
TAC and quota system. 

The problem of discards is very complex and has several origins (see later in 
this Chapter), but it is important to note that the TAC and quota system 
under relative stability is one of the main contributors to this phenomenon. 

TACs and individual stocks 

The above arguments have also an important impact. For a group of stocks 
being caught together, the levels of TACs are not consistent with each other, 
and the mix of these species available to vessels from every Member State 
under relative stability are even less so. 

In the first case scientists produce advice adapted to the individual TAC 
system: it is still largely individual advice on individual stocks. As a result, 
there is still insufficient knowledge and advice to propose TACs for 
associated species that would be consistent, that is, that would allow the 
uptake of the quota for different stocks more or less at the same time. 
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The national quota system adds to this problem. Even if two Community 
T ACs for two associated stocks were set at levels consistent with the eff01i 
deployed by the fleets exploiting them, the national quotas of these stocks 
are not necessarily consistent - for an individual Member State the share of 
one TAC may differ greatly under relative stability from its share of the other 
TAC. 

The result is a system where it is very common that, when fishing 
opportunities for 'stock A' have been exhausted, fishing can continue on the 
associated 'stock B' where fishing opp01iunities may still be available. 
However, continued fishing for 'stock B' still produces mortality on 'stock A', 
where catches have to be discarded, with an economic cost for the fleet and 
negative consequences for the conservation of "stock A". 

The problem is complex, and the necessary knowledge in terms of biological 
and technological interactions among different stocks in mixed fisheries is 
still largely missing. But the net result is that very often, the system produces 
higher mortality on certain stocks than that corresponding to the individual 
TAC applicable to such stocks. 

For all the above reasons, scientists in ICES have been repeatedly indicating 
that TACs, on their own, are not effective in reducing fishing mortality on 
the most overexploited resources, and have been asking for the application of 
other instruments, such as the control of fishing effort. 

TACs as annual, isolated decisions 

Traditionally, TACs are decided at the December Fisheries Council, held 
during the third week of December and applied the following year. This 
system has a series of drawbacks: 

• These annual decisions are taken with a very short-term perspective. The 
decisions do not prejudge (indeed, do not even consider) what the long
term objectives are. This consistently leads to prioritising short-term 
benefits, to the detriment of the long-term sustainability of the resource. 

• These decisions are often influenced by negotiating positions of Member 
States in Council, resulting in T AC levels that are not necessarily 
coherent or consistent with each other. 

• Annual TACs do not provide economic predictability to the system. 
Fishermen know what their catch possibilities will be for the following 
year only (and that just one week before the beginning of that year!), but 
have no idea what fishing possibilities may be like in the mid and long 
term. This inhibits good planning and may lead to misled investment 
decisions at private level. 

These problems have been largely resolved for stocks for which long te1m 
management plans were adopted, as management plans establish a legal 
framework whereby the annual T ACs are decided on the basis of a long term 
strategy. In addition, the preparation of the annual 'policy statement' since 
2006 also contributed to make such decisions more systematic. However, 
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many stocks are still outside these multiannual plans, and their TACs are still 
established on the basis of short-term considerations. 

TACs and relative stability 

With the introduction of the Exclusive Economic Zones exploitation rules 
for the stocks were negotiated with a system of setting T AC's for the 
Community as the outcome. The TAC's were then allocated between the MS 
under the principle of relative stability (included as a concept in Community 
legislation since its inception, currently in article 20 of Regulation 
2371/2002). 

The T AC's concept of relative stability is translated into a so-called 
allocation key: for a certain stock the MS involved in the fishery receive a 
fixed share - a percentage of the T AC as set by Council. The allocation keys 
normally differ between stocks. Respective enlargements made adaptations 
of the allocation keys necessary, but they have been adjusted occasionally for 
other reasons as well (e.g. for blue whiting due to a realignment of the 
management areas in 2005). The allocation keys are determined by political 
agreement (normally after intensive negotiations) by the Council, but they 
are not included into- Community legislation other than the de facto 
distribution as shown in the tables in the Annexes to the annual T AC 
Regulation. 

Relative stability is well-adapted to stock-by-ste>ck management (fwhich in 
fact it was designed for) based on TAC's and quota. However,-developments 
in both the reality of fisheries and the policies for conservation have put 
relative stability to the test. 

1) Static character of the allocation key and the stock-by-stock 
management. Allocation keys were fixed for each stock long ago on an 
individual basis, both for single-species and for mixed fisheries. Since 
then conditions have changed due to stock development, fleets 
developed, fishing strategies on different stocks evolved, the value of 
fish may have developed differently between species, etc. As a result 
the application of the old allocation keys does not answer any more 
proportionately to the conditions of mixed fisheries. 

Over time one MS may have developed a relatively larger interest in 
the fishery than its quota represents. The static character of the 
allocation key may thus lead to a need for this MS of an increased 
quota, which translates into political pressure on the total of the 
Community T AC - an unforeseen "inflationary" effect of defending a 
national cause by a MS. 

This creates the following problem in the mixed fisheries: the quota 
for one stock may be taken up fully while there is still quota available 
for another stock. In response, should MS close all fisheries when the 
quota for one stock is exhausted while quota for other stocks is still 
available? Or leave the fishe1y open - with the consequence of 
fishermen discarding the fish for which the quota was exhausted? 
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On an individual level the fixed quota under relative stability lock 
vessels into fishing on one national quota. A situation with more 
flexibility would enable the fleet to conduct a balanced fishery with a 
combination across national quotas for different species. 

Facing such complexity - and trying to solve this - industry and MS 
have used the option of exchanging fishing opportunities - as foreseen 
in Regulation 2371/2002 (article 20.5). The size of utilization of this 
adaptive mechanism does not necessarily fully reflect all needs - since 
2002 however they have been significant, reaching as much as 10 % of 
the initially allocated quota (expressed in tons of fish). These swaps 
are concentrated in seven MS, especially around the North Sea and 
Western Waters. Swaps between MS deal with different species for 
different stocks (in different areas) with different values. Swaps are 
normally executed in such a way that no monetary payment is needed 
(using as a currency cod equivalents). There is a dynamics in the way 
these quota swaps develop: where some MS have been donors (in 
terms of volumes- e.g. Spain, Belgium), others are net receivers (e.g. 
the Netherlands, France), with development from net donor to net 
receiver (e.g. Germany) and vice versa (e.g. Demnark, Sweden) over 
the time period analyzed (since 2002). Quota transfers are 
concentrated in two periods: 

a) at the start of the year (annually returning quota swaps to compensate for 
the structural disequilibrium ~lhat has developed over- the years between 
the allocations unaer relative stability and the fishing patterns and 
practices to the current allocation in relation to the current fishing 
patterns); and 

b) more towards the end of the year (fine tuning of quota availability 
depending on the actual uptake by fleets). 

Another, more structural response to the problem has been the 
development of quota hopping, i.e. buying of vessels flying the flag of 
a different Member State, thus acquiring the right/access to quota of 
this other MS. No reliable data are available on the size of this 
phenomenon it is however known to be present throughout the whole 
fleet. 

The data and information currently available at the European level on 
these two adaptations (swapping and quota hopping) do not give 
sufficient indication for the degree of necessity for a review of criteria. 
Nonetheless the simple analysis of swaps as presented above, in 
combination with the (scattered) knowledge of quota hopping point to 
the need for a re-examination of relative stability. 

These complexities with regard to proper application of relative 
stability will also play an important role when policies fu1iher develop 
towards multi-species, fleet or ecosystem-based management. 

2) New management instruments. Since the 2002 reform fisheries have 
become increasingly subjected to fishing effort limitation regimes as a 
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complementary restrictive measure to the traditional T AC and quota 
system. Effort restrictions have not necessarily developed on a one-to
one relation to restrictions of fishing opportunities. Although so far 
the effort restrictions have not proven to be restrictive in such a degree 
that fishing had to be stopped due to reaching of the effort limits, when 
such a situation would occur this would explicitly jeopardize the 
relative stability for the fishing opportunities, because this would 
impede the full uptake of the quota received under relative stability. 

In negotiations in Council MS ha¥e been keen on this potential 
problem, and have demanded on several occasions that in such a 
situation additional effort should be made available. As a result, the 
possibility of such derogations has been introduced in several places 
(and under certain conditions) in Community legislation, particularly 
in relation to the Western Waters regime and the Annexes to the 
annual TAC Regulations on effort limitation. 

If such derogations were to be called into effect, i.e. the effort 
limitation would be overridden to allow for full uptake of the quota 
(and so to preserve the rights under relative stability), it would imply 
that effort limitation is subordinate to quota management and 
consequently this would render the effort limitation schemes pointless 
as an instrument to limit the fishing pressure next to quota limitations. 

3) Fleet capacity ceilings. After the finalization of the multi annual 
guidance programme IV (MAGP IV) and with the 2002 Reform fleet 
capacity ceilings were~estab:lished for each MS. They determine de 
facto the share of the total CC!Jlacity measured in terms of tonnage and 
power, which each Member--State has the right to use. The maximum 
capacity (or capacity ceiling) of a Member State's fleet is the result of 
the application of the entry-exit regime as from 1 January 2003, or 
from the accession date for those MS that acceded at a later date. The 
capacity ceilings are adjusted however with vessel decommissioning 
schemes executed with public aid, which is only granted on the 
condition that the corresponding capacity cannot be re-built. They are 
published once a year in the Commission's report on fleet policy. 
Although in the current context of fleet reduction, these ceilings do not 
represent a real constraint for the majority of the Member States, they 
will continue to be justified as long as public money is used for 
capacity reduction. It is worth noting that, unlike what happens with 
quota or effort, no transfer of capacity rights is possible amongst 
Member States. 

In summary, relative stability as it stands does not allow for a proper 
working of the management strategies, creating problems with the 
application of the principle. It should be noted that relative stability 
was and still is an expression of interests, and in particular economic 
interests, among Member States - which could also be expressed in 
monetary values - and this is something that has not changed since. 
Any examination of relative stability in the light of the problems 
identified should take this into account. 
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Conclusion 

In sum, the TAC and quota system has remained practically unchanged since 
1983, while the biological reality and many other management instruments 
have changed dramatically. TACs and quotas are the only instrument of the 
CFP that have not been adapted to the quickly changing circumstances. 

While the historical merits of the TAC and quota system under relative 
stability must be underlined, it seems from the above that the system has 
become outdated in certain respects, and in particular: 

• It contributes to discarding, 

• It does not lend itself to fishery-based approaches (as opposed to stock
based approaches), 

• It is has not been efficient to reduce fishing mortality on overexploited 
fish stocks, and 

• It is rigid and has not adapted to changes in both natural circumstances, 
fishing patterns and interests, which have evolved considerably overthe 
last 25 years. 

7.3. The Instruments: Effort management 

Since the first discussion on fishing effort management held during the 1992 
CFP revision process, fishing effort management schemes have taken a 
growing place -as common tool flanking fishing mortality rates. And two 
main generations of fishing_management schemes have been developed since 
then, prior and after the__2002 CFP reform, covering a great part of fishing 
areas taken into account by the CFP and located either in the western 
European basin or in the Mediterranean basin. 

7.3.1. The fishing effort management: an input management tool 

As a concept, fishing effort ceilings have to be considered as input 
management tools that limit fishing activity and capacity to be deployed in 
specific fisheries. 

The fishing capacity has been defined in article 3 of Council Regulation (EC) 
No 2371/2002 as vessel's capactiy expressed in GT and its power expressed 
in kW and, under certain circumstances, as amount and/or size of vessel's 
fishing gear 

And the fishing activity, which is presently not defined in Council 
Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, has been discussed several times between 
Members States and the Commission. Consensus has developed for most of 
the fishing effmi management schemes in place that the activity has to be 
evaluated either in kw days at sea or in days of absence from port. 

Definition ofthe fishing effort concept given by the F AO and the OCDE 
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The amount of fishing gear of a specific type used on the fishing grounds over a given unit of time 
e.g. hours trawled per day, number ofhooks set per day or number of hauls of a beach seine per day. 
When two or more kinds of gear are used, the respective efforts must be adjusted to some standard 
type before being added. 

FAO, 1997. Fisheries management. FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries,4: 82 p. 

The fishing effort is a measure of the amount of fishing. Frequently some surrogate is used relating 
to a given combination of inputs into the fishing activity, such as the number of hours or days spent 
fishing, numbers of hooks used (in long-line fishing), kilometres of nets used, etc. The European 
Union defmes fishing effort as fleet capacity (tonnage and engine power) x days at sea (time; t); the 
formulas are GT x t and kW x t. 

OECD, 1998. Review of Fisheries in OECD Countries: Glossary. 

Both generations of fishing effort managemenLschemes have attempted to 
challenge the management of multi-species and multi-metiers fisheries that 
have been poorly considered in the T AC and Quotas system till now. 

Finally, even if concepts are clearly defined in the CFP basic regulation, 
fishing effort management schemes have however suffered from a lack of 
common and unclouded approach. 

7.3.2. Fishing effort management schemes: some conceptual and functional 
weaknesses 

7.3 .2.1.Relationship to be confirmed between nominal fishing effort and 
fishing mortality rates 

Parameters used to evaluate and-,:to-manage fishing effort (kW-days or GT
days) have an incontestable ass"ct; T-he nominal fishing effort is indeed 
characterised by a quite narrow linkage-with parameters which may describe 
the use of production factors related to the fishing activity, which may 
explain why it is easier handled by stakeholders. 

Nonetheless, the current approach developed in the context of the CFP and 
based on nominal fishing effort management may possibly suffer from as 
many methodological weaknesses as an approach on catch limitations. 
Indeed, the conservation policy mainly aims to limit the fishing mortality 
applied to stocks by bordering the catches or the nominal fishing effort. But 
the correlation between the nominal fishing effort and fishing mortality rates 
is unclear at times. In addition, comparing similar figures of nominal fishing 
effort between different vessels or groups of vessels appears very strenuous 
when such figures have not been standardized beforehand as is the case in 
fishing effort management schemes currently put in place. 

Effective fishing effort, which gauges effort suffered by fish stocks and 
which is quite different from an estimation of production factors intensity 
involved in fisheries by stakeholders, would be more effective than nominal 
fishing effort regarding stock assessment and stock management. But its 
evaluation is quite arduous. In such a case, characteristics of gears, fishing 
auxiliaries a fishing vessel may be equipped with like sounders for instance, 
fishing behaviours and fishing strategies developed by vessel masters or 
technical gains would have to be taken into account. And although it appears 
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54 

possible to support such an approach by using all definitions of concepts 
adopted in Reg. (EC) n° 2371/2002, it would become nevertheless a very 
complex one and it may tum out to be to complex to enforce and to manage. 

Relationship between capacity indicators, fishing power, nominal fishing 
effort, effective fishing effort and fishing mortality: 

La relation entre l'activite des navires et la mortalite par peche constitue la clef de la comprehension 
de !'exploitation des ressources marines mais egalement de toute apprehension des mesures de 
gestion d'une pecherie. L'etude de l'efficacite des navires (puissances de peche) participe a !'analyse 
de cette relation; c'est egalement un prealable indispensable a Ia modelisation d'une pecherie. ( ... ) 

Meme si les caracteristiques techniques des navires sont en general assez fortement correlees, il est 
interessant de noter que Ia puissance motrice n'apparalt pas systematiquement comme le meilleur 
facteur explicatif de l'efficacite individuelle. Si c'est en general le cas lorsque une peche dite 'de 
masse' est pratiquee ( ... ), la puissa~ce motrice semble peu pertinente ( ... ) lorsque la degradation de 
l'etat du stock ne permet plus de 'faire du tonnage' sur des concentrations facilement trouvees. La 
recherche de la bonne zone de peche devient alors un aspect tres important de succes de la peche 
(puissance de peche globale) et, a cet egard, la puissance motrice continue de jouer un role 
preponderanL ( ... ) 

Contrairement a ce que l'on pouvait attendre, les variations d'efficacite individuelle au cours du 
temps sont difficiles a mettre en evidence et, dans les exemples etudies, on ne trouve pas les 'derives 
de puissance de peche' que l'on a coutume de soupyonner, voire de quantifier arbitrairement. ( ... ) 
Toute tentative de reduction de l'effort de peche par une diminution du nombre de bateaux ou de la 
puissance motrice mise en ceuvre devrait prendre en compte les efficacites relatives des navires et 
leur derive dans le temps. 

Biseau A. et al., 1999; Puissance de peche -et relation avec les caracteristiques techniques des 
navires: exemple des flottilles pratiquant les arts trainants- en Manche ouest, Atlantique et 
Meditenanee. Rapport fmal de Contrat CE(DGXiV) no 97/0027. Ifremer DRV/RH-Lorient. 234 pp. 
+Annexes. 

The lack of standardization procedures to compare nominal fishing effort 
figures and the complexity in evaluating effective fishing effort have 
inhibited any enforcement of the relative stability principle by managing the 
fishing effort in opposition to what happened with TAC and quotas 
management. And even if input management tools may be more appropriate 
in multi-species and multi-gear fisheries than output management tools, this 
possible conceptual weakness of fishing effort management schemes has to 
be highlighted. 

However, this has to be put into perspective. Indeed, results observed in 
some fisheries already regulated according to a fishing effort management 
scheme show a strong correlation between the nominal fishing effort and the 
fishing mortality, as it is the case between the nominal fishing effort (in 
kW.days) deployed in cod fisheries in the North Sea and the fishing mortality 
rate evaluated for the North Sea cod stock. 

Figure 40 - Comparison between fishing effort deployed by European fleet in cod 
fisheries of the North Sea (all metiers merged) and fishing mortality rates evaluated for the 
North Sea cod stock54 

STECF and ICES 
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These results, which have still to be confirmed, tend to indicate that if it is 
well designed and well implemented, a fishing effort management scheme 
could have a real impact on fishing mortality rates. 

7.3.2.2.Some fishing effort management schemes does not always lead 
correctly the nominal fishing effort 

One of the main inconsistencies observed in fishing effort management 
schemes is related to the detrimental enforcement of some parameters. 
Fishing effort of a vessel is defined as the product of its capacity (vessels 
tonnage in GT or power in kW) and its activity. And fishing effort linked to 
a group of vessels equates to the sum of fishing efforts of all vessels in the 
group. However, fishing effort for bottom-set fishing gears is_more related to 
the number and overall dimension of the deployed fishing gears; though 
these variables are also closely correlated with vessel's capacity nonetheless 
vessels with similar capacity may set fishing gears increasingly bigger and 
numerous if not properly constrained. 

Nevertheless, the only constraint clearly specified in some cases is the 
number of vessels entitled to fish in regulated fisheries, with sometimes a 
restriction of the characteristics of fishing vessels in terms of individual 
capacities. In such fishing effort management schemes, like those put in 
place in the plaice box or the Shetland box or like those designed by the 
IOTC for great pelagic fish stocks fisheries of the Indian ocean, fishing 
activity has then to be considered as unrestricted, only limited by technical or 
meteorological pressures. 

In other cases, e.g. the annexes on fishing effort to annual TAC & Quotas 
regulations, fishing activity is restrained through days at sea figures. And the 
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concept of days at sea has had to be negotiated annually to avoid any 
increase of fishing activity related to different legal interpretation of such a 
concept. However such fishing effort management scheme may suffer from 
an imprecise definition of the fishing capacity entitled to fish in regulated 
fisheries during a specific time period. 

Table 40- List of fishing effort management schemes currently enforced 

Oui oui Capacite globale PPS oui 

Effort global 

Oui oui Nombre de navires PPS oui 

Oui oui Capacite globale PPS oui oui 

Oui oui Nombre de navires PPS oui oui 

Oui oui Capacite globale PPS oui oui 

Oui oui 

Oui Nombre de navires PPS 

Most of the management schemes already in place should consequently not 
be considered as actual fishing effort management schemes, due to the fact 
that they only constrain one component ofthe fishing effort, either part of the 
capacity on one hand or the activity on other hand. 

In addition, when fishing activity and fishing capacity are correctly managed 
either taken as a whole or in a concerted way, it has to be highlighted that the 
capacity parameter, which is currently held (kW), faces a lack of robustness 
in relation to quasi-systematic under-declarations and to absence of 
certification process for engine capacity. The gauge, expressed in GT, which 
is also defined in the current CFP framework, may appear to be a better 
capacity parameter because of both the certification process attached to its 
measurement and its plausible correlation with fishing power of vessels 
equipped either with towed or static gears. 

7.3.2.3.Lack of strong relationship between targets on fishing mortality and 
rules to calculate fishing effort ceilings 
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Following the principle that the effective fishing effort is linked to the 
fishing mortality through a proportional relationship and considering the 
nominal fishing effort as a proxy of the effective fishing effort, any 
objectives adopted in terms of relative decrease of fishing mortality applied 
to a fish stock or group of stocks should be also applied on fishing effort 
ceilings to be deployed on such a stock or group of stocks. For instance, if a 
target discussed and adopted for a specific stock aims at a 10 % decrease of 
the fishing mortality rate, in theory the fishing effort ceilings should be cut 
by 10 % as well. However, generally fishing effort management schemes 
already adopted and implemented do not specify such proportional 
relationship between objectives adopted on fishing mortality rates and the 
evolution of fishing effort ceilings. 

For instance, in the context of the second generation of fishing effort 
management schemes, which hmce been considerably developed after the 
2002 CFP reform, fishing effort limitations may be periodically reviewed 
according to scientific advices on fishing mortality rates or spawning 
biomass levels. Nevertheless, an;cclear relationship between fishing effort 
ceilings and fishing mortality rates are specified in those fishing effort 
management schemes. The most symbolic of them is the fishing effort 
management scheme for cod recovery, which was applied for the first time in 
2003 and which has been reviewed each year as annexes to annual T AC & 
Quotas regulation since. This scheme has been designed in relation with the 
main recovery or management plans adopted since the last CFP reform. The 
Deep Sea stocks regime may be considered as another example of-such a 
fishing~effort scheme. 

Ne~ertheless, the adoption by the Commission of an annual policy statement 
aimi11g to_::define rules used to calculate proposals on TACs and fishing effort 
ceilings according to scientific advice based on biomass levels and fishing 
mortality levels has meant a considerable improvement. 

In fishing effort management schemes of the first generation, the situation is 
worse. Indeed, this first generation of fishing effort management schemes 
has been based on immutable ceilings of kW-days allocated to Member 
States, in relation with quite broad definition of demersal and benthic 
fisheries. 

The emblematic scheme regarding this first generation is the so-called 
Western Waters regime, firstly put in place in 1995 and reviewed in 2003. 
However, it is also fair to specify that this regime was initially designed to 
solve on a permanent basis the case of the Portuguese and Spanish fleets 
which were impacted by the restricted lists of vessels authorized to fish in 
western waters during the 1986-2004 transitional period oftime. 

7.3.2.4.Difficulties to design fishing effort management units by taking into 
account the fisheries and gears concepts 

Output management tools are based on single fish stocks, which are backed 
by a clear concept and which can be considered as quite well designed. On 
the contrary fishing effort management units should be backed both by an 
ecosystem approach allowing the characterization of fisheries and by a fleet-
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based approach allowing the characterization of gears. But such 
methodological approaches and related concepts are not explicitly defined in 
the CFP. 

Definition of fisheries and gears concepts: 

La pecherie peut etre consideree conune " un contexte biogeographique de production halieutique, 
caracterise d'abord par des assemblages d'especes commercialement interessantes et effectivement 
exploitees, sur lesquelles interviennent des unites de productions". 

Lemoine M., Giret M., 1991; Les peches artisanales de la Manche orientale, flottilles et ressources 
halieutiques. Ifremer. Brest. 119 pp. 

Le metier peut etre defini comme "la mise en ceuvre d'un engin de peche cible sur une espece ou un 
groupe d'especes". 

Morizur Y. et al. 1992; Les peches artisanales de la Manche occidentale, flottilles et ressources 
halieutiques. Ifremer. 175 pp. 

This may explain the complexity cunently reached and difficulties which 
have to be faced in the design of fishing effort management schemes. In 
addition, the design of fishing __ effort management units differs at times 
considerably among fishing effort management schemes which may cover 
similar fishing areas and similar fish stocks or group of stocks. 

For instance, one demersal fisheries located on the Atlantic fa<;ade is 
cunently administrated according to different fishing effort management 
schemes and fishing effort ceilings are sometimes either incomJ2atible or 
hardly comparable, which may induce possible inconsistencies- and even 
conflicts in terms of implementation. 

The Western Waters regime and Annexes IIA, HB & IIC to the annual TAC 
and Quota regulations could be considered as a shining example of such a 
situation. 

Nevertheless the new data collection regulation, which includes such 
concepts of fisheries and gears, should facilitate the possible review of input 
management tools. 

7.3.2.5.In the cunent CFP framework, output management tools tend to lead 
input management tools 

Even if input and output management tools are regarded both as fishing 
possibilities, which may be implemented next to each other, fishing effort 
management schemes have been designed till now as tools subordinated to T AC 
and Quotas. In some cases if allocations of fishing effort are exhausted, Member 
States can even request the Commission to authorize the removal of fishing effort 
ceilings when quotas they benefited from have not been used up. It should however 
be noted that such requests have rarely been made. 

Two examples of provisions allowing increase in fishing effort ceilings or transfers 
covering different stocks: 
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Council Regulation (EC) No 1954/2003 
of 4 November 2003 

on the management of fishing effort relating to certain Community fishing areas and 
resources and modifying Regulation (EC) No 2847/93 and repealing Regulations (EC) 

No 685/95 and (EC) No 2027/95 

Article 12 

Adaptations 

1. Upon request of a Member Sate, the maximum annual fishing effort fixed in Regulation under 
article 11(2) or (3) may be adjusted by the Commission, either by an increase of the maximum 
fishing effort in a particular area or division, or by shift of fishing effort between areas or divisions, 
allowing the Member State to take up fully its fishing possibilities, in the case of species subject to 
TACS, or to pursue fisheries not subject to such limitations. The request shall be accompanied by 
information on the lack of full utilisation of quotas and, for stocks not subject to T ACs, scientific 
information on the stock situation. Decisions shall be taken by the Commission within one month of 
receipt of the request, in accordance with the procedure laid down in Article 30(2) of Regulation 
(EC) No 2371/2002. 

Annexe IIA to Council Regulation (EC) No 40/2008 
Fishing effort for vessels in the context of the recovery of certain stocks in ICES zones Ilia, 

IV, Via, VIla, VIID, and EC waters of ICES zone Ila 

11. Amendment of the number of days at sea in case of inconsistencies in the fishing opportunities 
on plaice and sole n geographical area 2.1 (b) 

11.1 The number of days at sea on which a vessel may be authorized by its flag Member State to be 
present within the geographical area laid down in point 2.1 (b) targeting plaice and sole with any of 
the following combinations of groupings of fishing-gears and special conditions, may be amended by 
the Commission in accordance with~the procedure laid~down in 1~"'"-rticle 30(2) of Regulation (EC) No 
237112002, when such an amendment is necessary forthe~Member State to be able to catch its 
quota: 

4.1 (a)(iv)/none; 
4.1 (b )(i)/none; 
4.1 (b )(iii)/none; 
4.1 (b )(iv)/none; 
4.l(d)/8.3(c). 

11.2 Member States wishing to benefit from an amendment as laid down in point 11.1 shall submit a 
request to the Commission including reports in electronic format containing the state on 31 July 
2008 of their quota consumption of plaice and sole and the fishing effort deployed by vessels flying 
their flag. 

7.3.2.6.Some fishing effort limitation schemes show a porosity between 
areas (transfer of fishing effort) 

In addition, such provisions on fishing effort limitations do not ensure an 
accurate consideration of some conceptual principles related to stock and 
fisheries management. Indeed, fishing opportunities are generally defined for 
each stock or for the targeted stock of a group of stocks (e.g. in multispecies 
fisheries) according to results of scientific assessments and to specific limits 
on biomass and fishing mortality. By authorizing transfers of fishing effort 
between areas without taking into account the specific distribution of stocks, 
such adopted regulations may damage the principle of uniqueness of stocks. 
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This situation decisively cut away a great part of interest and of efficiency 
that would have been expected from the implementation of such input 
management tools. 

Nevertheless, it has also to be highlighted that such a difficulty may be and 
has already been solved in some cases, e.g. by backing fishing effort 
management schemes adopted through Annexes to annual TAC and Quota 
regulations on the distribution of cod stocks. And in such a context, transfers 
of fishing effort between stocks are from now on impossible or strictly 
conditioned. 

7.3.2.7.Fishing effort limitations with a thin impact on effort really deployed 

Baselines on which fishing efforts ceilings were either initially adopted or 
reviewed afterwards may also explain their laboured enforcement. As shown 
by data reported by Member states in the FEONT IT system between 2005 
and 2007, ceilings adopted in the context of the Western Waters effort 
regime are for almost all MS much higher than the fishing effort effectively 
deployed by fishing fleet. This means neither fishing activity nor capacity is 
curtailed by such schemes. 

Figure 41 - Comparison of fishing effort (expressed in kW days) allocated and deployed 
by European fleet in demersal and benthic fisheries regulated through the Western Waters 
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The same problem may be also observed in the second generation of fishing 
effort management schemes. Indeed, setups adopted to include fishing 
vessels in such schemes are sufficiently unfastened to yield a part of "paper 
fishing effort". And this "paper effort" may explain why fishing effort is not 
really constrained by the scheme. Fishing effort allocated to vessels by 
Member States according to rules defined in annexes to the annual T AC & 
Quota regulation and fishing effort level really observed show notable 
discrepancies. 

Figure 42 - Comparison of fishing effort allocated by MS and fishing effort 
deployed, according to MS declarations and STEDF WG evaluations in 
application of Annexe IIA to R(CE) No 27/200556

. 

I 

70000000 ~-----------~~-~ 

60000000 +---------,----,-------,-,-----'-I:'.I-c---'-I,I-c-~---J 

50000000 +--__:_-----,----------'-li.l-c---'-l:·i-:-=c-----i 

40000000 +--------=-----,----'-I;I-c---'-I::H f----i 

30000000 -J----,.;;-----+<1!!111 1----.jv 

20000000 +------,--4Niim---------,-,--' 

1 0000000 +---! 

0 -P--'-=,.-'--J""--l-r"-'""'-'-,-

o Effort alloue 

l!l!l Eifort deploye 

o Effort mesure 

As a consequence, two basic conditions for further application of eff01i 
schemes can be deduced from experience: 

1) all elements of fishing effort management schemes should be conectly 
defined; and 

2) initial ceilings should be evaluated and defined on the basis of realistic 
baselines that reflect real effort deployed. 

Under these conditions, such management tools have a real impact on the 
fishing effort deployed by the fishing vessels involved. Cunently this is the 
case only for parts of fleet affected by either the first or the second 
generation of fishing effort management schemes. 

56 Data reported by Member Sates in application ofR(EC) No 27/2005 and CSTEP 
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7.3.2.8.Current fishing effort management schemes are difficult to 
implement, enforce and control 

Fishing effort management schemes appear to have been designed with very 
poor consideration for supporting a common and coherent approach in terms 
of enforcement and control. It has implied a great heterogeneity of reporting 
and control measures laid down in regulations that define such input 
management tools and inconsistencies have also been observed with the 
control regulation. 

With notable exceptions of the Western Waters regime and to a certain 
degree of the Deep Sea stocks regime, it has to be highlighted -that no IT 
tools have been developed to facilitate the reporting, processing, fiTing and 
quality analysis of fishing effort data. Most of those input management tools 
are not really followed up and controlled, contrary to what is observed by 
applying catch reporting procedures. The fishing effort reporting process 
consequently suffers from a real lack of standardized rules. 

In addition, input management schemes are mainly backed by adoption of 
lists of vessels submitted to Special Fishing Permits, what appears important 
in terms of enforcement and control. But similar difficulties are encountered 
in the management of such SFP lists, in particular when it comes to regularly 
updatingFishing effort limitation at national level 

It is worth mentioning that for certain fisheries activity limitations are set at a 
natienal- level either tb.rough legislation or agreements within the sector. 
These limitations may establisli-a maximum of 4-5 wmking days per week, 
interruptions of_ fishir,_g~activities during the week-ends and holidays, the 
time of exit and entry into the port which limit the maximum of fishing 
hours per day. All these elements contribute to limit the levels of fishing 
activities that could be theoretically deployed; taking into consideration these 
regulatory elements at Community levels would help in defining better the 
correct baselines of fishing effort. 

7.4. The instruments: Output management tools versus input management 
tools 

All tools applied to stock management and fisheries management may suffer 
from both conceptual and functional weaknesses. None of them are ideal to 
really flank the fishing mortality rate and all of them may present specific 
assets. In management reality neither of them is likely to facilitate 
accomplishment of management targets independently. Therefore a 
combination of different tools such as catch controls and effort limitations 
together with technical measures is the most probable to succeed. 

Here it is important to note that basic requirements for all tools to be 
efficient, are that they target the right terms (i.e. TACs on catches I Effmi 
ceilings on deployed effort) and that levels are set in correspondence to the 
natural features of the fishery, scientific advice or in particular management 
targets. For multi-species fisheries, levels should be set in accordance with 
the targets for the stock on the lowest level. Control systems must comply 
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with mm1mum requirements and standards ensurmg controllability and 
monitoring. 

As described earlier effort management on the contrary is an input 
management tool that aims at controlling fishing mo1iality by limiting the 
intensity of the fishing activity deployed on the fishery. It has bee_n 
increasingly applied in parallel to TACs but de facto the deployment has 
been subordinate to the T AC and quota system. Therefore there is no 
experience with a pure effort management system in Community waters and 
the possibility to evaluate its efficiency as such is limited at this stage. 

In principle, fishing effort systems could be more efficientto manage multi
species fisheries in particular and more suitable to implement an ecosystem
based approach since effori management tnols allow to regulate and thus 
minimize impact of fishing activities not only on target stocks but also on 
ecosystems as a whole. However, models to advice on effort limitations 
based on ecosystem or multi -species considerations are not available yet 
except for a number of demersal stocks. 

Obstacles and weaknesses under the current policy can be summarised as 
follows: 

• Effort systems have not been restnctlve because ceilings are fixed 
(sometimes up to 50%) above the actual effort deployed; 

• Effort systems cannot work properly in combination with the principle of 
relative stability for catch opportunities; 

• ·Management schemes mainly based on nominal fishing effort allow only 
an imprecise-link to fishing mortality; 

• Uncertainties conceming the quantification of fishing effort components, 
activity on the one hand and engine power on the other; 

• Management units currently poorly designed; 

• Lack of adaptation of IT reporting tools to the majority of implemented 
fishing effort management schemes; 

• Lack of common procedures to ensure the follow-up of such input 
management tools. 

However, when these schemes are correctly designed to really constrain 
fishing effort (and not just one of the components of fishing effort) and when 
initial ceilings were not overestimated and calculated on the basis of 
observed fishing efforts really deployed, such management tools are 
expected to give results according to objectives they were designed to 
achieve. The Westem Waters regimes seems to be a relevant example, at 
least for the Spanish fleet corresponding to the former list of 300 vessels, as 
shown in the following figures. 
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Trumps 

Figure 43 - Comparison between fishing allocated and fishing effort deployed in 
demersal fisheries ofiCES subareas V & VI in the context ofthe Western Waters regime57
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A summarized comparison of the advantages and disadvantages of both tools 
is given in the following table. 

Table 41 -Comparative table between input and output management tools 

Output managementtoois 

TAC and Quota 

../ Concept quite easy to understand. 

../ Theoretically based on catches, what 
allows the evaluation of the fishing 
mortality applied on fish stocks 

../ Management Units quite well defined 
and based on population and stock 
concepts. 

../ Compatible with the relative stability 
principle . 

../ IT reporting tools (CRONT & CRV2) 
already in place 

../ Clear procedure for data quality control 
and filing 

Input management tools 

Fishing effort 

../ Concept quite easy to understand 
due to its similarity with 
evaluation of the description of 
production factors . 

../ Theoretical proportionality 
between fishing mortality rates 
and effective fishing efforts. 

../ Calculation of fishing effort 
ceilings independent from 
uncertainties on recruitment. 

../ Could be well adapted to an 
ecosystem approach by defming 
fishing effort ceilings related to 
the maximum sustainable 
ecosystem yield (MSEY) 

../ IT tools to report capacity 
parameters (CFR), list of 
authorized vessels (F AP) and, in 
some cases, fishing effort 

57 Data reported by Member States through FIDES and registered in FEONT 
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Weaknesses 

Opportunities 

./ Currently based on a stock by stock 
approach and poorly adapted to the 
management of a multispecies I multi
gear fisheries. 

./ Catches are often unknown, quite 
often only landings data are available . 

./ TAC calculations highly dependent 
from evaluation on recruitments . 

./ Management tools possibly 
favouring behaviours tending to 
increase discards. 

./ New modelling tools may ailow 
designing multispecies TACs or TACs 
corresponding to the Maximum 
Sustainable Ecosystem Yield (MSEY). 

deployed (FEONT) already 
developed . 

./ Management schemes mainly 
based on nominal fishing effort . 

./ Uncertainties on some 
components of the fishing effort, 
mainly on capacity parameters . 

./ Management Units poorly 
designed 

./ Sorely compatible with the 
relative stability principle, due to 
lack of standardization of 
individual nominal fishing effort. 

./ Lack of adaptation of IT 
reporting tools to the majority of 
implemented fishing effort 
management schemes . 

./ Lack of corrunon procedures to 
ensure the follow-up of such input 
management tools 

./ Possible in1provement by 
defming fishing powers 

./ New data collection regulation, 
based on fisheries and metier 
concepts, may allow great 
improvements to better design 
Management Units . 

./ Coupling VMS data and 
electronic logbooks may allow a 
better follow-up of fishing effort 
deployed according to fisheries 
and metiers . 

./ Possibility to easily _adapt 
existent IT tools and extend their 
application fields to new fishing 
effort management schemes 
designed in kW-days (e.g. new 
Annex IIA to annual T AC & 
Quota regulation). 

7.5. The instruments: Long-term Plans 

Developments and characteristics of the long-te1m plans 

Managing fisheries means: balancing the short-term disadvantage of a lower 
quota in the forthcoming year, against the long-term advantage of having a 
bigger and more productive fish stock. Before the 2002 reform, decisions 
were made mainly on a short-term basis and the long-term trends were lost 
from sight. However, after the 2002 CFP reform, stock conservation policy 
developed into multi-annual management. This has made it possible to plan 
for success in the long term rather than simply try to survive each year. There 
are different types of "multi-annual plans": long-term measures that are 
agreed with other fisheries authorities (e.g. Norway), plans agreed in 
RFMO's and Community plans proper, which can be either recove1y plans 
(art. 5 of 2371/2002), management plans (art. 6 of 2371/2002), or long-term 
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plans on the basis of the Treaty (art 37). At Community level as a first 
priority recove1y plans for the most depleted stocks were introduced. 
Subsequently more and more multi-annual plans were established and this 
number is still increasing, cunently covering about 3 3% of the catches (28 % 
of the stocks) of pelagic fish and 45 % of the catches (33% of the stocks) of 
demersal fish in the North East Atlantic and Baltic Sea. The table below 
shows the list of plans cunently implemented in EC waters under 
Community legislation. 

Name/Regulation Objective(s) End (ex-post) 
evaluation 

Northern hake SSB > Bpa during When objectives 21.04.2007 at latest 
recovery plan 2 years at least on SSB reached (COM) 

(STECF) 
811/2004 

Southern SSB > Bpa during When objectives After 2 years of 
hake/Norway lobster 2 years at least on SSB reached implementation 
recovery plan (ICES & STECF) & 

bio- & socio-econ 
2166/2005 report before 

17.01.2010 (COM) 

Bay of Biscay Sole SSB > Bpa Not foreseen After 3 years of 
multi-annual plan implementation, 

each 3 years 
388/2006 afterwards (STECF) 

Western Channel F :5 Ftarget Not foreseen After 3 years of 
sole multi-annual implementation, 
plan each 3 years 

aftep.vards (STECF) 
509/2007 

North Sea plaice & 15 steoSSB> Not foreseen After 3 years of 
sole multi-annual Bpa & F :5 Fpa, implementation, 
plan 2nd step F :5 Fmsy each year 

afterwards (COM), 
676/2007 and idem STECF 

Baltic Sea cod F :5 Ftarget Not foreseen After 3 years of 
multi-annual plan implementation, 

each year 
1098/2007 afterwards (COM), 

and idem STECF 

Western waters & F :5 Ftarget Not foreseen After 3 years of 
North Sea Cod implementation at 
stock multi-annual the latest (STECF) 
plan 

1342/2008 

West of Scotland F :5 Ftarget Every 4 years at 
herring least (STECF) 

1300/2008 

152 



In addition to the Community measures listed in the table, long term 
management plans have been agreed with Norway for North Sea haddock, 
saithe and herring; and plans have been adopted by Coastal States in the 
NEAFC context concerning blue whiting, mackerel and Atlanta-Scandian 
herring 

At this stage further plans are under preparation: the revised Northern hake 
long-term plan (presented to Council and Parliament in_ March 2009), the 
Western horse mackerel plan (at the initiative of the pelagic RAC), that for 
anchovy in the Bay of Biscay, those for salmon and pelagic stocks in the 
Baltic, for haddock west of Scotland and that for herring in the Celtic Sea. In 
2007 a bluefin tuna recovery plan was adopted, first in ICCAT and later 
transposed into Community legislation. For the recovery ofEuropean eel a 
Regulation was adopted in 2007 (11 00/2007) which obliged ~.1S to prepare 
river-basin based recovery plans before 1 January 2009. These plans are 
currently under scientific review. 

Work is in-:-progress in the Mediterranean where Member States were tasked 
(Council Regulation (EC) N° 1967/2006) to set up national multi-annual 
management plans for fisheries carried out in territorial waters and whose 
scientific basis and consultation with stakeholders will help in setting up 
Community management plans for fisheries carried out both in territorial and 
international waters. 

Multi-annual management is appealing because it not only makes the long
term objectives explicit; it also specifies the means by which these objectives 
are to be achieved. It therefore creates more stability for the industry as well 
as better conservation prospects. Furthetmore, decision making be-comes 
more structured than in the case of last-minute T AC-cuts based on short tetm 
considerations. Finally, the approach allows for up-front evaluation and 
assessment. 

Multi-annual plans set up simple rules for setting quotas and effort levels 
each year according to each year' scientific advice about the state of the 
stocks. 

Council decides on the best long-term outcomes while taking account of 
employment, fleet size, markets and environmental impacts. This is much 
better than taking decisions in the short term each year without knowing the 
long-term effects ofthose decisions. 

European Community plans have been developed by starting from the best 
available science, consulting and involving those in the industry, making 
decisions in the open, and by looking at different options and their impacts 
on the enviromnent and on fishing communities. 

The plans normally contain biological targets and reference points to identify 
the markers of success and failure, rules for setting the annual T AC 
according to the current stock size estimates and fishing mortality rates, 
limitations on TAC changes between years, effort management systems and 
extra enforcement and control rules. 
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The multi-annual plans have developed since their introduction in 2002. 

1) The first Community plans set the objectives and targets in terms of 
reaching a certain stock size (Bpa) and annual growth of the stocks. 
With experience, it was found that stock size is too dependent on 
nature to be controlled directly and it is better to take a reasonable and 
safe part of the stock each year instead, and let nature take its course. 
The eventual aim is to obtain the highest yield from the stock. This 
approach ensures that the stock is exploited to its maximum potential 
regardless of changes in the environment. 

2) Some of the first plans included effort management where vessels 
received fixed numbers of days according the type of fishing activity. 
In the most recent plans, the system was developed into a more 
flexible k W -days regime in which ceilings are established for each 
Member State per gear type and area. This allows for more flexibility 
for the Member States to manage their fisheries. 

3) Better methods for defining the required effort adjustments have been 
developed to allow for a better matching of effort and quotas. The 
Baltic cod plan for instance has an automatic reduction of days linked 
to the target fishing rate without any derogations, which makes it into 
a simply managed system. 

Assessment 

Most Community plans have been successful in reducing fishing mortality, 
except for ~ole in the Bay of Biscay, southern hake, and Irish Sea cod (where 
an important part of catches are not counted under quotas). For mackerel the 
catches exceeded the T AC's during the mid 1990's and the stock declined but 
it is now recovering. Haddock has an increasing stock size and decreasing 
fishing mortality, but the high variability of recruitment influences the 
catches strongly. At this stage it is not yet possible to assess the rate of 
success for cod in the Baltic Sea, sole in VUe and flatfish in the North Sea. 

To analyze the results of the plans, a very simple comparison of the 
following parameters between the year of the start of implementation and 
2007 was made in respect of stock size, fishing mortality and catches. We 
can mention as improvements or successes: 

an increase in the size of the stock; 

a decrease in the rate of fishing, since the stocks have been overfished; 

an increase in the catches. 
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In the following table, the number of "successes" has been tallied: 

Table 42 -Multi-annual plans: what works and what does not 

Stock Start Stock 2007 F 2007 Catch 2007 Effect 

Herring IV 1997 +75% -22% +54% +++ 

Herring I, II 1999 +43% -25% +5% +++ 

Herring Icelandic 1987 +74% -33% + 110% +++ 

Mackerel 1999 -6% -8% -25% -+-

Cod IV 2004 -7% -38% - 18% -+-

Cod VI a 2004 -4% -28% -9% -+-

Cod VIla 2004 -55% + 19% -45% ---

Haddock IV 1999 +7% -30% -60% ++-

Saithe IV 1999 +56% -29% -6% ++-

Sole VIIIab 2005 + 8% +22% +7% +-+ 

Southern Hake 2004 + 125% +38% + 147% +-+ 

Northern Hake 12003 +32% -3% + 11% +++ 
I I 

Baltic cod, solcNIIe, sole and plaice IV Too early to tell 
(all started in 200S')iand the revised Cod 
plan 2008 

.. .. 
(Internal exerctse DG Manttme Affatrs and Ftshenes, 2008, the effect ts expressed postttvely for the 

positive developments (either increasing stock size and increasing catch levels or decreasing F), and 
vice versa negative) 

This preliminary analysis of the plans and their results along the lines of the 
simple scoring method mentioned earlier may indicate that the benefits of 
plans may take a relatively long time to develop, ranging from between 5 to 
15 years. 

Where plans have not been successful, this may not only be attributable to 
negligence in implementation of the rules, but also to the lack of scientific 
data that allows for certain rules to be applied. This is worrying where the 
deterioration of scientific knowledge is linked to the deterioration of the 
stock. In order to cater for these conditions, rules have been developed in the 
most recent plans that apply in "data-poor conditions". In addition, as was 
the case in the 2004 cod plan, rules may not be well enough specified when 
the size of the spawning stock is below a biological threshold. More recent 
plans provide unambiguous rules for action in such cases. 
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Issues in the context of multi-annual plans 

Although the development of plans has been successful in terms of the 
increasing numbers adopted since the 2002 CFP refmm as well as the 
reduction of fishing mortality for the stocks the plans are developed for, 
several issues still require improvement or solutions. The main problems 
emerged in relation to the development of multi-annual plans are the 
following: 

• On shared stocks (with Norway in particular, but also in the case of the 
Mediterranean for example), where the timing_ of measures can lead to 
synchronization problems: for example an agreement may be reached 
with Norway on a certain shared stock before the Council adopts the plan, 
or vice versa. This has been an issue with e.g. plaice in the North Sea, 
where the Community adopted a plan that Norway was not willing to 
accept straight away. It took more than one year to agree the Community 
rules with Norway. North Sea cod is an example that allowed for a better 
co-ordination, although this has delayed decision-making and created 
uncertainty to both administrations and the concerned fleets. It should be 
noted however that where a shared stock is concerned, the Commission is 
mandated by MS to negotiate a long-term plan on behalf of the 
Community either in bilateral agreements or in RFMOs. Once agreed 
there, the plan can then be transcribed into EC legislation. But it is clear 
that good internal preparation remains essential. Concerning the 
Mediterr-anean, work on Community plans and measures to be adopted in 
GFCM/ICCAT needs to be fine-tuned. The timing and design of such 
measures needs careful- planning in order to bring, whenever necessary, 
third countries on board and, in some cases, it might be advisable to adopt 
a plan first at international level. Nonetheless, considering that tbe EC is 
tbe main fishing actor in the region, it has the responsibility to lead by 
example and whenever the case to establish Community management 
plans in advance if adequate agreement cannot be reached in the 
multilateral framework. Ideally however, work at Community and RFMO 
level should be done in parallel and in a complementary way; for 
example, the BFT recovery plan was first adopted in ICCAT and then 
transposed into Community law. 

• For Community plans, should the choice be for recovery plans, 
management plans or long-term plans? The Basic Regulation indicates 
that recovery plans are meant for stocks outside safe biological limits (art. 
5), and management plans for stocks above these limits (art. 6). This 
double legal basis for long-term plans has been the cause of 
complications, especially for stocks which are oscillating around the safe 
biological limits (some years under, another just over the limit, etc). Only 
when the situation is very clear (the stock is far under or over the safe 
biological limit), was the choice easily made. An example is the northern 
hake stock, which clearly was in need of a recovery plan. But here the 
distinction has led to an additional management burden, because once the 
safe biological situation was reached, a new plan was needed and has to 
be negotiated. A time-consuming and costly operation. As a reaction to 
this problem with the double legal basis the proposals have developed 
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into long-term or multi-annual plans, mainly with art. 37 of the Treaty as 
a legal base. This has allowed for the setting of goals and rules that are 
more consistent and really focus on long-term management. It required 
however specific provisions to clarifY the link with the EFF. The basic 
regulation should allow for the development of one kind of plan that 
caters for both situations. 

• Lack of (sufficient) economic data and analysis in support of long-tenn 
plans. Biological scenarios for the longer term can be made available 
within acceptable boundaries of (un-)certainties. But reliable assessment 
of the possible economic effects of long-term plans has not been possible 
up till now. This makes negotiations complicated, since stakeholders tend 
to reason that acceptance of precise rules on fishing possibilities for the 
longer term is hard when on the economic side a high degree of 
uncertainty about the consequences persists. It should be noted that 
improvements on the economic side were reached in recent impact 
assessments for e.g. cod, hake, horse mackerel; 

Finally it should be pointed out that no significant progress has been made 
on the development of plans on an area-basis, especially aimed at mixed 
fishery. Some examples exist (plan for Southern hake and Nephrops, and 
plan for N01ih Sea sole and plaice), but most plans deal with one stock only. 
Fmihermore the effort regime for the North Sea can be seen as a single 
regime applying to different plans thus bringing rules from several plans into 
one effort regime (which then caused its own complexities). But the 
remaining plans are directed to one species::- only. This had lead to 
unnecessary difficulties on the one hand- both in_biological terms (how do 
the rules of the plan match with other measuresci=:or fisheries and stocks that 
are related to the stgck under the plan) and in legal terms (what has 
prevalence in which conditions, should the rules of the plans always receive 
priority over other rules). And on the other hand this has created additional 
work loads, to avoid counteracting and contradictory measures. This problem 
is closely related to the fact that it has been very difficult to develop 
scientific advice on stock management on the basis of multi-species 
approaches or alternatively on an area base. The Commission has requested 
ICES to work on this in but no progress has been made yet, notably because 
the lack of reliable data (e.g. on discards) has made such assessments 
difficult. 

7.6. The instruments: Technical measures 

The Basic Regulation recognizes that measures in the technical realm may 
contribute to sustainability (article 4 of 2371/2002). The possible technical 
measures are aimed at fishing techniques and structures, at limitation of 
fisheries in certain zones or periods, at minimum sizes for fish (both on 
board and/or landings) and at the reduction of impact of fishing on marine 
eco-systems and non-target species. 

Currently almost 20 Community Regulations contain technical measures. 
The more comprehensive Regulations are 850/98 (Atlantic region), 
1967/2006 (Meditenanean), 2187/2005 (Baltic), 520/2007 (highly migratory 
species), 1386/2007 (NAFO), 600/2004 (CCAMLR). For almost all these 
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areas additional technical measures are included in the annual TAC/quota 
Regulation. 

After the 2002 CFP Reform recovery-, management- and multi-annual plans 
were developed which in many cases included measures of a technical 
character. Furthermore technical measures were adopted on issues such as 
the firming of sharks and the incidental by-catch of cetaceans. 

Regulation 850/1998 is an important regulatory body for the North-Atlantic 
region. However, since its adoption many new elements were introduced, it 
has been subject to 10 amending Regulations (not related to long-term plans) 
-this is illustrative for other areas and Regulations. 

The technical measures regulations do not serve a single objective but a large 
range of objectives. A key objective is the protection of juveniles and a 
significant pati of the measures is introduced to limit catches of juvenile fish 
(so that immature fish can contribute to stock renewal as adults). Other aims 
are to avoid or limit the capture of unwanted fish because of their lack of 
commercial value or fish for which fishetmen have no more quotas and of 
marine mammals, birds and other species such as turtles. 

Examples of measures are the minimum landing size, rules for gear 
construction, target species percentages and some of the closed 
areas/seasons. Other objectives are aiming at protecting the habitats, 
protecting cetiain species by limiting fishing mortality in certain 
ar:eas/seasons and reducing discards. The approach taken in the Regulations 
could normally be characterised as a "list" approach, i.e. indicating which 
fishing activities are not allowed, specifying the- conditions under which 
iishihg_ activities are allowed and implying that all activities not prohibited 
are conditioned or allowed. 

Effectiveness of the technical measures 

1. Selectivity through Minimum Landing Sizes (MLS) and catch 
composition requirements 

The combined rules on MLS and catch composition are intended to avoid 
catching and landing of under-sized, juvenile fish and/or to avoid by-catch of 
non-target species by directing the fisheries to areas with only low 
concentrations of these non-target species. It should also play a major role in 
encouraging fishermen to use more selective gears. The MLS/catch 
composition appears to be important ancillary and effective instruments in 
the single-species fishery, where only one species is targeted and caught. 
The problems arise mainly in the mixed fisheries, where the MLS/catch 
composition between different species caught in the same fishery are not 
always consistent, in particular in the light of mesh sizes and marketing 
criteria. In some fisheries this has lead to very significant by-catch and 
discards of undersized or juvenile fish that are not the target species but 
which are caught abundantly in combination with the target species (for 
instance plaice in the sole fishery; see also paragraph on discards in this 
chapter). This means that the technical measures result in what can be called 
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management-led discards. Solving this issue through technical measures has 
proven difficult. 

2. A voiding juveniles through Closed Areas 

Under the TM regulations several areas have been closed, some for a long 
period (such as the Plaice box), others on a more temporary basis (2001 cod 
recovery temporary closures). These closures were introduced with the 
objective to protect juveniles and to allow for better stock reproduction and 
development. Evaluation of area closures has been mixed and in a number 
of cases inconclusive (Plaice Box, Shetland Box). Clear positive examples 
exist, however a precise scientific assessment of the effects (either positive 
or negative) of the closures turned out to be very difficult, because at the 
time of the closure no baseline or status quo information was available to 
help analyze their effectiveness over time. 

Assessment of the cunent TM legal regime 

Technical measures are sets of necessary complementary conditions of great 
importance for complementing the main instruments for conservation of the 
resources. By imposing selectivity in the fishing practices ecologically 
destructive methods and waste of natural resources can be avoided or 
reduced. 

Technical measures, and in particular 850/98 and its successive additions 
and adjustments, currently in force have been criticized for seveml reasons. 
Whereas Regulation 850198 is applicable to a very large and important area 
(Atlantic, North Sea), other regions (Mediterranean, Baltic) have their own 
basic regulation, which for different reasons are more easily understood -
partly because the regional situation allows for this, partly because they are 
of a more recent data and consequently more comprehensive with a higher 
degree of internal consistency. 

Complex and dijjicult to understand 

Technical measures in general and the regime for the Atlantic and North Sea 
in particular are considered complex and difficult to understand, both for the 
inspection services and for fishermen. The regulations include a mixture of 
general rules and detailed implementation rules and amendments, a situation 
of dispersion of rules which adds to their complexity. Especially for 850/98 
this handicap was identified fairly quickly after the entry into force of the 
Regulation and became even more complex when from 2000 onwards 
specific new measures were introduced in the context of cod recovery. 

Dijjicult and expensive to enforce 

Technical measures are also difficult to control and enforce due to the fact 
that the measures are applied when fishing, i.e. at sea, which is where the 
control should take place. As a result of this characteristic, control (at sea) 
has a relatively high cost and need of (human) resources. 
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Top-down and micromanagement 

Rules on technical measures frequently have been criticized as a product of 
design-from-behind-the-desk without taking into account the reality of the 
different fisheries involved. The European Parliament referred to this 
problem with an example on the detailed rules on cod-ends, stating that 
"existing technical measures regulations include numerous rules detailing 
how a codend shouldn't be constructed. These result from fishers finding 
ways to counteract existing mesh size rules, by, for example, using thicker 
twine. This approach is then banned in subsequent revisions to legislation, so 
the fishers find another way to get around the rules. In this way, top-down 
legislation becomes more and more complex and still doesn't necessarily 
achieve its intended objective.58

" Whether this assertion is generally 
speaking justified or not, the image of a top-down approach to technical 
legislation, usually resulting in highly detailed rules and micro-management 
is broadly recognized. As a consequence, the legislation on technical 
measures has become a prime example of the spiral of micro-management -
solving_ problems of non-effectiveness of already detailed rules with the 
introduction of more micro-management. 

"Technical measures in the CFP and the refom1 of Council Regulation 850/98", European Parliament study (Policy department 
B Structural and Cohesion Policies- provisional version, 2008 
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Two examples of micro-management in the sphere of technical measures 

Example 1. 

From: Appendix 1 to Council Regulation 2187/2005 (Technical measures for the Baltic Sea, the Belt and 
the Sound), 21 December 2005 

Conditions for the repair of square mesh panels 

(a) General conditions 

(i) The use of a square mesh BACOMA exit window which has 10 % or more meshes repaired shall be 
prohibited. 

(ii) Square meshes which have been damaged shall be repaired according to the prescribed method. 

(iii) A repaired mesh is any mesh where the mesh opening is reduced by a repair of damaged meshes or 
by tl'!e .. joining of two pieces of knotless square mesh netting. 

(b) Method for repairing the damaged meshes in the BACOMA exit window 

(i) Clean the hole. 

(ii) Count the meshes to be replaced. Prepare a patch using knotless braided single twine that is the same 
material, diameter and strength of the net needing to be patched. 

(iii) The patch should be no more than two meshes larger in each direction than the cleaned-up hole to 
provide sufficient netting to overlap the edges of the hole. 

(iv) Lay the patch over the hole and lace it to the existing netting using braided twine, as shown in the 
ilustration. 

(v) Make sure to lace the crosses of the netting together. 

(vi) Continue-lacing around the hole so that you have at least two rows of-lacing around the patch. 

(vii) The patched hole will resemble the above illustration when finished. 

Example-2. 

From: Article 5.3 of Council Regulation 2056/2001 (additional technical measures for recovery of cod in the 
North Sea and West of Scotland) 

5.3. It is prohibited to carry on board or deploy any beam trawl of mesh size equal to or greater than 80 
mm unless the entire upper half of the anterior part of such a net consists of a panel of netting material of 
which no individual mesh is of mesh size less than 180 mm attached: 

-directly to the headline, or 

-to no more than three rows of netting material of any mesh size attached directly to the headline. 

The panel of netting shall extend towards the posterior of the net for at least the number of meshes 
determined by: 

(i) dividing the length in metres of the beam of the net by 12; 

(ii) multiplying the result obtained in (i) by 5 400 and 

(iii) dividing the result obtained in (ii) by the mesh size in millimetres of the smallest mesh in the panel and 

(iv) ignoring any decimal or other fractions in the result obtained in (iii). 
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Circumvention and off-setting 

The technical measures applicable to fishe1men tend to be easily 
circumvented by offsetting them with new techniques and inventions. This 
calls into question both the effectiveness and the cost-effectiveness of the 
measures. 

Dilemma on harmonization vs local specificities 

Another important dilemma relates to the conflict between harmonization for 
all fisheries on the one hand and the need of adaptation to local conditions. 
When a fisherman operates in different areas (for the same species) he may 
be confronted with differing requirements in terms of nets, meshes, catch 
composition, etc. The differences between local conditions generally can be 
justified (from technical or biological perspective), but puts pressure on the 
daily need for harmonized rules. 

Legitimacy and regionalization 

Moreover, technical measures have not been adapted to the context of the 
establishment, since 2004, of the RACs under the Common Fisheries Policy. 
The involvement of stakeholders in setting the technical rules is essential for 
their legitimacy, because fishers need to be convinced that the measures 
contribute to the conservation of stocks. Fishe1men are the ones who need to 
apply the rules, and they need to be in a position to understand and agree to 
both the rationale and the effectiveness of measures - whieh helps lead to 
commitment to measures and a greater likelihood of compliance of the 
adopted measures. The current sets of rules are not fu.LlJ adjusted 
(geographically) to the geographic organization of the RAC's - this- makes 
optimal involvement of the stakeholders very complex. 

Inflexible 

Being a Council Regulatien, the set of technical measures is not easily 
adaptable to new circumstances and needs. Proposals for amendments have 
to go through a lengthy process of (political) decision making, sometimes 
making the reason for adaptation void. The political character of the decision 
making has by occasion led to sub-optimal, sometimes straight-out irrational 
and inconsistent solutions (e.g. the MLS for plaice in the light of mesh size 
requirements). 

Avoiding other measures 

Finally, the introduction of certain specific technical measures has been used 
during negotiations as an altemative for other measures, especially as a 
means to reduce fishing effort (instead of a straight-forward effort 
reduction). Although technical measures may alter the selectivity and the 
fishing activity, it should be noted that technical measures cannot replace 
measures to reduce the fishing pressure. 
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In summary the technical measures can be regarded as: 

• Complex, dispersed and difficult to understand and to apply; 

• Requiring intensive and thus costly enforcement efforts; 

• A set example of top-down approach and micromanagement, 

• Maintaining the dilemma between harmonization and adaptation to local 
conditions, and not adjusted to the coming into existence ofRAC's; 

• Inflexible and difficult to adapt (due to integral decision-making at 
political level) 

• Decision-making on even the smallest detail at the political level; 

• Sometimes used inappropriately as an alternative to other measures; 

• Contributing to discards by the nature of the current design. 

Recent policy developments in response 

Already in 2002 the TM (in particular the set of rules for the Atlantic/North 
Sea) were identified as a test case for simplification. After the Commission 
presented a so-called consolidated proposal in which all the different sets of 
rules were brought together Council quickly turned the proposal down, as 
being too _complex, too difficult to understand and interpret, and not 
reflecting- regional differences sufficiently. Neither was the proposal 
earrsulted beforehand with the stakeholders. The Commission concurred 
with-the objections of Council and stakeholders and TM was inserted as a 
priority for simplification in the Action Plan on Simplification. This made 
the development of a new proposal necessary. 

After an intensive consultation process which started in 2004, a new 
proposal with a drastic overhaul of the current legal framework was 
presented in 2008. The main objective at this stage is to establish a new set 
of simpler, clearer rules - not changing the scope of the legislation but. 
Within this overarching perspective, the proposal is meant to achieve the 
following aims: 

not change the level of ambition of the technical conservation measures 
(so no major changes on the substance, such as mesh sizes); 

design simple, understandable, controllable rules with a positive effect on 
conservation of the species, on protection of the marine habitats and on 
reduction of discards; 

introduce a regional approach to encourage involvement and 
commitment of stakeholders; 

avoid micromanagement at the level of political decision-making; 
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introduce existing elements of other policies and mechanisms for enabling 
other implementation of other policies, such as environmental protection 
and Natura 2000; 

bring together the existing technical measures from various Community 
regulations for the Atlantic/North Sea. 

To this end the Commission has split up the TM into a Council Regulation 
which concentrates on measures that would be expected to be permanent, in 
combination with procedures to deal with measures that evolve rather 
quickly. Through commitology a set of regionalized Commission 
Regulations can then define in more detail the additional, non-essential 
elements of the rules, taking into account specificities of the region - and 
allowing for better stakeholder involvement in the development of these 
rules. 

At the presentation of this proposal the Commission has indicated that it may 
be necessary to adjust the rules gradually to arrange for a substantial increase 
in selectivity of the fishing gear - but simplification as proposed by this 
Regulation has priority now. The proposal is currently under technical 
consideration at working party level of the Council. 

7.7. The instruments: MPAs 

Marine protected areas are considered as an important tool for protecting 
sensitive habitats and species and the management of fisheries within an 
ecosystem approach. 

It is imp01iant to distinguish between the two different types and their 
purposes and- the corresponding legal instruments. Protected areas for 
sensitive habitats and species aim at the conservation of these features. The 
Habitats Directive provides the legal basis for the establishment of a network 
of representative MP As in this regard, the Natura 2000 network. This section 
focuses on closed areas as a tool for fisheries management. 

The Mediterranean regulation (Regulation 1967 /2006) provides a clear and 
innovative example of operative integration of fisheries and ecosystems 
goals. In fact this legal instrument put at the same level of priority, and for 
the first time in the CFP, both the sustainable exploitation of aquatic living 
resources and protection of marine ecosystems. In the end this CFP 
regulation may allow to establish MP As for the sake of protecting the marine 
ecosystems only. It allows also for extending Habitats Directive goals to 
international waters of the Mediterranean. Work is in progress at national 
level to collate and provide the scientific information upon which to extend 
and improve the network of MP As for fisheries interests in the 
Mediterranean. 

Postive results have been achieved also in the multilateral framework of 
GFCM by establishing three closed wide areas to active fishing gears in 
Mediterranean international waters. 
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Protected areas for fisheries management fall within the umbrella of 
technical measures. They may be set up to for the protection of 
concentrations of juveniles, or to address environmental concerns, for 
example areas may be closed under Natura 2000 to preserve sensitive 
habitats or ecosystems 

There are a number of protected or closed areas in the Nmih Sea, such as: 

• The Shetland Box, (Article 18 of Regulation 2371/2002), which restricts 
the access of large fishing vessels in order to protect biologically sensitive 
species; 

• The Plaice Box (Article 29 of regulation 850/98), which is an area closed 
to beam trawlers with engines of more than 300 horse-power in order to 
protect juvenile plaice; 

• The Pout Box (Article 27 of Regulation 850/98) where the fishety for 
Norway pout is restricted to protect juvenile whitefish like haddock, cod, 
and whiting which are taken as a by-catch; 

• The area around Shetland that is closed to sand eel fisheries in order to 
protect the food supply of sea bird colonies; 

While public discussion has promoted the idea of MP As as a fisheries 
management tool over the last years, the proof of their efficiency to promote 
sustainable fishel'ies management in f:ommunity waters is pending. A review 
on the existing North Sea MPAs has=..concluded that they have had little 
success in reaching their managem-e:tlt objectives. In most cases, it is difficult 
or impossible to separate effects- of management measures and natural 
variability occurr-ing during the lifespan of the investigated MP As. One 
reason for the inconclusiveness of the studies lies in the lack of reliable 
scientific baseline information (i.e. the situation at the time of closure), to 
allow for comparing with the curr-ent status. 

7.8. The need for a discard policy 

The legislation on TAC and quota define the catch possibilities for stocks. 
The counting of the uptake of the quota is done at landings. So, one of the 
main instruments of the CFP is to control what is landed, based on the 
principle that by controlling landings fishing mortality is also controlled. 
However, not everything that is caught is landed. Fishing gears are not 100% 
selective to the desired landings composition and thus the unwanted catch 
will be thrown overboard, as the practice of discarding is presently legal in 
European waters. Most of the species discarded are dead or dying. This 
unaccounted mortality undermines the effectiveness of the TAC system. 
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7. 8.1. How much is discarded? 

A recent F AO study59 has estimated annual world discards around 
7.3 million tonnes, corresponding to 8% of the global commercial catch (in 
weight). Of these, 1.3 million tonnes, corresponding to 13% of the catch, are 
discarded in the Northeast Atlantic. 

Based on Eurostat data and taking into account simple assumptions (see 
table below) it is estimated that in European fisheries 1.7 million tonnes of 
(all species) are discarded annually by European fisheries, corresponding to 
23% to total catches. 

Table 43- Estimated total discards (all species) 

Landings 2005 Estimated 
(Eurostat) discards of all 

species 
(tonnes) 

Tuna & sandeel 700 000 37 000 

Pelagic (herring + 1 400 000 155 000 
mackerel) 

All other species 3 500 000 1 500 000 

TOTAL 5 600 000 1 692 000 

Based on Eurostat landings by species considering: a) 5%-of total catch discarded (in weight) in the tuna 
and sand eel fisheries, b) 10% discards in pelagic fisheries and c) a· mean of-3&'Vo of total catch discarded in 
all other fisheries (beam trawl, crustacean trawl and whitefish trawhliscard 60%, 50% and 40% of their 
total catch in weight, respectively; while longline, gillnets and-tr.aps-dis{'anHess than 20%) 

Unfortunately Eurostat data is not available by gesr.:::.t-ype, which would allow 
for a more refined estimation of (global) discards. ICES/STECF make 
estimates on a case-by-case basis, and it shows that discard rates vary greatly 
between different fisheries. Finally, the Eurostat analysis is based on official 
landings statistics, and does not account for misreporting and black landings, 
which would increase the final estimation 

7. 8. 2. What are discards and why do fishermen discard? 

Discards are organisms which are thrown back to the sea after being caught 
in a fishing operation. The F AO definition of discards60 includes all species, 
both commercially exploited species and any other animal which is caught 
incidentally such as finfish, crustaceans, molluscs, sea mammals, seabirds, 
etc. 

There are several reasons for discarding, although the main ones are linked 
to market considerations and management measures: 

FAO Fisheries Technical Paper N°470 (FAO, 2005) 

FAO Fisheries Report W547 (FAO, 1996) 
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Economically-led discards. Many species and sizes have no or little 
commercial value and are thus discarded. This is the main bulk of the catch 
discarded. There are also discards that result from fishetmen's interest in 
maximising the economic output of their activity, by discarding individuals 
of a species that have a lower commercial value, just to make room for more 
valuable individuals onboard or to save some quota for later utilization 
(highgrading) or to limit the overall supply of fish which would also affect 
the price of most valuable species. 

Management-led discards. These are discards of commercially valuable 
species that follow mandatorily from EU legislation: minimum landing sizes, 
landings limitations, catch compositions associated to mesh sizes, etc. On the 
one hand, in mixed-species fisheries when the landing quota for one species 
is exhausted or a vessel does not have a quota for a species which is caught 
in the fishery, the options are either to stop the fishery altogether or to 
continue fishing for other species while discarding those for which the vessel 
has no quota. It should be noted that as a third option swapping of quota with 
other fisherrrren is possible, a practice that helps reduce the negative effects 
of the rules. On the other hand regulations specifying a maximum percentage 
composition of a species kept on board will similarly result in discards. 
Minimum landing size regulations also lead to discards when the selectivity 
of the gear is such that individuals below the minimum landing size are 
caught. However, in mixed fisheries it has proven very difficult to devise one 
gear design which will correspond not only to the minimum landing size of 
the target species, but also to all the other species caught. 
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8. THE ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE OF THE CFP 

The main impact of fisheries on the marine ecosystem is the killing of marine 
animals. Fish, crustaceans and other marine organisms are extracted from the marine 
ecosystem and landed, but they are also killed incidentally if they are taken as 
unwanted by-catch and discarded at sea or if they are damaged by fishing gear 
without being taken on board. Fisheries may also impact habitats when fishing gear 
is in contact with the bottom and thus affecting the bottom substrate and organisms 
living in or on the bottom. Both the direct impact of killing marine animals and the 
impact on habitats are first and foremost linked to the amount of fishing activity that 
takes place. 

The fishing pressure on 80% of European fish stocks is cunently above sustainable 
targets. This means that most European fishing fleets have a fishing activity which 
exceeds the activity required for fisheries to be sustainable even if sustainability is 
only considered from the limited perspective of the single stocks of fish which are 
targeted by the fleets. With a view to environmental sustainability the main and first 
task of fisheries management is therefore to reduce the overall fishing pressure to 
sustainable levels. By reducing fishing activity fewer animals are killed by fisheries 
and the impact on marine ecosystem structure and functioning is therefore lower; 
fewer fish, crustaceans, seabirds and sea mammals will be killed incidentally by 
fishing operations, and populations of these species are therefore less impacted, 
fewer individuals of sensitive species will be taken as by-catch and there will be less 
discards and less impact on habitats. 

The CFP of 2002 included the integration of environmental concerns as a· guiding 
principle and ihe progressive implementation of an ecosystem approaelLto fisheries 
management as one of the operational objectives of the policy. 

An ecosystem approach to fisheries management is about ensuring goods and 
services from living aquatic resources for present and future generations within 
meaningful ecological boundaries. Such fisheries management will strive to ensure 
that benefits from living marine resources are high while the direct and indirect 
impacts of fishing operations on marine ecosystems are low and not detrimental to 
the future functioning, diversity and integrity of these ecosystems. 

Implementing an ecosystem approach through the CFP concerns not only 
Community waters, but all oceans worldwide. To that objective Community action 
is developed through the cunent CFP instruments for Community waters and via 
Community action in Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs), 
through the UN and F AO process or, where appropriate, via bilateral agreements. 
The general policy objective of an ecosystem approach to marine management 
cannot be achieved by sector policies such as the CFP alone. Actions under the CFP 
are therefore developed within the framework of the Maritime Policy which is 
further described in chapter 18. 
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8.1. Environmental measures under the CFP 

The task of fisheries management within an ecosystem approach m a 
European context is to: 

(a) keep direct and indirect impacts of fisheries on marine ecosystems 
within bounds in relation to healthy marine ecosystems and 
ecologically viable fish populations by including all the knowledge 
we have about the interactions between fisheries and marine 
ecosystems in decisions under the CFP, and 

(b) ensure that actions taken in fisheries are consistent with and 
supportive of actions taken under the cross-sectoral Marine Strategy 
and Habitats Directive. 

Until now, various initiatives have been taken under the CFP that will 
contribute to the objectives of integrated management of the seas based on 
an ecosystem approach. However these_ initiatives are still in an 
implementation phase and are difficult to evaluate. Moreover, availability of 
scientific data required for this evaluation is limited at this stage. The 
following list gives an overview of actions that have taken place since 2002: 

A policy has been developed to reduce the exploitation of marine fish 
populations to MSY levels, as laid down in the Communication on MSY; 

- An increasing number of recovery and long-term management plans 
based on principles of ecological sustainability have been developed and 
implemented:iw=recent years. Such plans have been developed for several 
stocks in EIT:Yvaters and stocks shared with other partners, including 
recovery or management plans for North Sea herring, northern hake, and 
all cod stocks in Community waters and Bluefin tuna in the ICCAT area. 
Effort reductions are a generalized element of these plans; 

Initiatives have been taken under the CFP to protect sensitive habitats 
from harmful effects of fishing, such as the closure of cold water coral 
reefs west of Ireland. These actions aim at achieving the conservation 
objectives of Natura 2000 sites belonging to the ecological network set up 
by the Habitats Directive. In the Mediterranean area, the use of dredges 
and towed nets beyond 1000 metres has been prohibited to protect deep 
sensitive habitats including coral reefs, and three areas in international 
waters have been closed for fishing under decisions taken by the General 
Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM) and implemented 
in Community law. Moreover, the Mediterranean Regulation aims to 
ensure a high standard of protection of sensitive habitats such as 
Posidonia, coralligenous habitats and maerl beds, (which are also listed in 
the Habitats Directive) and requires Member States to establish a network 
of fisheries protected areas to protect nursery areas, spawning grounds or 
marine ecosystems in general. 

Measures have also been taken to avoid incidental by-catches of sea 
mammals by legislations prohibiting the use of large driftnets and in 
particular those exploiting highly migratory species, or making the use of 
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pingers compulsmy on gill nets, and action plans on the reduction of by
catch of seabirds and elasmobranches are in preparation. 

Fisheries can impact the functioning of ecosystems by excessively 
removing the food for predators (or, in the case of discards, by increasing 
food availability for scavengers) and thereby adversely affecting the 
populations of for instance sea birds. To address this issue areas have 
been closed for fishing of sandeel within flying range of seabird colonies 
which depend on such prey. 

Several actions have been taken recently to limit the negative impacts of 
fishing, such as banning the use of nets below depths of 200 metres in 
certain areas, banning destructive fishing practices or actions to combat 
illegal, umeported and umegulated (IUU) fishing in European and 
international waters. 

Several research projects to understand marine ecosystems and develop 
frameworks to include such knowledge in an ecosystem approach have 
been initiated and funded by the Commission through the research 
framework programmes. 

The new Data Collection Regulation supports the move towards an 
ecosystem approach in by including requirements for the collection of 
data which can underpin indicators relating to ecological impacts of 
fisheries and thus be supportive of an ecosystem approach to 
management. 

A first set of indicators 1o monitor the fisheries impact on the ecosystem 
has been selected and has been published together with this
Communication as a Commission staff working paper. 

The Commission will continue to develop such measures to reduce or 
eliminate the ecological impact of fisheries whenever new knowledge of 
such impacts becomes available, 

8.2. MP As as a conservation tool 

The Natura 2000 network 

The extension of the Natura 2000 to the marine environment, including the 
offshore marine environment, is one of the priorities of EU action to halt the 
loss of biodiversity. Marine habitats such as deep water coral reefs are of 
high biodiversity value and their protection in the Natura 2000 network does 
provide an appropriate mechanism to help ensure their conservation and 
sustainable use While the Natura 2000 network is well developed in land and 
in coastal areas only a limited number of MS have designated offshore sites. 
In view of the delay in extending the Natura 2000 network to the marine 
environment, in 2007 the Commission agreed with MS' Nature Directors a 
timetable for submission of substantial proposals of offshore sites by 2008, 
based on existing knowledge, including the results of ongoing research and 
surveys. 
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It is the responsibility ofMS to designate candidate Natura 2000 protected 
areas in the waters under their national jurisdiction and to establish 
conservation measures in order to protect those vulnerable habitats and 
species for which the site has been designated. Whenever a MS requests 
regulatory fisheries management measures in order to fulfil conservation 
objectives, the Commission will evaluate the request and as appropriate take 
the necessary measures under the CFP. The measures adopted should ensure 
protection of sensitive and endangered species, habitats and ecosystems from 
the effect of fishing. 

So far the following concrete actions were delivered. 

The Darwin Mounds (North West of Scotland). In 2003 and 2004 the 
Commission adopted under the emergency procedure two Commission 
Regulations (EC) 1475/2003 and (EC) 263/2004 for the protection from the 
effects of trawling of deep-water coral reefs. In 2004 these measures were 
made permanent (Council Regulation (EC) 602/2004). 

The Macaronesian Isles. In 2005 legislation was adopted to protect 
vulnerable hahitats such as coral reefs, thermal vents and carbonate mounds 
from the effects of fishing around these Isles (Council Regulation (EC) 
1568/2005). An amendment to the 2004 TAC&Quota Regulation was 
approved earlier to ensure temporary protection to these habitats in the 
meantime. 

Irish waters. In December 2007 temporary _protection- measures were 
adopted for four candidate Natura 2000 sites in-kisk'w-aters. 

'fhe Dutch Voordelta. A Commission Decisiun _was taken m 2008 on 
fisheries restrictions for certain areas within the IT nm of Dutch waters, as a 
compensation under Natura 2000 following the extension of Rotterdam 
harbour. 

El Cachucho. Protection measures were adopted in December 2008 
(amendment to TAC/quota Regulation 43/2009) for this off-shore area from 
the Spanish coast in the Cantabrian Sea 

An issue in the context of the designation of MPA's is the competition for 
space. Adequate local area management schemes appear to be lacking and 
spatial planning together with conflicting interests among potential users of 
marine areas is a problem. Furthe1more the industry seems hesitant because 
the socioeconomic impact of measures proposed is not taken into account 
sufficiently. In their opinion compensation measures for the sector should be 
envisaged. 

In the course of time MS have expressed certain concerns on the 
implementation of fisheries measures for such areas: 

• Designation of offshore marine sites and identification of the best 
conservation objectives and management measures is a complex and 
time-consuming process. 
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• MS have difficulties understanding how the CFP interplays with 
provisions under the Habitats Directive, it is considered as a complex 
procedure. 

• MS are responsible for conservation of vulnerable areas and features in 
their EEZ, while the EC has to propose or take the the appropriate 
fisheries measures. The issue of synchronization between the actions of 
the two needs attention. 

Other issues that have been identified with regard to N2000 are: 

• Delay in the implementation of the N2000 network to the sea. 

• Different interpretation of the Directive in different MS could lead to 
different approaches and measures and consequently to a lack of a level 
playing field. 

• Not all MS make progress in designating their areas at the same time. 
Work is developing on a case-by-case basis rather than following a 
regional approach. There is a lack of evaluation of effects such as the 
displacement of fishing effort and impact on new areas. Sometimes 
coordination between neighbouring countries is poor, and effective 
coordination among MS should be promoted. 

In summary, the extension of the Natura 2000 network to the sea is slow and 
challenging. This is a new area where relevant legal instruments such as the 
]Jroposed Technical Measures Regulation and the review of the CFP control 
· p.0licy are under revision, and their entry into force is much needed to 
·improve and speed up operations. Furthermore, there is limited experience 
of specific scientific advice; ICES is still developing a framework for 
management strategies in offshore Natura 2000 sites with an emphasis on 
fisheries 

The Mediterranean regulation provides a clear and interesting example on 
how to fully reconcile CFP provisions and procedures with the Habitats 
Directives, so that one instrument fully supplements the other and vice-versa 
and thus most of abovementioned problems could be overcome. 

In summary, the work on N2000 has evolved over recent years. Earlier this 
year, at the request of certain MS DG Maritime Affaires and Fisheries and 
DG Environment drafted a guidance document on "Fisheries measures for 
marine Natura 2000 sites", based on recent experience. Based on comments 
from MS and new information based on recent experience an updated 
version will be elaborated in 2009. These Guidelines will help clarify 
procedures and facilitate the work for MS. 

In the other hand, the proposals for new Regulations on both the Technical 
Measures (with a fast-track decision making procedure) and on Community 
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Control (with a strong legal basis for control activities in N2000 context) 
will contribute to the further implementation ofN2000. 

It is expected that the number of requests for fisheries measures for Natura 
2000 sites will be increasing in the coming time. 

8.3. Environmental indicators 

Environmental indicators are indicators of the fisheries impact on the marine 
environment. They should cover the most important aspects of how fishing 
impacts the ecosystem. They are essential to facilitate the environmental 
integration process and help to underpin the progressive implementation of 
an eco-system-based approach to fisheries management as outlined above. 

A preliminary set of environmental indicators contributing to assessing the 
performance of the CFP in relation to the objectives of "minimising the 
impact of fishing activities on the marine eco-system" was only recently 
identified (in a working paper accompanying the Commission 
Communication on the Eco-system based approach). The indicators are 
listed below. In general and as a starting point, these indicators should allow 
to a certain degree the utilization of existing data. However, further 
supporting and complementary data will have to be collected under the 
revised Data Collection Regulation from 2009 onwards. 

These state indicators identified are referring to commercially exploited fish 
stocks. They can be used as indirect indicators to evaluate the present 
situation, as regards two fundamental questions related to ihe environmental 
dimension of the CFP: 
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Specifications of proposed indicators and the associated data requirements: 

Indicator Definition Data required Precision level 

Conservation status of fish Indicator of biodiversity to be used for synthesizing, assessing add Species, length and abundance from fisheries-
species reporting trends in the biodiversity of vulnerable fish species independent research survey(s) for relevant marine 

Research survey should cover largest proportion of 
Indicator for the proportion of large fish by weight in the assemblage, region. Accurate reporting of these indicators require 

the marine region over the longest available time 
Proportion of large fish reflecting the size structure and life history composition of the fish that all species that contribute to the indicator are 

period. The indicator would be survey specific. The 
community. consistently and reliably identified. Survey catches 

methods require that surveys are conducted annually 
must be fully sorted (not sub-sampled) to ensure that 

Mean maximum length of 
Indicator for the life history composition of the fish community all individuals of every species that contributes to the 

in the same area with a standard gear. 
fishes indicator are recorded. 

Size at maturation of exploited 
Individual measurements of age, length, sex and 

At least I 00 individuqls per age class but more fish ' 
Indicator of the potential "genetic effects" on a population maturity from fisheries-independent research 

fish species surv1e}'(s) for relevant marine region. 
will improve the power of this indicator. 

Distribution of fishing activities 
Indicator of the spatial extent of fishing activity. It would be reported in 
conjunction with the indicator for 'Aggregation of fishing activity'. 
Indicator of the extent to which fishing activity is aggregated. It would 

Position and vessel registration data based on VMS 
Aggregation of fishing activities be reported in conjunction with the indicator for 'Distribution of fishing 

Available within two mo;1ths of position reports being 
activity'. __ 

received, with all positioi1s linked to the 6 level metier 
Indicator of the area of seabed that has not been impacted by mobile classification recommended in SGRN 06-03. This 

Preference for position reports every half hour. 

I 

bottom fishing gears in the last year. It responds to changes in til(: does not include vessels below 15 m. 
Areas not impacted by mobile distribution of bottom fishing activity resulting from catch conlro)s, 
bottom gears effort controls or technical measures (including MPA estab\iS!Jix.l ill 

support of conservation legislation) and to the development of any other 
human activities that displace fishing activity (e.g. wind farms). 

f--· 
Discarding rates of 

Indicator of the rate of discarding of commercially exploited species in Sp_eciel,', length and abundance of catches and 
. 

commercially exploited species 
relation to landings. dii\canls based on respectively logbooks and observer 

As specified in current discard regulation and (new 
trips processed separately, economic data from 

Discarding rates in relation to Indicator of the rate of discarding of commercially exploited species in 
regulation in draft. Data linked to the 6 level metier 

OCR economic data collection) 
landed value relation to the total value of landings. It is one measure of the relative classification recommended in SGRN 06-03. 

environmental impact of different fisheries. 
Value of landings and cost of fuel. Value calculated 
as the product of landings by species (revised DCR) 

Indicator of the relationship between fuel consumption and the value of and prices (revised DCR). Cost of fuel as defined in 
As specified in current DCR and proposed in (new 

Fuel efficiency of fish capture landed catch. It will provide information on trends in the fuel efficiency (new DCR economic data collection). The indicator 
DCR economic data collection) 

of different fisheries. would be calculated for each inetier based on the six 
level classification recommend~d iu SGRN 06-03 by 
marine region, quarter and year. 

Source: Staff Working Paper of the European Commission on the Organisation o(the Ecosystems Approach into the CFP 



Very recently, ICES has provided some preliminary results on the first three 
indicators which are presented below. As for the remaining indicators (in 
particular indicators 5-9), ICES is reviewing the existing data but it is 
already clear that further data development under the Data Collection 
Regulation is required. 

Results of the preliminary analysis of data for the indicators 1-3 (source: 
ICES April 2009) 

Indicator 1: Conservation status of fish species 

The database used to calculate this indicator is the so-called 'standard graph' 
database combined with the catch information provided in the ICES 
Advisory Repmi. The criteria for defining stock status relative to being 
inside/outside safe biological limits are precautionary reference points from 
the advisory report and as defined in the 'Common Fisheries Policy' 
Regulation. 

ICES has since a few years provided the Commission (DG Maritime Affairs 
and Fisheries) with an indicator that for each year presented the proportion 
(%) of the catch that is inside safe biological limits (SBL). The indicator is 
summarised as a time series (1995-2008, excl. 2002) in the graph below: 

Figure 44 -%catch inside SBL (Safe biological limits) 
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An often used indicator is the number of stocks inside/outside safe biological 
limits. This indicator is calculated for 1957-2008 as a supplement to the 
catch indicator presented above and includes all ICES assessed stocks for the 
Baltic Sea and the Northeast Atlantic Ocean. Stocks are excluded for which 
ICES does not provide stock status. However, one should be aware that as 



fish stocks are fished dramatically down there will be so few fish left to 
catch that this indicator may seem to improve while the underlying cause for 
the reduction in catches from threatened stocks is actually a very severe 
situation. 

Figure 45 - Stock share inside SBL 
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Indicator 2: Proportion of small fish61 

2000 2005 

2000 2005 

This indicator is calculated based on the DATRAS database for bottom trawl 
surveys in the Northeast Atlantic. Because of differences in gears and survey 
design between areas, the indicator is calculated for each survey separately. 
The indicator is calculated using both 30 em as well as 40 em as cut-off for 
defining "large fish". 

Baltic Sea- Database only includes cod and flounder and the graph therefore 
in effect shows the development of the cod length. 

61 Note that the indicator establishes the proportion of large fish- while the preliminary graphs provided 
by ICES currently present the proportion of small fish; this should be mirrored to obtain the 
percentages of large fish. ICES will rework the indicator so as to present the information fully in line 
with the indicator at a later stage. 
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Figure 46 - Propmtion of small fish 
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Bay of Biscay (EVHOE) 

Survey: EVHOE Quartet; 4 
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Indicator 3: Mean maximum length of fishes- North Sea -based on the 
IBTS North Sea bottom Trawl Survey)- Quarter 1 

The indicator is based on data in the DATRAS database. Because of 
differences in survey strategy and thereby selectivity the indicator is 
provided for each survey separately. For a detailed description of each survey 
and the area covered see http://datras.ices.dk/Home/Descriptions.aspx. 

The indicator is calculated as the maximum length of each fish species found 
in each haul and then for each year calculating the average of this length. 

Figure 4 7 - Mean maximum length of fish 

A. North Sea Herring 
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B. North Sea Cod 

Data before approximately 1970 is not reliable. The survey was originally 
designed as a Young Herring Survey and only later redesigned as a general 
fish survey 

Survey: NS-IBTS Quarter. 1 Species: Gadus morhua 
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With reference to the indicators on mean maximum length of fish and 
proportion of large fish it is obvious that healthy ecosystems tend to have 
populations composed by all life stages of their main species. As the figure 
on cod above demonstrates for the indicator on the mean maximum length of 
fish and the proportion of large fish, in several fish stocks the average size 
(and thus age) of the catches has been diminishing for years, and today we 
have many stocks composed almost entirely of small fish. Lack of adult fish 
can have many ecological consequences, beyond those on the breecling 
capacity of the stocks themselves. Lack of adult fish can change food chains, 
and can increase fluctuations in stock size (as biomass becomes too 
dependent upon annual recruitments) thus affecting the stability of the 
marine ecosystem 

Concluding remarks 

Work in the field of environmental indicators has only started. Now that the 
indicators are identified (albeit of preliminary character) it is imperative that 
the data collection for these indicators starts, both making use of existing 
data in other fields, combined with the collection of new data (under the 
Data Collection Regulation, among others). Hence at this stage it would be 
premature to draw conclusions as regards the assessment of the coherence of 
the CFP with the identified environmental objectives and targets. 
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9. CONTROL AND ENFORCEMENT 

9.1. Internal aspects (EC waters) 

9.1.1. Overall results achieved in terms of compliance with CFP rules 

9 .l.l.l.Positive evolutions 

The problems arising from non-compliance, the consequent damage to fish 
stocks and the lack of economic and social stability have been recognised by 
the Member States, both at government level and within parts of the fishing 
sector itself. The Commission played its role in encouraging compliance, 
providing a greater transparency and facilitating international co-operation, 
and, in more extreme cases, in using the deterrent effect of infringement 
proceedings before the European Comi of Justice. A particular success has 
been the improvements seen in the monitoring and control of the pelagic 
fisheries and, although to a lesser extent, the acknowledgement by Member 
States of their failure to effectively control the landings of third country 
fishing vessels. They also recognised that they have to_ improve their 
enforcement system in this area. Other positive evolutions include the 
strengthening of cooperation between the Member States, and the 
establishment of the Community Fisheries Control Agency, the satellite 
monitoring of the European fleet and the progressive introduction of 
electronic rep01iing. The latter will result in a system which is quicker, more 
accurate, and less expensive and which allows automated processing of data. 
For the fishermen, the electronic system makes it easier to record and 
corrununicate data. 

9 .1.1.2.Maj or shortcomings 

Despite those positive evolutions, numerous weak points were identified in 
the various reports published by the Commission on the control of the CFP 
as well as in the report of the Court of Auditors. It can be concluded that the 
control system is inefficient, expensive, complex, and that it does not 
produce the desired results. In fact, the control system is so inefficient that it 
puts into question the entire system of T AC and quotas and fishing effort 
management. The major efforts undertaken over the last years to achieve 
sustainable exploitation and long-term management of stocks simply cannot 
bear fruit in the absence of an effective control system. In effect, we are in a 
vicious circle: in the absence of an effective control system we try to solve 
the problem by reducing TACs - only to have our efforts ruined in parallel 
by overfishing. 

Shortcomings in the current approach to control 

a) An inadequate legal framework. The existing regulatory framework is 
severely fragmented. The control policy defined in Regulation (EEC) 
2847/93 and Chapter V of Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002 (the 
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'Basic Regulation'62
) is scattered today over several regulations. Only 4 

of 20 implementation regulations, which were originally foreseen, were 
adopted, as a result of a combination of factors, such as a lack of 
political will, the obsolescence of specific provisions, etc.. This 
fragmentation harms its effectiveness since it generates confusion in 
national administrations and amongst all stakeholders, not least with 
fishermen and it contributes to undermining the credibility of the CFP 
in the civil society. Although defined as being global and integrated, the 
Community control regulation is limited primarily to control of 
technical measures concerning catches and neglects the other aspects of 
the CFP, namely the markets, the activities in the waters of third 
countries and its support schemes. Controls applied to these areas 
would certainly contribute to significant overall improvements. New 
needs have arisen with respect to control-, in particular within the 
framework of fishing effort systems and biologically sensitive fishing 
zones which were previously covered partially by defining ad hoc 
mechanisms on a case by case basis. 

b) Unreliability of catch data and respect of allowable quotas -
Compliance with Total Allowable Catches (TAC's) and quotas remains 
one of the major problems of the CFP. These problems and related 
control aspects are probably felt more acutely when significant 
reductions in quotas are decided in response to the need for a drastic 
reduction in fishing mortality rates. Undeclared and misreported 
landings seriously undermine in some cases the management of TAC's 
and quotas. Fishery scientists are forced to make estimations of 'real' 
catches because the official figures are not considered reliable in-some 
Member States. For example while in a certain year the declared catch 
for southern hake was 5 549 tonnes scientists used an estimated figure 
of 6 810 tonnes. For Irish Sea cod the declared catch was 2 700 tonnes 
while the estimation was 4 420 tonnes. Similar examples can be found 
in other areas. 

The national systems for collecting, validating and compiling catch data are 
affected by numerous shmicomings, some of them serious, so that the quality 
of the data forwarded to the Commission is umeliable. In the Member States, 
the regulatory framework and the procedures in force guarantee neither that 
the data collected are complete, nor that inconsistencies are detected when it 
is validated. For its part, the Commission is not in a position to identify 
satisfactorily errors and misstatements in the data forwarded by the Member 
States and to take the timely decisions necessary to protect the resource. 

Quota uptake monitoring relies on a declaration system fed via three main 
types of document completed by fishermen or first buyers: logbooks, landing 
declarations and sales notes. These documents, or copies of them, as 
appropriate, must be forwarded to the authorities of the flag Member State 
and/or Member State of landing and/or of first sale: up to three Member 

62 Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002 of 20 December 2002 on the conservation and sustainable 
exploitation of fisheries resources under the Common Fisheries Policy( OJ L 358, 31.12.2002, p 59-80) 
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States may thus be involved. The Member State of landing is always the one 
responsible for forwarding the catch data to the Commission and may, 
therefore, be a different State from the one that holds the quota from which 
the catches will be deducted (the flag Member State). 

c) Ineffective control of fishing effort- Control of fishing effort, which 
should complement quota limits, seems to be implemented in a way that 
causes least effect on actual fishing activity. There is no evidence that 
the reduction in fishing effort has compensated for over-capacity in the 
fleet, even taking into account the effect of decommissioning schemes. 
VMS has not been extensively used to effectively monitor fishing effort 
so that it can be considered a missed opportunity. With the reform of 
the CFP in 2002, a different management system as regards reducing 
fishing capacity was introduced. Capacity reduction objectives have 
been replaced by the concept of reference ceilings which are expressed 
in capacity units and constitute maximum levels which national fleets 
may not exceed. These ceilings were set on the basis of historic levels 
and are only reduced in cases where vessels are decommissioned from 
the fleet with Community aid. This system does not oblige, or even 
encourage, Member States to reduce their overcapacity. At the same 
time some provisions were introduced at Community level aimed at 
controlling fishing effort. Reductions in fishing effort do however not 
necessarily result in capacity reduction. Community action is now 
directed essentially towards limiting the fishing effort. Since this is 
defined as the product of capacity (in GT or kW) times activity (days at 
sea), a reduction in it can be obtained 8y simply decreasing one of these 
factors, namely activity. In this case, overcapacity continues- to have a 
direct bearing on the profitability of the fishing im.ffistry, which may 
even be tempted to compensate for its reduced activity by increasing its 
productivity and investing in technological equipment, such as sonar or 
more efficient fishing gear, which will de facto increase its effective 
fishing capacity. 

d) Overcapacity - Overcapacity of fishing fleets is a structural problem, 
which leads to the unprofitability of the fishing industry and in a 
context of decreasing authorised catches is an incitement to non
compliance with these restrictions. It also affects the quality of the data 
forwarded. For a high number of vessels it is only possible to operate 
profitably by exhausting quotas and committing overfishing. This leads 
to a vicious circle of fishing vessels exhausting fish stocks for their 
economic survival with an increased economic pressure to fish even 
more over the top the following years whereas the legal fishing 
possibilities and quota allocations shrink. Despite the serious ecological 
consequences for the environment this results also in a market 
oversupply and therefore in a continuous fall of prices for fishery 
products. The currently insufficient control mechanisms are not able to 
interrupt this circle effectively. After the failure of the programmes for 
adapting fishing capacity, the current approach, which is essentially 
based on reducing the fishing effort, is unlikely to resolve the problem 
of overcapacity. 
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Figure 48-

e) Absence of general control standards - After the reform of the CFP 
in 20Bz Ll}e~-Commission added, in pmticular in the recovery plans, 
inspectionc-standards, quantitative control objectives and_obligations on 
the ~existence of national control programmes to the legislation. 
However;these are still limited to specific cases. Multiplication of such 
requirements will merely lead to overlapping and confused obligations 
that cannot easily be administered and adhered to without significantly 
weakening the level of control on fisheries that are not targeted by these 
plans. In the absence of common standards, each Member State has 
implemented its own system with its own characteristics. These 
multiple national approaches have resulted in varying procedures and 
practices. This diversity gives operators the opportunity to criticise 
practices which they consider discriminatory and to question the 
relevance of the CFP, thereby making them less inclined to observe the 
rules. Having no legislative norms at its disposal, and not having 
developed universally accepted standards, the Commission has not 
carried out general evaluations of the systems in place in the Member 
States. Its inspection work has tended to focus on those procedures in 
the national systems that are the subject of specific legislative norms, as 
the only way of reaching conclusions that are viable in legal 
proceedings. However, this approach does not allow it to form an 
opinion of the overall effectiveness of the inspection and control 
systems that each Member State is obliged to set up under the terms of 
Community legislation. 
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f) Technkal measures- Significant quantities of undersized fish are still 
landed, especially in southern Europe where banned gears (drift nets) 
are still in use, while in Northern waters trawl blinders (to retain small 
fish) have not been eradicated. Technical measures regulations are 
scattered in a number of regulations and it is not always easy to define 
which rules are applicable to a given area and/or fishery. 

g) Level playing field - The absence of a level playing field in the 
implementation of control rules has been identified by the Commission, 
the Member States and~ the stakeholders as a major hindrance to the 
establishment of a culture of compliance, one that led to the failure of 
the Control policy. 

Many reasons contribute to that: 

In the area of fisheries management there are only EC waters, not national 
Exclusive Economic Zones. These are, however, important when it comes 
to the control of fisheries. 63

. This approach along two different lines does 
not favour the creation of equal conditions and is in particular detrimental 
to the creation of a level playing field, which the fishing sector is asking 
for. This is in particular true when we talk about fishing vessels flying the 
flag of an inspecting Member State. At a time where many operators use 
vessels flying the flag of another Member State than the one of which 
they hold the citizenship and continue to operate from a port of their 
native Member State- a phenomenon generally called "quota hopping"
the flag Member State must be in a position without restrictions to 
exercise an effective control of those vessels flying its flag that o2erate 
from the port of another Member State. The restriction of control to the 
national Exclusive Economic Zones in general does not favour an 
effective control system. The Commission is keen to create the necessary 
conditions for a level playing field for the industry and to achieve a 
similar good quality of control in all Member States. For this reason 
Member States should have generally the posBibility to carry out 
inspections in all Community waters. However, as such inspections would 
take place in the waters of another Member State; the inspecting Member 
State would need the authorisation of the coastal Member State. With a 
view to making this system as efficient as possible, such authorisation can 
only be denied for compelling reasons of national security. 

Community legislation places an obligation on Member States to take the 
necessary measures to implement effective control and inspection of CFP 
rules. However, neither general control standards nor inspection 
methodologies defined at EU level have been established. In the absence 
of common standards, each Member State has implemented its own 
system in its area of responsibility, with its own characteristics. The 
absence of general standards has resulted in the existence of divergent 
national systems that neither ensure adequate inspection pressure nor 
optimise inspection activities. This diversity, as highlighted by the Court 

63 Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, Article 23. 
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of Auditors, gives operators the opportunity to criticise practices which 
they consider discriminatory, thereby making them less inclined to 
comply with the rules. 

The absence of effective powers at the disposal of the Commission harms 
the establishment of an EU level playing field. As guardian of the Treaty, 
the Commission verifies and evaluates that Member States meet their 
responsibility for the application of the CFP rules, and ensure a uniform 
application of those rules. In particular, it should be the responsibility of 
the Commission to intervene promptly whenever serious wrongdoings by 
a Member State harm other Member States and the resource, and in tum 
create the condition for unfair treatment to the fishermen. In order to get 
Member States to respect their obligations, the Commission may either 
have recourse to the Court of Justice and the general procedure for failure 
to fulfil an obligation, or it may use one of the procedures specific to the 
CFP. Each of these procedures, however, has features that make it 
difficult to use and effective only exceptionally. In the past there were 
incidences where a given Member State deliberately did not respect 
relevant Community law. Even though other Member States urged the 
Corrunission to undertake immediate action, under the current legislation 
the Commission is legally not in a position to take any such action. It can 
only exert political pressure which that Member State can resist if it 
wants. Without a substantial increase of the possibilities to react for the 
Commission, such completely unsatisfactory and unacceptable situations 
are likely to continue. Such a situation is not only likely to discredit the 
Commission and the CFP as such, hut also the-European Union as a 
whole. 

The absence of harmonised sanctions -h&Sc a general bearing on the 
establishment of an EU level playing field. Notwithstanding the general 
low level of sanctions64

, which has been identified by the Court of 
Auditors, in 2006, the maximum level of fines imposed at EU level 
varied, from 170 EUR to 120 000 EUR according to the Member State 
where the sanction was pronounced. For that reason, in the proposal for a 
Control reform, a framework is foreseen between 5000 Euros as a 
minimum sanction and maximum sanction of at least 300.000 Euros. 
Within these two extremely broad limits Member States have full 
discretion, in particular with respect to ensure the principle of 
proportionality and take into account the details of the particular case. 

An inadequate and complex legal framework: The complexity caused by 
the number of amendments to the Control Regulation is further 
exacerbated by the fact that the Control Regulation is only one of the 
elements of the control framework. A range of control provisions are 
contained in more than 20 separate regulations65

. However, only 4 of 20 

64 Available figures for 2006 show that the average fme for the 10,362 detected infringements was 
EUR 1,548. In 2005 the total amount offmes was EUR 10,8 million, or less than 0.17% of the value of 
EU landings in 2004. 

65 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/legislation/other/control_ en.htrn 
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originally foreseen implementation regulations were adopted, as a result 
of a combination of factors, such as a lack of political will, the 
obsolescence of specific provisions, etc. This complexity and incoherence 
of the legal framework leads to a lack of clarity and legal ce1iainty which 
makes it difficult for Member States and the fishing industry to accept the 
concept, to comply with the rules and therefore gives no incentive to not 
exceed fishing efforts. 

Shortcomings in the national inspection systems 

a) Cross-check of data by Member States -The Community regulations 
require Member States to establish a validation system that includes 
cross-checks and validation of the data obtained from the various 
obligatory declarations and VMS data. The regulations also provide that 
each Member State is to create a database in order to facilitate these 
checks, but they specify neither the precise nature nor the scope of the 
validation checks to be carried out. No Member State had a fully 
integrated validation system, i.e. which allowed all declaration data of a 
similar type to be checked automatically and systematically: there any 
automatic and systematic cross-checks between the data in the three 
main declaration documents and the corresponding VMS data and 
cross-checks are insufficiently documented for it to be possible to verify 
whether they were actually carried out, and whether anomalies 
identified had been the subject of appropriate follow-up. The lack of 
inter-operability and inter-connection between the different -national 
systems for collecting catch data reduces the opportunities for checking, 
and thus limits the extent-of the validation systems' effectiveness. For 
example, in the case of first sale in a country other than the flag state or 
country of landing, it is not possible to perfmm an automatic control by 
cross-checking the sales note data, on the one hand, against the data in 
the logbook and the landing declaration on quotas, depending on 
whether landing took place in one country rather than another. 

b) Inadequate strategic programming and tactical targeting - Most 
Member States did not carry out a risk analysis leading to a fmmal 
strategy document that identified inspection priorities and could be used 
as the basis for a rational allocation of resources, particularly as regards 
the cost/benefit aspect of inspections. Even where general inspection 
programmes existed, they did not always specify the resources to be 
deployed and the quantified objectives to be observed. In this situation, 
it is not possible to ensure a correct balance between the type of 
resources deployed, the programmed inspection tasks, and the principal 
inherent risks of the fishing activities carried out in the area for which a 
particular Member State is responsible. The multiplicity of inspecting 
bodies may increase the risk of overlap or of an area of activity falling 
into a "blind spot" when their areas of operations are allocated, and may 
lead to rigid structures which limit the scope for redeploying inspection 
resources in the light of changing priorities 
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c) Inappropriate systems for following up infringements and imposing 
sanctions - The procedures for dealing with reported infringements do 
not support the assertion that every infringement is followed up and still 
less that infringements attract penalties; even when penalties are 
imposed their deterrent effect is, on the whole, limited. Sanctions for 
infringements of CFP rules are not sufficiently deterrent and therefore 
the system in place is one more factor which encourages non
compliance with the CFP rules and overfishing. Overall, the total 
amount paid in fines by the fisheries industty in 2006 amounted to €9 ,2 
million, affecting only 0.04 % of the number of active fishing vessels. 
The levels of those sanctions are largely divergent and notably in the 
majority of Member States they do not take into account the economic 
benefit from the infringement. The Commission has observed the 
significant disparities of the sanctions imposed by the different Member 
States for the same type of serious infringements: for example, the 
average fine for fishing without holding a fishing licence ranged from 
€63 to €24,328 in 200666

. The average fine imposed across the EU in 
the proceedings that ended with a penalty in 2006 amounts to € 1 548. 
The average fine is less than half the average fine imposed in 2003 (€4 
664) and less than the average fine imposed in 2004 (€ 2 272). 

Weaknesses at both the procedural level and in the sanctions imposed are a 
hindrance to the observance of this obligation. Follow-up actions are 
sometimes limited for legal or procedural reasons and furthermore, the lack 
of Community integration and harmonisation impairs the effectiveness of 
sanctions. 

Ineffective control mechanisms at EC level 

a) Insufficient Commission monitoring and cross-check of data- As the 
Member States have primary responsibility for managing and 
monitoring their quotas, it is they who must take the necessary steps to 
avoid quota overruns, if necessary by closing the fisheries concerned. It 
is for the Commission, for its part, to verify that the Member States 
fulfil their obligations. 

For this purpose it has the possibility of halting fishing for a particular stock 
on its own initiative. So far, this possibility has been used only twice by the 
Commission a) to close the Mediterranean bluefin tuna fishety for all 
Member States (Regulation (EC) No 1073/2007 and b) to close the cod 
fishery for vessels flying the flag of Poland in some areas of the Baltic 
(Regulation (EC) No 804/2007). The effectiveness of such a measure is 
hampered by the fact that the Commission has to collect serious evidence 
first. This procedure is very time consuming and it can take the Commission 
up to three months to react during which the overfishing goes on. 

66 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament - Reports from 
Member States on behaviours which seriously infringed the rules of the Cmnmon Fisheries Policy in 
2006, COM/2008/xxx, forthcoming 
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The Commission has the capacity to address overfishing in a more routine 
manner by deducting overfished quantities from the relevant Member State's 
quota the following year on the basis of a gradual penalizing factor67

• This 
factor has without doubt a disciplinary effect. However, its consequences are 
only felt well after the overfishing has occurred. Moreover, if cases of gross 
overfishing involve a political discussion on high level, the tool is of limited 
use since decisions are influenced by other criteria. To make quota reduction 
a stronger tool the Commission should have an increased mandate to deduce 
quotas as a normal act of administration and to delink the process from the 
political discussion. 

There are a number of shortcomings in the information system through 
which the Commission receives monthly the catch data prepared by the 
Member States. Firstly, as stated above, the quality of the information 
forwarded is unreliable. Secondly, not all Member States systematically 
forward their reports within the specified deadlines, thereby reducing the 
Commission's scope for reaction. Moreover, since the information is 
~cumulative over the year, it is possible neither to test the consistency of data 
from one year to the next over specified periods, nor to identify processing 
delays. Lastly-, in the absence of some simple logical tests it is not possible to 
immediately identify even gross misstatements in declarations. Data are 
forwarded to DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries as part of fisheries policy 
implementation, but the Commission does not cross-check them against 
similar data received through Eurostat, which in some cases are significantly 
different. 

b) Inspection pressure is difficult to evaluate - The concept of 
inspection is not defined in Community law. The term~"inspection" can, 
therefore, equally refer to a check on a fishing licence, which takes~ a 
few minutes, or to an operation taking place over several days, 
involving numerous inspectors, and including an exhaustive inspection 
of cargo, fishing gear and all documentation. Moreover, this situation 
allows some Member States to include in their control statistics 
inspections that are not directly related to compliance with the 
provisions on resource conservation but which concern, for example, 
health or safety conditions. Not every check has to be exhaustive in 
order to be useful. However, to be effective each inspection, depending 
on its nature, must have certain features. For example, a landing 
inspection where the inspectors are not present from the start to the 
finish of the operation and do not check the contents of the hold at the 
end of their work, cannot be used as the basis for an opinion on the 
accuracy of the catch quantities declared. Community regulations do not 
provide model inspection forms for use by all inspectorates. In the 
absence of standardised practice, however, this would provide greater 
transparency and facilitate cooperation between the various inspection 
bodies in all the Member States. Centralised recording of all inspection 
reports in a computerised database is essential. This in itself, by 

67 Article 23 paragraph 4 of Council Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002, and Article 23 of Council 
Regulation (EEC) No 2847/93 
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facilitating the process of tracing and using data, allows a global 
assessment of inspection activity and of its volume and results in 
particular. In this area also, Community law has not defined any 
obligations or standards, leaving each Member State to develop (or not 
develop) the system of its choice. An effective control system depends 
on the existence of a quality control system providing assurance that the 
work performed complies with the applicable standards on the subject. 

c) Insufficient pressure on Member States-

Commission inspections: The verification of Member States' 
implementation of the CFP rules is carried out by monitoring via 
inspections of Member States activities and evaluation of Member 
States inspection reports. A team of 24 Commission inspectors, whose 
powers are limited in scope68 can request access to databases and 
documentation held by the national authorities, but they cannot carry 
out their own checks on private entities against the will of the inspected 
party. They have the right to conduct checks in Member States without 
prior notice, but need to be accompanied by inspectors of the Member 
States who are ultimately responsible for the inspections of the sector. 
Thus the inspection competence never equals those of the national 
authorities. In addition, even if evidences gathered by Commission 
inspectors can be used for prosecution, Member States are not obliged 
to act against individuals on the basis ofthe findings ofthe Commission 
inspectors' reports. 

The infhngement procedure against Member States: In order to get 
Memser States to respect their obligations, the Commission may either 
have recourse to the Court of Justice and the general procedure for 
failure to fulfil an obligation, or it may use one of the procedures 
specific to the CFP. Each of these procedures, however, has features 
that make it difficult to use and effective only exceptionally. 
Proceedings for failure to fulfil an obligation are inherently long. In 
fact, before they reach the Court of Justice the observed failure must be 
the subject of a formal notice, then of a reasoned opinion. Each of these 
stages not only requires extensive preparatmy work and formal 
consultation between the relevant departments of DG Maritime Affairs 
and Fisheries but also involves the Commission's legal service. In total, 
for fisheries as for other areas, proceedings for failure to fulfil an 
obligation take several years. Furthermore, proceedings for failure in the 
implementation of control, inspection or sanctions procedures require a 
significant volume of inspection work on the part of the Commission. 
Due to the absence of easily verifiable assessment criteria, the 
Commission has to increase the volume of evidence in order to 
demonstrate that the failure is both general and permanent. This 
requires numerous missions; especially as in practice Commission 
inspectors cannot officially record an infringement without national 
inspectors being present. All in all, the size of the task in fact makes it 

68 Articles 29 and 30 of Council Regulation (EC) No 2847/93 
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69 

difficult to pursue more than one case of this type at a time. And lastly, 
a judgment of failure to fulfil an obligation is not in itself effective, 
since the Member State's obligation is confined to taking the measures 
required to execute the judgment. In order to result in a financial 
penalty, the first judgment must be followed by a second one, for non
implementation of the provisions of the first one. For that the 
Commission must bring evidence that the failure has continued without 
any interruption since the first judgment. In practice, in the area of 
fisheries, there has only been one case in which a Member State was 
sentenced to pay a financial penalty. The judgment in question was 
delivered in 2005 for non-compliance with a 1991 judgment conceming 
a case in which the first infringements had heen recorded in 1984, 21 
years earlier. 

d) Limited powers of the Community Fisheries Control Agency of its 
own in relation to control and enforcement of CFP rules. 

The Community Fisheries Control Agency (CFCA) is a European 
Union body established in 2005 to organise operational coordination of 
fisheries control and inspection activities by the Member States and to 
assist them to cooperate so as to comply with the rules of the Common 
EU Fisheries Policy in order to ensure its effective and uniform 
application. 

Under its current mandate, and even though the Agency is still a young body, 
the role of the-"Agency is essentially limited to the coordination of the work 
of national authorities in specific areas. This situation does not take 
adv_antage-of the full potential of the Agency. The work of the Agency 
should~ ti~erefore, also be used to assist the Commission for the purpose of 
evaluating and controlling the application of the rules of the Common 
Fisheries Policy by the Member States. It should also be used to bring about 
harmonised inspection standards. In particular, the Agency should be the 
appropriate body to set up an emergency unit to tackle serious risks to the 
Common Fisheries Policy that cannot be addressed otherwise. 

This diagnosis has been confirmed by the Court of Auditors in its Special 
report No 7/200769

, "Contrary to what its name might suggest, the Agency 
has no powers of its own in relation to fisheries control ( ... ) it is still too 
soon to judge the eventual impact of its activities on the various weaknesses 
identified during the audit. However, it is already possible to regret that the 
power of the so-called Community inspectors (In fact, they are national 
inspectors designated by each Member State to take part in inspections in the 
context of operations coordinated by the Agency) is limited to action at sea 
and that cooperation as regards following up and penalising offences lies 
outside the Agency's sphere of competence". 

Special Report No 7/2007 on the control, inspection and sanction systems relating to the rules on 
conservation of Community fisheries resources, OJ C 317, 28.12.2007 
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In this context, the proposal for a new Control Regulation envisages to 
amend the mandate of the CFCA in order to allow its proper involvement in 
the operational cooperation of control and enforcement measures at all 
stages. In this respect, a number of elements are further elaborated, such as: 

• The extension of the mandate of the CFCA to establish Joint 
Development Plans and to organise operational cooperation; to all 
activities covered by the CFP (and not just activities at Sea).Therefore, 
initiatives on land, during transport, processing or marketing should also 
be part of the mandate. 

• The task for the Agency of assisting the Commission in monitoring the 
uniform implementation of the CFP rules and the proper application of 
the new CFP control system by the Member States. For this purpose, the 
Agency officials could be granted own investigation powers, to allow 
inspections of national control systems, and private operators; 

• The contribution to the harmonisation and improvement of inspection 
standards, the CFCA should elaborate and issue manuals and guidance 
material reflecting best practices in the field and provide training for 
national inspectors. It should, moreover, conduct risk analysis on the basis 
of catch data provided by the Member States and provides the 
Commission with technical and administrative support. 

• The competence, following existing provision, notably for the European 
Food Safety Authority, to_set up an emergency unit where a serious risk to 
the CFP has- been identified, and the responsibility for the collection and 
evaluation of relevant information and the elaboration of options to 
prevent or eliminate the risk. 

9.1.2. Recommendations for a reinforced control policy 

If the political authorities want the CFP to achieve its objective of 
sustainable exploitation of the fisheries resources, the present control, 
inspection and sanction systems must be strengthened considerably, m 
particular by implementing the following recommendations: 

control strategies are based on risk analysis and evaluated with the help of 
relevant objectives; 

inspections are supervised and recorded in centralised databases; 

sanctions should have a deterrent effect and be harmonised; 

higher consideration is given to verifiability of management measures; 

powers of Commission inspectors are strengthened and the mandate of the 
Community Fisheries Control Agency (CFCA) is broadened; 

more responsive sanctioning instruments against MS are introduced. 

9.1. 3. Reform of the control system applicable to the CFP 
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In view of the shmicomings identified above, and the numerous 
recommendations for an improved and strengthened control framework, the 
Commission has adopted in November 2008 a legislative package on the 
refmm of the current control system of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) 
that will replace the existing Regulation 284 7/1993 (Control Regulation). 

The proposal for a reform of the control policy applicable to the CFP 
answers all the recommendations of the Court of Auditors, and of the 
Committee on Budgetary Control of the European Parliament. It also 
addresses the recommendations of the Audit Progress Committee, which 
called for a strong reform and immediate appropriate measures against 
violations of Community law. 

9.1.3.1.Content of the proposal 

A global and integrated approach to control 

The proposal will ensure uniformity in the implementation of the control 
policy, while respecting and considering diversity and the specific 
characteristics of different fleets. It will establish a level playing field for the 
industry by covering all aspects from the capture to the market. It will 
subject fishery resources to licences and permits, introduce new technologies 
and extend existing ones(AIS, VMS, ERS, VDS), it will harmonise 
inspection standards. Surveillance by MS will be further developed, all 
landings will have to be weighed, more _traceability systems will be 
introduced and other specific control measmes (for discards, real-time 
closures and marine protected areas}will-be established. 

The proposal will further ensure thatMember States take up a stronger role 
in the area of control and sanctions. It will also ensure that the Commission 
will adhere to its core activity of controlling and verifying the 
implementation of the rules of the CFP by Member States. The mandate of 
the Agency (CFCA) and the competences of the Community inspectors will 
be broadened. The Agency will be in a position to carry out on the spot 
checks on the territory of the Member States. It will also be able to set up 
emergency units in situations that represent a serious risk to the CFP. The 
Agency will also be responsible for the coordination and exchange of data 
with other institutions and agencies ofthe EU. 

9.1.3.2.Added value compared to the existing system 

- Simplification of the legal framework for control: The proposal brings 
together the control standards for all the rules of the CFP. It puts the 
principles in place while leaving the task of defining the details to a single 
implementing Regulation. 

- An enlarged scope for control: The proposal covers fields that were until 
now neglected (transpo1i, markets, traceability), and addresses new needs 
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that have arisen with respect to control (discards, recreational fisheries, 
marine protected areas). 

- A level playing field for control: The introduction of hannonised 
inspection procedures, but also of hmmonised and detenent penalty 
systems will ensure a fair treatment for the fishermen wherever they 
operate, and give confidence in the system to all players. 

- Rationalisation of the approach to control and inspection: The systematic 
use of risk management will allow the Member States and the 
Commission to concentrate their control resources on fields where the 
risk of infringement is the highest. 

- Reduction of the administrative burden: The new system will be quicker, 
more accurate, less expensive and will allow automated processing of 
data. The effectiveness and efficiency of validation systems for catch data 
will be greatly improved. For the fishermen, the use of modem 
technologies will lower the administrative burdens, it will save time as 
they will only have to concentrate on their obligation to record catch data. 

- More effective application of the CFP rules: The new tools at the disposal 
of the Commission and of the Agency will ensure a quicker and stronger 
reaction where infringements to the rules are detected. The Commission 
will develop a macro management approach, and re-orientate its tasks 
towards the control of the control systems ofthe Member States. 

The proposal is cunently under negotiation in the Council Working Party, 
the European Parliament has delivered its opinion on21 A-pril2009. 

9.2. External aspects 

9.2.1. Regional fisheries management organisations (RFMOs) 

The main RFMOs are NAFO, NEAFC and ICCAT. The most important 
fishing possibilities in NEAFC concern small pelagics for which the TACs 
for 2008 are 1,5 million tons for hening, 385.000 tons for mackerel and 1,15 
million tons for blue whiting. In addition there are fisheries for redfish _in 
ICES areas I and II (TAC: 14.500 tons) and the Inninger Sea (46.000 tons). 
Catches of this latter stock may be taken in NAFO, within certain limits. 
Other important stocks in NAFO are shrimp (TAC: 25.000 tons) and 
Greenland Halibut (TAC: 11.856 tons). The most sensitive stock in ICCAT 
is blue fin tuna (TAC: 28.500). 

The number of EU vessels operating in NEAFC exceeds 900 compared to 
around 40 in NAFO. 

In addition to the shared redfish stock there are close links between NAFO 
and NEAFC. Vessels often fish in both areas during the same trip. 
Furthermore, the Advisory Group for Data Communication (AGDC), which 
was a committee established in NEAFC, enjoys the full participation of the 
NAFO secretariat and Canada. 
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9 .2.1.1.NAFO 

Control measures and monitoring of fisheries: The measures for the 
control by the Member States of the fishing activities of their vessels in the 
NAFO area are regrouped in the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement 
measures (CEM). These measures refer to the conservation, management, 
control and monitoring of the fisheries concerned and provide guidelines for 
the inspection at sea and in pmi, with a particular focus on IUU activities. 
Control issues are dealt with in ST ACTIC. Every year during its plenary 
session, NAFO evaluates and if appropriate modifies the above-mentioned 
CEM. The CEM provisions are afterwards transposed in the EU legislation 
to legally bind the Member States in their implementation. In NAFO the 
adoption of new control measures in 2006, such as rerouting of vessels in 
case of serious infringements, has brought about real improvements in 
compliance. The introduction of additional reporting requirements for 
vessels fishing for Greenland halibut in 2007 has contributed to a more 
effective inspection strategy. 

The Commission is in charge of the control of that implementation by the 
Member States. However, the relevant fishing activities are also subject to 
the horizontal provisions laid down in the applicable EU Control legislation. 

Inspection at sea: Since 2007, the Commission has transferred the 
organisation and execution of the control at sea of the fisheries activities of 
the EU vessels_ in the NAFO area to the Community Fisheries Control 
Agency (CFCA). According to the CEM a Contracting Party with mor~ than 
15 fishing vessels operating in the NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA)shalthave 
an inspector or other competent authority present in-the NRA or in_a::country 
adjacent to the Convention Area. 

For a number of years the EU has deployed a patrol vessel in the NRA. 
Coordinators from the CFCA on board the patrol vessel supervise the 
inspection work of national inspectors designated by the relevant Member 
States. In 2008, in accordance with the "joint deployment plan" agreed by the 
Commission, the patrol vessels were either provided by the Member States 
or chartered by the CFCA. 

Landing controls: According to the legislation in force, all the landings of 
species caught in the NAFO area must be controlled in port. Such control is 
executed by the Member States, and evaluated by the Commission 
inspectors. 

The Commission considers that such port controls are the best way to check 
the accuracy of the catch repmiing by the fishing vessels, both in terms of 
identification of the species declared and the crosscheck of logbooks and 
landing declarations. The daily catch rates of the main species are the basis 
for the calculation of the quota up-take. However performing thorough, good 
quality inspections on 100% of landings is not realistic in ports whith a large 
number of landings. 

Measures against IUU activities: IUU vessels are listed by NAFO and, in 
connection with the complete set of measures to combat illegal fisheries 
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provided by the NAFO CEM and transposed in the EU legislation, the 
Member States are required to refuse any activity or assistance to the vessels 
concerned. 

In this context, the port State control of illegal fishing activities has lead to a 
substantial reduction of activity by IUU vessels. 

Observer programme: The presence of an observer on board of fishing 
vessels engaged in the NAFO area is compulsory. Despite the heavy cost of 
this programme, Member States do provide the necessary observers. 

However, the observer programme does not provide reliable information or 
guarantee an effective follow-up for the conect management of the relevant 
fisheries. It should therefore be reviewed. 
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9.2.1.2.NEAFC 

Control measures and monitoring of fisheries: The measures for the 
control by the Member States of the fishing activities of their vessels in the 
NEAFC area are set down in the Scheme of Control and Enforcement 
("Scheme"). These measures concern the control and monitoring of .the 
fisheries concerned, and in particular establish a Pmi State Control scheme 
and provisions on IUU activities. Every year during its plenary session, 
NEAFC evaluates and if appropriate modifies the Scheme. The provisions 
are afterwards transposed into EU legislation to legally bind the Member 
States in their implementation. The Commission, on behalf of the EU, has 
taken a leading role in the development of control and enforcement measures 
inNEAFC. 

The Commission is in charge of the control of that implementation by the 
Member States. However, the relevant fishing activities are also subject to 
the horizontal provisions laid down in the applicable EU Control legislation. 

Inspections at Sea: The Commission draws up the annual inspection 
program following requests for proposals from Member States for the 
provision of inspection means i.e. patrol vessels and surveillance aircraft. 
The needs for inspection in the NEAFC Regulatory Area (RA) in 2008 are in 
line with the historical pattern of the fisheries monitored during previous 
years, and the EU maintains its presence in the NEAFC RA with the 
participation of 8 Member States providing patrol vessels and patrol aircraft. 

The Commission takes the role of a Contracting Pmiy on behalf of the 
Member States and co-ordinates th~ administration of Surveillance and 
Sighting Reports, Inspection Reports and Infringement Procedures. The 
Annual Repmi on Surveillance and Inspection Activities is compiled by the 
Commission and presented to the annual meeting of the Permanent 
Committee of Control and Enforcement (PECCOE). 

Port State control: The Barents Sea cod stock is managed jointly by 
Norway and the Russian Federation, which have the primary responsibility 
for measures to stop this illegal fishing that in the past has been estimated to 
be as much as 100,000 tonnes per year. The Russian Federation, as the flag 
State for most of the vessels allegedly engaging in the illegal fishing, has a 
particularly important role to play in preventing it. However, given that 
much of the fish taken illegally in this area is landed at EU ports and ends up 
on the EU market, the EU has a major responsibility at the pmi State level. 

In order to eradicate this illegal fishery, the NEAFC Pmi State Scheme was 
proposed by the EU and adopted by NEAFC, coming into force in May 
2007. This scheme is readily accepted by the industry and is working well 
with the co-operation of all NEAFC Contracting Parties. 

Under the scheme landings can only take place once the vessels flag state has 
confirmed that: 

• the vessel concerned had sufficient quota to cover the catch; 
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• the catch had been duly reported and counted against quota; 

• the vessel was authorised to fish in the area; and 

• the vessel's presence in the area had been verified by VMS. 

The World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) has publicly commended NEAFC 
on the successful inauguration of the scheme which it estimates to have 
reduced illegal fishing of the Barents Sea Cod stock by at least 50%. 

Measures to promote compliance by Non-Contracting Party (NCP) 
vessels: In line with the F AO's International Plan of Action to prevent, deter 
and eliminate illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing in the North-East 
Atlantic, a new Non-Contracting Party (NCP) Scheme was adopted by 
NEAFC in 2003, becoming effective in 2004. The NEAFC Scheme was 
adapted to combat the operation of Flag of Convenience (FOC) vessels. To 
this end, a system of black listing was established and refined, resulting in a 
provisional A-list of NCP vessels suspected of carrying out IUU fishing and 
a definitive B-list of vessels confirmed as carrying out IUU fishing in the 
NEAFC Regulatory Area. Vessels on either list may not receive fuel, 
provisions or other services in Contracting Party (CP) ports. Any A-list 
vessel must be inspected on its arrival in a CP port and may be prohibited 
from landing. IUU B-list vessels are prohibited from entering CP ports and 
fish from these vessels may not be imported into the Community. 

There are currently 22 vessels on-the NEAFC IUU A and B lists. Of these 
vessels~ only 2 are known to be currently operating in tlie North-Atlantic. Of 
the remainder, 8 have been scrapped and 2 are bJ.ovv-u~rohave sunken. 

Flags of listed vessels are Georgia, Cambodia, Cuba; Togo, Panama and 
Bahamas. These flag States are becoming more cooperative and have entered 
into dialogue with NEAFC to varying degrees. 

The implementation of the NEAFC IUU lists in the past two years has 
virtually eliminated the operation of FOC vessels in the NEAFC RA. 

9.2.1.3.ICCAT 

Control measures and monitoring of fisheries: In the context of the 
ICCA T a set of measures for the control (by the Member States) of the 
fishing activities of their vessels in the ICCAT area are agreed. These 
measures are defined in different Recommendations and Resolutions adopted 
by ICCA T These documents refer to the conservation, management, control 
and monitoring of the fisheries concerned, and provide guidelines for the 
inspection at sea and in port, with a particular focus on IUU activities. Every 
year during its plenary session, ICCAT evaluates the compliance by the 
Contracting Parties with the above-mentioned rules, and the eventual 
necessary modifications are negotiated and adopted. 

The ICCAT rules are afterwards transposed in the EU legislation to legally 
bind the Member States in their implementation. 
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The Commission is in charge of the control of that implementation by the 
Member States. However, the relevant fishing activities are also subject to 
the horizontal provisions laid down in the applicable EU Control legislation. 
Although various tuna species and the swordfish are important items 
managed by ICCAT, the BFT (bluefin tuna) fishery is currently the main 
priority for control. The control and inspection effort developed by the 
Commission and by the EU Control Agency since 2008 is concentrated on 
that BFT fishery. 

Inspection at sea: Since 2008, the Commission has transferred the 
organisation and execution of the control at sea of the BFT fishing activities 
of the EU vessels in the ICCAT area to the CFCA, including the farming 
operations. 

Coordinators from the Agency supervise the inspection work of national 
inspectors designated by the relevant Member States, in accordance with the 
"joint deployment plan" agreed by the Con1mission. 

That inspection activity is currently concentrated on the BFT fishery, and no 
effort is developed for the other species covered by the ICCAT rules. 

Landing controls: According to the legislation in force, all the landings of 
BFT catch in the ICCAT area must be controlled in port. Such control is 
executed by the Member States, and evaluated by the Commission 
inspectors. 

The Commission considers that such port controls are the best way to check 
the accuracy of catch reporting by the fishing vessels, both in terms of 
identification of the species declared and the crosscheck of logbooks and 
landing declarations. This crosscheck is the basis for the calculation of the 
fishing effort, and consequently the quota up-take. 

Measures against IUU activities: IUU vessels are listed by ICCAT and, in 
connection with the complete set of measures to combat illegal fisheries 
provided by ICCAT and transposed into EU legislation, the Member States 
are entitled to refuse any activity or assistance to the vessels concerned. 

9.2.1.4.GFCM 

Control measures and monitoring of fisheries: In the context of the 
GFCM a set of measures for the control (by the Member States) of the 
fishing activities of their vessels in the GFCM area are agreed. These 
measures are defined in different Recommendations and Resolutions adopted 
by GFCM. These documents refer to the conservation, management, control 
and monitoring of the fisheries concerned, and provide guidelines for the 
inspection at sea and in port, with a particular focus on IUU activities. Every 
year during its plenary session, GFCM evaluates the compliance by the 
Contracting Parties with the above-mentioned rules, and the eventual 
necessary modifications are negotiated and adopted. 
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The GFCM recommendations are transposed into EU legislation to legally 
bind the Member States in their implementation. 

The Commission is in charge of the control of that implementation by the 
Member States. However, the relevant fishing activities are also subject to 
the horizontal provisions laid down in the applicable EU Control legislation. 

Landing controls: According to the legislation in force, all the landings by 
Community vessels in the GFCM area must be controlied in port. Such 
control is executed by the Member States, and evaluated by the Commission 
inspectors. 

The Commission considers that such port controls are the best way to check 
the accuracy of the catch reporting by the fishing vessels, both in terms of 
identification of the species declared and the crosscheck of logbooks and 
landing declarations. This crosscheck is the basis for the calculation of the 
fishing effort. 

Measures against IUU activities: IUU vessels are listed by GFCM and, in 
connection with the complete set of measures to combat illegal fisheries 
provided by GFCM and transposed in the EU legislation, the Member States 
are entitled to refuse any activity or assistance to the vessels concerned. 

9. 2. 2. Bilateral agreements 

9.2.2.1.Northem Atlantic (Norway, Faroes, Iceland and Greenland) 

The agreement with Norway is by far the most important of the Nmihem 
agreements in economic terms and as regards control issues. The 
management of joint stocks, reciprocal access arrangements and exchange of 
fishing possibilities form the basis of the annual agreement. Control and 
enforcement also form an important part of the agreements with Norway and 
the Faroes. They provide for the exchange of inspectors and information on 
landings as well as cooperation on a broad range-of control issues which may 
change from year to year according to priorities. 

In 2002 a Working Group of Control Experts was created. The first task of 
this Working Group, in which the EU, Norway and the Faroes participate, 
was to develop measures with regard to the deduction of water content from 
landings of mackerel, herring and horse mackerel. The measures, which were 
broadened to cover the weighing and inspection of landings, were agreed in 
2004 and came into force in 2005. They form the basis for the creation of a 
level playing field in the pelagic sector which has been welcomed by the 
industry. 

Following the success of the control measures in the pelagic fisheries it was 
decided to broaden the scope of the subjects to be examined by the Working 
Group. In particular control measures in the white fish sector and port state 
control were included in the terms of reference. The involvement of the three 
parties in the Working Group has led to close cooperation in NEAFC and 
NAFO. 
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Cooperation on VMS (Vessel Monitoring System), ERS (Electronic 
Reporting System) and VDS (Vessel Detection System) has also been an 
important aspect of the Norway agreement. It is necessary to ensure that both 
Parties are moving together at the same speed and in a compatible way. 

9.2.2.2.0ther bilateral agreements 

The other bilateral agreements concem Morocco and ACP countries. 
Specific control provisions are included in all the bilateral fisheries 
agreements negotiated by the Community with third countries. 

In relation to the fisheries agreement with Mauritania particular emphasis 
was given to the cephalopod fishery by EU vessels and the provision of 
VMS positions to the Mauritanian control services. Some technical 
assistance has also been given to colleagues in charge of the negotiation for 
the renewal of the agreement in 2005. 

Due to limited resources the Commission has not been in a position to give 
priority to the evaluation of the implementation by Member States of the 
catch rep-orting rules deriving from the fisheries agreements or applicable to 
the high seas fisheries, by which the Member States must control the catches 
of their vessels in third country waters or in the high sea, and verify and 
record the landings and transhipments (logbooks; landing declaration; 
communication of data). 

9. 2. 3. Challenges 

As regards RFMOs the main chaLlenges can be summarized as follows: 

• As far as possible the rules in the different RFMOs should be harmonised. 
Although there are many similarities in the measures applied by NAFO 
and NEAFC differences still persist, for example as regards port state 
control provisions where the rules in NAFO and NEAFC are very 
different. Port State control rules should be introduced in NEAFC for own 
flag vessels. As regards NAFO the 100 % rate of inspection should be 
replaced by a more realistic level based on risk analysis. Given that 
vessels may land catch from both areas at the same time harmonisation is 
imperative. Furthermore the observer scheme in NAFO, which is no use 
whatsoever, should be abolished. 

• To rationalise the deployment of inspection vessels across the Atlantic, 
the CFCA should be the logical agency to take over the coordination of 
inspection activities in both NAFO and NEAFC. In view of the relative 
size of the fisheries the priority given to NAFO should be reassessed and 
the placing of EU inspectors on board inspection vessels of other 
Contracting Parties should be considered. 

• Priority should be given to the implementation by Member States of the 
existing rules provided by the current EU legislation, instead of creating 
new rules and legislation In particular the provisions listed below should 
be fully implemented: 
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- adoption of means to ensure the effective control, inspection and 
enforcement; 

designation of a single authority; 

creation of integrated data bases (BFT model - integration of VMS, catch 
reports, etc) and automatic cross-checking procedures; 

communication of data to the Commission, and between Member States. 

• Clarification of the legal framework is necessary, in particular, to 

avoid the necessity to transpose the RFMO rules in the EU legislation; 

- adopt the implementation rules and benchmarks as provided for in the 
basic regulation; 

define clearly the powers and responsibilities of Commission, Community 
and national inspectors at sea and on land. 

• There exists a need for clarification and simplification of the measures 
against IUU fishing, in particular, to 

- establish common IUU lists and measures for all the existing RFMOs; 

clarify the measures against nationals engaged in illegal fishing activities; 

involve the CFCA more closely in monitoring IUU vessels. 

Concerning bilateral issues the mairrchallenge for the Northern agreements 
is to maintain the momentum that has been established so far. Concerning 
Southern agreements a more active role and priority to developing a common 
approach to control and inspection should be sought after. 
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IU. FLEET CAPACITY POLICY 

l 0.1. Balance between fleet capacity and available fishing opportunities 

The assessment of the balance between fishing capacity and available fishing 
opportunities is one of the main difficulties that the Commission and 
Member States are confronted with when trying to achieve a sustainable 
fishing activity. What is the adequate fleet size is a very diiTicult question to 
answer. However, there is agreement that overall the Community Jlshing 
fleet is oversized. 

The scientific reports which served as a basis for the preparation of the third 
and forth multi-annual guidance programmes in 1990 and 1996 (C!ulland and 
Lassen) did not tackle the issue of the lack of a comprehensive assessment of 
the Community fleet overcapacity. Both reports indicated that lishing 
rnortality should be reduced on almost all of the fish stocks that were 
examined. The reductions suggested as necessary for the pntdent 
management of the stocks were very large, typically about 40% and in many 
cases much higher. These reductions were assumed to be equivaknt to 
fishing cfTort reductions, which in tum were transposed into capacity 
reductions. No comprehensive assessment of the balance between capacity 
and resources was carried out for the preparation of the 2002 CFP reform. 

As it has been discussed many stocks are today overfished, i.e. there is an 
excess of fishing effort on these stocks. On the other hand, the capacity of 
many fleets is under-utilized, i.e. the vessels- fish fewer days than the 
maximum they could fish if no effort or quota limitations applied. 

The structural imbalance between fleet capacity and resources in many 
fisheries has been and still is one of the main challenges for the EU fishing 
industries. The industry has low resilience to external economic pressure, 
because of overcapacity and because the resource base has been eroded by 
decades of overfishing. The severity of the consequences of these external 
pressures is thus to some extent self-inflicted as the industry and public 
authorities together share the responsibility for not adapting the fleet size to 
the resource base and for letting short term considerations erode the long 
term economic viability ofthe industry. 

!\ current overriding objective arising from the Johannesburg Summit on 
Sustainable Development is to achieve exploitation rates that are consistent 
with Maximum Sustainable Yield (Fmsy) by 2015. According to STECF this 
can he achieved with the existing EU fleet capacity, provided it is deployed 
in ~mch a way that results in the desired level of fishing mortality. 

II is how the capacity is deployed that will influence the exploitation rate, 
nnd not the physical capacity itself. In this sense, STECF recommends that 
"the future management of fleet capacity is considered in relation to 
improving economic performance of the fleet," and this calls for exploring 
IIH' impnct of management systems aiming at enhancing the economic 
dlkicncy of the fleet. 
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10.2. Current instruments for fishing capacity management - A brief 
description 

10.2.1. The basic principle 

As a result of the CFP reform adopted in 2002, Member States are 
exclusively responsibie for adjusting the size of their fleets to the fishing 
oppmiunities made available to them by the Council, expressed either in the 
form of quotas or fishing effmi allocations. No capacity reductions are 
decided and imposed at Community level. Nevertheless, taking into account 
that Member States' fleets were globally over-sized, it was decided that their 
capacity could not in any case increase. The following elements were then 
set up as part of the new capacity management scheme. 

10. 2. 2. Fishing fleet registers 

Member States are required to keep a register of all their fishing vessels and 
transmit regularly to the Commission accurate information concerning their 
fleet. On the basis of these data, the Commission maintains the Community 
Fishing Fleet register, which comprises information on all Community 
fishing vessels. 

10. 2. 3. Quantification of fishing capacity 

The basis for fishing fleet management is the quantification of its fishing 
capacity; under the CFP, fishing capacity is quantified in terms of two 
indicators: vessel tonnage and propulsive power. Although the possibility is 
foreseen to quantify fishing capacity in terms of fishing gear size or 
characteristics, this has never been done. (Article 3 n) of the basic 
regulation). 

10. 2.4. Entry exit regime 

The entry exit regime is one of the main pillars of the fleet capacity 
management system defined under the CFP. No fishing capacity may enter 
the fishing fleet without the previous withdrawal of at least a similar amount 
of capacity. This means the capacity of the fleet in_ terms of tonnage and 
power may not increase. 

10. 2. 5. No replacement of fishing capacity decommissioned with public aid 

Under the current management provisions, the capacity of vessels 
decommissioned with public aid cannot be replaced. The 20% reduction in 
power that is required to replace an engine with public financing in certain 
cases is considered and treated as a withdrawal of capacity with public aid. 
This rule combines with the entry-exit regime to produce a maxrmum 
capacity figure or capacity ceiling for each Member State's fleet. 

10. 2. 6. Safety tonnage 

Under certain conditions, the increases in tonnage on existing vessels of 
more than 15 m in length or on new or existing small scale vessels may be 
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exempted from the entry-exit regime rule. However, this provision involves 
a very small amount oftonnage in relation to the global fleet size. 

10. 2. 7. Reference levels 

The reference levels which result from the final'objectives' or capacity limits 
defined under MAGP IV (Multi-annual guidance programmes) apply only to 
the Member States which were part of the Community at the end of 2002. 
They represent no real limitation since they are higher or much higher than 
the limitations resulting from the entry-exit regime. 

10. 2. 8. Specific treatment for the fleet registered in the Outermost Regions 

The fleets registered in the outermost regions of the Community were 
granted a specific regime which consists of, 

• a separate capacity management for each of the fleet segments making up 
the outermost regions' fleet 

• the possibility to grant aid for the construction of fishing vessels until the 
end of2007 

• the possibility to increase fishing capacity, i.e~ an exemption from the 
entry-exit regime until the end of 2008 

After the end of 2008, the fleets registered in the outermost regions have 
been managed according to the entry-exit regime appliec:L to each one of its 
segments. 

10.3. Historical fleet capacity management under the CFP 

10. 3.1. International obligations 

The MS of the European Community have signed up to an international 
voluntary commitment to develop plans of action for capacity reduction 
under the International Plan of Action (IPOA) for the Management of 
Fishing Capacity. The IPOA has been elaborated within the framework of 
the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries as envisaged by Article 2 (d) 
and the provisions of Article 3. 

The original objective of the IPOA was for States and regional fisheries 
organisations to achieve efficient, equitable and transparent management of 
fishing capacity worldwide by no later than 2005. Inter alia, States and 
regional fisheries organisations confronted with an overcapacity problem, 
where capacity is undermining achievement of long-term sustainability 
outcomes, should endeavour initially to limit at present level and 
progressively reduce the fishing capacity applied to affected fisheries. 
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I 0.3.2. Fishing capacity management under the MAGPs 

In order to attain a sustainable balance between the capacity of the EU 
fishing fleet and the available resources, a new structural policy was 
implemented in 1983. 

This helped to establish a string of structural adjustment measures, including 
the introduction of the extensive Multi-annual Guidance Programme 
(MAGP) capacity adjustment policy. The multi-annual guidance 
programmes established the framework for the management of fleet capacity 
for 20 years. The first multi-annual guidance programmes covered the period 
1983-1986. 

The MAGP set out a series of multi-annual capacity targets for all EU 
member states and their fleets. In order to remove excess capacity from 
fisheries, vessel decommissioning and effort reduction were the most 
frequent measures applied. Other measures, such as joint enterprises, export 
to third countries, and reassignment for purposes other than fishing were also 
used, although to a much lesser extent. 

In conjunction with these programmes, additional financial measures for, 
inter alia, vessel renewal and modernisation were also applied to help 
restructure the EU fishing fleet. The main aims were to help improve safety 
and catch quality, etc to secure sound economic and social conditions for the 
enterprises and the persons employed in the sector, and to create a 
reasonable, stable income level. The process has aimed at giving EU 
fishermen a financial incentive to leave the fishery, and so simultaneously 
providing economic relief for fishermen who wish-to leave the fishery. 

Vessels remaining in the fishery should benefit from an improvement in the 
economic results through a reduction in fixed costs, improved catches, and 
greater competitiveness. Despite the introduction of MAGPs in 1983, it 
became clear that serious attention to fleet adjustment was required in the 
1990s following rather modest fleet objectives and reductions seen during 
the 1983-91 period. In an attempt to improve the success rate of fleet 
capacity management, the EU fleet was subsequently segmented depending 
on how each vessel was geared towards fish stocks, defined on the basis of 
the zone fished, the species exploited, and the fishing gear used. Fleet 
segment reduction objectives were set in accordance with desired fishing 
mortality rates of certain fish stocks, 'weighted' on the basis of biological 
advice on fish stock overexploitation. 

The analysis of the relation between capacity and resources used to be 
undertaken at Community level, based on Council decision on the 
adjustment of fleet segment, accompanied by scientific advice. Annual 
MAGP reports were produced by the Commission based on data submitted 
by MS. During the period 1991 to 30 June 2002, the EU fleet realised 
reductions of approximately 20 %, both in terms of vessel tonnage and 
engine power, although to varying degrees across member states and fleet 
segments. 
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Although most of the capacity reduction objectives of the MAGP were 
ultimately met, the translated effect of a similar reduction in fishing pressure
on stocks did not materialise. Reasons for this could be connected to the 
following: 

(1) continued and rather inconsistent availability of subsidies for the 
modernisation and renewal of vessels and poor levels of fleet controls. 

(2) The adverse effects of other subsidies, helping to indirectly impact 
capacity and effort levels by influencing investment incentives and 
cost/revenue structures, are also considered to be of impmiance in 
this respect. 

(3) Furthermore, factors including the continuous changes in fishery 
dynamics, complex fleet segmentations, poor fleet monitoring and_ 
controls, amendments of fleet objectives, and the lack of seriousness 
(mainly by the Council of Ministers) attached to required cuts in 
fishing opportunities to safeguard fish stocks have most likely played 
an important role. 

( 4) The issue of technological progress is also deemed to have been 
influential in this respect. For example, despite EU fleet reductions of 
some 20% mzer the last decade, these nominal reductions have not 
accounted for technological advances or changes in pro8uctivity of 
vessels. For illustrative purposes, an annual 2% increase in 
productivity due to technological progress over ten years will need to 
be offset by a 22% reduction in fishing capacity if status quo is to be
maintained. Furthermore, since an annual 2% increase is regarded as 
a rather modest estimate, and all production inputs are not under 
control allowing input substitution, a 20 % nominal reduction in 
tonnage and engine power over ten years should not be regarded as a 
highly notable achievement. A study commissioned by the European 
Commission suggests that the impact of technological progress on 
fishing effmi can indeed be significant and highly variable, both in 
spatial and dynamic terms (Banks et al. 2001 ). The study concludes 
that technological progress may undermine reductions in nominal 
capacity through an increase in productivity, and should indeed be 
considered when addressing the needs for capacity reduction. 

The forth multi-annual guidance programmes established fishing effort 
reductions by segment which were a function of the state of stocks and the 
share of this stock in a segment's catch composition. Member States were 
allowed to reduce fishing effort by any combination of capacity reduction 
and activity reduction. While the majority of Member States chose to reduce 
capacity, some decided to reduce activity in some of their fleet segments. 

The overall capacity reductions established by the forth multi-annual 
guidance programmes were too small. Globally, the fleet was reduced 
slightly more than it was required to, but this reduction was probably 
economy driven and not resource driven. Moreover, in some cases the initial 
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programmes were later amended to increase the final objectives of ce1tain 
segments, allowing in fact a net capacity increase for the fleet of some 
Member States. The capacity reductions required under MAGP IV and a 
summary of the compliance with effort and capacity objectives per segment 
are presented at the end of this Chapter. 

Finally it should be taken into account that the very limited objectives in 
relation to fleet reduction co-existed with a generous Community financing 
of investments in the fishing fleet (both construction of new vessels and 
modernization of the existing fishing fleet). 

At the end of 2002, the MAGP was discontinued following the reform of the 
CFP in response to the fairly modest results it managed to deliver. Under 
new regulations, however, tonnage and engine power measures of capacity 
remained in force. These indicators still form the basis for new capacity 
reference levels of fishing fleets, intrinsically based on the MAGP objectives 
at the end of 2002. These reference levels now serve as a maximum ceiling 
to capacity development of fishing fleets and are used to £age the status of 
fisheries in relation to available resources and fishing mortality reductions 
(especially under stock recovery and long tenn management plans, e.g. North 
Sea cod, Northern hake). 

10. 3. 3. Difficulties to enforce capacity management provisions 

Prior to 2003, capacity management provisions under the CFP were difficult 
to implement~ and enforce. They were spread over two legal texts, the FIFG 
and the MAGPs, although theJormer was-clearly not the most aaequate legal 
instrument to include capacity,_ management provisions. To make things 
worse, the periods covered by the two regulations did not coincide. The 
FIFG applied for the periods 94~99 -and 2000-2006 while MAGP III applied 
for92-96 and MAGP IV for 97-2002. 

The prohibition to replace the capacity of vessels withdrawn with public aid 
first appeared in Community law in 1994, within the FIFG 94-99 regulation. 
Small scale fishing vessels were exempted from this prohibition. But the 
main obstacle for its application was the unclear drafting, probably necessary 
for a compromise, and the lack of implementing provisions. 

The MAGPs obliged Member States to keep their fleet capacity below the 
"objectives" established for each one of the fleet segments. However, they 
did not take into account the reduction in fleet capacity achieved with public 
aid. By the end of MAGP IV, some Member Sates showed a considerable 
"margin" below the final objectives. This margin was the result of public aid, 
which meant Member States could not increase their capacity as they 
claimed. Some of the Member States that barely complied with the final 
objectives of MAGP IV would probably have been found in breach of their 
obligations if this had been taken into account. But there was no clear legal 
basis or implementing provision to objectively carry out this verification. 

To make things more difficult, the enforcement of capacity limitations was 
poor due to unreliable capacity indicators. In addition to the engine power 
under-declaration problem (see power section below), a Community standard 
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to calculate vessel tonnage was not defined until 1994. This new standard 
was followed by a transitional period for the complete re-measurement of the 
fishing fleet which ended at the end of 2003. The co-existence of two 
tonnage calculation standards during MAGP IV significantly contributed to 
the difficulties encountered by the Commission to enforce the MAGP IV 
capacity limitations. In fact, the compliance with these limitations 
(objectives) was assessed in terms of power only. 

10. 3. 4. Fishing effort limitations established under MAGP IV not included in 
2002 CFP 

The main goal of the MAGP IV was to freeze, and for some fisheries to 
reduce, fishing effort. While the majority of Member States agreed to 
establish mandatory capacity reductions as the best wa.)' to achieve this goal, 
some decided no to do so and_ accepted to establish mandatory reductions 
only for fishing effort. They argued that they could keep their fleet and 
reduce fishing effort by reducing the number of days at sea for the vessels 
concerned. The reductions in activity achieved in this way were not 
incorporated into the reform of the CFP, as was the case for the MAGP IV 
final objectives which took the form of 'reference levels'. In fact, effort 
limitations established in the form of kW·days and GTdays, were 'forgotten' 
and therefore 'forgiven' in the CFP reform. 

The development of capacity in the European fishing fleet is illustrated in the 
following graphs (based on Facts and figures on the CFP 2008): 

Figure 49 - Trend in number of fishing vessels 

Tr..end in the number of EU fishing vessels 
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N.B.: The increase in the number of vessels shown in 1998 is due to the inclusion in the 
Community Fishing Fleet register of the vessels registered in the French Outermost Regions 
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Figure 50 - Trend in fleet capacity in tonnage 

Trend in the EU fishing fleet capacity in terms of tonnage between 1992 and 2006 
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N.B.: The increase in tonnage shown-between 1999 and 2001 is only apparent; it is due to the transition from the naUonal tonnage measurement 
systems to the Community system. In awrage, the GT tonnage of a vessel is greater than its its tonnage measured in the national units. 

Figure 51- Trend in capacity in engine power 

Trend in the EU fishing fleet capacity in terms of power (kW) between 1992 and 2006 
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N.B. The increase in power shown in 1998 is due to the inclusion in the Community 
Fishing Fleet register of the vessels registered in the French Outermost Regions 

10.4. Current approach 

Since the abolishment of the Multiannual Guidance Programmes (MAGPs), 
there is no longer a centralised management approach. Capacity is now 
regulated through strict entry/exit rules, which have been ably assisted by the 
fact that funds for fleet construction and capacity-enhancing modernisation 
have been phased out completely. MS are now charged with drawing up their 
own plans to deal with overcapacity, using financial instruments such as the 
FIFG/EFF, and are closely monitored by the Commission. Although it can be 
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argued that we have managed to effectively limit further capacity expansion, 
as prescribed under the global IPOA initiative, much needed progress is still 
required in the area of capacity reduction. 

10. 4.1. MS annual fleet reports- capacity/resource balance 

Since 2003, this analysis of fleets is being undertaken by MS and 
documented by their annual fleet reports (A1i. 14 Reg. 237112002, 12 and 13 
Reg. 1438/2003) and their strategic planning for structural aid (EFF 
Operational Programmes). The Commission edits an annual summary report 
(Art. 14 Reg. 2371/2002). The analysis varies substantially from MS toMS, 
both in terms of quality and method. For this reason, the Commission, 
backed by the Committee for Fisheries and Aquaculture and the STECF, 
initiated two STECF working~groups attended by biologists and economists, 
in order to come up with guidelines on describing the balance with the help 
of calculable indicators. The resulting guidelines have been finalised in 2008 
and are now used by MS in the preparation of their annual reports. A further 
global literature review by a contractor is being undertaken to further aid the 
work of the STECF. 

The "Guidelines for improving the analysis of the balance between fishing 
capacity and fishing opportunities in Member States' Annual Fleet Reports" 
allow MS to apply simple methodologies to calculate a range of balance 
indicators, using data already collected under the Data Collection Regulation 
(DCR). These indicators should be both biological and economic. 

The issue is quite teclmical in nature, but politically highly sensitive. The 
reason for this is that overcapacity is one of the great problems of the CFP, 
and MS are reluctant in addressing this proactively in their fleeLmanagement 
and/ or structural fund use. 

10. 4. 2. Using vessel decommissioning 

Based on the previous experience of using vessel decommissioning under the 
MAGP many lessons can be learned for future targeted capacity reductions. 

(1) Perhaps the most pertinent one is that clear and rather ambitious 
capacity reduction targets have to be set for well defined fisheries and 
fleets. 

(2) 2) No funding that is deemed incompatible with the aim of the 
decommissioning programme should be made available at the same 
time. That is, a fleet restructuring plan should be planned and 
executed with clear objectives in distinct phases in order to promote 
sustainable exploitation and improved fleet profitability. 

The recent work carried out by the OECD, which is awaiting adoption by the 
Committee, should be seen as particularly helpful in this regard. 
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Principles for Decommissioning Schemes 

• Decommissioning schemes provide a useful mechanism for reducing capacity in situations where 
there is overcapacity. They can be used when urgent action is required to bring fishing capacity in 
line with available fisheries resources. 

• Taking preventative measures to avoid overcapacity ji-om occurring is preferable to using 
decommissioning schemes to adjust capacity. Fisheries management systems should be 
appropriately designed to prevent overcapacity and overfishing from occurring, and to ensure that 
there are appropriate incentives for fishers to automatically adjust fishing capacity and e_bort. 

• The search for a pe1ject measure or a pe1ject assessment of capacity should not delay action to 
address overcapacity, although it is necessmy to have an agreed measure of capacity to implement 
and enforce a cap on or reduction in capacity. 

• Decommissioning schemes should be designed to achieve the "best value for money", 
representing a cost effective investment of public funds to achieve given capacity reduction 
objectives. They should be well targeted and time-limited. 

• Decommissioning schemes will not, on their own, address the fundamental problems of 
overcapacity and overfishing. Decommissioning schemes should be designed as part of a package 
of adjustment measures towards sustainable and responsible fisheries. Social measures to assist 
retraining ojjishers and community adjustment should be considered as part of fisheries adjustment 

packages. 

Source: OECD (TAD/F1(2007)12/REV) 

Guidelines for Decommissioning Schemes 

Design 

• Decommissioning schemes should have well-defined objectives that are clearly articulated and 
measurable in order to ensure that the reduction targets are achievable and will have a positive 
impact on resource-sustainability and economic profitability. 

• It is essential that the full range of management policies in place for the fisheiJ', including the 
decommissioning scheme, are coherent and mutually supportive. 

• Governments should ensure that the management regime in place following the completion of the 
decommissioning scheme effectively prevents capacity ji-om re-entering the target fisheJy or other 
fisheries, otherwise the beneficial effects of decommissioning will be negated over the medium to 
longe1· term. 

• Governments should ensure that the incentives of fishers are appropriately aligned in order to 
facilitate autonomous adjustment in the fisheJy in the future. This can be done by improving the 
specification and enforcement of access rights (based on either output or input dimensions) which 
will help to address the market failures that lead to the overcapacity problem. 

• Decommissioning schemes should be designed as part of one-off structural adjustment programs 
in order to avoid becoming incorporated into the expectations of the sector and distorting current 
and future investment incentives and plans. 

• The expected benefits and costs of decommissioning schemes should be evaluated during the 
design phase in order to ensure that the scheme will result in a net increase in economic welfare. 

• Governments should facilitate stakeholder involvement in the design and implementation of 
decommissioning schemes. This will improve acceptance of and compliance with the schemes' 
objectives and operations. The use of pilot programs may help. Stakeholder involvement will also 
improve the likelihood of cooperation in the post-adjustment management of fisheries. 
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Implementation 

• In implementing decommissioning schemes, governments should ensure that the criteria for 
determining the recipients of decommissioning pay-outs are transparent. 

• The mechanisms to determine the prices paid to decommission vessels, permits, licences and other 
entitlements should provide the best use of public funds in terms of impact on capacity and 
profitability. Where practical, governments should employ auctions to determine the prices and 
recipients of decommissioning payouts as this will generally provide the most cost effective means 
of determining prices and result in the most economically efficient allocation of resources. 

• Where more specific targeting of fleets or licence holders is required, other mechanisms such as 
fixed rate payments may be less complicated and costly to implement and should be considered by 
governments. Governments should ensure that suclunechanisms are transparent and targeted, and 
that they minimise the transactions costs involved in their use. 

• Governments should target both latent and active capacity to ensure that capacity is effectively 
reduced and that capacity does not become reactivated in the fishely following the 
decommissioning scheme. Governments should take into account the potential impact of sequential 
decommissioning of latent and active capacity on resource sustainability and economic 
profitability. 

• Under the beneficimy pays principle, governments should require those who benefit ji·om a 
decommissioning scheme to contribute to the costs of the scheme. A combination of indust1y and 
public funding improves the incentives for cooperative management of the fish ely as the remaining 
fishers have an stronger stake in the future of the fishe1y, particularly if there is sound fisheries 
management in place. 

• Ex-post evaluations of decommissioning schemes, linked to measurable pe1jormance indicators 
-developed in conjunction with the scheme's objectives, should be undertaken to improve 
transparency and accountability. This will also help to ensure that the design and implementation 
ofjitture schemes is informed by the experience of prior schemes. 

Source: OECD (TAD/FI(2007)12/REV) 

10.5. Critical assessment of the current provisions 

I 0. 5.1. The basic principle: Member States are responsible for adjusting 
fleet capacity 

Today MS are in control of capacity management of their fleets, within the 
boundaries set by the Commission. 

Related to the problem of overcapacity assessment is the fact that the current 
fishing capacity management system does not establish a concrete and 
measurable obligation to reduce excess capacity, but only to 'adjust' the size 
of the fleet. As a consequence, Member States may be tempted to give in to 
short term considerations and keep a significant fishing fleet overcapacity. In 
fact, all Member States comply with their obligations in relation to the entry
exit scheme, while at the same time there is an excess of capacity in some of 
the main Community fisheries. However, it is to be noted that a major 
contribution to reducing excess capacity is being expected from one of the 
reform pillars of 2002, i.e. the management of fishing effort in relation to 
stock recovery and management plans. 
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A resolution by the European Parliament m September 2007 urges the 
Commission to: 

"Submit proposals for guidelines that would ensure that Member States 
present harmonised information making it possible to carry out comparative 
analyses of developments in the various national fleets and provide each of 
the Member States with disaggregated information on the level of catches by 
vessels operating in its coastal areas". 

In this context it could be useful to consider possible approaches to the 
IPOA-Capacity for all MS, centralised or decentralised. 

10. 5. 2. The two main pillars of the system: the entry-exit regime and the 
prohibition to re-build capacity decommissioned with public aid 

The entry-exit regime is one of the two main pillars of the current capacity 
management policy. According to this provision, any entry of fishing 
capacity into a Member State's fleet must be compensated by the exit of an 
equivalent amount of capacity in terms of both tonnage and power. The 
entry-exit regime implies that the fishing capacity of a Member State's fleet 
cannot increase. Limited exceptions to this rule were provided in the form of 
transitional measures from the old capacity management system to the entry
exit regime and in relation to tonnage increases resulting from improvement 
in vessel safety. 

The second of the two main pillars of the current capacity management 
measures is the prohibition to replace capacity decommissioned with public 
aid. Under the current rules the total tonnage and power of the vessels 
decommissioned with public funds is precisely calculated and accounted for 
when dete1mining the maximum capacity of a MS fleet. Table 50 shows the 
amount of vessel tonnage scrapped with public aid since 1994. 

One of the main advantages of the current fishing capacity management 
system is its simplicity. The capacity limitations resulting from the current 
legal framework apply to the total capacity of a Member State's fleet, 
excluding the outermost regions. A fishing capacity ceiling is calculated for 
each Member State. The compliance with this ceiling is easy to monitor and 
enforce on the basis of the information contained in the Community fishing 
fleet register. 

It is important to underline that the precise calculation of the fishing capacity 
ceiling is ensured by the implementing rules adopted by the Commission. 
Without this implementing regulation it would not be possible to establish in 
an objective manner whether MS respect the obligation regarding capacity 
management fixed by the basic regulation. This is an outstanding 
improvement in relation to the situation before 2002, when it was very 
difficult to clearly determine whether MS complied with their obligations in 
relation to fleet capacity management. 
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1 0.5.3. Fishing capacity indicators 

Managing fishing capacity requires indicators to quantify it. The word 
measurement is intentionally avoided because it calTies an idea of accuracy 
that is not compatible with the fact that fishing capacity is a complex concept 
that cannot be measured as a physical quantity could be measured. Under the 
CFP, fishing capacity is quantified in terms of tonnage and power, both for 
practical and historical reasons. The Commission adopted in 2007 a 
Communication to the European Parliament and the Council on the 
improvement of fishing capacity indicators under the CFP (COM(2007) 39 
final) which analysed the pros and cons of the culTent capacity indicators and 
proposed to explore the use of additional capacity based on fishing gear 
characteristics. 

10.5.3.1. Tonnage 

The denomination of "tonnage" has a historical ongm and is rather 
misleading. The tonnage of a vessel is a function of all or pari of its enclosed 
volume. There are various systems to calculate the tonnage of a vessel and 
they differ essentially in respect of the volumes taken into account for the 
calculation. 

In 1994, the Council adopted the culTent tonnage definition that applies to all 
Community fishing vessels. For vessels of 15 m or more in overall length, 
tonnage is calculated as a function of the total enclosed volume as defined by 
the London Convention, while for vessels of less than 15 m the totaL 
enclosed volume is replaced by an estimate of the hull's volum~(a function 
of length, breadth and depth). 

Since the end of 2003, all Community fishing vessels have been measured in 
accordance with a common definition of tonnage. This is an important 
achievement of the CFP. However, from time to time, fishermen 
representatives request that certain spaces within the vessel should be 
exempted from the calculation of tonnage or even from the entry-exit regime. 
In the Commission's view, this would represent a backwards step that would 
undermine the cuiTent capacity management measures. In the past, tonnage 
was measured in different ways in the Member States, but common to all of 
them was the fact that certain spaces were not taken into account in the 
calculation. This made the system complicated and encouraged the mis
declaration of the use of space in order to be able to replace an old vessel by 
a bigger one. 

Experience shows that the cunent definition of tonnage is satisfactory and 
should be maintained. In fact, tonnage is today as opposed to propulsive 
power, a reliable (and possibly the only reliable) capacity indicator. 

10.5.3.2. Power 

Under the CFP, fishing capacity is quantified in terms of vessel power. The 
power of a fishing vessel is defined as its propulsive power, i.e. the 
maximum power that can be used for propulsion. Vessel power is 
theoretically a very good capacity indicator. When fishing effort is calculated 
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as the product of capacity (kW) and activity (time), it is an excellent proxy 
for the amount of energy input to the fishery, which in tum is a good 
indicator for fishing effort. 

Unfortunately, vessel power suffers from the problem of under-declaration, 
which seriously undermines its effectiveness. The under-declaration of 
engine power consists in declaring and certifying an engine with a power 
figure that is lower, and often much lower, than the 'maximum continuous 
power' which that particular engine can deliver. 

There are various drivers for under-declaration of engine power: limitations 
on the power allowed for a new vessel resulting from the entry-exit regime, 
limitations on access to certain areas or fisheries based on vessel power, 
fishing effort limitations established in the form of kW·days allocations and 
administrative provisions establishing certain obligations (e.g. crew 
qualification) on the basis of vessel power. 

The overall magnitude of under-declaration is not known but it may be very 
significant in specific cases. A detailed analysis was carried out for the 
vessels licensed to fish in the so called 'Plaice Box' (Article 29 of 
Regulation 850/98). The result is shown in table 49. Additional examples are 
presented in table 50. 

As a result of the work carried out by DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, it 
is clear that proper enforcement of engine power limitations will not be 
possible without a new engine power certification system which prevents 
under-declaration, i.e. which makes it impossible to certify an engine with a 
power output that is lower than the real one. 

In addition to solving the certification problem, adequate consideration 
should be given to auxiliary power, i.e. the power not used for propulsion, 
which contributes significantly to fishing capacity and fishing effort for 
certain categories of fishing vessels. 

10.5.3.3. Capacity indicators based on fishing gear 

The possibility to use fishing capacity indicators based on fishing gear as an 
altemative to GT and kW was considered by the Commission in its 
communication to the Council and the Parliament on improving fishing 
capacity and effort indicators under the CFP70

. However, Member States' 
reaction to this communication was poor or inexistent. Member States 
authorities are sceptical about the advantages and feasibility of such capacity 
indicators and reluctant to add more complexity to the current management 
system. 

7° COM(2007) 39 fmal 
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10. 5. 4. Definition of a fishing vessel 

The issue of fishing vessel definition is linked to the more general issue of 
precisely determining the scope of the different regulations and measures 
foreseen under the CFP. 

A fishing vessel is defined as 'any vessel equipped for commercial 
exploitation of living aquatic resources'. This definition of a fishing vessel, 
although precise enough for the great majority of fishing vessels, has resulted 
in some minor difficulties when applied to certain categories of (generally 
very small) vessels. These difficulties have to do with the frontier between 
commercial and non-commercial activities, the nature of the target species, 
the gear used or the area where the vessels operate (inland waters). 

In relation to the qualification of a fishing activity as 'commercial' as 
opposed to "leisure", the Commission does not have a clear picture. The 
dividing line between commercial and non-commercial fishing vessels is 
established by Member States in their national law based on different 
criteria. Nonetheless a definition of leisure fisheries has been introduced in 
Community CFP legislation under different recent regulations (e.g. 
1967/2006, etc) and this should help in addressing this issue. 

Additional minor difficulties have been encountered in relation to reefer 
vessels, which in the legal framework for some RFMO (e.g. NAFO) are 
considered as "fishing vessels". 

Another case that may illustrate this gray area is that of small scale fishing 
vessels which are used only to transpmi fishermen to fishing grounds where 
they exert their activity on foot, e.g. shellfish handpicking, goose barnacle 
picking, divirrg. 

A particular case in relation to the definition of fishing vessels concerns the 
mussel dredgers, which operate on aquaculture mussels, except when they 
fish for wild mussel seed, which will in tum be 'cultivated' on sea bed 
concessions. Although there is no doubt that these vessels are fishing 
vessels, the need for them to be subject to capacity restrictions was contested 
by some Member States. The Commission accepted their rationale and these 
vessels are now registered in the Community Fishing Fleet register but 
excluded from the entry-exit regime. 

10. 5. 5. Technical progress vs. the entry-exit regime 

It is generally accepted that today the average 'state of the art' GT ton fishes 
considerably more that the average GT did 30 years ago. However, the 
quantification of this phenomenon is difficult. As stated, some studies 
indicate figures between 1 % and 3 % of yearly increases in productivity71 or 
even higher figures for ce1iain fisheries, or for technological jumps'. Some 

Report on efficiency and productivity in fish capture operations ICES Working Group on Fish 
Technology and Fish Behaviour. 
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of the technological improvements that have contributed to this increase in 
real fishing capacity can be pointed out: 

• The use of controllable pitch propellers or nozzles increases the efficiency 
with which this power is used. 

• Electronics in the form of fish-finding equipment or equipment for the 
control of gear position as well as electronic devices to control the 
position of the trawl. 

• The use of satellite data to determine the probable location of tuna stocks. 

• A more powerful deck equipment allows a vessel to haul and pull the net 
more times per day, thus increasing effective catch, while the size of the 
boat, its propulsive power and the number of days spent fishing remain 
unchanged. 

• The design of trawls has been improved in various ways in order to 
reduce the force that is required to pull them through the water. 

This improvement in effective or real fishing capacity which is not reflected 
by the capacity indicators is refeiTed to as technological creep. If the entry
exit regime was to be used as an instrument to prevent an increase in 
effective fishing capacity, it should account for technological progress. As a 
consequence nominal fleet capacity would need_ to be reduced (i.e., that 
would require the entries on new vessels to be compensated by the _exit of a 
greater amount of capacity) a policy line which was abolished at the 2002 
CFP reform. 

A very simplistic calculation of the entry exit ratio required to compensate 
for technological progress would be as follows: It may be assumed that 
vessels are replaced when they are on average 25 years old. If technological 
progress is assumed to be 3% per year on average, when replacing a 25 year 
old vessel, the effective capacity of the new vessel would be 25 x 3 % = 
75 % greater than the capacity of the old vessel. In order to compensate this 
increase the entry-exit ratio should be established at 1 to 1.75 and this simply 
to avoid a increase of effective fishing capacity. 
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Figure 52 - Trend in nominal versus effective fishing capacity 
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10.5.6. Fleet structure: ratio GT/kW 

Another topic that affects the management of fishing capacity in terms of 
tonnage and power is the relation between these two indicators. The ratio 
kW/GT varies greatly, depending on the size of the vessel. Ratios of 10 kW 
per GT are common for small boats, while large pelagiG-trawlers show ratios 
of 1 kW per GT (see table 7.1). The simultaneous application oftonnage and 
power limitations constitutes in fact an additional constraint because it 
prevents a big change in the way this capacity-is-used: few big vessels (low 
kW/GT ratio) or many small vessels (high kW/GT ratio). Under the capacity 
management measures established under Community law, the practice of 
merging two or more small vessel licenses to build a bigger one results in an 
global excess of power (kWs). This makes tonnage the true constraining 
factor under the Community entry-exit regime when managing a fleet with a 
growing average vessel size. 

10. 5. 7. "Safety" tonnage (Article 11 (5) and (6) 

It is worth noting that the claim to exempt certain tonnage increases from the 
scope of capacity limitations had its origin in the transition from the old 
tonnage measurement system, which generally excluded some of the vessel 
volumes from the tonnage calculation, to the GT system. The current 'GT' 
system takes into account all enclosed volumes to calculate tonnage (see 
tonnage section) for vessels of more than 15 m in length overall. Excluding 
some volumes from the calculation of vessel tonnage would represent a step 
backwards. 

However, under specific conditions the entry of new fishing capacity 
expressed in terms of tonnage into the fleet may be exempted from the entry
exit regime. The amounts of tonnage involved are very limited but these 
provisions respond to an all-time sector claim that fishing capacity 
limitations, especially those applying to tonnage, have a negative effect on 
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vessel safety and working conditions. This favourable treatment 1s 
implemented in two ways: 

• The increases in tonnage resulting from works canied out on existing 
vessels are exempted from the entry-exit regime provided that the works 
result from improvements in safety, working conditions and product 
quality. In practice this means that no withdrawal of capacity is required 
when a tonnage increase complies with these conditions (Article 11 (5) of 
the basic regulation). 

• Member States are allowed to "re-build" 4 % of the tonnage scrapped 
with public aid in order to improve safety and working conditions 
(Article 11 ( 6) of the basic regulation). This is equivalent to allowing the 
entry of capacity into the fleet exempted from the entry-exit regime to a 
maximum of 4 % of the tonnage scrapped with public aid. Priority for 
entries under this provision should be given to small-scale vessels. 

Table 51 provides a global view of the extent to which the safety tonnage 
provisions contribute to total fleet tonnage. As it can be seen 'safety tonnage' 
allowances amount to approximately 0.2 % of the total fleet tonnage. 

10.5.8. Reference levels (Articles 11(2) and 12) 

The capacity of the Member States' fleets cannot exceed the 'reference levels' 
expressed both in terms of tonnage and power. The reference levels are 
calculated for the fleets of the 'old' Member States, i.e: those that were part 
of the EU in 2002 and whose fleets were subject to the 4th MAGP. Under 
these programs, the Member States' fleets were divided into 'segments'. Each 
segment was subject to limitations in its total fishing capacity, both in terms 
of tonnage and power. The reference levels were established for each 
Member State as the sum of the maximum capacity for each of the segments 
that made up part of the fleet at the end of 2002. 

It is important to note that, although they were necessary in 2002, the 
reference levels do not impose any real limitation on fishing capacity, since 
the maximum capacity that results from the entry-exit regime is lower, often 
substantially lower. 

10. 5. 9. The Fleet Register as a tool for the CFP 

The Community fishing fleet register (FR) is an essential tool for the 
management of fleet capacity. It allows having precise information on the 
composition and size of the fleet in order to verify compliance with fishing 
capacity management provisions. The FR serves also as reference data 
source for the issuing of special fishing permits and fishing authorisations. 

The FR was made publicly accessible in 2004 and this exercise of 
transparency has served to improve its quality and develop synergies with 
Member States authorities and stakeholders. 

The quality and performance of the FR has significantly improved during the 
past years. There is much room for additional enhancements of the FR 
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contents and functionality but this can only come from a strengthened 
cooperation with Member States since they are the source of the FR data. 

10.6. Constraints and challenges 

As observed above, fleet capacity management has remained problematic. In 
summary, 

(1) Fishing pressure has not reduced under MAGPs, due to continued 
availability of subsidies, both directly for fleet renewal and other 
subsidies with adverse effects, but also because of the complexity of 
fisheries and fleet dynamics, the unwillingness to cut fishing 
opportunities and finally the technological creep. 

(2) The lack of clear and ambitious capacity reduction targets for well 
defined fisheries and fleets, combined with the policy to avoid having 
available funding that is deemed incompatible with the aim of the 
decommissioning programme at the same time. 

(3) The magnitude of under-declaration of engine capacity. 

( 4) Problems with definitions. 

(5) The limited value of the established reference levels as seen in the 
context of the entry-exit regime. 

(6) It has proved difficult to demonstrate on a sound and objective basis
the existence of ov:ercapacity and the unbalance between capacity and 
fishing opportunities on an individual MS basis. Given that they 
respect their basic legal requirements [as regards the entry exit 
regime] the margin of manoeuvre to make individual MS allocate 
more funds to scrapping is reduced. 

This proves that serious attention to assessing overcapacity could be very 
beneficial from a strategic point of view, allowing both MS and the 
Commission to examine the options for structural adjustments of the capture 
sector. In particular, proper assessment of economic performance of fleets, 
stock development, fuel efficiency issues, etc. should be the first step in the 
development of any restructuring plan. 

A core component that is still missing is thus the assessment of overcapacity 
at the EU level. Although it is hoped that MS, with the assistance of using 
simple balance indicators in their annual fleet reports, will eventually make 
progress in this regard, Commission assessments may be continued in the 
meantime. 

The last thorough attempt was the "Lassen repmi" in 1995, which based its 
findings on simple linear assumptions between mortality/effort/capacity. 
From this the Commission translated Lassen's notion of a 40 per cent 
reduction in fishing mmiality for EU fisheries into a straight 40 per cent cut 
in the EU fleet. Clearly, this figure has to be updated to current conditions, 
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and perhaps more impmiantly, the methodology to estimate the level of 
overcapacity needs a serious overhaul. 

In contrast to the previous report, this work shall ideally incorporate a fleet
based/gear approach and consider economic aspects of balance. Inspiration 
for this work should be found in the ongoing STECF approach, as well as 
progress made in all other areas discussed herein, and the current work of the 
STECF could assist in this regard. 

Table 44- Capacity of the Community fishing fleet per length category 

Capacity of the Community fishing fleet per length category. 

Length Vessels GT Average-GT kW- Average kW 
Average Age 

(years) 

0 =< L < 6 28.794 22.126 0,8 309.893 10,8 27,94 

6 =< L < 12 44.243 157.957 3,6 2.049.892 46,3 23,26 

12 =< L < 18 7.853 180.145 22,9 1.102.705 140,4 23,92 

18 =< L < 24 3.926 292.203 74,4 1.040.768 265,1 22,68 

24 =< L < 30 2.047 281.718 137,6 738.359 360,7 20,22 

30 =< L < 36 742 178.055 240,0 399.264 538,1 22,42 

36 =< L < 45 586 229.745 392,1 558.459 953,0 17,62 

45 =< L < 60 155 130.845 844,2 231.847 1.495,8 19,65 

60 =< L < 75 86 136.724 1.589,8 228.010 2.651,3 16,90 

75 =< L 88 313.010 3.55B,9 361.897 4.112,5 19,36 

Total 88.520 1.922.527 21,7 7.021.094 79,3 24,69 

Community Fishing Fleet Register. Situation on 1 December 2007. Data extracted on 18/1212007 
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Table 45- Tonnage of vessels decommissioned with public aid 

Tonnage of fishing vessels decommissioned with public aid during 1994-2007 

I Member State I 1994 1 1995 1 1996 1 1997 1 1998 1 1999 1 2ooo 1 2001 1 2002 1 2oo3 1 2004. 2oo5 1 2ooe 1 2001 I· Total I 
Belgium BE 1.215 2.224 4.150 

"' y'" 

f::lulgaria BG 0 
Denmark DK 12 3.288 3.690 1.618 210 4.513 15.116 

156 
w• '·~ 

Ger111any DE 988 2.414 5.343 2.930 3.053 14 305 16 15.199 
N'W 

Estonia EE 1.779' 937 2.716 
Ireland IE 2.292 1.732 4.024 
Greece EL 1.959 3.367 1.731 1.571 3.053 4.16'1 2.184 158 4.851 4.958 2.379 2.897 1.105 1.518 35.890 
Spain ES 12.339 23.448 28.521 27.879 29.203· 13.153 14.131 5.121 14.781 38.012 11.486 10.031 13.686 2.759 244.550 

"h •wm"h"" •~ ' 

France FR 6.585 3.301 882 3.810 3.580 860 278 1.988 925 711 12.301 4 6.149 41.374 
Italy IT 2.914 1.503 2.673 1.863 4.260 7.841 2.348 13.624 11.436 853 3.655 2.615 5.583 10.318 81.486 

'·~' ' 

(;ypru!> . ~ ... w• • 
CY 360 200 560 

Latvia LV 951 978. 1.205 950 4.084 
'' w.•·· 

Lithuania LT 1.576 1.173 2.748 
Malta MT 90 90 

" ~ ' 

Netherlands NL 2.704 92 2.657 3.734 1.290 2.681 7.025 173 8.953 29 29.338 
Oh"' 

Poland PL 807 15.564 2.469 741 19.581 

Por:tllgal PT 11.332 5.859 3.146 3.849 4.232 3.160 1.042 1.317 2.003 4.211 745 6.246 705 646 48.493 
Romania RO 0 
Slovenia Sl 0 

. FI )'" >'.W • 

Finland 71 640 468 355 25 143 1.137 264 3.103 
Sweden SE 2.870 1.036 663 64. 22 1.096 2.261 390 402 143 242 472 9.660 
UnitE)d Kir_1gdo111 UK 147 403 2.126 .... 3.468. 62 3.355 14.03'1 2.423 245 26.260 

''>< ''"h" '""h"' 

Total 38.821 41.418 48.865 49.280 51.867 30.689 30.Ct69 27.781 50.230 67.045 37.620 53.251 41.974 19.513 588.423 
i 

Source Community Fishing Fleet register 28 April 2008. Tonnage expressed in GT when available; if not available national tonnage units were used. 
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Table 46 - Safety tonnage allowances 

'Safety' tonnage allowances under the provisions of Article 11 
of Council Regulation 2371/2002 for the period 2003 - 2007 

Artilce 11 (5) = GTS and Article 11 (6) = 4% tonnage scrapped with public aid 

GT 
Member State 

4% GTS Total 

'BE ,Belgium 29 0 29 

:BG Bulgaria 0 0 0 

OK Denmark 100 0 100 

'DE Germany 0 4 4 

EE Estonia 64 0 64 

IE Ireland 40 0 40 

EL Greece 174 0 174 

,ES Spain 842 1.367 2.210 

FR France 192 344 536 

IT Italy 540 0 540 

CY Cyprus 8 0 8 

LV Latvia 85 0 85 

LT Lithuania 71 0 71 

MT Malta 0 1 

;NL Netherlands 92 27 119 

PL Poland 312 2 314 

PT Portugal 145 0 145 

RO Romania 0 0 0 

Sl Slovenia 0 0 0 

Fl Finland 15 0 15 

SE Sweden 31 83 "114 

UK United Kingdom 167 0 167 

Total 2.909 1.827 -4~Z37 

Source: Community Fishing Fleet Register 28 April 2008 

Table 47- Reductions in total fleet capacity under MAGPs 

Reductions in total fleet capacity required under the IV Multi-annual Guidance Programmes* 

Tonnage GT Power (kW) 
Member 

Starting End Starting End 
State objective objective 

Reduction 
objective objective 

Reduction 

1-1-97 31-12-02 
required% 

1-1-97 31-12-02 
required% 

BE Belg1um 23.260 23.260 0,00% 67.857 67.857 0,00% 
OK Denmark 139.471 132.706 4,85% 483.306 459.525. 4,92% 
DE Germany 88.654 80.965 8,67% 185.941 166.890 10,25% 
IE Ireland 72.233 79.771 -10,44% 212.613 201.464 5,24% 
EL Greece 120.527 119.910 0,51% 657.547 653.497 0,62% 
ES Spain 803.098 783.113 2,49% 1.803.922 1.793.252 0,59% 
FR France 252.419 258.540 -2,42% 1.144.826 1.160.305" -1,35% 

.IT Italy 231.940 229.832 0,91% 1.356.034 1.338.971 1,26% 
NL Netherlands 147.240 159.205 -8,13% 479.247 464.650 3,05% 
PT Portugal 201.713 194.757 3,45% 519.873 492.843 5,20% 
Fl Finland 24.547 23.203 5,48% 224.831 216.195 3,84% 
SE Sweden 52.466• 51.436" 1,96% 265.838 261.028 1,81% 
UK United Kingdom 271.573! 269.789 0,66% 1.072.484 1.065.277 0,67% 

Total 2.429.141 2.406.487 0,93% 8.474.319 8.341.754 1,56% 

• Commission Decisions 98/119/EC to 98/131/EC as amended by Commission Decision 2002/625/EC and 2004/365/EC 
Some Member States were not required to reduce capacity, as they decided to reduce fishing effort exclusively by activity reduction. Some of the programmes 
were revised to increase the final objectives, which results in a negative reduction (increase) in capacity 
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Table 48- Compliance with targets under MAGP 

MAGP IV Fourth Multi-annual guidance programmes for the fishing fleet 

Summary of compliance with capacity and effort objectives by segment 
(as published in the Commission's MAGP IV final report COM(2003) 508 final) 

N,umber of segments in which the objectives, 
Number of fisheries in which the 

objectives, expressed in fishing efforts, 
expressed in capacity, have been achieved 

have been achieved against total number 
Member State against total number of segments 

of fisheries 

GT kW kWxdays 

Belgium 1/2 1/2 -

Germany 6/7 6/7 2/2 

Denmark 4/4 4/4 -

Spain 7!7 7/7 -

Finland 4/4 4/4 -

France 15/21 18/21 5/5 

United Kingdom 6/8 5/8 7/8 

Greece 5/6 5/6 -
Ireland· 2/3 3/3 3/3 

Italy 7/11 
.· 

7/11 -
Netherlands 5!7 5/7 3/4 

Portugal 10/iO 10/10 -

Sweden 6/6 6/6 1/1 

The shaded countries are those for which the objectives have not been met in certain segments/fisheries. 

*Remaining uncertainties in the quality of data on the Irish fleet make it difficult to assess the true degree of compliance 
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Table 49- Derated engine power in the Plaice box 

De-rated engine power in the 'Plaice Box' 
Comparison between the registered power and the catalogue rating for beam trawlers with a registered 
power of 221 kW or less 

De-rating 

Number of 
Total Total Total 

Member State 
vessels 

registered registered cataiogue 
tonnage GT power kW power* 

%of 
kW catalogue 

power 

Belgium 2 150 441 720 279 38,8% 

Denmark 7 468 2.517' 

Germany 8 5.979 26.664 

Netherlands 224 

318 

* For those engines whose catalogue ratings could not be found, the registered power was used. This was the case for 35 
Dutch vessels and 14 German vessels (which represented in both cases 16% of the number of vessels checked for those 
Member States), and 2 Danish vessels. 

Source: Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries based on information provided 
hy Member States 
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Table 50 - Under-declaration of engine power 

Under-declaration of engine power. Some sample cases 
--· 

Engine 

Loa I I 
Registered 

Catalogue De-rating 
D~-rating 

Type of vessel I meters 
GT (de-rated) Make Model % of catalogue I Year built 

power kW 
power(kW) (kW) 

rating 

Trawler 57.1 i 1.424 ! 4.920 Wartsila I 16V32 I 7.360 I 2.440 33.2% E 
~ 1997 

De-rating = Catalogue power - Registered power 

Source: Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries based on information provided by Member States 
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11. STRUCTURAL POLICY AND STATE AID 

11.1. Evolution and legislative framework of the structural policy 

Structural assistance for the fishing industry was first granted as far back as 
1971, the year in which it was agreed to use funds from the Guidance 
Section of the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund 
(EAGGF) to encourage the construction and modernisation of inshore and 
pelagic fishing vessels, together with the processing and marketing of fish. 

In 1978 the original rules were replaced by a series of annual interim 
measures widened in scope to encompass the restructuring of the inshore 
fleet and the development of aquaculture. In 1983 a system of multiannual 
programmes was put into effect, based around schemes under which aid 
could be granted for restructuring the industry and conve1iing fishing 
activities. 

In 1986 the need to reinforce this approach resulted in the whole range of 
structural measures for the fleet and aquaculture being grouped together in 
a single regulatory framework (regulation 4028/86) which introduced also 
possibilities for public support to new operations involving: the adjustment 
of fishing effort (laying-up of vessels, setting-up of joint ventures and 
temporary joint enterprises, exporting of vessels, etc.), experimental fishing, 
facilities at fishing ports, promotion of fishery and aquaculture products, 
specific ad hoc measures. The regulation, however, did-not include support 
to the Bector of the processing and marketing of fish. 

Schemes designed to assist the processing- and marketing of fishery 
products developed from a different source, which was shared with the 
structural policy for processing and marketing of agricultural products. For a 
long time, one and the same Regulation covered the processing and 
marketing of both types of products (regulation 355/77, in force from 1978 
to 1989). However, in order to ensure that better account was taken of the 
specific requirements of the fisheries sector, the two were split in 1989. 
Assistance for the processing and marketing of fishery products has since 
had its own rules, integrated from that date into the Community's Structural 
Funds anangements. 

In 1994, all the existing fisheries structural financial instruments have been 
regrouped in a single "Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance" (FIFG), 
incorporated into the general system of the Structural Funds, by Council 
Regulation 2080/1993. The first FIFG programme ran from 1994-99. 

The main tasks of the FIFG were to seek to achieve a sustainable balance 
between fishing effort and resources, and to improve industry structures and 
its competitiveness. The FIFG first introduced support to socio-economic 
measures to assist fishermen affected by the restructuring of the sector (early 
retirement aid, individual departure grants). The principles of all-embracing 
multiannual programmes and subsidiarity became standard practice, with 
programmes being negotiated with Member States in the framework of 
partnership. This implies also that it is up to the national authorities (in 
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collaboration with the Commission) to establish priorities for assistance and 
to allocate budget resources between the various sectors. 

As a response to the socio-economic implications of restructuring in the 
sector, additional measures were adopted in parallel with the FIFG. The 
PESCA Community initiative to provide financial supp01i for fisheries
dependent areas was put in place for the period 1994-1999, together with 
accompanying measures such as early retirement, premiums for young 
fishermen, etc. Small amounts of additional funding for coastal 
communities have also been available under the European Regional 
Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund (ESF). 

Agenda 2000 introduced new approaches, including bringing the structural 
problems of fisheries-dependent areas into the new Structural Funds 
Objective 2 (Council Regulation 1260/99 of2J June 1999) and not renewing 
the PESCA initiative in 2000. Council Regulation 1263/1999 established a 
revised FIFG framework for intervention for the period 2000-2006. 

The European Fisheries Fund (EFF) has recently replaced the FIFG and will 
run during the 2007-13 programming period. Many FIFG measures are 
retained in the new Fund. Financing is still possible under the old FIFG until 
the end of2008. 

Figure 53 - Evolution of appropriations for fisheries structural policy -
Commitments for the period L9R3-2013 (based on DG Maritime Affairs and 
Fisheries figures) 

700 
Millon ECU/EUR 
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/ 500 . · .· .. 

,__/ 
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1
EUR12 EUR12 EUR12 EUR12 EUR12 EUR121EUR1,EUR15 EUR25 EUR27 
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11994- 2000- 2007-
99 06 13 

-+-Evolution of appropriations for fisheries structural 53,6 78,4 104,3 117,9 151,3 143,2 210,5 232,7 242,6 271 4171420,7 526,3 615 
policy- Commitments for the period 1983-2013 

11.2. FIFG (1994-2006) 

11.2.1. Objectives 

The overall objectives were to: 

• Contribute to achieving a lasting balance between fisheries resources and 
their exploitation; 

229 



• Strengthen competitiveness and the development of economically viable 
businesses in the fishing industry; 

• Improve market supply and increase the value that can be added to fish 
and aquaculture products through processing; 

• Help revitalise areas dependent on fisheries and aquaculture. 

Objectives for restructuring the fishing fleet measures were of particular 
relevance and accounted for around half of overall FIFG funding. Pmiicular 
measures aimed at: 

• Adjusting fishing_ effort (scrapping of vessels, export of 
vessels/assignment to other use, joint enterprises, and temporary joint 
ventures); 

• Renewing and modernising the fleet (vessel construction, new engines, 
safety and working conditions, hygiene, gear selectivity, monitoring 
equipment). 

11.2.2. Financing 

The financial programming for 1994-99 IS outlined below, per area of 
assistance and measure. 

Table 51- Financial programming 1994-99 

Area of assistance/measure € million Pmportion 
of FIFG 

Total budget* FIFG 

1. Adjustment of fishing effort 977 613 22,7% 

2. Renewal and modernisation of fishing 1892 715 26,4% 
fleet 

3. Aquaculture 739 254 9,4% 

4. Protected Marine Areas 61 41 1,5% 

5. Fishing port facilities 474 194 7,2% 

6. Processing/marketing of products 2026 623 23,0% 

7. Promotion 164 89 3,3% 

8. Other measures 271 156 5,8% 

9. Socio-economic measures 12 6 0,2% 

10. ERDF 17 13 0,5% 

11. ES 0 0 0,0% 

Total 6630 2703 100% 

Source: European Comn11SsiOn. Data are commitments; Note: *mcludes FIFG funds, MS pubhc funds and pnvate 
funds 
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The budget for fleet measures of the period was split as follows between 
adjustment of effort and investment in structures: 

Table 52- Budget for fleet measures 1994-99 

Measure FIFG National No. of projects Fleet change 
payment payment (kW) 
(€ mio) (€ mio) 

Adjustment of fishing 6,404 -1,069,000 
effort, of which: 84 49 

vessel scrapping 5,732 -740,853 

67 

168 -89,911 
export/reassignment 0 

joint ventures 168 -142,440 
41 

Construction 2,884 +459,000 
51 52 

Modernisation 10,352 -
11 8 

TOTAL 19,640 -610,000 
,24 69 

6 
Source: Ernst & Young (2004) 

The FIFG budget (excluding national and private funds) for the 
programming period 2000-06 amounted almost to €4 billion, of which 
around €2.8 billion were earmaTkedTor Objective Lregions (regions whose 
development is lagging behind) and €1.2 billion for-eth:er areas. 

11.2.3. Relationship between value of EU fleet landings-cuuLStTuctural aid 
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The distribution of the FIFG 2000-2006 allocation by the area of assistance 
according to the operational programmes committed as of 31.12.2008 is as 
follows: 

GROUPE GROUPE DESC "FIFG % 

1 ScrappinQ 518.751.119,00 13,05% 
2 Construction of new vesseis 475.499.404,00 11,96% 
3 Modernisation of existing vessels 205.148.784,00 5,16% 
4 Aquaculture 349.694.730,00 8,80% 
5 Fishing port facilities 359.675.410,00 9,05% 
6 Processing & marketing 696.416.479,00 17,52% 
7 Socio-economic measures 44.321.232,00 1,11% 

8 Others 1.326.046.748,00 33,36% 

Total 3.975.553.906,00 100,00% 
As seen in the table expenditures committed to scrapping, construction of 
new vessels and modernisation cover more than 30% of the FIFG 2000-
2006 allocation. 

Distribution of FIFG by the area of assistance for 2000-2006 

Others: 1.326.046.748,00 

Socio-economic 
measures; 44.321.232,00 

Processing & marketing; 
696.416.479,00 

232 

Scrapping; 
5t8.751.119~00 

Construction of new 
vessels; 475.499.404,00 

Modernisation of 
existing vessels; 
205.148.784,00 

Aquaculture; 
349.694.730,00 

Fishing port facilities; 
359.675.410,00 



The following chart has the actual drawing of FIFG 2000-2006 funds based 
on figures as of 31.12.2008: 

Actual execution of FIFG 2000-2006 by the member states 

DGB; 149.922.745 OBE; 17.690.267 mil CZ; 3.762.597 
___.-..,--...=D:::DK; 150.770.051 

D SK; 1.823.339 

D Sl; 1.480.383 

D CY; 2.808.627 

ODE; 124.706.7611!11EE; 10.395.018 

llilAT; 4.135.780 

IIHU; 3.361.506 

D LV; 19.856.923 

lllll MT; 2.463.456 

II LT; 10.262.119 

milT; 324.508.535 

IIIE; 71.434. 

DFR; 254.115. 

11. 2. 4. Structural aid in relation lo landings 

DGR; 169.626.179 

EU fleet landing data and information on allocated structural aid allow for 
the calculation of the ratio "EU public aid granted to fleet I Value of 
landings" since 1983. 

When we consider the total EU grant allocated. to fleet (including 
construction, modernisation, scrapping, joint enterprises and reallocation) the 
picture shows an increasing importance of the EU public funding to the 
sector throughout time, rising from approximately 1.0% in 1983 (EU-1 0) to 
circa 3.5% in the FIFG period 1994-1999 for EUR15 Member states. Then it 
falls back to 1991levels for the period FIFG 2000-06. 

The following charts provide different EU public aids to the fleet as a ratio 
of the value of landings of the EU fleet in some significant years. All data are 
from EC and Eurostat. Data for new Member States are not included as they 
acceded only in 2004. 
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Figure 54 - EU public aid as percentage of landings 

~-§atio "EU Public Aid to the fleet I Value of landings" 
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A different picture appears, however, when we consider exclusively the 
support to material investment in construction and modernisation of vessels, 
as shown below. 

Figure 55 - EU public aid to construction ancL modernisation of fleet as 
percentage of value of landings 

D Ratio "EU Public Aid to construction and modernisation of the-fleet I Value of landings" 
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In this case based on DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries figures, the total EU 
grant to the construction and modernisation of vessels never exceeded 2.0% 
of the value of landings per year. 
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11.3. EFF (2007-2013) 

11.3.1. Objectives 

The EFF provides financial support for social, economic and environmental 
objectives. The Fund supports the sector's efforts to adapt fleets whose 
competitiveness needs to be strengthened and focuses more than the previous 
financial instrument on measures to protect and improve the environment. It 
also aims at increasing the competitiveness and economic viability and 
sustainability of the aquaculture and processing sectors. The EFF is already 
helping the fishing communities most severely affected by these changes to 
diversifY their economic activities. The policy lines in the EFF proposal 
were fed (among others) by the conclusions and recommendations of the 
mid-term review of the FIFG 2000-2006 programme72

. 

To ensure the economic, environmental and social sustainability of EU 
fisheries, the EFF concentrates on five priority axes: 

Axis 1: Measures for the adaptation of the Community fishing fleet: 
permanent or temporary withdrawal of fishing vessels; training, re
conversion or early retirement of fishermen, modernisation of vessels (under 
strictly controlled circumstances), special support for small scale coastal 
fishennen. 

Axis 2: Measures for productive investments in aquaculture; public and 
animal health measures; aqua-environmental measures, support for inland 
fishing and investments in processing and marketing. 

Axis 3: Measures of common interest with a broader scope than measures 
normally undetiaken by private enterprises and which help to meet the 
objectives of the common fisheries policy: collective actions; protection and 
development of aquatic fauna and flora; equipment of fishing ports, landing 
sites and shelters; development of new markets and promotional campaigns, 
pilot projects. 

Axis 4: Sustainable development of fisheries areas: Measures and initiatives 
aimed at diversifYing and strengthening economic development in areas 
affected by the decline in fishing activities will be suppmied. 

Axis 5: Technical assistance: Action relating to preparation, monitoring, 
administrative and technical support, evaluation, audit and control necessary 
for implementing the proposed Regulation. 

72 Synthesis of Mid-Term evaluation of the 2000-2006 structural programmes 
http:/ I ec. europa.eu/fisheries/publications/reports/synthesis _en. pdf, 

235 



MS 

Austria 

Belgium 

Bulgaria 

Cyprus 

11. 3. 2. Financing 

According to the new Financial framework for 2007-2013 approved by the 
European Council in December 2005, the total EFF budget amounts to € 
3,849 million (2004 prices) of which € 2,908 million for the Convergence 
areas and € 941 million for the non-Convergence areas. This corresponds to 
€ 4,305 million in current prices. 

It will be up to Member States to decide how they allocate funds between the 
different priorities set, and these are negotiated during the finalisation of 
each Operational Programme (OP). 

EFF breakdown by priority Axis is given below. 

Table 53 - EFF breakdown by axes and countries 

Priority axis funding €, current prices) 

Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 Axis 4 Axis 5 Grand Total 

- 5.164.318 50.000 - 45.000 5.259.318 

7.561.648 5.000.000 9.488.352 2.900.000 1.311.648 26.261.648 

8.000.970 36.004.371 20.002.426 12.001.456 4.000.485 80.009.708 

2.200.000 3.250.000 12.924.418 1.000.000 3l10.000 19.724.418 

Czech Republic - 11.926.937 13.824.404 - 1.355.334 27.106.675 

Germany 8.145.000 57.560.225 68.687.844 19.438.000 2.034.348 155.865.417 

Denmark 21.365.342 47.149.524 46.015.266 12.461.279 6.683.758 133.675.169 

Estonia 15.264.531 24.583.929 21.209.664 19.281.513 4.228.402 84.5B.B.039 

Spain 403.067.965 344.241.335- 316.510.945 49.336.048 18.734.6~{)- 1.131.890.912 

Finland 3.445.000 16.990.000 14.783.827 3.606.000 624.000 I -39.448.827 

France 58:621.494 63.029.212 85.049.416 5.699~644 2.653.318~ ?16.053.084 

Greece 77.272.459 59.689.538 32.320.240 33.300.000 5.250.000 1_~207.832.237 

Hungary - 24.163.925 8.944.392 - 1.742.543 34.850.860 

Ireland 34.766.000 - 6.000.000 1.500.603 - 42.266.603 

Italy 165.493.714 106.085.713 108.207.428 23.338.856 21.217.143 424.342.854 

Lithuania 13.667.647 22.431.005 9.249.241 6.693.770 2.671.745 54.713.408 

Latvia 20.860.942 46.128.750 24.153.000 28.911.476 4.961.395 125.015.563 

Malta 2.175.000 1.760.250 4.095.079 - 342.000 8.372.329 

Netherlands 16.913.233 7.379.398 16.903.461 4.987.125 2.395.200 48.578.417 

Poland 168.841.292 146.818.515 146.818.515 234.909.624 36.704.628 734.092.574 

Portugal 62.865.134 74.187.067 83.407.876 17.403.406 8.621.766 246.485.249 

Romania 9.975.000 105.000.000 30.000.000 75.000.000 10.739.207 230.714.207 

Sweden 13.666.201 10.932.961 19.132.681 8.199.720 2.733.240 54.664.803 

Slovenia 2.164.029 8.006.907 7.574.097 2.164.029 1.731.221 21.640.283 

Slovakia - 10.467.810 2.536.292 - 684.426 13.688.528 
United 
KinQdom 39.634.805 33.589.711 49.620.896 11.598.450 3.384.027 137.827.889 

Grand Total 1.156.967.406 1.271.541.401 1.157.509.760 573.730.999 145.199.453 4.304.949.019 
Source: European Commission 
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11.4. The evolution of the structural financing by Axis 

In€ 

FIFG 1994/99 

% 

FIFG 2000/06 

% 

EFF 2007113 

The table and the graph below show how the financing of the various 
fisheries measures evolved during the last three programming periods (FIFG 
1994-99, FIFG 2000-06 and EFF 2007-13)73

. For the sake of clarity data are 
grouped according to the content of the EFF priority axes, which are: 

Axis 1: fleet modernisation (and renewal for FIFG periods), adjustment of 
fishing effort, small-scale coastal fisheries special measures, socio-economic 
compensations. 

Axis 2: aquaculture, processing, marketing, inland fishing. 

Axis 3: collective actions, protection of aquatic fauna and flora, fishing port 
facilities, promotion, pilot projects. 

Axis 4 (EFF only): sustainable development of fisheries areas. 

Axis 5: technical assistance for the implementation of the programmes. 

Table 54-- The distribution of commitments on various axes of the structural programmes 

Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 Axis 4 Axis 5 Total 

1.363.084. 708 804.054.369 319.270.664 0 37.871.721 2.524.281.462 

54 32 13 0 2 100 

1.550.657.042 1.076.190.223 990.670.053 0 66.580.469 3.684.097.788 

42 29 27 0 2 100 

1.156.967.406 1.271.541.401 1.157.509.760 573.730.999 145.199.453 4.304.949.019 

Axis 1 measures have progressively lost much of their importance to the 
benefit of Axis 3 and the newly introduced Axis 4 measures. Axes 2 and 5 
have essentially been stable over time. 

73 FIFO 1994-99 data are actual payments, FIFO 2000-06 data are actual commitments, and EFF 2007-13 
data are programmed commitments as of 31 December 2008. 
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Figure 56 - Distribution on axes in the structural programmes 
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11.5. Complementarity and consistency with other Funds 

Commission and Member States must ensure that assistance from the EFF is 
consistent with the policies, priorities and activities of the Community and 
complementary to other financial instruments of the Community. This 
consistency and complementarity shall be indicated in particular in the EFF 
o~erational programmes. 

In accordance with their respective responsibilities, the Commission and the 
Member States shall ensure coordination between assistance from the EFF 
and the other Funds, in particular the European Regional Development Fund 
(ERDF), the Cohesion Fund and the European Social Fund (ESF). These 
instruments may contribute to address socio-economic concems regarding 
coastal communities, and have some forms of synergy with the structural 
fund of the CFP. 

The European regional development fund (ERDF) aims to strengthen 
economic and social cohesion in the European Union by correcting 
imbalances between its regions. In short, the ERDF finances: 

• direct aid to investments in companies (in particular SMEs) to create 
sustainable jobs; 

• infrastructures linked notably to research and innovation, 
telecommunications, environment, energy and transport; 

• financial instruments (capital risk funds, local development funds, etc.); 
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• technical assistance measures. 

The Cohesion Fund is a structural instrument that helps Member States to 
reduce economic and social disparities and to stabilise their economies since 
1994. It finances up to 85 % of eligible expenditure of major projects 
involving the environment and transport infrastructure. Eligible are the least 
prosperous member states of the Union whose gross national product (GNP) 
per capita is below 90% ofthe EU-average (since 1/5/2004 Greece, Portugal, 
Spain, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, 
Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia and since 1.1.2007 Bulgaria and Romania). 

For the Cohesion Funds EUR 15.9 billion (in 2004 prices) were available for 
the years 2004-2006. More than half of the funding (EUR 8.49 billion) was 
reserved for the new Member States. 

The European Social Fund (ESF) strengthens economic and social 
cohesion by improving employment and job opportunities, encouraging a 
high level of employment ru"ld promoting more and better jobs. It does so by 
supporting Member States' policies to achieve full employment, quality and 
productivity at work and to promote social inclusion. 

The ESF finance measures for the reorientation of the fishermen towards 
other jobs similar to those provided for in the title of Article 27.1. of the 
EFF. Moreover, any operation falling under the priorities of the ESF can be 
financed by the ESF if the Member State makes such a choice, on the 
_condition of respecting the entirety of the Community and national 
legislation. Therefore if the Member State thus decides, the E3F can deal 

- vvith not only reorientation measures for the fishermen but also-the education 
measures and the fishermen's lifelong training within the fisheries sector. 

11.6. Other aids 

11. 6.1. State aid 

In addition to national matching funding under FIFG/EFF, national financial 
transfers also include a number of schemes initiated independently by the 
Member States. These 'State Aids' include for example grants, interest 
subsidies, and tax reductions, and many published figures are hence believed 
to be understated. Distortions in funding allocation among member states are 
also apparent, and may influence the relative competitiveness of their fleets. 
This reality has been rather stark during recent upheaval caused by rising oil 
prices, where Member States have intervened to different extents in order to 
appease pressures exerted by the fishing industry. 

The European Commission has recently adopted new guidelines on state aid 
to the fisheries sector. These new guidelines will ensure consistency with the 
new EFF. They also allow for the implementation of the Commission's 
policy on state aid by taking into account the objectives of both the EU 
Competition Policy and of the Common Fisheries Policy. The rules allow 
Member States to grant state aid for most of the measures included in the 
EFF. However, due to their specific character, aid for the replacement of 
engines and fishing gear aid and aid for the sustainable development of 
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fisheries areas have not been included. In addition to EFF aid, the new 
guidelines will allow Member States to grant state aid for compensation for 
damages caused by natural disasters, exceptional occurrences or bad weather 
events. The guidelines also, under certain conditions, allow state aid in the 
fmm of tax relief and labour related costs for EU vessels fishing for tuna and 
tuna-like species outside EU waters and beyond 200 nautical miles. This last 
measure is designed to discourage EU operators registering their fishing 
vessels in third countries which do not ensure proper control over the 
activities of their fishing fleet, especially in terms of illegal, umeported and 
umegulated fishing. Finally, the rules provide the conditions regarding state 
aid for the marketing of fisheries products from the EU's outermost regions 
and, following the statement of 14 June 2006 by the Council and 
Commission, for state aid related to the development of the fishing fleet in 
the outermost regions. The nev,r guidelines entered into force on 1 April 
2008. 

Aid granted by the Member States to enterprises in the fisheries sector is 
covered by the State aid rules laid down in Article 87 to 89 of the EC Treaty. 
Co-financing from Member States under the European Fisheries Fund (EFF) 
is, however, exempted from these rules (see Article 7 of Council Regulation 
(EC) No 1198/2006 on the European Fisheries Fund and Article 4 of Council 
Regulation (EC) No 744/2008 instituting a temporary specific action aiming 
to promote the restructuring of the European Community fishing fleet 
affected by the economic crisis). 

State aid shall be notified to the Commission by electronic transmission and 
in accordance with Article 88(3) of the EC Treaty and the provisions of 
CounciTRegulation (EC) No 65911999-and Commission Regulation (EC) No 
794/2004. 

The aid is assessed by the Commission in line with the Guidelines for the 
examination of State aid to fisheries and aquaculture. 

11. 6. 2. Rescue and restructuring aid 

An additional provision under the FIFG was introduced in 200674
, namely 

the use of rescue and restructuring aid to specifically deal with the negative 
prevailing economic conditions, in particular the rise in fuel prices. 

Rescue aid is short-term aid which may be granted for a period of no more 
than six months. The non-reimbursement of this aid is conditional upon the 
submission and approval of a restructuring plan which defines how the 
enterprise or group of enterprises in question will adapt in order to return to 
sustained profitability. 

Such restructuring may well require adapting or scrapping fishing vessels. 
Due to the special circumstances, the Commission is also prepared to 
consider certain types of aid for the modernisation and equipment of vessels 

74 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on improving the 
economic situation in fishing industry (COM(2006) 103 fmal, 09.03.2006). 
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which would normally not be allowed under the rules of the CFP, as one-off 
assistance to help enterprises reduce their costs, on the express condition that 
this does not result in any increase in overall fishing effort and capacity. 
Community aid, can also be used under these rescue and restructuring 
guidelines. 

Eligible measures include: 

• A first change of fishing gear resulting in a less fuel-intensive fishing 
method, 

• Purchase of equipment to improve fuel efficiency, such as econometers, 
or 

• One replacement of engine provided that, 

for vessels under 12m in overall length and not using towed gear (trawls, 
dredges), the new engine has the same power as the old one or less, 

for all other vessels up to 24 m in overall length, the new engine has at 
least 20% less power than the old one, or, 

for trawlers of more than 24 m in overall length, the new engine has at 
least 20% less power than the old one and the vessel changes to a less 
fuel-intensive fishing method. 

11.6.3. De minimis aid 

In July 2007 the Commission-ad&pted a new regulation for de minimis aid. 
De miPimis aid is aid deemed not to distmi competition. Under the new 
Regulation, the ceiling is set at € 30,000 per three-year period, per 
beneficiary, on condition that the total amount of such aid represents less 
than 2.5% of the annual national fisheries output (see table below). None of 
this aid may be used to purchase or construct new vessels or to enhance 
existing fleet capacity. Member States will have to record all relevant 
information to show that these conditions have been respected. 

Table 55 - Three-year ceilings per Member State for de minimis aid to fisheries in 
compliance with Regulation 875/2007 

MS € MS € MS € 

Austria 620 000 Germany 48 950 000 Netherlands 35 875 000 

Belgium 11 800 000 Greece 18 015 000 Poland 21 125 000 

Bulgaria 433 000 Hungary 740 000 Portugal 15 688 000 

Cyprus 1 562 000 Ireland 8 508 000 Romania 524 000 

Czech Republic 1 008 000 Italy 94 325 000 Slovakia 1 133 000 

Denmark 57 650 000 Latvia 3 923 000 Slovenia 338 000 

Estonia 3 718 000 Lithuania 5 233 000 Spain 127 880 000 

Finland 7 075 000 Luxembourg 0 Sweden 11 153 000 

France 
138 550 000 

Malta 
255 000 United 102 725 000 

Kingdom 
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11.7. The fuel crisis package of July 2008 

The fuel crisis package, as adopted in Jul 2008, intended to provide some 
short term relief, to attenuate the social impacts of the crisis. However, its 
main goals were to increase the energy efficiency and the reduction of 
overcapacity. 

The fuel crisis package is made up of two initiatives: a Communication to 
the Council and the European Parliament on promoting the adaptation of the 
European Union fishing fleets to the economic consequences of high fuel 
prices 75

, and a Council Regulation instituting a temporary specific action 
aiming to promote the restructuring of the European Community fishing 
fleets affected by the crisis 76

. 

The package outlines a broad range of initiatives that specifically include: 

• Emergency measures for temporary cessation 

• Restructuring measures -Fleet Adaptation Schemes (F AS) 

• Horizontal measures (outside F AS) 

• Measures facilitating the use of the EFF 

• Market measures 

It is premature to draw conclusions on whether Regultaion 744/2008 1s 
meeting its objectives. However, as of March 2009: 

- 4 of the 22 coastal MS have decided not to apply the regulation; 

- 5 MS were still undecided at that stage 

- 13 MS are applying the regulation, of which five had already requested a 
modification of the Operational Programme. 

11. 7.1. Some examples of structural policy outcomes 

FIFG 1994-1999 (as well as 2000-06) support to the processing sector to 
'improve the competitiveness of the European fish processing sector' 
provided a necessary catalyst to accelerate change within the industry during 
a period of restructuring. This assisted the more pro-active and forward 
looking companies in the sector to expand and consolidate production, filling 
the gap left by less efficient and generally smaller companies that left the 
industry during the period. As a result, over 60% of companies claimed the 
funding had contributed to improvements in their business and 56% claimed 
they had become more profitable. 

75 COM(2008)453 fmal of 8 July 2008. 
76 Council Regulation (EC) No 744/2008 of24 July 2008. OJ L202 of31 July 2008. pl 
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During the programmmg period 2000-2006, the FIFG helped achieve a 
significant improvement of processing through 6,237 productive 
investments, representing €3 .4 billion in new equipment and processing, of 
which €800 million was from FIFG. 

Despite differences in Member State interpretations of indicators it can be 
assumed that the increased processing capacity as a result of FIFG projects 
now makes a significant contribution to overall European processing 
capacity. Furthermore, it is clear that the FIFG accelerated adaptation to the 
changed supply, economic and market conditions that affect the sector. The 
commitment of FIFG funds on a European basis has favoured investment in 
production over market infrastructure, and investment in new production 
capacity over modernisation of existing capacity. (Nautilus et al2003). 

During the same programming period, the FIFG helped achieve a significant 
improvement in infrastructure and facilities in three of the outermost regions: 
Mmtinique (the goals of improving facilities have been partially achieved), 
Madeira and the Azores (construction and modernisation of auctions) and the 
Canary Islands (upgrading of fisheries infrastructure, particularly industrial 
infrastructure, greater competitiveness) (Ernst & Young 2006). 

FIFG funding has also been used in other contexts. In Eastern Corsica, the Biguglia Lagoon has long been 
a focus for fishers. This 11-km long stretch of salty water, separated from the sea by only a narrow lido, 
provides exceptional conditions for spawning, which in turn had formed the basis for a thriving local industry. 
However, in recent years, many of the fish stocks emblematic of this fishery had begun to decline. This is 
particular:!y-true of langoustine, the single most important species for the local fishing industry:-To try and 
remedy this situation, the local industry, represented by the Regional 

The Committee for Maritime Fishing and Aquaculture -launched a project to enhancaJhe".natural habitat on 
which the fishery depends through the creation of a series-of inshore artificial reefsc After-a long period of 
research and preparation, the reefs are now ready and will soon be sunk in the~seafacing the lagoon. The 
aim is to provide a supportive environment in which alevin fry (very young fish still car~C)'ir:rg their egg sacks) 
can grow on to maturity. To ensure the best possible chance of success, an area of one nautical mile 
around each reef will be closed not only to fishers, but to every form of navigation. 

The Committee for Maritime Fishing and Aquaculture hopes that the reefs will not only restore many of the 
key fish stocks of the Biguglia ecosystem, but that they will also bring about a change in attitude among 
local fishers. A spokesperson said: 

'These first reefs will encourage the industry to get involved with really managing the coastline they depend 
on.' 

The total cost of this first phase of the project is EUR 300000, of which half has been funded by FIFG, and 
the other half by the Corsican Environmental Agency and the Regional Council of Upper Corsica. 

In another example from 2004, the Swedish Board of Fisheries invited groups to take part in a pilot study 
concerning locally based co-management of fisheries. Among the initiatives that were selected to take part 
was the local branch of the Swedish Fishermen's Federation in Northern Bohuslan. 

The Northern Bohuslan area is a unique marine environment in Sweden. It is centered on the Koster Fiord 
whose biodiversity is unmatched anywhere else along the coast. Local fishers, however, were worried about 
plans to create a national marine park around the fiord, and the impact which this might have on their 
livelihood. 

In the context of the co-management initiative, they were able to work out a management plan for the area, 
which seeks to balance interests so as to create a fishery which is sustainable in both environmental and 
economic terms. The proposal for the national marine park now explicitly states that the fishery in the park is 
a sustainable activity. The future of the fishery has been secured. 

Several projects launched by the branch have since received funding from the FIFG. Thus, a number of 
fishers have been enabled to take a course in basic marine ecology at the Tjarno Marine Research Lab. In 
turn, the fishers have developed their own courses for local decision-makers and other interested parties, to 
explain in detail the different types of fishery being practiced in the area. 



Other projects include piloting new types of fishing gear and developing a 
system for self-management and easy compliance with catch reporting 
requirements. 

11.8. Challenges 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The greatest challenge lies in managing a public resource that costs 
money and the attempt to restructure the sector by means of further 
public intervention. An issue that therefore remains imperative under the 
EFF is to ensure that Member States spend their money in accordance 
with their strategic visions for their fisheries sector. It is also impmiant, 
of course, that these visions are in line with realities felt in the EU, 
regions and Members States. 

In the past, funding for construction and modernization of vessels has 
clearly been counterproductive as regards achieving CFP objectives, in 
particular the need to reduce overcapacity, and has consequently acted as 
compounding structural problems rather than helping to solve them. 

The reform of the Common Fisheries Policy in 2002 made an important 
progress in the right direction by removing some of the financial suppmi 
that directly contributed to overcapacity and overinvestment (even 
though becaase of collateral legislative provisions this financial suppmi 
has been_p.ossibhuntil very recently, 2008 in fact). 

However, the current system remains difficult to adapt to new needs and 
to rapidly changing circumstances. Synergies are not sufficiently 
developed and there is low conditionality in the way Member States can 
spend their fisheries_funds. In addition, the current system is not designed 
to address new challenges, such as the development of IMP or the 
development of innovative means to help achieve CFP objectives. 

The current distribution of funds between MS is based on the overall 
regional convergence criteria rather than on the composition of the 
European fleet, its structural deficiencies or other criteria more related to 
the fishing industry. 

• The main focus should still be to encourage the restructuring of the 
fishing fleet. With declining fishing opportunities and higher costs of 
operation, more and more pressure is being exerted on the financial 
viability of the current fishing fleet. It is thus becoming increasingly clear 
that the majority of Member States will need to give serious attention to 
vessel scrapping. The fleet will require the normal economically 
necessary modernisation (for which virtually no public funding will or 
should be available in a situation of normal market conditions). As was 
argued in Chapter 10, however, unlike under previous programmes, the 
EFF should ideally promote substantial fleet reduction avoiding 
simultaneous fleet modernisation. An important issue in this regard, 
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however, is that vessel scrapping schemes will become increasingly 
expensive and it is unlikely that sufficient funds are available to buy out 
the capacity needed to substantially address the overcapacity issue in 
many fisheries. 

• The promotion of better functioning markets and innovative processing 
and aquaculture will help diversify the fisheries sector and coastal 
regions. Through economic growth and innovation a modern sector will 
be more flexible to adapt to changing resource and market conditions, 
making the sector less reliant on public assistance. 

All these observations demonstrate the strong need for a much closer link 
between the policies and criteria for public funding (notably the EFF) and the 
objectives of the policy. The next refonn will have to ensure that financial 
suppmi is directed towards addressing the structural deficiencies of the 
industry while ensuring safeguards against any unwanted side effects of the 
reform. It should promote and facilitate the restructuring and modernisation 
of the European industry and help it strengthen its long-term economic 
viability, while avoiding that overcapacity is artificially maintained, and the 
public funds should be dedicated to contributing to this approach. 

Finally, a full ex-post FIFO evaluation is pending and will be ready towards 
the end of 2009. This evaluation is essential for analysing the future scope of 
financial support to the EU fisheries sector. 

11.9. The EU and the WTO negotiations on fisheries subsidies: State of play
assessment of impacts on the ED's future policy 

11.9.1. Background 

Since the end of the Uruguay Round in 1994, WTO Members have pursued 
the issue of fisheries subsidies in the context WTO's Committee on Trade 
and Environment (CTE)77 which has the power only to make 
recommendations. 

With its broad based mandate, the CTE has contributed to identifying and 
understanding the relationship between trade measure and environmental 
measures in order to promote sustainable development. Nevertheless the 
CTE has no legislative mandate. 

However, at the Ministerial WTO meeting in Doha, Qatar, in November of 
2001, trade ministers agreed on a broad agenda for new global trade talks, 
including a commitment to "clarify and improve WTO disciplines on 
fisheries subsidies". The negotiations are also to enhance the mutual 

77 The CTE was set up by the WTO's 1994 Marrakesh Ministerial Decision on Trade and Environment, 
which essentially mandates the committee to identify the relationship between trade measures and 
environmental measures in order to promote sustainable development make appropriate 
recommendations on whether any modifications of the provisions of the multilateral trading system are 
required, compatible with the open, equitable and non-discriminatory nature of the system. 
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supportiveness of trade and environment and seek to develop new WTO 
rules to prohibit subsidies specific to the fishing sector. 

This decision represents a turning point for the WTO. For the first time ever, 
a significant element of a global trade negotiation is directly intended to help 
conserve a vital natural resource, with the twin goals of environmental 
stewardship and sustainable development. 

11. 9. 2. State of play 

The negotiations on fisheries subsidies are taking place in the WTO 
Negotiating Group on Rules, which is under the authority of the WTO Trade 
Negotiations Committee. 

An important milestone of the negotiations in this subject is the Hong Kong 
Ministerial Declaration of December 2005, where WTO Ministers noted that 
there is broad agreement that disciplines on fisheries subsidies should be 
strengthened and that certain forms of fisheries subsidies that contribute to 
over capacity and over fishing be prohibited. 

The Ministerial Declaration called on WTO Members to promptly undertake 
further detailed work to, inter alia, establish the nature and extent of 
disciplines on subsidies in the fisheries sector, including transparency and 
enforceability. The Declaration also noted that special and differential 
treatment for developing and least-developed Members should be an integral 
part of these negotiations. 

Proposals have been divided between those- preferring a broad-based 
prohibition with limited exceptions and others~ favouring limited, specific 
prohibitions. The Chair issued his first draft text on-Esheries subsidies on 30 
November 2007. On 30 November 2007, the Chair of the Negotiating Group 
on Rules at the WTO (Guillermo Valles, Uruguay) circulated the draft 
consolidated text of the Agreements on Anti-Dumping and Subsidies78 

Following the opposition to the November 2007 text and after the failure of 
the July 2008 WTO's mini-Ministerial meeting on Agriculture and NAMA79

, 

the Chair of the Group, Ambassador Valles, took a step back and issued on 
19 December 2008 a 'conceptual roadmap' (in the form of a questionnaire) 
for future work, thus withdrawing the previous draft negotiating text. 

As stated by Ambassador Valle, "the roadmap identifies the key questions 
that we need to address in order to reconcile the approaches and advance our 
work in this area. In essence the questionnaire addresses the following 
issues: identifying which subsidies lead to overfishing, establishing an 
objective way of defining a fishery as being overfished, and determining the 
extent of the group's mandate to discipline subsidies in the sector. 

78 WTO "Draft consolidated chair texts of the AD and SCM Agreements" TN/RL/W/213 30 November 
2007 

79 Non-Agricultural Market Access Negotiations 
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11.9.3. Contents of the Chair's draft negotiating text 

Broadly speaking, the text deals with proposals regarding: 

i) fisheries subsidies, 

ii) general subsidies and iii) anti-dumping. The document was first presented 
to the WTO Delegations in Geneva in a reading on 12 December 2007. 

The main thrust of the Chair's text is to prohibit those subsidies that lead to 
the increase, or that help maintain, fishing capacity while allowing those that 
contribute to the withdrawal of such capacity. 

More specifically the text divides the subsidies into two categories: those 
that are prohibited (Red box) and those that are allowed (Green box). 
However, in practice, the text establishes an overall prohibition petmitting 
only a very limited number of exceptions (on safety, social and 
environmental basis). 

11.9.3.1. Length of the negotiations and transition periods 

The release of the Chair's text represented the start of the real negotiations. 
At this stage it is difficult to assess how long they will last. Under an 
"optimistic" scenario the negotiations would be concluded conclude before 
the end, of2009 with an entry into force ofthe new agreement(s) in 2010. A 
more pessimistic scenario would mean that negotiations do-not resume unti-l 
late 2009 and that they are concluded in the course of 2010, with an entry 
int0 force in 20 11. 

As the November 2007 Chair's text allowed fer a two year transition period 
for developed countries, this would imply that current funding policies will 
not be affected by new WTO rules up and until 2012 or 2013 depending on 
the type of scenario (optimistic, pessimistic). 

11.9.3.2. EU's negotiating positions 

The EU submitted a number a written negotiating proposals, including a 
draft negotiating text for new disciplines80 on 23 April 2003 (WTO 
document TN/RL/W/82), on 12 May 2005 (WTO document 
TN/RL/GEN/39) and on 26 April 2006 (WTO document TN/RL/GEN/134). 
These documents are public and can be downloaded from the WTO's 
website. 

11.9.3.3. General overview of the main issues at stake 

A number of elements included in the aforementioned text reflect the two 
key principles guiding the EU's policies for aid to the fisheries sector, 
namely to prohibit subsidies that encourage overcapacity, leading to 

80 WTO documents TN/RL/W/82 of 23 April 2003, TN/RLIGEN/39 of 12 May 2005 and 
TN/RL/GEN/134 of 26 April 2006. These documents are public and can be downloaded from the 
WTO's website 
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overfishing, while allowing subsidies that help to remove capacity in excess 
of available fish resources. These elements of the draft negotiating text are 
incorporated in the so called "red" (prohibited) and "green" (allowed) box 
types of subsidies. 

The proposals by the Chair, as presented in November 2007, could however 
prevent public authorities from granting support to the fishing sector to 
ensure the transition to a sustainable state. This is the case of aid 
programmes intended for a smooth and efficient restructuring of parts of the 
fishing industry. 

Other areas of concern are: 

lack of flexibilities to grant support in order to avoid and/or mitigate the 
long lasting damage that unforeseen factors, above and beyond natural 
disasters, could cause to the fishing industry. 

proposal for a total ban on support to the processing industry and on the 
provision of public finance for fisheries infrastructure is difficult to 
understand as the contribution to over-capacity and to over-fishing of 
these subsidies still has to be demonstrated, and 

the proposed exceptions ("green" box) seem insufficient to allow for the 
implementation of cleaner technologies, including by the replacement of 
engines, in order to limit emissions harmful for the environment. 

Besides the proposals to prohibit or to allow certain types of subsidies, the 
Chair's text includes certain provisions to reinforce the notification of 
subsidies. In this respect, the Commission would like to see a very ambitious 
result of the negotiations, one which would bring WTO Members at least to 
the same level of transparency as the one shown by the EU internally, when 
implementing structural funds, and externally, when notifYing aid to the 
WTO. 

At a time when the international community is becoming increasingly 
concerned with the issue of fishing subsidies, getting better data is a 
precondition for serious discussion, not only within the EU but in all 
countries where fisheries is an important economic activity. 

Increased transparency will not only generate knowledge about the types of 
subsidies given but will also provide a much needed insight into the impact 
of such subsidies both on trade and on the sustainable use of fishery 
resources. 

11.9.4. Conclusions 

11.9 .4.1. Overall assessment of proposed new WTO disciplines 

The Commission's assessment is that the current negotiating proposals, as set 
out in the Chair's text of 2007, should be more balanced. In other words, the 
WTO should be given the tools to tackle the problem of overcapacity and 
overfishing while allowing for the provision of aid that positively contributes 
to the sustainable exploitation of available fishery resources and that 
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mitigates the negative impacts on fishing commumties of adjustment 
measures. This assessment is shared by other WTO Members, in the 
developing world as well as developed countries. 

Finally, the text lacked a comprehensive solution, thus also applicable to 
developed countries, for the so called "small scale" or "artisanal fisheries". 
The disagreements among developing countries on the length issue illustrate 
the problems linked to the use of vessels length as the only defining 
parameter to benefit from exceptions. 

11.9.4.2. Absence of agreement: the "worst case scenario" (definitive 
collapse ofthe Round): consequences at internal and external levels 

It is not to be excluded that the Round collapses in the near feature. In 
principle, under such scenario all the work carried out during negotiations 
will be off the table. This would mean that all the potential benefits that the 
EU could have extracted from the aforementioned negotiations are lost. 

From an external perspective, and in the absence of an international (WTO) 
agreement on subsidies to fisheries, the consequences could be the 
following: 

• countries willing to financially support their fishing industry will be able 
to do so in an unconstrained manner; 

• unconstrained subsidisation by some countries could mcrease 
overcapacity leading to overfishing of internationally shared fisheries 
resources; 

Because of the EU's strict rules on subsidies to fisheries, and state aid in 
general, EU operators could find themselves negatively affected by 
competition from countries with heavily subsidise producers. 
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12. MARKETS AND TRADE POLICY 

12.1. Common Organisation of Markets for fishery and aquaculture 
products81 

12.1.1. The COM's objectives 

The Common Organisation of Markets is one of the pillars of the CFP along 
with conservation of fish stocks, structural policy and third country 
agreements. 

Consequently, the Common Organisation of Markets is designed to 
contribute to the CFP's general objective of seeking to guarantee sustainable 
fisheries and to secure the future of the fisheries sector. Its main goals are: 

(1) price stability, 

(2) an optimal balance between supply and demand, 

(3) strengthened competitiveness, 

( 4) a balancing-out of preference for EU production with the processing 
industry's ever increasing dependence on imports and 

(5) proper information of the consumer. 

12.1. 2. Evolution of the Common Organisation of Markets 

The Common Organisation of Markets has been an integral part of the CFP 
since the very beginning in 1971. Over time, it has undergone manifold 
changes (see reforms of 1981 and 1992) and, since 1 January 2001, are
shaped COM is in operation under Council Regulation (EC) No 104/2000. 

This new regime has moved away from a mere intervention system and now 
lays more emphasis on sustainability-supportive fishing and marketing 
activities. To this end, the role of producer organisations has been 
strengthened. This change of focus was done in anticipation of the 
subsequent refmm of the conservation regime under the CFP in December 
2002. 

The reduction of the overall level of intervention is exemplified by a rather 
modest budget (€14 million for 2003 and, to take account of enlargement, 
€17 million for 2004; this compares with ECU 33 million in the 1990s).The 
expenditure incurred as a result of the operation of the different mechanisms 
of the Common Organisation of Markets is guaranteed by the European 
Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF/FEOGA). 

81 A detailed evaluation of the functioning of the EU's Common Organisation of Markets for fishery and 
aquaculture can be found at the following webpage: 
http:/ /ec. europa.eu/fisheries/publications/studies _reports_ en.htm. 
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In order to meet the supply needs of the processing industry, permanent tariff 
suspensions for a number of key products (mainly white fish) have been 
introduced as part of the new Common Organisation of Markets in 2001. 
Furthermore, multi-annual regimes of autonomous tariff quotas (tri-annual 
periods) have been put into place to meet specific supply needs. 

The Common Organisation of Markets is 
implementing Commission Regulations 
components of the COM, i.e. 

being run on the basis of 21 
which cover the different 

• common marketing standards, consumer infmmation; 

• the setting-up of and the operational planning by producer organisations; 

• the operation of different intervention mechanisms (ranging from 
traditional albeit much reduced withdrawals to less wasteful mechanisms 
such as carry-overs), and 

• certain aspects of trade with third countries (e.g. the reference price for 
imports). 

So far, the new regime has ensured a smooth running: even though prices 
have decreased all across the board in the last two years, there has been no 
market crisis like the one encountered in the early 1990s. 

12.1.2.1. Trend in the number of professional Producers Organisations 

In 2007, there were are 214 professional recognised producers' organisations 
recognised::i11l6 Member States (Situation at 28 April 2007, OJEU 2007/C 
94/14 ). 11 }/1ember States have no professional producer organisation, these 
are essentially the land-locked Member States with no maritime frontage 
(Austria, Luxembourg, Hungary, etc.) and/or those having joined the 
European Union recently (Cyprus, Romania, Bulgaria, etc.) 

The trend in the number of professional organisations between 1971 and 2007 
is presented as follows: 
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Figure 57-
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Table 56 - Trend in the number of professional organisations by country between 2000 
and 2007 

::mm JmMttijflrlffl 
Nombred'OP par pays 
Espagne 37 44 7 
France 35 34 -I 
ltalie 18 34 I6 
Allemagne 23 21 -2 
Royaume-Uni 21 20 -I 
Portugal 18 15 -3 
Pays-Bas 10 II 
Suede 5 6 I 
Pologne 0 6 6 
Irian de 4 5 
Danemark 3 4 
Grece I 3 2 
Estonie 0 3 3 
Lituanie 0 2 2 
Lettonie 0 2 2 
Belgique I 0 
Finlande 0 -1 
TOTAL 177 211 34 

Source: For 2005, European Commission Report on the application of the fisheries CMO. For 2007: Professional 
organisations registered in the Official Journal of the European Union (OJEU) 

12.1.2.2. Development of the interprofessional Interbranch Organisations 

In 2007, only 4 Interbranch interprofessional oOrganisations in 3 Member 
States are recognised, according to the terms of (EC) Regulation 104/2000, 
and are registered on the Official Journal of the European Union. 

Their weight in the organisation and management of of the industry 
shipownersship-owners is therefore reducedtherefore limited, even if their 
representativity in production or transformation processing can be strong. The 
statute of interprofessional organisationlnterbranch organisation does not 
seem to have brought them additional capacity to structure their divisions the 
industry. It and is rather perceived as an after-the-fact recognition a posteriori, 

252 



like a kind of "label" granted by the European Commission. It has enshrined 
given them their role responsibilities for in existing and constituted 
established organisations, but it has not increased their sphere of activity 
scope or their power. In certain cases the differences of interestdiverging 
interests of their members parties which make it up (producers, 
manufacturers, and distributors) limit their actions. 

- the CIP A : the "Comite Interprofessionnel des Produits de 1 'Aquaculture" 
ICAP: the Interprofessional Committee of Aquaculture Products 
represents almost all marine and continental French fish-farming (with the 
only exception of pond fish-farming) and fulfils the usual functions of an 
inter-professional organisationlnterbranch , thatorganisation, which it 
already did filled before its recognition by the Commission. 

the interprofessional organisationlnterbranch organisation "FILIERA 
ITTICA" was constituted established around a project for the of 
implementationg of traceability in the Italian fisheries sector. It does not 
represent the whole sector, but only 10 professional pro:ducers' 
organisations (out of 3 7). 

- AQUAPISCIS is the interprofessional organisationlnterbranch 
organisation of Spanish continental fish-farming, but it does not include 
the those located in Galicia (a third of national production) and does not 
collaborate cooperate with ATRUGAL, the producers' professional 
organisation which representing s the Galician producers. 

INTERA TUN has a good representativity- of~the Spanish tuna sector (all the 
canning facilities and all and fishing companies-divisions are members of it) 
but it considers that its intervention capability powers and its potential 
effectiveness are limited by its national character and that, in a context of 
increasing intemationalisation globalisation of the market, an international 
interprofessional organisationlnterbranch organisation would be much more 
justified.Policy instruments and measures affecting trade in fisheries 
products 

The main tools that the EU has to manage fishery products supply are laid 
down in a regime of autonomous suspensions and quotas and the EU trade 
policy. 

12.1. 3. Tariff quotas and tariff suspensions 

12.1.3.1. Multilateral trade quotas (WTO quotas) 

As a result of the Uruguay Round the Community opened a series of import 
quotas. Council Regulation (EC) 32/2000 of 17 December 1999 (OJ L5 of 
8.1.2000) includes the list of these quotas. The main quota is an annual quota 
of 34.000 tonnes of herring. This quota is open for the period 1 January to 14 
February and from 16 June to 31 December of each year. There is another 
quota of 25.000 tons of cod and another small quota for silver hake. 

12.1.3.2. Bilateral TariffQuotas 
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There are a series of bilateral quotas between the Community and third 
countries. These quotas are opened on various grounds, for example as part 
of a Free Trade Area Agreement, or in compensation for the accession to the 
Communities. 

12.1.3 .3. Autonomous tariff suspensions and quotas 

In order to facilitate the access to raw materials for processing, Council 
Regulation (EC) No 104/2000 introduced total or partial tariff suspensions 
for a number of products of interest for industry, namely cod, Alaska 
pollack, blue grenadier, surimi and coldwater prawns. On the other hand, 
Council Regulation (EC) No 2801/2000 amending Council Regulation (EC) 
1255/96 introduced temporary suspensions of tariff duties for certain 
products not available in the Community such as sturgeons and red snapper. 

In parallel with the adoption of Regulation No 104/2000, a multi-mmual 
regime of autonomous tariff quotas was opened for the period 2001-2003 by 
way of Council Regulation (EC) No 2803/2000. Duty reductions apply to 
limited amounts of imports of certain products for which the Conmmnity 
production is insufficient. This regime aims to ensure stability of supplies 
while respecting the interests of the Community catching sector. 
Subsequently, Council Regulation (EC) No 379/2004 provided for successor 
regimes for 2004-2006 and 2007-2009 with an extended range of products. 

The quotas for the period 2007-2009 are laid down in Council Regulation 
(EC) No 824/2007. Focus is on whitefish (cod, hake and substitute species), 
sensitive products (herring and tuna loins) and shrimps. Together with the 
adoption of the Regulation, the Commission issued a "review clause" for the 
monitoring of the quotas and submission of proposals in the e-vent of serious 
market disturbances or supply problems. 

In addition to the above temporary suspensions the Community has 
suspended tariff duties on a permanent basis for some products: 

• Frozen tuna products: the Community decided in 1970 to suspend the 
import duties, for an indefinite period of time, on tuna products intended 
for the industrial manufacture of products falling within heading 1604. 

• Herring: permanent suspension at zero duty for herring products imported 
between February 15 and June 15. 

• Mackerel: permanent suspension at zero duty for mackerel products 
imported between February 15 and June 15. 

Brislings or sprats (Sprattus sprattus): permanent suspension at zero duty for 
sprat products impmied between February 15 and June 15. 

12.1. 4. Preferential trade agreements 

12.1.4.1. Members ofthe European Free Trade Association (EFTA) 

The Community's free-trade agreements with individual members of EFTA, 
concluded in the early 1970s, remain in force for Iceland, Liechtenstein, 
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Norway, and Switzerland. The agreements cover industrial products and 
include concessions on agricultural and fishery products. The European 
Economic Area (EEA) entered into force on 1 January 1994 and extends the 
Intemal Market to Iceland, Liechtenstein, and Norway. 

Relevance for fishery products: the preferential regime for the EEA countries 
(Iceland and Norway) means that products can enter either at unlimited 
quantities at zero duty rate or at a reduced rate. 

12.1.4.2. Mediterranean countries 

In November 1995, the "Euro-Mediterranean Partnership" was launched in 
Barcelona between the EU and Algeria, Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, 
Lebanon, Malta, Morocco, the Palestinian Authority, Syria, Tunisia, and 
Turkey. The partnership includes the establishment of a Euro-Mediterranean 
free-trade area by 2010, to foster the development of countries in the region. 

Relevance for fishery products: under the previous regime (Co-operation 
Agreements) Morocco, Algeria and Tunisia benefited from zero duties for 
fishery products with the exception of some canned products (e.g. sardines). 
The Euro-Mediterranean Agreements resulted in tariff quota's being opened 
for Tunisia for canned sardines. Morocco now benefits of free access for all 
fishery products. 

12.1.4.3. African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) States 

As of 1 January 2Q08, the trade regime applicable to ACP countries under 
the Cotonou Agreement was either replaced by Economic Partnership 
Agreements, WTO-compatible market access arrangements or the 
Generalised System of Preferences, until such time as relevant negotiations
are concluded and the Council approves the application of a new trade 
regime. The EPA and WTO-compatible access arrangements on the EC side 
provide for duty-free and quota-free access for all ACP exports, including 
fishery products. 

12.1.4.4. Interregional and bilateral agreements leading to free-trade 
agreements 

Negotiations for an inter-regional Association Agreement between the EU 
and the Mercosur began in April 2000. However, on 20 October 2004, at the 
occasion of a MERCOSUR-EU trade negotiators meeting at ministerial level 
in Lisbon, Ministers concurred that the offers on the table did not reach the 
degree of ambition that both parties expect from this agreement and decided 
to give negotiations more time. In the joint communique of December 2007, 
both parties agreed on the importance of re-launching negotiations. 

Negotiations were concluded on a free-trade agreement between the EU and 
Mexico in November 199982

. The provisions on goods entered into force on 
1 July 2000. 

82 Available at: http://europa.eu.int/comm/trade/bilateraVmexico/fta.htm [15 March 2000]. 
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Negotiations on the EU-Chile Association Agreement started in April 2000 
and were concluded at the tenth round in 2002. The trade provisions of the 
agreement entered into force on 1 February 2003. 

Negotiations for a FT A with Central America and the Andean Community 
have been launched in 2007. CmTently fishery products from regions enjoy 
duty-free and quota-free access (except for frozen shrimps) to the EU under 
the GSP+. 

Bilateral negotiations are ongoing with India, Korea, ASEAN, Libya, and 
Ukraine. The EU and Canada have also started negotiations for an economic 
and trade agreement. Generalised System of Preferences 

In 1968, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 
(UNCTAD) recommended the creation of a "Generalised System of Tariff 
Preferences" under which industrialised countries would grant trade 
preferences to all developing countries. This authorised developed countries 
to establish individual GSP schemes. 

The European Community was the first to implement a GSP scheme in 1971. 
The EU's GSP grants products imp01ied from GSP beneficiary countries 
either duty-free access or a tariff reduction, depending on which of the GSP 
arrangements a country enjoys. The EU's GSP is implemented following 
cycles often years, for which general guidelines are drawn up. Guidelines for 
the period 2006-2015 were adopted in 2004 83

. In practice, the GSP is 
implemented by means of Council regulations, during the ten-year cycle. 
Based on tlie guidelines or2004, a n-ew GSP scheme was adopted on 27 June 
2005, through Council Regulation (EC) No 980/2005. This regulation 
applies from 1.1.2006- to 31.12.2008, but the provisions concerning the 
special incentive scheme for sustainable development and good governance 
(the "GSP+" incentive) applied already from 1.7.2005. The special 
arrangements to combat drug production and trafficking provided for by 
Regulation No. 2501/2001 are repealed from that same date. 

Council Regulation (EC) No 732/2008 of 22 July 2008 implements the 
scheme of generalised tariff preferences for the period from 1 January 2009 
to 31 December 20 11. Three types of arrangements are in force for 
beneficiary countries, under the EU's GSP: 

• all beneficiary countries enjoy the benefit of the general arrangement; 

• the special GSP+ incentive arrangement for sustainable development and 
good governance provides additional benefits for countries implementing 

83 Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament and the European 
Economic and Social Committee, COM (2004)461 final. 
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certain international standards in human and labour rights, environmental 
protection, the fight against drugs, and good governance84

; 

• the special anangement for the least-developed countries (LDCs), also 
known as the "Everything But Arms" (EBA) initiative, provides for the 
most favourable treatment of all, in the aim of granting the LDCs "duty
free and quota-free" access to the EU's market. 

The scheme is available to 1 78 independent developing countries (and a 
number of dependent tenitories); with effect from 1.1.2006. People's 
Republic of China, India, Thailand, South Africa, Russia and other fast 
developing countries are "graduated" for many products from the list of GSP 
beneficiaries85

. 

The product coverage of the GSP scheme includes, inter alia, fish and 
processed fishery products. 

Relevance for fishery products: there are different tariff preferences granted 
under the GSP initiative to fishery products basing on the different types of 
anangements in force: 

• the general anangement: tariff duties shall generally be reduced by 3,5%, 
with exception to ornamental saltwater fish (CN code 0301 10 90) for 
which a duty-free access is established; 

• the special GSP+ incentive anangement: a duty-free and quota-free access 
to the EU's market is granted with exception to shrimps and prawns 
(products described by the CN code 0306 13) for which the duty shall be 
3,6%; 

the EBA initiative: the duty-free and quota-free access IS granted for all 
fishery products. 

12.1. 5. Sanitary and P hytosanitary requirements 

The responsibility for this area lies within the domain of the Directorate
General fm Health & Consumer Protection. The legislation of the European 
Union in this field is very comprehensive and has been fully revised since 
2002 in the aftermath of the well-documented food crises of the 1990s. The 
legislation applies in the Community and imported fishery products are 
required to be subject to equivalent legislation. 

The list of third countries from which fishery products and bivalve shellfish 
and related species can be imported into the EU is established by a 
Commission Decision with one list of countries approved for fishery 

84 Commission Decision 2005/924/EC. I5 countries benefit from the increased preferences granted 
through the GSP+ scheme: II Latin and Central American countries, Sri Lanka, Mongolia and 2 
former Soviet Union countries, i.e. Moldova and Georgia. 

85 Annex I of Regulation (EC) No 980/2005 
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86 

products and a separate and smaller list for bivalve molluscs. A transitional 
list of countries which have not yet undergone a Community control is 
currently in place and this pennits bilateral trade between the named 
countries and individual Member States. 

For each country on this list a separate list of approved establishments is 
maintained by the Commission and published on the internet. For transition 
countries the lists of establishments are communicated directly to the 
authorities of interested Member States. For aquaculture products additional 
requirements apply relating to residues of veterinary medicinal products. 
Imports come from more than 1 00 countries and territories and from 
approximately 10,000 establishments (factories, factory vessels and freezer 
vessels). SPS measures can greatly affect trade in fish products. 

12.1. 6. Technical requirements 

In the EU a number of technical requirements for fish and fish products have 
an impact on imports of fish and fishery products. The fact that these 
regulations have, or can have, a significant impact on trade was illustrated by 
the so called "Sardine case" at the WT086

. The broad categories of these 
technical requirements can be divided into two groups: the first one relates to 
the Common Organisation of Markets of fish and fishery products, the 
second one to the general Community legislation on foodstuffs. 

Technical measure related to the Common Organisation of Markets for fish 
and fishery products are the following. 

Miirketing standards: The common market standards- t;;keo'the form of 
freshness classes and size scales. Only products satis:B;ing the freshness and 
size standards and meeting packaging and label requirements may be 
marketed. These standards are also supportive of fisheries management and 
conservation measures as the species covered by these standards and put for 
sale must respect the minimum biological sizes set out in Annex II of the 
implementing regulation. These standards apply to both Community output 
and imported products. These marketing standards are laid down in Council 
Regulation (EC) N°2406/96 of 26 November 1996 (OJ L 334 of 23 
December 1996). 

"Composition" standards: these standards have been adopted for two 
processed products as well: canned sardines (Council Regulation (EEC) 
2136/89 of 21 June 1989, amended by Commission Regulation (EC) No 

On 20 March 2001, Peru requested consultations with the EC concerning Regulation (EEC) 
2136/89 which, according to Peru, prevents Peruvian exporters to continue to use the trade 
description "sardines" for their products. Peru submitted that, according to the relevant Codex 
Alimentarius standards (STAN 94-181 rev. 1995), the species "sardinops sagax sagax" are listed 
among those species which can be traded as "sardines". Peru, therefore, considered that the above 
Regulation constituted a barrier to trade, and, hence, in breach of Article 2 of the TBT Agreement. 
The WTO's Dispute Settlement Body (DSB) ruled that EC Regulation was inconsistent with 
Article 2.4 of the TBT Agreement. The EC implemented the DSB ruling by adopting Commission 
Regulation (EC) No 1181/2003 of2 July 2003, amending the original Council Regulation. 
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1181/2003 of 2 July 2003) and canned bonito tuna (Council Regulation 
(EEC) 1536/92 of 9 June 1992, OJ L163 of 17 June 1992). They govern 
minimum fish content, the designation of the medium in which the fish is 
preserved, and some of the wording on labels of canned products. 

Labelling in the context of the Common Organisation of Markets for 
live, fresh and chilled fishery products: The basic Regulation on the 
Common Organisation of the Markets in fishery and aquaculture products 
(Council Regulation 104/2000) introduced rules for better labelling and 
infmmation for consumers on live, fresh and chilled fishery products. The 
name of the species, the method of production (inland, sea fishing or 
aquaculture) and the area where the fish was produced will have to be 
provided. These rules have been detailed in Commission Regulation (EC) 
No 2065/2001 of 22 October 2801 laying down detailed rules for the 
application of Council Regulation (EC) No 104/2000 as regards infonning 
consumers about fishery and aquaculture products. 

Technical measures related to the Common Organisation of Markets for fish 
and fishery products: 

Labelling in the context of the general legislation on foodstuffs: General 
food labelling (GFL) is governed by Directive 2000113/EC, which is a 
codified version of Directive 79/112/EC. Although one major recent 
amendment was introduced in 2003 (labelling of allergenic ingredients), 
most of the provisions date back to 1978. This legislation is of pmiicular 
relevance for processed fish products. 

12.1. 7. Trade defence instruments 

Upon the conclusion of the Uruguay Round in 1994, -the Community carTied 
out an extensive reform of its trade defence instruments (including those 
specific to certain products) to make them fully compatible with the rules of 
the newly created World Trade Organisation. The above implies that the 
safeguard mechanisms that existed before, within the framework of the 
previous Common Organisation of Markets for fishery and aquaculture 
products87

, are no longer applicable. 

Only "horizontal" safeguard and surveillance measures can be applied to 
fishery and aquaculture products. In the new "market regulation" (EC) 
104/2000, article 30 specifies, under paragraph 2, that safeguard measures 
"shall be applied ad implemented in accordance with the procedures of 
Article 16 ofRegulation (EC) 3285/94". 

The Community has implemented trade defence instruments (anti-dumping, 
countervailing and safeguards measures) on imports of farmed salmon from 
Norway since the early nineties till mid-2008. 

87 Council Regulation (EEC) No 3759/92 of 17 December 1992 on the common organisation of the 
market in fishery and aquaculture products 
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12.1. 7 .1. Surveillance and safeguards 

Free importation is the general rule of the Community's Common Import 
Regime which is established principally in Regulations (EC) 3285/94 (for 
WTO Members) and 519/94 (for non-WTO Members). Nevertheless, there 
are three basic exceptions to this general rule: 

• Safeguard measures, which may be applied to impmis that increase in 
such quantities and are made under such conditions as to cause or threaten 
to cause serious injur; to the Community industry, provided there is a 
C 0 0 d 88 ommumty mterest to o so . 

• Surveillance, which is not an import restrictive measure, but a system of 
automatic import licensing. 

12.1. 7 .2. Protection against dumped imports 

European Community rules to deal with dumping date back to the 
organisation's earliest days. They are targeted at dumped imports which 
cause significant injury to Community producers. If left unchallenged, 
dumping gives the third country exporter an unfair competitive advantage 
which could be exploited with considerable negative consequences for 
Community industry. 

Existing Community rules were replaced by a new Anti-Dumping regulation 
which came into force on 1 January 1995. This in tum was updated by 
Regulation 384/96, which came into force on 6 March 1996. 

12.1. 7.3. Protection against subsidised imp otis 

International rules on subsidies were substantially strengthened by the World 
Trade Organisation's Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures, 
negotiated as part of the Uruguay Round, which entered into force on 
1 January 199 5. The terms of this Agreement are incorporated in the 
European Community's Regulation on protection against subsidised imports, 
which took effect on the same date. 

12.1.8. The use of trade defence instruments for fish products: the case of 
farmed salmon 

12.1.8.1. Background 

Salmon has been the most successful modem aquaculture industry, and has 
experienced rapid growth during the last two decades as production has 
increased from virtually nothing in 1980 to about 1.3 million tonnes in 2004. 

88 Provisional safeguard measures against imp01is of farmed salmon were imposed with Commission 
Regulation (EC) No 1447/2004 of 14 August 2004. These measures took the form of specified tariff 
quotas designed to preserve traditional trade flows plus safeguard duties for the imp01is exceeding 
these quotas. Eventually Denmark opposed the provisional measures and as the Council did not 
endorse the Commission's Regulation, they lapsed on 6 December 2004. 
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However, there have been a number of trade conflicts as the rapid growth has 
caused a major decline in prices. 

During the last three decades, the Community market for salmon products 
has evolved from a "niche" market for a luxury product to a "commodity 
like" market place. Not only production has expanded steadily but also the 
number of producing countries has increased, as new comers have made 
their appearance in the international scene (Chile and the Faeroe Islands). 

Similar to other markets in aquaculture products, the farmed salmon industry 
is now subject to severe, cyclical, price changes ("boom and bust cycles"). 
The reasons for such market behaviour are numerous: new entrants, 
fluctuating demand, production forecasts that over/underestimate the real 
demand, etc. 

12.1.8.2. Pre-WTO history of the use of trade defence instruments by the 
Community (1989-1994) 

The EU has been using, since 1991, trade defence instruments on fanned 
salmon from Norway, 

The first anti-dumping complaint was filed by Scottish salmon growers in 
1989. The Commission proposed anti-dumping measures in 1990, but the 
measures were not implemented. Instead, a system of minimum import 
prices was introduced in 1991, abolished in 1992, reintroduced in 1993, and 
abolished again in 1994. 

12.1.8.3. Implementation of the "Salmon Agreement" (1997-2003), the use 
safeguards and the end of antidumping measures 

In 1995, a new system of minimum import prices was introduced and, in 
1996, a new complaint was filed by Scottish growers alleging both dumping 
and subsidization. Following an investigation, the EU imposed in 1997 anti
dumping and countervailing duties on imports of salmon products from 
Norway. 

At the same time (July 1997) an agreement was reached between the EU 
Commission and the Norwegian government (the "Salmon agreement") with 
as main elements the so-called "floor price", an increase in the Norwegian 
export duty and an indicative roof of ten per cent annually on salmon exports 
to the EU. The Norwegian government also undertook to implement a 
system of "feed quotas" in order to limit the growth of production. 

This system lasted until the anti-dumping and countervailing duties were 
revoked in May 2003. 

Almost a year later, in February of 2004, the Governments of Ireland and the 
United Kingdom petitioned the EC to introduce safeguard measures against 
imports of salmon. In August 2004, the EC imposed provisional safeguard 
measures that were confirmed by definitive measures in February 2005. 

The safeguard measures were withdrawn on 23 April2005, though, that very 
same day, the Commission applied provisional anti-dumping measures and 
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on 17 January 2006 definitive anti-dumping duties were imposed. As it was 
the case during the "Salmon Agreement", the duties took the fonn of a 
Minimum Import Price (MIP). 

On 20 February 2007, the Commission received a request for a "partial 
interim review" of the anti -dumping measures by a group of Member States 
(Italy, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal and Spain) that considered that there were 
no sufficient grounds to apply and/or to maintain the measures against 
Norway. 

The Commission launched the interim review on 21 April 2007. The review 
was limited to the objective of assessing the need for the continuation, 
removal or amendment of the existing measures. The findings indicated that 
there was no need for the continuation of the measures and the measures 
were terminated in July 2008. 

12.2. IUU fishing and markets 

12. 2.1. IUU fishing and legitimate trade 

Needless to say that IUU fishing causes an unfair competition to operators 
abiding with conservation and management rules. It also prevents the trade 
instruments to provide all the benefits expected as their mechanisms and 
rules are designed for legitimate operators trading with legally obtained 
products. Be these activities based upon a system, such as flags of 
convenience or be they carried out on a more or less oppmiunistic basis by 
vessels duly authorised, the damages affect equally the legitimate trade. They 
can even be worse in the second category as they are less obvious as the legal 
framev.zork in which the vessels operate is used to dissimulate their real 
nature. 

12. 2. 2. Action by the European Community at international level 

The EC contribution to the fight against IUU fishing has been decisive for 
the adoption at international and regional level of instruments on IUU 
vessels identification, catch certification, trade sanctions against non 
cooperating states and measures against nationals, which are described in 
details in Chapter 13. 

Consequently, the Community legislation to fight IUU fishing have relied 
almost exclusively on these instruments, which, however, are not without 
shortcomings. 

12. 2. 3. Shortcomings of the internationally agreed IUU measures 

The decision-making process, based upon consensus, does not facilitate the 
amendment of these instruments or the adoption of new ones to take into 
account new developments in IUU fishing. 

These measures are limited to ce1iain species and/or areas and they cover 
insufficiently all products stemming from the catches. 
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The processing and trade practices, frequently involving countries not 
members of or cooperation with the regional organisations concemed, are 
not fully taken into account. 

The means to look for and collect evidence on IUU fishing is focused 
towards the vessels, and not to other valuable sources such as the operators 
and provisions to provide a legal background for a fully operational 
cooperation between all parties concemed are frequently missing. 

As a result, in many cases, the inclusion of a vessel in annual IUU lists does 
not prevent it from continuing to operate year after year and the trade with 
illegal catches and derived products is still flourishing. 

The duration of the transposition of these measures into EC legislation 
impedes a swift implementation. 

These weaknesses and the general trade pattem for most of the species 
covered by these instruments also result in a relatively poor input by the 
Community on the operational side, such as identification of IUU vessels, 
compared to its continuously important contribution on the legislative 
aspects. 

12.2.4. The answer by the European Community 

Due to its position on the markets and the production, the European 
Community could not remain without reactions and take the risk that these 
shortcomings contribute to· make it, against its continuous strong 
commitment, an-indirect support to IUU fishing activities. 

The recently adopted IBU Regulation aims to address these shortcomings. 
First of all, its scope covers all catches (and derived products) in any 
maritime waters under any flag, in as much as a link exists with the 
Community through trade with its teiTitory or through legal and natural 
persons under the jurisdiction of a Member State. 

It encompasses an array of comprehensive measures on port state control, 
catch certification, identification of IUU vessels and non cooperating states, 
which are backed up by provisions on verifications of vessels and operators 
based upon risk management, full cooperation with third countries at all 
stages of the prevention, the detection and the elimination of IUU fishing and 
an aiTay of harmonised and deteiTent sanctions. 

12. 2. 5. The impact of the IUU Regulation on markets 

From 1st January 2010, date of its implementation, the overall pattem of 
controls of trade with fishery products will be significantly modified. 

Compliance with conservation and management rules will then be a 
prerequisite to the access to the markets, in parallel to the implementation of 
the health legislation, prior that the product can be assigned to a given 
customs regime. 
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12.2.5.1. Member State authorities 

This will imply significant changes in the organisation of controls in the 
Member States, as the implementation of the Regulation will require the use 
of systems and expe1iises in place in different administrations. 

12.2.5.2. Operators 

The impacts for the stakeholders will vary depending on their cunent 
sourcing and selling policies. 

Companies which privilege spot operations with cheap raw materials 
stemming from various origins could ce1iainly suffer from the too often 
related factors, which are the lack of compliance of rules by the vessels and 
the lack of control by the flag states. Their future business will be made by 
uncertainty, unless they decide to change their cunent practices. 

Those companies, in increasing number, which try to trade only with reliable 
suppliers, will benefit from the Regulation, as it will ease their identification, 
mainly through the notification on validating authorities in third countries 
and the Community ale1i system. 

The share of verification tasks between the Member States of first entry and 
final destination and the simplified procedures for reliable operators will 
contribute avoiding delays on trade flows. 

On the export side, the situation will be quite similar. Operators selling 
catches to processing states which do not cooperate in the implementation of 
conservation and management measures, will take the risk of losing clients if 
those countries have to face restricting measures for non cooperation. By 
contrast, the other operators will improve their selling capacity if they 
continue to trade with cooperating countries. 

All exporters will benefit from the infmmation provided through the 
notification on validating authorities and the Community alert system which 
could help them to evaluate the potential risks with their pminers. 

12.2.5.3. Third countries 

The demarcation line to determine the impacts should no be strictly between 
developed and developing countries, as the profile of the fisheries and trade 
activities will play a major role. 

In most of the developing countries exporting large volumes of processed 
fish, this industry is concentrated in few places, controlled by interests in 
developed countries and it relies on raw materials supplied by a few number 
of countries, having already good control capacities. The implementation of 
the catch certification scheme should not be a major issue for these sectors, 
as the main prerequisite for this purpose (availability of traceability means) 
is already in place to comply with other regulations. 

Where exports are mainly constituted of unprocessed fish, the largest 
quantities are stemming from aquaculture (excluded from the scope of the 
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Regulation) or from industrial fishing fleets, operating mostly under the 
conditions described above. 

The sole main remaining issue is that of expmi-oriented small-scale 
fisheries. They can account only for a minor percentage of the trade as, for 
other grounds (compliance with health requirements) most of the products 
concerned may not have access to the Community market. Neve1iheless, the 
catch ce1iification scheme is flexible enough to allow for the introduction of 
specific procedures, which will also be used for developed countries as their 
small-scale fisheries are already expo1iing to the EC. 

The main impact will however be for the developing countries which are 
hosting fishing vessels under a flag of convenience, which enables them to 
operate without control, or which accept landings or transhipments of IUU 
catches in their pmis. The challenge will be for them to compare the 
respective advantages of pursuing such activities to the detriment to the 
international community and the sustainability of stocks or to take steps for 
cooperating and complying with conservation and management measures, 
and the Commission has already committed itself to assist them in their 
move towards this direction. 

For developed countries having in place control systems which can be used 
as an alternative to the catch ce1iification scheme, the overall impact of this 
scheme will be minimal. Where such systems do not exist, the needs for 
adaptation should not substantially differ from those for developing 
countries. For the first category, the high volumes of trade will be exported 
under simplified procedures with, essentially-, only one certification 
procedure (health). The second category with less~quanti-ties exported, will 
be submitted to expmi procedures which are mainly based upon physical 
inspections and two certification procedures (health and origin). 

12.2.5.4. Trade deflections 

The protection that the Regulation should provide to the legitimate trade 
with the Community could entail trade deflections with IUU products to 
other markets. 

12.2.5.5. IUU measures adopted by international and regional organisations 

The implementation of these measures will benefit from the Regulation, 
through the direct inclusion of the ruu lists adopted by these organisations 
in the EC IUU list and the proactive communication by the Commission of 
any information on IUU activities, which might be relevant for their areas of 
competence. 

Finally, to a large extent, the provisions of their measures will be outdated by 
the Regulation. 

12.2.5.6. Commission's strategy 

On the first topic, the Regulation might have a mitigating effect for countries 
which, if they accept to cooperate with it under the terms of its mutual 
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assistance provisiOns, will benefit from information obtained under the 
regulation which might be of interest for them, in addition to the information 
they will have access to through the regional organisations. 

In more general terms, the Regulation is only a part of the strategy to 
improve the means to fight IUU fishing that the Commission intends to 
develop at international level, which will essentially consist in the active 
promotion of more robust measures, inspired from this newly adopted 
instrument, in order to increase the efficiency of overall standards to control 
compliance in order to ensure that the markets can be closed to IUU 
products. 

12.3. Trends and challenges 

12. 3.1. Marketing of fish products 

Northern European countries register the highest percentage of fish products 
sold in supermarkets (up to 90%). Trends towards fast increasing market 
share of supennarkets can be observed in Southern European countries (up to 
70% in Pmiugal for example). 

Therefore the market power is shifting in favour of large retailers. This has 
clear implications in terms of bargaining power with producers and 
processors, which also suffer from low concentration. 

There is an increasing demand for labelling and information to consumer 
especially on_ sustainability issues. There is indeed a growing public 
awareness--about the need to ensure the sustainable exploitation of marine 
re:suJ.Itces and utilisation of environmentally sound processes for the 
transformation, packaging, transportation, storage and distribution of these 
products. 

Large distJ:ibutors tend to rely more and more on eco-labelling to preserve 
their image. Producers, processors and distributors also have a commercial 
interest in attracting to these products a growing population of green-minded 
consumers. 

Studies show that despite growing recognition of some eco-labels, this is still 
a niche, but it may well become substantial for some products, especially 
frozen white fish. 

Aquaculture products are also moving towards a quality and enviromnental 
approach with the emergence of organic label. 

Consumers still put priorities to price, quality and variety of choices. 

The emergence of numerous private eco-labels leads to a recognised need to 
set up some minimum standards at EU level. Nevertheless traceability 
measures both for sanitary purposes and for a sustainable conservation and 
management policy (IUU) appear to be the main instruments to address the 
largest part of fish production. 
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12. 3. 2. Approaches for the labelling and marketing of fish products 

As previously mentioned, the official quality markings (Appellation of 
Protected Origin, Protected Geographical Indication, Labels, Organic) are rare 
in the fisheries and aquaculture sector. They are used mainly for aquaculture 
products and seldom for processed products. The qualification of certified 
origin is not very relevant for the fisheries sector. 

With regard to these official markings, various approaches and initiatives, 
public and private, for the labelling fishery and aquaculture products have 
been launched in recent years, in particular in countries with a strong 
production and consumption, such as France, Spain and the United Kingdom. 

These approaches have to be differentiated depending on: 

the objectives pursued: provision of information as objective and/or as a 
means to differentiate, with a view to promote develop the product-image 
vis-a-vis to consumers, in addition to advertising that communicates with 
consumers about product characteristics. 

the concerned industry organisations and actors (inititiators, financiers): 
public/private, producers/distributors/ public authorities. 

The following table presents an overview of a number of labelling initiatives 
in for fishery and aquaculture products the various MS, collected on the 
occasion of the-field visits. 

Tabie 57- Certain approval steps in various Member States 

Member States Inventory of the cu~rent steps 
Germany In terms of quality, few initiatives were identified. A label-is in project by 

the fishermen's regional association ("Landesverband der Kutter- und 
Kustenfischer m-V e.V), the definition of its criteria is under way 
Currently, it is the eco-labels which are of interest: the processors 
(EuroBaltic .. ), outlets of German production (shrimps, herrings) are 
certified MSC. The WWF and BUND are both studying the possibility of 
developing certification for fishery products in the Baltic for sustainable 
practice and respect for resources. 

Denmark The processing industry is not favourable to the adoption of quality labels 
because this sector gets its supplies from a variety of suppliers located 
around the world. The creation of a label would lead to the need to 
differentiate the labelled local produce from the non-labelled produce 
which would consequently incur additional costs. 

But certain POs stated that they were envisaging all possibilities so as to 
enhance their members' production as much as possible. 

Spain The quality label steps concern mostly processed products and 
occasionally fresh fish (ex: integration of the blue fish produced by the 
POs Peix Blau under the Catalan quality seal Marca Q). The autonomous 
communities, for the most part, have developed their own brands. (All 
these steps were developed independently of the CMO and do not enter 
therefore within the scope of the QAP) 

France The signs of quality are mainly: the Label Rouge in collective aquaculture 
and labels under the initiative of the producer groups. 
The organic sector also meets the specifications implemented by the 
Ministry of Agriculture (environment, animal well-being, absence of 
antibiotics) 

Ireland Numerous certification steps are under way (Organic, eco-label, PGI, 
private labels ... ), often with FIFG financinq 
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Poland 

Portugal 

There are currently no quality seals for fishery and aquaculture products in 
Poland. 
But POs stated that they were envisaging all possibilities so as to enhance 
their members' production as much as possible. 
There are currently no quality seals for fishery and aquaculture products in 
Portugal. 
But two projects have been put forward (the CMO does not have any role 
in these): one concerns MSC certification of the Portuguese sardine 
(initiative of preserving industrialists), the other concerns organic 
aquaculture. 

The United 
Kingdom 

Eco-labels are common: adoption of the MSC label because it is well
recognised by distributors, and becomes imperative for producers: POs 
enter into MSC approval processes with Seafish support. SEAFISH 
developed a guide of good practices on a voluntary basis to assist the 
POs to obtain the MSC label: the "seafish responsible fishing scheme" 

Several distributors require this label: for example, LIDL supermarkets has 
committed to no longer buying any Herring products which are not 
produced by MSC-Iabelled fisheries. It has therefore become a condition 
of entry on the market for certain products. 
For scampi, a PGI is in the process of recognition: this is possible 
because the areas of scampi fishing are relatively stable. 
Aquaculture: a quality assurance step is implemented via "scheme 
certification"; setting-up a code of best practice in 2006, to which all the 

members adhered. It covers fish-farming techniques. 

Source: "Evaluation of the Common Market Organisation of fishery and aquaculture products" 
(September 2008) -:Ernst & Young- AND International- Eurofish- COGECA 

Differences are considerable among Member States, being the result of 
different methods of production and consumption: 

• In France and~ in Spain, the locaL initiatives for the adoption of private 
labels in co-operation between different actors of the different sectors are 
particularly numerous and varied, because of the importance of the areas 
of production and consumpti-on which coexist and because of a 
consumption culture strongly attached to the "local" character of 
production. 

• In the Nordic countries, the tendency-is more to the development of 
eco-labels of international origin, often regarded as "seals" of quality. 
Conversely, producers' private initiatives in the area of quality are scarce, 
as they are relatively disconnected from the areas of consumption of their 
products. 

Finally, in the new Member States, the problem is rather to make known 
and promote fishery products as a whole and to raise consumers' awareness 
on quality issues. Initiatives on quality, as a tool for product promotion have 
not yet emerged, even though certain stakeholders have planned for marketing 
projects along these lines. 
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Example 

Example 

French "Label Rouge" 

The Label Rouge is a French official seal of quality which 
guarantees quality control at all the stages of production and 
development of the product, on account of specifications approved 
by the public authorities. Several aquaculture products obtained the 
Label Rouge, because of efforts by the producers on the following 
elements: longer duration of fish-farming, nutrition richer in marine 
products, low density in the cages, better quality checks of water, 
reduction in the use of antibiotics, etc. 

The aquaculture species concerned are in particular: the Scottish 
salmon (fresh or smoked), farmed-bass, farmed- turbot, trout 
(freshwater and smoked), shrimps, mussels and oysters. 

In the wild fish species, sardines and fillets of sardines fished with 
draft nets (bolinche), certain wild capture shrimps, and scallops also 
benefitted from the label. 

The development of collective labels in France 

As pmi of the various quality seals launched by Producers' 
Organisations, the "collective labels" guarantee quality and ce1tain 
defining characteristics of the product: 

some emphasise the origin of the fish ("Bretagne Qualite 
Mer", "Nonnandie Fraicheur Mer", ;;Golfe du Lion gualite 
producteurs", etc.) but are based on specifications specifying 
the fishing techniques, conservation, and marketing of the 
products; 

others the specific character of fishing technique (ligneurs de 
la pointe de Bretagne); 

others the on board handling of the fish, the conditioning, etc. 

Any label must be registered with the Institut National de la 
Propriete Industrielle (INPI). 

The label" BQM- Bretagne Qualite Mer", for example, guarantees 
the consumer that the product results from small-scale Breton 
fishing, open sea or coastal, and that the fish is of freshness 
category "E" for whole fish and "A+" for filleted fish. For 
deep-sea fishing (cod, monkfish or John Dory), only the fish 
caught on the last days are used. 

Source: 60 million consumers 
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List of the EU fisheries certified by the MSC at 9 July 2008 

Espece Pecherie Tonnage concerne (t) 
Sole Hastings Fleet Do\.er Sole Trammel Net Fishery 72 
Hareng Thames Blackwater Herring Drift Net 121 
Hareng et maquereau Hastings Fleet Pelagic Fishery 10 
Hareng PFA North Sea Herring 160 000 
Hareng Astrid Fiske North Sea Herring Fishery n.d. 
Hareng SPSG North Sea Herring n.d. 
Maquereau South West Handline Mackerel 1 750 
Bar North Eastern Sea Fisheries Committee Sea Bass 7 
Langoustine Loch Torridon Nephrops Creel Fishery 120 
Co que Burry Inlet Cockle 3 500 
Sandre I Lake Hjalmaren Pikeperch Fish-Trap Fishery 

166 
Sandre j Lake Hjalmaren Pikeperch Gill-Net Fishery 

Source: MSC 

Source: "Evaluation of the Common Market Organisation of fishery and aquaculture products" (September 
2008) -: Ernst & Young- AND international- Eurofish - Cogea 
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12.3.3. Evaluation of the functioning of the Common Organisation of 
Markets: preliminaryfzndingi9 

Pursuant to Article 41 of Regulation 104/2000, the Commission is bound to 
submit to the Council and the Parliament an evaluation repo1i on the 
implementation ofthe said Regulation by 31 December 2005. This coincides 
with another obligation under the Financial Regulation to proceed with an 
evaluation of the finance-related instruments ofthe Common Organisation of 
Markets. 

Currently, a comprehensive in-depth review is being conducted. In.addition, 
studies have been commissioned to evaluate the different aspects ofthe 
Common Organisation of Markets. It will not be until after the review has 
been completed that the Commission can contemplate a revision of the 
Co1nmon Organisation of Markets and, as appropriate, come up with 
operational proposals to this effect. 

Nevertheless a first evaluation report on the financial and non-financial 
instruments of the Common Organisation of Markets revealed the following 
findings: 

stability of the markets: guide prices had little impact on the market 
prices. Similarly, the effect of intervention on price stability was restricted 
to the correction of periodic fluctuations in pelagic species. Therefore, the 
role of intervention is limited to a safety net which avoids excessive price 
fluctuations in some local markets. 

competitiveness: this seems to be more affected by other impmiant 
regulatory and socio-economic factors. The Common Organisation of 

A detailed evaluation of the functioning of the EU's Common Organisation of Markets for fishery and 
aquaculture can be found at the following webpage: 
http:/ /ec.europa.eu/fisheries/publications/studies _reports_ en.htm. 

270 



Markets contributed to the structuring of the sector but the weak 
acceptance of Interbranch Organisations shows that the Common 
Organisation of Markets did not produce the expected results. The 
Common Organisation of Markets impact on competitiveness was mixed 
and limited to upstream stages of the value chain. Only the trade 
anangements with third countries appear to have direct effects on 
competitiveness, but only for the processing industry. 

creation of new jobs or safeguard of existing jobs in the fisheries sector: 
given the modest budget of the Common Organisation of Markets (around 
10 mio€ per year), the direct effects on employment are very weak. Some 
indirect-effects are related to the structuring of the sector in producer 
organisations and the concentration of the offer, although limited. On the 
other hand, the opening of tariff quotas provided supplies of raw materials 
to the processing industry in appropriate quantity and price, thus 
maintaining companies and jobs in an indirect manner. 

income of producers: the effect of the structuring of the sector in 
producers organisations and the intervention measures varied with the 
Member State and the species. Certain producer organisations made 
proper use of the Common Organisation of Markets and put in place 
market measures which yielded better prices for some products and 
strengthened the producers' position. Nevertheless, the impact of 
operational programmes was rather limited. The effects of the 
intervention mechanisms were restricted to safety net in the event of 
crisis. Other external factors to the Common Organisation of Markets 
played a more important role: cyclical factors (reduction in catches, rise in 
costs not compensated by price levels) and structural factors (insufficient 
distribution of added value throughout the value chain, low transparency 
in certain markets, inadequate market structures). 

quality of products: neither the common marketing standards nor the 
quality improvement plans had direct effects on product quality, the latter 
being limited to the submission of only 4 plans. The marketing standards 
however played an important role in the grading of freshness according to 
harmonised quality standards. Overall, the quality improved in the last 
years but this was mainly due to other factors such as market constraints, 
modernisation of the fleet, FIFG investments, and private initiatives. 

knowledge of consumers about fishery products: the consumer 
information provisions provided a harmonised minimum set of 
information while leaving flexibility to the Member States or the sector to 
add further information. Nevertheless, the effectiveness of the provisions 
was affected by a mixed application depending on the Member State, 
insufficient controls in certain Member States, and a number of 
infringements. Knowledge about fisheries products progressed overall but 
the effect of the legislation was indirect and relatively marginal. External 
factors played a more important role, i.e. information campaigns, 
communication by NGOs or professional organisations, marketing 
information. 
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sustainability of fishing activities: The current Common Organisation of 
Markets introduced the environmental dimension in order to direct fishing 
activities towards sustainability. The effectiveness of the Common 
Organisation of Markets was conditioned by internal and external 
inconsistencies, namely the diversity of instruments (financial: FIFG, 
EAGF; management of resources: quotas, data gathering); inconsistencies 
between Common Organisation of Markets and CFP; inconsistencies 
within Common Organisation of Markets (lack of evaluation of 
operational programmes for producers organisations sharing stocks); the 
operation of each producer organisation in their fisheries and their 
coordination with other producers organisations. Although the overall 
impact of the Common Organisation of Markets is mixed, there are 
positive effects on the sustainability of fishing activities: Strengthening of 
minimum sizes by producers organisations and/or national authorities; 
educational value of operational programmes in the planning of fishing 
activities; partnership of producers organisations in research programmes 
about selectivity of fishing techniques; internal producers organisations 
rules on catch limitations; evolution of intervention towards less wasteful 
practices. 

12. 3. 4. External trade in fish products: trends and challenges 

The Community's dependence on imports has increased over time. Impmis 
of fish and fish products represent now more than two thirds of total 
Community consumption. They are of vital importance for large sections of 
the industry, in particular for the processing sector and the consumer. 

In this context of increased dependence on imports, it is understandable that 
the Community's trade regime evolved towards an increased openness to 
facilitate the supply of the increasing domestic demand. This has led to trade 
liberalisation of fishery products at multilateral, regional or bilateral level. 

The increase of low-priced imports has caused large parts of the fishing 
industry to beleive that many expmiers from third countries unfairly compete 
with their production, either because these imports are the result of IUU
fishing activities, or because they are harvested by fleets from countries with 
minimal or non-existing social and labour standards ("social dumping"). 

The suspension of the WTO's multilateral negotiations and the increasing 
numberof bilateral trade deals highlights two fundamental questions in the 
fisheries and aquaculture sectors, namely: 

the possible impact of trade liberalization on prices on the European 
market, and the potential effect of imports of fisheries and aquaculture 
products on fragile fishing communities throughout Europe; 

better governance in fisheries in order to promote sustainable 
development of fisheries in the Community and elsewhere. 
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The challenge will be thus to make sure that trade liberalisation in fisheries 
products will take place in a manner that does not run against the objectives 
of the CFP. More specifically: 

The EC should aim to promote that fishery products come from 
sustainably managed fisheries among its efforst to ensure a level-playing 
field on the EU market. The EC could encourage trade partners to ratify 
and effectively implement the fundamental instruments of international 
maritime and fisheries governance as well as to participate internationally 
and domestically in the fight against IUU fishing. The EU Regulation to 
combat IUU fishing is an important element in this respect. 

Rules of origin should not be a tool to circumvent tariffs and they should 
continue to lead to genuine productive investment in developing countries. 
rather than encourage simple trans-shipment with the view of acquiring 
ongm. 

The EU's extemal trade policy should contribute to assisting developing 
countries by encouraging investment as well as preferential trade in order 
to allow them to fully benefit from GSP . 

Multilateral efforts to discipline fisheries subsidies should continue but 
under the condition that all trading partners are subject to rules that will 
ensure that the exploitation of fishery resources will be carried out in a 
sustainable manner by all countries. 

In concluding this discussion on trends and challenges on trade policy it 
should be underlined that, while tariff barriers, and more specifically duties 
on fish products, will continue to experience a downward trend, the use of 
trade defence instruments by importing countries could increase ovetiime. 
This trend can be already observed in key fisheries markets such as the U.S. 
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13. INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES AND EU EXTERNAL FLEET 

In the context of the refonn of the Common Fisheries Policy of 2002, the 
European Community identified two general objectives in the field of external 
relations: 

(1) to contribute to the improvement of world governance for all issues which 
affect the fisheries sector, thanks to the effective implementation of the 
existing legal framework at the international level, but also the reinforcement 
and promotion of regional cooperation mechanisms. The EU' s responsibilities 
as a major fishing power in and market for world fisheries and as a major user 
of the seas beyond fisheries, matched against the EU's obligations under 
UNCLOS and relevant rules in EC legislation, constitute good maritime 
governance and sustainable use of marine resources as an objective of 
international action. Indeed, in past years the governance aspect has 
increasingly dete1mined EU positioning in all areas of the external CFP, from 
multilateral bodies such as the UN, FAO and OECD to RFMOs, horizontal 
activities such as rules setting and cooperation in the context of the fight 
against IUU fishing, and finally bilateral fisheries relations such as those 
under the FP As; 

(2) to implement an approach focused on partnerships, in particular with 
developing countries which have concluded or are ready to conclude with the 
Community bilateral agreements with conesponding finance. 

To this end, the EC is committed to establishing a new dialogue with all the 
stakeholders: 

at the Community level, to strengthen the consistency of policies 
concerned, with all those involved in the sector; 

at the international level, in the specialised multilateral bodies, and in the 
regional fishery organisations (RFMOs), in particular in order to encourage 
the development of strategic alliances between the EC and its partners; 

at the bilateral level, with third_ countries who permit access to their 
waters and their resources to identify the elements necessary for the 
establishment of a partnership for sustainable and rational use of the fishery 
resources. 

13.1. Management of EU high seas fisheries: Regional Fisheries Management 

13.1.1. 

Organisations (RFMOs) 

The RFMOs experienced accelerated growth since the 1990s, in particular due 
to efforts of the European Community. The challenges with which they are 
cunently confronted raise questions concerning the policy of the Community. 

The Community, driver of the development of the RFMOs 

The European Community takes part in 5 tuna RFMOs and 9 non-tuna 
RFMOs, and it plays an important role in the development of the RFMOs 
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which have become the central point of the international management of 
migrating species and fishery resources in high seas: 

• at the institutional level, the Community has taken the initiative to create 
new organisations, recently (CTOI, SEAFO) or future (SIOF A, SPRFMO), 
leading to a very wide coverage of the oceans. It also promotes the upgrading 
of other organisations (change of statute of the CGPM, attempts for the CTOI) 
and a general review through independent "performance reviews". Its 
contribution often represents around a third of the RFMOs' budgets, which 
ensures their continuing operation when other members do not meet 
payments; 

• in substance, the majority of the adopted measures, whether they are 
management, technical or quality assurance measures, result from Community 
proposals. And this at a time when the RFMOs strongly increase their 
activities - for example, the ICCAT more than doubled its average production 
from one decade to another; 

• by the systematic character of its policy, the Community is able to transfer 
the best practices of one organisation to another (example of the eco-systemic 
approach developed at CCAMLR and GFCM), to promote the consistency of 
the measures adopted by the various RFMOs and even to promote 
collaboration, in particular through experience-sharing (NEAFC-NAFO, 
GFCM.JICCAT meetings for tuna RFMOs). 

13.1. 2. The reasons of the Community-policy 

Such an activity of the Community w.eets a number of values and of interests: 

• reinforcing world governance for responsible fishing. Community 
participation in RFMOs arises from its obligations under the international 
laws of the sea, in particular from the UN agreement on fish stocks, which 
specifies the obligation to cooperate for the conservation of the open sea 
resources, in particular through RFMOs. It also results from Community 
preference for negotiated and multilateral action and from its concern for 
sustainable management of resources; 

• commercial interests, in view of the importance of the Community fleet 
fishing in the high seas and of the value of the catches. They are however 
unequal according to zones, sometimes major (ICCAT, NAFO, GFCM), 
sometimes minor (CCAMLR). In any event, their potential has to be taken 
into account (the future of a part of the European tuna fleet is probably in the 
Pacific), as well as their sometimes pmily indirect character (participation in 
the CCSBT related to the question ofbluefin tuna at ICCAT); 

• regulatory influence. Community activism makes it possible to influence 
concepts employed: for example, the multi-annual management plan concept 
"was exported" by the Community to the RFMOs, following the reform of the 
CFP in 2002, Conversely, on the initiative of the Community, the CCAMLR 
was the laboratory for measures to combat IUU fishing, in particular for the 
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catch documentation, adopted by other RFMOs and serving as a base in the 
cuiTently-adopted Community regulation. 

13.2. Bilateral Agreement and Fisheries Partnership Agreement 

13. 2.1. General fi'amework and legal bases 

The reform of the external dimension of the CFP marked the abandonment of 
the exclusively commercial character of the bilateral agreements ("pay, fish, 
leave") to take a new approach aiming at the conclusion of fisheries 
partnership agreements (FPA) (see "Council conclusions on the Partnership 
Agreements"). 

Accordingly, the Commission therefore prepared, negotiated and managed the 
Fisheries Partnership Agreements in order to: 

• defend the remote fleet operating under European flag, and the jobs 
associated directly and indirectly with the activities of this fleet and, at the 
same time, to make sure that the commitments entered into at the international 
and regional levels under the CFP and within the framework of other 
Community policies are respected entirely (consistency with environmental 
and development policies); 

• ensure that sustainable fishing outside of Community waters is in 
accordance with the general principles on the conservation and the sustainable 
management of fishery resources under the CFP (the scientific basis and the 
precautionary approach); 

• ensure that the concluded agreements are exploited entirely in order to 
optimise the return on Community funds placed at the disposal of the CFP 
(optimum use of the fishing opportunities by EU operators and to ensure the 
sound and effective financial management of Community funds). 

The Council at its meeting of 15 July 2004 approved the broad outline of the 
Commission approach, thereby specifYing that there had to be proportionality 
between the Community payments, the negotiated fishing opportunities and 
the objectives to be achieved, which allows in practice to add an additional 
total appropriation intended to support the development of the sector. 

The fishing agreements have however retained however a commercial basis, 
and do not replace the policy of development of the fisheries sector which 
remains the field of the development policy of the Community, a competence 
shared with the Member States. In addition, the Council asked that from now 
on, the payments be once-off and implemented according to the budgetary 
procedures of the partner state, thus ending the system of payments under a 
separate and often extra-budget framework of the compensation amounts for 
the financing of specific actions in the fisheries sector (targeted actions). 

Since 2004 all agreements have been re-negotiated as Fisheries Partnership 
Agreements (FPA). Thus in 2009, 16 FPA are in force, including 1 in the 
northern Atlantic (Greenland), 8 in the Centre-East Atlantic, 4 in the Western 
Indian Ocean, and 3 in the Central and Western Pacific. 
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13.2.2. Typology of the agreements and principal characteristics 

13 .2.2.1. Mixed-type and tuna agreements 

13.2.3. 

According to the types of fishing practised, one distinguishes the so-called 
tuna agreements which only cover fishing opportunities for ships exploiting 
tuna species and so-called mixed-type agreements which incorporate fishing 
oppmiunities on stocks of coastal species, often in addition to tuna 
possibilities. 

Indeed, the problems associated with these two types of agreements are 
completely different: the first case involves allowing ships access to fishing 
zones to exploit large migrating species which are not controlled directly by 
the coastal state but rather by the relevant regulating authorities, the regional 
fishery management organisations (RFMOs), while in the second case, access 
to stocks under the jurisdiction of the coastal state is involved. 

Currently, one can speak about agreement networks, in particular for the tuna 
agreements, rather than agreements that are built upon each other. There are 
steps taken by the Community aiming to conclude agreements with groups of 
countries of a given sub-region i) so that the European fleet may profit from 
possibilities of redeployment from one agreement to another which optimises 
its strategy of exploitation, and ii) to make the most of collaborative efforts 
related to the simultaneous strengthening of management capacities at the 
sub-regional level. 

The mixed-type agreements are gatheredin the Western part of Africa, where 
the fishing zones are particularly productive due to oceano-graphical 
phenomena which emich the waters (permanent or seasonal-upwelling). 

The extent of the tuna agreements in the Atlantic and Indian Ocean also shows 
certain continuity. It is clear in the Indian Ocean where the agreements with 
the Member States of the IOC (Seychelles, Madagascar, Mauritius and 
Comoros Islands) plus the French areas (Reunion Island, Scattered Islands of 
the Mozambique Channel) make it possible to secure, with an agreement with 
Mozambique, access to the most productive areas of this ocean. Lastly, in the 
Pacific Ocean, there are three agreements which cover important tuna areas: 
the Solomon Islands, the Federal States of Micronesia and Kiribati. 
Geographical surfaces covered by these three agreements are relatively large, 
Kiribati allows secure access to three separate areas because of the 
sovereignty of this state on insular territories far apart from each other. 

The fleet concerned and its activity 

The agreements of mixed fishing in West Africa allow the simultaneous 
access of a maximum of 1 77 freezer trawlers and 40 pelagic fishing freezer 
trawlers, plus 110 vessels for fresh fishing. To this approximately 80 to 100 
artisanal fishing vessels can be added under the Agreement with Morocco. 

In the case of Greenland the agreement does not negotiate access in terms of 
number of ships or of maximum tonnage, but in catch possibilities. The 
number of vessels can thus be variable, provided that their catches remain 
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within quotas envisaged by the protocol. According to the evaluation study of 
the agreement with Greenland, the fishing oppmiunities with Greenland, after 
transfer of a part of the quotas to Norway, the Faeroe Islands and Iceland, 
enabled approximately 40 Community vessels (primarily Spanish and 
Portuguese bottom trawlers) to fish in this country's waters. 

Over the period of 2004-200890 on average 312 Community vessels used the 
negotiated fishing opportunities, including 59 tuna seinersvessel, 107 surface 
long line vessels and live bait rod fishing vessels targeting the tuna species, 
135 demersal fishing vessels including mainly trawlers specialised in shrimp 
and cephalopod fishing and 1 0 trawlers fishing the small pelagic species. 
Tonnage of this fleet approaches the 223,000 GRT, 65% of which is 
represented by the tuna segment (seiners, long line vessels and live-bait rod 
fishing vessels) operating under all agreements, 16% in the demersal fishing 
vessels segment operating under mixed-type agreements in West Africa and 
Greenland, and finally 19% in the segment of the small pelagic species fishing 
trawlers operating under the agreements with Morocco and Mauritania. 

The tuna capacities and small pelagic species are stable, the capacity of the 
demersal fishing vessels is decreasing. Thus, the overall capacity of the 
demersal vessels fell by 22% over the period while the capacities on the 
shrimp vessels segment were stable and the capacity of the cephalopod 
segment fell by 44%. The agreement with Mauritania, the most expensive, is 
logically the one under which one finds the most European vessels with 130 
vessels, 89 of which are units specialised in fishing demersal species 
representing almost 80%- of the capacity of the vessels of this type under 
agreements. The tuna agreements of the Indian Ocean are the most common 
for the specialised fleet (almost 40 seiners), while the agreements with Cape 
Verde and with "f.,1adagascar are those which are the most common for long 
line vessels and the live bait rod fishing vessels. 

On the whole there are 14 Member States with interests of variable degree in 
the agreements, the majority of the vessels under agreements fly the flag of 
Spain (67% in number, 51% in tonnage) or France (14% in number and 15% 
in tonnage). There is a specialisation for the national fleets on the targeted 
resources. France concentrates on the tuna resources, the Netherlands, Latvia 
and Lithuania on the small pelagic species resources, and the vessels of 
Greece and Italy on the demersal resources under the mixed-type agreements. 
Only Spain has interests on all the possible fisheries, although 70% of the 
capacity of its specialised fleet is under agreements in the tuna segments and 
30% under the mixed-type agreements for the use of demersal resources. 

The European fleet under agreements accounts for 0.4% ofthe 88,000 vessels 
registered on the Community fleet register, but in tonnage this accounts for 
14% of the Community fleet. For certain Member States, the fleet under 
agreements can represent a substantial proportion of tonnage of the national 
fleet (37% in Latvia, 30% in Spain, around 20% in France and in Lithuania) 

90 "Overall evaluation study of fisheries partnership agreements" - April 2009- Consortium Oceanic 
Developement-Megapesca, 
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13.2.4. 

but in terms of numbers the propotiions are relatively low (slightly more than 
1% at maximum). 

The catches of the fleets under agreement are estimated at slightly more than 
400,000 tonnes a year on average over the period 2004-2007 including 
235,000 tonnes (59%) of small pelagic species fished under the Morocco and 
Mauritania agreements, 53,000 tom1es (13%) of various demersal species 
caught under the mixed-type agreements in West Africa and Greenland, and 
110,000 tonnes (28%) of tuna fished in the EEZ of the coastal stales under 
agreements. The catches of the tuna vessels under agreement in the EEZ 
account for roughly 25% of their total catches made in the high seas and in 
other coastal states in the EEZ under private access arrangement. The catches 
of small pelagic species and of tuna show an overall stable tendency over the 
period, while the catches of demersal-species show a downward tendency. 

On board employment supported by the fishing agreements is evaluated at 
approximately 7,100 posts, of which 2,300 are occupied by Community 
nationals and 4,800 by third-country nationals. It is the tuna sector (seiners, 
long line vessels and live-bait rod fishing vessels) that offer the greatest 
oppmiunities for work with almost 1 ,200 posts for Cm11.munity nationals, 
ahead of demersal fishing vessels (approx. 400 for mixed-type agreements of 
the south and 530 for the Greenland agreement), and the small pelagic species 
fishing segment (almost 200 posts occupied by Community nationals). 
Specifically for agreements of the South, Spain is the principal recipient of 
these work opportunities with 60% of the total (approx. 1,000 posts), in front 
of France (20%) and Portugal (6%). The 300 remaining posts are shared 
between the otlier Member States concerned by the agreements. When 
considered as equivalent full time positions, taking into account in particular 
crew rotation, these 2,300 posts represent 3,000 jobs. They reach a proportion 
of 1.6% of the 190,000 on-board jobs in the Community fisheries sector, but 
can reach slightly more than 2% of national on-board employment in Spain 
and in France. This small propmiion is explained by the fact that the industrial 
units which make up the essence of the Community fleet under agreements 
generate less on-board employment than the small units per unit of capacity, 
and also by an important utilisation of labour force of third country origin 
(almost 70% of manpower) which remains marginal in the Community 
fisheries sector as a whole. 

Financial summary of the agreements 

Taking into account the payments made by European shipowners in order to 
obtain rights of access, the following figure shows that overall, the fishing 
agreements allow a total financial transfer on average of 191 M€ a year, of 
which 158 M€ is allocated by the EC (i.e. approximately 18% of the 
budgetary engagements of DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries, and 0.13% of 
the expenditure budget of the Commission.) and 33 M€ by the shipowners 
(balance of 83% - 17%). Of the whole of this income, 154 M€ is used 
independently by the third countries, in general to finance campaigns against 
poverty, while 38M€ is reserved for financing the sectoral fisheries policy of 
the partner state 
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Figure 58 - Diagram of the use of annual income resulting fi·om the payment received by 
the coastal states in exchange for access for European ships under agreement 
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Study on the European external fleet. January 2008, Contract FISH/2006/02 

Broadly, the EC covers 83% of the access costs, the shipowners 17%. The 
distribution between Public/Private varies between 62%-38% in the case of 
the agreement with Cape Verde and 91%-9% in the case of Morocco. 

The counterpati funds paid by the Community can be increased according to 
the catches of the EC fleet, in particular of the tuna fleet, if protocols envisage 
such an adjustment (in the majority of the cases). They are on the other hand 
independent of the use of the possibilities negotiated by European vessel 
owners. The use of the fishing opportunities enters fully into the assessment of 
the amounts paid by the vessel owners, with an additional variable component 
related to the intensity of the catches of the vessels in the EEZ of the coastal 
state (general case ofthe tuna licence price). 

In 1993-97, the total counterpart funds in a comparable perimeter (agreements 
of the South + Greenland) was 250 MECU at cunent prices, equivalent to 
almost 300M€ at constant prices, which is nearly twice the total financial 
contribution of the cunent agreements. The most important agreements at the 
time were those of Morocco (125 MECU), Mauritania (54 MECU), Senegal 
(13 MECU) and Angola (9 MECU). 

The relationship between the Community counterpart funds and the fleet's 
turnover shows that on average over 2004-200791

, the EC paid the equivalent 
of 31% of the turnover of the vessels in exchange for access. The proportion 
of the turnover for the mixed-type agreements is on average around 30-35% 

"Overall evaluation study of fisheries partnership agreements" - April 2009- Consortium Oceanic 
Developement-Megapesca, 
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and 10% for the tuna agreements. This difference is logical because in one 
case the EC pays to exploit resources which are fully part of the fisheries 
inheritance of the third country in question, while in the case of the tuna 
species, the EC pays what can be compared to a right of access to the EEZ to 
exploit the share of the migratory resources granted under the RFMO ( cf. 
point 1.3 .2.1 ). 

The development of this indicator of Community payments/turnover over the 
period 2004-2007 indicates improvement in the perfmmances for the tuna 
agreements that can be connected to a favourable economic situation and to a 
progressive reduction in Community engagement (from 75€ to 65€ per tonne). 
For the mixed-type agreements, the indicator deteriorates because of a less 
optimal use of certain negotiated possibilities (which led for example to the 
renegotiation of the protocol with Mauritania in 2008), decreasing prices of 
the target species, and also because of the entry into force of the agreement 
with Morocco which appears relatively expensive in relation to the measured 
profits. 

The relationship between the amount of the Community intervention and the 
wealth created by the agreements86 shows that overall each 1 € invested by the 
Community generates on average over the period 1.5€ of added value to the 
profit of the Community vessel owners sector per year. The relationship for 
the tuna agreements (1 € for 4.5€) is definitely more favourable than the ratio 
for the mixed-type agreements (1 € for 1.3€) which is logical in view of the 
differences in access costs. Development of this indicator over the period 
shows a progression of the ratio for tuna agreements but a deterioration for the 
mixed-type agreements. 

However, by taking into account the value-added generated by the 
downstream Community sectors, the ratio of the Community intervention is 
higher (1 € invested for 3€ of total value added in the vessel owners sectors 
and downstream), while underlining however that the value-added generated 
in the downstream sectors of the Community from the catches under the 
mixed-type agreements is relatively low (0,4 € for 1 € invested), while it is 
high for the tuna agreements (2,3€ generated for 1 € invested if one only 
considers the fraction of the tuna catches carried out under agreement). 

Table 58 -Total of the annual payments anticipated under the framework of the fishing 
agreements in force in the 2nd half of2007 

Coastal state Counterpart fund Vessel owner Public/private balance 
EC (€) payments (€) 

% EC /% Vessel owners 

Greenland (2007 -2012) 14,307,244 2,000,000 88% 12% 

Morocco (2007 -2011) 36,100,000 3,400,000 91% 9% 

Mauritania (2006-2008) 86,000,000 22,000,000 80% 20% 
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Cape Verde (2007 -2012) 385,000 235,050 62% 38% 

Guinea-Bissau (2007 -2011) 7,500,000 2,474,950 75% 25% 

Guinea (2004-2008) 3,400,000 1,065,000 76% 24% 

Ivory Coast (2007 -2013) 595,000 117,250 84% 16% 

Sao Tome (2006-2010) 663,000 165,900 80% 20% 

Gabon (2005-2011) 860,000 141,680 86% 14% 

Atlantic sub-total 149,810,244 31,599,830 83% 17% 

Seychelles (2005-2011) 4,125,000 651,000 86% 14% 

Madagascar (2007-2012) 1,197,000 387,240 76% 24% 

Mozambique (2007-2011) 900,000 315,000 74% 22% 

Mauritius (2003-2007) 487,500 157,950 76% 24% 

Comoros Islands (2005- 390,000 170,105 70% 30% 
2010) 

Indian sub-total 7,099,500 1,681295 80% 20% 

Micronesia (2007 -201 0) 559,000 140,280 80% 20% 

Kiribati (2006-2012) 478,400 134,400 78% 22% 

Solomon (2007-201 0) 400,000 82,000 83% 17% 

Pacific sub-total 1,437,400 356,680 80% 20% 

GRAND TOTAL 158,347,144 33,637,805 82% 18% 

Sources: clean protocols and estimates 

It should be stressed that the vast majority of the third countries concerned by 
these agreements are developing cmmtries, of which 9 are Less Developed 
Countries (LDC). The macroeconomic profiles of the partner countries are 
accordingly very variable. However, all present negative balances of payments 
(except Gabon, the Ivory Coast and Morocco and to a lesser extent 
Mauritania), as well as budget deficits (except Gabon). The place of the 
fisheries sector in the national economy is also very variable. It is very 
important (more than 10% of the GDP) in countries like Greenland, the 
Seychelles, Mauritania or the three coastal states of the Pacific, and more 
modest (2% and less) in countries like Cape Verde, Guinea or Gabon. The 
significance of the export earnings of fishery products in total expmis is 
relatively substantial in a large majority of countries under agreements. In 
Mauritania and in Guinea-Bissau, the counterpart funds paid by the 
Community exceed 15% of public income, but they are less than 2% in the 
other countries under agreement. The financial impact of the agreements is 
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therefore variable according to the countries, but can play a decisive role for 
the macroeconomic and budgetary balance in some countries. 

13.2.5. The ''partnership" component 

One of the important changes with the FP A is support for the sectoral policy 
of the third country which replaces the financing of targeted actions which 
existed in previous agreements. This development is one of the principal 
characteristics of the new FP A. 

Table 59 - Fishing Partnership Agreement protocols in 2009 

Share Amount 

Coastal state Period 
Total annual reserved for fisheries 
amount (€) sectoral sector 

support support (€) 

Greenland 01/01/07-31/12/2012 14,307,244 23% 3,290,666 

Morocco 28/02/2007-27/02/2011 36,100,000 37% 13,357,000 

Mauritania 01/08/2006-31/07/2008 86,000,000 13% 11,000,000 

Cape Verde 30.03/2007-29/03/2012 385,000 100% 385,000 

Guinea-Bissau 16/06/2007-15/06/2011 7,500,000 39% 2,950,000 

Guinea 01/01/2009-31/12/2012 1,050,000 100% 1,050,000 

Ivory Coast 01707/2001-30/06/2013 595,000 ·100% 595,000 

Sao Tome 1/6/2006-31/05/201 0 663,000 50% 331,500 

Gabon 3/12/2005-2/12/2011 860,000 60% 516,000 

Seychelles ** 18/01/2005-17/01/2011 4,125,000 36% 1,485,000 

Madagascar 01/01/2007-31/12/2012 1 '197,000 80% 957,600 

Mozambique 01/01/2007-31/12/2011 900,000 100% 900,000 

Comoros Islands 01/01/2005-31/12/2010 390,000 60% 234,000 

Micronesia 26/02/2007-25/02/201 0 478,400 30% 143,520 

Kiribati* 16/09/2006-15/12/2012 559,000 18% 100,620 

Solomon Islands 09/1 0/2006-8/1 0/2009 400,000 30% 120,000 

Grand total 155,419,644 24% 37,415,906 

In bold: mixed-type agreements, others: tuna agreements 

Sources: protocols and own estimates 
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This contribution aims to support the implementation of the sectoral policy of 
the third country, while concentrating more on implementation or impact 
indicators of the strategy in question - more than on the actions to be canied 
out to achieve them which fall under the responsibility of the country (approx. 
38M€, the share of the counterpart fund which is identified in the protocol). 
This suppmi has to be registered in the Finance Act as budgetary suppmi for 
the sector. 

The utilisation of the share reserved for the fisheries sector is decided by 
mutual agreement with the Community according to the .objectives specified 
in the pminership agreement. The guidelines for the development of the multi
annual matrix of objectives and of result indicators are decided by mutual 
agreement with the base of the sectoral policy of the country or with priority 
guidelines for the country, at the same time having the shared aim of 
implementation of sustainable and responsible fishing. 

The multi-annual matrices of objectives and of results are decided during the 
Joint Committees which assemble the two groups. They are the subject of 
annual and multi-annual programmes, and are defined as follow-up indicators. 
In certain cases, the Protocol envisages ad hoc financing in response to an 
individual priority (like support for the protected marine surfaces under the 
agreement with Mauritania which envisages 1 M€/year for the financing of the 
Bane d' Arguin National Park). 

This development of actions targeted to support sectoral policy of the third 
country is one of the principal characteristics of the FP A. Under the old 
framework, sectoral support was generally allocated extra-budgetary: and was 
broken down in predefined budget-lines, among which scientific research, 
fisheries control, and institution strengthening were found systematically. This 
system lacked transparency and flexibility, in particular because it did not 
allow redistribution of the funds dedicated between the various sections, and 
because it set out a framework of action for a period which could be rather 
long ( 4 to 5 years), while it should have been flexible and responsive to follow 
the development of the national sector in its international context. 

Support for sectoral policy envisaged in the FP As means that the country can 
be encouraged to set out a coherent sectoral policy, in the early stages, and to 
implement this policy. It is also an important tool for the ministry concerned 
to strengthen its sectoral programming, the coordination of the partners 
involved in the sector and better budgetary foreseeability and registration. 

The policy of sectoral development of the fishing agreements is in line with 
the other policies of the Community towards third countries, mainly those 
which concern the ACP countries with development policy and economic 
partnership agreements. The last Commission Report on the policy coherence 
indicates the absence of inconsistencies between these various Community 
approaches, which is explained mainly by the absence of the fisheries sector in 
the area of concentration of the European development aid in all countries. 
Only regional development policy affects the fisheries sector while seeking to 
encourage synergies between countries of the same region. 
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Suppmi for the fisheries sector in the countries under agreements is a purely 
budgetary aid. Aid to the fisheries sector under agreements remains 
proportional to the fishing rights obtained. 

The partnership agreements have entered gradually into force: 2005 
(Seychelles, Comoros Islands, Gabon); 2006 (Mauritania, Sao Tome, 
Micronesia, Solomons); 2007 (all the other agreements, except Guinea at the 
end of 2008). The process is therefore rather recent. The first years have 
shown that the partnership will require time before finding its rhythm. It is 
also a process which requires a heavy commitment in te1ms of human 
resources. 

The beginning of relations concentrates indeed on the operationalisation of a 
fisheries sector policy in the partner country that, generally, is not sufficiently 
precise (guidelines, measures, framework of financing) and on the definition 
of a follow-up matrix with implementation and/or relevant result indicators. 
The approach promoted by the Community is also new for practically all 
countries. It is therefore too early to evaluate the impact of the partnership on 
the fisheries sector. One can however assess whether the policy implemented 
by the Community is likely to answer the Council conclusions of200492

. 

One of these priorities is to develop capacities for follow-up, control and 
supervision of fishing in particular to figth the practices of IUU fishing which 
are widespread in the partner countries, in particular in West Africa. The 
action of the EC is at two levels: on the one hand it seeks to establish 
measures of fleet monitoring on a mm-discriminatory basis (inter alia VMS, 
onboard observers, restriction of transhipments at sea),-moreover, it supports 
the institutional development of the third countries with the allocation and 
budgetary resource programming for control of the fleets (investm€nts and 
operations). The impact of this support contributed favourably to the fight 
against IUU fishing in the countries under agreements, but may result in an 
increase imbalance as to the capacity in the countries which are not under 
agreement. This may consequentially transfer problems involved in IUU 
fishing towards the least monitored EEZ. The approach which concerns only 
some countries inside a sub-region limits the effectiveness of programmes 
which combine the means of supervision on the sub-regional scale. 

With regard to strengthening scientific research in the partner countries, 
agreement policy concerns two levels. The strengthened monitoring of the EC 
vessels under agreement (on-board observers, declaratory regimes, obligatmy 
programmes of data collection) constitutes an important source of data for the 
scientific institutes of the third countries, which should be extended 
systematically to other industrial fleets operating in the EEZ. In addition, 
support for the sectoral policy envisages budget allocation for the research 
sector, which is important for fishery resources because the sampling and 

92 "Overall evaluation study of fisheries partnership agreements" - April 2009- Consortium Oceanic 
Developement-Megapesca, 
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evaluation effort has to be continuous over several years. The agreement 
policy does not however produce a sufficient solution for regional integration 
because the research sectors in the countries which are not under agreements 
and which have a contribution to offer in the evaluation of shared stocks 
(demersal, small pelagic or large migrating species) do not receive equivalent 
supp01i over time. 

Regarding capacity strengthening for exp01i sanitary checks, a necessary step 
for entry to European territory for the fishery products, the recent trend 
analysis shows that there were synergies between the action of the EC under 
the agreements and the technical assistance programme all ACP States of the 
Development DG. The third countries concerned have been able, notably, to 
produce credible solutions to the FVO recommendations for maintaining their 
authorizations. Agreement policy helps securing multi-annual budgets for the 
competent Authority. Its remains that certain countries have recently seen 
their situations deteriorating (Gabon, Guinea), and that others have not 
managed to provide new impetus (Greenland, Guinea-Bissau). On the other 
hand, the question arises whether the search for equivalence with European 
regulation should be a priority for all agreements. Certain countries have a 
rather limited export base and/or present imp01iant food deficits. 

The policy of the agreements seeks to encourage economic cooperation and 
European investment in the sector of the partner countries, in particular by 
means of the creation of mixed companies in the countries under agreements 
including demersal fishing opportunities. It must be noted that there are 
difficulties in achieving this objective. European investment in mixed 
companies seems to be stalling, whether it is in the countries under 
agreements or in others traditionally targeted by the operators (Namibia, 
Argentina, Morocco). Among possible explanations for this situation, the 
absence of European aid specifically for the creation of mixed companies is 
noted (suppressed definitively at the end of 2004) and the effect of fleet 
scrapping premiums , the reduced number of opportunities for entry in fleet 
and the general context of an unfavourable business climate in the main 
targeted countries (Mauritania, Guinea-Bissau). This conjunction has rather 
caused the European operators to preserve the flag as long as possible. The 
development policy and the agreement policy are considered capable of 
improving the business climate in the partner countries but they will more 
likely encourage European investment under a post-agreement situation, when 
it will no longer be possible to continue under the Community flag. The 
difficulty of finding sources of financing for investments cannot be considered 
as a possible explanation for the lack of European investments in third 
countries. 

The efforts to operationalise sectoral policies make it possible to propose an 
framework with incentives for interventions from other financial sources. An 
analysis of the functioning of relations under the oldest pminership 
agreements shows however that the results of sectoral support are not 
immediate because they also require political commitment from the part of the 
partner countries which can take time to achieve. The regional dimension and 
the integration of the sectoral policies should be taken into account better, in 
order to develop the management of the cross-border environmental problems, 
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13.2.6. 

including those relating to the fishing industry. Agreements make it possible 
to increase the governance and management capacities of the partner 
countries, but can accentuate the imbalances between third countries of the 
same sub-region concerned by the same problems, in pmiicular those related 
to the fight against IUU fishing or fisheries research. 

Investments, private agreements and mixed companies 

13.2.6.1. European investment in the third countries 

There are approximately 400 fishing vessels operated by mixed vessel owning 
companies established in third countries. These vessels have either come from 
the European fleet following a final transfer to the third country flag, with or 
without Community aid93

, or from other origins outside of the Community. 
Generally, the creation of mixed companies is accompanied by 
complementary investments on land (storage factories and/or fishery products 
processing) which makes it possible to create added-value for the products 
fished before export to theEuropean market. 

An analysis of frozen fishery products imports to the EC from the third 
countries in which mixed companies are established shows that these account 
for 23% of the value of imports of such products. Compared with the supply 
balance of the Community, import flow ensures approximately 15% of the 
availability of fishery and aquaculture products on the European market. 

Although all the imports from the countries under consideration do not 
. r.L;';Gessarily come from vessels under mixed companies (for example fishing of 
vessels from mixed companies in Argentina accounts for only 12% of the 
national fishing of this country), the contribution of these companies can be 
described as decisive because all the catches of these vessels are expmied 
towards Europe, and these flows generate a knock-on effect on other marine 
transport companies of the countries under consideration by opening doors to 
one of the most remunerative markets. 

Regarding the social impact, on board employment on these vessels is 
considered to be more than 12,600 (including 2,600 Community nationals). 
The downstream activities would represent 4,100 additional jobs, filled for the 
most part by female nationals of the third countries concerned. 

93 Aid for the European operators for the formation of mixed companies provided for by the structural 
regulations since 1993 was discontinued defmitively on 31.12.2004. There is no more direct 
Community support for these companies 
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Table 60- Number of vessels under mixed companies at the end of2006 (provisional data) 

Country Number %total Country Number %total 
(continued) 

Morocco 64 16% Uruguay 6 2% 

Argentina 62 16% Panama 4 1% 

Namibia 46 12% Brazil 3 1% 

Mozambique 42 11% Guinea 3 1% 

Senegal 34 9% Cape Verde 2 1% 

Angola 20 5% The Congo 2 1% 

Chile 19 5% Ivory Coast 2 1% 

Falkland 18 5% El Salvador 2 1% 
Islands 

Mauritania 17 4% Guatemala 2 1% 

Australia 11 3% Netherlands Ant. 1 0% 

Cameroon 7 2% Togo 1 0% 

Gabon 7 2% Russia 1 0% 

Seychelles 7 2% Tunisia 1 0% 
I 

Ecuador 6 2% Peru 1 0% 

Guinea-Bissau 6 2% Total 397 100% 

Source: Cluster 

The final result of current surveys should deliver a total number of vessels 
close to 450. 

By major geographical areas, the distribution of vessels under mixed 
companies indicates three pools of comparable importance: 

• West Africa with a total of 128 vessels registered mainly to Morocco and 
to Senegal (almost 100 units); 

• South America where 123 vessels are recorded, primarily in Argentina 
(62 units), in Chile (19 units) and in the Falkland Islands (18 units); 

• Southern Africa, with 109 units based mainly in Namibia (46 units), in 
Mozambique (42 units) and in Angola (20 units). 

• The group of various countries comprises vessels based in Australia (11 
units), in the Seychelles (7 units) and in Russia (1 unit). 
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13.2.6.2. Mixed companies and Community fishing agreements 

The majority of fishing vessels from mixed companies are established in third 
countries with which the Community has, or had, agreements in the fisheries 
sector. The number concerned represents 266 identified vessels on the whole 
out of the 396 (i.e. 66%)94

, Included in this category are the 62 vessels which 
belong to mixed companies registered in Argentina, although the agreement 
that the EC had concluded with this third country was of a very different 
nature than the other agreements (agreement focused on the creation of mixed 
companies). 

There are 130 vessels in mixed companies of third countries who have never 
signed bilateral agreements with the EC in the fisheries sector. In particular; 
this is the case for Namibia, Chile, Australia or the Falkland Islands, or 
several countries in Central and South America and Central Africa. These 13 0 
vessels, which probably represent a high propmiion of the total tonnage of 
vessels in the external fleet, show that investments can very well be made 
outside the framework of an agreement in the fisheries se,ctor if conditions are 
attractive, in particular in terms of fishing and investment security. 

Lastly, there are situations where third countries have agreements with the EC 
but where there are no mixed companies. This is logical in the Pacific due to 
the newness of the bilateral relations. 

The third countries who count the most vessels under mixed companies are 
those who- no longer offer fi-shing_opportunities to trawler vessels, either 
because the agreement has expired-(Morocco, Senegal, Angola), or because it 
has been restricted te only· tuna capacities (Mozambique, Gabon). This 
observation confirms that ves:seLowners prefer to maintain the European flag 
as long as it is possible, and they do not adopt the flag of the third country 
unless they absolutely must do so. This may explain the limited success of the 
relations with Mauritania who, despite major Community investment in the 
fishing agreement, has only 1 7 vessels under mixed companies. 

Even though the fleet is not very large in number in relation to the European 
fleet (700 vessels approximately out of a total of almost 88,000 units), vessels 
of great individual capacities mean that it represents almost a quarter of the 
total fishing capacity of the Community fleet expressed in tonnage. Its catches 
(1.2 million tonnes a year) supply mainly the European market. They can be 
estimated at approximately 20% of the Community catches and equivalent to 
12% of fishery and aquaculture products available on the European market. It 
represents approximately 30,000 jobs. As we saw in the first part, the 
conditions of operation of this fleet are defined for the most part by RFMOs 
of which the EC is a contracting party and by the bilateral agreements with 
third countries. There are however cases where these vessels perform under 
private arrangements or in high-sea areas which are not controlled by the 
international community. 

Study on the European extemal fleet. January 2008, Contract FISH/2006/02 
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Together, these two fishing fleets are therefore of a strategic importance in the 
security of the supplies of the European market. They also make it possible to 
contribute to the maintenance of direct employment in the sector with more 
than 8,500 posts occupied by Community nationals. 

13.2.6.3. The "private" agreements 

The fishing opportunities negotiated by the EC can be insufficient to satisfy 
the needs of the European fleet. In the case of Tuna fishing, the continual 
search for the resource during its migrations leads operators to fish in 
countries where there is no agreement and to supplement the agreement 
network by private trade agreements in a potentially productive EEZ. In the 
other cases, the EEZ of a coastal state who has not signed an agreement with 
the EC can contain resources that the national fleet cannot exploit entirely. 
European vessels can thus be permitted to exploit this resource according to 
various methods, the most common one being the conclusion of a charter 
contract between the local company which holds fishing rights but does not 
intend to exploit them, and the vessel owner of the European vessel. This type 
of contract envisages in general a division of the econon1ic repercussions 
between the vessel-user and the vessel-owner. 

At this stage, there is not yet a strict obligation for the Member States or for 
the fleet to infonn the Commission of the private agreements concluded with 
third countries or operators of third countries. In the future, this will however 
form part of the regulatory provisions under the new regulation on fishing 
authorisations. The table below is therefore purely indicative and is based on 
partial information available. 

Table 61 -List of private agreements presumed to be concluded by vessels of the EC according to the 
type of fishing 

Vessel type Private agreements Comments 

Seiner tuna vessels Benin, the Congo, Ghana, 
Equatorial Guinea, Liberia, 
Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Togo Vessels negotiate access to be 

able to fish tuna resources (also 
Somalia, Kenya, Tanzania controlled by the RFMO) 

according to their migrations 
Ecuador, Colombia, Peru (?) through the high Sea and the 

coastal state's EEZ. These 

Long line vessels Brazil, Namibia, Angola, agreements supplement the EC 

Uruguay(?) agreement network when it 
exists 

No private agreements known in 
the Indian Ocean 

en 
Possibly the Pacific 

Qi 
en 
en Live-bait rod fishing Senegal Q) 

> 
t1l 
c Mediterranean seiners Libya, Algeria (?), Egypt(?) ::l 

1--

c Northern trawlers Atlantic No known private agreements 
z 0 
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South-western trawlers Falkland Islands Use under charter contract of the 
Atlantic resources in the EEZ 

West Africa trawlers Sierra Leone, Gambia Access to the resources in the 
EEZ in addition to the network of 
the Community agreements in 
West Africa 

South-eastern Atlantic Angola, Gabon * the Congo, Access to the resources in the 
trawlers Nigeria EEZ (shrimps generally). Nature 

of arrangement (charter or not) 
unknown 

Any other business New Zealand Charter contracts to exploit 
industrial species stocks (hoki) 

* Since the signature of a new agreement just for tuna in December 2005, this free access has no longer legally 
been possible 

Study on the European external fleet. January 2008, Contract FISH/2006/02 

13.2. 7. Impact of the external fleet 

Like certain segments of the internal Community fleet, the external fleet is 
confronted with a difficult economic situation. The relative stagnation of the 
price of catches even in the light of resource scarcity and increasing 
globalisation of fishery product trade does not make it possible to fully 
compensate for the rise in price of the inputs, in particular, the rise in fuel 
price which represents the principal costs (along with labour}of the_European 
fishing vessels in the external fleet, which are for the mosLpart vessels using 
trawling engines. 

The actions of the EC through the external wing of the CFP mmmg to 
strengthen world governance in the fisheries sector strongly contribute to the 
security of the framework for operations of these fleets. The role that the 
agreements can play in world governance should win out over economic 
justification. The consequence is that the counterpart financing of these 
agreements should increasingly be disconnected from the commercial value of 
the agreements and increasingly support the efforts that partner countries are 
ready to make to contribute to implementing sustainable and responsible 
fishing in these waters. This development should also have effects on the type 
of agreement with the greatest cost-effectiveness: from this point of view the 
tuna agreements which offer broad networks and especially allow the 
Community to be members of the RFMO where measures are taken for 
management and conservation of stocks, have the greatest role to play as 
regards governance. 

Mixed-type agreements do not give this leverage action (except for their tuna 
segment). On the other hand, mixed-type agreements, given their financial 
importance, have enabled mobilisation of greater sectoral support, which 
makes it possible to have a more significant impact on the implementation of 
this sectoral policy in countries where fishing is a significant sector in the 
national economy, and on the implementation of sustainable and responsible 
policy and on the future of regional stocks. However if one considers the 
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prospect of the amount of sectoral support for a partner country being defined 
not in propmiion to the commercial value of an agreement, but in propmiion 
to the efforts and real will of the partner country to implement ambitious 
refonns or not, the future of this type of agreement requires contemplation. 

It is indeed possible to envisage that in the aim of partnership hoped for with 
the refo1m of the FP A in 2004, the economic integration of the European fleet 
in pminer countries should be strengthened, by better connections between 
fishing rights granted to the European vessels and investments (Gross Fixed 
Capital Fmmation -GFCF and transfer of knowledge) and through the 
creation of added values achieved in the countries. From this point of view, 
the mixed-type agreements in spite of their impmiant Iinancial support of 
sectoral policy in the countries concerned has not had any knock-on effect in 
terms of economic cooperation. In other words, public investments have not 
had any significant knock -on effects for private investments (direct 
investments, commercial partnerships for better integration of the EU fleet, 
on-land investment, of transformation, etc.) by the EU operators. 

Two factors should indeed come into play on this fleet in the medium-term: 
its adjustment and its restructuring in view of the structural factors it is 
confronted with (rise in the cost of oil, fall of exploited stocks, ageing of the 
vessels)and its capacity to transfer its know-how and its technology to 
integrate into the sector of the country and to facilitate the emergence of a 
modern and responsible fleet. 

The choice of the partners should then be guided on the one hand by the 
country's will to implement responsible policy (fight against IUU fishing, 
safeguarding-and sustainable management of stocks) as well as-by the profile 
of the EU fieeLuperating in the countries: proactive fleet able to perforn1 a 
transfer of technological and GFCF knowledge, or on the contrary a passive 
fleet which has no impact on the value added. There is no reason for the EC to 
continue to be involved with the latter type of fleet (which could continue to 
operate under private agreements where the third country can use competition 
between private foreign partners to optimise the price of licences, the fishing 
conditions and the investment incentives - from this point of view the EU 
fleet often pay the fees which are the most advantageous for the third country). 

Transfer of skills, knowledge, practice and EU fleet investment to the fleet of 
third countries via mixed companies certainly is also a means of improving 
the methods to make for responsible use of third country fleets. From this 
point of view the mixed-type agreements do not encourage operators to make 
this type of transfer. The most important concentrations of mixed companies 
in the third countries are, either in countries where there are no more 
agreements (Angola), or in countries where they were carried out at a time 
when the agreement had been stopped (Morocco). 

The separation of the agreements and their commercial value and their 
exclusively economic importance should also mean that the fixing of the 
counterpart finance amounts is not based solely/mainly/any more on the 
stocks available and the fishing opportunities. This transition can be 
conceived with a progressive "phasing out": as in the case of the Mauritania 
protocol. Consistency and coordination with the other instruments in 

292 



particular the EFF and cooperation aid should be ensured in order to 
compensate for possible losses in temporary income, at the State budget level 
and especially to deal with long term activities: fight against IUU fishing, 
control and supervision, sustainable management of resources. 

The development of the governance has to be accompanied by reinforced 
support for the fight against IUU fishing (link with third country upgrading -
future EC Regulation), the reinforcement of the legal framework of fishery 
activities and the integration of maritime affairs. 

The priority of the coming years will be the promotion of the effective 
application of management and conservation rules by all fishing fleets. This 
priority incorporates the elimination of the IUU fishing fleets which reduce 
the scope of the efforts made to impxove the situation of world fish stocks. 
The Commission has already incorporated this fight against IUU fishing as a 
priority ( cuiTent regulation which should result in implementing measures of 
unprecedented scope on a world level, in particular by blocking the imports of 
fishery products from flag states who have not expressly guaranteed to uphold 
conservation and management standards in force). 

13.3. Challenges 

It is argued that the present strategy for the external dimension of the CFP 
should be reviewed. We have to analyse if the two main above-mentioned 
objectives of2002 would still stand the reality test. 

Is the world-wide presence ofthe EU fleet an objective in its own right for 
EU action, looking at for example the complexities related to European 
fishing presence in Western Africa where vessels under an EU-based interest 
operate differently, for instance, _under an FPA, in RFMO waters, under a 
private licence, under a foreign flag and sometimes also illegally. The 
question may arise if the present policy should remain or be replaced by a 
more focused and selective approach where the choice of clear-cut 
economic, ecological and political indicators helps determine in which seas 
and fisheries the activities of EU fishermen may still be supported through 
EU finance and what measures and conditions should be applied. 

It could also be questioned whether the original objective of supply security 
is still valid in a globalised economy where the EU is probably the world's 
most open and liberalised market for fisheries imports, the EU processing 
industry depends on a free flow of fish imports and the defensive interests 
are reduced to basically not more than one or two species of fish. 

Further consideration should definitely be given on how to move on from an 
external CFP based on a trinity of equally important, and in practice 
sometimes contradictory objectives (i.e. international fleet presence, supply 
security, and governance contribution) to one where good global maritime 
governance as a tool to ensure sustainability in the exploitation of the sea 
and the best possible preservation of marine biodiversity becomes the 
overarching objective and true rationale for our policy. 
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Under such an approach: 

• the external dimension of the CFP would become a component of a 
broader Integrated Maritime Policy approach for non-EU waters; 

• its instruments and policies (focus, content form and financial allocation 
of FP As, strategy resource allocations for RFMOs, policy setting in 
multilateral fora) should be defined in function of the global maritime 
governance approach. Perceived EU fishing interests (often purely 
sectoral) should not influence this approach or at least be contained within 
reasonable limits. 

• full policy coherence between the external CFP, research, external 
environment, trade and development policies must be a prime operational 
objective, and the toolbox of legal and political instruments and budget 
structure should be developed accordingly; 

• the existing principle of being consistent when managing extemal 
fisheries and fishing in EU waters is to be fully maintained. What we 
consider right for our own waters, must not be less so in other waters or 
on the High Seas. 

Accordingly, the EU cam1ot possibly limit itself to merely being a pmiicipant 
in international fisheries fora. It must be a world leader on global maritime 
governance commensurate with its role as a global player and advocate of 
effective multilateralism, -the significance of its market power and its fishing 
interests, and its environmental and intemationaL:cooperation agendas. The 
EU should lead the way and push for better:::sustainable oceans management 
and conservation, against a background- of declining stocks and 
enviromnental degradation. If such trends should continue unchecked, the 
EU will be among the first to feel the consequences. 

13.4. How to implement the external dimension of the CFP? 

It seems clear that the existing three levels of action for broadening the 
external dimension of the CFP will still remain valid for the future, i.e. 

Global multilateral bodies, 

RFMOs and regional arrangements, and 

Bilateral relations including FP As. 

The challenge will then be how the EU can 

• Optimise its action on these three levels for the benefit of contributing to 
good global maritime governance to ensure sustainability in the 
exploitation of the sea and the best possible preservation of marine 
biodiversity, 

• Become even more effective players in global decision-making, 
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• Ensure that action on all three levels is coordinated and coherent, and as 
far as the interaction of services is concerned ensure that action channels 
are wide open and fully operational on all three levels; 

• Foster further policy coherence between general maritime, fisheries, 
environmental and development interests in multilateral, regional and 
bilateral action, 

• Work for seamless coordination between external and EU-internal 
decision-making on marine and fisheries issues. 
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14. ALLOCATION OF ACCESS TO FISHING 

In the CFP access to fishing is allocated in two steps: 

(1) At the Community level access is given to Member States, largely on the basis of 
fixed allocation keys. Under the CFP, maximum quotas (TACs) and amount of 
fishing effort for each stock are set across the EU as a whole for each year for a 
cettain species. However, no TACs or quotas exist in the Mediterranean, except 
for bluefin tuna. The TACs are divided up between Member States as national 
quotas. The CFP principle of 'relative stability' is intended to ensure a consistent 
proportion of the TAC for a particular fishery for each Member State year-to-year. 
In addition to quotas, a number of other measures can be used to ensure 
sustainability of fish stocks, including technical measures such as mesh sizes or 
gear types, closed areas, limitation of effort or days at sea and minimum landing 
SIZeS. 

(2) It is then the responsibility of each Member State, at a national level, to decide on 
the distribution and allocation of quotas or days at sea for each fishery and each 
vessel. There are no general guidelines at Community level for this allocation and 
a large variety of systems are used from direct allocation to individual vessels to 
market-based systems where access rights are traded between vessels. 

95 

It is to be noted that, while the allocation of fishing quotas inside MS have evolved 
quite substantially, and new allocation systems are being established or considered, 
the generic allocation approach at EU level (relative stability) has remained 
completely unchanged for the last 25 years. 

Community level: TAC & quota and relative stability 

Relative stability is an allocation key originally introduced in the early 
1980's to share yearly fishing opportunities among Member States (MS)95

, 

according to a number of factors, namely: MS's past catch record in respect 
of given species and areas, the loss of catch potential in third country waters 
as a result of the general extension of 200-mile limits in 1976, and the 
safeguard of the particular needs of regions where local populations are 
especially dependent on fisheries and related industries. It guarantees each 

There are, however, some variations and exceptions to this system applied to a small number of stocks: 
Flat rate allocation made to one or more MS whereby the MS concerned receives a fixed absolute quantity offish, 
irrespective of the magnitude of the Community share. Other MS receive a fixed percentage of the remainder of 
the Community share after deduction of flat rate quantities. 
Non-allocated Community shares. Historically, for some autonomous stocks where the catches are predominantly 
used for the production of fish meal and oil, the Community share was not allocated among MS. By 1998, 
complete, or almost complete allocation of Community shares had been agreed by MS. 
Hybrid system. Historically, for some autonomous stocks a hybrid system was employed whereby certain flat rates 
were provided to all or some MS, with any residual of the Community share remaining unallocated. 
Hague preferences. The establishment of Hague Preferences was a response to a requirement to attend to the 
special needs of regions where the local population is particularly dependent on fishing, in particular for the UK 
and Ireland. As such, the application of Hague Preferences represents an alternative method of allocation of 
Community shares when the latter fall below some predefined value. 
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MS an invariable (and hence predictable) percentage of the total allowable 
catches (T AC)96 for each species. 

For example, the total EU fishing opportunities of turbot/brill in the North 
Sea in 2009 are 5,263 tonnes, of which Belgium has a right to 386 
(7.3371%), Denmark 825 (15.6675%), Germany 211 (4.0084%), France 99 
(1.8822%), the Netherlands 2,923 (55.5594%), Sweden 6 (0.1046%), and the 
UK 813 (15.4409%). 

Relative stability is refened to in Article 20 of Council Regulation (EC) 
No 2371/2002 of 20 December 2002 on the conservation and sustainable 
exploitation of fisheries resources under the Common Fisheries Policl7

: 

Allocation of fishing opportunities 

1. The Council, acting by qualified majority on a proposal from the Commission, shall decide on catch and/or fishing 
effort limits and on the allocation of fishing opportunities among Member States as well as the conditions associated 
with those limits. Fishing opportunities shall be distributed among Member States in such a way as to assure each 
Member State a relative stability of fishing activities for each stock or fishery. 

2. When the Community establishes new fishing opportunities the Council shall decide on the allocation for those 
opportunities, taking into account the interests of each Member State. 

3. Each Member State shall decide, for vessels flying its flag, on the method of allocating the fishing opportunities 
assigned to that Member State in accordance with Community law. It shall inform the Commission of the allocation 
method. 

A yearly Council Regulation98 fixes the fishing possibilities and allocates 
them between MS on the basis of relative stability. 

The initial origin of relative stability was the result of a long process that 
started well before fisheries became a separate common policy. 

In 1972, the principle of equal access- to MS's fisheries resources, established 
in 1970, was repealed by the Council for a transitional period scheduled to 
end on 31 December 1982. Consequently, and in order to protect coastal 
regions, in 1976 the Council approved the "Hague Preferences" which, on an 
internal level, aimed to protect coastal fisheries by taking into account the 
"vital needs" oflocal communities dependent on fishing. 

Negotiations between the Commission and the MS on the distribution of 
TACs continued until 1983, when Regulation (EEC) 170/1983 was 
approved, establishing the definitive distribution in accordance with the 
following criteria: the traditional fishing activities of each MS, the particular 
needs of regions where local populations are especially dependent on 
fisheries (taking the Hague preferences into consideration) and the potential 

Setting TACs involves the fixing of maximum quantities of fish that in accordance with the management 
objectives can be caught from a specific stock over a given period of time. TACs are then distributed to MS in 
accordance with the allocation key of relative stability. 
OJ L358 of 31 December 2002, page 59. Relative Stability was first laid down in Article 4 (1) of 
Regulation No 170/83, and then restated in Article 8(4)(ii) of Regulation No 3760/92. 
The last one is Council Regulation (EC) No 40/2008 of 16 January 2008 fixing for 2008 the fishing opportunities 
and associated conditions for certain fish stocks and groups of fish stocks, applicable in Community waters and, 
for Community vessels, in waters where catch limitations are required. OJ Ll9 of23 January 2008. 
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loss of catches in third-country waters as a result of the extension of the 
exclusive economic zones to 200 nautical miles. 

The distribution scheme, recognised as a criterion for "relative stability", 
guaranteed each MS an invariable percentage of the TAC for each species. 
The Council defines relative stability as a concept which "given the 
temporary biological situation of stocks, must safeguard the pmiicular needs 
of regions where local populations are especially dependent on fisheries and 
related industries". The system of access conditions and quota distribution 
were extended in 1992 and 2002 during the respective refmms of the CFP, 
and are still in place. 

The system of access conditions and quota distribution in accordance with 
relative stability (which is assessed further in Chapter 7) were supposed to be 
revised in 2002 during the last reform of the CFP. However, they were 
maintained and are still in force. 

14.1. Member States allocation mechanisms 

Member States are entitled to establish allocation mechanisms of their 
national quotas (art. 20 of 2371/2002). In fact, many different systems are 
used today among MS: from a complete freedom to exploit the quotas until 
these are exhausted, to different fixed keys to allocate quotas to Producer 
Organisations or fleet segments. Other Member States have applied different 
systems of rights-based management for all or part of their quotas or fleets. 

In their management of their yearly quota allocations and of their own 
national resources MS use different management instruments and 
mechanisms and, in particular, different rights-based management systems 
(RBM), understood as a formalised system of allocating individual fishing 
rights to fishermen, fishing vessels, enterprises, cooperatives or fishing 
communities. 

Right based management (RBM) 

RBM includes any system of allocating fishing rights to fishermen, fishing vessels, enterprises, cooperatives or 
fishing communities'. In addition to regarding RBM as ways of allocating rights, it also encompasses management 
based on any fishing rights allocated to fishermen, fishing vessels and so on. This covers all conceivable fisheries 
arrangements. For instance, according to this definition, even the open access situation could be regarded as RBM 
because each fisherman (and in fact every person) has been allocated (awarded) the right to pursue the fishery. 
However, the use of the term 'rights' in RBM is clearly intended to convey something much more specific, namely 
legal rights. Legal systems typically conceive of a number of different types of rights, but in the RBM context, the 
most relevant is property rights. 

Under the overall heading of property rights a number of different types of rights exist. These include use rights, 
access rights, harvest rights and ownership rights. This does not mean that the operator has property of the 
resource, but he has the excusive right to harvest the resource, a so-called use right. The extent to which such 
rights are capable of being transferred from one holder to another will tend to have, relatively speaking fewer 
features of property rights, although it is not an essential pre-condition of a property right that it is in fact 
transferable. However, the higher the quality of a right the more efficient is the associated economic activity. Thus, 
low quality rights have relatively little impact on economic efficiency while high quality rights generate maximum 
efficiency. 

As regards fisheries, the majority of rights by far are created on the basis of individual instruments (such as licences 
or permits), procedures (such as the registration of fishers and/or fishing vessels) as well as more specific 
mechanisms such as the allocation of quotas. Virtually all fisheries involve some rights (whether characterised as 
property rights or not). Access rights are very common in fisheries. In most fisheries, access rights are restricted to 
an identifiable group of rights holders. 

Rights have various attributes which can be measured along several dimensions: 
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Exclusivity requires appropriate monitoring and enforcement systems; 
Security of titles requires an effective legal system; 
Longer valiaity helps to bolster the holder's trust in the capacity of the system to respond to his/her long-term 
concerns; 
Transferability requires ownership registries plus the rules and means to make them function. 

Each right has these attributes to a greater or lesser extent. The greater the extent of these attributes, the higher the 
overall quality of the right in terms of its classification as a property right. In other words, on the basis of this system, 
higher-scoring rights will tend to have more of the features of property rights than lower scoring rights. 

The allocation and distribution ofT ACs and days at sea, as well as use rights 
for certain coastal communities, has effectively resulted in a number of RBM 
instruments emerging in various Member States across the Community, 
comprising regulation of both inputs and outputs. 

Limited licensing is a common means of restricting access to a fishery and 
the majority of Member States use this either as a main, or supporting means 
of managing one or more fisheries. In stocks managed by TAC, Member 
States have implemented a variety of IQ (individual non-transferable catch 
quota), ITQ (individual transferable quota) and vessel catch systems. 

Quota-based systems are almost non-existent in the Mediterranean (bluefin 
tuna being the exception), where management is based on licensing and 
effmi-based controls. TURFs (territorial use rights in fisheries) have been 
established across the EU, mainly for inshore and sedentary stocks. Effort
based systems such as IE (individual non-transferable effort quota) and ITE 
(individual transferable effort quota) are also used, predominantly- in the 
Baltic--States, or·in support of quota systems in North Sea fisheries. 
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99 

Country TURF LTL ITE CQ vc IQ ITQ PO Other 

~ 
-./ -./ 

-./ -./ 

Malta -./ -./* 

Italy ./ -./ ./ 

Slovenia ./** 

UK -./ -./ ¥'*** 

Ireland ./ 

France ./ ./ 

Netherlands ( v') ( v) ./ 

Belgium y' ./ ( -./) 
Gre-ece ./ 

Cyprus ./ (if) ( ¥) 
Denmark ~ if 

Sweden ./ ./ 

Finland ./ ,/ I 
Germany (if) (if) ./ 

Estonia ,/ y' 

Latvia if -./ 

Lithuania f7 
Poland ./ 

LL = limited non-transferable permitslficences, IE = individual non-transferable effort quotas, 
TURF = territorial use rights in fisheries, LTL = transferable licences, ITE = Individual 
transferable effort quotas, CQ = community-based catch quotas, VC = vessel catch limits, IQ = 

./ 

,/ 

individual non-transferable (catch) quotas, ITO = Individual transferable (catch) quotas, PO = 
Private ownership. 

( /) RBM systems introduced in support of a main RBM-system 
• TURF-like system for Dolphinfish, where exclusiveYight allocated for a given area 
•• Slovenia has not yet closed its licensing regime 
••• IQ system involves transferability within a fishing season 

'Other' systems, by country: Denmark: individual vessel quota, Poland: Block quota 

Source: European Commission Studies and Pilot Projects for Carrying Out the Common 
Fisheries Policy No FISH/2007/03 (February 2009) 

In recent times, a trend can be observed of MS adopting more sophisticated 
forms of RBM, such as individual transferable quotas (ITQ), vessel quota 
systems (VQS), or individual effort quotas (IEQ), closer (in form and/or 
effects) to actual property rights99

. 

14.2. Allocation of property rights- public consultation outcomes 

With the pressures of declining stocks, volatile fuel costs, poor economic 
performance and inherent levels of overcapacity, many discussions in the 
context of the future CFP touch upon instruments that try to rectify the 
situation. This includes not only the use of long term management plans, the 

A study conducting a survey of RBM systems in place in the different Member States was finalised in 
February 2009. The study" "An Analysis of existing Right Based Management (RBM) instruments in 
Member States" can be found at 
http:/ /ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/govemance/consultations/consultation _ 260207 _ en.htm 
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role of state aid and other subsidies and the utilisation of vessel scrapping 
under the EFF, but more and more also the use of Rights Based Management 
(RBM) tools in fisheries. 

In the 2002 reform of the CFP, the Commission committed itself to 
investigating a system of individual or collective tradable fishing rights. The 
Commission therefore initiated a debate on Right Based Management 
(RBM) through a Communication100on RBM tools in fisheries in February 
2007. The communication revealed a need to review systems currently in 
place, identify best practices and evaluate the opportunities for improving the 
efficiency and effectiveness of individual systems in Member States. 

A significant majority of the contributions received in the framework of the 
consultation were favourable to the use of RBMs in general and of ITQs in 
pmiicular. For instance, the European Parliament (EP) resolution recognises 
that RBM can result in greater rationalisation of management, render 
monitoring simpler, reduce discards and capacity and may promote 
economic efficiency. The EP opens the door for considering the-adoption of 
RBM systems at community level. 

As a result of this consultation the European Economic and Social 
Committee adopted a report in February 2008 which called on the 
Commission to consider the creation of an RBM system, controlled at EU 
level, with rights being tradable, either at EU or national level. According to 
the EESC such a system should be coupled with measures to safeguard the 
viability of small-scale fisheries and avoid dominant market positions. 

As a follow up to the communicati-vka call for tender was launched in 
March 2008, asking for a catalogue of existing RBM practices in the EU, to 
analyse characteristics and effects ofRBM, and to identify best practices at 
EU levels. The study "An Analysis of existing Right Based Management 
(RBM) instruments in Member States" is posted on the CFP webpage (see 
link in footnote 11 ). 

The consultation and the study have highlighted two clear facts to date: 

• the application of RBM is quickly evolving, formally and informally, and 

• the discussions on RBM, economic performance and quota trade touch 
upon the central core of the CFP and its future refo1m. 

14.3. RBM in the context of the CFP reform 

Instruments used to allocate and regulate access must restrict fishing vessels 
so that quotas are not overfished. Restricting fishing vessels also means 
giving rights to those who have access. Various systems of rights based 
management (RBM) have therefore been introduced to restrict access, 

10° Consultation documents to "Consultation on Rights-Based Management (RBM) tools in fisheries" can 
be found at http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/govemance/consultations/consultation _ 260207 _ en.htm 
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ranging from limited licensing with weak rights to individual transferable 
quotas and territorial use rights with strong rights. 

As noted, different MS have developed and implemented a vide range of 
management systems to restrict access. These systems have evolved 
independently and diversely in the EU and have not been specifically 
designed to meet the objectives of the CFP. They have generally offered a 
practical way of allocating access rights to individual vessels, generally 
tailored to local/national circumstances and objectives. Some market-based 
RBM systems, recognised as having strong property rights and tradability, 
have contributed to economic efficiency and capacity reduction, although 
implementation or design faults have sometimes led to undesired effects. 

Overcapacity and RBM 

Despite continued efforts, fleet overcapacity remains the fundamental 
problem of the CFP. Fleets remain far too large for the resources available 
and this imbalance is at the root of all problems related to low economic 
performance. Fisheries conservation, which is a pre-condition for the 
sustainability of-marine ecosystems and continued economic activity in this 
sector, is at the present time the prime and immediate objective. Right-based 
approaches to fisheries management have potential for promoting biological 
sustainable and economically viable fisheries. 

Capacity reduction can also be achieved through publically-funded 
decommissioning schemes. The way in which rights have been treated in 
decommissioning schemes varies - in some cases the rights are withdrawn 
with the vessel and any quotas are distrihuted among remaining vessels, or in 
other cases the quota may be transferred to another vessel owned by the same 
operator or sold. Irrespective of what happens to the quota, it is important to 
ensure that decommissioning follows recently adopted OECD guidelines and 
that the capacity does not re-enter the fishery, or another fishery. However, 
decommissioning schemes are usually very expensive and it can therefore be 
argued that capacity reduction is better achieved through market mechanisms 
(such as produced by RBM) at a lower cost to the taxpayer. 

This poses the question if RBM systems should be more widely used to 
address the deep-rooted problem of fleet overcapacity in the EU. To induce 
this outcome, we need better knowledge about how this type of management 
system has to be set up to have the intended effect. A development of a 
common set of guidelines on design of RBM systems, which would 
contribute more directly to CFP objectives, could be a useful contribution. 

A debate on how RBM systems could be more widely used to address fleet 
overcapacity in the EU could therefore examine whether better economic 
management of the fisheries sector can help to achieve this objective and, in 
particular, whether new and/or improved management systems for the 
economic aspects of fishing can be designed to promote greater effectiveness 
and efficiency. All such management systems should thus be assessed in the 
light of their contribution to the objective of the CFP, namely "exploitation 
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of resources that provides sustainable economic, environmental and social 
conditions". 

RBM and small-scale coastal fleets 

RBM systems with strong and even tradable individual rights are not 
necessarily the solution in every fleet segment in the EU. Many coastal 
communities are heavily dependent on small scale fisheries, alongside other 
larger scale activities. The present situation of overfishing and overcapacity 
is threatening the future of these coastal regions. Although there is a 
legitimate social objective in trying to protect the most fragile coastal 
communities, this must be addressed in a way which does not prevent larger 
scale fleets from undergoing the necessary adaptation. 

There are about 86,500 fishing vessels registered in the EU. 71,500 of these 
are less than 12 meters. However, the remaining 15,000 represent 90% ofthe 
GT or 65% of the kW. Market based RBM systems with tradable rights 
could be implemented targeting the larger and more commercialized fleets, 
while the smaller scale fleets should not be exposed to the same marked
based mechanism. Right based approaches also have an important role to 
play towards small scale fisheries, but more in form of securing a decent 
opportunity of economic income from the fisheries through a long term 
access rights for the fishers traditionally depending on fisheries. 

Although MS still have the competence for management of their fleet 
activities, the EC can play an important role by sharing information of best 
practices and provide suggestions for changes in national managementc 
strategies. 
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15. THE SCIENTIFIC BASIS FOR DECISION MAKING 

It is a caiTying principle of good governance in the basic regulation that decisions 
should be based on the best available scientific knowledge. The CFP is therefore 
dependent on research-based advice. This requires that there are mechanisms for 
producing such advice, that the necessary data are available and that there is a 
research-based knowledge of marine ecosystems, the sector and marine governance. 
The CFP therefore must be based on research producing new knowledge, 
mechanisms to ensure data availability and structures which can produce research
based advice. 

15.1. Research basis of the policy 

15.1.1. Importance of Fisheries and aquaculture research in support to CFP 

The development and successful implementation of the CFP is highly 
dependent on research and objective advice provided by scientific 
institutions. In the 2002 CFP reform, the crucial role of research and 
scientific advice for improving decision making was emphasised. 

EU fisheries management is facing serious challenges. A large number of 
stocks are classified as outside safe biological limits and zero catch has been 
advised for several stocks. These challenges call for higher quality and more 
accuracy of advice. 

At the same time the.:complexit)' of the research questions is increasing with 
a need to integrate environ..mental considerations and economic and social 
issues in the advice: 

A Communication on "A new impetus for the Strategy for the Sustainable 
Development of European Aquaculture"101 also calls for increased support to 
aquaculture research to further develop the knowledge-base for sustainable 
and competitive aquaculture practises. 

15.1. 2. Fisheries & Aquaculture research under the Framework 
Programmes for Research and Technological Development 

Research in support to fisheries and aquaculture at EU level is mainly 
addressed in the different Framework Programmes for Research and 
Technological Development. The research programmes cover the following 
research domains: 

• Scientific basis of fisheries management, 

• Scientific basis of fisheries monitoring, control and surveillance, 

• Sustainable aquaculture production by promoting disease prevention and 
sound environmental protection, 

101 COM(2009) 162 final 
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• Integration of environmental requirements into the CFP including the 
ecosystem approach and impacts of climate change, 

• Governance and instruments for fisheries management, 

• Synthesis and dissemination of results to end-users. 

In addition, other thematic priorities are also of major importance to the 
sector such research on the functioning of marine environment (including 
climate change) or social science. 

Budget allocated to fisheries and aquaculture in FP is estimated to be around 
40 to 45 mio€/year. 

In FP6 (2002-2006), 155 fisheries and/or aquaculture-related projects have 
been funded for a total budget of 277.2 million €. Among them 47 projects 
(61.6 million €) were fisheries specific, whereas 74 (92.7 mio €) were 
aquaculture specific from which 29 projects (32.1 mio €) were funded from 
the SMEs programme. The rest of the projects had at least a fisheries and/or 
aquaculture component. Priority 6, Research in Support to Fisheries Policy 
(SSP), Priority 5 (Food) and SME actions ha:ve offered the largest part of the 
budget allocated for fisheries and aquaculture research. A considerable 
budget has been allocated to "Environment-related" projects that had a more 
or less important fisheries and/or aquaculture component. These projects 
have mainly focused on research on the ecosystem functioning, on 
biodiversity, harmful algal blooms (HAB) and interactions of fisheries and 
aquaculture with the environment. 

Almost 1900 participant, from 55 countries (mainly from EU27), have been 
involved in FP6 funded projects related to fisheries and aquaculture research. 
The most involved have been UK, Spain, France and Norway with 291, 172 
and 169, 150 participants respectively. 

Considering the number of projects, UK, Spain, France and Norway have 
been the most involved countries (Figure 3), whereas the most active in 
terms of assuming the responsibility of the coordination of these projects 
were UK (33 projects), Germany (17), Netherlands (17), Norway (17), 
France (16) and Spain (15). 

15.1. 3. Integration of results into Policy 

Research in support to fisheries and aquaculture funded under FP focuses on 
solving management problems and supporting the implementation and/or the 
preparation of new legislations in support to the Common Fishery Policy. 
This was particularly the case in FP6 where several projects addressed issues 
such as mechanisms of stock recovery, development of indicators for 
environmental perfmmances of the CFP, impact of invasive species in 
aquaculture, electronic logbook, etc. Some clear examples are: 

• UNCOVER(United Nations COVe1i Emergency Response) project: 
"Understanding the mechanisms of stock recover" for the Communication 
COM/2006/0134 (CNS) - Proposal for the Council Regulation 
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establishing a multi-annual plan for the cod stocks in the Baltic Sea and 
the fisheries exploiting those stocks. 

• IMPASSE project: "Environmental impacts of invasive alien species in 
aquaculture" for the Council Regulation (EC) No 708/2007 of 
11 June 2007 concerning use of alien and locally absent species in 
aquaculture. 

• INDECO project: "Developing indicators of environmental perfonnances 
of the CFP" and IMAGE project: "Indicators for fisheries management in 
Europe" for the Communication COM/2007 /196 - Proposal for a Council 
Regulation concerning the establishment of a Community framework for 
the collection, management and use of data in the fisheries sector and 
support for scientific advice regarding the Common Fisheries Policy. 

• NECESSITY project: "Nephrops and Cetacean species selection 
information and technology" and DEGREE project: "Development of a 
fishing gear with reduced effects on the environment" for the 
Communication COM/2007/ 136 final "A policy to reduce unwanted by
catches and eliminate discards in European fisheries" 

• SHEEL project: "Secure and harmonised European Electronic logbook" 
for the Council Regulation (EC) No 1966/2006 of21 December 2006 on 
electronic recording and reporting of fishing activities and on means of 
remote sensing. 

• SLIME project: "Restoration of the European eelpopulaiiun: pilot studies 
for a scientific framework in support of sustainahh;::management" for the 
Con1munication COM/2005/472 final - Prop-o.saL for a Council 
Regulation establishing measures for the recovery of the stock of 
European eel. 

15.1. 4. New trends in research in Fisheries 

In the past, EU funded research has largely focused attention on the current 
situation facing fisheries and their management. The nature of the CFP is 
evolving quite rapidly. Many of the changes envisaged under the 2002 
reform are in different stages of implementation. New possibilities, including 
the realignment of responsibilities for management between the Commission 
and the Member States or, more directly, between the Commission and the 
fishing industry (an objectives-led approach to management), are now being 
considered. 

The following trends give some indication of where future research priorities 
- especially relating to governance- may lie: 

• climate change and the adaptive behaviour and distribution of key 
predator and prey species; 

• the integration of fisheries within an ecosystem led management strategy 
for the development of ocean use; 
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• regionalisation of fisheries management and co-management or self
management by the industry; 

• changing role of the Commission from tactical micro-management to 
strategic, objectives-led management; 

• implications of MSY based management goals; 

• resource rent and cost recovery in fisheries management. 

15.1. 5. Key orientations for the future research in FP7 

The key orientations in fisheries and aquaculture research have been 
identified as follows: 

1. Broaden the scope of fisheries and aquaculture research from basic 
understanding of the systems to applied research which may have 
direct use in the development and management of the sector. Special 
attention should be given to integrate socio-economic aspects into 
research projects. 

2. Place research in support to fisheries and aquaculture in the context of 
the European Research Area in promoting research at EU level. 

3. Contribute to the implementation of the "Maritime Research strategy" 
which calls for more integration, synergy and new research-governance 
in the EU. 

4. Promote Innovation/transfer of knowledge to users. 

5. Reinforce dissemination - integration of results into Policy. Careful 
consideration should be paid to the forms of disseminating the findings 
to a range of client groups (fisheries administrators, politicians, 
fishermen's organisations and the general public). 

6. Address international cooperation within the context of a global 
economy, based on the principle of mutual interest. 

7. Structure the research in reinforcing partnership m particular with 
industry and infrastructures. 

8. Develop human potential by giving incentives to young students to 
consider professional oppmiunities in scientific areas related to 
Fisheries and Aquaculture and to promote mobility and training 
throughout the career of researchers. 

15.1. 6. Constraints: 

• Timing: Here there is a crucial question of timing to ensure that the 
research findings can anticipate the change and so influence the decision 
making rather than become available only after the event. The time lapse 
between the development of new research project capable of reflecting 
the new priorities and the presentation of results from the chosen 
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research projects is often too long. For example, comprehensive research 
coiTLmissioned in 2008 is unlikely to fumish substantive results before 
2012 at the earliest. It is important, therefore, that research projects 
funded under FP7 are aware of the implications of the changing 
circumstances and, where both appropriate and feasible, adopt a forward 
looking perspective for their investigations. Interface between 
Research DG and DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries is of particular 
importance to secure regular exchange of information and views of 
research priorities. 

• Mobilisation of the scientific community: It is not always easy to secure 
a full involvement of the scientific community in Community 
programmes due to excess work and limited resources in Member States. 
In addition, competition of selecting projects is strong with priority given 
to excellence in science. 

• Dissemination of results: Greater attention needs to be given within the 
research projects to identifying more precisely how the research findings 
can be incorporated in fisheries policy and implemented through 
improved management systems. Effective dissemination of results is 
required to maximise the-utility of the funded research. 

• Resources allocated to fisheries and aquaculture research in the Member 
States: maintaining sufficient investment in RTD is also a major 
constraint in several Member States. 

15.2. Data 

The data required to produce advice includes data on the activities of the 
fisheries including catches and landings, effmi and areas, data on the fish 
stocks, data on ecosystems and the environment, and data on economic 
aspects. 

The main instrument to ensure that such data are available is the Data 
Collection Regulation (DCR)102

. The DCR is an instrument which provides 
50% Community financing to Member States to collect data regarding 
fisheries and fish stocks. The DCR identifies the types of data which must be 
collected and Member States work from approved annual work programmes. 
The data collected shall enable an evaluation of the activities of fishing 
fleets, of landings and discards and of the economic performance of the 
fleets. The data types include biological information on landings, data on 
catches (mainly to provide discard information) based on onboard observer 
schemes, support to surveys with research vessels collecting information on 
the abundance and biology of fish stocks and data on prices, costs and 
employment in the sector. 

102 Untill the end of 2008 the data collection regulation in force is Council Regulation (EC) No 
1543/2000. From January 1st 2009 a new data collection regulation (Council Regulation (EC) 
No 199/2008) will enter into force. 
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It is not all the necessary data which are collected directly through the DCR. 
Other impmiant sources of data are landings and sales reports and 
info1mation on the activities of fishing t1eets from VMS. 

Data on fisheries have always been treated with considerable reserve by MS 
as many MS consider data on their fishing t1eets politically sensitive. The 
DCR which was in force till the end of 2008 therefore included many 
limitations in the data which can be made available outside the MS. Data 
collected under the DCR are furthermore only available to the Commission 
(and thus to STECF as a Commission committee) and only for a time period 
of 20 days after they have been delivered in response to a call for data for a 
specific -analysis. This situation is against fundamental principles for data on 
activities which have impacts on the environment, where the principle of 
open access is established in the Aarhus Conventions which MS- have agreed 
to. The limitations in data and availability have also led to large difficulties 
for the advisory bodies influencing the quality of the advice. The DCR which 
is in force from 2009 is a big step forward in this respect since it puts data in 
the publicdomain which will both enable public transparency for the basis 
for advice and thus the policy and will help the scientific advisory bodies to 
improve the quality of the advice. The new DCR also makes a better linkage 
to other data sources; VMS data will for instance be available (without 
vessel ID information) for the scientists. 

The DCR also has an instrument to finance studies m suppmi of data 
collection and advice. 

15.3. Research based -advice 

The basic regulation states that the CFP should be guided by a principle of 
good governance which is "a decision-making process based on sound 
scientific advice which delivers timely results". 

In the past scientific advice was sought before any proposals are made 
regarding conservation issues such as management plans, TACs and 
technical measures. After the introduction of the Impact Assessment policy 
scientific advice is now being sought for a wider range of proposals. 

Scientific advice is delivered by the Scientific, Technical and Economical 
Committee for Fisheries (STECF) 103

. STECF consists of biologists and 
economists which are appointed by the Commission. The Committee meets 
in plenary meetings to finalise advice, but this is based on work in a 
multitude of working groups where scientists compile and analyse data. For 
many issues STECF does not make the analysis itself, but relies on analysis 
and advice developed by other bodies, most impmiantly the International 
Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) which is an intergove1nmental 
organisation for cooperation in marine research which has existed for more 
than 100 years and which has been the main provider of independent 
scientific advice since the CFP started. The Commission has a Memorandum 

103 Commission Decision 2005/629/EC 
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of Understanding with ICES which provides for the financing of ICES' 
advice to the Commission and sets up contractual obligations to deliver 
advice on a regular (mainly annual) basis. The most important annual advice 
is the advice on maximum recommendable catch levels in the next year 
which is the statiing point for the proposal for TACs and quotas. The 
Memorandum of Understanding also enables the Commission to make one
off requests to ICES. This can for instance be about new management plans, 
specific technical measures regarding fishing gear or about the effectiveness 
of closed areas. All advice from ICES is reviewed by STECF and will end up 
as STECF advice. 

ICES is only dealing with natural sciences and all analysis on economic 
issues is therefore done by STECF itself. Due to the limitations in the present 
DCR it is only STECF which, as a Commission body, can make calls for 
data collected through the data collection programme and STECF has 
therefore also been the most effective body for analysing data on fisheries 
effort which is the basis for the effort management regimes. 

The flow of advice is as follows: 

• The Commission requests advice on a specific issue from ICES or 
STECF. It can for instance be a request for advice on the catch 
opportunities for specific stocks in the following year. 

• The advisory body will ask a working group of scientists to compile data 
and analyse it. 

• A working group will then meet for the analysis. In the case of catch 
opportunities it will compile data on catches and data from research 
vessels on the stocks concerned and produce a so-called 'stock assessment' 
which describes the history of that stock - what has its size been, how 
productive has it been and how has it been exploited. On the basis of an 
assessment of the present stock a projection of catches next year is then 
made. If a management plan has been agreed, the projection will include 
the catch next year according to the management plan. The stock is also 
classified as inside or outside 'safe biological limits' which indicates 
whether the stock is at such a low level that the future productivity is 
endangered. It is also estimated whether the stock is exploited beyond 
MSY in which case it is considered overfished. The advice on maximum 
recommendable catch next year will in the end depend on the status of the 
stock and the management plan in place. 

• On basis of the analysis an advice in response to the request is produced. 

• If the advice is produced by ICES or another scientific advisory 
committee of a RFMO, STECF is asked to review it. 

• The Commission will then use the advice to prepare the proposal. In the 
case of catch opportunities the Commission will compare the state of the 
stock and the various options in the advice with the decision rules set out 
in the policy statement and decide which option corresponds to the 
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relevant decision rule. This will result in the proposal for T ACs next year 
for that specific stock. 

Scientific advice is produced for more than hundred stocks each year 
although it is not for all stocks that there are sufficient data to have a fully 
fledged stockassessment. 

There are inherently large uncertainties in stock assessments and prognoses 
of catch opportunities. This is dealt with in three ways: 

• the advice is given within a precautionary approach framework; 

• windows of maximum annual change in T ACs are a part of decision rules 
in management plans and the policy statement; 

• management plans now incorporate an adaptive element. 

15.4. Involvement of stakeholders 

In the past, research and research based advice was produced by research 
institutes and ICES without transparency for stakeholders and without 
considering the knowledge or opinions of stakeholders. This led to low 
legitimacy for the advice and thus low legitimacy for decisions, such as 
quotas, based on scientific advice. 

This situation has changed in recent years. ICES has opened most of its 
groups and specifically the advisory groups for stakeholder observation and 
the Commission is- through the Memorandum of Understanding with ICES 
- supporting~th:e: presentation of advice and interactions between scientists 
and stakeholders in-the RACs. STECF has also opened some meetings for 
stakeholder involvement. 

Cooperative research, where scientists and fishers cooperate on gaining new 
knowledge, is now being supported through the Data Collection Regulation. 

There is however still a long way to go. Advice on longer term aspects such 
as long term management plans must increasingly be developed in an 
exploratory and interactive way in cooperation between scientists, 
stakeholders and public authorities. The first experiments in this direction 
have been made and this needs to be followed up. 

15.5. Challenges 

The advice needs further development to address a range of challenges and 
shortcomings: 

Advice has had a strong focus on annual catch options evaluated from a 
biological perspective. Economic and social research has been developing 
recently, especially as components in research projects under the Framework 
Programmes. Economic and social issues are however still not fully taken 
onboard in the advice, partly because data or models for inclusion of these 
issues are insufficient. This has made it difficult to implement requirements 
for impact assessments covenng environmental, economic and social 
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aspects. Wider aspects of fisheries, as required by an ecosystem approach 
and inclusion of environmental changes such as climate change, are 
addressed in research projects, but are only to a very limited degree 
incorporated in the advice. There is furthermore still a lack of advice on 
fishing options for mixed fisheries and TACs are as a result still set on a 
single stock basis with the result that fishing fleet in mixed fisheries run out 
of quota of different species at a different rate, leading to discards of those 
species for which quotas have been exhausted. 

The fisheries and aquaculture research community within Europe needs to 
grow fu1iher to be capable of addressing the new challenges facing Europe. 
New frontiers should be explored and new methods and tools should be 
developed to ensure the future of sustainable fisheries and aquaculture within 
a healthy ecosystem. 

The involvement of stakeholders needs to be further developed to ensure 
transparency, legitimacy and that all available knowledge is properly used. 
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I(,, 'I'm; INTER-INSTITUTIONAL DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

I (>.1. The <lcdsion framework for the CFP104 

Tile C'FP is often painted as a failure in the media. Environmental NGOs are 
regularly critical of the performance and it is widely alleged that the industry 
has shown poor respect for fisheries regulations in many cases. 

Fishermen, on the other hand, regularly express strong criticism against tile 
( 'FP as being overly bureaucratic, overly restrictive or out of touch with the 
practical realities at sea. Examples of this can be found in nearly every issue 
of Fishing News and in media in regions with important fishing ports. 

There arc indications that consumers do not consider the CFP as a sunlcient 
guarantee that fish products originate from sustainable harvest. This is 
indicated by the efforts by major retailers to market products which arc 
certilied to be harvested sustainably, and where regulation of a fishery under 
the CFP is not considered a sufficient guarantee that products originating • 
li·om that fishery will qualify for such certification. 

I .egis! at ion on fisheries issues is adopted by Council only. The European 
Parliament has an advis01y role (the Common Fishety Policy does not Eli! 
under the spheres of co-decision), with the exception of the conclusion of the 
agreements in the context of Regional Fisheries Organizations- where either 
consultation (when art 300(2) and 300(3.l)are applied or assent procedure 
(when art 300(2) and art 300(3.2) are applied). As for the overall Community 
budget (including the funding of the fisheries policies) the EP is co
legislator. 

C'o unci I 

There arc several shortcomings related to the decisions adopted by Council: 
we repeatedly share out too much fish (short-term decision beyond long-term • 
sustainable levels), there is poor co-ordination between policy instruments of 
the CFP and few (if any) cross compliance measures arc taken, and the 
instruments are complex and due to the compromise character catering for 
detailed solutions to individual MS' concerns. On top of that, enforcement is 
poor and resources for implementation are increasingly insunicicnt to meet 
the demands. 

This situation ref1ects that the application of the institutional framework hlr 
the CFP induces biased decisions with a focus on the short term. The 
evolution of the division of labour between COM and Member States has led 
to a decision-making process that does not work properly and has de fi.iclo 
created a situation where the Commission tends to focus on long-term 

101 This section is based on the report prepared by Sisscnwinc and Symes in 2007, "Rclkctions on th(~ 
Common Fisheries Policy" 



sustainability and Member States generally put more emphasis on social 
peace. 

The short-term nature of the traditional main management instrument does 
not lend itself easily to long-term considerations when the Ministers are 
subject to political pressure from an industry which is often acting short
sightedly. In this regard, multi-annual plans are an important step forward, 
some success stories can already be identified in this respect. However, there 
is still much work to be done. And it should be recognized that on occasion 
Ministers still ignore their own regulations in some cases, when the 
application of the multi-annual plan results in difficult annual steps. The very 
positive legislative change towards long-term management plans has not 
always been followed by the cultural change necessary to fully implement it, 
and this represents a governance problem where more progress is needed. 

The instruments of the CFP do not provide the right incentives for 
responsible fishing or may even induce irresponsible fishing. As was 
analyzed in earlier chapters, relative stability and the lack of long-term rights 
and responsibilities by the industry promote a short-term perspective in the 
industry which is repeatedly translated into a focus at Council on the short 
term national share rather than the long-ten11 sustainability perspective. 
Ministers are pressurized by their catching sector and the coastal 
communities, with the risk of insufficient weighing in of other interest of the 
European society at large. Public responsibility is frequently passed on to the 
Commission. 

The lack of transparency and accountability of the decision making process 
contributes to this as well. The Commission is now required to prepare an 
impact assessment and ensure full transparency in the motivations and basis 
for its proposals. The Council on the other hand still decides on the basis of 
interests and claims that the public at large is not made aware of, and that 
Ministers can hardly be held accountable for because of this lack of 
transparency of the decision making process. 

The burden of proof regarding sustainability is the wrong way round: it tends 
to be placed with the authorities (and in particular with the Commission) 
rather than with the industry. It occurs frequently that Member States choose 
to follow the industry in demanding proof for non-sustainability as a 
requirement for accepting restrictive measures. Collaterally this creates 
strong incentives to retain information about unsustainable practices and 
turns upside-down the incentives for provision of information: poor 
information on a fishery is used rather as an argument that restrictions cannot 
be justified, than that it leads to the opposite conclusion which would be in 
line with the precautionary principle. Underlying this situation is the way the 
access to exploit the public resource has been allocated. The fishing industry 
is given exclusive access to a public resource without paying for it, either in 
money or in responsibilities. The industry has no corresponding 
responsibilities to demonstrate that it exploits a public resource sustainably 
and within acceptable impact on the aquatic ecosystem. With a few 
exceptions all associated services (research, control, etc.) paid for by 
administrations and experience shows that the industry knows that in case of 
trouble, calls for public money to help may be successful. This exclusive and 

314 



free access without corresponding responsibilities, combined with 
considerable indirect (and sometimes direct) subsidies generates short-term 
focus from important parts of the fishing industry which exert political 
pressure on the decision-making process, mainly through Member State 
governments but also on the European institutions and in the public debate. 

A final point refers to the political climate, which has not proven to be 
sufficiently supportive of the CFP objectives. The scope for policy decisions 
is left open as the objectives arc not focused. As the policy is implemented 
the hierarchy of objectives is not clear. Nor arc the specific contents of 
objectives sufficiently clear to serve as a guide for decisions and as a basis 
for accountability. 

Furthermore the Commission is constantly experiencing pressure to come 
forward with compromise proposals in response to Member State resistance, 
and the control and enforcement regime has not fully utilised the potentials 
to insist on cross-compliance and for legal action, as discussed in the next 
chapter. 

European Parliament 

The Commission has expressed a strong political will (and is acting as much 
as possible accordingly) to take into account the opinions and proposed 
amendments to proposals as much as possible within the context of 
negotiations with the Council - even though no such obligation exists since 
the EP only has an advisory role (with the exception mentioned above). 

The EP Fisheries Committee has become an active player, more and more 
pro-actively tackling issues of importance for the CFP (through hearings, 
own initiative reports or resolutions on relevant issues). In this way the EP 
enriches the debates on the development of the CFP and influences decision 
making by the quality of the argument, even though the Parliament has no 
formal co-deciding role. 

On the other hand it can be noted that the technical capacity of the Fisheries 
Committee is limited and needs improvements. These limitations may find 
their origin in the fact mentioned earlier, i.e. no co-decision. In the light of 
growing involvement and influence (and possible entry into force of the 
Lisbon Treaty) these limitations may become more serious in the near future. 

16.2. Stakeholder involvement 

16.2.1. Governance in the current CFP 

Advisory Committee for Fisheries and Aquaculture 

To strengthen the dialogue with the fisheries sector and other interested 
parties, the Commission has set up the Advisory Committee on Fisheries at 
the beginning of the 1970s. The Committee was reformed at the end of 1999 
to make it more efficient and to broaden the dialogue with the industry and 
other stakeholders. New interest groups (aquaculture, Non-Governmental 
Organisations (NGOs) and scientists) became involved in the committee 
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which was renamed Advisory Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture 
(ACFA). The legal basis for the establishment of ACFA is a Commission 
Decision (n° 2004/864/EC). 

ACFA is a consultative forum, where a number of European organisations 
representing various interests relating to the Common Fisheries Policy are 
represented. The basic concept of representation underlying ACF A is that 
local and national organisations in the Member States representing these 
same interests should be represented in ACFA through their European 
affiliation. ACFA is made up of 21 members. They are appointed by the 
Commission following proposals from the organisations set up at 
Community level, which are the most representative of the interests 
concerned. 

ACFA is consulted by the Commission on measures related to the CFP. 
ACFA may also issue an opinion on its own initiative. The ACFA plenary 
meetings are prepared by four working groups. All meetings take place in 
Brussels. The Commission reimburses the costs of participation in ACFA 
meetings. 

WG I: access to fisheries resources and management of fishing activities 

WG II: Aquaculture fish, shellfish and molluscs 

WG III: Markets and trade policy 

WG IV: General questions: economics and sector analysis 

In 2008, an evaluation of the representativeness and efficiency of 
ACFA105 was carried out by an external consultant. This study proposes 
several improvements hut doesn't challenge the need for dialogue at the 
European level. Interviews with ACFA members showed strong support for 
this institution. In pariicular, Working Group II "Aquaculture" is considered 
as very well performing. However, both ACFA members and Commission 
representatives consider the impact of ACFA's recommendations is limited. 
The study underlines a fundamental f1aw in the different perceptions of 
ACFA's role and objectives, which are not clearly described. On the one 
hand, Commission officials tend to focus on the technical aspects (technical 
advice) and to obtain commitment from the sector to the proposed measures. 
On the other hand, ACF A members tend to view ACF A mainly as a channel 
for political influence and secondly as a forum for discussion of technical 
aspects of the CFP and related legislation. The stakeholders consider that the 
Commission should provide regular feedback to ACFA on how its output 
has been used. 

On 26 March 2009, ACFA adopted a formal opinion on the evaluation. It is 
now in discussion within the Commission. 

105 Intermediate Evaluation of the Advisory Committee for Fisheries and Aquaculture (ACFA), August 
2008, COWl/ Nautilus Consultants I Framian. 
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Regional Advismy Councils (RACs) 

The creation of RACs is one of the pillars of the 2002 CFP reform. They 
were established to enable the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) to benefit 
from the knowledge and experience of fishermen and other stakeholders and 
to take into account the diverse conditions throughout Community waters. In 
July 2004, a Council Decision established seven Regional Advisory 
Councils (RACs) to cover the following areas: 

l. Baltic Sea (set up in March 2006) 

2. Mediterranean Sea (set up in September 2008) 

3. North Sea (set up in November 2004) 

4. North Western Waters (set up in September 2005) 

5. South Western Waters (set up in April2007) 

6. Pelagic stocks - blue whiting, mackerel, horse mackerel, heiTing -
excluding the stocks in the Baltic Sea and the MediteiTanean Sea (set up 
in August 2005) 

7. Long distance fleet- all non EC waters (March 2007) 

RACs are stakeholder-led bodies: it is to interested parties (the fisheries 
sector and other interests groups) to submit a concrete request on the 
establishment of one of the RACs outlined in the RAC Decision and then to 
organise the daily work of the organisation. The Commission and Member 
States attend RAC meetings as observers. 

Under the 2004 Decision, RACs benefited from a start-up aid from the 
Community budget on a digressive basis for the first five years of their 
operation, with the aim that RACs would become self-financing. In 2007, the 
Council Decision was modified and RACs were declared as bodies 
pursuing an aim of general European interest. Under the new framework, 
RACs benefit from a non-digressive funding from the Community budget. 
The grant shall not exceed 90% of the operating budget of the RAC and may 
not exceed 250.000 Euros according to the current financial programming. 

In June 2008, the Commission adopted a Communication on the Review of 
the functioning of the RACs 106 It concluded that the current legal 
framework allowing for regionalized input to the policy development is 
generally satisfactory, having enabled the creation of the RACs and guided 
their functioning. However there is some scope for improvement or 
clarification of certain provisions of the Decision. 

106 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, Review of the 
functioning of regional Advisory Councils, COM(2008) 364 final. 
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RACs have become active players in the CFP. Since their establishment, the 
RACs have made more than 200 recommendations. When consulting the 
RACs, the Commission is particularly looking for concrete comments which 
can help it to more effectively take account of regional and local realities, or 
those linked to specific fisheries. In this respect, the quality and timeliness of 
RAC advice have increased over time. Some RACs have submitted 
particularly well-grounded advice on long-term management plans, and the 
Commission has taken these recommendations into account. Based on the 
experience gained to date, several EU players would like the RACs to play a 
more decisive role in the decision making process. RACs request increased 
funding to be able to commission studies. 

Figure 59- Number of recommendations by RAC's 2004-2008 
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Sectoral Social Dialogue Committee for Sea fisheries (SSDC): The social 
partners in the fisheries sector have a long tradition of social dialogue at 
European level. There has been a joint committee since 1974. The SSDC 
was established in 1999. It is managed by DG Employment, Social Affairs 
and Equal opportunities - DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries is invited to 
participate in meetings when Maritime Affairs and Fisheries issues are 
discussed. Employers are represented by the Association of National 
Organisations of Fishing Enterprises in the EU (Europeche) and the General 
Committee for Agricultural Cooperation in the EU (COGECA). The 
European Transport Workers' Federation (ETF) represents the employees. 
Both employers and employees have a representative in ACF A. The input of 
the SSRC focuses mainly on health and security on board, negotiations in 
ILO, fishermen training or social clauses in FP As. They also commissioned a 
study on the image of the sector, financed by DG Employment. DG Maritime 
Affairs and Fisheries plays a subordinate role in this committee. 

Sectoral groups: To prepare the negotiation and the follow up of 
international agreements, DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries is used to 
organise dedicated meetings with the representatives of the fishing sector 
concerned by these agreements. 
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For the last few years, DG Maritime Affairs and Fisheries has carried out 
several public consultations, through its website. Participation has remained 
pretty limited. In complement, several ad hoc conferences have been 
organised to inform and/or consult the stakeholders (cfaquaculturc). 

16.2.2. Challengesfor thefuture CFP 

Several modifications could be contemplated to improve the current 
governance framework. However, govemance will depend largely on (i) 
options taken in other areas (supra) and (ii) on the decision making 
framework. 

Consistency of the CFP governance 

The forums mentioned above were established during different periods in the 
CFP history. All of them corresponded to specific needs. However, they 
result in overlapping and inconsistency. The multiplication of meetings is 
time consuming and creates capacity problems for both stakeholders and the 
Commission. Sound financial management should lead to a rationalisation of 
the governance framework. An increased role of the European Parliament in 
the decision making process would increase the demand on stakeholders, 
which already face problems to attend all meetings (especially NGOs). 

Particular attention should be given on coordination between ACFA and 
RACs, LDRAC ACFA and sectoral groups, the Sectoral Social Dialogue 
Committee and ACF A. 

Relations with other fora (i.e. Maritime Policy) should be considered. 

Clarification of the objectives and role of advis01y bodies 

The evaluation of ACF A pointed out that stakeholders and the Commission 
have a different understanding of what is the role of ACF A. It therefore 
recommends defining clearly the role and objective(s) of ACFA, in relation 
to the overarching objectives of the CFP. The legal basis for ACFA could be 
modified accordingly. 

Both ACFA and RACs complain about the fact that their recommendations 
are not sufficiently taken into consideration by the Commission. The 
Commission has repeatedly explained that it cannot follow RAC 
recommendations when they depm1 widely from CFP objectives and 
sustainable fisheries. However, these objectives are not really operational 
and they are then regularly challenged. In the review of the RACs, the 
Commission recognises that it should establish clear guidelines, indicating 
the benchmarks used to evaluate the quality of RAC advice. 

Improvement of the consultation process 

Both ACFA and RAC evaluations underlined the need for an improved 
consultation process: consultation at an early stage of the elaboration of new 
regulations, adequate timing for debate, better formulation of consultation 
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questions, translation of consultation documents etc. Stakeholders would like 
to play an increased role in the preparation of the impact assessment. 

The Council Decision establishing the RACs states that the Commission 
shall reply to written recommendations within a reasonable time period and, 
at the latest, within three months. ACFA would like to benefit from the same 
feedback. 

Increase of representativeness I coverage 

ACF A evaluation pointed out the underrepresentation of new Member States 
and small scale fisheries. Some key players are not represented or are still 
underrepresented in RACs or in ACFA (NGOs, recreational fishermen, 
consumers, retailers, processors, farmers etc). The representativeness of 
ACFA and RACs could be improved, depending on their objectives. 

The overall framework should involve all stakeholders concerned with the 
CFP and provide for adequate forums for dialogue on all issues covered by 
the CFP. 

Improvement of internal rule of procedures and funding 

According to decisions taken on the above mentioned issues, the refonn 
should analyze some improvements in the rules of procedure of advisory 
bodies and contemplate modifications of the current financial framework. 
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17. I N'l'l<:(; I~ATION ACCROSS THE PILLARS OF THE CFP 

Without fi shing stocks in a sustainable state, it will be difficult to rea li ;r.c th · 
obi • ·tives of the Common Fisheries Policy (designated either in the Treaty or in the 
llo-:i · Regulation 2371/2002). 

This impl ies that all pillars of the CFP should strengthen the long-term viability of the 
li sh ·ri cs sector tlu·ough sustainable exploitation of living aquatic resources, even if 
these sections aim at structural adaptations of productive factors, market 
orgunisations or international regulations. All parts of the CFP consequently need a 
·ohcrcnt and integrated approach of fi sheries management towards susta inable 
development, which includes environmental, economic and social aspects in a 
bu lanced manner. 

'hapter 13 already discussed the need for and progress on an integrated approach 
between the internal and external dimension of the policies and their objectives. 

It has to be highlighted that an integrated approach across the pillars of the CFP has 
actuall y been difficult to materialize in a number of fields. Some examples may 
ill ustrate such difficulties. 

17.1. Difficult linkage between fleet management and structural funds 

The conservation policy as part of the CFP is mainly based on fishing 
resources management as a combination of both output and input tools. TAC 
and quotas square with output ma:r1ag~ent tools, when fishing effort 
allocations and fl eet capacity objectiV-es-tally-with input management tools. 

A part of str-uctural funds and State aids-dedicated to the fishing sector are 
closely related to fleet capacity adaptations. Indeed, in the context of the 
CFP, Member States are expected to put in place measures to adjust the 
fishing capacity of their fleets in order to achieve a stable and enduring 
balance between such fishing capacity and their fishing opportunities. And if 
such adjustments require reduction of fishing capacity, Member States can 
grant public aids which are foreseen both in community financial 
instruments (FIFG, EFF) and in guidelines on state aids. 

Nevertheless, since the reform of the fleet capacity management dropped the 
reference to fleet segment reduction programmes under MAGP' s, fi shing 
fleets of Member States are currently managed as a whole, and it has been 
extremely difficult knowing which part of these fleets invo lved in spcci fi e 
fi sheri es are indeed in overcapacity according to fi shing opportunities 
allocated to Member States for such fisheries. And since Member States 
have not systematically developed an approach allowing such ana lysis il hns 
became very strenuous for the Commission to evaluate such situations. 

Although methodologies were discussed with STECF and wi th Member 
States on the annual report on results of Member States' effo rts to n ·hi · v~.: u 
sustainable balance between fishing capacity and fishing opportuniti ·s, it lws 
consequently been hard for the Commission to evaluate choices mud · by 
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Member States between axes foreseen either in FIFG or in EFF to ensure 
such a balance, e.g. on the amount of scrapping reserved under Axis 1. 

As a consequence, two strategies with opposing results have existed and may 
well exist in parallel, and totally un-coordinatedly, next to each other: 

• one policy directed at conservation of resources including strategies to 
reduce fishing pressure and subsidized cuts in fleet size; and 

• another strategy of modernization of the fleet, through subsidies for 
construction of new vessels and modernization of the existing fleet. As a 
result, counterproductive policies and allocation of public financial 
resources can be observed. 

This problem can be easily illustrated by the distribution of structural funds 
in the period 2000-2006 (or, mutatis mutandis, for the FIFG period 1994-99), 
as referred to in Chapter 11. 

In that period, financial resources under FIFG were invested, on the one hand 
in the construction of new vessels (€481 million) and in the modernization. of 
fishing vessels (€227 million), totalling over €708 million, and on the other 
hand €553 million were spent on scrapping. 

This means that FIFG spent roughly 30% more on measures that de facto 
increased capacity (through technical improvement) than it did on measures 
to reduce it - spending in this way for two opposing strategies almost one 
third of the total funds available under FIFG. 

It should be noted that this took place in a situation of generalized serious or 
significant overexploitation of stocks, and broadly acknowledged 
overcapacity. 

In addition, if we look at the percentage of structural funds spent in 
addressing fleet overcapacity (the "axis I" of EFF and its former 
equivalents) we see that the percentage has been diminishing over the years, 
despite the problem of overcapacity not being solved. 

17.2. Issue of (lack of) direct penalties in case of no-compliance (cross 
compliance) 

The new control framework, composed by the IUU Regulation, the fishing 
authorization, and the new Control regulation, addresses comprehensively 
the issue of enforcement, and foresees a number of new measures against 
individuals, but also against Member States in cases of non compliance with 
the CFP rules. 

Direct Financial measures against individuals: The IUU regulation107
, 

whose enforcement system also applies to the new Control regulation, 
foresees the temporary or permanent ban on access to public assistance or 

107 Article 45 (7) of Council Regulation (EC) No I 005/2008 
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subsidies, as an accompanying measure to the sanctions a lready pmvidl·d lw 
i 11 Chapter IX. 

Cross compliance for Member States: In its special report 7/2007, t11 ~: t'o1111 
or Auditors underlined that it would be desirable to "introdu · ~,.,· tl1\l t l ' 

responsive instruments of sanction such as, for example, the cupo ·ity to 
suspend payments of Community aid in the fi sheries sector i r u Mctnbet· 
S tate fa ils to respect its control obligations". The proposa l for a n ·w ( 'onl ro l 
Po li cy introduces such a mechanism: the Commission may decide to susp ·ttd 
for a maximum period of eighteen months all or part o r the payments ol' the 
'ommunity fi nancial assistance under the European Fisheri es Fund pursuant 

to Counci l Regulation (EC) No 11 98/2006 and Counci l Regulation (E ')No 
86 1/2006. It develops the concept that the payment of contributions from the 
European Fisheries Fund shall be conditional upon respect by the Member 
S tates of their obligation to ensure compliance with and enfo rcement o r the 
rules on conservation, control, inspection and enforcement under the 

ommon Fisheries Policy related to, or having an impact on the 
effectiveness of, the measures being financed, and to operate and maintain an 
e ffective inspection, monitoring, surveillance and enforcement regime to thi s 
e ffect. 

Th is mechanism is proportionate as specific conditions and time frames are 
foreseen which fully allow the affected Member State to act in time and to 
remedy the situation. In practise the measures foreseen will be only be 
applied to such Member States who deliberately want to infringe on their 
obl igations towards the EU and their fellow Member States. Such measures 
are also in line with legislation in other areas of Community law as f. ex. in 
agriculture. 

17.3. Lack of integration of Commission IT tools and databases 

In formation, databases and statistics are crucial for the management and 
monitoring of the CFP. There is a lack of integration in this respect, in 
particular, regarding the availability of the IT tools and databases. This 
observation is corroborated and reinforced when IT tools developed to better 
fo llow-up the ri ght enforcement of various sections of the CFP are analyzed. 

Severa l databases have been build to allow fl eet capacity management 
(FR NT - acronym of fleet register on the net), special fishing permits or 
li cences reporting (FAONT - fishing authorization on the net), consumption 
or fi shing opportunities reporting (FEONT - fi shing effort on the net; 
'R NT catch reporting of the net) and the use of structural funds (STONT 

& iFONT), e.g. 

Nevertheless and without speaking about ergonomics of such database for 
·ommo11 users, it has to be underlined that they were not or that they are sti ll 
not to seen as an integrated network. It means that it is currently very 
dil'li ·ult to link information available in one of them wi th information 
on: ·ssible in others. Until recently it was quite impossible to describe what 
SJH.:ciul fi shing permits or licence a community fi shing vessel registered in 
FRONT benefited from according to information reported in FAONT 
withou t building ad hoc and informal requests or tools. And it is still not 
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possible to characterize structural funds a fishing vessels' owner received, by 
consulting the fleet register and by easily cross-checking information flied in 
databases dedicated to FIFO or EFF. This lack of interconnections between 
databases and this lack of integration of management tools could be backed 
up by other examples related to fleet capacity involved in fisheries, fishing 
effmis deployed or :-eported catches. 

17.4. Aquaculture Policy 

In essence, actions regarding aquaculture in the framework of the CFP 
mainly consist of creating a support framework to encourage the sustainable 
development of aquaculture through the structural pillar of the CFP 
(European Fisheries Funds and "predecessors"). 

Part of the market pillar of the CFP also applies to aquatic food originating 
from aquaculture, such as labelling requirements (e.g. farmed origin and 
country of production) 

A few other regulations specifically cover aquaculture and its products, in 
particular the rules on organic aquaculture (market dimension 108

) or the rules 
on the use of alien species in aquaculture (environment protection 
dimension). However, these regulations arc based directly on Art. 37 of the 
Treaty and not formally refer to the CFP basic Regulation. 

A numbe:- of horizontal policies other than the CFP have an impact on 
Aquaculture, such as for example the EU Research policy (and Community 
Research Programme to stimulate research and innovation) or the 
Environment policy or the Health policy. With a few exceptions (notably the 
legal framework to control diseases in aquatic animals), the regulatory 
framework developed under most of theses horizontal policies is however 
not aimed at addressing specifically one given economic sector such as the 
aquaculture or capture fisheries ones. 

Finally, in terms of consultation I governance, aquaculture issues are 
addressed and discussed with the stakeholders and other interested parties 
(NGOs) in the framework of the ACFA, and particularly its WG II dedicated 
to aquaculture. This forum also allows for discussions on issues impacting 
on aquaculture, but developed under horizontal EU policies other than the 
CFP (e.g. health and sanitary issues, environmental and trade aspects etc.) 

108 NB: Rules on organic aquaculture have been adopted as part of a more general approach for organic 
production for agriculture and aquaculture, with a direct reference to the Treaty base (i.e. Art 37) 
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l !!. IN n:<;RATION WITH CROSS SECTORAL POLICIES 

l !!.l. I ntcgrated Maritime Policy 

The Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) sets out a common fi·amcwork for EU 
policies relating to maritime issues. The IMP will not replace sector policies 
such as the CFP but will ensure that these sectoral policies are coherent and 
mutually reinforce each other. 

The IMP sets the following five objectives: 

• Maximising the sustainable use of the oceans and seas 

• Building a knowledge and innovation base 

• Delivering the highest quality of life in coastal regions 

• Promoting Europe's leadership in international affairs 

• Raising visibility for Maritime Europe 

These objectives are, without exception, relevant to the CFP and the Blue 
Paper and the accompanying Action Plan109 include specific actions in 
relation to fisheries. 

The first objective aims at optnmsmg economic growth while adequately 
protecting the marine environment, based on the ecosystem approach. The 
birds-eye perspective of the IMP on the maritime industries at large 
facilitates cooperation between sea-related economic sectors, e.g. to trigger 
transition to alternative economic activities and jobs or to generate 
innovative approaches to ensure a favourable outlook for maritime regions. 
An integrated approach also brings together a broad range of actors in en<Jrts 
to curb marine environmental degradation, which will add force to action 
towards sustainable fisheries. The development of such links and 

• 

cooperation also favours mobility of expertise between sectors, and is the • 
basis for innovative approaches to careers, training and qualif1cations. 

Integration of research and data gathering action leads to a more complete 
picture of marine phenomena and the human impact on the oceans, seas and 
coasts as input to management, planning, and decisions concerning sea
related areas. 1\ more coherent picture of the challenges and opportunities 1{Jr 
the ckvclopmcnt of maritime regions, notably in a climate change context, is 
one of the concrete benefits. 

The I ·:U upholds dialogue, both in multi-lateral fora and on a bi-lateral basis, 
<HI :.1 number of maritime related issues, in fisheries and other areas such as 
transport or trade. A more coordinated approach will enhance the 1\\J's 
pnsition internationally. 

'"' U lMI .'11117) 575 of I 0. I 0.07; SEC(2007) 1278 of I 0.1 0.07. 
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IS, INTI<:<; RATION WITH CROSS SECTORAL POLICIES 

1 H. I. Integrated Maritime Policy 

The Integrated Maritime Policy (IMP) sets out a common framework for EU 
policies relating to maritime issues. The IMP will not replace sector policies 
such as the CFP but will ensure that these sectoral policies are coherent and 
mutually reinforce each other. 

The IMP sets the following five objectives: 

• Maximising the sustainable use of the oceans and seas 

• Building a knowledge and innovation base 

• Delivering the highest quality of life in coastal regions 

• Promoting Europe's leadership in international affairs 

• Raising visibility for Maritime Europe 

These objectives are, without exception, relevant to the CFP and the Blue 
Paper and the accompanying Action Plan109 include specific actions in 
relation to fisheries. 

The first objective aims at optimising economic growth while adequately 
protecting the marine enviromnent, based on the ecosystem approach. The 
birds-eye perspective of the IMP on the maritime industries at large 
facilitates cooperation between sea-related economic sectors, e.g. to trigger 
transition to alternative economic activities and jobs or to generate 
innovative approaches to ensure a favourable outlook for maritime regions. 
An integrated approach also brings together a broad range of actors in efforts 
to curb marine environmental degradation, which will add force to action 
towards sustainable fisheries. The development of such links and 
cooperation also favours mobility of expertise between sectors, and is the 
basis for itmovative approaches to careers, training and qualifications. 

Integration of research and data gathering action leads to a more complete 
picture of marine phenomena and the human impact on the oceans, seas and 
coasts as input to management, planning, and decisions concerning sea
related areas. A more coherent picture of the challenges and opportunities for 
the development of maritime regions, notably in a climate change context, is 
one of the concrete benefits. 

The EU upholds dialogue, both in multi-lateral fora and on a bi-lateral basis, 
on a number of maritime related issues, in fisheries and other areas such as 
transport or trade. A more coordinated approach will enhance the EU's 
position internationally. 

'"'' < '< >MU007) 575 of 10.10.07; SEC(2007) 1278 of 10.10.07. 
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Finally, the IMP aims to raise the public profile of maritime Europe. This 
should enhance the understanding of Europeans across the board on the 
importance of maritime activities and overcome ceriain single-sided 
perceptions, including on fisheries. 

Fisheries interact with other sectors in many ways, but more specifically in 
three areas: 

• I. Maritime regional development: To ensure a sustainable future for 
coastal communities, IMP offers a broad, integrated perspective on 
development opportunities in these regions, including alternative 
activities for fisheries. 

• II. Maritime spatial planning: In the use of space - fisheries may have 
spatial conflicts with other uses of the marine space. Maritime Spatial 
Planning is a tool to manage the interactions between maritime sectors, 
and the environment in which they operate. 

• III. The ecosystem approach: Healthy fisheries depend on healthy marine 
ecosystems and- many sectors -maritime and land-based- have an impact 
on marine ecosystems. Fisheries also affect marine ecosystems by the 
removal of fish and impact on habitats. The policy response to this is an 
integrated marine environmental policy - the Marine Strategy Framework 
and the Habitats Directives. 

I. Maritime regional development 

The EU's coastal regions (level ofNUTSJII) occupy 1 772 768 km2 and are 
home to almost 200 million citizens, resulting in an a¥erage population 
density of 108 inhabitants per km2

• Coastal regions are key economic 
development generators. In 2005 they generated € 4 200 million of gross 
added value, while economic activities resulted in the employment of some 
67 million people. The latter corresponds to 35.5% of the total employed 
labour force in all the EU-22 coastal Member States. GDP per inhabitant in 
the EU coastal regions amounted to an average EUR 24 294. This GDP is 
5.7% higher than the average GDP per inhabitant in the entire EU-22 coastal 
Member Statesll0

. An estimated number of almost 5 million people work in 
maritime sectors1ll. 

Fisheries have been traditionally important in coastal commumtres, but 
overall its importance, in comparison to other sectors, is relatively small and 
on the decline. According to a study from 2006 "Employment in the fisheries 
sector: current situation", the total employment in the fisheries sector 
amounted in 2002/2003 to about 405.000 persons (which is only about than 
10% of employment in maritime sectors). There were some 205,000 persons 
working on board fishing vessels. The number of fishermen has been 

110 Source Eurostat 

111 Study on sea-related employment, 2006 http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/study employment en.html 
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decreasing by 4-5% per year. In 2005 there were about 190-195,000 
fishennen in EU-25 112

. 

A diversification of economic activities in traditional fishing communities 
towards other activities is needed in view of stable regional economic 
development. Tourism is among the major economic sectors that could offer 
alternative jobs. Almost 96 000 hotel units are located in coastal areas. 3000 
marinas have an estimated capacity of about 1 million berths. Cruise tourism 
has grown explosively in the past years, when this sector experienced an 
average annual growth of 10%113

. Renewable offshore energy will also 
become an important sector providing jobs for the future 114

. 

Yet, regional development should take into consideration the possible threats 
from climate change. The International Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) 
points to a number of effects that- specifically hit coastal areas, such as sea
level rise, heavy stmms and floods that require reinforcements in coastal 
defence. Also drought and distortions to the marine environment may put 
economic development at risk, e.g. in tourism. The UK Office of Climate 
Change estimates a possible loss of income of 5 % GDP if no action were to 
be taken against climate change115

• A Dutch study estimated the adaptation 
costs to maintain the current level of coastal protection at €8.3 billion in case 
of a 60-centimetre sea level rise and at €16.6 billion in the event of an 85-
centimetre sea level rise in combination with 1 0 % extra storms and 
increased river runoff116

. 

In support of coastal development projects, the IMP offers more complete, 
cross-cutting information through better data and statistics, information on 
regionally-funded projects to maritime regions and the promotion of 
maritime clusters117

. 

Furthermore, IMP facilitates decision-making across sectors: through its 
coordinating function, IMP ensures coherence with the following EU 
policies: 

• Regional Policy and the Structural Funds 

112 See "Employment in the fisheries sector: current situation", 2006 
http:/ /ec.europa.eu/fisheries/publications/studies/employment_ study_ 2006 _summary .pdf 

113 Source Eurostat 

114 Study on sea-related employment, 2006 http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/study employment en.html 

115 "Draft Climate Change Bill - A brief summary of the scientific case for action, Office of Climate 
Change", UK, 2007 

116 "Assessing dangerous climate impacts for the Netherlands", VU Amsterdam, International Centre for 
Integrated Assessment and Sustainable Development, KNMI, RIZA, UNESCO-IHE and Universiteit 
Wageningen, November 2006 

117 Project details are described under "Maritime Policy actions relevant to CFP". 

327 



• Transport Policy (Ports Policy, Maritime Transport Strategy 2008-2018, 
Motorways of the Sea, Short Sea Shipping, Maritime Safety "Erika III" 
Package) 

• Tourism policy (Agenda for Sustainable Tourism or the forthcoming 
Report on Coastal Tourism from the European Parliament) 

• Energy Policy (Forthcoming Communication on Wind Energy and 
activities to promote offshore renewable energy) 

• Environmental policy (Water Framework Directive, Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive, Natura 2000) 

II. Maritime spatial planning 

Maritime Spatial Planning (MSP) is essential for the sustainable 
development of maritime regions. Increased activities on European coasts 
and seas have led to growing competition for limited marine space and 
growing pressure on the environment. This is a potential source of conflicts 
between sectoral interests, such as shipping, offshore energy, fisheries and 
aquaculture, and environmental concems. MSP is a tool for promoting 
rational use of the sea and improved decision making. It provides a 
framework for arbitrating and coordinating between competing human 
activities and managing their impact on the marine environment. The 
objective of MSP is to balance sectoral interests to achieve sustainable use of 
marine resources. It provides a stable and transparent regulatory framework 
for mariti~i.Le~ activities. MSP thus creates favourable conditions for 
investments in maritime activities and is conducive to- gmwth and job 
creati-on in the maritime sectors. 

Specifically where fisheries are concemed, the increasing competition for 
limited marine space, e.g. through new upcoming maritime uses like offshore 
wind energy, has put additional pressure on the fisheries sector. Fishers have 
repeatedly stressed that they feel not well integrated in tlie decisions taken 
for the localisation of offshore wind farms. MSP provides a transparent 
framework for decision making and is a tool for promoting the rational use 
of maritime space in which also fisheries should be involved. 

The links between MSP and fisheries are manifold: 

MSP builds on the ecosystem based approach. This means that decisions will 
be made on the basis of sustainable use while preserving a healthy marine 
environment. The sea is a complex ecosystem that cuts across administrative 
borders. For balanced long-term management, the whole ecosystem and its 
determining factors must be taken into account. The MSP approach proposed 
by the Commission provides a basis for the development of an integrated, 
eco-system based approach to the management of maritime activities in line 
with the conditions of the ecosystem. MSP is implemented according to the 
specificities of individual marine regions or sub-regions in order to develop a 
tailor-made management of maritime uses in line with the differing regional 
needs and challenges. Against this background MSP provides the appropriate 
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framework for the implementation of the ecosystem based approach to 
fisheries management. 

MSP is a process for arbitrating and coordinating between different sectors. 
It provides certainty for actors through an integrated reliable planning 
framework and creates the basis for simplifying pe1mitting systems and 
reducing the costs of regulatory and administrative procedures in line with 
better regulation These benefits apply to all sectors, and therefore for 
example, also to the development of and investments in fisheries and marine 
aquaculture. 

MSP is objective based. These objectives will have to be defined according 
to the specific needs and challenges related to the sustainable development of 
a given maritime sub-region. If applied appropriately, all maritime sectors 
are equally taken into account for the development of such objectives. This 
also means inclusion of objectives relative to the fisheries sector and the 
management of its resources. 

MSP has to be built on sound and reliable data and information that take the 
ecosystem as well as all human activities and their impact into account. This 
includes sound information for the fisheries and aquaculture sector regarding 
the location of economic activity and thus helps to identify potential 
synergies between activities (multiple use of space). MSP can thus provide 
more predictability for fisheries and marine aquaculture. 

Finally, coherence between terr-estrial planning (including coastal zones) and 
maritime planning systems has to he achieved. Coastal zones are the "hinge" 
between maritime and terr-estrial developments. The instrument of Integrated 
Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) has already been used to support the 
sustainable development of coastal zones while respecting also the social and 
cultural challenges for fisheries communities. 

III. The ecosystem approach and the contribution of the CFP 

The Council Regulation on the conservation and sustainable exploitation of 
fisheries resources under the Common Fisheries Policy118 (CFP) states as 
one of its operational objectives the progressive implementation of an 
ecosystem approach to fisheries management. The Treaty includes an 
obligation to integrate environmental concerns into the CFP. 

An ecosystem approach is also included as an overarching objective in 
various international agreements and soft law that Member States have 
signed, such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the 
declaration of the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in 
Johannesburg 2002. 

Furthermore, the eco-system approach is one of the principles underlying the 
EU framework for the management of seas and oceans, namely the 
Integrated Maritime Policy, and its environmental pillar, the Marine Strategy 

118 OJUE L 358, 31.12.2002, p. 59 
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Framework Directive. The common approach to Maritime Spatial Planning 
proposed by the Commission sets out the conditions for the integrated 
management of marine space in a way that ensures optimal coordination of 
all activities in accordance with the eco-system. 

The general policy objective of an ecosystem approach to marine 
management cannot be achieved by sector policies such as the CFP alone. 
Actions within different sector policies must link to this integrative 
framework by developing and implementing those measures which can be 
taken within the sector policy to support the overall objectives. 

The Marine Strategy will provide a cross-sectoral framework for marine 
management where the CFP will contribute by taking measures in relation to 
benefits from and impacts of fisheries. The conditions of fish stocks and fish 
habitats will be important elements in the assessment of good environmental 
status which is foreseen in the Marine Strategy. Fisheries management 
measures will be developed and implemented which will contribute to 
achieve good environmental status. 

Protected areas are an important tool to protect sensitive habitats and species 
within an ecosystem approach. The Habitat directive119 provides for the 
establishment of a network of representative protected areas also in the 
marine domain. The CFP both provides the instruments required to regulate 
fisheries, so that the objectives of such protected areas are achieved, and 
further strengthen the possibilities to enhance the network of protected areas 
in certain regions (e.g. Meditenanean regulation 1967/2006).In the IMP 
context, MSP proposes the systematic use of mechanisms for the rational 
allocation of marine space to human activities, on the basis of overarching 
objectives and the assessment of their impacts. This type of integrated and 
neutral tool supports eco-system based management of marine resources 
(including fisheries) - by not only strengthening the capacity in any given 
area for sharing maritime resources and space, but also optimising their use 
whilst minimising environmental impacts - as witnessed by the following 
illustration. 

119 
Directive 92/43, OJ L 206, 22.7.1992, p. 7. 
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Figure 60- Land mapping of marine area for scallop fishery in Nova Scotia 

Ginette Robert, Bedford Institute of Oceanography ond Canadian Offshore S=l!op Industry tv\opping Group 

This application of spatial planning through mapping (related to scallop 
fisheries off Nova Scotia) shows how fisheries could benefit from maritime 
spatial planning and habitat mapping. The two images below show the paths 
of fishing boats before (left) and after (right) obtaining habitat maps, when 
they could target scallop habitat precisely. rotal catch remained restricted by 
quotas, but fishing time per metric ton of scallop meat plunged from 6.37 
hours to 2.44 hours. The total area dragged decreased by 74 percent and by
catch decreased. The fishermen could better avoid hazards, and fuel use 
dropped by 36 %. Fisheries managers use the maps to monitor individual 
scallop beds and improve stock assessments. 

The task of fisheries management within an ecosystem approach in an EU 
context is thus to 

1. Keep direct and indirect impacts of fisheries on marine ecosystems 
within bounds in relation to healthy marine ecosystems and 
ecologically viable fish populations by including all the knowledge we 
have about the interactions between fisheries and marine ecosystems in 
decisions under the CFP and 

2. Contribute to and suppmi an integrative ecosystem approach by 
ensuring that actions taken in fisheries are consistent and suppmiive of 
actions taken under the cross-sectoral Marine Strategy and Habitats 
Directive. 

3. Ensure the linkage between and inclusion of, decisions taken under the 
CFP with spatial planning measures taken in a given and relevant area. 
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The integrated approach through the Maritime Policy and its environmental 
pillar, the Marine Strategy, will fully benefit sustainable fisheries by 
ensuring integrative management of all human, enviromnental and economic 
interactions in the maritime field. 

The first point, addressing environmental issues from within the CFP, is 
achieved through the MSY policy which will reduce the overall pressure of 
fisheries on marine ecosystems, by specific measures to protect sensitive 
species such as seabirds, cetaceans, sharks and rays, and by limiting or 
closing access to ce1iain impacting fisheries in areas where sensitive habitats, 
such as for example phanerogames plants or cold water coral reefs are 
distributed. 

The second point, to support the habitats directive and the marine strategy, is 
achieved by coordinating closely with the implementation of these policies 
and contributing by putting CFP instruments at the disposal as required, to 
achieve the objectives ofNatura 2000 areas or of the marine strategy. A clear 
example is given by the Mediterranean regulation (Regulation 1967 /2006). 

A communication on the contribution of the CFP to an ecosystem approach 
was published in 2008 120 

. 

List ofiMP projects relevant to the CFP 

The Maritime Policy Action Plan describes the Commission's work 
programme until 2009 to realise the IMP goals of sustainable development of 
the oceans, seas and coasts. Below the most relevant initiatives of interest in 
light of developing the CFP are cited. 

Guidelines to Member States for an Integrated Approach to Maritime 
Policy121 

The IMP introduced intemal coordination of all maritime policies within the 
Commission. The Guidelines for an Integrated Approach to Maritime Policy 
provide guidance to also promote integrated maritime govemance within the 
EU Member States. This action aims to facilitate implementing EU maritime 
policy issues, to avoid conflict between different initiatives relating to the 
oceans and seas and to facilitate an inclusive debate on sea-related issues 
among policy-makers and stakeholders within Europe. The guidelines are 
based on common elements observed in trends towards more integration of 
maritime policy-making around the world, including e.g. in the UN, the US, 
Canada, Australia, Japan, Norway and an increasing number of EU Member 
States. 

The guidelines recommend a joined-up way of policy-making, including the 
appointment of a leader and a shared strategy, and organizing an all-inclusive 
dialogue with stakeholders. It suggested Member States to use web-based 

12° COM(2008) 187 fmal 

121 COM (2008) 395 of26.06.08 http://ec.europa.eu/maritimeaffairs/pdf!com08 395 en.pdf 
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fact sheets for information-sharing and facilitating exchanges as a tool for 
collective learning. European affairs ministers welcomed the Guidelines at 
the Ministerial Conference in Brest on 13 July 2008 and the fact sheets are 
made available online. 

European Marine and Maritime Research Strategy of 3 September 2008122 

The EU spends an estimated sum of 600 million Euro on marine and 
maritime related projects under its 6th Framework Programmes for RTD. 
Based on preliminary analysis of the 43 calls in 2007 to be spent from 2008 
the Commission has committed 313 million Euros. This represents 5.7% of 
the total in tetms of money spent and 4.4% in terms of funded projects. The 
Commission received 18775 eligible proposals to the calls, of which 1760 
will be funded of which 77 are mad time /marine. Yet up to now the different 
standards of research have operated in relative isolation. This lack of synergy 
between sources of knowledge leads to sub-optimal responses to sustainable 
development challenges. It will do little to reduce the existing uncertainty 
about the development of the marine environment or effects of climate 
change. The effects of climate change, including rising sea levels, heavier 
storms and floods mostly affect coastal regions, particularly activities that 
rely on proximity to the sea, such as various forms of recreation and tourism, 
fisheries and aquaculture. 

More interaction between the sectors will trigger innovation to equip Europe 
in its ambitions for sustainable development. For example, marine know
how could be applied in shipbuilding, e.g. to reduce the introduction of alien 
species or conversely maritime- engineering could be applied in developing 
ocean observation systems<= 

Building on own initiatives from the science community for more 
integration, the Marine and Maritime Research Strategy presents concrete 
proposals to advance on integrated governance in the areas of marine and 
maritime research. It launched a partnership involving scientists, policy
makers, industry and civil society in defining shared research priorities, 
facilitate turning these into research projects (e.g. through joint 
programming) and to find ways of providing better scientific evidence as 
input to maritime policies, including fisheries. 

Integrated maritime surveillance 

Comprehensive maritime domain awareness is essential in control efforts to 
ensure safe, secure and clean seas and compliance with EU law, including 
fisheries legislation. The picture today is fragmented due to the lack of 
cooperation and information exchange across sectors and across borders. In 
order to improve maritime surveillance in a cost-effective way, efforts are 
made towards inter-operability between various surveillance systems in place 
or under development. At EU-level this will build on technical work by EU 
Member States and EU Agencies: European Maritime Safety Agency 

122 COM (2008) 534 of 03.09.2008 
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(EMSA), External Border Control Agency (FRONTEX) and the Community 
Fisheries Control Agency (CFCA). 

The Commission launched pilot projects, first in the Mediterranean and then 
in the Baltic Sea, to enhance cooperation among authorities and agencies 
within Member States. This cooperation should i.a. result in added value -
both in qualitative and quantitative tetms - in relation to what already exists 
with regard to cross-border and cross-sectoral cooperation in the geographic 
area where the pilot project takes place and in relation to the relevant 
domains of surveillance activities. To keep abreast of technological 
development, the Commission also launched an action to explore the 
feasibility of picking up AJS signals from space. 

Marine Knowledge, (including EMODnet) 

The Data Collection Regulation123 in fisheries was specifically constructed 
to underpin scientific advice to the Common Fisheries Policy. In a similar 
way the European Marine Observation and Data Network is intended to 
improve access to all marine data - biological, chemical, physical and 
geological. However, improving decision making at an EU level is only one 
of the objectives. We can distinguish three main aims (1) improving the 
efficiency of public administration at all levels (2) providing industry with a 
marine knowledge infrastructure that enables it to compete in the global 
economy and (3) deepening knowledge of the functioning of the marine 
world and its relationship with human activity in order to support scientific 
research and reduce uncertainties in parameters such as sea level rise or 
biodiversitJ. 

The challenge is to move from a system where data are collected for a 
specific purpose to a system that will allow a better identification of what is~ 
being collected, that will facilitate access to coherent data sets, that will 
permit the recognition of data gaps and that will shape a data collection and 
monitoring infrastructure directly suited to multiple applications 

A roadmap 124 has been issued and five preparatory actions are underway to 
create data layers for hydrography (water depth, coastline), geology 
(sediments, strata), biology (species biodiversity) and chemistry 
(contamination) at a sea-basin level. The biological and chemical parameters 
have been selected to reflect the needs of the Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive. At the same time, a study has started to analyse how much is 
presently spent on data collection and on the oppmiunity costs to public and 
private operators of the present fragmented infrastructure. 

A public consultation was launched on 7 April, 2009. The aims are to 
identify the satisfaction of stakeholders with Europe's current marine data 
infrastructure and their opinion concerning a potential future EU role. The 

123 Council Regulation (EC) No 199/2008 of25 February 2008 

124 Building a European marine knowledge infrastructure: Roadmap for a European Marine Observation 
and Data Network Brussels, 7.4.2009 SEC(2009) 499 final 
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next steps are an impact assessment to be submitted in June 2009 and an 
Action Plan in November 2009. 

Maritime Spatial Plannini25 

To organise the increasing intensity and diverse range of offshore activities, 
increasingly involving fixed installations (e.g. for renewable energy or 
aquaculture), the IMP advocates the use of Maritime Spatial Planning. The 
Commission described in a Roadmap126 the legal framework applicable to 
maritime spatial planning at international and EU level and provides 
common principles and examples of systems applied in Member States as 
tools for learning from good practice. This work will be supported in 2009 
by preparatory actions in the Baltic and possibly in the North Sea and 
workshops with Member States and stakeholders in the course of2009. 

Netvvorking of multi-sectoral maritime clusters 

Maritime clusters allow all maritime industries to share infmmation, 
knowledge and assets and there is evidence that companies participating in 
clusters are more successfully: For example cluster firms register more 
trademarks (29% versus 14%) and apply for more patents (29% versus 12%). 
Cluster firms also contract more research ( 41% versus 20% ). Cluster fitms 
can also benefit from labour mobility within the cluster of staff with 
knowledge of the seas. Analysis of the Dutch maritime cluster showed that 
40% of the maritime sector's labour outflow remains within the cluster. 

Following a Staff Working Document on Maritime Clusters127
, the 

Commission conducted a study on maritime clusters aiming to map the 
maritime clusters in Europe and present their features, in terms of 
membership, inter-linkages and type of activities. The study covered sectors 
already traditionally inter-linked such as shipping, ports and shipbuilding but 
also explored linkages with fisheries and tourism. While clustering between 
the maritime transport sector and shipbuilding is well developed, links with 
other sea-related sectors with common interests and stakes, including 
fisheries, are not frequent. On the basis of the main features of the various 
clusters that exist, the study assessed the possible role of maritime clusters in 
developing policy issues and to further develop clustering128

• 

Improving socio-economic data on maritime sectors and coastal regions 

The socio-economic contribution of maritime regions and maritime 
industries to the overall economy is unclear. Data sets are incomplete and 
where available they are collected on different bases over different periods. 

125 See also specific section on Maritime Spatial Planning 

126 COM(2008) 791,25.11.2008. 

127 SEC(2007) 1406of17.10.07. 

128 Full study results and more 
http:/ I ec. europa. eu/maritimeaffairs/ clusters en.htm1 
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While there is empirical evidence that this contribution is in fact 
considerable, a complete and comparable data set is missing. A complete 
data set is needed to understand the relative importance of different 
activities, to judge region's and sectors' prospects and identifY specific 
challenges to be addressed as pmi of a sound evidence-based policy 
programme. 

Eurostat launched two studies: 

• A study to assemble and analyse existing data sets with a view to 
preparing a publication on the socio-economic situation in the maritime 
sectors at the European and Member States levels; 

• A study to develop the architecture of an integrated database, to insert 
existing reliable data and to analyse methods for future data collection. 

Database on Community Projects in coastal regions and their funding 

There is no complete overview on the type of projects funded with a 
maritime dimension nor on the amounts involved. Such overview is 
necessary to understand the development priorities and needs in maritime 
regions and the budget that this entails. Transparency will help the maritime 
regions to learn from each other, to streamline new initiatives and find new 
partners and to shape future policy based on sound evidence and experience. 

A database on projects in coastal regions funded under EU instruments will 
create the,,necessary-transparency on the financial support given to maritime 
goals and.:_provide a basis for dissemination of best practices. The database 
will describe the projects' goals, action components, pminers and budget. 

Study ''public budgets for risk reduction and coastal protection in the light of 
climate change" 

The effects of climate change on coastal regions, in tetms of sea-level rise, 
heavy storms or floods, can severely damage critical coastal infrastructure, 
tourist accommodation, villages and cities situated close to the shore as well 
as ports. Industrial investments may be at risk and represent a potentially 
serious cost for maritime regions. 

A study has been launched to assess the levels of public expenditure, planned 
and projected, to cover the estimated additional costs to adapt to the effects 
of climate change in maritime regions. This study will clarifY the financial 
consequences of global climate change for maritime regions. The results of 
this study will be available by summer 2009. 

Study "the EU role on maritime affairs in international organisations" 

The EU plays a leading role in developing and setting international standards 
for maritime action. Its international dialogues, under different sectoral 
policies, should be effective and coherent. Further reflection is needed to 
ensure appropriate EU in relation to its international partners and to promote 
European standards internationally. 
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At present, the EC position in different fora varies widely, ranging from 
situations of no EU coordination, to full membership for the EC. A study 
will assess the EU's position within all international organisations dealing 
with maritime issues, including an overview of the existing legal, 
institutional and procedural aspects. Based on this work, the Commission 
will contemplate options to overcome the shortcomings identified and to 
achieve a coherent and efficient EU representation in international maritime 
organisations. 

Guardians of the Sea 

This project focuses on employment opportunities in coastal communities in 
promoting activities to preserving natural marine heritage. It focuses on ways 
and means to promote alternative employment and activities for fishers, 
whilst making optimal use of their expe1iise. The Commission will _present 
initial ideas for this project within the next months, to be followed by 
stakeholder consultation. 

18.2. Working conditions and safety at sea 

Fisheries is known to be much more accident prone than other seafaring 
activities and working conditions are often worse than in other professions. 
Below is an overview on (A) the main provisions on working conditions, (B) 
the exclusions from EU social rights and conditions applying to seafaring 
professions and (C) safety regulations. 

18. 2.1. The main legal provisions that _concern working conditions in 
fisheries include: 

- ILO Constitution (primacy of the more favourable existing provisions); 

- UNCLOS : responsibility of the flag state on the application of social 
matter and safety; 

C 188, Work in fishing Convention, 2007 

Not yet ratified. It will incorporate: Minimum age convention (C112), 
Medical examination convention (C113), Fishermen's competency certificate 
convention (Cl15), Accommodation of crew convention (C126). The 
Commission plans to present a proposal for a Council Decision authorising 
ratification by EU Member States of this Convention. No agreement has 
been agreed so far by the European "social partners", which might lead to a 
Community act based on Article 139(2) ECT129

· 

Council Directive 89/391/EC on the introduction of measures to 
encourage improvements in the safety and health of workers at work; 

- Council Directive 93/103/ EEC concerning the minimum safety and 
health requirements for work on board fishing vessels. However small 

129 As it is the case for the Maritime Labour Convention, 2006. 
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vessels (less than 18mt or less than 15 mt if built after 1995) are excluded 
from the scope of this Directive; 

Council Directive 92/29/EEC on the mm1mum safety and health 
requirements for improved medical treatment for work on board fishing 
vessels; 

- Council Directive 1999/63 concerning the agreement on the organisation 
of working time of seafarers (ECSA and FST); 

Council Directive 2003/88/EC concerning certain aspects of the 
organisation of working time. It states derogation for workers on board 
seagoing fishing vessels (to be reassessed by August 2009) 

18. 2. 2. The Commission is assessing whether or not a different treatment 
for seafarers and fishers, as compared to other workers, is still 
justified, as regards the following schemes: 

- Council Directive 2002/14/EC establishing a general framework for 
informing and consulting employees in the European Community 

- Council Directive 2002/74/EC on the approximation of the laws of the 
Member Sates relating to the protection of employees in the event of the 
insolvency of their employer; 

Council Directive 98/59/EC on the approximation of the laws of the 
Member States relating to collective redundancies~ 

- Council Directive 200 1/23/EC on the::::a.pproximation of the laws of the 
Member States relating to the safeguard of-employees' rights in the event 
of transfer of undertakings, businesses or parts of undertakings or 
businesses 

- Council Directive 96/71/EC concerning the posting of workers in the 
framework of the provision of services; 

- (C) Safety at sea (for which it has to be noted that international provisions 
apply generally to larger vessels (longer than 24 or 45 meters): 

- 1974 International Convention for the safety oflive at sea (SOLAS); 

- 1977 Torremolinos Convention; 

- 1995 International convention on standards of training, certification and 
watch-keeping for fishing vessel personnel (STCW-F); 

- 1995 F AO Code of Conduct for responsible fishing; 

- Council Directive 89/655/EEC on work equipment; 

- Council Directive 89/656/EC on minimum health and safety requirements 
for the use by workers of personal protective equipment at workplace; 
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Council Directive 89/269 on the handling of loads; 

Council Directive 92/58 laying down minimum requirements for the 
provision of safety and health signs at work; 

Other relevant legislative acts are: 

Council Directive 93/104 concerning certain aspects of the organization 
of working time; 

EP and Council Directive 2002/59 on the use of AIS. 

The issue of working conditions and safety at sea was also reviewed in 
Chapters 4 and 6. 

18.3. Potentials from developing the CFP in a wider maritime context 

The development of the CFP has so far been working from a strong sectoral 
focus with little interaction with broader issues which are of importance to 
fisheries and where fisheries interact with other economic activities. 

Unlike most Member States, the Commission maintained untir recently a 
separate administrative structure for the CFP in the form of DG Fisheries. In 
most Member States, fisheries are integrated within a Ministry dealing also, 
and often mainly, with other matters. For example, the Spanish Government 
recently integrated fisheries in the Environment Ministry. Arguably, the 
renaming of DG Fisheries and Maritime Affaires into DG -Maritime Affairs 
and Fisheries and the restructuring of the DG increase the potential for 
integration of fisheries with other areas. 

At political level, it is probably fair to say that there is virtually no Fisheries 
Minister from Member States who does not have another pmifolio 
responsibility which is comparatively more important than Maritime Affairs, 
the second responsibility of the Fisheries Commissioner. The link of the 
fisheries portfolio to another portfolio, e.g. agriculture, can to some extent 
dete1mine the negotiating position of the Commissioner and also his/her 
understanding of more overarching trends, from which fisheries are being 
kept isolated to a large extent. 

The scientific advice supporting the CFP has largely been based on natural 
sciences. However, while the CFP must be based on natural science analysis, 
its core is the regulation of behaviour of actors. In this, the CFP is not 
different from any other policy and law making processes. But probably 
because the sector is small in economic terms, not transparent and dominated 
by a small group of insiders, it has not been able to attract the analytical 
capacity, in particular in the fields of economics and law, which have been at 
the basis of regulatory progress in areas such as telecommunications, 
airlines, energy and agriculture over the last decades. The spending on 
economic and regulatory research in relation to fisheries, as compared to 
such research in relation to agriculture and other complex sectors, is 
dwarfed. It is also dwarfed when compared to spending on natural science 
research in fisheries. The US Report on the Ocean Policy for the 21 Century 
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points out that the low spending on economic research for sea related 
activities, as compared, for example, to spending on economic research in 
agriculture, is one of the key reasons why the understanding of the sector and 
regulatory progress are hampered. 

The discussion on the economic and social impacts of conservation measures 
have focused on the fisheries sector and employment in the sector, and not 
putting these impacts in a systematic manner into the context of the broader 
developments of labour markets generally in the Member State and regions 
concerned. Conversely, the impact of general EU labour market policies on 
fisheries related regions and fisheries sectors have not been considered as 
compensatory contributions. 

The limitation of focus to what happens within the fisheries sector may be 
guided by sectoral interest, as fisheries is often the only sector in the coastal 
economies in which employment goes down. Our shmi and still insufficient 
experience with general trends in the coastal economies of Member States 
nevertheless seem to indicate, as documented e.g. in reports on the maritime 
economy in France, by IFREMER, that all sectors of the maritime economy, 
in particular shipping, port activities, shipbuilding, pleasure boat 
construction, coastal and marine tourism and renewable energy have growth 
rates above the average of the economy, with positive employment effects. 
Isolating the discussion on fisheries from those trends brings a strategic 
advantage for those who demand public financial support for the sector or 
plead for less stringent conservation measures, with the argument of the 
negative economic and social impacts of such measures. Putting discussions
in context of the overall positive trends in the coastal economy could lead- to 
a more conservation oriented result and reduced support specifically for thls 
sector. 

In the past, there was a common programming of Regional Funds and 
fisheries funds. This has been given up in favour of separate programming. 
While the Commission seems to be able to track into which regions EFF 
spending is allocated, it is not able to track such allocations from other funds 
(Structural funds, agriculture funds, social funds). We thus have no 
understanding on the overall pattern of interventions from the EU budget in 
so called fisheries dependent regions. This contributes to a distorted view on 
fisheries, as contrary to popular assumption, much more alternatives to 
fisheries activities are financed than just those from Axis 4 of the EFF and its 
predecessors - but from other funds. The non-integration of the funds thus 
creates a distorted picture of alternative employment opportunities and 
retraining suppmied from public funds. 

In the CFP, key principles of Community law are not applied. The most 
radical deviation this policy entails is from the freedom of economic 
activities for actors of other Member States in the tenitory of other Member 
States. 

Fisheries, together with maritime transport, have also been shielded from the 
application of another general principle of Community state aid law, which 
is that there should not be continuous aid to the nmmal running cost of the 
business, so called operating aid. Fisheries benefits from a zero taxation of 
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bunker fuel, and often from far going exemptions from social contributions 
in many Member States, as does the shipping sector. The shipping sector 
fu1ihermore benefits from the so-called tonnage tax, which is a fixed tax on 
tonnage, independent of revenues, and which replaces normal corporate 
taxation, thus maximising net profits in good times. It is unclear whether this 
regime or other operating aid regimes are in addition in place also for the 
fisheries sector. The overall economic value of these aids to the sector, in 
terms of lost revenue to the relevant public budgets, has not yet been 
analysed by the Commission. 

Community and national rules relating to the food industry generally put a 
high responsibility to ensure compliance on private actors in the chain from 
primary production via processing to marketing. The economic risk for non 
compli&'1ce with rules e.g. on labelling, sanitary and food hygiene, etc. is 
often shared along the chain between the different actors. In product liability, 
there is even a full joint responsibility of producer and marketer for any 
damage which may be caused by a product. In contrast, the economic risk 
carried by processing and marketing for non-compliance with CFP rules 
upstream is close to zero. The rules on marketing of undersized fish are an 
exception which proves the rule, and in any case, have a long standing 
history of non-enforcement. Thus, while there is a general trend in law to 
responsibilize the economic chain right through to the consumer, and to even 
equip consumers and consumer organisations with special rights to take 
action to contribute to the compliance with the law, nothing like this exists in 
relation to the CFP rules. 

Monitoring of fisheries act1v1t1es on the sea is subject of- a body of 
community law distinct from that of monitoring of commercial shipping and 
that of border controls on the sea. Maritime Policy has identified the 
potential for increased effectiveness in surveillance and cost savings in 
integrating the different types of maritime surveillance, on the level of policy 
and law making in the EU, as well as on the level of EU Agencies and 
executive action in the Member States. 

Like Maritime Shipping, fisheries have successfully evaded general 
environmental regimes, such as the C02 emissions trading scheme. This is 
true, even though in the recent discussions on oil price rises the argument is 
used that oil costs, as a relative share to overall operating costs, are the 
highest in fisheries. This makes it likely that also C02 emissions are highest 
in relation to units of value added, and possibly also the output of air 
pollutions will be highest, in comparison to most other industries. It is thus 
likely that pressure on fisheries to enter such a scheme in the future will 
increase, as it is already increasing in relation to Maritime Shipping. 

The data collection for fisheries is based on a legal basis and budget, 
separate from other community projects relating to assessment of the marine 
eco-system, such as those by DG Envirom11ent and the European 
Environmental Agency. The debate on climate change, but also scientific 
analysis on the impact, for example, of water exchanges in the Baltic or 
salinity levels of the water or on the reproduction of fish demonstrate that 
other data is also impmiant to understand fisheries. Conversely, as discussed 
above, the data on fisheries will become increasingly important in the 
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context of the implementation of the Directive on the protection of the 
marine environment. The EMODNET project may be one opportunity to 
bring these different instruments close together. 
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19. REGIONAL ISSUES 

The marine regional areas and the fisheries in them have different characteristics and 
the future CFP need to be sensitive to these differences. The CFP should not include 
horizontal elements which are out of tune with the realities in specific regions and 
there must be a framework in place which allows the implementation of the policy 
to be adapted to local conditions. It is therefore important to identify the specific 
characteristics of the diverse marine regions. 

19.1. Baltic Sea 

19.1.1. Overview 

The Baltic Sea (ICES Subdivisions 22-32) is one of the largest brackish 
areas in the world. It is a semi-enclosed sea which receives fresh water from 
a number of larger and smaller rivers while salt water enters from the North 
Sea along the bottom of the nanow straits between Denmark and Sweden. 
This creates a salinity gradient from southwest to northeast and a water 
circulation characterized by the inflow of saline bottom water and a surface 
cunent of brackish water flowing out of the area. As a result, freshwater fish 
species can be found in the North, marine fish species are concentrated in the 
South. In the more central section of the Baltic live both marine and 
freshwater species. The number of commercially exploitable stocks is low 
compared to other European waters. The commercially most impmtant 
species are cod, salmon, hen·ing, sprat and plaice. EU vessels which fish in 
these ~v:aters come from the riparian Member States, Denmark, Germany, 
Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden. Since the 
enlargement in 2004, some 90% of the Baltic Sea is within the EU's 
jurisdiction. The remaining 10% belong to the Russian Federation. 

19.1.2. Fleet 

Due to the current monitoring of the fleets it is not possible to make a 
detailed assessment of the Baltic fleet and its development since 2002 as 
such. The overall European Fleet has been described in chapter 8. Via the 
existing licensing requirements for the Baltic Sea, it is however possible to 
give an indicative overview of the fleet fishing in the Baltic as given in the 
tables below. Based on this, it can be stated that the Baltic fleet consists 
rather of many small to mid-sized vessels with a significant proportion of 
coastal fisheries. The table below gives an overview of all vessels per Baltic 
State for reference. 

Table 62- Vessels with a fishing permit and other fishing licenses in the Baltic in 2005 

Length Class Total 

Vessels < 8 meters 6.207 

Vessels 8-1 0 meters 4.498 

Vessels 1 0-12 meters 2.517 
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The marine regional areas and the fisheries in them have different characteristics and 
I he f'ulurc CFP need to be sensitive to these differences. The CFP should not include 
lwriwntal clements which are out of tune with the realities in specific regions and 
I here must be a framework in place which allows the implementation of the policy 
to he adapted to local conditions. It is therefore important to identify the specific 
characteristics of the diverse marine regions. 

19 .I. Baltic Sea 

19.1.1. Overview 

The Baltic Sea (ICES Subdivisions 22-32) is one of the largest brackish 
areas in the world. It is a semi-enclosed sea which receives fresh water from 
a number of larger and smaller rivers while salt water enters ii·om the North 
Sea along the bottom of the narrow straits between Denmark and Sweden. 
This creates a salinity gradient from southwest to northeast and a water • 
circulation characterized by the inflow of saline bottom water and a surLtce 
current of brackish water flowing out of the area. As a result, freshwater fish 
species can be found in the N011h, marine fish species are concentrated in the 
South. In the more central section of the Baltic live both marine and 
freshwater species. The number of commercially exploitable stocks is low 
compared to other European waters. The commercially most imp01iant 
species are cod, salmon, herring, sprat and plaice. EU vessels which fish in 
these waters come from the riparian Member States, Denmark, Germany, 
Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden. Since the 
enlargement in 2004, some 90% of the Baltic Sea is within the EU's 
jurisdiction. The remaining 10% belong to the Russian Federation. 

19.1.2. Fleet 

Due to the current monitoring of the fleets it is not possible to make a 
detailed assessment of the Baltic fleet and its development since 2002 as 
such. The overall European Fleet has been described in chapter 8. Via the • 
existing licensing requirements for the Baltic Sea, it is however possible to 
give an indicative overview of the fleet fishing in the Baltic as given in the 
tables below. Based on this, it can be stated that the Baltic f1ect consists 
rather of many small to mid-sized vessels with a significant proportion of 
coastal fisheries. The table below gives an overview of all vessels per Baltic 
State f(ll' reference. 

Table 62- Vessels with a fishing permit and other fishing licenses in the Baltic in 200.) 

,_ ----· ····-·-··-··· -
Lcngtl 1 Class Total 

Vessels - < 8 meters 6.207 

· 8- I 0 meters Vessels 4.498 

Vcssd s I 0- I 2 meters 2.517 
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Vessels > 12 meters 1.673 

Total 14.895 

Table 63 - Vessels with a fishing permit for cod in Baltic 2005 

Vessels EE Fl DE OK PL LT LV sw Total 
LOA 

< 8m 0 0 1 0 146 0 0 1 148 

8 - 10 m 0 0 151 209 135 2 16 123 636 

10 - 12 m 0 1 76 73 73 3 8 98 332 

12-15 m 0 5 32 93 49 2 0 41 222 

15 -24 m 0 5 85 97 124 2 4 42 359 

24m+ 5 3 15 6 74 28 65 20 216 

(Max. (27.1) (40.58) (40.5) (37.15) (33.3) (38.17) (31.85) (40.81) 
length) 

Total 5 14 360 478 601 37 93 325 1913 

Table 64- Vessels per Baltic State 

MS 0-6 m 6-10 10-12 12-15 15-18 18-24 24-30 30-36 36-45 45-60 60-75 >75 Tota l 

DE 832 560 104 62 155 10 1 18 13 16 2 I 7 187 1 

DK II II 1081 163 224 150 11 5 30 30 38 12 6 I 2961 

EST 450 342 69 44 9 2 35 3 0 5 5 0 964 

FIN 1603 1246 199 55 23 20 2 8 5 I 0 0 3162 

LTU 125 42 22 8 0 0 34 2 2 4 2 10 25 1 

LVA 531 183 18 5 29 6 93 5 0 4 2 3 879 

POL 74 451 76 51 90 41 77 
.., 
.) I 0 I 2 867 

SWE 248 762 240 88 49 62 22 28 28 3 0 0 1530 

Total 4.974 4.667 89 1 537 505 347 311 92 90 21 17 23 12.485 
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19.1.3. Governance, Management and Control 

Following the move towards regionally-based management and greater 
recognition of the specific conditions that exist in individual fisheries and 
regions there is an increasing number of specific regulations for the Baltic. 

Independent T ACs and quotas for the Baltic Sea are fixed since 2006 130 and 
all technical measures have been brought together in one single legislative 
document in 2005 131

. In June 2006, a multiannual plan for cod stocks in the 
Baltic Sea - the first long-term EU management plan in the Baltic was 
adopted 132

. The plan targets at a gradual reduction of fishing mortality 
towards long-term sustainable levels by annual 10% reduction in fish ing 
effmt and corresponding TAC setting until the objectives are met. The effmt 
system in the cod plan is the only effort system in the Baltic. It consists of 
fixed closed periods and areas and number days absent from port which are 
gradually reduced. Days are allocated per vessel without any further 
categorisation according to gear. Recovery of days or reception of additional 
days is not possible. Maximum effort is capped by a permit system linked to 
a fixed reference period. 

Member States shall quarterly report to the Commission the information on 
fishing effort deployed. Nevettheless there is no consistence between the 
areas covered by effort regime and areas covered by reporting obligations by 
MS. From the data available for the Baltic Sea it appears that less than 50% 
of total available fishing effott has been used for .cod fishing in most of the 
MS during the year 2008. 

Taking account of problems with misreporting the plan includes a section on 
control and monitoring provisions. A-first _evaluation of the plan is foreseen 
in2010. 

Further plans for salmon and pelagic stocks are set to follow. A bilateral 
agreement with the Russian Federation has been agreed and is pending 
ratification 133

. 

With fisheries being single-species fisheries to a large extent, discarding 
plays a minor role but does occur size-related in the cod fishery. 

13° Council Regulation (EC) No 1404/2007 of 26 November 2007 fixing the fishing opportunities and 
associated conditions for certain fish stocks and groups of fish stocks applicable in the Baltic Sea for 
2008. 

131 Council Regulation (EC) No 2187/2005 of2 1 December 2005 for the conservation of fishery resources 
through technical measures n the Baltic Sea, the Belts and the Sound, amending Regulation (EC) No 
1434/98 and repealing Regulation (EC) No 88/98. 

132 Council Regulation (EC) No I 098/2007 of 18 September 2007 establishing a multiannual plan for the 
cod stocks in the Baltic Sea and the fisheries exploiting those stocks, amending Regulation (EEC) No 
2847/93 and repealing Regulation (EC) No 779/97 

133 Proposal for a Counci l Regulation on the conclusion of the Agreement between the European 
Community and the Government of the Russian Federation on co-operation in fisheries and the 
conservation of the living marine resources n the Baltic Sea COM(2006) 868 fmal of22.1 2.2006. 
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Misrepmting has been identified as one of the major obstacles in the 
management of the Eastem Baltic cod fishery. Estimates on misreporting 
indicate that catches have been 35-45% higher than the reported figures 
undermining seriously management and analysis of the stock. 

Analysis of catch registration in all Baltic Member States in 2005-2006 
showed that the problem occurred in all Baltic States with misrepmting in 
Poland being significantly higher than in other countries as given in the table 
below. Data for Finland and Estonia were insufficient to allow for this 
analysis but inspections suggest the problem to be negligible in these 
countries. 

A subsequent closer analysis of catches in Poland revealed over-shooting of 
the quota by almost 80% in 2007. A specific regulation for Poland was then 
adopted in 2008 to set specific measures for the payback for the extensive 
overfishing. The regulation provides for a gradual deduction of the amount 
overfished over a period of 4 years while Poland is required to address the 
underlying caus.es of the overfishing via the implementation of two action 
plans for the improvement of the control system and the restructuring of the 
fl eet134

. 

Table 65- Overview of catch registration analysis per Member State 2005-2006 135 

PL SE DE DK LV 

- Number of landings by 
- vessels monitored by 
Commission 

46 43 26 57 20 16 
Inspectors. 

Total 208 

Number of fishing trips 
of inspected vessels 
analysed. 230 215 130 285 100 80 

Total1040 

Average LPUE 

LT 

Inspected Landings (in 24.57 83.25 50.94 38.15 25.57 49.04 
kg/hr) 

Average LPUE Not 
Inspected Landings (in 12.60 65.42 44.01 33.28 23.64 41 .37 
kg/hr) 

% Difference between 
LPUE (Inspected and 48.71 21.42 13.59 12.79 7.56 15.64 
Not Inspected) 

134 Council Regulation (EC) No 338/2008 of 14 Apri l 2008 providing for the adaptation of cod fishing 
quotas to be allocated to Poland in the Baltic Sea (Subdivisions 25-32, EC Waters) from 2008 to 2011 

135 Commission Evaluation Report of Catch Registration in the Baltic Sea by Member States, 24.0 1.2007 
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Stock 

Cod 22-24 

Cod 25-32 

Herring 22-24 

Herring 30-31 

Herring GoR 

The Baltic is surrounded by 8 Member States of which four, namely the 
Baltic States and Poland have joined the European Union quite recently in 
the last accession round 2004. 

Negotiations and Decisions on Baltic issues in the Council are usually lead 
by the Baltic States without intervention by other Member States. 
Discussions are generally constructive and factual with most of the Baltic 
States recognizing the need to develop long-term sustainability in principle. 
Rules as they have been established for the setting of the T ACs and eff011 in 
the management plan for cod are respected to a large extent up to now. On 
cetiain issues such as fishing effort a split between East and West, new and 
old Member States can be observed. For 2008, the TAC and quota decisions 
were on average 19% higher than recommended by ICES in relation to long
term targets for fi shing mortality but only 7% higher than proposed by the 
Commission in accordance with the policy statement. Although 
recommended only for two stocks, fishing mortality was however increased 
for most of the stocks. 

An overview of share of the TACs is given in the table below. Voting power 
by Member State is indicated in brackets. 

A regional advisory council, the Baltic Sea RAC (BS RAC) was established 
in 2006. Cooperation with the RAC is very positive and fairly constructive in 
particular on long-tetm issues. The RAC does take responsibility and 
initiative in particular in discussions on long-tem1 planning, gear selectivity 
and control and misreporting. On misreporting, the RAC organised a 
conference in Copenhagen in 2007 which resulted in the signing of the 
Copenhagen Declaration by the Commission and the Baltic States on 
strengthening the fisheries control in the Baltic Sea. 

Table 66- Allocation ofTACs in rounded percent and voting power in brackets 

DE (29) DK (7) SE (10) PL (27) FIN (7) LT (7) LV (4) EE (4) 

21 43 17 12 1 2 3 I 

9 22 25 26 2 6 8 2 

55 14 I7 13 I - - -

- - 18 - 82 - - -

- - - - - - 54 46 

Herring Central 2 2 33 24 22 3 3 II 

Plaice 8 72 5 15 - - - -

Salmon 22-3 1 2 2 1 28 6 26 2 13 2 

Salmon 32 - - - - 90 - - 10 

Sprat 22-32 6 10 19 29 6 5 14 I I 

347 



19.1.4. Future challenges 

• Development of long-term plans for all stocks. Existing throphic Jinks 
between stock,s in patticular the cod stocks and the pelagic stocks, will 
have to be taken into account when setting stock management targets and 
measures. 

• Collection of data and monitoring in particular for the fleet needs to be 
developed and integrated futther to cotTespond better to the regional 
features of the area and the need for a stronger integration of the different 
pillars of fisheries management. 

• Cooperation with the Russian Federation needs to be further established 
for the management of the shared stocks and control and monitoring. 

• Next to fisheries, environmental factors such as climate change and 
eutrophication are known to have a direct influence on the development 
and balance of the stocks in the Baltic Sea. In medium terms it will 
therefore be important to ensure a proper integration of relevant policies 
and foster the development and implementation of an ecosystem-based 
management approach as part of the Baltic Sea strategy. 

19.2. North Sea, Skagerrak and Kattegat 

19. 2.1. Overview 

The North Sea, SkagetTak and Kattegat cover an area of approximately 
700,000 km2

, with an- average depth of approximately 100 metres and a 
maximum depth of approximately 700 metres in the Norwegian trench. The 
countries that border the North Sea are Great Britain, Norway, Sweden, 
Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium and France. 

The seafloor in the northern areas is comprised mostly of mixed sediments 
with mud, and coarser sands in the south, which is shallower and more tidal. 
The coastal regions of the North Sea are very diverse, the northern N01th Sea 
characterised by rocky coasts, fjords and sheer cliffs, and the southern North 
sea characterised by sandy beaches, marshes and mudflats. The southern 
coasts are flat and low-lying, and along the coast of the Netherlands have 
been extensively modified by the use of Dykes to protect against flooding. 

Atlantic water enters the North Sea and Atlantic through the English 
Channel and from the north past the Scottish coast. Low salinity water drains 
into the North Sea from rivers and from Baltic Sea. The average salinity is 
therefore slightly lower than the waters of the open Atlantic. The average 
residence time of water in the North Sea is between one and two years. 

The primary productivity of the North Sea is very high at more than 300 
grams of carbon per m2 per year. The total biomass of fi sh stocks in the 
Notth Sea during the 1980s was estimated to be around 12 million tonnes 
(Daan et al., 1990) of which approximately two-thirds made up of species of 
commercial importance. Tlu·oughout the year, the pelagic component is 
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dominated by herring, with mackerel and horse mackerel present in summer. 
Cod, haddock, whiting and saithe are the main roundfish species and plaice, 
sole, common dab, long rough dab and lemon sole are the main flatfish 
species. The major short-lived species are sandeel, Norway pout and sprat. 
Nephrops is the main invertebrate species of commercial importance. 

19.2.2. The mainfisheries 

The fisheries for roundfish generally take a mixture of species, especially of 
cod, haddock and whiting, though some targeting of individual species is 
possible according to area, season and depth. Saithe and anglerfish are also 
often taken as bycatches, especially in the northern and .eastern North Sea. 
The large majority of catches are taken with otter trawls and seine nets with a 
120 mm minimum mesh size, though cod_and whiting are also taken as a 
bycatch in the beam trawl fi sheries for flatfish and in the 80mm trawl 
fisheries targeting Nephrops. Static gear fisheries with mesh sizes generally 
in excess of 140 mm are also used to target cod. Saithe are mainly caught in 
a directed trawl fishery in deeper water near the northern shelf edge and 
Norwegian Deeps, with little bycatch of other demersal species. 

Sole and plaice are the flatfi sh stocks of most commercial importance. Both 
are exploited by beam trawlers. Those targeting plaice, mainly in the central 
and no1ihern areas, use 1 OOmm mesh nets. Further south the distributions of 
sole and plaice overlap, and since sole is the more valuable and smaller of 
the two the mesh size of the nets is reduced· to 80mm, resulting in discards of 
undersized plaice that can reach up to 80% in number. 

The distribution of the main Nephrops fisheries is patchy, depending on 
where the appropriate muddy seabed sediments are found. The fi sheries use 
trawls with nets of mesh sizes between 70 mm and 100 mm, with the large 
majority of vessels in the North Sea using 80mm mesh nets. There is usually 
a by-catch of roundfish in these fi sheries, which can be of considerable 
economic importance. 

The industrial fisheries in the North Sea mainly target Norway pout, sandeel 
and sprat, and those in Skagerrak and Kattegat mainly target mixed clupeoids 
(sprat and small herring). The vessels concerned are pelagic trawlers using 
small mesh nets. These fisheries supply a demand for fishmeal for 
aquaculture, which is an important economic activity in the North Sea, 
especially with regard to salmon production. 

19.2.3. Management measures 

The stocks are managed mainly through T ACs and quotas and technical 
measures. 

In 2004, a recovery plan was adopted for many of the cod stocks in 
Community waters, including cod in the North Sea, Skagerrak and Kattegat. 
This plan aimed to set TACs at a level that would allow a 30% year on year 
increase in the spawning stock biomass of cod. To suppo1i the reduction in 
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the TACs for cod, days at sea limitations were imposed to any fleets that 
catch significant quantities of cod. 

In practice the recovery did not prove to be very effective, first because the 
data available were often too poor to allow scientists to forecast the T AC 
levels that would allow a 30% increase in SSB, and secondly because the 
effort restrictions did not sufficiently limit the fi shing eff01t deployed to 
target cod. A revised plan was adopted in November 2008. This fixes a 
fishing mortality target each year rather than a biomass target, accompanied 
by an effort regime that is based on kW-days rather than days at sea. 

In 2007 a multiannual flatfish management plan for the North Sea was 
introduced. This plan is significant in that it refers to fisheries rather than 
single stocks. It sets harvest control rules that take into account that plaice 
and sole are taken in the same fisheries, and so the changes in the fishing 
mortality rates need to be coherent. 

There are a number of stocks in the No1th Sea that are shared with Norway, 
including cod, haddock, whiting, saithe, plaice, hening, mackerel, Norway 
pout and sandeel. Some of these stocks are jointly managed, and long te1m 
management plans have been agreed with Norway- for hening, haddock and 
saithe. There are also agreed long term management plans for cod and plaice, 
which will apply once the biomass levels have been above precautionary 
levels for two consecutive years. Any development of new management 
measures for these stocks must be done in collaboration with Norway. 

Quota swaps with Norway are negotiated annuall:v·. T-his gives the 
Community fleet a share of Norwegian stocks, such as Arctic cod and 
Atlanta-Scandian hening, and access to Norwegian waters to fish them. In 
return, Norway is given a share of Community stocks, notably blue whiting, 
and access to Cornnmnity waters . This inevitably creates some conflicts 
between the various sectors of the fishing industry and between Member 
States. Generally, the pelagic sector resists the use of the Cornnmnity's 
pelagic opp01tunities being used to pay for access to Norway's demersal 
opportunities. 

19. 2. 4. Stakeholder involvement 

The North Sea Regional Advisory Council (NSRAC) was created on 
1 November 2004. There are 9 Member States represented, namely Belgium, 
Denmark, Germany, Spain, France, Netherlands, Poland, Sweden and United 
Kingdom. It is formally responsible for RAC advice on all stocks in the 
North Sea except for the pelagic stocks (blue whiting, mackerel, horse 
mackerel and hen·ing), which are dealt with by the Pelagic RAC. However, 
under an informal an angement, the RAC opinions concerning Norway pout 
and sandeel in the North Sea are dealt with by the pelagic RAC. The 
justification for this is that these stocks are mainly fished by the pelagic fleet 
in the North Sea. 
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19. 2. 5. Future challenges 

The mixed nature of the fisheries in the North Sea means that the 
development of independent long term management plans for each of the 
species can create overlaps between them. For example, beam trawlers are 
subject to the flatfish management plan and its associated eff01t regime, but 
they also take by-catches of cod which need to be taken into account in the 
effort regime of the cod recovery plan. In this case the overlap has proven to 
be manageable, but the introduction of fmther long term plans, for example 
for Nephrops, could be problematic. The solution might be to have an 
integrated, multi-species management plan for the N01th Sea. While such a 
regional approach would have obvious benefits, it would pose enormous 
challenges to both scientists and managers. In the longer term, the regional 
plan might also incorporate non-fisheries management objectives as part of a 
more integrated maritime policy, raising fmther chal-lenges for governance 
and consultation in order to resolve conflicts of interest between different 
sectors. 

In the shorter term, one of the major challenges will be the reduction of 
discards, which remain high in most of the fisheries. However, once again 
the mixed nature of the North Sea fisheries complicates the issue. 
Improvements to gear selectivity which would contribute to a reduction in 
catches of small fish of one species would also have an impact on the catches 
of other species. For example, increasing the mesh size in the sole fishery to 
the extent that would be needed to significantly reduce catches of undersized 
plaice would result in losses of marketable sole. Another approach could be 
an outright discard ban, which would- require extensive evaluation and 
forward planning. 

19.3. North-Eastern Atlantic (except North Sea and international waters) 

19. 3 .1. Overview 

The North-Eastern Atlantic continental shelf represents a very large number 
of fisheries, many of which are shared between Member States. These range 
from medium-size, traditionally very important fisheries like Anchovy in the 
Bay of "Biscay, over more widely distributed fisheries like Southern and 
Nort hern hake, to fi sheries of mass production like mackerel. The primary 
production includes all species under annual quota management, and also 
deep sea species caught along the shelf slope to the West of Scotland and 
Ireland, and around outermost regions. The importance of classic whitefish 
species (cod, haddock, whiting) has drastically decreased with the 
overfishing on these species, while others (megrim, anglerfi sh, Nephrops, 
non-quota species like squid and several flatfish) have gained importance. Of 
particular importance, both politically and in value, are the pelagic stocks 
which are subject to negotiations with neighbouring northern countries. This 
concerns the stocks under joint management, namely Atlanto-Scandian 
herring, blue whiting and mackerel, as well as horse mackerel. (See also the 
"management" chapter on the North Sea). 

19. 3. 2. Conservation measures 
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The T AC&Quota system as we know it today does to a very large extent 
concern fisheries of the North-Eastern Atlantic. Unlike in the North Sea, 
where Member States pretty much rely on their established quota and then 
fine-tune the harvesting result by exchanges of quota when needed, there are 
a number of "traditional" up-front swaps of fishing opportunities among 
Member States in the Eastern Atlantic, which occur every year at the 
beginning of the season. In addition, traditional exchanges occur between 
Norway and the EC, basically allowing European vessels to catch whitefish 
in exchange for small pelagic species. 

Most of the management plans that have been adopted since the 2002 
reforn1 of the CFP concern stocks in the North-East Atlantic. However, it 
appears that the degree of dependence from central CFP regulation varies 
considerably from region to region. For instance, fisheries in the English 
Channel do only to a small extent rely on "quota species" like cod, sole, 
plaice and herring, and are thus much related to uniquely national measures. 

Of specific interest is the management of fishing effort in the Eastern 
Atlantic, where different management areas can be observed which partly 
overlap. A static Western Waters effort management was introduced in 
1995, being a consequence of access negotiations dating back to the 
enlargement towards Spain and Portugal. This effort regime has in 2008 for 
the first time proven to be restrictive in one fleet segment for one area. 

Fishing capacity is limited since 2002 for vessels that target deep-sea 
species. This access regime is static as well, while the total allowable cat ches 
are being dete1mined -biannually. Neither the Western Waters nor the deep
sea fisheries regimes are linked to stock dynamics. 

The (dynamic) effo1t management under the 2005 Southern hake and 
Norway lobster recovery plan shows signs of insufficient enforcement, 
while southern hake is on the way of recovery. A review is due in 2010. 

The (dynamic) effo1t management under the 2007 sole Western Channel 
recovery plan seems to lack activity-constraining effect, at present (2009). 
Important fl eets concerned have benefited, as those under the cod plan, from 
various allocations of "additional days" that at least partly neutralise the 
effort-limitations set at an unchanged level for the years 2007, 2008 and 
2009. 

Concerning the cod effort management, effective reductions in fishing 
effort since 2003 are quite substantial, both to the West of Scotland and in 
the No1th Sea. However, it is not entirely clear to what extent this might be 
attributable to the prevailing "effort regime". As an example of the positive 
albeit not sufficient for sustainable management - impact on the stocks, the 
fishing mortality of the North Sea stock has come down from around 1,0 in 
2003 to about 0,64 in 2007, the one of the Western Scotland stock from 1,1 
to about 0,8. 

A big step forward from the management point of view can be expected from 
2009 when the management by "days at sea" starts to be shifted towards 
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management in kW-days per effort groups. Four key advantages of such a 
system are: 

The existence of (and reporting against) overall limits to activity 
deployment which are not visible under the days at sea regime; 

- The flexibility for Member States to manage effort themselves within 
broad gear categories, thus reducing complexity at the Community level; 

The absence of measures that counteract effort reductions ("additional 
days") without having a verifiable impact on the fishing mortality; 

- The activity-limiting effect of a tool that has the same "management 
value" as have restrictions on the TAC, but being better suited to mixed 
fisheries. 

The first point can be illustrated by the UK alternative effort scheme 2008, 
whereby the UK introduced an effort management by kW-days for two 
trawler segments, in compliance with the Community measures. The 
corresponding "effo1t baskets" were filled with the maximum days per 
participating vessel. The UK could easily afford even to apply only the 
baseline "days at sea" (without referring to special conditions) because the 
effort baskets resulting from these calculations are well above recent levels 
of effort deployed: 

Table 67- Final UK effort baskets 2008 compared to effort deployed 2006 

In million kW days North Sea + West of West of Scoiiand 
Scotland alone 

Trwals 70- Trawls;::: Trawls ;::: 100 mm 
100 mm 100 mm 

Number of vessels participating 386 481 

UK maximum effort foreseen in scheme 21,10 27,87 24,62 
2008 (mill. kW-days) 

UK effort deployed 2006 (mill. kW-days) 15,68 4,93 2,51 

Effort deployed as % of effort ceiling 74 % 18% 10 % 

Source: STECF analys iS Sept 2007 

The reasons for this discrepancy are twofold: First, there is, as in other 
Member States, a large number of vessels which benefit from an allocation 
of days at sea because of their acquired fishing track record, but have in the 
meantime seized to fish under the cod recovery plan. As an indication for 
this amount, the vessels participating in the scheme which show no effort 
uptake between the inception of the scheme (February 151 2008) and July 
2008 represent 39% of the total number of vessels. Second, the UK has for 
several consecutive years profited from the allocation of additional days at 
sea for reasons foreseen in the rules, such as decommissioning, enhanced 
observer coverage, enhanced pilot projects. This has increased considerably 
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the baseline of maximum days for the larger mesh size category, resulting in 
the huge discrepancy between effo11 employed and effort available. 

The preparation of this step towards general kW-days management has also 
revealed the following: 

- Resistance from Member States against accepting a management tool that 
limits activity autonomously besides the TAC; 

- Resistance to accept effo1tlimitations without taking into account specific 
fishing practices that might have a positive effect on the stock. This 
resistance shows that effort reductions must take account of voluntary or 
even compulsory technical measures that have a positive effect on the 
stock, so that the activity would not need to be reduced in order for the 
sock to benefit; 

- The still insufficient quality of effort data, be it due to late or no delivery 
by Member States, be it due to the persistence of effo11 registered but not 
attributable to a specific gear. 

The revised cod management plan proposal 2008 intended to also cover the 
Celtic Sea, for the first time. The discussion about the inclusion of the Celtic 
Sea has brought into evidence the problem of managing fishing effort across 
all important gear categories in a region by one key species only, whereas 
this species has lost already much of its economic importance due to a 
lasting and extraordinary deterioration of the stock. 

19. 3. 3. Fleet Capacity management and structural policy 

In sum, the Member States with Atlantic coastlines (excluding the North 
Sea) have decreased the use of public aid to decommission vessel capacity 
since 2003: 
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Table 68- Vessel decommissioning with public aid in Atlantic region 

Tonnage of fishing vessels decommissioned with public aid during from 1-1-1994 to 1-7-2008 

I Member State 1 1994 1 1995 1 1996 1 1997 1 1998 1 1999 1 2000 1 2001 1 2002 1 2003 1 2004 1 2oos 1 2oos 1 2001 1 2ooa 1 Total I 
Ireland IE 2 292 1.732 4.024 

Spain ES 12 339 23.448 28.521 27.879 29.203 13153 14.131 5.121 14.781 38.012 11 .486 10.031 13.686 9.494 415 261 .700 

Franco FR 6.585 3.301 882 3.810 3.580 860 278 1.988 925 71 1· 12.301 4 6.149 41 .374 

Portugal PT 11.332 5.859 3.146 3.849 4.232 3.160 1.042 1.265 2.003 4.211 745 €.246 705 648 199 48.642 

United Kingdom UK 147 403 2.126 3.468 62 12.454 14.031 2 425 245 1.578 36.940 

Total 30.266 32.764 32.962 37.666 40.483 17.173 16.460 8.436 30.163 66.966 26.~167 18.818 22.271 11 .720 614 382.680 

Source Community Fishing Fleet register 9 October 2008. Tonnage expressed in GT when available, if not uvailable national t~nnage units were used. 



However, the individual results are quite variable, and one should not draw 
final conclusions on the adequacy of fund utilisation for vessel scrapping 
before the Fleet Adaptation Schemes resulting from the 2008 fuel crisis 
package have come to light. 

None ofthese Member States uses the Commission's guidelines on assessing 
the balance between fi shing opportunities and fishing capacity. This poses a 
considerable problem to the Commission, which does not keep abreast of 
the development of fleet-specific fishing opportunities, thus making it 
difficult to analyse at Community level the overcapacity in different fleet 
segments. However, there are signs from parts of the industry, in particular 
Scotland, showing interest in making transparent the fishing mortality caused 
by distinct fleet segments, which might indeed show the way towards the 
future. 

Concerning the overall development of fleet decrease, the following table 
illustrates that the Member States-concerned have reduced their fleet capacity 
to a lesser extent than on average across the EU, except Ireland. UK 
achieved the average nevertheless in terms of GT, and Spain in terms of kW. 
It should be noted that this table excluded the much lager contributions to 
capacity reductions that have been achieved in the EUlO new Member 
States: 

Table 69- Capacity development in Atlantic region 

Development of capacity 31 .12.07 as GT(%) kW (%) 
compared to 1.1.2003 

Ireland -24 -19 

Spain -6 -14 

France -9 -9 

Portugal -7 -4 

UK -12 -9 

Average EU 15 -11 -1 2 

Source: Fleet Report 2008 

The following tables show the breakdown by priority axis of financial 
allocations of fisheries funds in the five Member States concerned, and 
their overall importance within the structural fund: 



Table 70 - Financial allocation by priori ty axis in Atlantic region 

Breakdown by Country 
and priority Axis 

Axis 1 Axis 1 Axis2 Axis 2 Alcis 3 Axis3 

Axis 1 Axis 2 Axis 3 

Country EFF NATIONAL EFF NATIONAL EFF NATIONAL 

ES 403.067.965 285.077.917 344.241.335 317.750.255 316.510.945 313.544.508 

FR 59.621 .494 82.870.774 63.029.212 57.473.347 85.049.416 72.125.330 

IE 34.766.000 11.589.000 6.000.000 6.000.000 

PT 53.065.134 13.901.077 78.058.495 27.014.825 90.026.920 28.558.464 

UK 39.634.805 34.325.840 33.589.711 23.977.180 49.620.896 38.261.580 

TOTAL 590.155.398 427.764.608 518.918.753 426.215.607 547.208.177 458.489.882 

Axis 4 Axis4 Axis 5 Axis 5 

_Axis 4 Axis 5 TOTAL 

EFF NATIONA L EFF NATIONAL EFF NATIONAL 

49.336.048 29.029.075 18.734.619 10.987.892 1.131.890.912 956.389.647 

5.699.644 5.535.935 2.653.318 2.214.136 216.053.084 220.219.523 

1.500.603 5.700.000 - - 42.266.603 23.289.000 

17.403.406 6.532.511 7.931 .294 2.521 .028 - i 246.485.249 78.527.905 

11.598.450 9.527.638 3.384.027 2.968~"1 5 I 137.827.889 109.060.753 

85.538.151 56.325.160 32.703.258 18.691:571 l 1.774.523.737 1.387.486.828 

Total EFF allocation- all Countries 4.304.949.019 

% EFF in 
Country EFF comparison 

to the total EFF 

ES 1.131.890.912 26,3% 

FR 216.053.084 5,0% 

IE 42.266.603 1,0% 

PT 246.485.249 5,7% 

UK 137.827.889 3,2% 
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The following tables show the allocation to the Atlantic/Meditenanean 
fayade within Spain and France, and the allocation to mainland and 
outermost regions for Portugal: 

France 

Fonds IFOP (2000-2006) - Metropole 

1 DOCUP par DOM et Corse+ DOCUP Hors Obj. 1 Metropole: 

(en €\ 
Rea ions Plan FinanciE r Execution 

Fac;ade Atlantique 150.863.897 12 9.146.481 

Bretagne 58.486.831 4"8.373.402 

Pays de Ia Loire 23.431 .716 21 .156.730 

Poitou-Charentes 10.395.034 9.716.236 

Aquitaine 16.712.621 15.175.546 

Nord-Pas-de-Calc s 18.760.246 15.332.437 

Haute Normandie 7.061.823 5.781.918 

Basse Normandie 16.015.626 13.610.212 

Autres 127.550.628 105.796.554 

DPMA (*) 71.412.940 59.012.161 

Languedoc-Rous~ ilion 17.250.092 16.108.056 

PACA 4.273.071 2.351.172 

DOM+Corse 34.614.525 28.325.165 

Total 278.414.525 234.943.035 

(*) Enveloppe nationale geree par Paris a affecter 
a-plus ieurs regions selon !'entree des projets. 

:;:unds FEP (2007 -2013) - Toute Ia France y compris les DOM 

PO FEP: 

(en €) 
Rea ions Plan FinanciE r Execution 

Fac;ade Atlantique 60.721.334 0 

Bretagne 24.113.573 0 

Pays de Ia Loire 6.671.219 0 

Poitou-Charentes 6.861.660 0 

Aquitaine 4.709.480 0 

Nord-Pas-de-Calc s 8.380.849 0 

Haute Normandie 2.451.419 0 

Basse Normandie 7.533.134 0 

Autres 155.331.750 0 

DPMA (*) 108 .964.392 0 

Lang uedoc-Rous~ ilion 6.289.459 0 

PACA 3.328.691 

DOM+Corse 36.749.208 0 

Total 216.053.084 0 

(*) Enveloppe nationale geree par Paris a affecter a 
plusieurs regions selon l'entree des projets. 
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I FOP distribution 
- -

Programme 
TOTAL TOTAL Atlantic -TOTAL Atlantic 

NATIONAL (€).. (€) _ (%) . 
Eje 1 145.939.071 112.994.398 

Eje 2 377.749.681 290.047.306 

Eje 3 522.009.816 455.731.681 

Eje4 448.659.003 424.152.514 

Eje 5 25.433.650 20.944.754 
IFOP (used till 30/09/2007) 1.519. 791.221 1.303.870.653 85,79%1 

FIFG & EFF FUNDS PROGRAMMED FOR SPANISH ATLANTIC REGIONS 

I FOP (programmed) .... 1.787.525.014 1.533.566.831 85,79% 

FEP (programmed) 1.131.782.912 970.956.560 85,79% 

*** Hypothesis 3: we assumed that the proporlion of FIFG funds programmed for 
Spanish Mediterranean regions was the same as that for the FIFG funds actually 
spent by 30.09.2007 in these same regions 

Portugal 

Fonds IFOP (2000-2006) 

(en €) 
Regions Plan Financier Execution 

Continent 189.314.863 139.531.318 
Ac;:ores 30.040.500 23.323.247 
Madei ra 17.462.000 15.191.560 

Total 236.817.363 178.046.125 

Fonds FEP (2007-2013) 

(en €) 
Regions Plan Financier Execution 

Continent 202.977.000 0 
Ac;:ores 33.522.059 0 
Madeira 9.986.190 0 

Total 246.485.249 0 

Sources: AER 2008 

While it seems inappropriate to forestall an evaluation of the use of FIFG 
funds, a general statement might be suitable concerning the design of the 
different spending axis, both under FIFG and EFF: The axis reserved for 
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fleet development does not distinguish between measures that are neutral to, 
detrimental to or supportive of the recovery of fi sh stocks, i. e. have an effect 
on fishing mortality. On the other hand, measures in other axis (e.g. access 
management, common measures of selectivity increase) can have a positive 
effect on the stocks. For analytical purposes, it might be useful to structure 
measures according to their .presumed effect on the recovery of stocks. 

Another aspect of general nature is the fact that there is no comprehensive 
overview of funds (and their use) available to coastal regions in the various 
contexts of fisheries, regional or agricultural development, cohesion or other. 
Such an overview might bring to light the various possibilities of job 
creation and sector restructuring which are not limited to the EFF rul es. 

19. 3. 4. Fleet structure and economic pelformance 

19.3.4.1. France 

National fleet 

In 2006, there were 4,741 active vessels in the French fleet (excluding 
Corsica and overseas). These 4 741 vessels included: 3,526 vessels 
belonging to the Atlantic area and 1 ,215 vessels belonging to the 
Mediterranean area. 

The French fl eet offer great diversity, 74% of the vessels is less than 12 
meters, and only 1% of the vessels above 40 meters. The fishing gear most 
commonly used by those vessels are- drift nets and fixed nets (26%), 
demersal trawl and seiner_(2 0% ), pots and traps (1 0% ), gears using hooks 
(8%) and dredges (7%). 

The largest fleets are: drift and fixed nets less than 12 meters (22%), 
demersal trawl and seiner from 12 to 24 meters (10%), pots and traps less 
than 12 meters ( 10%) and vessels using hooks less than 12 meters (8% ). 

Between 2003 and 2006, the 4,741 vessels of the French fleet have steadily 
declined ( -2% per year), which has translated into a reduction in capacity (-
3% per year) and in total horse power (-3% per year). The trend of these 
reductions is fairly regular. The average characteristics of the fleet changed a 
little. 

There has been a decline in production capacity with little change in the 
average characteristics of vessels. The activity decreases in time and 
employment. Income has made little progress and does not compensate for 
the increased costs and the financial costs of vessels. With the increase of the 
price of diesel, the situation of the most important fleets will continue to 
deteriorate. Many of these fleets are the most exposed in term of 
competition. Furthermore, the impact on the employment also risks being 
rather important. 

The number of vessels will be reduced and practice will also change. So, to 
reduce the weight of fuel cost, vessels more often stay close to shore in order 
to shorten the fishing trip. 
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Table 71 -Basic data total French national fleet 

2003 2004 2005 2006** 

Economic indicators 

VALUE OF LANDINGS (min EUR) 900.08 881.4 904.39 941.77 

VALUE ADDED (min EUR) 691.46 672.00 679.2 672.22 

CASHFLOW (min EUR) 194.3 188.61 202.03 184.75 

PROFIT (min EUR) 56.58 46.79 63.4 37.14 

Other economic indicators 

EMPLOYMENT (FTE) 13,960 13,402 13,648 13,462 

CAPITAL VALUE (min EUR) 1,432.6 1,437.04 1,423.38 1,540.25 

EFFORT DAYS (1000) 952.84 880.83 885.71 853.32 

Capacity indicators 

WEIGHT OF LANDINGS (1000!) 539.9 513.09 511 .93 553.41 

FLEET (number)* 5,054 4,875 4,810 4,741 

FLEET GT (1000)* 207.44 193.84 191.45 190.73 

FLEET KW (1 000)* 857.71 832.53 808.07 790.77 

Average characteristics of vessels 

Anglerfishes 

nei 

Common sole 

Yellowfin tuna 

GT 41 .05 39.76 39.8 40.23 

KW 169.71 170.78 168,00 166.79 

AGE 21 .66 21 .85 22.19 22.3 

Note: * mcludes 3,526 act1ve vessels w1th 661 GT (1000) and 169 kW (1000) belongmg to AtlantiC 
area and 1 215 active vessels with 129 GT (1000) and 213 kW (1000) belonging to Mediterranean 
area. 

**Provisional data. The data does-not include the indicator of fleet wit h less than 10 vessels. 

Table 72- Landings weight, value and average prices, national fleet 

Weight (1 OOOt) Value (min EUR) Price (EUR/kg) 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 

17.19 17.74 17.76 16.99 75.62 81.97 88.28 88.66 4.4 4.62 4.97 

6.58 6.34 6.73 6.53 67.23 67.43 74.25 77.94 10.21 10.64 11 .04 

93.58 90.56 70.23 64.33 84.62 78.91 74.68 75.01 0.9 0.87 1.06 

Great Atlantic 

scallop 17.01 21 .93 24.83 24.5 45.8 53.78 58.34 61.33 2.69 2.45 2.35 

Norway lobster 5.91 5.02 5.78 5.36 47.51 42.92 48.57 49.72 8.04 8.54 8.41 

European hake 10.38 9.8 11 .74 9.87 44.97 43.31 48.42 42.08 4.33 4.42 4.12 

European 

sea bass 3.11 3.13 4 4.17 27.24 28.88 35.4 38.43 8.75 9.23 8.84 

Skipjack tuna 60.59 61 .17 52.63 50.74 35.02 39.52 33.3 34.7 0.58 0.65 0.63 

Cuttlefish;bobta 

il squids nei 12.53 15.15 10.1 11.38 20.87 23 18.2 25.71 1.67 1.52 1.8 

Atlantic cod 9.32 6.51 4.78 7.34 27.58 18.26 16.44 25.19 2.96 2.81 3.44 

Other species 303.7 275.74 303.35 352.2 423.63 403.41 408.5 422.99 1.39 1.46 1.35 

361 

2006 

5.22 

11.94 

1.17 

2.5 

9.27 

4.26 

9.21 

0.68 

2.26 

3.43 

1.2 



19.3 .4.2. Ireland 

National fleet 

In 2006, Ireland's national fishing fleet comprised of 1,414 vessels, landing 
223,000 tonnes of fish with a value of €173mln. The fleet base their activity 
in the Irish Sea, Celtic Sea and the Atlantic, mainly targeting pelagic species, 
demersal species, and shellfish. 

The number of vessels registered in the national fleet has declined in the 
period 2003 - 2006. This is due to major restructuring in the past decade in 
the f01m of two renewal schemes; the Whitefish Renewal Scheme and the 
Fleet Development Measure, which have resulted in the introduction of new 
and modem second-hand vessels into the fleet and the withdrawal of older 
and generally smaller vessels. Additionally, 130 vessels have been 
modernised and many more have undergone safety upgrades. The 2005 
decommissioning scheme also incentivised the removal of older vessels from 
the fleet, with the pe1manent removal of 3,178 tonnes from the register in the 
form of over 18 meter polyvalent vessels. The 2008 whitefish 
decommissioning scheme aims to reduce capacity in the related demersal 
trav.,rl and seine fleet segment. 

In 2006, the Irish volume of landings decreased by approximately 20% on 
2005. This reduction can be identified in many fleets of the fleet, with most 
notable reductions in landings seen in the dredgers (24-40m) and demersal 
trawl and seiner larger than 40 m. Total income of the fleet has declined 
from 2005. This is most notable in the demersal trawl and seiner- (12--24m) 
and· pelagic trawl (24-40m) fleets, with a reduction of 23'% and 11% 
respectively. In. contrast, the combined mobile and passive-gears (00-1 2m) 
and pelagic (larger than 40 m) fleet's incomes have increased by 43% and 
13% respectively. Income per day at sea and GVA per day at sea in the 
pelagic trawl and seiner (24-40m) fleet increased from 2005. This is due to a 
number of factors such as reduced effort in 2006 and more efficient fishing 
techniques. The return from each FTE and the crew share per FTE increased 
in 2006 by 4% and 7% respectively. This highlights the increased payment 
per day at sea to the crew for increased productivity. These same trends are 
seen in the pelagic fleet larger than 40 m. 

The demersal trawl and seiner (12-24m) fleet has seen a reduced income per 
vessel from 2005, along with a reduced income and GV A per day at sea. 
Reasons for these reductions could include overcapacity and reduced quotas. 

Polyvalent sector - accounting for 85% of the vessels in the fleet and 48% 
of the capacity. This sector targets traditional whitefish species (monkfish, 
megrim, haddock, whiting, cod) and Nephrops, a limited quantity of pelagic 
species, and inshore non-quota shellfish stocks. Included in this sector are 
the inshore <12m fleet, the 12-24m coastal fleet, the near shore 18-24m fleet, 
and the >24m offshore fleet. 

Pelagic sector - accounting for 2% of the vessels in the fleet, 44% of the 
capacity, and 33% of national production. This fl eet exclusively targets 
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pelagic species, including mackerel, herring, horse mackerel and blue 
whiting. 

Beam trawl sector - accounting for 1% of the vessels in the fleet and 2% of 
the capacity. 

This sector mainly targets flatfi sh species, particularly sole, plaice, megrim 
and monkfish. 

Specific sector - accounting for 9% of the vessels in the fleet and 10% of 
the capacity. Vessels range in size from 6 to 44 metres overall length, and 
engage in dredging for bivalve molluscs (e.g. mussels, scallop, and razor 
clams). 

Table 73 -Basic data total Irish national fleet 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

Economic indicators 

VALUE OF LANDINGS (min EUR) 167.99 178.49 180.95 173.64 

VALUE ADDED (min EUR) 118.52 107.36 126.1 

CASHFLOW (min EUR) 13.62 23.2 36.28 

PROFIT (min EUR) -3.26 -5.07 12.27 

Other economic indicators 

EMPLOYMENT (TOTAL) 4,509 4,288 4,035 3,994 

INVESTMENT (min EUR) 599.17 435.12 469.22 431 

EFFORT DAYS (1 000) 143.24 140.76 131.41 122.93 

Capacity indicators 

WEIGHT OF LANDINGS (1000t) 268.91 284 .3 275.99 223.75 

FLEET (number) 1,592 1,516 1,433 1,414 

FLEET GT (1000) 86.49 85.81 85.33 86.25 

FLEET KW (1 000) 228.91 223.8 212.06 214.61 

Average characteristics of vessels 

GT 54.33 56.6 59.54 61 

KW 143.79 147.63 147.98 151 .78 

AGE 26.67 27.25 27.12 26.62 

Note: * mcludes a ll mact1ve vessels. 
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Table 74- Landings weight, value and average prices, national fleet 

Weight (1 OOOt) Value (min EUR) Price (EUR/kg) 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 

Atlantic 
67.48 61 .16 45 40.83 33.71 27.49 42.75 38.88 0.5 0.45 0.95 

mackerel 

Norway lobster 6.82 6.79 7.11 6.33 10.04 12.94 17.61 18.06 1.47 1.91 2.48 

Edible crab 11 .46 13.68 9.96 9.84 10.22 12.5 11 .31 13.44 0.89 0.91 1.14 

Anglerfishes nei 1.29 1.75 2.6 3.23 3.77 5.23 7.95 11 2.92 2.99 3.06 

European 
0.66 0.85 0.69 8.24 10.65 8.97 9.22 12.54 12.49 12.92 

lobster 

Atlantic herring 28.84 26.25 29.43 33.15 4.85 5.14 6.22 7.2 0.17 0.2 0.21 

Megrims nei 2.67 2.61 2.42 2.07 7.05 7.99 7.52 6.81 2.64 3.06 3.11 

Blue wP.iting 22.59 58.43 69.65 54.91 2.26 4.53 7.66 6.04 0.1 0.08 0.11 

Jack and horse 
28.45 8.9 19.32 23.93 3.82 1.56 4.83 5.98 0.13 0.18 0.25 

mackerels nei 

Whiting 

Other species 

5.31 4.81 6.06 4.94 3.6 3.78 5.73 5.27 0.68 0.79 0.95 

93.34 99.07 83.75 38.67 80.43 86.66 60.39 51 .73 0.86 0.87 0.72 

19.3.4.3. Portugal 

Portugal mainland 

The Portuguese territory is composed of the mainland area, the archipelago 
of Azores and the archipelago of Madeira. 

The Mainland fleet operate primarily in the Portuguese Coast (ClEM IX), in 
the Atlantic North (NEAFC), NAFO, CECAF and in the south Atlantic. The 
Portuguese coast is a multi specific area with a large diversity of species. 
However, the most important species are sardine, mackerel, octopus and 
hake which weight represents 43% of total landings. 

The licensed fleet is composed by 4,312 vessels (57% of the total active 
fleet). 

The mainland small scale fishery fleet (00-12m) have always had a strong 
social influence on small coastal areas. This fleet provides for about 8,400 
fishermen (58% of total employment on fisheries) as well as their families. 

Most small scale vessels are licensed for the usage of multi gears. In general 
for passive gears, (<12m), this special fleet represents 56.5% of the total 
number of vessels from the licensed fleet (2,437 vessels) and has the best 
perfo1mance regarding value of landings for fresh and refrigerated fish. 

The purse seiner fleet and the demersal trawl fleet have the largest influence 
on volume of landings. Together those fl eets represent 50% of the total 
volume of landings and the main fleets are demersal trawlers and seiners 24-
40m, demersal trawlers and seiners above 40m, pelagic trawlers and seiners 
12-24m and pelagic trawlers and seiners 24-40m. The major part of the 
landings value for fresh and refrigerated fi sh, 67%, involved the polyvalent 
fleet (<12m), whose target species are demersal species, bottom trawl fl eet, 
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whose target species are pelagic species and the purse seiner. The bottom 
trawl fleet greater than 40 meters represents about 18% of the total landings. 

Table 75 -Basic data total Portuguese national fleet 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

Economic indicators 

VALUE OF LANDINGS (min EUR)<1> 188.16 179.71 176.03 164.23 

Other economic indicators 

EMPLOYMENT (engaged crew) 16,605 14,862 14,750 14,445 

EFFORT DAYS (1 000) 60,66 56,37 75,89 72,17 

Capacity indicators 

WEIGHT OF LANDINGS (1000t) 178,36 161 ,22 164,57 166,12 

FLEET (number)* 8156 8040 7905 7551 

FLEET GT (1 000)* 98 ,2 98,8 94,3 93,2 

FLEET KW (1 000)* 333,4 331,5 322,3 318,9 

Average characteristics of vessels( active fleet) 

GT 12,01 12,29 11 ,93 12,34 

KW 40,88 41 ,23 40,77 42,23 

AGE 24,1 24,29 24,54 24,6 

NA- Not available; 
(i) Value of landings on ly for fresh fish; 
Note: * includes 3,666 not licensed vessels with 15.7 GT(1000) and 58.2 kW(JOOO) for 
2003, 
includes 3 ,606 not licensed vessels with 19.5 GT(lOOO) and 5.,4 kW(lOOO) for 2004, 
includes 3 ,336 not licensed vessels with 7.9 GT(lOOO) and 33.5 kW(1000) for 2005 and 

includes 3,666 not licensed vessels with 15.7 GT(lOOO) and 58.2 kW(JOOO) for 2006. 

Table 76- Landings weight, value and average prices, national fleet 

Weight (1 OOOt) Value (min EUR) 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 

European 
65.99 57.09 50.57 48.07 37.86 34 '32.12 25.58 0.57 

pilchard(=Sardine) 

Atlantic horse mackerel 13.3 13.5 13.89 15.13 16.49 18.6 17.75 14.68 1.24 

Common octopus 1.33 0.59 3.24 3.79 4.53 1.96 9.14 11 .57 3.41 

Octopuses; etc. nei 8.49 7.51 7.44 3.33 29.47 24.91 19.41 9.04 3.47 

European hake 2.51 2.16 1.92 2.32 7.06 7.07 6.85 6.98 2.81 

Norway lobster 0.38 0.39 0.34 0.32 4.52 4.75 5.37 5.85 11.92 

Black scabbard fish 2.63 2.46 2.74 2.68 5.24 5.07 5.44 5.68 1.99 

Common cuttlefish 1.31 1.64 1.75 1.77 3.89 4.24 4.65 4.8 2.98 

Deep-water rose shrimp 1.32 0.16 0.19 0.4 9.19 3.49 2.55 4.63 6.96 

Common sole 0.13 0.16 0.24 0.3 1.1 1.49 2.77 4 8.57 

Other species 81 75.56 82.26 88.01 68.81 74.13 69.99 71.41 0.85 
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Azores and Madeira 

The production of the Portuguese archipelago of the Azores (fresh and 
refrigerated fish) has been increasing gradually and amounted to 
31.83 mio €, in 2006. 

The Azores fleet has only fleets of polyvalent gears whose target species are 
demersal species and large pelagic migrates. 88% of the licences vessels are 
smaller than 12m. The maj or part of the Azores fleet operates in Portuguese 
waters (subarea Azores). The black spot (red sea bream) is the most 
important species for the Azores fi shing activity and represents 31% of total 
value of landings. However, in volume of landings the Skipjack tuna 1s 
important too, and represents 48% oftotal volume landings. 

In 2006 the production of the fleet that operate in the Portuguese waters of 
Madeira amounted to 11 .08 mio. Euro, which are more or less stable in the 
last years. 

The fleet of the subarea of Madeira includes the fleets: passive gears -
Hooks 00-1 2m, 12-24m and 24-40m, polyvalent gears 00-12m and 24-40m, 
and purse seiner fleet 12-24m, who target species demersal species and large 
pelagic species. The Black scabbard fish is the most important species and 
represents 44% and 59% of the total volume and value of landings, 
respectively. The second most important species is the Bigeye tuna that 
represents 14% and 13% of the total volume and value of landings. 

Production and prices Azores 

Table 77 -Landings weight, value and average prices, Azores nati-onal fleet 

Weight (1 OOOt) Value (min EUR) Price (EUR!kg) 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 

Blackspot(=red) 

-sea bream 
1.07 1.07 1.53 0.96 7.16 8.43 11.39 9.99 6.71 7.84 7.45 

Wreckfish 0.27 0.19 0.28 0.50 2.53 2.14 2.89 4.65 9.37 11 .32 10.38 

Skipjack tuna 3.10 4. 17 2.00 5.91 1.76 2.42 1.27 3.14 0.57 0.58 0.64 

Veined squid 0.54 0.26 0.27 0.47 2.49 1.56 1.39 2.75 4.65 5.99 5.06 

Blue j ack mackerel 1.50 1.25 1.23 1.29 2.00 2.02 1.94 2.00 1.33 1.62 1.57 

Blackbelly rosefish 0.34 0.28 0.1 9 0.21 1.02 0.91 0.68 0.84 3.02 3.24 3.59 

European conger 0.44 0.35 0.30 0.34 0.97 0.81 0.74 0.84 2.20 2.28 2.43 

Unknown 0.23 0.22 0.21 0.16 0.64 0.67 0.80 0.68 2.77 3.00 3.88 

Swordfish 0.06 0.07 0.10 0.10 0.30 0.42 0.69 0.62 5.36 6.1 4 6.78 

Forkbeard 0.20 0.19 0.13 0.12 0.78 0.75 0.57 0.60 3.91 3.86 4.47 

Other species 1.91 2.75 2.71 2.20 5.97 6.72 6.01 5.72 3.12 2.45 2.21 
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Production and prices Madeira 

Weight (1000t) Value (min EUR) Price (EUR/kg) 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 

Black scabbard 3.67 3.75 3.19 2.72 6.82 7.06 6.49 6.58 1.86 1.88 

Bigeye tuna 0.54 0.53- 0.23 0.89 1.68 1.11 0.48 1.45 3.12 2.11 

Skipjack tuna 0.47 0.7 0.92 1.07 0.44 0.58 0.73 0.83 0.94 0.82 

Blue jack mackerel 0.57 0.65 0.48 0.5 0.8 0.71 0.75 0.63 1.4 1.08 

Chub mackerel 0.23 0.43 0.57 0.33 0.25 0.23 0.49 0.41 1.11 0.53 

Limpets nei 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.09 0.22 0.23 0.29 0.37 4.03 4 

Wreckfish 0.01 0.01 0 0.02 0.16 0.02 0.06 0.16 11 .26 3.09 

Red porgy 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.17 0.15 0.16 0.14 7.16 7.55 

Forkbeard 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06 3.93 3.09 

Combers nei 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 6.85 6.83 

Other species 0.72 0.51 0.51 0.49 0.85 0.43 0.43 0.39 1.18 0.85 

19.3.4.4. Spain 

National fleet 

Spain has one of the largest fleets in the EU and is also one of the most 
important member states in te1ms of landings (value and weight). Despite 
this the fleet size has decreased- in the last years given the existing strong 
overcapitalization and steadily reduced fishing possibilities. 

The Spanish fleets can=be divided in those fishing in the North East Atlantic, 
NAFO, and Pacific and- lndic Oceans. The most industrialized fleets are 
purse seiners above 40m in length that fish tropical tunas all around the 
world (especially in the Pacific and Indic oceans) and the so called "300 
fleet" that targets Northern Hake in a mixed fishery context in the North east 
Atlantic. The remaining fleets (covering almost all gears) fish in the Atlantic 
and NAFO fishing areas. 

Roughly speaking, 80% of the vessels of the Spanish fleet are classified 
within the fleet of the artisanal fleet, below 12 meters. The Spanish fleet 
shows a large diversification with respect to fishing gears, species and 
fishing grounds, and an enormous sphere of activities, that reaches almost all 
the important fishing-grounds of the world, in such a way that a large part of 
landed fishing comes from distant fi shing-grounds. 

The Spanish national fleet economic performance is deteriorating, especially 
due to fuel price rise. This economic deterioration is expected to be greater 
in the active gears than in the passive ones. 
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Table 78 - Basic data total Spanish national fleet 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

Economic indicators 

VALUE OF LANDINGS (min EUR) 623.98 685.9 

VALUE ADDED (min EUR) 54.7 35.99 

Other economic indicators 

EMPLOYMENT (FTE) 44,712 44,212 

CAPITAL VALUE (min EUR) 3,057 41 ,813 

EFFORT DAYS (1 000)- 166.21 176.59 

Capacity indicators 

WEIGHT OF LANDINGS (1000t) 170.25 189.1 1 212.81 203.18 

FLEET (number)* 14543 14178 13832 13504 

FLEET GT (1000)* 476.96 494.47 489.9 490.78 

FLEET KW (1 000)* 1,174.82 1,175.66 1 '140.93 1 '122.57 

Average characteristics of vessels 

GT 32 .8 34.88 35.42 36.34 

KW 80.78 82.92 82.49 83.13 

AGE 1.76 1.74 1.77 1.77 

Fleets of-special interest 

Pelagic trawl and seine 24-40m 

This fleet accounts for the major part of the purse seiners targeting tunas 
(albacore) and anchovy in ICES Sub-area VIII (Bay of Biscay), even ifthere 
could be the inclusion of some other vessels fishing in the Atlantic and in the 
Mediterranean. The importance of selecting this fishery comes from the fact 
that from year 2005 and onwards one of its most important fisheries has been 
closed (the anchovy fishery ofthe Bay of Biscay). 

Remarkable is the negative cash flows that this fleet is facing, except for in 
2004, even if the income has increase for 2005. It is expected to be like that 
in the remaining years, given that the conditions have not improved. Some 
fisheries closed (anchovy of the Bay of Biscay) and the rise in the input 
prices will certainly create a worse situation. 

It is also remarkable the steady decrease in the number of vessels 8% from 
2003 and 2006, even if the effort in terms of number of days fished has 
increased. 

Pelagic trawl and seine >40m 

This fleet is mainly composed by the long distance purse seiners targeting 
mainly tropical tuna. This is one of the fleet with the highest value of 
landings for the Spanish fleets (per vessel), and the evolution till 2006 has 
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been stable. In any case, the interest of this fleet comes from, given that it is 
a long distance fleet, and how it is going to be affected by the increase of fuel 
costs. 

The evolution of the fleet is steady and there have not been changes in the 
number of vessels in the 2003 -2006 period. The increment of the cash flow 
in 2005 is remarkable, which has seriously decreased in 2006 onwards given 
the rise of fuel prices (it is a long distance fleet). Noteworthy in this fleet is 
the dependency to the third countries fishing agreements made by the EU 
and the renewal of them. 

Demersal trawl and seine 24-40m 

In this fleet the so called "300 fleet" is included which represents one of the 
most important fleet in Spain fishing in the EU waters. The main target 
species are hake; megrim, anglerfish, and Nephrops. In recent year it has 
been affected by an emergency and recovery plans for the northern stock of 
hake, while now a long term management plan is to be introduced. The effect 
of the fuel prices increase is also an interesting thing to analyze given that 
currently (2003-2005) the cash flow is negative. 

19.3.4.5. United Kingdom 

National fleet 

Over the last 1 0 years the UK fishing industry has undergone significant 
change. Fluctuations in the volume and value of landings.,_ combined with 
increasing operating costs (driven by high fuel and-gear.:-prices) and tighter 
fisheries management measures have resulted in a struggle -by many sectors 
of the UK fishing fleet to achieve profitability. The whole structure of the 
fishing fleet has changed significantly since the mid 1990's, with a large 
number of fishermen leaving the industry. 

At the end of 2006 the UK fi shing fleet consisted of 6,818 registered vessels, 
with a combined registered tonnage of just under 225,000 tonnes. Almost 
75% of vessels were 10 metres or under in length, which equated to around 
1 0% of the total UK registered tonnage. The UK fleet has contracted in size 
over the last 10-1 5 years, primarily in the over 10 metres category. There has 
been a trend in capacity aggregation towards fewer, larger vessels in recent 
years. The number of vessels in the UK fleet fell by 25% between 1996 and 
2006, tonnage reduced by 27% and vessel power reduced by only 19%. A 
combination of vessel decommissioning schemes, policy induced structural 
cuts; capacity aggregation and technological advancement each influenced 
the structure of the fleet during this period. 

The UK fleet is extremely diverse in nature. It consists of three major 
sectors; the pelagic, the demersal and the shellfish/inshore sectors. The 
Scottish trawler fleet is by far the most important UK fleet for demersal 
species (which also hold true for pelagic species and to a lesser extent for 
shellfish). Among the 20 biggest UK fishing ports, Peterhead, Lerwick and 
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Fraserburgh have a share in the landings of 60% overall. More than 50% of 
all UK catches come from the N01thern North Sea and the West of Scotland. 

Nephrops have become the most impo1tant catch in terms of landings value 
in 2006, ove1taking mackerel for the first time. The total value of Nephrops 
landed by the UK fleet almost doubled between 2003 and 2006. Quota 
reductions for mackerel reduced the volume landed, although this appears to 
have had a positive impact on prices. Haddock prices almost doubled 
between 2003 and 2006, despite the total volume landed remaining stable. 
Although lobster prices remained relatively stable, the total volume and 
value of lobsters landed by the UK fleet more than doubled between 2003 
and 2006. 

Over the last few years, the business culture within the UK industry has 
changed significantly. The introduction of the Registration of Buyers and 
Sellers legislation (RBS) in 2005 has helped tackle the issue of under
reported landings by the UK fleet and as a result, prices have increased. The 
reward for those vessel owners and-skippers who have successfully adapted 
their business management skills are improved earnings and improved 
knowledge of their target markets. 

The financial performance of the UK fishing fleet in 2006 continued to 
improve since a low point in 2003. Especially, the large Scomish NS 
trawlers have become economically more viable in recent time. Although 
vessel earnings improved significantly across a number of fleets, rising 
operating costs_(patticularly fuel) and reduced fishing opportunities meant 
thaLachievi:ng profitability was a major challenge for most of the UK fishing 
fleet in-=2006.-

Table 79 - Basic data total UK national fleet 

2003 2004 2005 2006 

Economic indicators 

VALUE OF LANDINGS (min EUR) 763.7 756.1 866.0 877.0 

VALUE ADDED (min EUR) - - 445.9 353.8 

CASHFLOW (min EUR) - - 222.5 242.2 

PROFIT (min EUR) - - 64.1 79.4 

Other economic indicators 

EMPLOYMENT (FTE) 8088 8292 7909 7973 

CAPITAL VALUE (min EUR) - - - -

EFFORT DAYS (1 000) 389.7 366.9 353.7 438.9136 

Total effort (days at sea) by the UK fl eet gradually decreased between 2003 and 2006. The 
reported increase in effort between 2005 and 2006 is the result of effort data being available on the 
under I 0 metre fleet for the first time. Therefore effort data for 2003-2005 is in underestimated 
and should not be compared. 
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Capacity indicators 

WEIGHT OF LANDINGS (10001} 598.3 627.4 688.4 586.1 

FLEET (number)* 7258 7092 6827 6818 

FLEET GT (1 000)* 256.5 231.5 222.1 224.8 

FLEET KW (1 000)* 978.4 921.1 892.5 896.4 

Average characteristics of vessels 

GT 35.3 32.6 32.5 32.7 

KW 134.8 129.9 130.7 130.5 

AGE 20.5 20.8 20.9 21.2 
Note: * includes 2,306 inactive vessels with 21,000 GT a nd 145,000 kW in 2006 

Table 80 - Landings weight, value and average prices, nat ional fleet 

Weight (1000t) Value (min EUR) Price (EUR/kg) 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 

Norway lobster 27.84 30.57 34.09 41 .31 65.25 71.05 87.17 116.64 2.34 2.32 

Atlantic mackerel 182.28 174.37 155.11 102.02 82.55 85.07 99.61 79.06 0.45 0.49 

Haddock 41.36 46.08 48.34 39.73 28.12 33.41 43.06- 45.74 0.68 0.73 

Atlantic herring 90.37 96.23 125.73 108.53 27.28 15.18 26.84 34.37 0.3 0.16 

Anglerfishes nei 11.27 11 .76 14.35 13. 17 24.09 25.3 35.81 33.9 2.14 2.15 

Great Atlantic 
18.84 20.54 20.21 18.6 28.72 31.19 33.03 

scallop 
33.4 1.52 1.52 

Atlantic cod 21 21 .02 20.7 20.6 29.66 29.77 30.83 29.03 1.41 1.42 

Edible crab 19.65 17.39 17.76 22.78 20.74 18.15 20.4 28.24 1.06 1.04 

European lobster 0.95 1.12 1.28 2.34 9.64 10.53 11 .59 27.04 10.14 9.4 

Common sole 

Other species 

2.21 2.09 2.06 2.09 14.4 14.02 15.05 17.38 6.52 6.7 

182.49 206.17 248.73 221 .31 158.67 151.02 148.61 145.74 0.87 0.73 

Fleets of special interest 

Demersal Sector 

The downturn in the financial performance of the UK demersal sector has 
been well documented. In the 1990's right up until 1998 the whitefish sector 
was relatively healthy with stable stocks and quotas, high quota values and 
re-investment taking place during this period. In 1999 scientific advice 
suggested quotas be drastically cut, pointing to over fishing and poor stocks 
on traditional whitefish grounds. The significant reductions in fishing 
opportunities coupled with the doubling of fuel costs severely affected the 
earnings capacity and profitability of the whitefish fleet. Decommissioning 
schemes were introduced in 2001 and 2003 to tackle excess fleet capacity 
and a significant number of whitefish vessels altered their fishing gear to 
become dedicated Nephrops trawlers. Although painful at the time, the 
whitefish sector is now benefiting fTom a period of relative stability where 
fewer vessels with larger quota holdings have been targeting the same 
whitefish stocks. Vessel earnings and crew share has subsequently improved. 
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Pelagic Sector 

One of the smallest and certainly the most powerful UK fleet is the pelagic 
fleet. The majority of the 33 UK pelagic trawlers are based in the North East 
of Scotland and in Shetland. While smaller and older pelagic vessels have 
reduced in number, favourable economic conditions resulted in considerable 
industry investment towards the end of the 1990's. Although the number of 
pelagic vessels reduced between 1996 and 2006, the introduction of these 
larger, more powerful vessels resulted in an increase in tonnage and power. 
Between 1995 and 1999 landings into the UK by the pelagic fleet reduced 
significantly as these vessels started landing abroad more frequently. 
However, strong prices combined with investment in onshore pelagic 
processing facilities in Fraserburgh, Lerwick and Peterhead towards the end 
of this period ensured the trend in foreign landings was curtailed. 

Shellfish/Inshore Sector 

Three in every four UK vessels currently operate in inshore waters and 
target a variety of stocks, particularly shellfish. Shellfish stocks have been 
relatively stable in recent years and a number of ports previously reliant on 
whitefish species are now dedicated shellfish ports. This diverse fl eet catches 
a range of species including Nephrops, scallops, crabs and lobsters. A rather 
big overcapacity problem results from the fact that a large number of English 
smaller inshore vessels (about 2.500) have to share whitefish quota 
especially cod that is far from being sufficient to underpin the necessary 
income from these species. In the past, this resulted in black landings, while 
with the better landings control introduced vv:ith the Buyers and Sellers Notes 
the structural problem has become appar:~nt in-recent times. 

19. 3. 5. Stakeholder involvement 

The North-Eastern Atlantic is covered by three Regional Advisory Councils, 
one for the North Western waters, one for the South Western Waters and one 
for four pelagic species (blue whiting, mackerel, horse mackerel, hening). In 
particular the Pelagic RAC has had its advice evolving to some extent into 
science-based sector-contributions, which have allowed to Commission to 
advance management proposals which have been initiated within the RAC. 

19. 3. 6. Future challenges 

On the whitefish side, the increasing gap between the more healthy stock 
status in neighbouring northern countries and the stock status in EC waters 
needs to be reversed. First steps are being made with the review of and 
further development of long-term plans, to which needs to be added a more 
rigourous control. With regard to shellfish, the Community needs to be 
vigilant to avoid overexploitation of stocks, in particular Nephrops, that have 
in recent years played a role of alternative income in the industry. The most 
important challenges of horizontal nature concern the following: 

To analyse and reduce overcapacity, of the fleets, where possible by 
segment of fishery; 
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- To radically reduce discards, prioritizing the fisheries with known high 
discards; 

- To develop regional approaches to fisheries management under CFP 
guidance; and 

- To develop more inclusive management approaches in mixed fisheries or 
distinct geographical regions, both in terms of T AC and effort 
management. 

19.4. Outermost Regions 

19. 4.1. General 

The outermost European regions (OR)137 give the European Union a 
considerable international maritime dimension. The cumulated total of the 
Exclusive Economic Zones accounts for 3 million kms2 distributed over the 
Indian Ocean, the Atlantic Ocean and the Caribbean Sea. Moreover, presence 
at the centre of two oceans gives the EU legitimacy to follow a sustainable 
co-development policy of the oceans in three specific basins: Micronesia, the 
Caribbean and the south-west of the Indian Ocean. The OR also play a role 
regarding maritime governance for the surveillance of coastal waters (for 
example the fight against illegal fishing). 

The wealth of biodiversity in the ORs forms the basis of economic activity 
such as fi shing and serves as a support for many ecological services such as 
the renewal of fishery resources. The ORs have rich and relatively-preserved 
fishery resources: sea-beds are genuine live biodiversity laboratories and 
allow sustainable development fishing policies. 

19. 4. 2. European fund for fishing (EFF) 

The European Fund for fishing (EFF) helps the fishermen's communities to 
diversify their economy, to remain competitive on the fresh food market by 
developing products of high added-value and to raise the local markets 
supply rate via aquaculture. 

- The ORs will benefit from the EFF's raised intervention rate (85 %). To 
this is added aid intensities which are more favourable for a series of 
measures, such as investments on board the vessels. Contrary to the 
"metropolitan" regions, in the OR, there are no restrictions regarding the size 
of the companies which can benefit from investment aid for aquaculture, 
processing and marketing. Moreover, the specific provisions of the EFF 
concerning minor onshore fishing are particularly relevant for the OR. 

- The operational programmes describe ' fi she1y' sector conditions 
separately for the ORs, analyse their specific needs and incorporate these 
into the definition of objectives and measures adopted for the Member State. 
Exchanges with Commission departments during the process of adoption of 

13 7 French overseas departments, the Azores, Madeira and Canary Islands. 
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the operational programmes has allowed better knowledge of the EFF's 
potential to contribute to the sustainable development of the ORs ' halieutic 
and aquaculture sectors. 

19.4.3. POSE! "Fisheries" 

The geographical and socio-economic situation of the outermost regions 
justified Community intervention use up certain fishery products. 
Limitations in the local market, the absence of remunerative markets in 
proximity, and the additional costs due to remoteness are obstacles to 
reaching metropolitan consumption. Tllis situation is common to five ORs 
exporting sea products and aquaculture (the Canaries, the Azores, Madeira, 
Guyana, Reunion). The Community decided to intervene for producers and 
operators of these regions, in terms of using up their products, via tllis 
system set up since 1992, and extended several times, now covered by 
Regulation (EC) no 79112007. This mechanism is financed by the 
appropriations of the European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF). 
Management methods of the regime enable the three Member States to 
optimise the appropriations according to local requirements, quantities or 
species available which are requested by the markets, in compliance with the 
fixed budgetary framework. The total appropriation adopted by the Council 
amounts to 15 ME a year for the five ORs concerned. 

19. 4. 4. Management of the fishing effort 

In the context of a regime of fishing effort management, certain ORs have a 
protected fishery zone where access is reserved in the first part for _them. 
Indeed, following the reform of the CFP, the Council adopted Regu-lation 
(EC) n° 1954/2003 on management of the fislling effort in Western waters~ in 

order to guarantee the stability of the effort employed by Community fishing 
vessels. So-called "Western" waters expand from the Canary Islands and the 
Azores to the north and north-west of Ireland and the United Kingdom. 
Article 5 of this Regulation enables Spain and Po1iugal to limit access for 
Community vessels registered in the po1is of the Azores, Madeira and the 
Canary Islands in the waters extending up to 1 00 nautical miles from the 
baselines of these regions. 

By exception to the general regime, fishing fleets registered in the ORs could 
benefit from government aid for investments until the end of 2006 for vessel 
construction and modernisation engagements (regulations of. Council (EC) 
n° 639/2004 et n° 1646/2006). This anangement makes it possible to 
increase, with government aid until the end of 2006, fleet capacities within 
the limits of the objectives laid down by the Commission Regulation (EC) 
n°2104/2004, which will be renewed. 

This extension of separate objectives for the ORs was accompanied by the 
maintenance of the specific segmentation regarding fleets registered there. 

The political agreement on the EFF made it possible to extend vessel 
building subsidies until 31.12.2006. This required an amendment of 
Regulation (EC) n°639/2004 by the (EC) n°1646/2006. It grants an 
exemption to the ORs from the measures of supervising the Community fl eet 
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by allowing fleet evolution through the entrance of new capacities without 
equivalent withdrawal within the limits of the fixed reference levels. 

The exceptional character of these mechanisms which deviate radically from 
the general principles of the CFP and which allow growth in the OR fleets, 
which can be accompanied, as a supplement, by national government aid or 
with FIFG for raised intervention rates, within the limit of the reference 
levels should be appreciated. 

At the end of the exemption period, which corresponds to the final date of 
entry into fleet for vessels having benefited from government aid, i.e. at the 
end of 2008, the mechanisms defined by the input/output arrangement will 
also apply to capacities recorded in the OR It should be noted that the 
Commission considers the possibility of extending the entry into fleet 
deadline in order to catch up with delays due to the late adoption of the 
guidelines for State aid. After this deadline, management of these capacities 
in relation to the reference levels will remain however separate from 
management in the respective European-based countries. In other words, 
there should not be any fusion between the reference levels and the 
capacities characterising respectively the OR and their respective European
based countries. 

19.4.5. Resource and fleet management: OR as a case for differential 
treatment? 

This section describes how the CFP chapters on management of resources 
and the fleet function in Outermost Regions (OR's). It explores the extent to 
which these should be considered or taken as a specific case deserving 
differential treatment. 

First and foremost, ORs benefit from Article 199(2) of the Treaty: 

2. The provisions of this Treaty shall apply to the French overseas 
departments, the Azores, Madeira and the Canary Islands. 

However, taking account of the structural social and economic situation of 
the French overseas departments, the Azores, Madeira and the Canary 
Islands, which is compounded by their remoteness, insularity, small size, 
difficult topography and climate, economic dependence on a few products, 
the permanence and combination of which severely restrain their 
development, the Council, acting by a qualified majority on a proposal from 
the Commission and after consulting the European Parliament, shall adopt 
specific measures aimed. in particular, at laying down the conditions of 
application of the present Treaty to those regions. including common 
policies. 

The Council shall, when adopting the relevant measures referred to in the 
second subparagraph, take into account areas such as customs and trade 
policies, fiscal policy, free zones, agriculture and fisheries policies, 
conditions for supply of raw materials and essential consumer goods, State 
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aids and conditions of access to structural funds and to horizontal 
Community programmes. 

The Council shall adopt the measures referred to in the second 
subparagraph taking into account the special characteristics and constraints 
of the outermost regions without undermining the integrity and the 
coherence o[the Community legal order. including the internal market and 
common policies. 

This already justifies giving special treatment to ORs within the CFP, with 
the caveats of the fourth subparagraph. Below it is described how, in 
practice, the CFP has expressly or indirectly dealt with this issue: 

Principle of access to waters 

The general principle of freedom of access to the EEZ (Article 17 of 
Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002) applies with the following exceptions: 

- 12-mile zone: exclusive access for the coastal Member State (neither 
special arrangements of Annex I to Regulation 2371/2002 nor 
neighbourhood agreements) 

- 1 00-mile zone around Azores, Madeira and Canary Islands: access may be 
restricted to local fleets. In practice, it is actually restricted, but we are not 
aware of any legal act implementing this measure. It is also prohibited to 
fish with trawls and fixed nets in a large area around these isles, which 
means that the only fishing activity practised by vessels from non-coastal 
Member States is surface long-lining. Bottom log-lining for deep water 
fish might occur but we are not aware of such activity by non-local fleets. 

- Waters around French DOM: no specific access restrictions but in 
practice, and due to the remoteness of these waters and the little interest 
of their resources, no vessels other than French ones operate in these 
waters, with the possible exception of tuna-like fisheries around Reunion 
Island. 

The result is that, in practice. ORs enjoy exclusive access to their fi shing 
grounds except for tuna-like fisheries. 

Technical measures regulations 

Regulation (EC) No 850/98 has very little provisions applying specifically to 
ORs: 

- Minimum mesh sizes for trawls in Azores, Madeira and Canary islands 
(but there is no significant trawl activity in these areas) 

- Minimum mesh size for trawls in Guyana (in practice, only fo r shrimp 
fisheries) 

- Prohibition to trawl around Azores, Madeira and Canary islands 
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Multi-national character of fisheries around ORs 

With the exception of French Guyana, ORs do not a have a continental shelf. 
This means that most demersal and small pelagic fish stocks occur near the 
shore and are exploited exclusively by local fleets. Further offshore, one 
finds deep water fish stocks, which offer very restricted fishing possibilities 
due to their low rate of renewal, and large migratory fish (tuna, tuna-like fish 
and pelagic sharks), which are shared with neighbouring countries and are 
exploited by a number of fleets, including other EC vessels. 

In short, with the exception of fisheries for large migratory fish, fisheries 
around OR have a verv limited Community dimension: the only fleets 
occurring in the area are the local ones. 

Catch and effort restrictions 

As stated above, effort restrictions, specifically for Azores, Madeira and the 
Canary Islands, appear undeL the Western Waters regime (Regulations (EC) 
No 1954/2003 and 1415/2004), and under Article 8 of Regulation (EC) No 
40/2008 (2008 T AC Regulation), where they only concem deep-water 
fisheries. The extent to which these limitations do really impose restrictive 
conditions to local fleets of the OR's is unknown. 

Other restrictions applying to OR's are: 

- A T AC for shrimps in French Guyana, allocated only to France and not 
b.asro on· conservation grounds.-A figure of 41 08 t is repeated every year 
originated in the times where the T AC was 4000 t and additional 108 t 
were allocated to third countries. At present the catches are well below 
that figure due to economic reasons and the T AC does not fulfil any 
management function. 

A number of licences for Venezuelan vessels to fish for red snapper. The 
number of licences is fixed on the basis of the requirements of the local 
processing industry. 

- Three T ACs for horse mackerel, covering Azores, Madeira and Canaries 
and allocated exclusively to the coastal Member States. These T ACs were 
set after the adoption of the first Westem Waters regulation for political 
reasons, in order to secure exclusive access for local fleets to pelagic 
fisheries. But in practice it would be unprofitable for non-local fleets to 
fish for this species in these isles. These T ACs do not fu lfil any real 
management function. 

- T ACs for deep-water fish extending over wide Atlantic areas and 
including the area around Azores, Madeira and Canary Islands. The 
geographical distribution of unit stocks is unknown, although it is 
suspected that there is little mixing between areas. The TAC areas have 
been set on the basis of catch reporting considerations. This means that, in 
practice, specific TACs (although probably very small) could also be 
fixed for the waters of ORs alone, as for the stocks pointed out below: 
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- The following TACs apply for OR's waters almost exclusively: 

- Deep sea sharks in Zone X (Azores). 100% allocated to PT 

- Black scabbardfish in CECAF 34.1.2 (Madeira): 100% allocated to PT 

- Red seabream in Zone X (Azores). 98% allocated to PT. 

The TACs and other restrictions for tuna and tuna-like species are set by 
RFMOs and apply partially in OR's waters. Due to migrations and the wide 
di·stribution of these species, it would be unwise to fix restrictions applying 
specifically to ORs. 

Fleet mar1agement rules 

As explained above the fleets of OR's enjoy a number of derogations from 
the main rules of fleet management. These derogations concerned the 
prohibition to fund vessel building and modernisation with public aid and the 
entry-exit rule, and were valid until 31 December 2006. The decisions taken 
at that time are still in the process of implementation and will in any case be 
valid until 31 December 201 1. From this date on, the main fleet management 
rules will apply on an equal foot in all EC waters. However, they will 
continue to be managed separately from metropolitan fleets. 

Conclusion 

The reflections on the future resource and fleet management under the CFP 
could consider the following: 

(1) OR's deserve a differential treatment for reasons of their remoteness 
and geography, which put additional drawbacks on the development 
of their fishing sector and on their participation to the EU market on a 
level playing field; 

(2) This differential treatment is not new: in practice, most CFP rules do 
not apply in ORs in the same manner as in metropolitan areas, or 
even do not apply at all; 

(3) Except for large migratory stocks, normally managed in the context 
of RFMOs, local fleets do not compete with other EC fleets. This 
means that local authorities could play a significant role in stock 
management without any fear of discrimination towards other 
member States' fleets; 

( 4) The latter does not mean that Community action is not required to 
ensure that the relevant authorities develop sustainable fishing 
regimes in ORs. The Commission still needs to play an important 
role by defining the sustainability frameworks for national 
management and monitoring it. 

This merits a reflection on how we should decide between getting better 
involved in the conservation of local stocks and in the development of local 
fl eets within sustainability standards model, and leaving this to the sole 
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responsibility of Member States, fo llowing pre-determined sustainability 
standards. 

Finally (this point has not been developed above) some reflection should be 
given to the Overseas Territories and Countries (OCTs) listed in Annex II of 
the Treaty. These enjoy preferential treatment but are outside the CFP. 
Maybe one could consider some kind of understanding with these OCTs with 
a view to enhance the position of the CFP in the RFMOs where they are 
contracting parties. 

19.5. Mediterranean regional issues 

19. 5.1. The Fisheries Sector 

According to recent data from the Community Fishing fleet register 
Mediterranean EU vessels represent about 24% of the total Community fleet 
in tonnage or 36% in engjne power and about 51% in numbers of 
Community fishing vessels; there is predominance of small scale coastal 
fishing: More than 34000 vessels ( ~80% in numbers) are smaller than 12m 
in length; 

Total landings are 12 % of EU landings in weight but the value of 
Mediterranean landings is important; due to predominance of coastal 
fisheries there is also a high percentage of daily landings (= higher value); 
catches are declining like in other regions ( -1 0117% in last years, depending 
on the year); however, Community production is down whereas production 
of 3rd countries is up and surpassed it (over-l.OOO.OOOt for non-EU countries 
against 564.000 for the Mediterranean and Black Sea EU fleet in 2006); the 
overall decrease for both total-pruduction and EU starts in 1994-1 995 and by 
2006 the total production is reduced by 5% while EU production by 22%, 
whilst non-EU production has increased by 7% (Source FIGIS and Eurostat); 
several stocks are exploited at the maximum limit and others are 
overexploited or even at the verge of coilapse. 

Roughly 11 2.000 people are employed in the fisheries sector (of which 
16.300 in processing and 11.800 in Aquaculture), which means ~40% of 
total EU jobs in the catching sector; many of these are semi-professional and 
part-time fishermen. 

19.5.2. Management & Control 

All the CFP's fisheries management tools are used in the Mediten·anean, 
there is however only one T AC, namely for Bluefin tuna. The basic 
instrument is the Mediterranean regulation ( Council Regulation (EC) 
No 1967/2006 which was adopted in 2006 and contains innovative 
decentralised procedures for multi-annual management plans and fostering 
the network of marine protected areas, technical measures as well as 
obligations to protect sensitive habitats and sensitive species. Since there is 
no active organism regrouping all relevant countries like ICES for the 
Atlantic and the Baltic to provide scientific advice, scientists from insitutes 
around the Mediterranean sea are working in the STECF context for stocks 
and economic assessments, and in GFCM (Scientific Advisory Committee, 
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SAC) and ICCAT (Standing Committee on Research and Statistics, SCRS), 
together with other contracting party's scientists. The F AO regional projects 
complement scientific work on the status of stocks and ecosystem at sub
regional level, and the Commission tenders studies and specific services for 
scientific advice as needed. 

As in other sea-basins control and enforcement is also a major problem in 
the Mediterranean and the Black Sea, and there is a substantial lack of 
enforcement due to lack of political will and lack of commitment by some 
important players. 

There are 7 EU Member States in the Mediterranean, other countries are in 
an accession negotiations, there are associated countries and, finally, partner 
countries with which the EU has cooperation agreements (Neighbourhood 
policy, Barcelona process). Another particularity is the absence of declared 
or enforced EEZs and the resulting fragmentation and proliferation of 
different types of protection zones (fisheries protection zones, ecological 
protection zones, etc., which makes enforcement of measures beyond areas 
of national jurisdiction (usually 6-12 miles here) complicated and difficult. 
Nonetheless, recent measures adopted in the multilateral framework to 
establish Port State control and to combat IUU should substantially improve 
the situation. The active participation of the EU and Member States in the 
General Fisheries Commission for the MediteiTanean (GFCM) and in 
ICCA T (International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tuna), 
where all non-EU countries are members, is therefore all the more important 
in order to pursue a coherent policy for sustainable fisheries management 
with all coastal states. 

19. 5. 3. Future Challenges 

- There is a need for improvement of scientific knowledge and to build 
capacity for integrated advice, through better identifications of research 
needs, further support for specific studies and more effective use of 
scientific competencies and expertise. STECF (a specific STECF 
subgroup has already been set up), and the new framework of data 
collection can provide substantial improvements in delivering an 
integrated fisheries management advice; 

- Implementation of an ecosystem approach to marine management, link 
with the implementation of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive and 
the Habitats and Water Framework Directives, as well as with relevant 
ongoing processes at international level (e.g. roadmap for an ecosystem 
approach and instruments for integrated coastal zone management under 
the Barcelona Convention). The main achievements for the 
implementation of an ecosystem approach to fisheries management as 
already included in the Mediterranean Regulation need to be further 
strengthened and refined; 

- Revision and improvements of control tools such as inclusion of all first 
sale points, extension of VMS to vessels equal to or more than 10 metres 
overall length, revision of the cun·ent logbook system, etc.; also, there 
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needs to be a minimum control and repmiing framework for recreational 
fisheries; fight against IUU fishing; 

There is a need to further strengthen the structure and operational 
capability of the GFCM, also by further suppoti to regional co-operation 
for capacity building and to carry out joint monitoring surveys and 
analysis as basis to deliver integrated fisheries management advice 
primarily on· shared resources and widely distributed stocks with non-EU 
countries. This should allow to develop joint tools (e.g. international fleet 
register - already struted -and logbooks) for better control and monitoring 
of fl eets and their behaviour; 

- The ENP and Barcelona process with a view to establish an Euro-Med 
Free Trade Area for 20 10 also for fisheries products should allow further 
progress towards a better implementation, control and surveillance in all 
partner countries. These agreements should also allow analyzing the 
appropriateness and feasibility of mechanisms to facilitate the adaptability 
of the fishing capacity by transferring vessels between areas and fisheries. 
After a long season of capacity reduction we should move towards a 
period of having long-term care of the investments with a better and more 
effective use of the fishing capacity in balance with sustainable 
exploitation of resources; 

- Measures to improve fishermen's capacity to influence the market and 
price formations should be promoted (e.g. designated ports and reducti0n 
of landing sites, aggregation of electronic first sale markets, shortening of 
the commercial distribution chain for fishery products etc.); 

- Stronger centralized mechanisms to improve the traceabiiity of fishery 
products from the first to the final sale should be promoted. These 
measures and framework are extremely important in an increasingly 
interconnected trade area to ensure common standard of protection and 
exploitation so to enhance traders and consumers capacity to reward 
sustainable fishing and aquaculture practices; 

- Mechanisms for reciprocal benefit between integrated maritime pol icy 
and CFP should be conceived; 

There is a need for clarification and enhanced cooperation in the 
jurisdiction area over high seas in the Mediterranean; the maritime policy 
could be a way forward. 

19.6. Black Sea region 

19. 6.1. Romania 

Romania has a coastline along the Black Sea of around 250 km and the 
Exclusive Economic Zone (declared in 1986) covers 25.000 squared 
kilometres. However, most of the fisheries activities are carried out within 
the 12 miles zone and in inland waters. At present, the Romanian fleet 
operates up to 30-35 marine miles in the Black Sea. 
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In Romania, sea fishing, conducted along the Romanian coastline, is limited 
to the marine areas up to 60-meter isobaths, as a consequence of the 
characteristics of the vessels and their limited autonomy. Trawl fishing has a 
seasonal pattern and is linked to the presence of the fish in the areas . In 2005, 
the species mostly caught in the Black Sea were small pelagic species: sprat 
(73.39%), anchovies (7.60%), sturgeon (4.67%) and whiting (4.55%). 

An important fishing area is the Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve, where 
fishing activities are forbidden to trawlers. In addition, the near-shore area of 
the Black Sea coast up to 20m isobaths is out of limits for fishing vessels 
that use towed gears. Fishing activities are limited to the utilisation of fixed 
rods and nets. 

19 .6.1.1. The fishing fleet 

The Romanian fishing fleet capacity in the Black Sea, is 439 vessels (22 over 
12 m long and 417 smaller than 12 m), with 2,604.86 tonnes (GT) and 
8,691.79 kW, registered in the Fishing Vessels Register. 

Of the 22 vessels over 12m long not all have been fully operating for the past 
few years. Most of these vessels are of the same type, with a total length of 
about 25m. These vessels were built in the 1980's. The average age of the 
fishing vessels is 20 -years, most of them with steel hulls. They are currently 
in poor technical condition as they are ill maintained, and health, sanitar-y 
and safety conditions aboard them need to be improved; in particular, they 
lack cold storage facilities. Their design and engines only allow them to 
operate under favom:able weather conditions. 

• Most of the 13 vessels which have been inactive recently were also built 
in the 1980s. T-hese vessels are part of the vessel register and part of the 
Romanian capacity and therefore might resume fishing at some point. 

• Since the dismissal of the Romanian Fishing Company in 1993, the entire 
deep-sea fleet ceased its activity. 

The small-scale coastal fishing fleet is composed of 417 boats (see table 
below) made of wood or fibre, 200 of these being equipped with low power 
engines. These type of boats do not use towed gears, but use stationary gears: 
long line, bottom line, gill nets and traps. The average age of this small-scale 
fishing fleet is about 15 years. 

This fleet is in poor condition and needs improvements of safety on board, 
working conditions and facilities for landing. The main species targeted by 
this fleet are small pelagic (sprat, anchovies and whiting). The number of the 
fishers involved in this activity is around 500. 
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Table 81 -Black Sea fleet 

Type Number 
Total 

Total power (kW) 
tonnage 

Vessels longer than 12m 22 2,056.26 5,884.69 

Vessels smaller than 12 
417 548.6 2,807.1 

m 

TOTAL 439 2,604.86 8,691 .79 

Source: Romanian EFF Opera tional Programme 

No investment has been made in the Black Sea fishing fleet after 1990 
(upgrading vessels, quays etc). Safety on board, working conditions, hygiene, 
product quality, energy efficiency and selectivity should be enhanced in the 
Black Sea fishing fleet. The average age of the fishing vessels is 20 years and 
their hull are mostly built in steel. Since 2006, investors get interested in 
marine fishing activities and started to build new vessels (small scale 
fi shery). 

19 .6. 1.2. Employment in the marine fisheries 

Employees in marine fi sheries represented about 633 or 9.29% of the total 
number of employees in fishery sector in 2005, of which 97% men and 3% 
women. Employees in marine fi sheries breakdown by age was as follow: 
37.44% of 40-60 years age, 58.93% of 20-40 years age and 3.63% under 20 
years age. 

19.6.1.3. Production 

Romanian recorded Black Sea catches declined from 16,000 tons in the 
1980s to about 2,000 tons in recent years. The situation has improved 
slightly since 2003, with an increase from 1,612 tons in that year to 2,026 
tons recorded catches in 2005. More than 70% of the catches are made by 
trawler vessels, the remaining by small-scale fisheries. Around 40 tonnes of 
turbot were landed in 2005 . 

Romania' s share in the overall Black Sea catches was only 0.4 % (source: 
F AO FishS tat) in 2004. Around three quarters of the catch of the trawler 
vessels is sprat, which, due to lack of other storage facilities, lands salted. 
The dominant fi sh species are of low value and generates poor returns, which 
makes difficult to justify new investments. 

Romanian sprat catches remain far below the maximum potential as 
calculated by scientists . Other species would also be available in sufficient 
quantities, if the vessels were equipped with proper gear to fish them -
which is what they lack in most cases. Therefore, in spite of the general 
resource shortage of Black Sea fi sheries, it cannot be said that the Romanian 
fleet is not in balance with the fi shing stocks. Also, the fact that bottom 
trawling is forbidden and it is not any near-shore trawling supports the view 
that the fleet is operating in a sustainable manner. 
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Figure 61 -Black Sea catches of Romania, 1971-2005 

18000 

16000 

14000 

12000 

10000 

8000 

6000 

4000 

2000 

0 
,...~ 

~"' "" ~"' 
,...., 

~"' 
,...~ 

~"' ""' ~"' 

o European sprat • European anchovy o Whiting o Mediterranean horse mackerel • Others 

Data Source: Romanian EFF Operational Programme 

Equipment: landing ports and fishing gear 

There are no specialised fishing ports in Romania and marine fishing vessels 
have to use the commercial ports for landing. Fishing vessels in the Black 
Sea use the ports of Mangalia, Constanta and Sulina as landing ports. None 
of these potts has specific facilities for landing, storage and sale of fishery 
products Facilities for vessel maintenance, water, fuel and ice supply are also 
lacking. The existing installations no longer provide the necessary safety on 
board and do not meet the requirements for consumption and food safety. 
Infrastructure such as quays, warehouses and locations for first sale is 
missing in Romania. 

There are different types of fishing gear for active and passive fishing that 
are used in Romania. The fishing gears now being used in the Black Sea are 
obsolete. Fixed fishing gears include mainly equipment for catching fish that 
is migrating for spawning and feeding in shallow waters (lo11g lines, bottom 
lines, gill nets). Active fishing is performed with seine and pelagic trawl. 

No investment projects have been undettaken in the Black Sea fishing fleet 
after 1990 (upgrading vessels, quays etc). Landing facilities, safety on board, 
working conditions, hygiene, product quality, energy efficiency and 
selectivity should be enhanced as a matter of priority. 

In order to comply with the requirements of the MARPOL Directive 
(2005/33/EC), Romania intends to modernise its fishing fleet aiming to keep 
on board all kind of waste. The provisions of The International Convention 
for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL Convention 73/78) 
will be in this way respected. Romania will take into consideration for its 
fi shing fleet four annexes of this Convention: Annex 1 - Prevention of 
pollution by oil , Annex 4 - Prevention of pollution by sewage from ships, 
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Annex 5 - Prevention of pollution by garbage from ships, Annex 6 -
Prevention of air pollution from ships. 

Weaknesses of sea-fishing industry: 

• The low level of equipment: fishing ports, wharfs, storage, maintenance, 
etc. 

• The poor condition of the fleet 

• The products are not in line with market demand 

• Poor organisation of producers 

• Inappropriate control of resource usage 

• Competition by other EU producers for specific products 

• Environmental degradation 

I 9.6.1.4. Administration 

The overall responsibility for the design and the implementation of fisheries 
policy in Romania falls under auspices of the National Agency for Fishing 
and Aquaculture (NAF A), which is a public institution entirely financed 
from the-state budget. The NAF A is part of the Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development. 

All fishing vessels have to be recorded in the Fishing Vessels Register 
(FVR) a _precondition for obtaining a fishing licence issued by the NAF A 
through FVR unit. 

19. 6. 2. Bulgaria 

19.6.2. 1. Marine fishing 

The Black Sea coastline of Bulgaria is 378 km in length. Territorial sea (up 
to 12 nautical miles) is 6 506 km2

, the area of the continental shelf is 10 886 
km2 and the Exclusive Economic Zone in the Black Sea- about 25 699 ki112

. 

The Black Sea has specific characteristics which limit the opportunities for 
marine fi shing. 

Most of the fishing activities are carried out in territorial waters (up to 12 
miles). The main ports used by fishermen for landing catches are in Baltchik, 
Burgas, Varna, Sozopol and Nessebar. Fishing activities are located along 
the entire coast, but the central and northern regions are the main location for 
the production of molluscs. 

The Institute of Oceanology and the Institute of Fish Resources (within the 
framework of the National Centre for Agrarian Sciences) in Varna are 
executing annually research activities (twice per year for the turbot: in the 
spring and in autumn) for the determination of quantities of fish stocks in the 
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Black Sea with the support of NAFA138
. The total volume of Sprat 

population in the Bulgarian shelf zone is nearly 30 000 tons and the 
allowable catches without having negative impact on its population could 
reach 10 000-15 000 tons per year. It is possible to catch such volume but 
market demand is not ready to absorb this quantity, as it is not a high value 
or a high quality product. 

The fi shing of the most valuable fish stock - Turbot (Psetta maxima 
maeotica) and also sprat are subject to Community restriction - annual 
quota. The results from the last trawl picture for Turbot showed that the 
available biomass in the Bulgarian waters is 1780 tons /relevant quantities 
should be adapted in the Regulation for TAC issued from the European 
Commission. 

The recovering and preservation of the threatened stocks, especially Beluga 
stocks, will be protected by 8 years moratorium of catches for sturgeon 
species for the whole Black Sea area and the Danube River. The period will 
be established in coordination with the conservation measures taken by 
Republic of Romania and in the future by the Community. 

19.6.2.2. Employment 

In the marine fi shing sub-sector there are 3 430 people employed. Marine 
fi shing is an important source of employment in the coastal areas and in the 
neighbouring regions. Fishing activities are important in the local economy 
and, together with the processing industry, form an important s<mrce of 
income. in the following Black Sea coastal regions - Primorsko and Bourgas 
region (16.6% of jobs in fishing activities), Byala and Varna region (11.9% 
of the jobs in this activity). Both regions of Bourgas and Varna have 
significant number of jobs in fishing (677 and 232 respectively). The total 
income per fisher (with fishing vessel) in 2005 is estimated at € 1 850 each. 

19 .6.2.3. Fishing fleet 

From 2 556 registered Bulgarian fishing vessels in 2007, only 67 are more 
than 15 m in length. From the total number of the vessels - 95 % are less 
than 12 m. Most of the vessels over 15 m (about 36) are over 20 years old 
and inefficient for fishing, due to the lack of equipment and engines 
appropriate to their tonnage. The situation of the fleet is pretty bad in terms 
of safety on board, working conditions, hygiene, product quality, energy 
efficiency, selectivity of the gears and environmental impact. Most of the 
fleet is based in Balchik, Bourgas, Varna and Sozopol. 

The tables below show the total number of fishing vessels registered and 
operating in different Black Sea regions, the segments of the Bulgarian 
fishing fleet, as well as the distribution of the capacity of the Bulgarian 
fi shing fl eet by category of tonnage (GT) and by category of length. 
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Table 82- Segmentation of Bulgarian fleet in Black Sea by length in 2007: 

Category Number 
Tonnage Power vcu 
(GT) (KW) 

<12 m 2 453 4306.40 47155.17 51255. 57 

12-15m 36 564.96 3459.27 3407.68 

15-24 m 55 1876. 5 9004.85 9209. 58 

>24m 12 1 583,00 3 304,76 3 707,73 

Total: 2 556 8330. 86 62924.05 67580. 56 

Source: NAFA (2007) /It is used data for registered fishing vessels, accord ing to the Fish ing 
vessel register from National agency for fisheries and aquaculture 

Table 83 - Segmentation of Bulgarian fishing fleet in Black Sea by Gross tonnage (GT) 
in 2007: 

Category Number Tonnage (GT) Power (KW) vcu 

< 10 GT 2436 4069,35 45702,2 49885,75 

10-25 GT 70 1117,47 7501,41 7191,64 

25 -40 GT 27 925,82 3900,54 4262,53 

> 40 GT 23 2208,29 5819,97 6241 ,08 

TOTAL 2556 8320,93 62924,12 67581 ,00 
Source: NAFA (2007) /Registered fishing vessels, according to t he Fishing vessel register from 
Nationa l agency for fisheries and aquaculture 

{Vessel Capacity Unit - VCU ; VCU = length/m/ X width/m/ + 0, 45 X power /kW/} 

The overall picture of the Bulgarian fishing fleet in the Black Sea shows that 
the number of small-scale vessels prevails by far in the fleet. Fishermen 
operating in the short distance coastal zones use these. The_ Bulgarian 
administration intends to develop a specific policy for these smaller boats, 
taking into account the specific features of this section of the fleet. In 
particular, most of the smaller-scale fishing vessels are not covered by a deck 
and should be modernized. 

Different public institutions are involved in the control of the fishing in 
Bulgaria. NAF A, Executive Agency "Maritime administration" within the 
Ministry of Transport, "Border Police" Directorate within the Ministry of 
Interiors, Ministry of Environment and Waters as well as Executive Agency 
"Port administration" within the Ministry of Transport, have significant role 
in the marine fishing. The coordination between the authorities should be 
improved, and more effective monitoring over preservation of the fishing 
resources should be executed. 
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19.6.2.4. Marine fish production 

The fisheries sector is understood here as the fish production as a primary 
product, including in some cases a first stage of processing after the catching 
of fish species. Further processing is included under the support for 
marketing presented in the next section, as it is mainly aiming at improving 
the products in order to match the expectations of the market. 

19.6.2.5. Areas to be examined for reform: 

- there is a need for improvement of scientific knowledge and to build 
capacity for integrated advice, through better identifications of research 
needs, further support for specific studies and more effective use of 
scientific competencies and expertise. STECF (a specific STECF 
subgroup has already been set up), and the new framework of data 
collection can provide substantial improvements in delivering an 
integrated fisheries management advice; 

- implementation of an ecosystem approach to marine management, link 
with the implementation of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive and 
the Habitats and Water Framework Directives, as well as with relevant 
ongoing processes at international level (e.g. roadmap for an ecosystem 
approach and instruments for Integrated Coastal Zone management under 
the Barcelona Convention). 

- revision and improvements of control tools such as the log-book and its 
application also for vessels of length smaller than 12 m , extension of the 
use of VMS or equivalent system to vessels smaller than 15-, better ring
fencing of beth commercial and leisure fisheries and vessels; 

- cooperation with other, non-EU riparian states is not satisfactory, the 
General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean has a mandate 
although for the Black Sea but Russia, Ukraine and Georgia are not yet 
members of GFCM. Pending further reflections of the Black Sea riparian 
countries for an independent RFMO, there is a short-te1m need to further 
strengthen the structure and operational capability of the GFCM in the 
Black Sea including the development of a regional co-operation project 
for capacity building and to carry out joint monitoring surveys and 
analysis as basis to deliver integrated fi sheries management advice 
primarily on shared resources and widely distributed stocks with non-EU 
countries. This strengthening of the GFCM organization shall also allow 
to develop joint tools (e.g. international fleet register and logbooks) for 
increased control and surveillance on fleets and fl eets behaviour;
measures to improve fishermen's organizations and capacity to control the 
market and price fmmations should be promoted; 

- stronger centralized mechanisms to improve the traceability of fishery 
products from the first to the final sale should be promoted. These 
measures and framework are extremely important in an increasingly 
interconnected trade area to ensure common standard of protection and 
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exploitation so to enhance traders and consumers capacity to reward 
sustainable fishing and aquaculture practices; 

- mechanisms for reciprocal benefit between integrated maritime policy and 
CFP should be conceived. 
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20. EXTERNAL CHALLENGES: CLIMATE CHANGE 

20.1. Climate change 

Besides external challenges in the realm of environment (as dealt with in 
Chapter 8) and of economic developments such as the volatility of fuel 
prices or the recent financial crisis (as discussed in Chapter 2), another 
external challenge of major importance is climate change. 

Climate change and fisheries interact reciprocally: 

• Industrialised fisheries contribute to climate change through emission of 
greenhouse gasses. The fisheries sector must therefore take its share of 
contributing to mitigation. 

• Fisheries are affected by climate change because the resource bases for 
fisheries, the marine ecosystems, change. The fisheries sector and public 
policy must therefore adapt to climate change. 

20.1.1. Fisheries impact on climate and contribution to mitigation 

Fisheries are responsible for 1.2% of global oil consumption. The 
consumption of oil is very variable, dependent on the fishery. The global 
average is 0.45 kg fuel per kg fish landed (640 1/ton). European fisheries do 
however, amongst its many diverse fisheries, have some of the most oil 
consuming fisheries globally- it can be 4 kg fuel per kg fish landed in beam 
trawl fisheries. 

There have been lew incentives for the industry to develop energy efficiency. 
On the contrary, the tax exemption for oil to fisheries can be considered a 
subsidy to the sector which has had the opposite effect of being a 
counterincentive for energy efficiency and reduction of C02 emissions. The 
emergency sense of crisis in situations of high fuel prices (as has occurred a 
number of times over the last 10 years) shows the industry's sensitivity to 
this input - and as it appears high fuel prices have created a strong incentive 
for change. 

Reaching MSY levels of fishing pressure with improved economic 
performance of the fleet (by a reduction in fleet capacity together with 
healthier stocks) will also result in improved energy efficiency because a 
smaller fleet will harvest from larger fish stocks. 

Mitigation of environmental effects in the sector is primarily promoted 
through the general mitigation policy of the Community. Beyond this, 
energy saving teclmologies and practices are promoted by the Commission. 
There is considerable potential for reducing the emissions relative to 
landings. There is potential for energy savings of up to 20% on average by 
improving vessel and gear design and operation. 
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The Commission facilitates information exchange on energy efficiency 
through a study and a web site with information available to operators in the 
sector. 

20.1.2. The impactsofclimate change onjisheries 

The impacts of climate change on fisheries are expected to be very 
considerable and complex. The major features of expected changes start to 
be better known but the detailed changes are still not predictable and will 
probably not be predictable as changes develop further. 

The main effects are: 

• The most direct effects are changes in distributions of fish stocks - there 
are already northward shifts of populations, but this is not possible in 
enclosed basins such as the Baltic and the Mediterranean and the impact 
in such basins may therefore be more pervasive. In the Arctic a poleward 
shift in distribution of fish stocks is expected. 

• There are also many indirect effects Tesulting from changes in the 
availability of food organisms, changed oceanographic conditions and 
increased acidity. These indirect effects may amount to regime shifts 
where the basic fabric of the ecosystem changes and the conditions for 
different species change much more than expected from temperature 
changes alone. Such effects may be dramatic - also for fisheries - but are 
presently poorly known. The net balance of these effects is, as- a result, 
difficult to predict fer specific fisheries. As an example the regime shift in 
the Baltic is referred to in chapter 19. 

• The environment for fisheries will be continuously changing in the future 
-and more rapidly and dramatically than before. What is also new, with 
regard to earlier changes in the marine environment, is that the change 
predicted due to climate change is more rapid than earlier changes 
within the most recent several thousand years. 

• Climate change is an added stress on fish populations and is also 
associated with important environmental changes such as changes in 
acidity of the oceans which is caused by the increased concentration of 
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. This means that marine life, including 
fish populations, will need to adapt more rapidly and to several stresses 
simultaneously. For exploited fish populations, high exploitation rates 
must be added in addition to the stress of changing marine ecosystems, 
changing temperatures and increasing acidity. Thus, fish stocks will be 
more sensitive to fishing in general and overfishing in particular 

• In the Arctic there will be accesses to resources which were not available 
before as a result of reduced ice cover. 

It is a challenge to both industries and public policy to adapt to this. 
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Industry adaptation 

• From an industry perspective, more rapid changes in the resource base 
and cautious management, means that the industry needs to develop its 
flexibility even further in order to adapt to new conditions. 

• The need for flexibility and a changing resource base may, on the other 
hand, discourage long term investments. A longer investment horizon to 
encourage the industry to take a longer term responsibility so this may 
counteract these attempts must be part of this strategy, and should be 
promoted. 

• The industry may be facing new mechanisms to distribute access as- the 
geographical distribution of stocks change. 

• Existing access rights may change considerably in value as the volume 
(and thus value) of a stock changes as a result of climate change. 

The adaptation of public policy can be considered fourfold: 1) rebuild and 
maintain resilience of marine ecosystems and fish stocks, 2) ensure that 
adequate measures will be taken as changes appear by developing a 
responsive and responsible decision framework; 3) prepare response to 
distribution issues as fish stocks change distribution or new fishing 
oppmiunities appear and 4) develop fisheries policy in coherence with 
maritime policy developments 

1. Rebuild and maintain resilience Df marine ecosystems and fish stocks. 

• Climate change is an added stress on marine ecosystems and fish stocks 
on top of fisheries, pollution etc. Climate change therefore makes the 
need to reduce fishing pressure even more urgent 

• The first priority is therefore to do effectively what we try to do already to 
move to sustainable fisheries - to reduce overall fishing pressure and 
reduce capacity 

2. Ensure that adequate measures will be taken: as changes appear by 
developing a responsive and responsible decision framework 

• Climate change has highlighted that we have been operating within a false 
paradigm of nature being constant - climate change and considerations of 
ecosystem linkages require management to be adaptive in a changing 
environment. 

• Proper monitoring and scientific analysis needs to be in place which 
enables early warnings of changes and also of regime shifts. However, 
warnings about regime shifts are very difficult to get because science does 
not have good methods to identify such shifts in the early stages. 

• Management plans must be drawn up in a way that they are adaptive, a 
trend introduced with most recent plans. The background paper for the 

392 



new cod recovery plan (adopted in 2008) did specifically take account of 
the changing environment as a reason to propose a new approach. 

• A need to develop a responsible and responsive decision process which 
does not lead to complacency in times of little change and can react 
rapidly when required. 

3. Prepare response to distribution issues as fish stocks change 
distribution or new fishing opportunities appear. 

• Questions of distributions of access will be raised in international fora as 
the geographical distribution of stocks change. Decision rules are needed 
for this early on, preferably before the changes in the sea have taken 
place. In general access is based on historical precedence of catches rather 
than geography, a concept that will come under pressure under climate 
change. 

• Another case is "new" stocks, when fish species occur in areas where they 
did not occur before. This creates the risk of the development of 
unregulated fisheries and early measures need to be taken to manage 
emerging fisheries - it is difficult to reverse overfishing. Mechanisms 
which introduce regulation (and distribution of access) in such cases 
should be established timely. 

• The increased access in the Arctic due to reduced ice cover is a specific 
case of 'new' resources becoming available to fisheries which needs 
mechanisms to distribute access. 

4. Develop fisheries policy m relation with maritime policy 
developments. 

• The fisheries policy needs to be integrated with mantlme policy in 
general, especially in relation to spatial planning of activities, 
environmental policies and data and research. 

• In the Arctic specifically, development of fisheries as stocks are 
distributed more northern needs to be integrated with the development of 
other human activities in the Arctic including shipping and mineral 
resource extraction. 
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