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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This report presents the findings of three workshops (held in Shetland, Inverness, and Glasgow 
in September/October 2009) designed to explore stakeholder perspectives on the failures of the 
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and possible solutions, with a view to informing the Scottish 
Governmentõs response to the European Commission Green Paper on CFP reform. 

 

Identified failures 

There was near universal agreement that short term decision making was one of the most 
serious weaknesses of the current system. There are many dimensions to the problem:  sudden 
annual shifts in management prescriptions (e.g. quota); horse-trading and politicisation rather 
than well informed strategic decisions; lack of time for fishermen to adapt to new targets; lack of 
flexibility to take account of local circumstances (fisheries and fishing economy); lack of 
flexibility to take account of changing conditions on the fishing grounds or evidence of recovery; 
inappropriate management year. 

The quality and use of science, and management information more generally, was seen as a 
major issue at all meetings. Science is only available for roughly 50% of stocks and in some cases 
(for example the West coast Nephrops) has proven to be inaccurate. At the same time there is 
abundant real time information arising from the experience of fishermen on the grounds, but 
mechanisms to take account of this information in the formal decision making processes remains 
weak. While there are undoubtedly weaknesses in fishing related information (biased sampling, 
lack of time series), there are also significant weaknesses in the current science (limited sampling 
that does not relate to current practice or adapt to spatial change). There was general consensus 
that mechanisms should be sought to take more formal account of fishermenõs knowledge and 
real time evidence from the fishing grounds. 

Despite the emphasis placed on overcapacity in the Green Paper, this was not identified as a 
priority issue by participants. There was general consensus that while this may be a Europe-wide 
problem, there is no longer chronic overcapacity in most segments of the Scottish fleet. In any 
case this is a complex issue: overcapacity has economic/market, technical/regulatory and 
biological dimensions that vary over differing timescales. This is a problem that should be 
tackled on a case by case basis and is not amenable to centralised fisheries management under 
the CFP, which should focus on outcomes to achieve High Level Objectives rather than detailed 
regulations. 

The imprecise nature of management objectives that lack clear long-term strategy is a weakness 
of the CFP, but the relative prioritisation of High Level Objectives was not seen as a significant 
issue by most participants. The Green Paper view that ecological objectives should have a greater 
priority over social or economic was questioned. There was a strong view expressed by one 
group that these were inextricably linked and should have equal weight. There is sufficient 
concern over the accuracy of scientific information and the ability to manage fisheries with any 
precision to biological reference points to suggest that all aspects should be given equal weight.  
There was more concern about timescales for the achievement of mid level targets for particular 
fisheries (such as MSY or quota). 

Industry responsibility was not identified clearly as a major separate failing ð rather a general 
weakness associated with the nature of decision-making including the lack of effective industry 
participation in the process.  

Compliance was acknowledged as a problem for Europe rather than Scotland. It is not 
considered to be a major problem in the Scottish fleet, but is a concern for the industry as it does 
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not see the rules being applied even-handedly and recognises that poor compliance often 
emerges from excessive and complex regulation. 

The prevalence of discards is a huge problem for fisheries management. They represent a 
problem in themselves (loss of time or income); they are a PR disaster, and a symptom of 
management failure. From the fishermenõs perspective they also highlight the inadequacy of 
quota management. Although discards have always been a feature of fisheries, they are now 
forced to discard good size marketable fish, because the quota does not reflect the availability 
and quantity of stock on the grounds. 

In more general terms there was unease about the entire management structure of the CFP: the 
inadequate relationship between fishermen, scientists and politicians; the scope and complexity 
of the CFP and the lack of capacity to address this complexity and diversity; the tendency to 
micromanage and introduce crisis measures. 

Attitudes to regionalisation 

The idea of regionalisation was broadly welcomed by most participants ð though it was not seen 
as a magic bullet by any means. The extent to which it might address the key failings identified 
above remains unclear, and the extent to which decentralisation of real decision making would 
be allowed by the EU (under the Lisbon Treaty) was also questioned.  It is also important not to 
lose some of the strengths of the existing system, for example in terms of the balance of power 
between Member States and the Commission.  

While RACs probably represent an appropriate scale for decision making, they may not be 
appropriate in terms of composition. Representation, accountability and decision making powers 
are all important issues to be thought through. Resourcing is also a fundamental issue ð 
especially if regional management bodies are to be well informed. 

Solutions 

It was widely agreed that there are no easy solutions (though complete withdrawal from the CFP 
was favoured by some participants as the only solution). However, there was near universal 
agreement that the setting of TACs by the Council of Ministers each December should be 
replaced with a longer term, more strategic and better informed management process with 
at least the following characteristics: 

 Longer term biological targets or outcomes, allowing for flexibility in implementation; 

 Less micro-management ð with greater allowance for diversity in the nature of fisheries and 
the nature of the fishing economy; 

 More bottom up input ð with greater account taken of fishermenõs (real time) knowledge; 

 More account taken of social and economic impact of alternative management measures; 

 Less politicisation of decision making  

 

There was less agreement on more specific solutions, although implementation through longer 
term (e.g. 5-10 year) adaptive or rolling plans appeared to be widely supported. 

Better management information, and in particular more use of òreal timeó fishing information, 
was seen as vitally important by most participants ð whatever the planning and management 
system. Many proposals were made as to how this might be improved (see boxes 3 and 4), 
including the introduction of a reference fleet. There was no consensus view over the 
introduction of CCTV on-board and most held judgement until the results of the current trial 
involving Scottish vessels. 
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Better use of fishing information was also seen as a key element in promoting industry 
participation and responsibility. Regionalisation may further strengthen involvement in 
decision making and, in turn, greater responsibility and compliance.  

Further extending rights based management (RBM) was not seen as a general EU wide 
solution by most participants, and would in any case be constrained by Relative Stability (all 
favoured the retention of Relative Stability). Some favoured the use of ITQs for particular UK 
fisheries as the current system was very nearly this anyway; others believed this would be 
detrimental to fishing communities. 

There were varied views on a possible shift from mainly quota to effort based management. 
Although this could reduce discards ð especially for mixed fisheries - such a shift would be 
complex. Quota now represents an asset, and translating this into an effort allocation or right will 
be complex. There is also a safety issue ð effort management may encourage more risk taking by 
skippers conscious of time restrictions at sea. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

1. INTRODUCTION  

To plan for the reform of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) in 2012, the European Commission 
produced a Green Paper on reform of the CFP1.  Member States have been invited to submit a 
response with their own views on CFP reform.  

The Scottish Government will make its own submission to the Commission in addition to 
contributing to the response by the UK Government. As part of this process Marine Scotland is 
seeking the views of stakeholders in Scottish fisheries on reforming the CFP via a number of 
meetings and events. 

This report presents the proceedings and views expressed by Scottish fisheries stakeholders at a series 
of 3 stakeholder workshops held at: 

1. North Atlantic Fisheries College, Shetland, 25th September 2009 
2. Ramada Jarvis Hotel, Inverness, 6th October 2009. 
3. The Lighthouse, Glasgow, 8th October 2009 

 
1.1 PURPOSE 

To inform the Scottish Government response to the European Commissionõs Green paper on reform 
of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) 

 

1.2 PROPOSED WORKSHOP OUTCOMES 

 Better understanding (on behalf of the Scottish Government) of the strengths and weaknesses of 
existing CFP from a range of perspectives 

 Ideas for improvement 

 Concerns and challenges for implementation 

 

1.3 STRUCTURE  

Each workshop followed broadly the same structure: 

 Presentation 1: Introduction to reform of the CFP and some noted failings (Andrew Brown, 
Marine Scotland) 

 Plenary Q&A 

 Workshop/breakout groups to identify and prioritise key failings 

 Presentation 2: Possible improvement: regionalisation and other possible solutions. (Andrew 
Brown, Marine Scotland) 

 Plenary Q&A 

 Workshop/breakout groups: identify, prioritise and begin to flesh out possible solutions 

 Reporting back and plenary discussion 

 Wrap up 
 

1.4 PARTICIPANTS  

A list of participants for each of the three meetings is presented in Annex A. 

                                                
1 COM (2009)163 final 
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2  THE CFP REFORM PROCESS AND THE GREEN PAPER  

2.1 PRESENTATION BY MARI NE SCOTLAND  
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2.2 COMMENTS & Q&A 

Q òHas recreational fishing being considered? It is not high on the agenda in the EC, but is 
rising in Scotland. They are after bigger fish which may be more in line with biological objectives. 
This might be a positive driver?ó  

A The new EC Control Regulations are considering inclusion of recreational fishing. 

Q òThe introduction of ITQs is a knee-jerk reaction to calls for rights-based management. We 
should wait and see what position other Member States have on this.ó 

A The Scottish Government can see the benefits of improving the quota management system, 
but it has already stated that it is against full European ITQ system to avoid too much consolidation 
and movement of quota out of Scotland.  
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3. KEY FAILINGS OF THE CFP 

The Commissionõs Green Paper on reform of the CFP identified five structural failings of the CFP: 
 

1. a deep-rooted problem of fleet overcapacity; 
2. imprecise policy objectives resulting in insufficient guidance for decisions and 

implementation; 
3. a decision-making system that encourages a short-term focus; 
4. a framework that does not give sufficient responsibility to the industry; and 
5. lack of political will to ensure compliance and poor compliance by the industry. 

 

Attendees were asked to discuss these failings, identify others and then prioritise them in terms of 
significance and/or need of resolution.  The additional failings identified can be broadly categorised 
under science, discarding and others. The key points made in these discussions are presented below. 

 

3.1 SUMMARY 

There was near universal agreement that short term decision making (leading to the annual setting 
of TACs by the Council of Ministers in their December meeting) was the most serious weakness of 
the current system. There are many dimensions to the problem:  sudden annual shifts in management 
prescriptions (e.g. quota); horse-trading and politicisation rather than well informed strategic 
decisions; lack of time for fishermen to adapt to new targets; lack of flexibility to take account of local 
circumstances (fisheries and fishing economy); lack of flexibility to take account of changing 
conditions on the fishing grounds or evidence of recovery; inappropriate management year. 

The quality and use of science, and management information more generally, was seen as a major 
issue at all meetings. Science is only available for roughly 50% of stocks and in some cases (for 
example the West coast Nephrops) has been found to be inaccurate. At the same time there is 
abundant real time information arising from the experience of fishermen on the grounds, and 
mechanisms to take account of this information in the formal decision making processes remains 
weak. While there are undoubtedly weaknesses in fishing related information (bias, lack of time 
series), there are also significant weaknesses in the science (limited sample, historic). There was 
general consensus that mechanisms should be sought to take more formal account of fishermenõs 
knowledge and real time evidence from the fishing grounds. 

Despite the emphasis placed on overcapacity in the Green Paper, this was not identified as a priority 
issue by participants. There was general consensus that while this may be a Europe-wide problem, 
there is no longer chronic overcapacity in most segments of the Scottish fleet. In any case this is a 
complex issue: overcapacity has economic/market, technical/regulatory and biological dimensions 
that vary over differing timescales. This is a problem that should be tackled on a case by case basis 
and is not amenable to centralised fisheries management under the CFP, which should focus on 
outcomes to achieve High Level Objectives rather than detailed regulations. 

The imprecise nature of management objectives that lack clear long-term strategy is a weakness of 
the CFP, but the relative prioritisation of High Level Objectives was not seen as a significant issue by 
most participants. The Green Paper view that ecological objectives should have a greater priority over 
social or economic was questioned. There was a strong view expressed by one group that these were 
inextricably linked and should have equal weight. There is sufficient concern over the accuracy of 
scientific information and the ability to manage fisheries to biological reference points to suggest that 
all aspects should be given equal weight.  There was more concern about timescales for the 
achievement of mid level targets for particular fisheries (such as MSY or quota targets). 
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Industry responsibility was not identified clearly as a major separate failing ð rather a general 
weakness associated with the nature of decision-making including the lack of effective industry 
participation in the process.  

Compliance was acknowledged as a problem for Europe rather than Scotland. It is not considered to 
be a major problem in the Scottish fleet, but is a concern for the industry as it does not see the rules 
being applied even-handedly and recognises that poor compliance often emerges from excessive and 
complex regulation. 

The prevalence of discards is a huge problem for fisheries management. They represent a problem in 
themselves (loss of time or income); they are a PR disaster, and a symptom of management failure. 
From the fishermenõs perspective they also highlight the inadequacy of quota management. Although 
discards have always been a feature of fisheries, they now have to discard good size marketable fish, 
because the quota does not reflect the availability and quantity of stock on the grounds. 

In more general terms there was unease about the entire management structure of the CFP: the 
inadequate relationship between fishermen, scientists and politicians; the scope and complexity of the 
CFP and the lack of capacity to address this complexity and diversity; the tendency to micromanage 
and introduce crisis measures. 

 

Specific stakeholder comments are presented below.  Comments on the over-centralised nature of the 
CFP feed into the discussion on regionalisation explored in section 4. 

 

3.2 OVERCAPACITY 

 òOvercapacity? No, the problem is too much fish! Over-capacity? Look at the harbours! They are 
empty!ó 

 òThe emphasis in the Green Paper on over-capacity is not helpful.ó  

 òThe Commission needs to be challenged on its assertions of over capacity. Where is the 
evidence?ó 

 òThe assumption of 4% per annum technical creep is flawed.ó 

 òOvercapacity is highly localised and takes different forms in different locations.ó 

 òThe CFP rules effectively shift overcapacity around. If you squeeze one sub sector (whitefish) it 
puts pressure on another sector where quota is available (e.g. Nephrops)ó 

 òOver-capacity is multidimensional and needs to be defined.ó 

 The example of the Scottish pelagic fleet was given to show that fisheries can be managed 
sustainably with a fleet that has the potential to overfish a stock but does not. How therefore can 
you measure capacity in a meaningful way?  

 A further example of the West Coast Nephrops fleet showed that over-capacity may relate to 
economics ð at current prices vessels are unviable, but are not catching the entire quota. It was 
suggested that economic overcapacity is for the market to sort out, not the CFP.  

 òShould the European Commission be concerned with profitability? What other business would 
be treated thus ð itõs for the businesses themselves. Market/economic overcapacity is a problem 
for the industry, not the Commission.ó  



Reform of the CFP ð Proceedings of Stakeholder Workshops   659-GBR 

October 09 POSEIDON Aquatic Resource Management Ltd Page 6 

 Cheap imports can result in economic or market over-capacity. A sudden reduction in quota 
creates apparent over-capacity. If capacity is depressed too low there will be a loss of market share 
ð which is always difficult to recover. 

 òWe need the capacity to respond to future opportunities! If they do not emerge then the fleet 
will readjust in time.ó 

 
3.3 IMPRECISE OBJECTIVES AND TARGETS 

 Biological and social/economic objectives may be in conflict, at least in the short term. Should 
biology take precedence? Of course biological objectives are necessary ð but they should be seen 
as a condition for the achievement of economic viability and sustainability ð not as over-riding 
objectives. The objective is sustainable community; the pre-requisite is sustainable fish stocks. 

 òImprecise policy objectives are a major problem. Environment should be at the heart of the 
CFP.ó 

 òA social strategy should be built along with any plan for biological sustainability.ó 

 òTargets (e.g. TAC) set for 1 year is too short a time frame. We need flexibility and steady change 
to facilitate adaptation.ó 

 òMaximum sustainable yield is a nice ideal but is not a realizable objective for a mixed fishery.ó 
 

3.4 SHORT-TERM DECISION MAKING  

 òIt is not necessarily the structure which is at fault ð itõs the decisions.ó 

 òPolitical short-term decision making lies at the heart of our problems.ó 

 òThe problem is amateur regulations drafted in the heat of the moment and not fit for purpose.ó 

 òDecision making is short term, inflexible, and unresponsive to local/periodic economic needs.ó 

 òRemoval of short term politics is desired, however, there is a worry that this could lead to 
scientific conservatism.ó 

 òThe time frame of management decisions is wrong; e.g. the cod recovery plan attempts things 
too quickly." 

 òAnnual negotiations are the core problem ð the time frame is too short, and they are completely 
top down.ó 

 òThe huge change between years discourages investment and wreaks havoc with fishery 
businesses.ó  

 òSudden unpredicted closures and emergency measures lead to discarding.ó 

 òDecisions are made which allow no time for the industry to adapt. No industry can survive if it is 
subject to unpredictable cuts in allowance of up to 40%. We need more time ð to adapt, observe, 
and revise.ó 

- Example: the recent West Coast closure is a classic example of sudden decision imposed with 
little regard to the economic consequences ð and little consultation. 

- Example: the massive increase in prawn quota one year resulted in greatly reduced prices. This 
was very bad for the fishery.  
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 òAgreement across Europe is always going to be difficult.ó 

 Howeveréthere was a remarkable degree of agreement on most key issues in fisheries 
management at the recent Conference on Peripheral Maritime Regions (CPMR) 

 òNegotiation is often strategic. Even scientists may start off extremely precautionary because they 
know there is likely to be compromise.ó 

 òThe existing RACs are not allowed to be effective. They are talking shops.ó 

 òScience feeds into the wrong calendar year.ó 

 òThere are problems of scale. Most cod is taken in very confined areas. Need to be able to 
manage at a much finer scale. Keep fishermen away from the best fishery?ó 

 òSince 2002 we have had longer term recovery plans for some species. Buté long terms plans 
donõt really affect fishermen. The decisions that affect fishermen are related to TAC and the 
December ôbun-fightõ.ó 

 òThe multi-annual plan allows for 10-15% fluctuation ð but then does not allow response to 
quantity of cod found on the grounds. Furthermore, the initial levels of cod were so low, that 10-
15% is trivial in terms of total quantity.ó 

 òFishermen are not allowed to respond to evident recovery because of the delay before models 
are adjusted.ó 

 

3.5 INDUSTRY RESPONSIBIL ITY  

 òThe industry is not given nor is trusted with any responsibility.ó 

 òEven regional bodies are not trusted by Brussels, and Brussels will not hand over power to 
them.ó  

 

3.6 COMPLIANCE  

 òThere is a lack of equal treatment between EU countries.ó 

 òPoor science or inadequate science encourages non-compliance.ó 

 òFixed boxes become inflexible and inappropriate for a dynamic fishery.ó 
 

3.7 SCIENCE 

 òICES has always dealt with fisheries independent data. This is very limited. It covers only around 
50% of stocks. It is out of date.ó 

 òUp to date (real-time) commercial fisheries data is ignored by the EC/ICES.ó 

 òThis contrasts with e.g. Iceland where CPUE data is routinely used.ó 

 òWe need real time data. We need to predict better.ó 

 òBecause the data is poor, there is much scientific uncertainty which translates into high levels of 
precaution in decision making (TAC etc).ó 

 òManagement comes down to the lowest denominator ð the most limiting species, the greatest 
uncertainty - in a mixed fishery.ó 
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 òAll the effort is put on stock data. Little on socio-economic data or needs. There is a lack of 
balance.ó 

 òAlthough UK commercial fishing sourced data has not been accepted by Commission/ICES, 
the Spanish used such data to influence the December 2008 meeting. There are double standards 
with regard to real time fisheries sourced data.ó 

 òThe scientific data relating to West Coast Nephrops is a joke. We need better ground truthing.ó 

 òThere is huge industry discontent with the òscienceó. Getting fishermen involved may improve 
this, but science must remain robust, independent, peer reviewed.ó 

 òThe science is historic and inaccurate, and fishers data is not acceptable as input to scientific 
models.ó 

 òPoor science, used badly. Knee-jerk reaction to model predictions or other considerations. 
Overly precautionary because of uncertainty and lag times.ó 

 òUnder reporting is now less of an issue. The main problem is mis-reporting encouraged by use 
of arbitrary or irrational lines on the map (e.g. which side of the line was fish caught?). This 
should not really matter ð so long as there is good reporting on overall stock.ó   

 òThe cost of science is high. It should be possible to get cheaper science from fishermen? Hire 
fishermen for survey in lieu of tie up? There are examples ð e.g. the self sampling project on the 
Clyde.ó 

 òFrom a scientistõs perspective, the problem is the need for good time series data ð five years ð 
for the models.ó 

 òWhen fishermen do contribute they see no influence or advantage ð or no use.ó 

 òThere is a lack of social and economic data and information by comparison.ó 

 

3.8 DISCARDS  

 òThe biggest problem facing the industry in Shetland is having to discard high quality marketable 
fish because they are over quota. This is now happening with prime cod.ó 

 òWe need more flexibility on discards -We should be allowed to land what we catch.ó 

 

3.8 OTHERS 

 òThe present system is far too complex ð a mix of quota, effort restriction, composition limits.ó 

 òThe CFP is an unmitigated disaster. There are so many failings.ó  

 òThe CFP tries to do far too much ð with too little information.ó 

 òA problem is that Environment is the exclusive competence of the European Union (EU), while 
fisheries management is a shared competence between the EU and Member States so no one 
body is wholly in charge.ó 

 òThere is a structural failure in terms of relationships between scientists, politicians and 
fishermen.ó 

 òThe fishing industry is a food producing sector, and has to compete partially with agriculture. 
But the fishing industry has nothing like the subsidy of CAP and is at a constant disadvantage.ó 
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4. REGIONALISATION  

4.1 PRESENTATION BY MARI NE SCOTLAND  

 

 

 

 

4.2 COMMENTS & Q&A  

Q òWill Brussels ever delegate power?ó  






























