Comments on Sustainable Fishing Plans

As you will recall from the ICES workshop on Reversing the Burden of Proof, a year or so ago, I'm quite supportive of the industry taking charge of fishing plans – at least in theory! Having tried more recently to see how this would fit in with ideas of regionalisation, I'm a little more cautious over their implementation. As you will have noted from my recent 2-pager, I'm suggesting that their introduction be deferred until the RMO is functioning and has had a chance to set out its overall strategy ie until c 2015+.

For me the concept of 'self-defined fishing industry groupings' is the nub of the problem. I can see POs being involved: they have a clear structure, constitution and legal personality. But would other 'groupings' have a similar corporate, legal identity that would allow them to be held accountable for their members' actions? As intimated in my 2-pager, I am concerned about a possible proliferation of small scale SFPs and how they might be managed overall. The example of Australia relates to a very much simpler situation than would apply in a regionalised CFP. For example, what would happen when a SFP from a self-defined grouping in MS x is at variance with a plan submitted from MS y (sorry, that's an unfortunate grouping of initials!) fishing the same stock? Also missing from your description is any reference to 'external' enforcement procedures. Where, overall, self-regulation and internal policing would be covered by the auditing procedures, how would individual infractions be identified? Do you envisage EU and MS enforcement agencies having a mandate to 'stop and search' and do you expect the enforcement officers to know the rules set by each self-defined grouping for their own members? Or will the agencies only police EU/MS standards?

Two final comments: (i) where would the advisory role of RACs fit into the system? and (ii) I can see science (ICES, national labs) getting a bit frayed at the edges when asked to advise the Commission, the RACs and RMOs, MS … and 'self-defined groupings'!

None of these queries in any way invalidates the basic idea; they simply point to one or two areas that invite further thought – and this could well be the responsibility of the RMO.
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