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DRAFT EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION

on the proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
certain technical and control measures in the Skagerrak and amending Regulation (EC) 
N° 850/98 and Regulation (EC) n° 1342/2008 
(COM(2012)0471 – C7-0431/2011 – 2012/0232(COD))

(Ordinary legislative procedure: first reading)

The European Parliament,

– having regard to the Commission proposal to Parliament and the Council 
(COM(2012)0471),

– having regard to Article 294(2) and Article 43(2)of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union, pursuant to which the Commission submitted the proposal to Parliament 
(C7-0431/2011),

– having regard to Article 294(3) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union,

– having regard to the opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee of 14 
November 20121

– having regard to Rule 55 of its Rules of Procedure,

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Fisheries (A7-0000/2012),

1. Adopts its position at first reading hereinafter set out;

2. Calls on the Commission to refer the matter to Parliament again if it intends to amend its 
proposal substantially or replace it with another text;

3. Instructs its President to forward its position to the Council, the Commission and the 
national parliaments.

Amendment 1

Proposal for a regulation
Recital -1 (new)

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(-1) As the Skagerrak is the only waters,
shared by Member States and third 
countries, not regulated by a fisheries 
agreement, where quotas apply and where 
third countries have put in place an 
obligation to land all catches, it is 

                                               
1 Not yet published in the Official Journal.
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reasonable to provide for a specific set of 
rules in relation to control and technical 
measures for the Skagerrak that differs 
from the general rules applicable with in 
the Union.

Or. en

Justification

The European Union share many of its fishing waters with non Member States. The 
Mediterranean, the Black Sea and the Baltic Sea are all shared. The Skagerrak and the North 
Sea the only seas where the non Member State (Norway) has a landing obligation. What 
distinguishes the Skagerrak is that Norway has denounced the 1986 fisheries agreement 
covering the Skagerrak. The denunciation took effect 1 November 2012. A new limited 
agreement is being negotiated, but it is uncertain when it would enter into force. On this 
basis, a Skagerrak-specific regime is reasonable.

Amendment 2

Proposal for a regulation
Recital 2 a (new)

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(2a) It would place too great a burden on 
the fisheries sector if any changes to the 
current rules were applied during an 
existing quota year. Such changes should 
therefore be applied from the beginning 
of the next complete quota year. The rules 
introduced by this Regulation should 
apply from 1 January 2014.

Or. en

Justification

It would be unworkable to apply the rules starting in the middle of a quota year. The 
obligation to land all catches should thus apply from 1 January 2014.
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Amendment 3

Proposal for a regulation
Recital 4

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(4) An obligation to land all catches of 
stocks subject to catch limits needs to be 
established, except for species or fisheries 
where there is scientific evidence of high 
survival rates of discarded fish or where
the burden to fishermen of having to 
extract the unwanted species from the 
catch for separate treatment is 
unreasonably high. [Art. 3]

(4) An obligation to land all catches of 
stocks subject to catch limits needs to be 
established. That obligation should not 
however apply to species or fisheries 
where there is scientific evidence that fish 
of a species has such a survival rate that it 
would be beneficial to the sustainable 
conservation of the species to release it. 
When such fish are released, it should 
also be possible to release a limited 
number of fish of a species that does not 
have a high survival rate, provided that the 
burden to fishermen of having to extract 
the unwanted species from the catch for 
separate treatment is unreasonably high. 
[Art. 3]

Or. en

Justification

The exceptions from the discard ban should be based on what is best in relation to the 
sustainable conservation of the individual species. 

Amendment 4

Proposal for a regulation
Recital 5

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(5) The system of landing all catches 
requires substantial changes to the present 
fisheries and the management of the 
fisheries concerned. Therefore, the 
obligation to land should be introduced 
progressively. [Art. 4]

(5) The system of landing all catches 
requires substantial changes to the present 
fisheries and the management of the 
fisheries concerned. Therefore, the 
obligation to land should be introduced 
progressively. A rule relating to mixed 
catches should be introduced. Member 
States with quotas in the Skagerrak 
should cooperate so that the flag Member 
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State can provide fishermen with the 
necessary quotas. [Art. 3, Art. 4 and Annex 
1]

Or. en

Justification

A restrictive rule dealing with the issue of mixed catches should be introduced. Member States 
need to ensure that fishermen can adapt their fishing methods to the new rules as rapidly as 
possible.

Amendment 5

Proposal for a regulation
Recital 6

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(6) For the protection of juvenile fish, the 
functioning of the fisheries market and to 
ensure that no unjust profit can be gained 
from catching fish under a minimum 
conservation reference size, the handling of 
such catches should be limited to fish meal, 
pet food or other non-human consumption 
products, or for charitable purposes. [Art. 
5]

(6) For the protection of juvenile fish, the 
functioning of the fisheries market and to 
ensure that no unjust profit can be gained 
from catching fish under a minimum 
conservation reference size, the handling of 
such catches should be limited to fish meal, 
pet food or other non-human consumption 
products. [Art. 5]

Or. en

Justification

Juvenile fish should not be sold for charitable purposes.

Amendment 6

Proposal for a regulation
Recital 7

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(7) In order to progressively eliminate 
discards the selectivity of the fishing gears 
should be improved by increasing the 
general minimum mesh size requirement 
for demersal fisheries but with derogations 

(7) In order to progressively eliminate 
discards the selectivity of the fishing gears 
should be improved by increasing the 
general minimum mesh size requirement 
for demersal fisheries but with derogations 
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to allow the use of gears, including 
selection devices having the same 
selectivity in these fisheries. [Art. 6]

to allow the use of gears, including 
selection devices having the same 
selectivity in these fisheries. Member 
States should ensure that authorisation 
and other administrative procedures in 
respect of new, more selective fishing gear 
are kept at a minimum, so that the 
fishermen can adapt their way of fishing 
to the new rules as fast as possible.[Art. 6]

Or. en

Justification

The new situation will force fishermen to use more selective gear. Any authorisation or other 
procedure required before new gear may be used must be kept to an absolute minimum. To 
ensure this, the Member States should be prepared to attach extra resources where necessary.

Amendment 7

Proposal for a regulation
Recital 12

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(12) For the proper monitoring of fishing 
activities with special regard to verifying 
that the obligation to land all catches of 
stocks subject to catch limitations is 
complied with at sea, it is necessary to 
operate a Remote Electronic Monitoring 
(REM) system on vessels operating in the 
Skagerrak. [Art. 11]

(12) For the proper monitoring of fishing 
activities with special regard to verifying 
that the obligation to land all catches of 
stocks subject to catch limitations is 
complied with at sea, it is necessary that 
Member States put in place a Remote 
Electronic Monitoring (REM) system. That 
REM system should be based on 
automated control and a fishing trip 
should be deemed to have been conducted 
within the rules of this Regulation, if no 
irregularities are detected during such 
control. [Art. 11]

Or. en

Justification

The Member States should set up an REM system. The REM should be based on automated 
control to minimise the intrusion in the private live of the fishermen. The automated control 
should be conclusive if no irregularities are found.
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Amendment 8

Proposal for a regulation
Recital 12 a (new)

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(12a) While a general obligation to equip 
fishing vessels with closed circuit TV 
(CCTV) cameras would be too intrusive,
Member States should provide incentives 
to encourage vessel owners to apply the 
new rules and voluntarily equip their 
vessels with CCTV cameras and the other 
equipment required for the collection of 
data and the transfer of such data to the 
REM. It should be possible for such 
incentives to include a premium on quotas 
and lower control efforts. Member States 
should be able to require that vessels that 
are found not to comply with the rules of 
this Regulation are equipped with CTE. 
[Art. 11a]

Or. en

Justification

For vessel owners, it should be voluntary whether to equip their vessels with CCTV cameras, 
GPS and sensors to collect information and transfer it to the REM system (CTE). Member 
States should provide incentives to vessel owners who do so. They should also be able to force 
vessel owners who are found not to be following the rules in this Regulation to put in place a 
CTE system

Amendment 9

Proposal for a regulation
Recital 18

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(18) In order to adapt to the technical and 
scientific progress in a timely and 
proportionate fashion and to ensure 
flexibility and allow evolution of certain 
measures, the power to adopt acts in 
accordance with Article 290 of the Treaty 

(18) In order to adapt to the technical and 
scientific progress in a timely and 
proportionate fashion and to ensure 
flexibility and allow evolution of certain 
measures, the power to adopt acts in 
accordance with Article 290 of the Treaty 



PR\919502EN.doc 11/30 PE500.527v01-00

EN

should be delegated to the Commission in 
respect of amending Annex I as regards the 
timeline and the stocks subject to the 
obligation to land all catches and in respect 
of amending Annex II as regards minimum 
conservation reference size.

should be delegated to the Commission in 
respect of further defining the exception 
allowing release of fish of a stock in some 
cases when it is beneficial to the 
sustainable recovery of the stock, as well 
as in respect of amending Annex I as 
regards the timeline and the stocks subject 
to the obligation to land all catches and in 
respect of amending Annex II as regards 
minimum conservation reference size. It is 
of particular importance that the 
Commission carry out appropriate 
consultations during its preparatory work, 
including at expert level. The 
Commission, when preparing and 
drawing up delegated acts, should ensure 
a simultaneous, timely and appropriate 
transmission of relevant documents to the 
European Parliament and to the Council.

Or. en

Justification

The Commission should be empowered to adopt delegated acts to support the fishermen in the 
decision as to whether a catch can be put back into the sea.

Amendment 10

Proposal for a regulation
Article 1 – paragraph 1

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

1. This Regulation establishes new 
technical and control measures in the 
Skagerrak.

1. This Regulation establishes new 
technical and control measures in those 
areas of the Skagerrak that fall within the 
jurisdiction of a Member State.

Or. en

Justification

The regulation can only apply to the part of the Skagerrak that falls within the jurisdiction of 
Denmark and Sweden. It will apply to all fishing vessels operating in that part of the 
Skagerrak. This means that the same measures will also apply to vessels from Norway, for 
instance, if they operate in the Swedish or Danish parts of the Skagerrak.
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Amendment 11

Proposal for a regulation
Article 1 – paragraph 2

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

2. This Regulation shall apply to all fishing 
vessels operating in the Skagerrak.

2. This Regulation shall apply to all fishing 
vessels operating in those areas of the
Skagerrak that fall within the jurisdiction 
of a Member State.

Or. en

Justification

See amendment 1.

Amendment 12

Proposal for a regulation
Article 2 – introductory part

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

For the purposes of the Regulation in 
addition to the definitions laid down in 
Article 3 of Regulation 850/98 and in 
Article 3 of Regulation 2371/2002 the 
following definitions shall apply:

For the purposes of the Regulation in 
addition to the definitions laid down in 
Articles 2 and 3 of Regulation (EC) No
850/98 and in Article 3 of Regulation (EC) 
No 2371/2002 the following definitions 
shall apply:

Or. en

Justification

The definition of the Skagerrak is found in Article 2 of Regulation 850/98.
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Amendment 13

Proposal for a regulation
Article 2 – point c

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(c) Mesh size of any trawl, Danish seine or 
similar towed net mean the mesh size of 
any codend or extension piece found on 
board a fishing vessel;

(c) Mesh size of any trawl, Danish seine or 
similar towed net means the stretched
mesh opening of any codend or extension 
piece found on board a fishing vessel;

Or. en

Justification

Clarification.

Amendment 14

Proposal for a regulation
Article 2 – point h

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(h) Beam trawl means gear with a trawl net 
open horizontally by a steel or wooden 
tube, the beam, and netting with ground 
chains, chain mats or tickler chains, 
actively towed on the bottom by the vessel 
engine.

(h) Beam trawl means gear with a trawl net 
open horizontally by a beam and netting 
with ground chains, chain mats or tickler 
chains, actively towed on the bottom by the 
vessel engine.

Or. en

Justification

Clarification.

Amendment 15

Proposal for a regulation
Article 2 – point j a (new)

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(ja) Remote Electronic Monitoring (REM)
means a system operated by the 
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authorities of a Member State that 
monitors fishing activities.

Or. en

Justification

Clarification.

Amendment 16

Proposal for a regulation
Article 2 – point j b (new)

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(jb) Collection and Transfer Equipment 
(CTE) means a system that collects data 
and transmits it to the REM and that 
includes closed circuit TV (CCTV), a 
global positioning system (GPS), sensors 
and transmitting equipment, .

Or. en

Justification

Clarification.

Amendment 17

Proposal for a regulation
Article 3 – paragraph 1

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

1. By way of derogation from Article 19(1) 
of Regulation 850/98 all catches of the fish 
stocks listed in Annex I shall be brought 
and retained on board the fishing vessels 
and landed in accordance with the timeline 
set out in that Annex, except if the 
discarded fish of such stocks have high 
survival rate or where the burden to 
fishermen of having to extract the 
unwanted species from the catch for 

1. By way of derogation from Article 19(1) 
of Regulation (EC) No 850/98 all catches 
of the fish stocks listed in Annex I shall be 
brought and retained on board the fishing 
vessels and landed in accordance with the 
timeline set out in that Annex.



PR\919502EN.doc 15/30 PE500.527v01-00

EN

separate treatment is unreasonably high.

Or. en

Justification

The proposed drafting is unclear. The amendment clarifies the meaning of the provision.

Amendment 18

Proposal for a regulation
Article 3 – paragraph 1 a (new)

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

1a. The obligation to land all catches 
according to paragraph 1 shall not apply 
to fish of stocks that have a survival rate 
that releasing them would be beneficial to 
the sustainable conservation of the stocks. 
When fish of such stocks are released, a 
limited number of fish of a stock that does 
not have a high survival rate may be 
released at the same time, if the burden to 
the fishermen of having to extract them 
from the catch for separate treatment is 
unreasonably high.

Or. en

Justification

The assessment of whether a species can be released has to be made in relation to what is 
beneficial to the sustainable conservation of the species and not in relation to whether the 
survival rates are high in actual terms. It may be that even if the survival rate is lower than 50 
%, releasing a catch of juveniles may help the recovery of the species. In order to achieve 
such benefits for the conservation of one species, it will have to be accepted that some fish of 
species that would not survive if released may be released at the same time.

Amendment 19

Proposal for a regulation
Article 3 – paragraph 2

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

2. Notwithstanding paragraph 1, and by 2. Notwithstanding paragraph 1, and by 
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way of derogation from Article 19(1) of 
Regulation 850/98 when fishing with gears 
having a mesh size equal to or less than 32 
mm all catches of stocks, including stocks 
to which the obligation to land does not 
apply, shall be brought and retained on 
board the fishing vessels and landed.

way of derogation from Article 19(1) of 
Regulation 850/98 when fishing with gears 
having a mesh size equal to or less than 32 
mm all catches of stocks, including stocks 
not listed in Annex 1, shall be brought and 
retained on board the fishing vessels and 
landed.

Or. en

Justification

The amendment clarifies the provision.

Amendment 20

Proposal for a regulation
Article 3 – paragraph 4

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

4. The Commission shall be empowered to 
adopt delegated acts to amend Annex I on 
the basis of advances in scientific 
information or where the burden to 
fishermen proves to be disproportionate to 
the benefits. Those delegated acts shall be 
adopted in accordance with Article 16. 

4. The Commission shall be empowered to 
adopt delegated acts to amend Annex I on 
the basis of advances in scientific 
information. The Commission shall also 
be empowered to adopt delegated acts
specifying the fish stocks that may be 
released in view of the sustainable 
conservation of the species and to what 
extent fish of stocks that do not have a 
high survival rate may be discarded at the 
same time as fish of stocks with a high 
survival rate. Those delegated acts shall be 
adopted in accordance with Article 16. 

Or. en

Justification

The delegation to the Commission to amend Annex I is expected to be used to add species to 
the list and only to remove a species if there is ample clear scientific advice that all fish of a 
certain stock caught with any of the catch methods in use would have a high survival rate. In 
addition, there is a need to support the decision of the fishermen as to whether they can 
discard fish that have a high survival rate. The Commission should be empowered to also 
adopt delegated acts to support such decisions taken by the fishermen.
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Amendment 21

Proposal for a regulation
Article 4 – paragraph 1

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

1. All catches of stocks referred to in 
Article 3 made by Union fishing vessels 
shall be counted against the quotas 
applicable to the flag Member State for the 
stock or group of stocks in question, 
irrespective of the place of landing.

1. All catches of stocks referred to in 
Article 3 made by Union fishing vessels 
shall be counted against the quotas 
applicable to the flag Member State in 
respect of the area where the fishing took 
place for the stock or group of stocks in 
question, irrespective of the place of 
landing. Catches of a stock referred to in 
Annex I that represents less than two 
percent of the total catch may be counted 
against the quota for the stock 
representing the main catch. Catches of 
more than one other stock may also be 
counted against the main catch provided 
that the total of these other stocks never 
exceeds 5 % of the main catch.

Or. en

Justification

As Article 8 provides that also fishing taking place in other areas would be subject to the 
rules in Chapter II, it needs to be clarified that the catches should be counted against the 
quotas applicable to the areas where the fishing took place. A maximum of 5% may in this 
way be counted against the main catch.

Amendment 22

Proposal for a regulation
Article 4 – paragraph 2

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

2. Member States shall ensure that quota is 
available for fishing vessels operating in 
the Skagerrak for any stocks subject to the 
obligation to land what they may catch, 
taking account of the likely catch 
composition of the vessels. 

2. Member States shall ensure that quota, 
raised to a sufficient level, is available for 
fishing vessels flying their flag and
operating in the Skagerrak for any stocks 
subject to the obligation to land what they 
may catch, taking account of the likely 
catch composition of the vessels and the
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fact that the landed catches will be larger 
at unchanged mortality rates.

Or. en

Justification

The obligation in Article 2 is a flag state obligation. When allocating quotas, Member States 
should take into account that the Regulation is not intended to lower mortality rates. Quotas 
should therefore be higher to allow for the full catch to be landed.

Amendment 23

Proposal for a regulation
Article 5 – paragraph 1

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

1. Where a minimum conservation 
reference size is set for a stock subject to 
Article 3, the sale of catches of that stock 
below the minimum conservation reference 
size shall be restricted for reduction to fish 
meal, pet food or other non-human 
consumption products only, or for 
charitable purposes.

1. Where a minimum conservation 
reference size is set for a stock subject to 
Article 3, the sale of catches of that stock 
below the minimum conservation reference 
size shall be restricted for reduction to fish 
meal, pet food or other non-human 
consumption products only.

Or. en

Justification

It is not appropriate that juveniles be sold for charitable purposes. It would have been 
possible to amend the provision so that juvenile fish may be given to charitable purposes but 
as there is no such tradition in the Member States surrounding the Skagerrak, such a 
provision would have no place in the Regulation.

Amendment 24

Proposal for a regulation
Article 6 – paragraph 2 – point b

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

(b) Trawls with minimum mesh sizes of
less than 32 mm may be used provided the 
catch on board contains more than 50 % of 

(b) Trawls with minimum mesh sizes equal 
to or less than 32 mm may be used in  
fisheries for pelagic and industrial 
species; however, if the catch on board at
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one or more pelagic or industrial species. any time during the fishing trip consists of
less than 80 % of one or more pelagic or 
industrial species, the fishing vessel shall 
return to port. 

Or. en

Justification

It should be clarified that trawls with a minimum mesh size equal to or less than 32 mm may 
be used only in fisheries for pelagic and industrial species. The threshold for how much 
pelagic or industrial species must be in the catch is raised to 80%. 

Amendment 25

Proposal for a regulation
Article 11 – paragraph 2

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

2. A fishing vessel of 12 metres’ length 
overall or more shall have installed on 
board a fully functioning REM system
that consists of a sufficient number of 
closed circuit TV (CCTV) cameras on 
board, GPS and sensors to be allowed to 
leave port.

2. The REM system shall be based on 
automated control using recognition 
software. Data may only be saved in the 
REM system and may only be subject to 
human control in case of irregularities.

Or. en

Justification

To limit the intrusion in the private life of the fishermen, the control of the data collected by 
the REM system shall be automated and only in case of irregularities should it be saved in the 
system and scrutinised by any human eyes. This does not prevent the fishermen from saving
the information and using it for private purposes, such as monitoring the fishing effort in 
order to optimise the catches.

Amendment 26

Proposal for a regulation
Article 11 – paragraph 3

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

3. Paragraph 2 shall be applied in 3. If no irregularities are detected in the 
automated control, the fishing operation 
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accordance with the following timeline: shall be deemed to have been performed 
in conformity with this Regulation as 
regards any aspect controlled by the REM 
system.

(a) as from 1 January 2014 to Union 
fishing vessels of 15 metres’ length 
overall or more;
(b) as from 1 July 2015 to Union fishing 
vessels of 12 metres’ length overall or 
more.

Or. en

Justification

In cases where the automated control detects no irregularities, the data must be deleted and 
the fishing activities deemed as having followed the rules as regards any aspect controlled by 
the REM system.

Amendment 27

Proposal for a regulation
Article 11 – paragraph 4

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

4. The Commission shall be empowered to 
adopt implementing acts on the following 
aspects of the REM: reliability of the 
system, system specifications, data to be 
recorded and processed, monitoring the use 
of the REM, or any other elements 
necessary for the functionality of the 
system. Those implementing acts shall be 
adopted in accordance Article 17.

4. Without prejudice to paragraphs 2 and 
3 of this Article, the Commission shall be 
empowered to adopt implementing acts on 
the following aspects of the REM: 
reliability of the system, system 
specifications, data to be recorded and 
processed, monitoring the use of the REM, 
or any other elements necessary for the 
functionality of the system. Those 
implementing acts shall be adopted in 
accordance Article 17.

Or. en

Justification

The delegation would not empower the Commission to alter what is provided in paragraph 1 
of this Article.
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Amendment 28

Proposal for a regulation
Article 11 a (new) – paragraph 1

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

Article 11a
Collection and transfer equipment

1. Member States may provide benefits in 
the form of quotas to fishing vessels that 
have installed a CTE system on board on 
a voluntarily basis.

Or. en

Justification

The REM system is the system operated by the relevant Member State. The Member State may 
give incentives in the form of quotas in respect of fishing vessels that are equipped with 
systems to communicate with the REM system.

Amendment 29

Proposal for a regulation
Article 11 a (new) – paragraph 2

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

2. The benefits referred to in paragraph 1 
may only be given to fishing vessels that 
undertake to collect information and 
transfer it to the REM system even when 
fishing in those areas of the Skagerrak 
that do not fall within the jurisdiction of 
any Member State.

Or. en

Justification

To get an additional quota, the vessels must also provide information to the REM system 
when fishing in the Norwegian area of the Skagerrak.
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Amendment 30

Proposal for a regulation
Article 11 a (new) – paragraph 3

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

3. Member States shall provide that 
fishing vessels that have failed to comply 
with the obligations set out in Articles 3 to
8 on more than one occasion are to install 
on board a CTE system before next being 
allowed to leave port.

Or. en

Justification

If a fishing vessel is found to not to be following the discard ban as set out in this Regulation, 
the relevant authorities of the Member State shall impose an obligation to equip the vessel 
with CCTV cameras, GPS and sensor for communication with the REM system.

Amendment 31

Proposal for a regulation
Article 11 a (new) – paragraph 4

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

4. No benefits pursuant to paragraph 1 
may be given to fishing vessels which 
have failed to comply with the obligations 
set out in Articles 3 to 8 on more than one 
occasion.

Or. en

Justification

If a fishing vessel is found to not to be following the landing obligation and the other rules 
provided in this Regulation, no extra quota shall be provided.
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Amendment 32

Proposal for a regulation
Article 14

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

Member States concerned shall report to 
the Commission on the implementation of 
this Regulation in the third year after the 
entry into force of this Regulation and then 
every third year thereafter.

Member States concerned shall report to 
the Commission on the implementation of 
this Regulation by …* and then every third 
year thereafter.

___________

* OJ please insert the date 18 months 
after the entry into force of this 
Regulation

Or. en

Justification

Given the novelty of the obligation to land all catches, it is reasonable to have a shorter first 
reporting time.

Amendment 33

Proposal for a regulation
Article 15

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

Evaluation of the plan Evaluation of the measures
The Commission shall, on the basis of the 
reports from Member States referred to in 
Article 14 and in conjunction with 
scientific advice, evaluate the impact of the 
measures on the stocks and fisheries 
concerned in the year following that in 
which it receives the reports.

The Commission shall, on the basis of the 
reports from Member States referred to in 
Article 14 and advice from STECF and 
from the North Sea Regional Advisory 
Council, and in conjunction with scientific 
advice, evaluate the impact of the measures 
on the stocks and fisheries concerned in the 
year following that in which it receives the 
reports.

Or. en
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Justification

The evaluation of the measures should also be made on the basis of advice from STECF and 
from the North Sea RAC.

Amendment 34

Proposal for a regulation
Article 16 – paragraph 2

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

2. The powers to adopt delegated acts as 
referred to in Articles 3(4) and 5(3) shall 
be conferred on the Commission for an
indeterminate period of time.

2. The powers to adopt delegated acts as 
referred to in Articles 3(4) and 5(3) shall 
be conferred on the Commission for a
period of three years from …*. The 
Commission shall draw up a report in 
respect of the delegation of power not 
later than nine months before the end of 
the three-year period. The delegation of 
power shall be tacitly extended for periods 
of an identical duration, unless the 
European Parliament or the Council 
opposes such extension not later than 
three months before the end of each 
period.
___________

* OJ please insert the date of entry into 
force of this Regulation.

Or. en

Justification

The delegation must be limited in time.

Amendment 35

Proposal for a regulation
Article 19 – point 1

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

1. In Article 11(1), the following second 
subparagraph is added: 

1. In Article 11(1), the following second 
subparagraph is added: 
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"The fishing effort regime referred to in the 
first subparagraph shall not apply to the 
Skagerrak from 1 January 2013."

"The fishing effort regime referred to in the 
first subparagraph shall not apply to the 
Skagerrak from 1 January 2014."

Or. en

Justification

Adaption to the new effective date of the landing obligation.

Amendment 36

Proposal for a regulation
Article 20 – paragraph 1 – point (b) – subparagraph 2

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

The quantities referred to in paragraphs (a) 
and (b) shall not exceed

The quantities referred to in paragraphs (a) 
and (b) shall not exceed

(i) in 2013 20 % of the appropriate quota, (i) in 2014, 20 % of the appropriate quota,
(ii) in 2014 15 % of the appropriate quota 
and

(ii) in 2015, 15 % of the appropriate quota 
and

(iii) from 2015 10 % of the appropriate 
quota.

(iii) from 2016, 10 % of the appropriate 
quota.

Or. en

Justification

Adaption to the new effective date of the landing obligation.

Amendment 37

Proposal for a regulation
Annex I – column 3 – rows 1-15

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

1 January 2013 1 January 2014

Or. en

Justification

Adaption to the new effective date of the landing obligation.
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Amendment 38

Proposal for a regulation
Annex I – column 3 – rows 16-35

Text proposed by the Commission Amendment

1 January 2015 1 January 2016

Or. en

Justification

Adaption to the new effective date of the landing obligation.
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

The Commission proposal 
Since 1986 fisheries in The Skagerrak has been governed by an international agreement. 
Norway has denounced the agreement. The denunciation took effect 1 November 2012. A 
new limited agreement is negotiated, but it is uncertain when it would enter into force. During 
the fisheries consultations in 2010 between EU and Norway it was agreed to set up a Working 
Group to make suggestions for how fisheries should take place in a situation without a 
fisheries agreement. Amongst the suggestions of the Working Group were to improve the 
control and enforcement measures in the fisheries in the Skagerrak and to recommend ways to 
harmonise EU and Norwegian technical and control measures regulations in the area outside 4 
nautical miles from the baselines. The Working Group’s recommendations were included in 
the Agreed Record by the EU and Norway in Bergen of 2 December 2011. The proposal for a 
Regulation builds in part on the Agreed Record. 

The rapporteur's view
The main purpose of the proposal is to put in place a discard ban in the Skagerrak. The 
present order where in some cases quite large parts of the total catches are discarded back into 
the sea is maybe what is the hardest to understand and support in the Common Fisheries 
Policy for the general public. That perfectly good fish is thrown over-board during times 
when we struggle to feed the population of the earth is regarded as incomprehensible and even 
immoral. 
The proposal puts in place a landing obligation and the supporting rules necessary to control 
and inspect that the obligation is followed. The main tool for the legislator to make the 
citizens follow the rules they write is that the rules are viewed as fair and equitable. People 
want to abide by the law but would only do so reluctantly if they perceive it as unfair. The 
main tool for making the discard ban in the Skagerrak a fair deal – the fishing opportunities, 
the quotas – is not within the powers of the European Parliament. 
1) Entry into force

The Commission has proposed that the landing obligation should take effect on the 1 January 
2013. As it is so closely linked to the rules on quotas, it should reasonably take effect in the 
beginning of a quota year. As it would not be possible to have the rules in place before the 
end of this year, they should take effect on the 1 January 2014. 

2) Geographical scope 
The understanding between Norway and the EU means that fishing in the Skagerrak shall be 
governed by the rules of the costal state. The regulation sets out the rules applicable to the 
areas of the Skagerrak that falls within the jurisdiction of Denmark and Sweden. It would be 
applicable to all vessels fishing in those areas, including vessels from Norway. Reciprocally, 
EU vessels would be subject to Norwegian rules when fishing in the part of the Skagerrak that 
is under the jurisdiction of Norway. 
3) The obligation to land all catches

The proposal sets out an obligation to land fish of in total 25 species named in Annex 1 to the 
Regulation. Fish of these species may however be released or put back into the sea if it is 
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likely that they have a high survival rate. The exact survival rate is however not so important, 
but the decisive element should be whether it would be beneficial to the sustainable 
conservation of the species it the catch is released. Further, if the main catch can be released 
or put back into the sea, some fish that does not have a high survival rate may be put back at 
the same time if it would be too high a burden for the fishermen to extract them. The 
Commission should be empowered to adopt delegated acts to support the decision of the 
fishermen in respect of this question. 
4) Quotas under the new rules

The purpose of the Regulation is not to change mortality in the Skagerrak. That is a question 
regulated in the multi-annual plans. With the introduction of the landing obligation, the 
quotas, the TACs will in effect become what their literal meaning seems to be. With a landing 
obligation, all fish caught (to which no exception is applicable) shall be landed. At present 
TAC in essence means Total Allowable Landings. As a consequence, the TACs should be 
adjusted so that they represent what the actual catches in the Skagerrak are now before 
discards. There is no reliable information on how much fish is actually discarded, but it is 
clear that the raise of the TACs should be substantial. 

5) Questions primarily specific to pelagic fisheries
The specific conditions for the pelagic fisheries give rise to number of questions. The first is 
that the rule that all catch should be counted against the quotas may be impractical in relation 
to the handling of the catch in the pelagic and industrial fisheries. A restrictive rule in respect 
of mixed catches should be introduces allowing fishermen under clear conditions to count all 
catches against the quota of the main catch. To be able to take advantage of this rule, the 
fishermen may have to put in place CTE. If they do not equip their vessels in this manner, 
they may have to fully sort their catches. A further question is the use of the trawls that are 
specific to this part of the industry. The threshold applicable when such trawls are used should 
be raised to 80 %. 

6) Handling of juvenile fish 
It is not appropriate that juveniles be sold for charitable purposes. It would have been possible 
to amend the provision so that juvenile fish may be given to charitable purposes, but as there 
is no such tradition in the Member States surrounding the Skagerrak, such a provision would 
have no place in the Regulation.
7) Remote Electronic Monitoring

It is proposed that the flag Members states of vessels operating in the Skagerrak shall put in 
place and operate a Remote Electronic Monitoring (REM) system. This part of the proposal is 
reasonable. 
An important question is how the control within the REM system is carried out. The 
traditional way is that the footage and the other information is transmitted to the central 
authority running the REM and scrutinised by officials. Modern recognition software would, 
however, allow for an automated control of the information. This would mean that the 
software scans the footage from the conveyer belt or other place where the catch is brought on 
board and recognises the species, number and sizes of the fish and control that no fish of 
species mentioned in Annex 1 leave the fishing vessel. As a consequence human control of 
the footage and other information provided to the REM could be limited to cases when the 
automated control could not exclude irregularities. Furthermore it would only be necessary for 
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the authority running the REM system to retain the information provided by the CTE in such 
cases. This would give benefits both in relation to the privacy of the fishermen and to the 
costs of the authority running the REM system. The fishermen should always be able to retain 
the information for their own purposes. The data may for instance help them fine-tune their 
fishing efforts and maximise their profits. Such a system would be far less intrusive in respect 
of the private life of the fishermen. And, in addition the quality of the automated control 
ought to be such that the scrutiny could be made conclusive. If no irregularities are detected 
during the automated control, the fishing trip should be deemed in conformity with the rules 
in so far as they are controlled by the REM system. As a consequence, law-abiding fishermen 
would already when they land the fish get the ‘OK stamp’ from the authorities. 

8) Collection and transfer equipment
The Commission has proposed an obligation for all vessels of 12 metres overall length or 
more to put in place equipment to collect information and transfer it to the REM (CTE). The 
CTE would include closed circuit TV (CCTV), global positioning system (GPS), sensors and 
transmitting devices. Such an obligation gives rise to a number of questions both in relation to 
the economical burden for the sector but also – and maybe primarily – in relation to the 
aspects relating to the respect for the private life of the fishermen. 
In relation to the issue of the economical burden to the sector, the question of if and to what 
extent co-financing of the installations on board the vessels is available is essential. No clear 
information has been given, but it has been stated that co-financing will be in place and that 
the level would be approximately 50 %. The positions taken in relation to question of the 
introduction of a REM system are made with the assumption that this information is 
reasonably correct. 
Even if the economical burden for the fishermen is softened, the concerns in respect of 
privacy are such that CTE should only be introduced primarily on a voluntary basis. It is only 
in respect of vessels that have been found not to follow the new rules on several occasions 
that an obligation would be proportional. In such case national authorities should be able to 
oblige vessel owners to put in place CTE or stay in port. 

Having said that, there would be a number of benefits from the point of view of the society if 
vessel owners were to equip their vessels with CTE. Against this background, further 
incentives in addition to the co-financing should be given to those who do. It would be fair to 
distribute additional quotas to fishermen who embrace the new rules and are prepared to show 
that they do so by putting in place a CTE system. 
A voluntary system would also enable the legislator to do away with the questions of sizes of 
the vessels and when the obligation should come into force. It could be left to the individual 
vessel owners to assess the benefits and decide if they want to equip their vessels with CTE or 
not. 
Further, the need for traditional control measures should be less in respect vessels with a CTE 
system. To the extent control fees are levied on catches, there should be room to differentiate 
then with respect to whether a vessel has such equipment or not. Even if no control fees are 
levied, the mere fact that the catches of vessels equipped with CTE would be less frequent, 
would be to the benefit of the fishermen. The control measures have an effect on the price that 
can be obtained for the fish in addition to taking time. 

In addition to this, the fact that the automated control would be conclusive should enable 
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fishermen to prove already at landing that the catch is ‘discard free’ and this would normally 
lead to higher prices. With respect specifically to the pelagic fisheries, fishermen that install 
CTE would be able to benefit from the specific rules relating to mixed catches. The same 
would apply for fishermen who would fish both in the Skagerrak and in other waters against 
which quota the catch should be counted.


