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Text proposed by the Commission Amendments by Parliament

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 11
Recital 1

(1) Recent scientific advice from the 
International Council for the Exploration of 
the Sea (ICES) indicates that the cod stock 
in ICES Subdivisions 25 to 32 of the Baltic 
Sea has declined to levels where it is 
suffering from reduced reproductive 
capacity and that the stock is being 
harvested unsustainably.

(1) Recent scientific advice from the 
International Council for the Exploration of 
the Sea (ICES) indicates that the cod stock 
in ICES Subdivisions 25 to 32 of the Baltic 
Sea has declined to levels outside safe 
biological limits, where it is suffering from 
reduced reproductive capacity, and that the 
stock is being harvested unsustainably.

Or. en
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Justification

The Basic Regulation of the Common Fisheries Policy 2371/2002/EC defines safe biological 
limits and both Baltic cod stocks are below that level.

Amendment by Anders Wijkman and Frieda Brepoels

Amendment 12
Recital 2 a (new)

(2a) A collapse of the cod stocks, which are 
an important stabiliser for the Baltic Sea 
ecosystem, would be devastating for several 
reasons, one of these being the loss of a 
nutritious fish species and its negative 
effects on the fishery industry, and another 
the cod´s importance for the eco system, 
owing to its ability to reduce algal blooms. 
A temporary suspension of the cod fishery 
for approximately four years would be in 
line with the scientific advice proposing the 
pursuit of the precautionary principle, and 
would enable the establishment of a 
permanent, sustainable fishery much larger 
than at present. 

Or. en

Justification

Cod is important for the Baltic eco system as a whole; one example is that cod reduces the 
problems of algal blooms. Simply put: too little cod leads to too much sprat, which in turn leads 
to very little zooplankton and subsequently to too much phytoplankton and too much 
phosphorous.

Amendment by Frieda Brepoels

Amendment 13
Recital 2 a (new)

(2a) A sufficiently strong and sustainable 
multi-annual management plan for the cod 
fishery, based on the precautionary 
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principle, would enable the establishment 
of a permanent, sustainable fishery much 
larger than at present. 

Or. en

Justification

The cod is important for the Baltic eco system as a whole. In the medium to long term, it is 
advantageous both for the fishery sector as well as the eco system to allow it to recover and take 
very strong measures to allow that to happen. If we do not take action urgently we risk facing the 
same problems as we have seen in Newfoundland.

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 14
Recital 3

(3) Measures need to be taken to establish a 
multi-annual plan for fisheries 
management of the cod stocks in the Baltic 
Sea.

(3) A multi-annual Management Plan for 
the cod stocks in the Baltic Sea was adopted 
through the auspices of the International 
Baltic Sea Fishery Commission (IBSFC) in 
2003.

Or. en

Amendment by Anders Wijkman and Frieda Brepoels

Amendment 15
Recital 3 a (new)

(3a) The Baltic Sea´s division into a 
Western (ICES Subdivisions 22,23 and 24) 
and an Eastern part (ICES Subdivisions 25 
to 32) is determined by the fact that they 
are separate ecosystems with totally 
different properties.

Or. en
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Justification

It is important to keep the division of the Baltic Sea into two separate parts since they are two 
eco systems with totally different properties. Therefore the quotas need to be set for each of the 
two parts. If they are not kept separate there is a risk that the fishing predominantly takes place 
in one of the parts, and that that part of the Baltic risks a total depletion. The larger, eastern 
part, is unique and the cod stocks there are uniquely adapted to the Baltic Sea. 

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 16
Recital 4 a (new)

(4a) The provisions in the 2003 IBSFC 
plan concerning the setting of TACs have 
not been followed in the decisions taken by 
the Council.

Or. en

Justification

Council has consistently adopted TACs that have been too high.

Amendment by Anders Wijkman and Frieda Brepoels

Amendment 17
Recital 4 a (new)

(4a) The most serious threats to sustainable 
management in the Baltic are the 
excessively generous fishing quotas 
allocated in the past and illegal fishing, the 
latter being due to a lack of control of 
fishing activities and reluctance to 
prosecute infringements of current 
regulations.

Or. en
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Justification

Illegal fishing is a serious problem, but generous quotas as well. For the eastern management 
area (in ICES Subdivisions 25 to 32) a temporary ban on fishing seems to be the only safe option 
for stocks to recover. In 2005, the catches in the western part were 25 000 tonnes and in the 
eastern part 40 000 tonnes. The researcher´s opinion is however that it should have been zero in 
the eastern part. The relation between legal and illegal fishing tells us that the illegal fishing 
represents around 40% of the total fishing. 

Amendment by Andres Tarand

Amendment 18
Recital 4 a (new)

(4a) Although climate change and 
pollution have caused significant changes 
in the Baltic Sea ecosystem, the most 
serious threat to cod stocks in the Baltic 
Sea is illegal fishing, which in turn is due 
to a lack of control of fishing activities and 
reluctance to prosecute infringements of 
current regulations.

Or. en

Justification

Indirect impact of man via pollution is best known as eutrophication (algae) of the Baltic Sea. 
During the last 20 years a statistically significant change of frequency of fresh water inflow from 
Danish straits has not an exhaustive scientific explanation, but the presence of cod stocks in the 
northernmost parts of the Baltic Sea is well correlated with fresh water inflow.

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 19
Recital - 5 (new)

(-5) Article 5(1) of Regulation (EC) No 
2371/2002 requires the Council to adopt, as 
a priority, recovery plans for fisheries 
exploiting stocks which are outside safe 
biological limits. 
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Justification

Therefore, the plan for the cod stock in Subdivisions 25-32 should be a recovery plan with all of 
the requirements included in Regulation 2371/2003.

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 20
Recital 5

(5) Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002 requires 
inter alia that, to achieve that objective, the 
Community is to apply the precautionary 
approach in taking measures to protect and 
conserve the stock, to provide for its 
sustainable exploitation and to reduce to a 
minimum the impact of fishing on marine 
ecosystems. It should aim at a progressive 
implementation of an ecosystem-based 
approach to fisheries management, and 
should contribute to efficient fishing 
activities within an economically viable and 
competitive fisheries industry, providing a 
fair standard of living for those who 
depend on fishing Baltic cod and taking the 
interests of consumers into account.

(5) Article 5(3) of Regulation (EC) No 
2371/2002 requires inter alia that the 
recovery plans (i) shall be drawn up on the 
basis of the precautionary approach, (ii) 
shall ensure the sustainable exploitation of 
stocks and that the impact of fishing 
activities on marine eco-systems is kept at 
sustainable levels and (iii) shall be multi-
annual and indicate the expected time 
frame for reaching the targets established.

Or. en

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 21
Recital 9

(9) To ensure stability in the fishing 
possibilities, it is appropriate to limit the 
variation in the TACs from one year to the 
next.

(9) In order to prevent a collapse of the 
fishery and facilitate a quick recovery to 
stock levels able to support a larger TAC, it 
is important that the setting of TACs be 
consistent with the advice from ICES.



AM\642245EN.doc 7/12 PE 382.324v01-00

EN
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Justification

The EU claims to follow scientific advice and the scientific advice from ICES has been 
consistently exceeded, resulting in today's depleted stock.

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 22
Article 4

1. The plan shall aim to increase the 
quantities of mature fish to values equal to 
or greater than:
1) 23 000 tonnes for the cod stock in 
Subdivisions 22, 23 and 24, and
2) 160 000 tonnes for the cod stock in 
Subdivisions 25 to 32.

The plan shall ensure the sustainable 
exploitation of the cod stocks concerned by 
gradually reducing and maintaining the 
fishing mortality rates at levels no lower
than: 

2. Where ICES determines that these target 
levels have been reached, the plan shall 
also ensure the sustainable exploitation of 
the cod stocks concerned by maintaining the 
fishing mortality rates at levels no greater
than:

1) 0.6 on ages 3 to 6 years for the cod stock 
in Subdivisions 22, 23 and 24, and

1) 0.6 on ages 3 to 6 years for the cod stock 
in Subdivisions 22, 23 and 24, and

2) 0.3 on ages 4 to 7 years for the cod stock 
in Subdivisions 25 to 32.

2) 0.3 on ages 4 to 7 years for the cod stock 
in Subdivisions 25 to 32.

Or. en

Justification

ICES has defined the lowest acceptable limit for stock size (Blim) for cod in subdivisions 25-32 as 
160,000 tonnes, but has not defined that limit for subdivisions 22-24, so the precautionary limit 
(Bpa) of 23,000 tonnes is used for that stock instead. ICES has also stated that a fishing mortality 
of 0.3 to 0.6 for subdivisions 22-24 and 0.3 for subdivisions 25-32 would result in a low risk to 
reproduction and high long-term yields, so mortality should be kept below those levels.
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Amendment by Anders Wijkman and Frieda Brepoels

Amendment 23
Article 4, point 2

2) 0.3 on ages 4 to 7 years for the cod stock 
in Subdivisions 25 to 32.

2) 0 on ages 4 to 7 years for the cod stock in 
Subdivisions 25 to 32.

Or. en

Justification

The scientific expertise has expressed serious concern about the fast depletion of the cod stocks 
in the eastern management area and proposed a total ban on fishing for the time being to enable 
the stocks to recover. It is better to have a total ban for all countries at the same time, rather 
than different periods for different countries, to allow the cod to recover. During a total ban, the 
illegal fishing is made impossible in practice. 

Amendment by Jens Holm

Amendment 24
Article 5, paragraph 1

1. Each year, the Council shall decide by a 
qualified majority on the basis of a proposal 
from the Commission on the TACs for the 
following year for the cod stocks concerned.

1. Each year, the Council shall decide by a 
qualified majority on the basis of a proposal 
from the Commission on the TACs for the 
following year for the cod stocks concerned. 
Each Member State concerned shall have 
the right to introduce a temporary 
suspension of cod fishing, if it is considered 
necessary to do so.

Or. sv

Justification

It is important that individual Member States are given the right to take further measures which 
may protect fish stocks, if it is considered necessary to do so.. 
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Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 25
Article 6

1. The Council shall adopt the TAC for the 
cod stocks concerned that, according to a 
scientific evaluation carried out by the 
Scientific, Technical and Economic
Committee for Fisheries (STECF), is the 
higher of:

1. The Council shall adopt the TAC for the 
cod stocks concerned that, according to a 
scientific evaluation carried out by the 
Scientific, Technical and Economic 
Committee for Fisheries (STECF), would 
result in the quantities of mature fish in the 
sea being greater than the amounts defined 
in Article 4(1). 
If the scientific evaluation shows that this 
would be the case, the Council shall adopt 
the TAC that would result in the level of 
fishing mortality rate defined in Article 
4(2).
If the scientific evaluation shows that this 
would not be the case, the Council shall 
adopt the lowest possible TAC.

(a) the TAC that would result in a 10% 
reduction in the fishing mortality rate in its 
year of application compared to the fishing 
mortality rate estimated for the preceding 
year.
(b) the TAC that would result in the level of 
fishing mortality rate defined in Article 4.
2. Where the application of paragraph 1 
would result in a TAC that exceeds the TAC 
for the preceding year by more than 15%, 
the Council shall adopt a TAC which is 15% 
greater than the TAC of that year.

2. Where the application of paragraph 1 
would result in a TAC that exceeds the TAC 
for the preceding year by more than 15%, 
the Council shall adopt a TAC which is 15% 
greater than the TAC of that year.

3. Where the application of paragraph 1 
would result in a TAC that is more than 
15% below the TAC of the preceding year, 
the Council shall adopt a TAC which is 
15% less the TAC of that year.
4. Paragraph 3 shall not apply where a 
scientific evaluation carried out by the 
STECF shows that the fishing mortality 
rate in the year of application of the TAC 
will exceed a value of 1 per year from the 
ages 3 to 6 years for the cod stock in 
Subdivisions 22, 23 and 24 or a value of 0.6 
per year for the ages 4 to 7 years for the 
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cod stock in Subdivisions 25 to 32.

Or. en

Justification

The Commission proposes that TACs should not decrease by more than 15% in a year, but in 
cases where stocks are depleted and in need or urgent conservation measures, waiting too long 
can serve to increase the risk to the stock. 

Amendment by Frieda Brepoels

Amendment 26
Article 6, paragraph 1, point (a)

(a) the TAC that would result in a 10%
reduction in the fishing mortality rate in its 
year of application compared to the fishing 
mortality rate estimated for the preceding 
year.

(a) the TAC that would result in a 30% 
reduction in the fishing mortality rate in its 
year of application compared to the fishing 
mortality rate estimated for the preceding 
year.

Or. en

Amendment by Anders Wijkman and Frieda Brepoels

Amendment 27
Article 6, paragraph 1, point (a)

(a) the TAC that would result in a 10% 
reduction in the fishing mortality rate in its 
year of application compared to the fishing 
mortality rate estimated for the preceding 
year.

(a) the TAC that would result in a 10 % 
reduction in the fishing mortality rate in its 
year of application compared to the fishing 
mortality rate estimated for the preceding 
year (except for Subdivisions 25 to 32 
where a temporary ban is proposed).

Or. en
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Justification

The figure of 10 % is derived from a political agreement between the Member States and is not 
based on scientific advice. In order to have stricter measures for the stocks concerned, this 
figure has to be increased, leading to a more appropriate protection of cod in the Baltic Sea 
allowing the stocks to regenerate.

Amendment by Anders Wijkman and Frieda Brepoels

Amendment 28
Article 8, paragraph 1, point (b)

(b) from 15 June to 14 September in 
Subdivisions 25 to 27.

In Subdivisions 25 to 32 no fishing shall be 
permitted at all.

Or. en

Justification

This amendment is related to the amendment of Ms Brepoels and Mr Wijkman on article 4, point 
2.

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 29
Article 11, paragraph 2

2. Member States shall issue the special 
permit for fishing for cod referred to in 
paragraph 1 only to Community vessels 
holding in 2005 a special permit for fishing 
for cod in the Baltic Sea in accordance with 
point 6.2.1 of Annex III to Council 
Regulation (EC) No 27/2005 of 22 
December 2004 fixing for 2005 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. However, a 
Member State may issue a special permit for 
fishing for cod to a Community vessel, 

2. Member States shall issue the special 
permit for fishing for cod referred to in 
paragraph 1 only to Community vessels 
holding in 2005 a special permit for fishing 
for cod in the Baltic Sea in accordance with 
point 6.2.1 of Annex III to Council 
Regulation (EC) No 27/2005 of 22 
December 2004 fixing for 2005 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. However, a 
Member State may issue a special permit for 
fishing for cod to a Community vessel, 
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flying the flag of that Member State, not 
holding a special fishing permit in 2005 if it 
ensures that at least an equivalent capacity, 
measured in kilowatts (kW), is prevented 
from fishing in the Baltic Sea with any gear 
referred to in paragraph 1.

flying the flag of that Member State, not 
holding a special fishing permit in 2005 if it 
ensures that at least 1.2 times the equivalent 
capacity, measured in kilowatts (kW), is 
prevented from fishing in the Baltic Sea with 
any gear referred to in paragraph 1.

Or. en

Justification

This would reduce the excessive capacity in the Baltic fleets that target cod.

Amendment by Carl Schlyter

Amendment 30
Article 11, paragraph 2 a (new)

2a. The equivalent capacity mentioned in 
paragraph 2 may not include vessels 
decommissioned with public financial aid.

Or. en

Justification

The fleets in the Baltic that target cod are too large, so this would be a way to decrease capacity.


