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Welcome & Introductions

Ms Uta Bellion opened the meeting. She thanked the FARNET Support Unit for generously providing
the meeting venue and introduced FARNET’s Ms Urszula Budzich-Szukala as the facilitator of the
morning’s discussions and Ms Chris Grieve as the meeting rapporteur.

Ms Bellion explained that the opportunity presented itself for OCEAN2012 and ICSF to host this
meeting because many participants were planning already to be in Brussels. The purpose of this
meeting was to provide participants with an opportunity to discuss policy ideas on the use of ‘social
and environmental access criteria’ within the context of Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) reform.
Noting upcoming stakeholder meetings with Commissioner Damanaki (DG MARE), as well as
hearings in September with the European Parliament and in November with the Commission, Ms
Bellion suggested participants have a chance to influence policies that might be developed by the
Commission and ultimately taken to the Council and Parliament for regulatory reform.

Ms Budzich-Szukala invited participants to introduce themselves with their name, organisation and
their sectoral affiliation (e.g., fishery, NGO, policy advice, etc.). A full participant list is in Appendix 1.

The intended meeting agenda, after a welcome speech about FARNET, was divided into three
sessions around three key questions (see Appendix 2):

1) Why use environmental and social criteria to allocate access rights?
2) What criteria would be best? Examples of their use.
3) How to implement such an approach in the future CFP?

Welcome speech by Serge Gomes da Silva, FARNET

Mr Gomes da Silva explained that FARNET had been established to become a community of
stakeholders for those accessing European Fisheries Fund (EFF) ‘Axis 4’ monies. The main objectives
of Axis 4 are to co-finance local sustainable development fisheries projects, using a territorial
approach and empowering local stakeholders in decision-making.

Organised around the development of Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGs), Axis 4 is the first
financial tool in EU fisheries funds designed to support socially, environmentally and economically



viable projects and processes conducted by local communities. Eligible FLAGs are responsible for
implementation, financial management and strategic decision making around the selection and
funding of projects which correspond with the area’s needs and demonstrate territorial integration.

Mr Gomes da Silva noted that a main concern for FARNET is about building local fisher capacity
building and experience on the ground. With local fishers as key actors and at the heart of the Axis 4
idea, FARNET takes capacity building into account when decisions are made about allotting funds. In
response to a question about FARNET funding a small-scale fisher organisation, Mr Gomes da Silva
suggested that such an organisation would have to become part of an eligible FLAG, which means
teaming up with other stakeholders in the local area, this might include NGOs or universities. More
details on FARNET’s approach can be found at www.farnet.eu

Session 1

Why do we want social and environmental criteria? What are their advantages and disadvantages?
What will persuade policy-makers and other stakeholders that using social and environmental
criteria to allocate access to fisheries is a credible approach, such that change may be easier to
accept and implement?

In relation to using environmental criteria, the following perspectives were offered:

=< The small-scale, coastal or inshore fishery sector has a lower overall environmental footprint
than larger scale, offshore fishing. Hence they would fare well in such a regime.

=< Using environmental criteria to allocate access to fisheries resources provides a basic way to
ensure the best long-term use of resources for the overall public good of society.

Perspectives in relation to advocating the use of social criteria included:

<< Using social criteria to allocate access to fisheries resources will ensure the long-term flow of
benefits to fishing communities.

=< Applying pre-existing EU and international social policies in a fisheries context could ensure
fairer access to small-scale fishers in coastal waters, help harmonise a system of fairer
competition and establish social protection systems.

=< Social criteria would recognise historical, long-term links between small-scale, coastal fishers
with fisheries resources.

=< Using social criteria would protect stakeholder rights that might otherwise be threatened if
EU-level tradable access rights were to be introduced.

There was general agreement that suggestions by the Commission about basing access upon EU-
level individual transferable rights raised significant concerns, and that, as a potential future policy,
this should be resisted. However, it was also noted that Commissioner Damanaki has already
distanced herself from such a policy, although it is still seen as an attractive option at member state
level for potential to reduce fleet capacity. It was also acknowledged that the current timing in the
CFP reform process provides participants with significant opportunities to influence the
Commissioner by presenting alternative, viable and credible access criteria.


http://www.farnet.eu/

The issue of getting organised and ensuring that people’s voices are heard across the EU was raised,
particularly the voices of members of EU fishing communities whose livelihoods may be directly
affected by any changes to access rights.

Session 2

What social and/or environmental criteria might we use? What are simple alternatives to ITQs that
can be applied at EU level and that help fleet capacity reduction? Referring to the possible criteria on
the list (see below, from OCEAN2012 policy briefing), what might be missing, expressed differently,
can quantitative or qualitative terms be used to define them? Are they comprehensive enough?

=< Selectivity (bycatch)

=< Environmental impact (on habitats and ecosystems)
<< Energy consumption

=*=<  Employment / working conditions on boats

=< Quality of products

<< History of compliance with rules of CFP

The quality of products criteria was seen by some as an important differentiator: fresh, locally
caught seafood may command higher prices. Although the risk with advocating this as an access
criterion was raised: the desire for many European consumers for bulk-caught, cheap products could
increase the likelihood of imported products from outside the EU continuing to displace EU-caught
fresh, high quality fish.

Energy consumption or efficiency was also advocated as a possible criteria in the context of small
vessels. Although the profitability of smaller vessels when compared to larger vessels in relation to
fuel prices was also raised as a possible complication.

It was proposed that one additional criteria should be added to the above list:
<< Contribution to social cohesion of coastal communities

It was acknowledged that the seven criteria listed might easily be met by the small-scale fishing
sector, however, there was a desire expressed that these criteria, whatever they end up being,
should be applicable to all fisheries, large or small, inshore or offshore.

It was suggested that in order to become stronger, more influential advocates, that a well reasoned,
science-based document including robust analysis of the status of sustainable production systems
(e.g., small-scale, coastal operations), methodologies, alternative management approaches and
indicators would help legitimise and raise the credibility of the group’s arguments and enable
fishers’ voices to be heard. Thus the argument that access should be allocated based upon social
and environmental criteria may be heard more readily.

Moving on to practicalities: how might these criteria be applied to favour those who fish in a
sustainable way in any fishery?

Various ideas were put forward:

=< |mplement the criteria within 12 nautical miles, then roll out to offshore sector.



=< Demonstrate how fishers will make more profit by implementing such a system, perhaps
using pilot projects and test cases.

=< Using the market in some way to demonstrate the lower impact, greater social capital
generated by certain kinds of fishing, e.g., ecolabelling.

=< Move decision-making about allocating access to the most local level possible.

=< Start gradually within the CFP reform process: set aside a small percentage of quota to
allocate on social and environmental criteria, then increase this percentage year on year
such that the share grows over time. Ensure this process of change is enshrined in the new
regulation.

Final session

Each person was asked to make one or two positively worded recommendations for Ms Bellion to
take into further work by the OCEAN2012 Steering Group. The recommendations were then grouped
into similar categories. See Appendix 3 for a picture of the individual recommendations.

=< Practical recommendations:
0 Creating roadmaps and blueprints for transitions to prove criteria can be applied.
0 Establishing pilot or demonstration projects.
0 Establish Community of Good Practice.
0 Access Axis 4 funds by establishing Fisheries Local Action Groups (FLAGS).
=< Communications recommendations:
Using existing examples to sell and promote the ideas relating to access criteria.
Making a stronger economic case.
Demonstrating how policy ideas may work through pilot projects and case studies.

O O O O

Speaking with one voice, seeking a wider consensus.
=< Policy and decision-making recommendations:
0 Invent a new relative stability for sharing quotas.
0 Develop management plans for all fisheries.
0 Implement Member State control out to 12 nautical miles.
0 More local and small-scale fishermen involved in policy and decision-making. Better
representation of coastal and artisanal fishers in decision-making processes.
0 Establish common, value-based access principles at EU-level.
0 Devolve decision-making authority about access to regional and local levels.
0 Encourage consumer information, ecolabelling and labelling of product origin.

Ms Bellion closed the meeting by thanking all participants and encouraging them to take every
opportunity between now and when the White Paper is released, and then through the co-decision
process up to completion of the reform in 2012, to influence Council and Parliament to reform
access arrangements to give preferential access to those who fish in a socially and environmentally
sustainable way.

Ms Bellion thanked the translators for enabling participants to communicate with each other even
though they were unable to understand each other's language, Ms Grieve for taking the notes,
Christine Januel of Pew for organising the logistics, FARNET for providing the venue, particularly Mr
Gomes da Silva for his excellent presentation, and finally, Ms Budzich-Szukala for facilitating the
meeting.
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Antonio Garcia Allut
Uta Bellion

Hélene Bours

Urszula BudzichSzukala

Cédric Cabanne
Vera Coelho
DaveCuthbert
Michael Earle
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Serge Gomes da Silva
Chris Grieve

Paul Joy

Daniéle Le Sauce
Xoan Lopez Alvarez
Miguel Ortega Cerda
Jerry Percy

Domitilla Senni

Paul Soto

Ramon Tarridas

Monica Verbeek

Yann Yvergniaux

Fundacién Lonxanet parda Pesca Sostenible
Pew Environment Group(MEETING CHAIR)
Coalition for Fair FisheriesArrangements (CFFA)
FARNET(FACILITATOR)

Pew Environment Group

Seas At Risk

New Under Ten Fishermen's AssociatioNUTFA)
European Parliament

new economics foundation (nef)

FARNET (PRESENTER)

Meridian Prime Limited (RAPPORTEUR)
HastingsFishermen's Protection Society
Collectif Péche et Développement

Federation of Galician Fishermen

Ent, environment and management

New Under Ten Fishermen's AssociatioNUTFA)
Policy advisor to the Pew Environment Group
FARNET Support Unit

Asociacion de Armadores de Artes Menores de Catalunya
(ADAMEC)

Seas At Risk

International Collective in Support of Fishworkers (ICSF)




Appendix 2

Time

Draft agenda

Session

08.30-09.00

9.0079.10

9.107 9.20

9.207 9.40

9.40710.30

10.307 11.00
11.007 11.45

11.45712.30

12.307 13.00

13.00

Coffee / Tea
Gathering of the participants
Opening remarks / Welcome/ Round of Introduction / and envisaged
outcome - Uta Bellion, OCEAN2012

- Very brief tour around thetable

- Context (e.g. Neves Report, EP Seminar in September, Novem

conference by the Commission)

Agenda of the day

- Urszula BudzichSzukala (Facilitator from FARNET)
Welcome speech - FARNET 10 min. Presentation / 10 min. Q&A

- Introduction into Axis 4

- update on projects

- selection criteria and the role of social and environmental aspects.
1st Sessionz Use of environmental and social criteria to allocate access
rights

- Objectives of introducing Criteria approach taccess rights?

- Advantages and disadvantages of criteria approach?

- Political selling points of access criteria?

- Characteristics of useful criteria for allocating access rights?

- Involving fishing operations and/or complete production systems?

Coffee / Tea

2nd Sessionz Examples of environmental and social criteria
- EU examples of access based oniremmental and social criteria in
the EU?
- Practical examples from elsewhere?
- Best practices / most important criteria?
- Otherlessons learned?
3rd Sessionz How to administer / operationalise criteria approach in
the future CFP
- Right level to decide details of criteria?
- Monitoring and control? burden of prove?
- How to reduce the administrative burden?
- How to transform the system, e.g. phasing in access criteria?
- How to achieve the reduction of overcapacities based with the crite
approach?
Wrap up, potential next steps and closing
- Uta Bellion, OCEAN2012
"OEAT /82ET OAiTh )#3&
End of the Meeting
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Individual recommendations
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