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Outcomes of the CFP since 2002

• Positive developments:
• More stocks under long term management plans – leading 

to sustainable fisheries
• First positive results – e.g. Northern Hake now recovered
• Better stakeholder involvement through the Regional 

Advisory Councils
• New policy to reduce discards
• Control reform underway and new IUU legislation
• Instruments in place for meaningful fleet restructuring

• But more needs to be done

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The CFP has produced positive outcomes since the last reform in 2002. The positive outcomes include

We have now several fish stocks managed under long term management plans which means that we gradually lower the fishing pressure to sustainable levels to ensure that the industry has a future and that we have a healthy marine ecosystem

We have seen a first example of a stock which was threatened by collapse and is now in a healthy state again – this is northern hake

There is now better involvement of stakeholders as we have established Regional Advisory Councils where industry, environmental NGOs, consumers and other stakeholders can discuss between them, interact with scientists and in the end provide advice to the Commission on fisheries issues

We have introduced a new policy to reduce the economically wasteful practice of discarding

The reform of our control policy is underway and scheduled to be adopted in College end October

And we are putting the right instruments in place for a meaningful fleet restructuring

However,  more needs to be done because the policy has not yet achieved its objectives fully
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Outcomes: Many stocks still overfished

• 80% of EU stocks overfished 
(global average 25%)

• 30% outside safe biological limits
• Catches dominated by young fish - 

93% of North Sea cod caught are 
immature !

Presenter
Presentation Notes


One problem we need to address is that many stocks are still overexploited. 80% of European fish stocks are overfished, whereas the  global average is only 25%. 

30% of our stocks are even outside safe biological limits which means that the future productivity of the stocks is at risk.

One of the results of several years of overfishing is that there are few fish which have survived to grow and the fisheries are as a result dependent on young fish. For North Sea cod for instance, 93% of the fish caught are immature.
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Outcomes – decreasing landings
Landings 1950-2006, EU15
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The figure here shows that over-fishing and diminishing stocks has lead to declining catches in the last decade.

As you can see in  the 50s and 60s catches where expanded by fishing more stocks and by introduction of more effective fishing technologies.



However, after all stocks were fully exploited in the 70s technological development has continued and we have now had several years of overexploitation leading to diminishing stocks, diminishing productivity and diminishing catches.



Again using the example of North Sea cod, in the 1980s we had total quotas in the order of 200-300,000 tonnes and cod was the economical  bread and butter of many North Sea communities. Now we are discussing quotas which are one tenth of this and  cod is taken only as a by-catch in other fisheries.
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Regional losses in landings

Estimated landings of demersal species from the 
North Sea (1970-2004)
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Presentation Notes
In some regions and fisheries the reductions in landings have been quite dramatic as can be seen here regarding demersal stocks in the North Sea and Iberian demersal stocks
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Contribution to the Community market

Relation between EU15's fish production and imports 1961 - 2001
(in %)  (Source: Eurostat)
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Outcomes: Overcapacity remains

• The fleet is capable of exerting fishing 
pressure 2-3 times more than the sustainable 
level

• Fleet reductions have not been sufficient to 
neutralise technological creep (2-4% p. year)

Presenter
Presentation Notes


In many fisheries the present fleet is exerting a fishing pressure which is two to three times the level, that would be sustainable and which was recommended as the maximum level by the World Summit for Sustainable Development in Johannesburg 2002.

This means our vessels’ capacity to fish is considerably above the productivity of fish stocks.



Moreover the fleet reductions have not been sufficient enough to neutralise to constant development in technology – something that we call technological creep.
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Actual capacity 
development assuming 3% 

technological creep

Trend in the EU fishing fleet capacity in terms of installed engine power (kW)
between 1992 and 2008
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between 1992 and 2008
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In fact since 1992 we have had a range of programmes for structural adjustment of the fishing fleet in place. These programmes were the Multi annual guidance programmes supported by the structural funds and as you can see from this figure they have led to reductions in the nominal capacity of the European fleet.

Furthermore, the technological creep, which is shown by the thick black line at the top end of the graph, was in the order of between 2 and 4%.  As you can see the real harvest capacity has increased and not decreased despite the fact that we have fewer vessels and a smaller tonnage in the EU fleet.
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The external sector

• Bilateral agreements:
• Certain fleets, entirely dependent from public 

money for access
• Perception that the EU “exports its overcapacity 

to 3rd countries and undermines development”
• Regional fisheries organisations:

• No effective mechanisms to enforce multilateral 
recommendations
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Bottom line: 
Poor economic 
performance, 
low resilience 
to external 
pressures

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The result of a fleet which is too large to be used efficiently and stocks which have diminished is poor economic efficiency and poor economic results for the industry.



It is clear that under these conditions, the industry will have very low resilience if the economic environment it operates in deteriorates.



It is therefore in this light we should see the recent problems for the industry with increasing fuel prices and problems with credit. 



The industry would have been able to cope much better if it had been in balance with the resource base, could utilise the vessels effectively and would have larger quotas because the stocks were in healthy shape. This is of course why we are insisting that any measures to help the industry in this situation must also address the underlying problem of overcapacity.
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caused these 
outcomes?
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Causes: A vicious circle – 
Too many boats chasing too few fish
• Technological development produce 

overcapacity, and subsides aggravate it

• Fish stocks are fished down and produce 
less

• Less fish available to catch

• Poor economic efficiency

• Political pressures for subsidies and 
higher quotas

Presenter
Presentation Notes


The reason why we have not been effective in reducing capacity is that we are in a vicious circle. In the past we subsidised fishing capacity and there is technological development as well. This has led to overcapacity.

When  the fleet has capacity to harvest more than what is sustainable we start fishing the stocks down and they produce less.

There are thus less fish available to catch.

When too many boats chase few fish we get poor economic efficiency.

This situation will generate pressure from the industry for excessive fishing and there will be strong incentives for the industry to accelerate technological development further as required to maintain catch rates on scarce resources.

We are then back to a repeat of the cycle.

The next reform must break this cycle.
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Causes – institutional setup fosters 
short term perspective

• Objectives of the policy are insufficiently focused
• Short-term focus of decision-making: 

Member States mostly interested in their share of 
the fish

• Top-down management
• Tendency to centralise and micromanage
• Resources to implement the policy (at EU and 

national level) are increasingly insufficient to 
meet the demands

Presenter
Presentation Notes


How have we gotten into this vicious cycle?

The present objectives of the CFP are not focused – we have social, economic and environmental objectives but we have not specified which should take priority among these. This makes it difficult to monitor whether we are progressing and it makes it difficult to maintain accountability.

One more problem is that the present institutional setup has fostered a short term focus of decision making.

Every Member State has a constant share of total quota – we call this relative stability. This relative stability has led fisheries ministers to focus on ’their’ immediate share rather than on the common good in the long term.

The industry has not been given responsibilities for keeping the stocks healthy and we have ended up in a situation with detailed top-down management. We have a tendency to centralise and micro-manage.  This does not promote legitimacy.

The resources to develop and implement will increasingly be insufficient to meet the demands unless we get into a mode of responsibilising the industry and simpler regulation.
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Systemic irresponsibility 
- the negative micromanagement spiral
• A conservation objective is identified
• Technical measures to achieve this are put in 

place
• The industry experiences losses of catch value 

or fishing opportunities
• Industry makes technological adaptations which 

nullifies negative economic effects of regulation
• These adaptations nullify conservation effect in 

the process
• Conservation outcomes not achieved

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Let me illustrate how our present way of managing result in outcomes which are very different from what we wanted to achieve: the negative micromanagement spiral



We identify an objective, for instance a need to reduce bycatches of young fish



We then introduce technical measures to achieve this, for instance a minimum mesh size



This measure may have some negative economic impact on the industry – they may for instance not only loose young fish but also some marketable fish, just above the minimum landing size.



The industry may therefore try to compensate this loss, for instance by developing gear figurations which closes the meshes – this is economically rational on the short term and may be entirely legal



We then loose the effect we wanted to have as we still get bycatches of young fish



And we put more details into the regulation, for instance specifying the gear configuration in a way which makes it more difficult to close the meshes.



And we are then back at the outset
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Technical micro-regulation
“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).”
Commission reg 2056/2001 art 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The result is microregulation which most citizens would not believe exists.



Here is an example from technical measures in the North Sea: a panel with larger mesh sizes is specified to enable smaller fish to escape. The size of this panel is then spcified as, and I quote:



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).”



Such detailed regulation is difficult and costly for the industry to implement and for public authorities to control



European Commission
Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries

Causes – industry incentives wrong 
way round

• The instruments of the CFP do not provide the right 
incentives or may even create incentives for irresponsible 
fishing. 

• Subsidies contribute to overcapacity
• Subsidies for harvest capacity still given
• Indirect subsidies – no payment for access, no cost sharing of 

management costs
• Lack of long term rights for industry
• Lack of responsibilities for the industry 

• The burden of proof regarding sustainability is placed with 
the Commission rather than with the industry

• Incentive to withhold information (less data = more fish!)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Another reason for insufficient outcomes is that the industry incentives are the wrong way round. They may even create incentives for irresponsible fishing.



Subsidies create overcapacity. We are still giving subsidies for harvest capacity. But there are also important indirect subsidies because the access to a public reasource is not paid for and the cost of management is carried by the public.



We do not have a system for long term rights such as tradable quotas on EU level. The industry does not need to demonstrate that it can fish in a sustainable manner. Access to fishing is not linked to any demonstration of responsibility.



In other sectors such as environment the burden of proof is to a large extent with the industry. In order to get a permit to utilise a public resource you need to demonstrate that you can do so within limits defined by society. In fisheries we have the opposite situation, the burden of proof is on the Commission and not on the industry. 



This has resulted in situations where it actually pays to withhold information and some parts of the industry can find short term benefits in challenging the Commission’s assessment of the state of fish stocks.
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New challenges - context
• Need to integrate CFP with other marine governance regimes – 

Environmental policy (Marine Strategy) and with other sectors 
(Maritime Policy)

• External economic pressures – fuel prices, poorer access to credit

• Markets for fish products changing - retailers increasingly insisting 
on products which can be documented to originate from sustainable 
harvest

• Changes in marine ecosystems – climate change

• Pressure on resources to run the CFP
• Demands on what fisheries should deliver are increasing
• Resources to implement fisheries management in COM and Member 

States are expected not to increase or even to reduce 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We are also confronted with new challenges



We need to integrate the CFP with other marine governance regimes such as environment (through the marine stretagy) and with other maritime sectors in the maritime polu=icy framework



The economic environment for the industry has changed dramatically with incresed fuel prices and increasing difficulties with access to credit



The market for fish products is changing as retailers incresingly insist on products which can be documented to originate from sustainable harvest – and consumers do not see the present CFP as sufficient guarantee for that



There is also pressure on the resources to run the CFP. There are new demands on what fisheries should deliver while the resources available to implement the CFP are not increasing in member states or the commission – or even expected to decrease
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Way forward ?
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Short/medium term: Making more effective use of 
the present framework

• Promote responsible policy decisions
• More forcefully Insist on long term sustainability as the guiding 

principle for decisions

• Promote more effective implementation
• Control reform
• Stronger sanctions against IUU fishing
• A new discards policy

• Link the various areas of the policy better and link to other 
policies

• EFF as instrument for capacity reduction
• Integration with maritime policy, marine strategy, habitats directive

• Building responsibility
• Better communication with stakeholders and citizens
• Better linkage to market drivers and consumer support – support 

to traceability, ecolabelling

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What is the way forward? In the short term we need to use the existing framework better



We must more forcefully insist on long term sustainability as the guiding principle for decisions



We must promote more effective implementation, for instance as we are doing with the reform of the control system which will address the problems identified in the Court of Auditors report on controls, such as a lack of enforcement and a lack of a level playing field. We are setting a new system in place to fight illegal, unregulated and unreported fisheries. We are also proposing a new discards policy and will continue to get more stocks under long term management plans.



We must link the various areas of the policy better together. We should use the EFF more actively as an instrument to capacity reduction. We must integrate with the environmental policy in the marine strategy directive



We should also continue efforts to build responsibility through coomunication with stakeholders as we are doing in the RACs and by promoting transparency and traceability which will help such initiatives as ecolabelling to encourage responsible fisheries 
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Way forward – reform

• Clearer policy focus and objectives

• A decision and implementation framework which encourages 
responsibility

• A management framework which encourages  industry to be 
responsible

• An external policy that will favour investment in 3rd countries

• More integration with other policies (i.e. Maritime Policy)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are three elements we need to discuss in a reform. These are 



A clearer policy focus and clearer objectives

A decision and implementation framework which encourages responsibility

A management framework which encourages  industry to be responsible



Let me explain these elements in more detail
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Way forward - reform 
Clearer policy focus and hierarchy of objectives

• The objectives of the CFP must be focused and specific so that 
they can serve as real guidance for decisions and for 
accountability

• 25 years of CFP have demonstrated that compromising 
ecological sustainability to cushion short term economic and 
social impacts has undermined the social and economic 
sustainability of the policy

• Healthy stocks and ecosystems is a condition for healthy 
industries

• Ecological sustainability must have top priority because it is 
the basis for social and economic benefits

• Objectives must be sufficiently precise to enable monitoring 
and accountability

Presenter
Presentation Notes
But to get to the bottom of the problems we need more fundamental changes and this is why we need to prepare the next reform in the longer term.

We need to have a clearer policy focus with a hierarchy of objectives.



The objectives of the CFP must be focused and specific so that they can serve as real guidance for decisions and for accountability



25 years of CFP have demonstrated that compromising ecological sustainability to cushion short term economic and social impacts has undermined the social and economic sustainability of the policy



Healthy stocks and ecosystems is a condition for healthy industries



Ecological sustainability must have top priority because it is the basis for social and economic benefits



Objectives should be associated with standards which outcomes can be measured against
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Way forward - reform 
Decision and implementation framework which 

encourages responsibility

• Decisions on principles and strategy on Council 
level

• Leave micromanagement to:
• Commission?
• Member States?
• The industry?

• Regionalisation subject to Community standards 
and control?

• Is relative stability justified in the XXI century?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We need to have a decision and implementation framework which encourages responsibility



One way is to put political decisions and technical implementation in the right place. Politicians should decide on policy issues, on strategic principles and the technical implementation should be left to lwer levels



Therefore, only principles and strategic issues should be decided at Ministers level in Council, while implementation issues should be left to the technical levels. 



We should also consider whether we could not simplify the implementation and introduce more sensitivity to local specifics by some delegation to MS on regional level within Community standards and control. Many detailed implementation issues do not need to be dealt with in Brussels
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Encouraging responsible industries

• How do we best reverse present perverse incentives for irresponsible 
fishing?

• Longer term access rights? 
• Long term user rights to increase decision horizon
• Tradable rights may encourage capacity adaptation and effective industries

• Linking rights to responsibilities - taking more Responsibility as condition for 
rights

• More use of results based management leaving implementation details to industry 
within clear standards for maximum impact

• Reversal of burden of proof - should right of access be subject to demonstration of 
responsible fishing?

• More financial responsibility? 
• Payment for rights? 
• Cost recovery of management costs?

• Stronger support of market drivers for responsibility?
• Traceability
• Certification

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We need to have a framework which encourages responsibility in the industry.



One option is to introduce longer term access rights which will giver a longer decision horizon for the industry. Tradeable rights may encourage an adaptation of the capacity to the fishing opportunities and economic efficiency in the fleet.



Rights do not in themselves give more responsibility to the industry. Taking responsibility could be a conditions for rights to access to public ressources. A change to results based management with a reversal of the burden of proof would give the industry extended responsibility for the outcomes of the policy and for demonstrating that it indeed fishes responsibly.



We should also consider support to market drivers for responsibiltiy such as traceability of products through the production chain and supporting certification initiatives.







European Commission
Directorate General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries

Social concerns in the CFP

• How to promote capacity reduction and an 
economically efficient industry without loosing local 
employment and cultural heritage in coastal 
communities?

• A special coastal management regime for small 
scale fleets with linkages to coastal communities 
which aims at preserving employment?

• A two-tier CFP?
• ITQs for industrial fishing
• More social objectives for artisanal fishing

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We are aware that effective measures to encourage fleet capacity adaptation will result in less employment directly in the harvest sector and concentration of the fleet. This may result in loss of local employment and cultural identity in coastal communities.



One option to address that could be to have a separate coastal regime where a part of the fishing opportunities are set aside to small scale fleets with strong linkages to coastal communities. These fleets will then operate in a framework which will aim to preserve the fleets and their local linkage.



This would in effect be a two-tier CFP which would enable overall capacity adaptation and the major part of the fleet being more economically efficient without jeopardising employment and cultural identity in coastal communities
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A new external policy

• The EU as a key player in international 
management of fisheries

• Reinforcing implementation of 
recommendations by RFOs

• Bilateral agreements:
• More emphasis on productive investment in 3rd 

countries (including aquaculture) more than in 
maintaining existing fleets

• More integration with other development 
instruments
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Integration with Maritime Policy

Relevance of Maritime Policy Objectives
• Maximising sustainable use of oceans and seas
• Building a knowledge and innovation base
• Quality of life in coastal regions
• Europe’s leadership in international affairs
• Visibility for maritime Europe
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Maritime Policy Actions important for 
the CFP

• Marine and maritime research strategy
• Marine Strategy Directive
• Roadmap for Maritime Spatial Planning
• Networking of surveillance systems
• Guardians of the sea
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Process towards reform
• Sept 2008 –informal Fisheries Council called 

on Commission to launch discussion on CFP 
reform

• First half of 2009 – Green paper to launch 
public debate

• 2009 – public debate
• Early 2010 – summary of public debate, 

launch impact assessment
• First half 2011 – proposal
• CFP reform in 2012

Presenter
Presentation Notes


The informal Fisheries Council in September gave its go-ahead for the reform process

We will then prepare a public discussion document with an analysis and presenting options for a reform in the first half of 2009.

We should then facilitate public debate and summarise it early 2010 and on that basis produce a proposal in the first half of 2011.

This time schedule will be adequate for a reform to be in place in 2012. 
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