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Foreword

Agenda 21 and the CFP

Over the last decade the CFP and its management has been in direct contravention of Agenda 21

In 1992, at the UN Conference on Environment and Development (the Earth Summit) in Rio, over 150 nations including the UK endorsed a 500 page document, Agenda 21, which sets out how both developed and developing countries can work towards sustainable development.

Agenda 21 says that sustainable development requires humanity to:

· Reduce over-use of energy, raw materials and production of pollution and wastes

· Protect Fragile ecosystems

· Share wealth, opportunities and responsibilities more fairly between North and South, between countries, and between different social groups within each country, with special emphasis on the needs and rights of the poor and disadvantaged

These proposals include the fish in our seas.

Key Demands for a new CFP

· Recognise sport fishing as a stakeholder

· Create an EU wide Fisheries Protection Fleet

· Introduce zonal controls on fishing methods

· Hand management of waters and fish stocks to national coastal governments under the CFP

· Remove size limits

· Ban discards

· Ban the de-finning of sharks at sea

· Ban monofilament gill nets

· Research and develop environmentally friendly fishing methods

· Ban industrial fishing

· Promote the proposed new European model on a world wide basis for the encouragement and development of third world fisheries

· Explore controls on the high seas fishery

1.
CFP and the Need for Change

The need for change in the CFP has been obvious, even to the uneducated, for some years.  This review is overdue and needs to be deep ranging.  The reality is that under the CFP Europe has seen the destruction of large parts of its fisheries stocks, the continued lowering of employment levels in the fisheries industry, the expansion of aquaculture, and the inherent ecological problems that industry imposes on our environment.  The CFP may fairly be said to have failed.  Leaving our common fisheries in the hands of politicians and commercial exploiters is probably the most certain way of ensuring that we have no fisheries to hand on to our children and their children. The interests of the commercial fleets are not exclusive.  There are other stakeholders!

Every attempt, which has been made under the CFP, to reduce fleet size has resulted in increased fishing capacity.  The value of the commercial catch in European waters is considerably lower than the value or potential value of the recreational sport catch.  Yet the CFP fails to recognise sport fishermen as stakeholders under the CFP, the economic importance of sport fishing to coastal zone populations or the opportunity for redeployment of labour which sport fishing offers to displaced commercial fishermen.  The sport fisherman fishes in a sustainable manner, often for those stocks of little or no commercial interest.  Yet these stocks suffer because of the interruption to the food chain caused by the disruption to stocks and damage to the sea bed created by commercial fishing, over-exploitation and destructive methods.  

The resources of our marine species are not simply present for exploitation by commercial interests.  These wild stocks belong to no one but should be treated as a shared resource, available to all the peoples of coastal nations within the EU, regardless of capital investment.  

The sport fishery is important beyond the simply value, to anglers, of fish landed.  The impacts and opportunities of the sport fishery are felt deeply within the economies of coastal member states; hoteliers, restaurants, bars, transport companies, garages, tackle shops, boat owners, bait diggers, CTN retailers, clothiers and many others all benefit from sport angling.  The sport fisherman brings economic resources to coastal areas from the cities and towns of Europe.  The social benefits of sport angling must also be weighed in the balance in deciding future policy with regard to our marine environment.

The Food and Agriculture Organisation of UN (FAO) Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries requires provision for the sport fishery and the CFP has failed to recognise this requirement.  

2.
Basic Principles of the CFP

The commercial fleet should be licensed and severe restrictions placed on its methods and scope of operation.  The continued over exploitation of both European and non-European seas by the European fleet will be seen, by us and by those outside the EU, in years to come as one of the biggest failings of the European Union.  Not only willing to exploit our own fisheries to the point of ecological collapse but willing to pay nations in the third world for the privilege of taking their fisheries to the same point of collapse, as well as killing local fishermen, viz. West Africa 2000/2001.

To use the same general objectives for the management of sustainable fisheries as for the production of food under the CAP is both short sighted and unsustainable.  We neither plant seeds in the sea bed not breed the wild stocks we seek to exploit.  Man has little control, if any, over the productivity of the marine environment, only the ability to degrade it to the point at which no life can survive.

Increased productivity and technical progress are mutually exclusive if sustainable fisheries are to be maintained.    The economic reality of the European Union requires that European fisheries provide sustainable employment in coastal areas for limited numbers of seafarers.  We do not need massive catches landed, to the extent of damaging stock.  We should not need to convert a precious and limited resource from the sea into animal feed stuffs, we should insist on all fish netted at sea, being landed and all fish landed being counted towards TAC.  There should be no size limits on fish caught and subsequently landed.  An increased number of fishery reserves need to be designated as permanent no fishing zones to protect breeding stock and the spawning grounds from any exploitation or damage while the fish are in the zones.

The penalties for breaches of the policy should be severe, instant and properly enforced.  If coastal national governments will not enforce the policy then the EU should take over enforcement.  Commercial exploiters of the resource should know that breaches of the policy will be met with destruction of the gear used, including vessels, loss of the requisite licence and quota, so that no replacement vessel can be commissioned by the enterprise concerned, heavy fines for the master of the vessel concerned and removal of his masters papers and fishery consents.  The prospect of loss of livelihood seems to be the only way that some commercial skippers will realise their responsibilities to the seas and the community.

With hindsight it is easy to see that the first and fourth General Objectives are mutually exclusive.  Technical progress in fishing techniques and equipment leads to the same or a greater number of vessels, or tonnage, seeking the faster removal of a finite resource.  That resource will continue to collapse until these basic principals are changed.

The basic principals of the European fishery should be

1.
To ensure a sustainable resource is maintained in all European waters with exploitable resources, out to the EEZ or median.

2.
To provide employment opportunities for coastal dwellers in fishery or fishery related sectors of the economy, including sport fishing activities.

3.
To recognise the economic value of the sport fishery and to allow for differential development of the commercial and sport fisheries.   

Technical, economic and social developments should form no part of the CFP.  The participation of member states within the CFP should be dependent on their having an historic stake in fisheries exploited within EU waters.  Member states with no commercial or sport fishery should have no rights to fishery licences under the CFP.  Only those member states with coastal dwellers, historically dependent on fisheries should be in a position to exploit those fisheries in future.  This will prevent the unfettered growth of capacity within the industry, with the proposed growth in membership of the EU.

The existing CFP has failed to comply with Article 174.  It has failed under Article 159.  There is no social cohesion between the fishermen and fleets of the member states.

3.
Where Are We and What Will Happen Without Change?

3.1 Conservation Policy

3.1.1 You can dress this up whichever way you like.  The reality is that, where you have data available you know the stocks are over exploited.  Where there is no data, you think the stocks are over exploited and in the case of industrial stocks you are not concerned that the stocks are over exploited.  Have you or anyone in the EU heard of food chains?

The sand eel is one of the basic foodstuffs of larger fish and sea birds.  Recently the TAC for sand eel has not been achieved, which is the first indicator to most biologists and fishermen that the resource is being over exploited.  The disappearance of the sand eel has lead to the collapse of puffin colonies as well as the growth of inland cormorant colonies throughout the EU.  These inland colonies have, naturally exploited the local resource of both coarse and game fisheries.  So there is a direct consequence to the failure of the CFP in European coarse and game fisheries.  Clubs and associations throughout Europe spend member’s subscriptions on new fish stocks, only to see these fish going down the throats of wild birds forced from their natural habitat by the CFP and its consequences.  The inland habitat suffers directly as a consequence to this.  Funds are not being spent on habitat protection and development but on game and coarse fish stocks, which should be self sustaining.  No economic measure has been applied to the costs of the CFP to coarse and game yet inherently all anglers, coarse, game and marine are stakeholders, directly and indirectly, in the CFP.  No doubt you will want scientific evidence of this, at the cost to the EU taxpayer and the further destruction of natural wildlife while the research is conducted.  The watchword for any policy where man interfaces with wildlife should be “let caution rule”.  (see Article 174).  We must take action now, to protect all fish stocks, and conduct the research while the preventative action is in place.

The definition of catastrophic, used by the EU, would make interesting reading.  We have a situation where, by admission in this document, “many stocks are, at present, outside or almost outside safe biological limits”,  “too heavily exploited” or “have low quantities of mature fish”.  The document states that “if current trends continue……many stocks will collapse.”  And this is not considered catastrophic?  Remember Article 174?

3.1.2

All this verbiage can be summed up with the words, “sold down the river by politicians”.  TACs are a joke in the industry and to anyone concerned with the long term viability of our marine stocks.  

National control and its effectiveness can be seen in any supermarket in which fresh fish are sold in Spain, Italy or France.  Fish, which do not reach the minimum takeable size, are readily available both through supermarkets and at quay-side sales.  Current management deficiencies are caused by the simple expedient that national governments do not find it in their interest to be too particular in enforcing the regulations on fish landed by their own fleets.  These uncontrolled landings of immature fish damage future stock development and breeding patterns.   

The tone of this consultation document  indicates the utter failure of the EU to manage marine stocks and police fishing activity.  There are reports of insufficient scientific resources, poor or inadequate levels of international co-operation between fishery scientists, lack of data, lack of analysis.  If the existing CFP has failed so completely then do not suggest a new EU policy on fisheries in the same vein. Hand control of local waters back to coastal national governments out to the EEZ/median, so that control can be exercised by those to whom the fishery matters.

3.2 The Environmental Dimension

Here is a challenge. Give us one instance of any fisheries policy promoted by the EU, which has benefited the environment.  Certainly not the CFP.

The whole commission sadly lags behind public concerns in this area.  The EU is too slow to react, is too dependent on agreement by member states and is too hamstrung by regulations to quickly determine changes in policy to react to ecological emergencies and disasters.  

3.3
Fleet Policy

There should be no subsidies paid for construction or modernisation of the fleet.  There should be no subsidies paid for the running costs of the fleet, nationally or internationally.

Gross tonnage of the fleet must be reduced dramatically and by a far greater proportion than the proportionate increase in the effectiveness of gear.  This is not an optional choice for member states.  If member states do not comply, there will be no fish in the seas; and the CFP, and those who administer it, will be redundant.

Within the CFP there has been an inability to recognise who is and who is not a stakeholder, viz. sport anglers have had no inputs to CFP, until now, yet have at least as large a stake in the survival of our sea fish stocks.  The bird groups of Europe, e.g. RSPB, are stakeholders in these stocks since many of our European birds are dependent on estuary stocks of fish for their survival.  Any person concerned with the environment of Europe has a stake and yet remains unrecognised, as a stakeholder, under the CFP!

It is absolutely vital that coastal member states should have the legal ability to close sensitive fisheries when stocks are liable to over exploitation.  The closure of the North Sea cod fishery has lead this year to the overfishing, by purse seiners, of the bass breeding stocks in the Western Approaches.  So by “saving” the North Sea cod stocks from further depletion, we ensured the destruction of present and future bass and young haddock stocks by allowing the displaced boats to exploit another finite resource and to use methods which are killing vast numbers of cetaceans, caught in the nets.  

These are not difficult systems to manage.  Managing them demands foresight and proper consideration as well as an understanding of the economic pressures under which skippers operate.

The fleet has consistently neglected to self manage the resource.  The EU should shed no tears over the loss of fishing capacity consequent to that neglect.  Those fleets with the largest fishing capacity, measured in gear capacity and gross tonnage, should be targeted for the largest reductions in numbers.  The most efficient vessels should be removed from each fleet, NOT the oldest.  The EU taxpayer has already paid at least once for their removal from the fleet.  Each fleet component should be licensed to a specific fishery or fisheries.  Each licence should be costed on the basis of the state of stocks in that fishery and the potential for stock removal of the component licensed.  Gear and vessels should be treated as separate components and each licensed individually.

3.5 Monitoring and Control

We agree with all your main points.  What is interesting is that you still consider the policy to be credible.

The licensing of vessels to TAC, waters and species is necessary to control the unremitting slaughter of species not normally sought by commercial boats and sold for a fraction of their economic value as pot baits.  For example the taking of vast quantities of mullet from inshore breeding grounds in the south west of England for use as pot bait and sold on the quay side at less than £1.00 per stone is indicative of the careful thinking which most commercial skippers are able to bring to their craft.  Skippers guilty of this sort of unlicensed slaughter should be held to account under a new EU CFP.    

3.6 Economic and Social Dimensions

There should be no subsidy of fishing effort.  The fleet should be self-financing or be de-commissioned.  The provision of onshore installations should be financed by the investors and industrialists who will profit from its production, not by the EU taxpayer.  The EU should not be buying fishing rights in foreign waters and should not be party to the over exploitation of sustainable artisan fisheries by an under utilised European fleet.  Viz. West Africa and the reported 700 native deaths between December 2000 and March 2001 – caused by EU exploitation of the resource.

The economic consequence of an over capacity fleet chasing a diminishing resource are obvious to any businessman.  Most of the fleet will operate at a loss!  Take out the subsidies, remove the support and spend the money saved on these budgets to provide proper policing of catches, landings and gear.  

Is it beyond the wit of the author, of this consultation paper, to understand that in a situation where a CFP exists, those coastal nations that were once controlling extensive fisheries themselves, e.g. Denmark, would suffer a greater than average proportional reduction in employment in the industry than those, e.g. Greece, which historically have not controlled extensive fishery interests.  Given the lack of return on capital employed we should be seeing a reduction in employment in all fisheries sectors, with the exclusion of aquaculture, which should be no part of the CFP.

When profitability in the industry improves, because of increased fishery resources for exploitation, no new entrants should be allowed without the exit of similar capacity.  

3.7 Aquaculture

Aquaculture has increased the pressure on wild fish stocks, viz. Atlantic salmon cross breeding with non-native escapees, parr and smolt suffering from excessive sea lice infestations, when passing through the sea lochs to the spawning grounds or open sea, the lack of inshore habitat under the fish pens must have an impact on wild fish stocks of other species, the down tide dispersal of waste products inhibits feeding and breeding of other species.

There should be no support from EU taxpayers towards the productive investments of companies.  This is discriminatory against those who fail to qualify and is a charge on other companies in industry sectors, which are not so supported.

3.8 The Processing Industry

There can be no good economic reason for the EU to be subsidising or part funding operations in the food production sector.  Either these processing companies have the wit to switch to value added processes and products or they will fail.  EU taxpayers should not be subsidising ineffective managements.  Rationalisation of processing capacity will enable the processing industry to negotiate from a strong position with large retail chains.  If there are too many players in this market then we should allow natural wastage and competitive pressures to resolve the issue.  

3.9 The International Dimension of the CFP

If the European distant water fleet is becoming less and less competitive then we should allow it to founder.  The developing world needs to have areas of economic activity into which it can move without undue pressure from subsidised fleets.  This would be a real contribution to the development of the Third World and will assist in the development of a common European foreign policy.

“Many third countries, where European fleets used to fish, are also facing the problem of resource depletion”.  So having raped our own European waters we have also been allowing our fleet to rape the waters of third world nations.  All of which is subsidised by the EU taxpayer.  This is neither acceptable nor socially responsible.

CFP should not be about good PR it should be about sustainable effort and fisheries.  If we are exploiting a resource in an unsustainable way then we should stop exploiting the resource.

4 A Set of Clearer Objectives for the Future.

To date the CFP has failed.  It has failed to provide a sustainable fishery.  It has failed to maintain employment in that fishery.  It has failed to maintain or improve profitability in that fishery.  It has failed to provide an equal status system for managing the fishery amongst member states.

The objectives for the CFP, which should now be set, should be as follows;

4.1 To establish and maintain a sustainable and healthy marine and freshwater ecosystem.

4.2 To establish and maintain a sustainable fishery based on that marine ecosystem

4.3 To recognise the importance of the sport fishery in conjunction with the commercial fishery.

4.4 To seek to become self-sufficient in market needs from European managed marine fisheries and aquaculture

4.5 To implement common practice policies, to police those policies and to remove, permanently, from the fishery those guilty of fishery policy breaches.

4.6 To accept that not all those presently employed in the fishery will be so in the long term and to seek to parachute them into other roles, removed from the fishery, without recourse to EU taxpayers funds.

4.7 To promote responsible and sustainable exploitation of fishery resources in international waters.

4.8 To develop responsible and sustainable partnerships with third countries for the sustainable exploitation and development of their fishery resources.

4.9 To establish a databank of scientific knowledge related to marine fisheries and their ecology.  To fund primary research into sustainable fishery management and exploitation techniques.

5 The Future CFP

5.1 Strengthening and Improving Conservation Policy

Multi-annual TACs to be decided by scientists without reference to elected politicians.

Review allowable methods and insist on future vessels being equipped to fish only sustainable methods with no impact on sea birds, marine mammals and non-target species, as well as no or low impact on the marine environment.

For each newly commissioned vessel, a vessel or vessels of similar fishing capacity must be removed from the fleet, by the new vessel owners, and at their cost.

Disallow any discard catches – all fish and other species caught MUST be landed.  No sharks are to be de-finned at sea.  Cleaning and gutting of the catch may continue at sea but no factory processes should be allowed at sea in any European water, by members of the European fleet or by others. 

Impose no size limits.

Apply TAC per species, but also gross per vessel.  Once that TAC gross figure has been reached that vessel may no longer fish until the next TAC period.

Have a flexible policy of fishery closures

Permit no commercial fishing in spawning or hatchery areas.

No fishery should be fished to a level of overexploitation.  The preservation of the fishery resource should be the prime factor in governing all future EU fishery policy.

Access to national waters should be limited to vessels registered, owned and crewed by nationals of that coastal nation.  Commercial activity in national waters (out to the EEZ/median) should be policed by an independent European Fisheries Protection Service, funded from the CFP.  Sport fishing activity out to the twelve mile limit should be administered and controlled by the relevant environmental department within the national government.  

The operation of the Mediterranean fishery needs to be negotiated with the neighbouring states.  If no resolution can be found the European fishery nation states should operate and control to the EEZ or median and operate the fishery on the same basis as previously suggested, for the north sea fisheries.

Instead of subsidising fisheries the EU should commission an independent  fleet of policing vessels to ensure compliance and to assist or bolster national efforts in maintaining observance of the EU CFP and protecting European marine stocks.

Legitimate and sustainable methods of fishing should be researched and all other methods disallowed under the new CFP.  Methods which have a detrimental effect on the sea bed, other, non (t) target species, or are non-selective or which damage unsaleable stocks should not be allowed.  If this leads to smaller vessels operating less efficiently then so be it.  Commercial fishing has historically been the exploitation of a local resource by local peoples. The big commercial enterprises have no long term future in commercial fishing if the stocks in our seas are to survive and prosper for the exploitation of future generations.  

5.2 Promoting the Environmental Dimension of the CFP

The “environmental dimension” should be the lead feature of the new CFP, all else follows from good environmental practice.

It is absolutely vital that all fisheries products, including fresh fish, are described to the consumer in terms if their environmental impact and sustainability.  However, veracity in labelling and the policy of that voracity need also to be addressed by the new CFP.  If labelling is to be trusted, it must be seen to be accurate and “locally caught” produce must be just that, not imported to the local market and repacked to claim “local produce”, as happens with meat supplies.

5.3 Animal and Public Health Implications

There are already instances of animal diseases being imported to EU stocks with the introduction of diseased fish stocks to the aquaculture of Scotland by Norwegian originated parr and salmon eggs.  This cannot be allowed to continue or be replicated.

The contamination of fish stocks, with heavy metals etc, should be monitored, by sampling of catches by local authorities.  The test results should be contained within the eco-labelling of the product.

5.4 Fleet Policy

There should be no public aid regarding the fleet.  The new CFP should be seeking to re-establish the stock situation which prevailed before the current CFP came into being.  Until that is the case no further development of fishing effort should be permitted.   Any development of fishing effort should only be based on environmentally friendly gears and techniques and a consequent reduction in vessel tonnage.

The intention that public aid should be abandoned needs a time frame established.  An aim without a target date is an aim that will never be met.

5.5 Improving Governance Within the CFP

There needs to be a recognition that there are more stake holders concerned with fisheries than are presently recognised by the CFP.

Regional Advisory Committees should comprise commercial fishing interests, sport fishing interests, marine, game and coarse, wildlife and ecological interests.  The requirement for these regional committees is based upon the CFP.  The funding for these committees should be borne by the taxpayer, not by the stakeholders.  There are stakeholders concerned in the management of these fisheries, who derive no financial benefit from the CFP and who therefore cannot be expected to contribute to the cost of maintaining these committees.  Funding would be better spent in improving representation of stakeholders, on the RACs, rather than in funding the further destruction of our marine habitat through commercial over-exploitation.

5.5.2. Coastal member states should have total control over their waters within the EEZ/median.  There should be no fishing in these zones by other member states.  Where these marine areas are spawning and nursery grounds there should be no exploitation by commercial activity.

5.5.3 the CFP does not need “social science and economics” advice. The CFP should only be concerned with the maintenance of fish stocks and their exploitation not the social consequences of failure of the fleet.  Such failures are part of the economic cycle. If the CFP concentrates on preserving and developing fish stocks then employment and social consequences will be marginalised.  

What does “the policy-makers need to also think about its optimal use in the decision-making process.” mean?    That they should make sound decisions based on the best information available?  Surely that is what they are paid by us to do.  It should not need saying in a consultation document.  Its inclusion here is indicative of the woolly thinking behind this document and the CFP.

5.5.4 This looks like more jobs for bureaucrats.  It does not mean anything!

5.6
Monitoring, Control and Enforcement

A CFP cannot exist unless coastal member states accept that control and enforcement should be harmonised.  Differentials in monitoring effectiveness and the application of penalties lead to disharmony between member states and antagonism between the fleets of member states.  If the member states cannot or will not comply with the CFP then they should lose their licences under the CFP and their fleets be decommissioned.

5.7
The Social and Economic Dimension of the CFP

Economic intervention in fisheries has proved disastrous in the past and should be stopped.  The success or failure of fisheries is dependent on there being fish present in sufficient numbers for fishermen to take them economically.  If those stocks are not present the CFP has failed.  Investment in the commercial sector will not help in preserving stocks.  If those stocks are present then the fishery will be viable and the investment will not be needed.  This should not be too difficult a concept to grasp.

Priorities for the aquaculture and processing sectors do not need to be considered.  The EU has no place putting taxpayers money at the disposal of capital investors for the subsidy or maintenance of poor or ecologically unsound investments.

Measures are not required to help those who will need to find alternative employment.  No one helps those employed in small industries, so why should people who may be struggling for survival themselves be forced to support through EU taxes those who have helped destroy the ecology of our planet?  The commission view of this is unsustainable, unreasonable and unfair.

There should be no EU aid to modernise or construct fishing vessels.  However there is a case for the EU to pay for the decommissioning of unreplaced fleet.  The decommissioning of the fleet needs to be managed, according to vessel size and fishing location.  The same policy of decommissioning payments would not be applicable throughout the EU or even with a member state or between fisheries.   

5.7.2 Support for Aquaculture

The ecological impacts of aquaculture are such that the EU should not be subsidising investments in this area of economic activity.  The CFP should be concerned with regulation and control not exploitation.  Risk investors will continue to invest, if the returns are viable, but the EU taxpayer has no place in risk taking for no profit.  Support for aquaculture by the EU should be limited to funding of basic science to enable the development of the industry on an ecologically sound basis for all our benefits.

Companies investing in aquaculture should be responsible for the ecological costs involved, i.e. processing waste water, eradication of diseases etc, otherwise taxpayers support for the industry becomes an operational subsidy to the cost of production.

5.7.3 Promoting the Processing Industry

The EU may chose to fund basic science on behalf of any industry but the subsidisation of one industry at the expense of another (unsubsidised) is wrong and anti-competitive.  

5.7.4 Addressing other Social Issues

Health and safety, regulated working conditions, working hours etc have no part in any EU CFP.  They should be separately governed by EU social policy.

5.8 External Relations

The Community should act wherever there is a fisheries interest which may at the moment or at any time in the future concern us.  We should not allow fisheries policy, anywhere in the world, to be decided without an EU input, either from a scientific, ecological or an economic point of view.

The access to and continued sustainable activity within the EEZ of third countries cannot be guaranteed without the establishment of an EU fisheries protection and control unit.  The third countries involved in this trade cannot fund the necessary protection of their waters under these agreements and it is our responsibility to ensure that our fishing fleets do not over-fish these third country waters, as they already have our own.

5.8.1 Multilateral co-operation

The EU should admit to and actively participate in international agreements covering the use of the high seas as a fishery resource.  

The EU should be negotiating to prevent the further killing of wild sea birds, marine mammals and other wild life as a consequence of fishing activity.

Any vessel registered within the EU found fishing in contravention of these agreements should immediately lose its licences and permissions and become subject to a seizure notice, revocation of the skippers papers and such other penalties as may be decided in individual cases.

Any non-EU vessel found fishing in EU waters should be subject to the same seizure and destruction notices.  

Where laxity is shown by third States towards vessels flying their flags and towards their own nationals who breach the rules the EU should consider stronger unilateral actions, including trade sanctions or selective actions.  

5.8.2 Bilateral co-operation

Where the EU is paying for fishery concessions, it is only right that those ship-owners, who benefit, from those concessions, should contribute the whole cost including  the costs of administering them.

5.9 Mediterranean Fisheries

The Mediterranean fishery must be incorporated into the CFP.  If the neighbouring states will not accept co-operational agreements in the management of the fishery the EU should impose the EEZ/median principle and control the fishery on that basis.

5.10 Research and Scientific Advice

Greater use of the internet would enable more inputs from the common knowledge pool of both commercial and sport fishermen.

Consultation Documents, Clear language and Ease of Understanding.

If the drafting, writing and translation of this document is common to all documents prepared within the EU then it is little wonder that policies fail and the people of the Union have so little time for the bureaucrats in Brussels.  As an exercise in communication this green paper is a joke.  The lack of punctuation, poor translation and complex sentence construction (drafting) are all designed to prevent access to the document.  This submission has taken four full days in the reading and preparation.  Time, and patience, which many other interested parties will not have.

The use of fully blocked copy, in a document of this length, shows a complete lack of understanding in the science of typography, which is normally used to ease reading and understanding.  Accessibility in documentation should be, for all draftees, a basic tenet and would ensure maximum participation in the consultation process. 

Constant repetition within the Green Paper might be seen as a ruse to encourage the belief that those drafting the document are industrious.  There are surely those who will see such repetition as indicative of a determination to avoid real consultation, a lack of understanding of the subject or a lack of professionalism by the draftee.  

Taxpayers within the EU should expect a higher standard than that shown in this document.   Sentences should not be overlong.  Punctuation marks should be used to define clauses and sub-clauses, and to assist in clarity.  Paragraphs have a larger use than simply separating sentences!  The increased use of bullet points would aid understanding and clear presentation.

If we are to determine future policy under the CFP, an assessment of the gross tonnage by nation, number of vessels by nation gross weight of fish landed, gross weight of discards, percentage of TAC taken for key indicator species, number(s) employed at sea and on shore for the years since the inception of the CFP would be a useful guide to past effectiveness and likely future trends.  No such figures are presented.  As a consequence there is no scientific basis for the proposals made and no possibility of the reader making an educated assessment without detailed knowledge of the state of our fisheries. 

This is a most unreadable document!!  It should not be necessary to read a paragraph five times before any degree of clarity is found.

A New Common Fisheries Policy 

A Radical Programme for the Management of National and International Fisheries under a revised EU Common Fisheries Policy.

If we are to develop sustainable fisheries for commercial and sport fishing interests we need to restructure the whole system of control. EU coastal nation states should take back control of their sea fisheries out to the EEZ and median and fishing practices and methods need to be reviewed and amended in line with the need for long term development of sustainable fish stocks for the benefit of commercial and sporting interests and the marine aquatic environment.

BUFFER ZONES
A significant majority of targeted marine species breed in shallow inshore waters.  We propose small non-commercial activity zones (NCAZs) be introduced at various distances out to the EEZ/median.  And that significant changes to commercial methods and effort be made under a revised EU CFP.  These NCAZs are in addition to existing recognised spawning and breeding grounds, already protected by national and European regulations.

The NCAZs will aid enforcement of EU fisheries policing and regulation.  With current technology (GPS etc.) it is all too easy for illegal operations to move a few yards and claim to be outside a prohibited fishing area, whilst real effort is applied within prohibited areas. 

The zones we propose are as follows;

Zone 1 - from the average high water mark the first zone, extending to ½ mile, would allow commercial activity based on traditional non-destructive fishing methods, for example trapping and potting.  Recognised light trawling activities for shrimp and prawn may need to be curtailed because of the damage inflicted, by the gear, on the sea bed and to prevent by-catch of other marine species.  All gear operated in this zone should be fitted with turtle, mammal and small fish exclusion devices.  Where bays and estuaries (less than 20 miles wide) occur the zone will be extend from the headlands to each side of the feature.

Zone 2 – ½ mile out to 3 miles would not permit any heavy duty fishing effort, beam trawling, extensive long lining, etc.  Traditional, sustainable fishing effort would be permitted.

Zone 3 – 3 miles to 3½ miles no commercial activity (NCAZ)

Zone 4 – 3½ miles to 6 miles – in addition to traditional, sustainable fishing effort , heavier gears would be permitted as long as they had no serious impact on the sea bed or the marine environment.

Zone 5 – 6 miles to 6½ miles no commercial activity (NCAZ)

Zone 6 – 6½ miles to 12 miles - action as Zone 4

Zone 7 – 12 miles to 13 miles no commercial activity (NCAZ)

Zone 8 – 13 miles out to the EEZ/Median minus 5 miles - action as Zone 6

Zone 9 - EEZ minus 5 miles - no commercial activity (NCAZ)

Zone 10 - There needs to be a complete review of international fishing operations on the high seas. The species targeted, by commercial fleets, beyond the EEZ are highly mobile in their movements and, research shows, frequently travel in and out of  the EEZ during their annual migrations. The EU should take the initiative and promote an international stock management programme based on a world-wide strategy, which would be of great benefit to the marine environment as a whole and particularly to coastal nations in the Third World. It would ensure local fish for local people to do with as they wish, whether for local consumption or to be traded on the home or international markets.

COMMERCIAL FISHING EFFORT

As previously stated the current CFP and it’s onerous quota system has failed to protect the species sought or the fishing industry.  We are proposing the adoption of a radical new management policy based on vessel days at sea and a daily catch limit based on weight (or volume - shrimps, prawns, crabs etc ?).

All EU fishing vessels would be fitted with a satellite transponder, capable of reporting vessel position and speed and each vessel must, prior to departure, declare the length of trip, fishing grounds and landing point to the departure harbour authorities.

A European wide computer network would be established to control all vessels, their departures, arrivals and landings and to maintain annual catch statistics for each vessel, nation and fishery. This network would be under the control and jurisdiction of the EU Fisheries Policing and Enforcement Agency (EUFPEA). 

Each vessel, in the European fleet, would be allocated 260 sea days per annum, including all sailing time to and from the fishing grounds. The operator would be able to choose which days to use, taking into consideration the weather and sea conditions and the seasonal availability of target species. For each sea day the vessel would be given a catch quota of say, for example, 10 tons. When the catch quota has been reached for each trip the vessel would return to port, regardless of days actually used.  If the trip is shorter than that declared then the declared days are lost from the annual sea days allotted.  If the trip is longer than the days declared the actual length of trip is deducted from the annual sea days allotted.  

The quota would be based on the first 10 tons of fish caught, since no discards will be permitted under our proposals. 

While high value fish may be targeted it is reasonable to expect that, at times, immature and industrial fish will be landed, to be used as fishmeal, with a low market value in those catches. The commercial fleet should make a profit. The market place must ensure that these current low value industrial fish have a maintained price that enables the fishermen to earn at least a minimum profit level. (See Industrial Fishing below)

Unused sea days or uncaught quota would not be transferable to the following or subsequent years. They could not be transferred to another vessel, operator or licence holder.

PROHIBITIONS

Throughout the world there are much commercial fishing effort which abuses or wastes the natural resource.

Illegal Activities - coastal nation states, whether in Europe or the USA, but particularly in the Third World, are unable or unwilling to effectively deal with the theft of their marine resources.  We should initially target the governments of First World counties and Asia and their markets to better manage the fish stocks concerned to halt this trade in illegally taken fish.

Luxury Foods - there are certain fish species that command very high prices in certain markets around the world.  Blue and yellowfin tuna are exploited for the Sashimi and Sushi markets, sharks of all species for the fin markets of soup and traditional medicine, sturgeon are hunted for the caviar market. These fish are often taken illegally, by organised gangs with no regard to the long term health of the stocks or the sustainability of the fishery.

Better management policies are needed for these finite stocks of large deep water fish, even if the price to the end user has to rise substantially. A luxury food, and the demand for it from the first world, should not result in the destruction of the fish stocks in the third.

The EU should take the high moral ground by introducing a complete ban on  the de-finning of all sharks (removing the fins and discarding the carcass at sea).  This is an obscene waste of a valuable marine resource. 

The USA has now declared that sharks can only be landed whole and the whole fish utilised. The EU should adopt the same practice immediately, impounding all vessels within the EEZ/median which are found to have  separated fins on board.  The long term aim of the CFP should be to eventually ban the targeting of sharks as a commercial species. 

Bluefin and Yellowfin tuna stocks are at great risk from over-exploitation and new fishing methods should be reviewed.  Traditionally these fish were caught by sustainable methods, which had little impact on other species.  Modern long lining has been shown to deplete stocks of the target species as well as resulting in  the unnecessary deaths of countless marine birds, cetaceans and mammals. 

Caspian sturgeon is being hunted to the point of extinction by illegal fishermen, in what is becoming an un-policed fishery, unfortunately not yet under the control of the CFP.

It is interesting to that note all of these species are of great interest to sport fishing which offers long term financial viability and sustainability of fish stocks to coastal nations. Sport fishing interests commonly release fish, to be caught again, which results in a re-usable natural resource.

This catch and release policy is in accord with Rio and Agenda 21.

Industrial Fishing -  is a waste of an important food source for marine fish as well as other aquatic species and should cease immediately.  The targeted species are a major contributing factor to long term healthy, viable fisheries for both commercial and sporting interests.  The removal of vast quantities of small food fish from the food chain is detrimental to the sustainability of more important commercial species.

The resulting short-fall in the market place for industrial fish, in part, would be filled by the increased landings of immature and industrial fish from the commercial fleet following the banning of discards.
Factory Ships - we would contend that these high seas storage facilities are a major contributing factor in the over-exploitation of fish stocks and have played a major role in commercial operators abusing the current quota system.  Factory operations should be phased out within the EEZ/median with a long term view of drastically reducing their impact on the high seas.

Sport fishing - we realise that we are asking for great changes in how our inshore and offshore fisheries should be managed and the effects this will have on the commercial sector. We have a duty to work with business interests in fishing.  While, in the UK, it is illegal for sport fishermen to sell catches, this has not been effectively enforced and is largely ignored throughout the rest of Europe.  We will undertake to raise the profile of this shortcoming and at the same time seek to introduce the ban on sport fishing fish sales throughout Europe.  We either fish for sport and perhaps keep a few ‘for the pot’ or we fish commercially.  We should not combine both.

Although the sport element has minimal effects on overall fish stocks we should be encouraging catch and release and tag and release practices, particularly for species with low rates of reproduction or long breeding cycles, such as sharks, skates, rays and bass. 

Sport fishing interests should follow the conditions we are seeking to impose on the commercial sector; to cut out the waste, no matter how small, of a valuable and irreplaceable natural resource.

COMMERCIAL METHODS AND PRACTICES                  
Over the last few decades, as a result of improved technology, commercial fishing has moved from using sustainable methods to a world-wide, highly  efficient fishing industry. 

For example, traditional methods of catching tuna by pole fishing, which were highly selective and maintained a premium price in the market place, have been replaced by purse seining and longlining activities that that make no allowance for escapees to breed future populations and have devastating effects, through by-catch and discards on all forms of other sea life. 

The modern methods threaten the future of the dolphin, turtle, birdlife, other marine animals and non-targeted fish species which rely on viable fish stocks and well maintained fisheries. 

We are not seeking to return to the old days.  We simply want a balanced management of fish stocks and fisheries to the benefit of all stakeholders. 

From a sport fishing perspective unlimited by-catch and discards have disastrous consequences for the future.  Prime target sport fishing species; bass, sharks, marlin, swordfish, sailfish, tuna, etc. are being wasted or fished out at an ever increasing and alarming rate. 

Off the West Coast of Ireland there is a real opportunity to create a viable, long term, sustainable sport fishery for Blue Fin Tuna and Broadbill Swordfish. This activity would not only benefit the sport fishermen but the whole of the Irish national tourist operation and contribute substantial financial input to the whole of that country’s economy.  Blue fin tuna and broadbill swordfish, as well as all the other sport target species, would be of much greater economic worth in a sport fishery than ever they can be in a commercial fishery.  They create more cash flow, more business opportunity and more jobs and wealth if taken by sport fishermen.

If management of the fish stocks within and without the EEZ and median is not effective, and not effectively policed, this budding sport fishing industry will fail.  The charter operations catering for the sport will see their investment wasted and the resource squandered in the name of a luxury food and commercial greed by those who would hunt to extinction.

We need to look at and investigate all fishing methods and evaluate their effects on the interrelation of fish species, fish stocks and the aquatic environment. Our main concerns must be to minimise waste of the natural resource and significantly reduce irreversible destruction of the marine environment.  

· Trawling methods, particularly shrimp/prawn, must have built-in turtle and small fish exclusion devices.  

· All net operations should use the square mesh principle.

· Mono-filament netting should be banned.

· All forms of pair trawling should be banned - as is the case in the USA.

· Destructive forms of bottom fishing, beam trawling, scallop dredging, etc. should be properly investigated and environment friendly alternative methods introduced.

· Factory ships and offshore operations should be banned.

· Industrial fishing should be banned.

· Longlining should be curtailed, with severe reductions in length of line permitted and fishing time.

· All big game fish should be released.

THE FUTURE   

There is a real opportunity for Europe to lead the way in sustainable fishing effort.  By setting our own house in order we can lead the way in the international management of this most important natural resource.  Failure to do so will result in bankrupt fisheries for all.  

Failure in fisheries policy will endorse our failure, as signatories, to comply with Agenda 21 and define our commitment to the environment as pointless and meaningless.

Specialist Anglers Alliance  

Angling Trades Association

July 2001
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