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EAPO POSITION PAPER
Initial comments on the Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council [COM(2018) 149 final] establishing a multi-annual plan for
fish stocks in the Western Waters and adjacent waters, and for fisheries
exploiting those stocks
The Commission has now published its proposal for a multi-annual plan for Western
Waters, including North Western Waters. This follows the adoption of similar (but in
some respects different) plans for the Baltic and the North Sea.
It is EAPO’s view that the following questions need to be addressed when analysing
the proposal:
 Does the proposed MAP contribute to the sustainable & practicable
management of stocks in the mixed demersal fisheries found in Western
Waters?
 Is it compatible with and does it help with the implementation of the landings
obligation; in particular, does it contribute to the mitigation of chokes in mixed
fisheries?
 Does it provide flexibility to manage bycatch species in a way that prevents
them choking, thereby impeding the economic objective of managing stocks at
maximum sustainable yield?
 Is it positioned to use the best possible and most recent ICES advice in setting
F ranges?
 Is it consistent with the need to agree TACs and manage shared stocks jointly
with relevant third countries? (This point recognises potential Brexit
implications.)
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Furthermore EAPO suggests to take into account the following initial comments in the
process towards adoption of the proposed regulation:
 The range of the WW MAP is ambitious; covering a large area and many
diverse fisheries from the West of Scotland down to Biscay. This could present
significant challenges to developing a single MAP for the entire area.
 The use of F-ranges for target species could be useful in the management of
fisheries in Western Waters. The example of the cod/haddock/whiting fishery
in the Celtic Sea comes to mind. In particular, the plan provides for the use of
the whole F-range (subject to conditions) which frees ministers to set TACs
above point MSY, where justified in mixed fisheries. A better explanation of
what the conditions are under which the upper range could apply, could be
useful.
 The MAP could contribute significantly to the mitigation of chokes; it will not,
however, be sufficient to deal with this urgent task; other interventions will be
required:
o In the joint recommendation for a delegated act;
o By the Council of Ministers at the December Council;
o Through the co-decision process.
 The MAP is fundamentally about setting TACS; it does not, however, preclude
a debate on which stocks should have TAC status and which stocks should be
managed through other means; the preparation of scientific advice to underpin
future decisions in this regard should be an urgent priority.
 The Commission’s initial view that 95% of landings are taken in definable
targeted fisheries needs further exploration and explanation.
 The Commission proposal is based on the use of the most recent ICES advice
on F-ranges and the management of mixed fisheries. Mixed fisheries advice is
not yet at the stage in which it can provide a definitive platform for TAC
decisions; the development of such advice should be a priority.
 Experience has shown that in fisheries, unintended consequences can often
arise from the dynamic character of the resource and the scientific perception
of that resource as well as the sectors’ economic response to the regulatory
regime. Legal provision should be made to review and revise the plan, and
fast-track changes as necessary. This is also valid for eventual changes in
governance that might arise as a consequence of Brexit.
 The use of F-ranges as proposed by the Commission is clearly based on the
classical yearly based TAC setting procedure. EAPO deplores the lack of legal
basis for the adoption of Harvest Control Rule and wishes to state that the
proposed Article 4 might hinder any Harvest Control Rule to be adopted in the
future.
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 The proposal of the Commission should be reinforced regarding socioeconomic considerations, as the 20% limitation of the inter-annual variation of
the TAC does not offer a consistent framework compatible with the basic
needs of fishing companies.

(EAPO – 14 June 2018)
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