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Introduction

The European fishing industry is at a crossroads. As this Commission Communication makes 
clear, the previous reform of the CFP did not achieve its key objectives. A thorough reform of 
European fishing practices is essential if we wish to lay the foundations of an environmentally 
sustainable and socio-economically viable European fishing industry.

The Commission’s review of the problems we are facing is quite wide-ranging: respect for 
resources and the environment, quality and supply of fisheries and aquaculture products, 
prosperity of coastal regions and fishing sector enterprises right along the production chain, 
making the sector more attractive by improving working conditions.  These are the key points 
which the Commission addresses in realistic terms and with a clear concern to implement 
measures to ensure the sustainability of the European fishing industry.

But while this overall approach sets out a number of priorities, it must not be removed from 
the socio-economic context in which it is set: with 23 million people unemployed in the 
European Union (10% of the workforce), the fisheries and aquaculture sectors must be seen as 
important direct and indirect sources of jobs in our maritime regions which underpin their 
economy as a whole.

At this stage it is still a long way from providing answers which could reassure all the 
stakeholders. It is up to Parliament to put these priorities in order, to avoid antagonistic or 
counterproductive actions, to make clear that which remains vague and to make corrections; 
in other words, to play its full part as co-legislator. The objective of this future report is 
therefore to mark out a political framework covering the various issues set out in the 
Commission’s proposals, which will constitute the core of the reform, supplemented by non-
legislative initiatives.

The main priorities set out by the Commission are as follows:

I - Sustainability initiatives  

No one is arguing against the need for a sustainable fishing industry which does not endanger 
the reproduction of stocks and provides high long-term yields. There is no question that the 
volume of fish taken out of the sea must be better managed. To that end, the Commission is 
recommending, including in the basic regulation, that for each species a ‘maximum 
sustainable yield’ (MSY) be determined, defined as the highest catch that can be safely taken 
year after year, ‘for an indefinite period’, which maintains the fish population size at 
maximum productivity. It has set a target of 2015 for reaching the MSY.

For such a policy the reliability of the scientific data on which the MSY will be determined is 
clearly of prime importance: the reliability and availability of data must be one of the highest 
priorities of the reform. In addition to the new obligations on the Member States as far as 
collecting and making available their own data are concerned, it is essential that  fishermen 
themselves are also fully involved in the process so that alongside the scientists they can 
contribute to the analysis of information and actively develop research partnerships with the 
industry.
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The Commission also proposes to eliminate the practice of throwing unwanted fish overboard 
by 2016, rightly viewing such practice as unacceptable in principle, particularly due to its 
harmful impact on many vital evaluations for sustainable stock exploitation, marine 
ecosystem surveillance, the financial viability of fisheries and the quality of the 
aforementioned scientific advice. This measure, based in particular on the obligation to land 
catches of regulated species, should, according to the Commission, enter into force under ‘an 
ambitious, but realistic timeline’, and will be accompanied by flanking measures. 

However, many operators consider that the timeline is simply not realistic and that arbitrarily 
enforcing such an obligation would be extremely damaging to the sector. In order to be 
effective, any such system would need to have a control and surveillance mechanism, 
established in advance, and a range of sanctions for non-compliance. We wait with interest to 
see the compensation that would necessarily have to accompany any such measure (including 
as regards storage), as well as the agreed incentives for applying selective fishing practices. 
One possibility would be to carry out ‘test operations’ to analyse all the consequences of 
banning the practice of discarding, before extending it more widely. 

The application of a ban on discarding bycatch should take into account the different fishing 
techniques as well as the specific features of certain maritime areas. In the case of the 
Mediterranean (small-scale fishing, isolated small islands, small ports and difficult hygienic 
conditions owing to the heat), it would be difficult to build the structures needed to collect and 
process discarded fish. 

It would be desirable for the multi-annual management plans to take into account an 
ecosystem approach. The long-term viability of the fishing sector demands a comprehensive 
response covering all aspects of the marine environment. 

At this stage a number of questions can be asked:

1. In view of the effort required, is it realistic to use 2015 as the MSY reference for the 
purpose of deciding the catch rates?

2. Should not the primary objective of the CFP be to continue to ensure a balance between 
the various aspects (economic, social and environmental) of the fishing industry? How 
does the Commission intend to maintain that balance?

3. What specific proposals does the Commission have for improving the reliability and 
availability of the scientific data which will be the basis for determining the MSY? Does 
the Commission plan to establish a pan-European data collection centre? Is it not essential 
for an effective CFP that we should be able to rely on high-quality scientific data, and to 
coordinate the collection and analysis of data from each Member State?

4. What mechanism or model does the Commission intend to use to ensure that fishing 
operators are fully involved in determining the MSY and, above all, adapting them in real 
time?

5. In certain geographic areas, particularly in the Mediterranean, not only is there a lack of 
data but also the strong presence of mixed fisheries and overlapping international fishing 
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areas makes it more difficult to collect data for effectively applying the MSY. What does 
the Commission intend to do in this specific case?

6. The Commission defines ‘Maximum Sustainable Yield’ as the highest catch that can be 
taken indefinitely from a stock of fish. Could we have some clarification from the 
Commission as to what it means by ‘indefinitely’?

7. Is the deadline of 2016 for banning the practice of discarding unwanted fish genuinely 
realistic?

8. What technical support measures (such as control mechanisms and sanctions) and 
commercial support measures (to compensate for storing at a loss or rewarding more 
selective and environmentally-friendly fishing methods) are planned by the Commission?

9. Would the Commission accept the idea of developing ‘pilot projects’ to identify the 
technical difficulties and additional costs involved in banning discards before applying a 
general ban?

10. As far as eliminating discards is concerned, what measures is the Commission planning 
to offset the various socio-economic impacts involved in landing all catches, such as 
problems of storage on board, safety and the working and living conditions of fishermen?

11. As regards putting in place the infrastructure for collecting and processing the bycatch 
which would result from applying a ban on discards, what plans does the Commission 
have for maritime areas with specific conditions, such as the Mediterranean (small-scale 
fishing, isolated small islands, small ports and difficult hygienic conditions owing to the 
heat)?  

12. In practice, how can compliance with the ban on discarding unwanted fish in the sea be 
monitored? What measures is the Commission planning to involve the fishing sector 
itself in introducing this ban?

13. As regards the practice of landing catches, what guarantees will there be that a system 
which could paradoxically encourage fishermen to increase their catches will not be 
created?

14. Concerning the transformation of landed stock which is less than the minimum size into 
fishmeal and animal feed, what hygiene and health protection measures will be taken for 
consumers? What controls are planned to monitor the use of such meal in sectors other 
than aquaculture?

II - Socio-economic future of the fisheries and aquaculture sectors 

While the Commission is right to emphasise the need to provide conditions for solid, reliable 
and competitive fisheries and aquaculture industries which offer attractive jobs, it also talks of 
about them being ‘financially robust’ and not requiring public support. Nevertheless, the 
fragility of the sector (owing to the decline in fish stocks and the reconstruction of the sector 
over the last few years) needs to be taken into account.
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The proposal to introduce ‘Transferable Fishing Concessions’, which is contained in the basic 
regulation, gives rise to concerns about concentration and the creation of monopolies. It is 
true that in the experience of a number of countries, transferable fishing rights have allowed 
the fishing capacity to be reduced, which is commendable.  However, adequate safeguards 
would need to be introduced to protect small-scale and coastal fishing, which is the most 
economically endangered part of the industry but also the part providing most of the jobs and 
economic activity in coastal regions.

The Commission’s definition of coastal and small-scale fishing (boats of less than 12 metres) 
does not always correspond to the reality in practice. For example, Irish small-scale and 
coastal fishing is mostly done in 14-metre boats, which, if nothing is changed, will be 
included in the scope of the ‘Transferable Fishing Concessions’, with resulting harmful 
consequences. It would be preferable for coastal fishing to be defined on a case-by-case basis. 

Given the scale of the reform, there is a need for accompanying socio-economic measures, 
including a plan for jobs, in which the industry’s social partners would need to be clearly 
involved with the greatest possible transparency. In particular, part of the measures should be 
aimed at making the sector more attractive to young people: the lack of career prospects
owing to the increasing reduction in fishing capacities, the absence of a guaranteed minimum 
wage and the always difficult working conditions are obstacles to the necessary renewal of 
human resources in the sector. 

We would also like to have clarification on the following issues:

1. What additional guarantees does the Commission envisage for traditional and small-scale 
fisheries, which are potentially threatened by the phenomenon of concentration and 
monopoly when transferable fishing concessions are introduced?

2. Can the Commission clarify for us what socio-economic measures it intends to implement 
to accompany the reform?

3. What incentive systems are planned by the Commission for fishermen adopting more 
selective and environmentally-friendly fishing methods?

4. How is the Commission planning to communicate these best practices to the sector?

5. Has the Commission planned any specific measures to make the fishing sector more 
attractive to young people? If so, can it provide details of what it has planned? 

6. Has the Commission planned any specific measures for mobility and diversification of 
maritime jobs and skills transferability in order to support jobs in the maritime sector?

7. How does the Commission intend to create a multiplier effect for investments in the 
fishing sector to boost revenues and create jobs (development of coastal areas, maritime 
tourism, modernisation of port infrastructure)?

III - Regionalisation: reality or mere slogan? 
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It is vital for the reform to put in place a genuine multilevel governance system offering 
regions the possibility of being involved in the design and implementation of the CFP.

The Commission proposal talks about adaptation, about specific measures based on the 
disparate realities of the European fishing industry, especially as regards the coastal areas of 
the mainland EU and in its outermost regions. It also wants to establish regionalisation as one 
of the main instruments of this new governance in order to respond satisfactorily to the needs 
of each sea basin. The idea is to establish adherence to rules adopted at European level in 
order to ensure their implementation at local level.

1. Could the Commission be more specific about the distribution of powers in its project to 
regionalise the CFP?

2. How does the Commission intend to enhance synergies between the various levels of 
governance and encourage Member States pursuing different policies to collaborate and 
exchange best practices?

3. Will delegated powers in this context be the same in maritime areas as different as the 
Mediterranean, the Baltic and the Black Sea?

4. What action does the Commission intend to take with a view to establishing adherence to 
the rules adopted at European level in the sector in order to ensure their implementation at 
local level?

IV - The international dimension: towards a genuine instrument for sustainable 
fisheries? 

The need for a sustainable fishing industry and protection for marine ecosystems does not 
depend on borders: on the external dimension the Commission Communication must specify 
the principles which will govern agreements concluded in future with third countries, as well 
as the position which the EU intends to reserve for itself in regional fisheries organisations 
and multilateral bodies.

There is no doubt that improved cooperation must be based on better compliance with the 
rules: the EU must treat future fisheries agreements as a means of contributing – in the waters 
in question as well as in EU waters – to more sustainable management of fish stocks by 
banning the fishing of anything other than the surplus stocks which the third countries cannot 
or do not want to take themselves. The EU must also, where necessary, make its equipment 
(scientific, control, surveillance) available to these third countries for the purpose of tackling 
illegal activities which prevent these objectives from being achieved. 

1. Can the Commission tell us what measures it is prepared to implement in the context of 
fisheries agreements with third countries to bring about responsible and sustainable 
fishing? 

2. In international waters the European fleet is subject to strict rules and serves to spread the 
European vision of fisheries throughout the world. It also makes it possible for the 
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European market to be supplied with safe, traceable products. What measures does the 
Commission propose for supporting it by guaranteeing the continuity of international 
fishing agreements?


