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The Common Fisheries Policy is in many respects applicable to the Atlantic as well
as to the Mediterranean areas. At the same time there are undoubtedly substantial
differences which often lead to the question regarding a rationale for a common re-
gime. This question is also the central theme of the present study.

The report analyses the specific conditions and requirements of fisheries man-
agement in the two areas. The analysis and comparison takes place from four points
of view: stocks and biological knowledge, structure of the fleets, technical measures
and user group participation in management.

It appears that despite major differences the conciusions regarding potentially
effective management are not necessarily very different. Relevant similarities have
been especially identified in the area of management by effort regulations and the
need for intensive participation of user groups, if management is to be supported by
them. The international interaction of fishing fleets is more intensive in the Atlantic
areas than in the Mediterranean, making also the requirements for international ar-
rangement of a different order.

Fisheries management/AtlantivMediterranean/Quota/Technical measures/User groups/
MAGP/Common Fisheries Policy/European Union

This study does not reflect the views of the European Commission and in no way antici-
pates the Commission's future policy in this area.

Reproduction in part or in whole of the contents of this report is conditional on a spe-
cific mention of the source.

This study has been carried out with financial assistance from the European Commis-
sion.



RESEARCH TEAM

LEI-DLO (The Netherlands):

Pavel Salz (coordinator)
Jan Willem de Wilde
Erik Buisman

Ellen Hoefnagel

Mare A.S. (Greece):

Michel Papadakis
Zika Bakela
Argyris Kalioniotis
Alkis Economou

Further contributors:

IREPA, Salerno, ltaly
CEP, Mantpelier, France
GEM, Barcelona, Spain



CONTENTS

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

INTRODUCTION

1.

STOCKS, BIOLOGICAL ADVICE, TACs AND QUOTAS

1.1 Atlantic fisheries

1.2 Mediterranean fisheries

1.3 Comparison of Mediterranean and Atlantic situation
1.4 Implications for a Mediterranean CFP

STRUCTURAL POLICY
2.1 Objectives and instruments of structural policy
2.2 Multi-annual guidance programmes
2.2.1 National policies for implementation of MAGPs in
Mediterranean countries
2.2.2 Implementation of MAGPs in France and Spain
223 National policies for implementation of MAGPs in
Atlantic countries
2.3 Comparison of Mediterranean and Atlantic structural
policies

TECHNICAL MEASURES
3.1 Atlantic areas

3.2 Mediterranean
3.3 Comparison

3.4 Implications

USER PARTICIPATION IN FISHERIES MANAGEMENT
4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 Criteria for comparison

4.1.2 The European level and the Common Fisheries Policy
4.2 Atlantic institutions

4.2.1 Organizations

4.2.2 Influence of user groups

4.23 Summary
4.3 Mediterranean institutions

4.3.1 Organizations

4.3.2 Influence of user groups

4.3.3 Summary

Page

11

13
13
18
25
27

28
28
29

30
33

38

40



Page

4.4 Comparison and implications 64

4.4.1 Comparison 64

4.4.2 Implications 66
REFERENCES 68
APPENDICES 85
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 100



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

General

1.

Atlantic and Mediterranean fisheries are unquestionably in many respects
very different. However, the present research demonstrates that the dif-
ferences do not necessarily imply different conclusions regarding the po-
tential for an effective fisheries management policy.

In the Atlantic areas the management through TACs and quotas has not
produced the expected results. This may be attributed to still insufficient
biological knowledge, problems with compliance and policy implementa-
tion. Many stocks are managed with precautionary TACs. Feasibility of
effective fisheries management in the Atlantic through the current sys-
tem of TAGs still remains to be demonstrated beyond reasonable doubt.
Management through TACs in the Mediterranean is considered unfeasi-
ble because of the multi-species character of the fisheries. It can be con-
cluded for both areas that output regulations may not be as effective as
desired.

Implementation of technical measures is difficult in both areas because
of the variety of technologies applied and high cost of enforcement, if it
is to be done by centralized institutions.

It may be expected for both areas that more intensive participation of
user groups in fisheries management would create conditions for greater
effectiveness of policy. Creation and development of appropriate decen-
tralised institutions together with necessary framework for dialogue
should be supported.

Management of Atlantic fish stocks falls within the jurisdiction of the EC
thanks to 200 mi EEZ. In the Mediteranean, national waters extend to 12
mi at most, so that most of the area falls under the International Law of
the Sea. Still, the mostly rather narrow continental sheif puts a substantial
share of the cammercial fish stocks under the jurisdiction of the coastal
states.

In the Atlantic area most fish stocks are exploited by international fleets
50 that arrangements at EU level are essential. In the Mediterranean the
interaction of international fleets is limited to a number of specific fisher-
ies or areas. The need for international arrangements is therefore particu-
larly related to these fisheries.

Relative stability is not (yet) an issue in the Mediterranean, while it is the
leading principle in the Atlantic CFP.



Stocks and biological knowledge

1.

The fisheries of the (northern) Atlantic can be roughly characterized by:
large siocks of single species, spread over wide areas, fished on a large
scale by fleets from a multitude of countries with a small variety of gears
and target fish dominating the catches. In contrast to this, Mediterranean
fisheries typically are small scale operations by local fishermen, fishing
with a multitude of gears on small, highly mixed local stocks, with no
distinct target species.

The European Union manages over 100 stocks in Atlantic waters, repre-
senting about 70 percent of total catches. in spite of the highly devel-
oped biological research in the Atlantic area, analytical assessments are
only available for some 35 of these stocks, the remainder is managed
with precautionary TACs.

In the Mediterranean the extent and size of most of the stocks are un-
known and their level of expleitation can only be suspected.

The standard methods of (analytical) stock assessment, developed for
Atlantic fisheries, require long time series of detailed and reliable data.
Such data are generally not available in the Mediterranean. But the
mixed character of the fisheries, makes the standard biological models
hardly applicable.

Because of its legal status within the CFP, the management advice proce-
dure for Atlantic fisheries is well developed. in the Mediterranean biolog-
ical research is less well coordinated, but there is also less need for that.
In view of the local, small scale nature of most of its fisheries, subsidiarity
should be the leading principle in setting up a CFP for the Mediterra-
nean. The conservation part of the CFP should be primarily directed at
shared or straddling stocks.

As a consequence of the general lack of adequate stock assessments,
mainly due to the complexity and diversity of the fisheries, the main man-
agement instrument will have to be effort control.

Structure of the fleets

Contrary to the conservation policy, the EU structural policy applies in the
same way to the Atlantic and to the Mediterranean countries.

The Mediterranean fleet consists of relatively small vessels. Some 90% of
the vessels are under 10 m long. As a whole, the Mediterranean fleet
makes up for nearly one half of the number of vessels of the EU fleet,
while it accounts for only a quarter of the total tonnage and for one
third of total engine power. Various Atlantic countries also have substan-
tial small scale fishing fleets.

The kW/GRT ratio is higher for the Mediterranean fleet than for the At-
lantic fleet as small vessels generally have a refatively high KW/GRT- ratio.
A further difference in fleet structure is the lower share of trawlers in the
Mediterranean fleets as compared to the Atlantic fleets, Consequently,



the MAGPs for Mediterranean fleets generally require lower reduction
rates than those for the Atlantic fleets.

During the period '92-'95 the EU fleet has been reduced by about 5%,
which is less than the 8% required by MAGPIIl. Adherence to MAGPs dif-
fers widely among the Member States.

The priority of structural policy has shifted from investment support to-
wards the reduction of fishing effort. The link between structural policy
and conservation policy has become stronger. MAGP targets for fleets
operating in Atlantic waters will have to be in balance with relative sta-

" bility as expressed in the allocation of quotas.

In Mediterranean waters, input restrictions imposed by structural policy
are in a way more crucial than in Atlantic waters, because of the lack of
a quota system in the Mediterranean. In other words, achievement of the
fisheries management objectives depends on structural policy and techni-
cal measures. Mediterranean fisheries are dominated by small vessels
fishing for local stocks. Conservation needs would require a further seg-
mentation of fleet targets within the MAGPs, to bring structural policy in
accordance with the locally different situations of fish stocks. Thus, both
in Mediterranean and Atlantic waters, a consistency between structural
policy and conservation policy is essential.

Technical measures

1.

Most technical measures applied in the Atlantic areas to commaercial fish-
eries are specified in the EC Reg, 3094/86. A new proposal has been put
forward by the EC by mid-1996, which attempts to simplify the current
regulations.

Technical measures in the Mediterranean are contained in the national
and regional regulations as well as regulations introduced by local profes-
sional organizations. EC Reg. 1626/94 is a first step towards homogeniza-
tion at EU level.

In both areas there is a trend towards an increasing leve! of detail regard-
ing technical measures in terms of minimum sizes of fish, minimum mesh
sizes, gear specifications, closed seasons and areas. In view of the differ-
ences between the two areas it does not seem relevant to attempt to
develop a common scheme of technical measures which would be appli-
cable in the Mediterranean as well as in the Atlantic.

User group participation

1.

In the Atlantic area different degrees of influence of user groups exist,
depending on country, type of measure and/or fishery. Some level of
consultation exists in nearly all countries. Centralized approach is com-
maon. No forms of self-governance have been found. In several North Sea
countries (NL, DK, UK) certain forms of co-management, particularly in
the area of quota management, are being implemented.
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In the Mediterranean Member States there is a fairly consistent degree
of participation in fisheries management by user organizations (Prud'ho-
mies in France, Cofradias in Spain, various groups in Italy). In Greece the
participation is very limited.

Fisheries management is embedded in national institutional structures,
This explains the differences between countries. The variety in degrees of
user-participation within one country is partly explained by the way rules
are set and the 'stages of evolution’ of the relation between fishermen
and government.

The principle of co-management becomes increasingly relevant in all
Member States. implementation of CFP in the Atlantic Member States has
not produced the desired results and there is regularly heavy resentment
against it within the fisheries sector. The wide dispersion of the fishing
activities in the Mediterranean makes intensive involvement of local or-
ganizations essential. While there is a common need in both areas for
further development of co-management principles, the practical imple-
mentation must recognize the institutional, cultural and other differences
between but equally also within these areas.



INTRODUCTION

Management of fisheries in the European Union is continuously being
adapted to newly rising situations and problems. Level of stocks fluctuates de-
pending on fishing intensity and biological and environmental phenomena.
Economic performance of the fleets changes according to catches, prices and
production costs. Trends in the consumer market are affected by supplies from
EU waters, developments in aquaculture and imports from third non-EU coun-
tries. Institutional adjustments are based on inadequacies experienced in the
past, which are not necessarily relevant to future requirements.

The Common Fisheries Policy applied to the EU Atlantic areas since 1983
is being adapted in pursuit of greater effectiveness. The biclogical advice has
shifted from indicating precise TACs to offering a series of choices to the policy
makers. The Multi-annual Guidance Programmes are becoming increasingly
detailed in terms of fleet segments and fisheries. Furthermore the notion of
'activity' reduction has been introduced in complement of capacity. First steps
towards effort based management have been made in some fisheries in the
area west of Scotland. Regional economic restructuring of fisheries dependent
areas has been explicitly introduced as a part of CFP, within the appilication of
the Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance {FIFG). The entire set of techni-
cal measures is under review and by mid-1996 the European Commission has
put forward proposals to streamline the multitude of these measures which has
gradually developed since 1983. Finally, new components of possible future CFP
are appearing in the discussion - institutional adjustment to allow for a greater
participation of the professional organizations in fisheries management and
the introduction of property rights (like ITQs), to mention just two examples.
It may be expected that the CFP review in 2002 will institutionalize at least
some of the changes currently under way.

The EU fisheries policy in the Mediterranean is becoming more specific.
Measures taken within the structural policy are equally applicable to the Atlan-
tic as well as Mediterranean areas. The structural policy has been extended to
small scale fisheries, benefiting particularly the Mediterranean countries. First
steps towards homogenization of the technical measures have been taken in
1994. There is a continuous discussion and evaluation of the possibilities of
introducing a comprehensive fisheries management policy for the Mediterra-
nean basin.

Major differences between the Atlantic and the Mediterranean areas
have to be recognized from the outset. The legal and institutional situations
are very different. Application of the 200mi EEZ is not feasible in the Mediter-
ranean. The national EEZs are limited to 6-12mi, and in some instances to only
3mi. At the same time the geomorphological conditions are characterized by
mostly very narrow continental shelf, often not exceeding 30mi. Most fishing
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areas still fall under the jurisdiction of the coastal states. Low concentrations
of the commercially important bottom species in the Mediterranean are paral-
lelled by large dispersion of the fishing activities. Only very few larger fishing
centres exist there.

The objectives of the present study are:

1. to determine the relevant similarities and differences between the fisher-
ies sectors in the Mediterranean and the Atlantic areas; and

2.  to evaluate the applicability of the existing principles of the (Atlantic)
Common Fisheries Policy to the Mediterranean situation in the light of
the above comparison.

This report discusses four major aspects of fisheries, three of which are
also the basis for fisheries regulations. Each issue is briefly reviewed for the
Atlantic and Mediterranean area, leading to a comparison between the two.
First, fish stocks and biological knowledge are discussed. Second, the structure
of the fleets in the two areas and its implications for the structural policy are
presented. Third, the development in the area of technical measures is out-
lined. The fourth and final section reviews the institutions and the fishermen's
participation in fisheries management.

It is evident that the report deals with a very broad area in which a large
multitude of varying situations and conditions occurs. The report does not at-
tempt to present a detailed review, but much rather to provide an as clear as
possible outline of the major issues at stake and at the same time sufficient
references to relevant literature related to Atlantic and Mediterranean fisheries
and their comparison.
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1. STOCKS, BIOLOGICAL ADVICE, TACs AND
QUOTAS

1.1 Atlantic fisheries
Species and stocks

Catches by EU Member States from the Northeast Atlantic are specified
by FAO fishery statistics into about 170 single species or groups of species (FAO,
1993). Roughly there are 75 demersal fish species, 50 pelagic fish species, 20
crustacean species and 25 species of molluscs. Specifications vary widely from
country to country, from Belgium and the Netherlands having only about 40
species, to France and Portugal specifying around 130.

The contributions of the main groups of species to the total catch of
about 4.7 min. tonnes are given in figure 1.1. Only 19 species contribute by
more than one percent to the total catch, making a combined contribution of
nearly B5%. Ten demersal and six pelagic species make fairly equal contribu-
tions by group to a total of close to 75%. The balance is contributed by two
species of molluscs (9%) and one crustacean species (figure 1.2).

A primary reason for managing fisheries is the fear for overfishing of the
stocks, a fear best founded for economically attractive stocks. Another impor-
tant reason for management within the CFP has been, and still is, preservation
of the 'relative stability' between participating states in a fishery. The size of
a fishery as such is not a ground for managing it.

Management of fish stocks under the CFP is primarily done by setting
Total Allowable Catches and quotas. Presently (1996) TACs and quotas are set
for twenty NE Atlantic species: eleven demersals, seven pelagics and two crusta-
ceans (EC, 1995). Most of these species coincide with the species contributing
over one percent to the total EU catch from the NE Atlantic. Mussels and oys-
ters, generally cultured in coastal waters, are not managed under the CFP.
Sandeels, the species with the highest volume, but only used for reduction to
meal and oil, apparently do not {yet?) require management, and neither do
pilchards. Five species are being managed that contribute less than one percent
to the total EU catch from the NE Atlantic: common sole, megrims, pollack,
anchovy and Northern prawn.

Generally management of species is by unit stocks, defined by areas. A
total of 106 unit stocks is managed, varying from 1 to 11 per species, with an
average of 6 for the demersals and of 4.5 for the pelagics and crustaceans (ap-
pendix A1). Species are not always managed throughout the areas where they
occur, E.g. Atlantic salmon are only managed in the Baltic, and megrims and
poliack are not managed in the North Sea. The areas covered by unit stocks
may differ very widely in size: from the very local Clyde herring to the Western
mackerel ranging from the Norwegian Sea to the Bay of Biscay {ICES divisions
lta, Vb, VI, Vil, Villabde, XlI, XiV}.
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Most of the TACs are fished exclusively by Member States, but 26 of them
are shared with non-members, particularly the Faeroes and Norway in the
Faeroese waters, the Norwegian 5ea, the North Sea and the Baltic areas. For
these stocks the TACs cannot be decided upon by the EU alone, but have to be
negotiated with the non-members concerned, together with the allocation of
shares.

Within the EU the allocation key of shares is fixed, thus establishing 'rela-
tive stability'. The numbers of Member States having a share in TACs vary from
one to seven, apart from the ten undivided TACs available to all except the
new entrants {including Spain and Portugal in a number of cases). Six stocks
have only one and 22 only two participants; here EU management is clearly
meant to protect the fishery from new entrants, as in these cases stock conser-
vation as such could well be secured on a mono- or bi-lateral level. On average
4.6 countries share the EU parts of TACGs.

Biological advice

In principle TACs are set on the basis of biological advice, comprising
stock assessments and forecasts of the consequences of various levels of fishing.
These assessments do not always cover the same unit stocks as defined in the
quota regulations. In some cases biologically distinct stocks are managed in
combination. In other cases biological unit stocks are split up into several man-
agement units.

'Stock assessment aims at understanding the dynamics of exploited re-
sources and involves the estimation of a variety of population parameters, in
particular mortality rates due to fishing and other causes, numbers at age (in-
cluding recruitment) and spawning stock biomass. Stock assessments in which
these parameters can be estimated are described as analytical assessments'
(ACFM, 1991).

Stock assessments generally are made with mathematical models of the
population dynamics of stocks, the main one being virtual population analysis
(VPA). Until now, single species models are being used, as multi-species models
are not (yet) considered sufficiently reliable. Apart from a thorough knowledge
of the biology of the species, application of the models requires data from a
variety of sources, generally over a longer period of time. Some of these data
are: catches including discards, catch composition by size, growth by age, fish-
ing effort and pattern, recruitment estimates, etc.

For an analytical assessment the input data have to meet high standards
of reliability, which is not always possible. In a number of cases, catch statistics
have to be adapted with personal information on actuat landings, to correct
for under- or misreporting. Catch compaosition data require market sampling
programmes; growth by age relations have to be derived from market samples
and should be checked regularly. Although EU logbooks are a very welcome
source of information on fishing effort, they do not offer a complete set of
data on all fisheries. Recruitment estimates should preferably be cross-checked
with data from at least two independent sources. The same goes more or less
for the complete stock assessment: it is nice if the result from one method of
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assessment, e.g. VPA is corroboarated by the result of another method, e.g. sur-
veys by research vessels.

When biological knowledge and data are not up to standard for an ana-
lytical assessment, in most cases general statements about the state of exploita-
tion of the stock can be made. This kind of advice results in precautionary TACs,
just as for stacks where no biological information is available at all.

in the Interim Report of this study a comprehensive survey was made on
the state of biolegical knowledge on stocks of important Atlantic species: four
pelagics (herring, mackerel, horse mackerel and sardine), five demersals (cod,
haddock, plaice, sole and anglerfish) and Norway lobsters. It appeared that
even in case of well researched and monitored species like herring, cod and
plaice, only of a limited number of stocks the level of biclogical knowledge and
the reliability of data was adequate for making analytical assessments. The
results of this survey are summarized in table 1.1

Out of the 106 TACs for 1996, 68 are explicitly mentioned to be precau-
tionary, meaning that for two thirds of the stocks under management insuffi-
cient biological knowledge and data are available to make analytical assess-
ments of the state of the stocks concerned.

Even when analytical assessments can be made, they still leave a rather
wide margin of uncertainty about the actual state of the stock. Fisheries biolo-
gists admit these uncertainties can be up to 20% one sided. Mis- and underre-
porting of catches, notably brought about by fishery restrictions, have affected
the accuracy of stock assessments negatively during the last decade. In some
cases (plaice, herring) substantial revisions of earlier assessments have been
necessary when new or additional data became available. Such situations nei-
ther contribute to the mutual trust between biologists and fishermen, nor to
the confidence of the fishing industry in the management system.

Table 1.1 Numbers of unit stocks of major NE-Atlantic species where analytical assessments be
made inadequate assessment, or no assessment at all could in 1992193

Species Unit stocks Analytical Inadequate No assessments
assessments assessments
Herring 10 4 5 1
Mackerel 3 1 1 1
Horse mackerel 3 1 2 -
Sardine a) 1 1 - -
Cod 8 5 3 -
Haddock 4 2 1 1
Plaice 1" 4 2 5
Sole " 7 1 3
Anglerfish 4 0 4 -
Norway lobster 12 0 12 .
Total of 10 species &7 25 31 1

a) Not managed by EU.
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Advice procedure

Biological fisheries research in the Northeast Atlantic, including the North
Sea and the Baltic is generally done under coordination of the International
Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES). All countries bordering and fish-
ing the seas in this area are members of this body. The Council has its head-
guarters in Copenhagen. ICES provides management advice for practically all
European Atlantic fisheries, with the exception of tuna,

The advice is prepared by working groups, consisting of biologists from
the member countries with an interest in the species concerned. The working
groups have annual meetings, where the results of contributions to routine
research programmes - surveys, sampling programmes, etc. - are brought to-
gether and evaluated, as well as those of ad hoc research into specific prob-
lems.

The Advisory Committee for Fisheries Management {ACFM) controls the
quality of the working group reports and bases the final biclogical advice on
them. In total, ACFM provides advice on 68 stocks of 19 different species in the
Common Fishing Zone.

ACFM reports its advice to the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission,
the executive body of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Convention. Originally
all nations participating in the NE Atlantic fisheries were separate members of
NEAFC, but effectively since the inception of the CFP the EC represents the
Member States. NEAFC is the forum where TACs shared with Norway are nego-
tiated. The EC is the main user of the scientific results produced by ACFM.

Rather excessively the EC asks its own advisory body, the Scientific, Techni-
cal and Economic Committee on Fisheries (STECF), to review and comment
upan the ACFM advice. As most STECF biologists are also concerned with the
formulation of the ACFM advice, only where this is considered relevant com-
ments are made. Generally STECF effort is mainly directed at ad hoc questions
of the Commission.

In 1991 ACFM changed its approach to formulating the advice. Whereas
formerly recommendations on catch and effort levels were made according to
self chosen management objectives, now the responsibility for choosing the
objectives is left to the managing bodies. For itself ACFM has set the objective:
"To provide the advice necessary to maintain viable fisheries within sustainable
ecosystems'. In its advice ACFM presents options as to how management objec-
tives can be reached, as well as the implications and consequences of these
options and their associated risks. Only where stocks are, or tend to be ex-
ploited outside safe biological limits, recommendations are made on measures
to rectify this situation (Serchuk & Grainger, 1992).

The structure of the working groups has been changed as well. From
speciesbased groups they have been reorganized into area based groups. This
should enable the biologists to take into account interactions between stocks
and fisheries. Only a few specieshased working groups were maintained, e.g.
for herring.

For the Baltic Sea fisheries for cod, salmon, herring and sprat, the EU
takes into account the recommendations of the International Baltic Sea Fisher-
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ies Commission {IBSFC), a similar body as NEAFC, on TACs and shares of con-
tracting parties (EC, 1995).

Every fall the European Commission makes a proposal on TACs and quo-
tas for the coming year, based on the available advice and recommendations.
The final decision is made by the Council of Fisheries Ministers, generally in the
December meeting. The Council usually adopts most of the Commission propos-
als unchanged, but particularly when drastic reductions of TACs are proposed,
the Council tends to try and alleviate the cutback. On the other hand, any
room for an increase of TACs tends to be eagerly seized. Such political pressure,
generally in line with pressure from the industry, has an intensifying effect on
the overfishing tendency that the management policy is meant to counteract.

The management of Atlantic tuna fisheries is done by the International
Commisston for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas {(ICCAT). The ICCAT secretar-
iat is established in Madrid.

Fisheries for Atlantic tuna are not managed by the European Union. The
Member States France, Portugal and Spain, having considerable interests in
those fisheries, are contracting parties to the ICCAT on an individual basis. Un-
ion waters are only an insignificant part of the area covered by ICCAT, and for
the EU members concerned, most of their tuna fisheries lie cutside the Com-
mon Fishery Zone. Besides, tuna are highly migratory and species visiting the
CFZ do so only for limited seasons.

A good view of the way of working of ICCAT and of the state of biologi-
cal knowledge of Atlantic tuna species is given in (lICCAT, 1993).

1.2 Maediterranean fisheries
Species and stocks

The number of species caught in the Mediterranean by the four EUJ Mem-
ber States as specified by FAO is about 115; roughly 55 demersals, 25 pelagics,
15 crustaceans and 20 molluscs (FAQ, 1993). Specifications vary from 40 species
in Spain to 70 in France. In quite a few instances species are entered in some
countries under their particular name and in others under a collective name
{with the appendage neij). Sometimes entries are made under the particular as
well as the collective name. This indicates varying levels of accuracy in the col-
lection of data, probably also connected with the importance attached to the
species in the region concerned.

The contributions of the main groups of species to the total catch of 0.8
min. tonnes are shown in figure 1.3. A significant contribution is made by the
item 'marine fishes nei', meaning that for seven percent of the total catches no
further specification was known than that these were marine fishes. Molluscs
contribute over one third to the total catches, mainly by Italy, which takes care
of nearly three quarters of the EU Mediterranean mollusc preduction. The main
species is the Mediterranean mussel, contributing more than half to the total
mollusc production.

18



Mussels are also the most important species by volume produced in the
Mediterranean, as is shown in figure 1.4 1). Of the 22 species contributing over
one percent to the Mediterranean catch by EU Members (apart from the
natantian decapods nei), seven are demersals, eight pelagics and again seven
molluscs. In total the 23 species of figure 1.4 contribute close to 80% to the
total catches. The figure does not only display the most important species by
volume, but also most of the economically important species fished in the Med-
iterranean.

A striking number of the 23 most important (groups of) species is fished
exclusively or almost exclusively by one country. Apart from the mussels (only
not produced by Spain), this goes for all shellfish species: striped venus and
carpet shells nei are practically exclusively fished by Italy, as are the marine
molfuscs nei, and Portuguese cupped oyster is produced excusively in France.
Chub mackerel and Mediterranean horse mackere! are fished exclusively by
Greece and picarels almost. Natantian decapods nei, a collective name for
shrimps, are almost exclusively reported by italy.

Hake is the most important demersal fish species, particularly for ltaly,
where more than two thirds of the catches are made. Bogue is important in
Greece, where nearly two thirds of the catches are landed; most of the balance
is caught by Italy. Catches of red mulfets appear to be of minor importance in
France, but are quite significant in the other Member States. Aquaculture pro-
duction of seabass and gilthead seabream (dorade}, in Greece mainly, is in-
cluded in FAO statistics. Catches by fishing of these species are relatively mod-
est.

There are hardly any directed fisheries, where particular gears catch par-
ticular species, in the Mediterranean. In fact, in most bottom fisheries target
species can hardly be distinguished from bycatches. The only partially directed
fisheries are (STCF, 1992, p. 14}:

- deep water prawn trawl;
- surface long-lines for albacore and swordfish;
- dredge for clam.

The fisheries for the small pelagics sardine and anchovy are traditionally
important for the purse seining/ring netting/lampara sections of the fleets of
all Member 5tates, particularly in Spain. Anchovy is a high priced species and
is therefore economically attractive. Sardines are generally low priced and fish-
ermen occasionally even try to avoid catching them. Atlantic mackerels are
caught throughout the Mediterranean, partly as one of the products of mixed
local fisheries. The same goes for jack and horse mackerels nei, which are how-
ever not reported by Greece (perhaps because these are considered important
enough to report them by their specific names, like chub mackerel and Medi-
terranean horse mackerel).

The large pelagics biuefin tuna and swordfish are amongst the economi-
cally most important species of the Mediterranean. Greece has virtually no

i) The unspecified marine fishes nei are not included in this figure.
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bluefin tuna fishery, but the species is particularly important for France. On the
other hand, France has no fishery for swordfish and it is of minor importance
in Spain. But the swordfish is of major importance in ltaly, and although the
fishery has developed only rather recently, it is of growing importance in
Greece (GFCM, 1992).

Octopuses are a valuable and important species in all Member States, but
especially so in Spain and Mtaly. Over three quarters of common cuttlefish
catches are made by Italy and nearly all of the balance by Greece.

Most of the demersal species are caught in diverse, multi-species and
muiti-gear fisheries with a local character. Only in a few areas fleets of various
countries interac: the Gulf of Lions (France and Spain), the Adriatic (italy and
non-Members) and the lonian (ltaly and Greece). In the Gulf of Lions this con-
cerns primarily the fisheries for hake and anglerfish; in the other areas all kinds
of demersals. The limited extent of interaction of fleets is reflected by the sed-
entary nature of most of the stocks with littie exchange with stocks farther
afield. The statistical areas defined by the General Fisheries Council for the
Mediterranean {(GFCM) in quite a few instances cover several unit stocks of a
species. Hake is one of the few important demersal species where the stocks
may cover wide areas (STCF, 1981).

The fisheries for small pelagics generally have a more directed character,
using encircling nets or pair trawls, but they are largely restricted to local
coastal zones as well. Most of these fisheries are seasonal, due to migrations of
the fish. Related to their greater mobility, the small pelagic stocks cover wider
areas than demersals, with more sharing of stocks between various fishing ar-
eas. Interaction of fleets from various countries occur in the same areas as with
the demersal fisheries, with addition of the Aegean.

The fisheries for the highly migratory large pelagics are the only truly
international ones in the Mediterranean. Also countries from outside the Medi-
terranean, like Japan, are participating in it, and even vessels under flags of
convenience have been observed. Some of the more traditional fisheries, using
passive gears like gill nets and long lines, have a rather local character, but the
more modern vessels follow the seasonal migration of the fish over extended
ranges. Each species is considered as one unit stack in the Mediterranean, the
swordfish being independent, the others being part of Atlantic stocks (Miyake,
1993}. Local components of swordfish stocks are suspected to exist in Greek
waters (GFCM, 1992). :

Analyses of the level of exploitation of demersal stocks indicate, with a
few exceptions, that they are fully or overexploited. Generally higher levels of
expleitation are found with longliving species. In most cases a reduction of size
of the fish and of CPUE is observed, and mortality rates are generally highest
for the juvenile fish. The pelagic resources, on the other hand, do not appear
to be fully exploited everywhere (Ancona, 1992).

State of biological knowledge

The marine fauna of the Mediterranean has been and is the subject of
extensive biological research. Most of this research used to have a rather aca-
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demic character, looking into all kinds of aspects of the life and behaviour of
fish, crustaceans, molluscs or other species of marine life. Therefore the vast
body of biological knowledge is mostly fragmentary and limited to local phe-
nomena, albeit frequently quite profound. According to Farrugio (1992) basic
biological parameters like growth, fecundity and sexual cycles, are sufficiently
well known in most cases. But other important parameters for the description
of the complex Mediterranean multi-species ecosystems, like rates of mortality,
recruitment mechanisms, migration patterns and interspecific relations are
generally missing. In fact, for the majority of species the geographical and bio-
logical delimitation of single (unit) stocks is unknown.

Fishery relevant aspects like resource assessment and exploitation level
started to be researched only since the sixties. Now, in the nineties, the first
attempts at making analytical stock assessments have been made. This kind of
research requires the availability of vast amounts of high quality data. A prob-
fem is that for large parts of the Mediterranean there is a lack of detailed fish-
ery related data, e.g. on fishing effort, landings by size, etc., in sufficiently long
time series and of adequate quality. In its summary stock review STCF (1991)
found the quality of data 'doubtful' for most species in the areas reviewed and
few ta be 'good’ (except the overall good quality in the Sea of Alboran, South
of Spain). Similar conclusions can be drawn from the reviews of the most im-
portant species in the Interim Report (see appendices A2 and A3).

Due to the small scale and widely scattered nature of most fisheries,
where considerable amounts of the fish landed are sold directly to traders or
even final users, even the basic collection of landings data poses its problems,
as became apparent above and is corroborated in the Mediterranean Observa-
tory (1994). In spite of the huge efforts in this field over the last ten years, that
certainly have had a very significant effect, data collection still is a recurrent
top item of GFCM recommendations (GFCM, 1995).

in its FAR and FAIR programmes and its special Mediterranean research
programme, the EC has supported and is supporting a considerable number of
projects to assess and increase the level of fisheries biological knowledge. On
one hand this concerns comprehensive collections and compilations of available
or new fisheries biclogical data. Some examples are: Farrugio et al., (1991),
Campillo {(1992), the Mediterranean Observatory (1994) and COFREPECHE
{1995). These studies are not just useful on their awn, hut data and knowledge
on certain species in certain areas, laid down in these studies, could well be
used as a first approach for stocks of the same species in other, not (yet) re-
searched areas. On the other hand a wide variety of new biological research,
ranging from Bottom Trawl Surveys in each Member State to very comprehen-
sive and detailed descriptions of local, small scale fisheries (like Petrakis et al.,
1993) have been and are supported.

For most Mediterranean demersal fisheries, by their nature the methods
for monitoring and stock assessment developed for and used in the manage-
ment of mast major Atlantic fisheries can not be easily applied. Different ap-
proaches have to be developed, like direct monitoring of the stocks through
time series of surveys of stock and pre-recruits. Management advice could be
based on the interpretation of the stock indices derived from that (STCF, 1981).

22



Another disturbing factor in making 'classic’ stock assessmenits, are the cyclical
fluctuations in abundance of certain species that have been observed in the
Western Mediterranean (Farrugio, 1992).

Mediterranean fisheries biologists are astonished by the phenomenon
that fisheries based on massive catches of juveniles of certain species can be
sustained throughout the years. Apparently very small stocks of adults are able
to produce sufficient recruitment, and can continue to do so, as they live out-
side the traditional fishing areas. Both Farrugio (1992) and Caddy (1991) have
warned that this phenomenon requires careful study before measures (like
mesh size increases) are introduced that could change the fishing pattern and
endanger such adult stocks.

There is general agreement between fisheries biologists that environmen-
tal changes in the Mediterranean (pollution, eutrophication) have (hadj signifi-
cant effects on fisheries. These changes are generally observed with concern
(GFCM, 1995), although in certain areas increases in production have been as-
cribed to fertilization of the sea by effluents of human origin. But such in-
creases could as well be partly the result of statistical improvements (Caddy and
Griffiths, 1990).

Role and activities of GFCM 1)

The General Fisheries Council for the Mediterranean was established in
1949 on the initiative of the UN Food and Agriculture Organization FAQ. The
working area of GFCM also includes the Black Sea and connecting waters. Al-
though legally a separate international body, in fact it is strongly connected to
FAO, having to report bi-annually to the Director General of FAQ. FAQ provides
most of the funding, FAQ officers are closely involved in GFCM work and the
GFCM Secretariat keeps close contact with the FAO Fisheries Department.

All states surrounding the Mediterranean now are Members of GFCM,
except some of the former Yugoslavian states. Monaco is the only country that
is not also a FAO Member. The financial contribution is considered to be made
through FAQ. Lack of funding, however, has chronically impaired the level of
activities of the Coundil. It has become customary for countries hosting sessions
of GFCM or subsidiary bodies to take account of their costs. The EC has also on
a number of occasions financially assisted in the organization of meetings. In
its latest session the Council suggested the establishment of a fund for volun-
tary contributions by Members, in order to finance strengthening of GFCM.

The functions and activities of GFCM are very broad, covering the biologi-
cal, scientific, economic and technical aspects of problems of management and
development of living marine resources. More specifically GFCM is responsible
for:

- keeping under review the state of these resources and for recommending
measures for their conservation and rational management;

1}  This paragraph is largely derived from Tsimenidis and GFCM, 1995,
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. keeping under review the economic and social aspects of the fishing in-
dustry and recommending measures for its development;

- encouraging, recommending, coordinating and, as appropriate, under-
taking research and development, and training and extension activities
in the field of fisheries and the protection of living marine resources;

- disseminating information on exploitable marine resources and associ-
ated fisheries.

For the execution of these tasks, GFCM has set up a number of subsidiary
bodies, who by their work also provide the basis for the bi-annual sessions of
the Council. The Executive Committee conducts the current business between
Council sessions. The Committee on Fisheries Management studies possible
management measures and their effects and makes recommendations on their
implementation and on methods of control at a national level. The Working
Party on Fisheries Economics and 5tatistics on one band has to determine the
most relevant data on fisheries for bio-economic research, to review the quality
of data being collected, and to recommend cost-effective methods for collec-
tion. On the other hand it has to promote bic-economic and socio-economic
research on fisheries, to study the {socio-}economic effects of management
measures and to develop analytical tools to facilitate fishery economic research.
In its 1995 meeting the Council decided to establish a Committee on Aquacul-
ture.

In addition Technical Consultations have heen and are held on a more or
less regular basis on stock assessment in various sub-regions of the Mediterra-
nean: the Western, the Central and the Eastern Mediterranean, the Gulf of
Lions and Balearics, the Adriatic, and finally, but outside the scope of this study,
the Black Sea. Reports of the Technical Consultations are usually submitted to
the Committee on Fisheries Management. Also there are Ad hoc Working
Groups on specific resources, e.g. the Joint GFCM/ACCAT Working Group on
Large Pelagics, and Ad hoc Meetings of Experts on specific fishery management
subjects,

The First Joint GFCM/ICCAT Expert Consultation in Bari, 1990, marked the
start of a cooperation between the two bodies on the management of the
large pelagic fisheries in the Mediterranean. Basically both organizations are
to a certain extent responsible for this field of fishery management: the fisher-
ies take place in the GFCM working area, and it concerns stocks, or at least spe-
cies managed by ICCAT in the Atlantic. After a couple of these Joint Expert
Consuitations and the establishment of the Ad hoc Joint Working Group on
(the assessment of) Large Pelagics, the organizations strive to formalize their
cooperation ‘.. also at the management level, by involving (them) in the
decision-making process as regards the management of large pelagics in the
Mediterranean' (GFCM, 1995, p.17).

The signatory states have ceded specified powers to the Council as a fish-
ery management body, that have largely remained latent to date. The Resolu-
tions of the Council generally have an advisory character: Members are in fact
free to inctude them in their rules and regulations or not. Of course this re-
duces the urgency of decision making and as a consequence, in combination
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with the bi-annual meeting schedule, the mills of GFCM grind rather slowly.
However, recent Council Meeting Reports are showing an increasing sense of
urgency. On one hand this is probably connected with the poor state of many
demersal stocks. On the other hand the Council possibly is feeling the hot
breath of the EU, preparing a Common Fisheries Policy for the Mediterranean,
in its neck. Anyway this has resulted in a call for strengthening of GFCM, by
strengthening the Secretariat, regular intersessional meetings of all advisory
bodies and an expansion of the Executive Committee. The availability of funds
is the restrictive factor in the realization of the desired strengthening.

1.3 Comparison of Mediterranean and Atlantic situation
Stocks

Mediterranean fisheries are commonly characterized as being extremely
diverse. However, when comparing the FAO catches and landings statistics of
the European Mediterranean and Atlantic fisheries, there is no direct evidence
of a greater diversity of the former. As Farrugio {1992) is speaking of 150 spe-
cies caught in the Mediterranean, and FAQ statistics only show little more than
100, apparently difficulties in statistical data collection trouble the picture. Still
it may not be totally wrong, as the comparison that generally is made most
likely concerns the more northern EU countries and fisheries. Here the typical
large single stacks, spread over wide areas and fished with a smalil variety of
gears by a number of different nations and fleets, can be found. But the more
southerly, the more the fisheries look like the typical small scale, mainly local,
highly diverse multi-species, multi-gear fisheries of the Mediterranean. This
already begins with the, as such not really small scale or local, French artisanal
fisheries of the Celtic Sea (Salz, 1996), showing a great diversity of species and
gears. In fact diversity is a characteristic of most small scale inshore fisheries,
also in more northern waters, only there the large scale fisheries are dominat-
ing. By lack of extensive fishing grounds and large single stocks, a similar domi-
nance of large scale operations is not to be expected in the Mediterranean.

The composition of species groups differs widely between the two areas.
In the Atlantic fishes dominate, with a contribution to total catches of 85%,
equally divided over demersals and pelagics (figure 1.1). In the Mediterranean
fishes contribute just over 60% to the total production, with not specified spe-
cies accounting for a substantial 7%; molluscs make the greatest contribution,
closely followed by pelagic species; the contribution of specified demersals is
about half that in the Atlantic {figure 1.3).

A remarkable difference appearing from the FAQ Statistics is the concen-
tration of many of the major fisheries (by volume} in the Mediterranean in one
or two countries. In the Atlantic this is only seen with the industrial species
sandeels and Norway pout (almost exclusively exploited by Denmark), and the
Pacific cupped oyster {(farmed in France). The commerdally interesting species
are mostly caught by a variety of countries.
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Biological knowledge

Mediterranean fisheries biologists tend to idealize the situation in the
Atlantic, where it seems that standard methodologies for stock assessment can
be applied widely and high quality data are generally available. On closer look,
however, it appears that only one third of Atlantic TACs is based on analytical
assessments. [n quite a few instances, stocks are managed by the EC, on which
no biological advice can be given at all {table 1.1}. But certainly it is true that
biologists have a pretty good idea of the extent, biclogy, interactions and state
of the stocks they are monitoring in the Atlantic. In the Mediterranean, in spite
of a vast body of basic biological knowledge, the size and extent of most stocks
is unknown. In the Atlantic biologists can prove that certain stocks are more or
less heavily overfished; in the Mediterranean this can only be suspected.

On the other hand the Mediterranean biologists are well aware that the
Atlantic standard methods are not generally applicable in Mediterranean fish-
eries. The high quality and availability of data that are required is one problem.
Another one is the mixed character of the fisheries, making it virtually impossi-
ble to allocate catches by species to effort by method in a useful way. In quite
a few cases the collection of simple data on effort, CPUE and average fish sizes
can suffice to adequately monitor the state of stocks. Another way to provide
the necessary information on the state and development of stocks, avoiding
excessive cost of data collection, can be direct monitoring by surveys. Also new
approaches are developing to cope with the complexities of Mediterranean
fisheries in providing management advice, e.g. multi-species bio-economic
modelling (IREPA, 1995b).

Advisory bodies, procedures, measures

The Atlantic fisheries have a relatively long tradition with international
management, starting shortly after WWII with the '‘Overfishing Convention'.
Initially purely technical measures, like minimum mesh and fish sizes, closed
seasons or areas, were taken. Although the measures agreed upon had an advi-
sory character, they were generally adopted and enforced by the members. The
introduction of TAGs and quotas in the mid-seventies by NEAFC marked a sig-
nificant break, but also these measures were still in effect advisory. Only when
agreement was reached on the conservation part of CFP in 1983, the measures
became obligatory, having power of law, for the Member States.

ICES, as a body for the coordination of international fisheries biological
research, has an even much longer history. Consequently the Atlantic biologists
have had ample time to put their act as fishery management advisors together.
And at that, supply and demand of advice have been mutually stimulating.
That does not mean that all (commercially important) species, fisheries and
areas are covered with the same intensity. Research is still primarily focused on
the large fisheries of the northern waters, and apart from possible technical
problems, budgetary restrictions prevent expansion to and intensification of
research on less well known fisheries and species.
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Although GFCM was also established not long after WWII, the position
of fishery management in the Mediterranean is still more or less comparable
to that in the early stages of NEAFC. The measures agreed upon are mainly
technical and they have the character of recommendations. The history of
NEAFC shows that, as long as management measures do not have power of
law, such measures may be ignored if they are not considered 'opportune’. This
lack of power, connected with the continuous scarcity of funds, looks like a
vicious circle. it is doubtful that this will be changed by the establishment of a
CFP for the Mediterranean.

The lack of power of GFCM has not stimulated the biologists to put their
advisory act together in a similar way they were able to do in ICES. They con-
sider it a problem that there is no forum for intercountry scientific discussions
and for the coordination of scientific programmes like ICES in the Mediterra-
nean {STCF, 1992).

1.4 Implications for a Mediterranean CFP

- In view of the local, small scale nature of most of the Mediterranean fish-
eries, having little or no interaction with fisheries from other countries or
even regions, subsidiarity should be the leading principle in setting up a
CFP for the Mediterranean. The EC should create a forum for coordina-
tion of management, particularly where fisheries and fleets from differ-
ent regions or countries interact, leaving the management of local fisher-
ies to local authorities. The conservation part of the CFP should be pri-
marily directed at shared or straddling stocks;

- this entails in the first place that regulation should concentrate on the
fisheries for stocks extending into the waters of several Member States
(e.g. hake and small pelagics}, or where the fleets of several Member
States interact {e.g. in the Gulf of Lions, Thyrrenean and lonian). In such
regulations, relative stability between fisheries and between countries
probably will have to play an important role;

- secondly appropriate and adequate third country agreements have to be
made. Such agreements and following amendments could be discussed
and prepared within the framework of GFCM, but will eventually have
to have a bilateral character;

- as a consequence of the general lack of adequate stock assessments,
mainly due to the complexity and diversity of the fisheries, the main man-
agement instrument will have to be effort control. This fact has been
long recognized by STCF (1991 and 1992). Also GFCM is working on it
{1995), primarily in connection with the UN Agreement to Promote Com-
pliance with International Conservation and Management Measures by
Fishing Vessels on the High Seas (the latter covering most of the Mediter-
raneany;

- with respect to the management of the important highly migratory large
pelagics, ICCAT can play a more pronounced role, on its own, but prefera-
bly in cooperation with GFCM,
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2. STRUCTURAL POLICY

In this chapter the implementation of structural policies in EU Member
States will be highlighted. After a brief discussion of the objectives of structural
policy in section 2.1, the implementation of MAGPs in some Member States is
presented in section 2.2, starting out with the Mediterranean countries ltaly
and Greece in sub-section 2.2.1. In sub-section 2.2.2 the policies in France and
Spain, which have fleets operating in both Atlantic and Mediterranean waters,
will be described. Sub-section 2.2.3 continues with the presentation of struc-
tural policy in two Atlantic Member States, Denmark and the United Kingdom.
Finally, in section 2.3 the comparison of Atlantic and Mediterranean policies
and the implications for future structural policy wiil be discussed.

2.1 Objectives and instruments of structural policy

The original objectives of the Common Structural policy, as described in
Regulation No. 101/76, were

"...to promote harmonious and balanced development of the industry

within the general economy and to encourage rational use of the biolog-

ical resources of the sea and of infand waters'.

Priority was given to grants for modernization and construction of vessels
to eliminate the deficit in supplies of most species of fish in the EC. In the mid-
eighties, as awareness of the biological constraints grew, the emphasis shifted
to reducing fishing capacity of the fleets. Multi-annual guidance programmes
{MAGPs} became the major instruments for coordination of structural policies.
Their objective is defined in Regutation No. 2908/83 as achieving

' a satisfactory balance between the fishing capacity to be deployed by

the production facilities covered by the programmes and the stocks which

are expected to be available during the period of validity of the

programme’.

In MAGPs, targets are set for reduction of fishing capacity of the Member
States’ fleets in terms of GRTs and kWs. These programmes are legally binding
to the Member States and it is their respansibility to deveiop policies to meet
their targets. The only way that the Commission can enforce the MAGPs is by
not approving applications for new grants for modernization and construction
by those Member States which have not met their targets (Holden, 1994). Ad-
justment of fishing capacity has become the number one priority of structural
policy. This means that there is a strong link between structural policy, conser-
vation policy and the maintenance of profitability of the fleets.
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In 1993, structural policy with respect to the fisheries sector was fully inte-
grated into the Structural Funds mechanism. All of the structural measures
were brought together within a single regulatory mechanism (Council Regula-
tion (EC} No. 3699/93) and the financial instruments for structural policy were
grouped together within a single Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance
{FIFG) (Council Regulation 2080/93), designed to contribute to Objective 5a
(adaptation of agricultural and fisheries structures). Furthermore, most areas
dependent on fisheries are part of Objective 1, 2 or 5b regions, which means
that they are also eligible for assistance from the European Social Fund or the
European Regional Development Fund (European Commission, 1995).

At the same time as the FIFG was set up, the PESCA Community Initiative
was developed, PESCA is specially devoted to socio-econamic measures in sup-
port of areas dependent on fishing. The PESCA Community Initiative makes it
possible to get assistance from several Structural Funds simuitaneously.

2.2 Multi-annual guidance programmes

The first generation of Multi-annual Guidance Programmes (MAGP |,
1983-1986) imposed the maintenance of the capacity of each country's fleet at
the 1983 level. This goal was not achieved by most of the Member States. In
MAGP Il (1987-1991) a capacity reduction of 2% in kWs and 3% in GRTs com-
pared to MAGP | objectives was required. For those countries that had not met
their MAGP | targets, the actual required reduction was of course larger. Again,
these targets were not met by a majority of the Member States (Holden, 1994).

In MAGP I8l (1993-1998), {1992 was a transitory year, during which the
negotiations for MAGP IH took place) different objectives were set for different
fleet segments. These sectoral targets are a 20% reduction in fishing effort for
those fleets using bottom trawls to fish for demersal species, a 15% reduction
for those using bottom trawls and dredges to fish for benthic stocks. Again, for
those countries that dit not meet their MAGF |l objectives, the resulting lag was
carried over to the objectives for MAGP Ill. Contrary to the former MAGPs, in
MAGP |l Member States were given the opportunity to realize the required
reduction of fishing effort partly {up to a maximum of 45%)} through a reduc-
tion in fleet activity {defined as the number of days spent at sea) 1). However,
most of the Member States have planned to achieve the targets purely through
capacity reductions. Only the Netherlands and Italy plan to reduce fishing ef-
fort through cuts in activity. In table 2.1 the MAGP targets and actual situations
of some Member States' fleets are summarized. Further information about fleet
structure and MAGP targets can be found in appendix B.

1) In MAGEP lll fishing effort is defined as the product of capacity and fishing activi-
ty.
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Table 2.1 Objectives of MAGPs and actual situation of the fleats of some Member States

Member State Unit Objective Situation Qbjective Situation
31 Dec 91 31 Dec 91 31 Dec 96 June 95
{a) (a) (a) {b}
Denmark GRT 119,188 114,621 111,639 98,772
kw 514,716 472,146 471,762 412,723
France
(excl. overseas
departments) GRT 201,604 198,803 180,557 181,760
kw 1,055,050 1,088,949 948,591 997,548
Greece GRT 126,528 130,373 117,056 120,325
kw 688,203 664,193 657,547 662,768
Italy GRT 268,198 267,471 249,182 259,981
kw 1,541,664 1,536,518 1,464,680 1,513,871
Spain GRT 673,203 645,103 618,174 613,521
kw 1,955,372 1,917,442 1,803,927 1,849,993
UK GRT 193,027 214,733 176,981 239,783
kw 1,095,206 1,228,922 1,015,214 1,104,406

a) OJ No L166/1-45 Commission Decisions 95/238-248/EC; b): European Commission, DG XIV
(1995). ’

2.2.1 National policies for implementation of MAGPs in Mediterranean coun-
tries

Italy

The Italian fishing fleet consists of around 16,000 vessels with a total of
260,000 GRT and 1,5 min. kW. Apart from the category of multi-purpose ves-
sels, which is very heterogeneous, trawlers targeting demersal species make up
the most important component (1,700 vessels, 95,000 GRT). Other important
components are the purse seiners fishing for anchovy and sardine, long liners,
netters and drifters targeting tuna and swordfish and the hydraulic dredgers
fishing for clams {Lassen, 1996).

According to MAGF |l (1987-1991), the ltalian fishing fleet was required
to reduce its GRT by 2% through the intreduction of measures dealing with
effort adjustment and fleet renewal. In order to achieve the MAGP targets, the
following subsidies were applied along the lines of Reguiation No. 4028/86:
- subsidies for decommissioning old vessels;

- subsidies for temporary withdrawal of trawlers and pair trawlers;

- subsidies for temporary and permanent joint ventures when exploiting
external resources (third countries);

- subsidies for vessel canstruction, provided that an equal or larger amount
of power and tonnage was withdrawn; in case of trawlers fishing in over-
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exploited areas, withdrawal of a larger amount of tonnage was required
to qualify for subsidies {IREPA, 1995).

As a result of these measures the targets set in MAGP I} were achieved.
In 1992 the fleet, measured in GRTs, was even smaller than required. Some
progress has also been made with the renewal of the fleet. In the period 1987-
1992 over 390 modernization projects (6% of the national tonnage) have been
implemented and about 120 new boats were financed, while an equal number
of old vessels was scrapped.

The principal objectives of MAGP IIl {1993-1996} are a further moderniza-
tion of the fleet and a reduction of fishing intensity. As required by MAGP lit,
the reduction of fishing capacity has been concentrated on trawlers. The reduc-
tion of the trawler fleet contributes to the establishment of an economic and
biological equilibrium because of the low efficiency of the trawler fleet in com-
bination with its excessive capacity in relation with fish stocks. Therefore MAGP
Il is being used to reallocate vessels towards more efficient fleet segments
which have more acceptable economic yields. A further reduction of fishing
effort is planned between now and 1999 through permanent withdrawal
(33,600 GRT} and through the creation of joint ventures,

The policy heavily relies on the licensing system which was introduced in
1982. The issue of new licences for trawlers has been forbidden and priority for
building new vessels is assigned to cases in which a licence for trawling is trans-
ferred to a different segment. Furthermore, priority for decommissioning and
withdrawal is given to those vessels using trawls and fishing in areas where
stocks are more depleted.

The Italian licence system is based on the operational characteristics of
the vessels. In the licence the fishing zone in which the vessel is allowed to fish
is specified. Professional fishing without a licence is not allowed. Four types of
licences are distinguished corresponding to four components of the fleet:

- local fisheries (‘pesca locale'), allowed to operate within 6 miles from the
coastline. This component comprises 85% of the total number of ltalian
vessels;

- coastal fisheries ('pesca rawvicinata') for vessels allowed to operate within
20 miles from the coastline;

- mediterranean fisheries ("'pesca mediterranea') for vessels allowed to op-
erate in the Mediterranean Sea;

- oceanic fisheries {'pesca Oceanica') for vessels allowed to operate outside
the Mediterranean Sea.

In the [talian system, the fishing licence is an administrative document
issued by the Ministry. The licence system is used as a tool to redistribute fishing
effort among different fishing areas and different fishing gears in order to
achieve biological equilibrium and economic efficiency.

The main characteristics of the licence system are:

- licences are divisible in the sense that they may be aggregated in order
to build a larger vessel. However, from a larger vessel it is not allowed to
build more than one smaller vessel;
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- licences are transferable, except in the case of clam fishery. A market has
developed only for trawler and dredges licences. Licences for using other
gears have no value because of the low demand for such licences and
because new licences for these gears are still issued in exceptional cases;

- licences are valid for a periocd of four years. Renewal is secured on de-
mand of the licence holder. A licence looses its validity in case of:

- bankruptcy or dissolution of the company;

- no request for renewal at the end of the four year period of validity;

- ending the fishing activities on a voluntary basis;

- transfer of the vessel to another owner or to another administrative
district without notifying the Ministry within a 60 days term;

- licences are registered in the National Archive of Fishing Licences (ALP)
and every change in ownership and structure of the vesse! is monitored.
The licence system is strongly centralized to avoid abuse.

Fishing effort is restricted by a set of measures concerning the time spent
at sea:

- weekend bans. Fishing is not allowed during weekends and naticnal days
(DM, 5.7.94);

- temporary withdrawal. Fishing activity by trawlers and dredges is closed
for 30 or 45 days a year, depending on the available budget for compen-
sation. The period of temporary closure varies from year to year, accord-
ing to the spawning season in different fishing areas. The ban is compul-
sory for the eastern fishing grounds, while it is facultative for all other
Italian fishing grounds. This facultative closure is respected by virtually all
fishermen. During the closed season fishermen obtain a premium per
vessel per day which is the same as the one set in the EC rule. For clam
fisheries a second month closure is established each year, but no financial
compensation is given in this case;

- days-at-sea. For dredges, fishing time is restricted to eight hours per day
and to four days a week. For a two month period after the temporal
withdrawal, fishing with dredges is limited to three days a week. For all
other gears there are no restrictions on days-at-sea.

The EU structural policy has played an important role in the restructuring
and modernization of the Italian fleet. As a result of the decommissioning sub-
sidies, MAGP targets have been fully achieved. However, the effects of struc-
tural policy on fish stocks are not clear. It is believed that national measures
taken by the Italian administration had a larger impact on resources (IREPA,
1995).

Greece
According to the targets set in MAGP lll, Greece will have to reduce the
capacity of the fleet before the end of 1996 by about 5,000 kW and 3,000 GRT

as compared to the situation of 1991. The bottom trawler fleet operating in
coastal and Mediterranean waters is to be reduced by 20%, while the capacity
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