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The International Collective in Support of Fishworkers (ICSF) is an international 
NGO, registered in Switzerland, and with offices in Belgium (liaison office) and 
India.   
 
Affiliated to the Economic and Social Council of the UN, with liaison status with the 
FAO, and included on the ILO’s special list of Non-Governmental International 
Organisations, through its Belgium office ICSF also participates in the Contact Group 
of NGOs (Development and Environmental) on the European Commission’s Advisory 
Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture (ACFA). 
 
ICSF’s Vision is of “a future in which fishing communities and fishworkers lead a life 
of dignity, realizing their right to life and livelihood, and organizing to foster 
democracy, equity, sustainable development, and responsible use of natural 
resources”, with a Mission to “to support fishing communities and fishworker 
organizations, and empower them to participate in fisheries from a perspective of 
decent work, equity, gender-justice, self-reliance and sustainability”.  
 

 
1. Introduction 
 
Since its founding in 1986, the International Collective in Support of Fishworkers (ICSF) has 
advocated that small-scale community based fisheries are the most effective way to achieve 
socially and economically equitable fisheries that are environmentally sustainable; goals that will 
not be achieved unless the rights of small-scale fishers and their communities are recognized and 
respected. 
 
In the past, lack of recognition and respect for small-scale fisheries has been a major stumbling 
block to achieving responsible and sustainable fisheries in Europe. With the explicit recognition 
of small scale fisheries and the proposal for the adoption of a differentiated approach in the 
Green Paper, such a stumbling block could be turned into an opportunity in the CFP reform 
process. We welcome this opportunity. 
 
However, currently, the majority sector, based on small-scale, artisanal, low input fisheries is 
poorly understood, and inadequately documented in Europe. In many cases sector catches are not 
properly recorded, and statistics are lacking on catch value, vessel numbers, numbers of 
operators, the amount of employment generated, the demographic profile, and the distribution of 
benefits.  
 
This means that the contribution of the sector to sustainable social and economic development 
and to environmental sustainability is not recognized let alone valued. In this respect Europe lags 
behind the rest of the world. EU and national level policy makers have been late and slow to 
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grasp the significance of small scale fisheries. This must change in the reform process if the goal 
of achieving responsible and sustainable fisheries in Europe is to be met.  
As a contribution to improving understanding on small scale fisheries in Europe, and as a 
contribution to the public consultation on the CFP reform process, ICSF has established a 
website (http://eussf.icsf.net ) to inform about the CFP reform process and small scale fisheries, 
and to encourage those representing or with an interest in small-scale fisheries to “have their 
say”. 
 
ICSF would also like to associate itself with the contributions from the Coalition for Fair 
Fisheries Agreements (CFFA-CAPE) and Ocean2012.  
 

2. 2020 Vision 
 
“Our sector can be viable, sustainable, and with a promising future, if given fair treatment and 
due recognition”, runs the preamble of the Statement drafted by over 60 participants from 8 
countries who took part in the workshop “Common Fisheries Policy Reform in the European 
Union and Small-Scale Fisheries: Paving the way to sustainable livelihoods and thriving fishing 
communities” on September 28, 2009. Further details about the workshop, its documentation and 
Statement can be found on the website: http://eussf.icsf.net.  The Workshop Statement is 
appended as an Annex (Annex 1).   
 
Our vision is of a reformed CFP based on justice and equity; with flourishing diverse and 
localized fisheries, co-managed in local communities; where the role of women is recognized 
and respected; where the rights of small-scale fishers, minority and island communities are 
defined and defended; which adopts a differentiated approach to small and large scale fisheries, 
an approach that incorporates the principle of subsidiarity and which recognizes and rewards the 
good practices devised and implemented by fishers; and that strengthens the vulnerability and 
builds on the resilience of fishing communities. 
 
We see the reformed CFP as providing an ethical framework for EU fisheries, which recognizes 
that fishing rights are a human right, and which guides the development of fisheries in Europe in a 
responsible and sustainable manner, based on a human rights approach (see Annex III); with the European 
Commission providing the moral compass to guide EU fisheries, ensuring that an appropriate balance is 
achieved between ecological, social, economic and ethical issues. 
 
“Charting a new course into the future must start by making committed changes in the present. 
Our ingredients for a secure future, if implemented, will result in a basic restructuring of the 
institutional and organizational contours of the small-scale fisheries in Europe. These measures 
are intended to empower the sector so that the participants within it will obtain the bargaining 
strength needed to "find their feet". Equally important is the need to challenge the monopoly of 
the main institution of globalization -- the market. Modulating its excessive influence (rowing too 
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fast) with the anchoring role of the community and the rudder of state policy become imperative 
2.” 
 
3. Current Situation facing SSF and Small Island Fisheries 
 
The European Commission’s Green Paper on CFP Reform states that “economic and social 
sustainability require productive fish stocks and healthy marine ecosystems”; and that “the 
economic and social viability of fisheries can only result from restoring the productivity of fish 
stocks”. It concludes that: “ecological sustainability is therefore a basic premise for the economic 
and social future of European fisheries.” 
 
However, if social and economic sustainability are not given priority attention and prominence in 
the reform process, there is a danger that fishing enterprises, particularly small and medium scale 
enterprises will go out of business, and that the social fabric of fishing communities will perish.  
We may be left with fish in the sea, but the fishing based livelihoods of coastal fishing 
communities may be lost, along with their traditions and know-how, deprived of their very life 
blood.   
 
Nowhere is this more so than in Europe’s Outermost Regions (ORs) and island communities, as 
referred to in Declaration 30 adopted by the Conference which adopted the Treaty of Amsterdam. This 
“recognises that island regions suffer from structural handicaps linked to their island status…” And that   
“Community legislation must take account of these handicaps and (...) specific measures may be taken, 
where justified, in favour of these regions…”  These regions can be viewed as holding characteristics that 
are intrinsically valuable and which play an important role in the mixture that forms Europe’s diverse 
coastal economy; and which should be maintained – not as museum pieces, but as vibrant and critical 
elements of modern Europe. 
 
In this regard, and depending on how it is implemented, the reform process could see small-scale 
fisheries and island communities in remote regions either receiving their rightful attention and 
being restored to their rightful places, or it could sound their death knells.  
 
If provided with conditions that allow for a full and active participation of the actors and with 
appropriate sectoral support, the small-scale fishing sector has significant capacity for 
employment in decent work, to distribute the benefits from fishing more equitably, less 
requirements for fuel and other inputs, and greater capacity to adapt seasonally, annually and 
multi-annually to changing circumstances, economically, ecologically and socially. 
 
Small-scale fisheries could play a vital role in placing EU fisheries on a more sustainable 
footing, and cushioning fishery dependent communities from the economic and social 
consequences of the current fisheries crisis facing the EU, and from the measures required to 
address it. 
 

                                                   
2 Adapted from Kurien. J 1998. Small Scale Fisheries in the Context of Globalization. Centre for Development 
Studies. Trivandrum, India 
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4. Structural Failures of the CFP 
 
The reform process comes at a time of several crises in the European fisheries sector. A resource 
crisis, where fishing capacity of EU fleets exceeds by far the resources available, and where 
there are ever diminishing returns to fishing; a fuel crisis where fishing operations are highly 
dependent on fuel, where escalating costs and uncertainty over future supplies are undermining 
the economic basis of fishing. There is also a global economic crisis that is creating a scarcity of 
credit and other funds for investment, and that is eroding consumer purchasing power; a food 
security crisis, with a rapidly increasing gap between supply and demand for fisheries products, 
where over 60% of EU demand for fisheries products must be met by imports. Finally there is a 
socio-economic crisis in fishery dependent coastal communities arising from the combined 
impact of all these other crises.  
 

4.1. Fleet Overcapacity 
 
Defining the overcapacity problem as one of “too many boats chasing too few fish” is to over 
simplify the problem. By equating overcapacity with “too many vessels”, and the overfishing 
problem with “too few fish”, the European Commission is missing the point. In recent years, 
while vessel numbers have declined by 20 to 30 per cent, the actual fishing capacity of the EU 
fleet (measured in tonnage and horsepower) has reduced by considerably less. This implies that 
smaller, less powerful vessels have gone, leaving behind fewer, larger and more powerful 
vessels.  
 
The need for capacity reductions in one sector should not result in the losses of fishing 
opportunities, employment or other benefits in other more sustainable sectors. In the past, the 
small-scale fishing sector seems to have been particularly vulnerable to capacity reduction 
programmes, whilst larger scale fisheries seem to have been relatively immune.  
 
Also, capacity is not just a problem of too many boats, but one of how, when and where fishing 
is done. It is a combination of size, power, fishing technology and other factors. It includes the 
use of unselective and environmentally destructive gear, and of management measures that 
promote waste by discarding over-quota and lower-value fish, and inadvertently cause the 
degradation of fishing grounds and key fisheries habitats 
 

4.2. A Rights Based Approach 
 
To achieve the goal of ecological sustainability, the Commission proposes that a rights and 
results based approach to fisheries management should be adopted; an approach that will push 
fishing companies “to use their investments more efficiently and to eliminate their surplus 
capacity.” It is further proposed that access to fish stocks should be linked to performance. 
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“Rights, responsibility and accountability should of course go hand in hand: those who exercise 
responsibility in a proper and effective manner should be the ones to enjoy the access to fish 
stocks”, states the Green Paper.   
 
Adopting such a rights based approach to fisheries management with the use of market based 
allocation mechanisms, as proposed by the Commission, has far reaching implications for small-
scale fisheries and island communities, and may lead to concentration of ownership of access 
rights, put small-scale fisheries at a disadvantage, and lead to various perverse economic and 
social effects. 
 
The need for capacity reductions in the larger scale fleet should not result in the losses of fishing 
opportunities and employment in smaller scale fisheries. A differentiated approach is required, 
one system for those segments of the fleet where capacity reductions are required, and another 
for those segments where no such reductions are necessary. 
 
If transferable rights, including Individual Transferable Quotas, Transferable Kilowatt Days and 
other such systems are introduced for larger scale fisheries, the resource access rights of small-
scale fisheries, and the livelihood rights of fishing communities, particularly those in small 
islands in remote regions, must be ring-fenced.  In the case of Iceland, this has meant that the 
small-boats sector have a separate quota system to the trawler fleet. 
 
It is also necessary to guard against perverse effects of such a rights (ITQ) based approach that 
arise through: 

· the concentration of quota amongst a few large fishing or holding companies; 
· the quotas effectively ending up as the property of the banks due to foreclosure on the 

outstanding debts of the quota owners (large fishing and fish processing companies that 
may become bankrupt);  

· the desire of fishing companies to maximize the value of their quotas, a desire that may 
lead to high grading at sea and underreporting of lower value catches ashore; 

· the leasing of quotas to non-quota owners, where arrangements may erode the value of 
the share accruing to fishing crews, which may result in poorer and more dangerous 
working conditions, and otherwise establishing a kind of feudal system in the fishery; 

· encouraging overcapacity through rewarding quota holders with various catch 
supplements, as has been the case in Iceland  

 
There is a need for some common standards backed up by European law at EU level, whereby 
perverse effects at local, national or regional level can be remedied through the European courts, 
including through the European Court of Human Rights. 
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4.3. Focussing the Policy Objectives  
 
“Ecological sustainability is therefore a basic premise for the economic and social future of 
European fisheries.”  
 
As noted above, if social and economic sustainability are not given priority attention and 
prominence in the reform process, there is a danger that fishing enterprises, particularly small 
and medium scale enterprises will go out of business, and that the social fabric of fishing 
communities will perish.  We may be left with fish in the sea, but the fishing based livelihoods of 
coastal fishing communities may be lost, along with their traditions and know-how, deprived of 
their very life blood. 
 
A major challenge facing the CFP Reform process is how to achieve the correct balance between 
ecological sustainability on the one side and social and economic sustainability on the other. 
There is also a need to strike a balance between supporting large scale capital intensive fishing 
enterprises through the crises facing them, and in ensuring that the impacts of conservation 
measures and fleet reductions do not impact disproportionately on small-scale inshore fisheries, 
on fishing communities on small islands and in remote areas. In this regard, some positive 
discrimination will be required to favour these less well documented and represented sectors. 
When creating alternatives to fishing, proper account must be taken of the inherent vulnerability 
and resilience of fishing communities.  Based on detailed impact assessment studies and baseline 
community profiles, genuine alternative activities and livelihood diversification schemes, based 
on local realities and capacities for change and adaptation to changing circumstances, should be 
provide and otherwise promoted. Particular attention should be paid to the role of women in 
fishing communities and ensure that alternatives livelihood options do not increase their 
workload and otherwise add to the burdens placed on them.  
 
At the same time, many fishing communities have nothing to fall back on, other than fishing. In 
such communities, notably island communities and communities in remote or in the outermost 
regions, special derogations should be provided to allow restricted fishing activities so as to 
enable such communities to live through the crisis. Otherwise, such communities are likely to 
become abandoned as people leave to look for opportunities elsewhere. This is particularly the 
case for the Irish islands, where special provisions should be applied as regards the salmon 
fishing ban, and the restrictions that apply to Area VI A (please refer to the submissions made on 
behalf of Comhar na nOileán Teo and the Arain Mhor Fishing Committee). 

 

4.4. Focusing the decision-making framework on core long-term principles 
 
The process how decision making is devolved to the most appropriate level is crucial, and in this 
regard it is vital to ensure that the institutions vested with responsibility for fisheries 
management, including on technical matters, are empowered to do so. This includes having clear 
guidelines based on agreed principles, and ensuring that such institutions are representative both 
of the local authorities as well as fishing communities. Establishing such co-management 
institutions requires both top-down guidance and bottom up empowerment.    
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Currently the advisory role of stakeholders is constrained by the limited representation of the 
small-scale sector, and from Europe’s outermost regions and small island communities. Some 
ways to address this would include: 
 

· establishing working groups, ad hoc or otherwise, on small-scale fisheries and fisheries in 
Europe’s island communities and outermost regions in all RACs, as has been done for the 
South Western RAC; 

· Looking at how organizations that are currently excluded from the consultation process 
can be included. These include “non-affiliated” organizations that are excluded from the 
national organizations that belong to the European bodies Europeche and Cogeca. 

·  In adapting themselves better to a regionalized approach, it may be necessary for RACs 
to incorporate representation of local sea fisheries committees or their equivalent.   

 

4.5. Encouraging the industry to take more responsibility in implementing the 
CFP 

 
The use of rights based fishery management tools that promote individual interests at the expense 
of collective interests should be avoided in small-scale and artisanal fisheries, especially those 
that incorporate market based allocation mechanisms. The logic of tools such as individual 
transferable quotas (ITQs), and the logic of artisanal fishing are not compatible.  
 
There are many examples of good practice that should be promoted more widely. We would like 
to draw the Commission’s attention to the following: 
 

· Prud’hommes de Pêche in the French Mediterranean (notably in the Var Region),  
· The fishermen’s marine reserves of Lira and Cedeira in North Spain,  
· The Restinga Marine Reserve (El Hierero (Canary Islands), Mar de las Calmas, Spain), 
· The Iroise National Park in West France,  
· The Bay of Biscay selective langoustine/nephrops trawl fishery,  
· The Mid Channel Agreement between France, UK and Belgium, 
· The Inshore Potting Agreement in Devon 
· The South West Handline and Associated Fisheries, in Devon and Cornwall 
· The Hastings inshore fishery (under the auspices of the Hastings Fishermen Protection 

Society) 
· The Hand Line Fishery for Bass in West France (Assoc des Ligneurs de la Pointe de 

Bretagne) 
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5. Further improving the management of eu fisheries 
 

5.1. Small-Scale Fisheries in the European Union 
 
“There is a widely held opinion that small-scale fisheries are largely restricted to the developing 
countries with a maritime tradition. This is not true. In fact, small-scale fisheries flourish in the 
marine, riverine or lacustrine ecosystems of many developed and developing countries with a 
fishery tradition worthy of mention3.” 
 
Small-scale fisheries represent the overwhelming majority of fishers in all EU Member States, 
engaged in a wide range of activities. At subsistence level seasonal labour intensive activities 
may provide important additional sources of food and income to fishing families, whilst at the 
other extreme highly commercial, semi-industrial, technology intensive activities may have 
serious environmental effects, with implications for sustainable development.  
 
Small-scale fisheries are generally community and family based, in a society rooted in traditions, 
local knowledge, culture. Both men and women play an important role in small-scale fisheries. 
Some 100,000 fishers, mainly men, are employed in small-scale fishing as crew. Working 
relations and practices are often based on cooperation, kinship, and local networks, where 
sharing (of tasks and benefits) are still important. Whilst it may be the men who dominate the 
catching of fish at sea, women play a key role in shore based activities. Women are a key link 
between fishing activities at sea and the shore based support and the wider distribution of 
benefits in the community and society at large.  
 
Small-scale fishers are often poorly organized, and their interests largely under represented at 
national, regional and European level. Existing national and pan-European institutional 
arrangements tend to be biased towards larger, more economically powerful interests. This tends 
to marginalize the small-scale sector in the consultation and decision-making processes, leaving 
them less well informed about developments that affect them (policy changes, new regulations, 
international trade, climate change, and so on), making them more vulnerable to competition 
from other interests. 
 
Women play a vital, though often hidden role in the fishery production and post harvest 
processes. At one level they may be partners and mothers of fishermen. But women are also 
physically, economically and socially engaged in providing inputs, engaging in fishing, fish 
processing and fish vending and marketing, and in the administration of small fishery 
enterprises. In such roles, women are often underpaid, overworked, and not respected. They tend 
to be under represented in fisher organizations, and without a voice in regional and EU level 
decision making and consultative processes. 
 
In several countries women’s rights as “collaborating spouses” has achieved some recognition, 
but such a role is still highly undervalued. In Galicia in North Spain and in Portugal shellfish 
gathering is mainly carried out by women. In Galicia alone there are over 10,000 women 

                                                   
3 Kurien. J. 1998 Ibid.  
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organized in the sector, but it is only recently that their rights as fishworkers have been 
recognized. 
 
Adapting fisheries management to the requirements of the small-scale sector implies that that 
there is consensus on how small-scale fisheries are defined. Currently no such consensus exists 
at EU level, other than a view that under vessels under a certain size are small in scale. But the 
issue of defining small-scale fisheries has often proved polemic, divisive and contentious, as 
highlighted by the WTO Doha Round Negotiations on Rules for fisheries subsidies, where after 
several years it has not been possible to reach any consensus.   

It is therefore vital that small-scale fishing interests engage proactively in the reform process to 
ensure that the criteria used to define small-scale fishing are based on appropriate logic. Such 
logic should transcend physical size and fishing capacity; it should seek to incorporate and 
otherwise make explicit the economic and social linkages that make small-scale fishing so vital 
to the economies, social fabric and cultural traditions of coastal communities.  

5.2. Defining Small-Scale Fishing 
 
“Defining small-scale fisheries should be done and applied at the most appropriate level, be it 
regional, national or local. Such definitions should take account of regional particularities and 
geomorphology, technical aspects (fishing capacity), environmental aspects (selectivity, low 
discards, low seabed impact, low energy use etc), social aspects  (decent work, high degree of 
benefit sharing, and links with local shore based activities and local employment, and the 
ownership and control of the operations).”  4 
 
Likewise: “There is no satisfactory definition of “artisanal” in the sense of “artisanal 
fisheries”. Some very general parameters do exist, but even these are open to discussion. For 
example, in social and economic terms, “artisanal fisheries” sometimes implies the use of 
family-labour and limited investments, but this is certainly not true in many cases. The use of 
criteria such as technical and financial means of operating, the distances covered, or number of 
days at sea are not good indicators either. Although “artisanal fisheries” is generally taken to 
mean any non-industrial fisheries, some are almost semi-industrial. 5” 
 
“The reason for these ambiguities regarding character and scale can be attributed to the fact 
that small-scale fisheries world over have evolved in time and space from specific ecological, 
and changing socioeconomic and cultural contexts which are marked by diversity rather than 
homogeneity. Any discussion on small-scale fisheries must therefore reckon with the fact that 
there is a definitional problem, which despite the prolific nature of the literature on the subject, 

                                                   
4   Workshop on Common Fisheries Policy Reform in the European Union and Small-Scale Fisheries: 
Paving the way to sustainable livelihoods and thriving fishing communities, 28-09-2009 
(http://eussf.icsf.net).  
5 FAO 2002. Management for Improved Livelihoods in West Africa - A Synthesis of interviews and 
Cases from Mauritania, Senegal, Guinea and Ghana. Lenselink, N.M. FAO. Rome 2002 
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has not been sorted out6.”  And, therefore,  “Definitions are not universally applicable and that 
which may be called small-scale in one situation may be large-scale in another7.”  As for the rest 
of the world, so is the case for Europe. 
 
In the ICSF Secretariat, we feel that SSF needs to be understood in its local context, and that the 
fishing activities need to be defined as part and parcel of the shore based activities, 
encompassing capture, commerce and consumption (to meet food, life and livelihood security). 
By isolating the fishing activity from its community-based linkages for the purposes of defining 
it, makes little sense to us, and could even be counterproductive, and counter to the achievement 
of responsible and sustainable fisheries.  
 
We would also underscore that SSF is a generic and collective term, often used as a kind of 
shorthand to describe a wide variety of diverse operations, which at one extreme include 
subsistence activities, and at the other commercial, capital intensive, highly modernized market 
oriented activities. SSF also includes a rich variety of terms in many languages that often don’t 
translate well, or even at all, into other languages. Even at EU level the Anglo-Saxon term 
“small-scale fishing” does not translate well into other European languages, including French, 
Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, Greek and so on.   
 
When looking at SSF, it is important to take account of the terms applied to different kinds of 
activities, including those undertaken by subsistence, traditional or modern small-scale, or 
artisanal fisherman, whether inshore or coastal, professional or non-professional fishers, 
gleaners, mariscadores/as, pêcheurs à pied, pêcheurs artisans, pescadores/pesca de bajura, 
pêcheurs de petite pêche, pêche à petite échelle, pesca en pequeña escala, conchyliculture, and 
so on. Many such terms don’t have an equivalent in English (or other) language, and cannot 
simply be described as SSF without some qualification, yet they could fall into a broad SSF 
category. 
 
Furthermore, whilst “small-scale” fishing readily lends itself to quantitative criteria, the use of 
the term “artisanal” carries with it a number of implications (social, cultural and technical). It can 
therefore be a highly ambiguous term, and often a contentious term that gives rise to arguments 
about whether this or that fishing practice etc can be considered as artisanal. But implicit in the 
term artisanal is a non-industrial activity, where the “artisan” traditionally was a skilled manual 
worker in a particular craft, where both manual tools and machinery were used to transform raw 
materials into desirable objects or products.”  
 

5.3. A differentiated fishing regime to protect small-scale coastal fleets? 
 
A differentiated management regime for small and large scale fisheries could involve both an 
area based approach where large scale fishing activities would be excluded from demarcated 
areas, based on 12 mile (or other) zoning, on the basis of protected areas for small-scale fisheries 
or exclusive boxes for small-scale fishing.  In cases where small-scale fishing targets the same 

                                                   
6 Kurien, J. 1996. Towards a new Agenda for Sustainable Small-Scale Fisheries Development. South 
Indian Federation of Fishermen Societies 1996. India 
7 World Bank et al. 1991 WTP 152. Small Scale Fisheries Research Needs. The World Bank Washington 
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species as large scale fisheries, it may be necessary to establish two parallel by entirely separate 
quota systems, and where the quota from small-scale fishing could not be transferred to the large 
scale sector and vice versa. 
 
As regards the defining of small-scale fisheries in relation to their links to their local 
communities, we would like to draw attention to the work of the Fundación Lonxanet which has 
developed a matrix for classifying fisheries (artisanal inshore fisheries, semi-industrial fisheries 
(inshore/offshore), and industrial fisheries (offshore/distant waters/high seas)) according to their 
links with local communities, including ownership structure and management arrangements, 
means of production, crew arrangements, division of labour, kinds of organizations and 
associations, fishing gears, fishing zones etc. This was described in the presentation of Dr 
Antonio Garcia Allut at the ICSF Brussels Workshop on 28th September in Round Table 2 (see 
web page “On Line Resources” of the ICSF CFP Reform website http://eussf.icsf.net). The 
matrix of characteristics has been further developed through the Fundación Lonxanet project 
“Identificación, Caracterización, Análisis de las Pesquerías Artesanales en España y Portugal”, 
and will be published shortly.    
 
The Brussels workshop organized by ICSF and its partners in Brussels on 28th September 20098 
produced a 21 point declaration, this calls on the European Commission and others to:  
 
“Recognize and respect the nature, importance, potential and diversity of small-scale fisheries 
activities. Defining small-scale fisheries should be done and applied at the most appropriate 
level, be it regional, national or local. Such definitions should take account of regional 
particularities and geomorphology, technical aspects (fishing capacity), environmental aspects 
(selectivity, low discards, low seabed impact, low energy use etc), social aspects  (decent work, 
high degree of benefit sharing, and links with local shore based activities and local employment, 
and the ownership and control of the operations).” 
 
The full Declaration is included in Annex I, along with a list of workshop participants and others 
who have signed up to it (Annex II). 
 
Adopting such a differentiated approach, local and regional specifities need to be taken fully into 
account. In this regard, management and decision taking needs to be devolved to appropriate 
regional and local levels, greater flexibility needs to be built into management and resource 
access arrangements, according to local and regional specificities. There is also a need to ensure 
that institutional structures and arrangements in place adequately represent the small-scale sector. 
These are considerable challenges.  

5.4. Making the most of our fisheries 
 
Implementing a single management system for European fisheries does not seem a sound idea, 
given the diverse nature of the fisheries, and the need to adopt a differentiated approach for small 
and large scale fisheries. 

                                                   
8 Workshop on Common Fisheries Policy Reform in the European Union and Small-Scale Fisheries: 
Paving the way to sustainable livelihoods and thriving fishing communities 
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There is a need for both input (effort) and output (catch limitations) controls, for different types 
of fisheries (demersal, pelagic, small-scale, large-scale, inshore, offshore, shellfish, finfish etc).  
 
In our view MSY should provide a guiding framework rather than be an end in itself9. We feel 
that variants on MSY, such as Optimal Sustainable Yield, Maximum Economic Yield (MEY), 
would provide more rational and practical targets for fisheries management. 
 
There is also a need to reform the track record based systems of granting access. This system 
needs to be made more just, particularly where small-scale fishing enterprises have been unfairly 
treated due to their landings not being properly recorded by national authorities (as in the case of 
the UK under 10 metre fleet).   
 
Access should also be based on compliance with environmental and social criteria (taking 
account of good practices, with low environmental impact, low discards, low carbon footprint, 
contributing to coastal community development, strong links with shore based social and 
economic activities in the locality).  
 
To our knowledge there is no evidence to show that transferable quotas have a beneficial impact 
on lowering discards. In fact in certain cases there is evidence that transferable quotas may even 
have led to increased levels of discards as there may be an inherent incentive for high grading. 
 

5.5. Relative stability and access to coastal fisheries 
 
The issue of relative stability should certainly be reviewed, and reformed on a fishery by fishery 
basis. In some fisheries, there may be a case for dismantling it, or for adopting a more flexible 
approach, such as for fish stocks and for fisheries that are trans-boundary or otherwise regional 
in character. In many cases relative stability has been effectively undermined by “quota hopping” 
and quota trading. There is a need to see whether such activities require controlling.  
 
The 12 mile zone, as derogation to the principle of equal access to a common resource, should be 
strengthened as measure for protecting inshore fisheries that are small in scale, environmentally 
benign, socially equitable, and which contribute to the social, economic and cultural fibre of 
local communities. Such a reserved zone would also provide an important conservation measure, 
particularly where local communities and inshore fishers are engaged in the management 
decision taking processes through co-management, where local knowledge can be used to 
demarcate areas to be closed to certain kinds of fishing, during certain seasons etc. 
 
Management of such a zone could also be used to strengthen the participation and representation 
of small-scale fisheries at national, regional and EU level.  

                                                   
9 Here lies the concept, MSY, it advocated yields too high, and didn’t spell out how to slice the pie. We 
bury it with the best of wishes. Especially on behalf of fishes. We don’t know yet what will take its place, 
but hope it’s as good for the human race. R.I.P. —P.A. Larkin, Institute of Animal Resource 
Ecology, University of British Columbia, Canada, 1977 
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5.6. Trade and markets – from catch to consumer 
 
Achieving a balance between supply and demand, and addressing the problem of the situation of 
increasing food insecurity as regards fish supplies in Europe are issues of key importance, where 
trade policy could play a crucial role.   
 
It’s important that consumption patterns in Europe change, with consumers being encouraged to 
eat less, but higher-quality fishery products provided through equitable commercial channels.  
 
Labels based on geographic indicators that promote locally caught and processed traditional 
products that are “in season” could have an important role in this regard.    
 
The role of large retailers in encouraging consumption habits that are detrimental to responsible 
and sustainable fisheries and fish trade also needs to be looked at. Retail trade may be 
detrimental to the interests of both producers (who may receive an unfair price for their fish), and 
consumers, where low prices paid to producers are not passed up the chain. The distribution of 
benefits through the fish supply chain therefore needs to be looked at.  
 
In this regard, it needs to be questioned whether fishery ecolabels actually encourage responsible 
consumption habits, or merely serve to launder the image of the retailer selling such labelled 
products. Often, the costs of ecolabels and associated certification processes need to bourn by the 
producers, but all the benefits accrue to the retailers.  
 
At another level, it’s also important to ensure that a level playing field is established in the way 
that non-tariff barriers, like sanitary and food standards, are applied to fishery products 
originating from EU fleets on the one hand, and to those from third-country fleets, particularly 
from small-scale fleets in the South, on the other.  
 

5.7. Integrating the Common Fisheries Policy in the broader maritime policy 
context 

 
It is crucial that consideration is given to the interaction with, and impact on small-scale fisheries 
by other coastal area usage, such as marine parks, recreational fisheries, tourism, offshore 
installations for wind farms and oil extraction, aggregate extraction, effluent discharge, and so 
on. These activities have a considerable impact on small-scale fisheries and the sustainability of 
coastal communities. 
 
Also, given the significant interdependence that exists between community fisheries and 
maritime policies: a) ensure that the new framework for integrated maritime policy (IMP) 
maintains and prioritises the customary access rights of fishers to fishing areas and resources; b) 
strengthen the role of fishers in defining policies through this new governance framework 
towards assuring the quality of the marine environment and its biodiversity in coastal areas.  
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5.8. The knowledge base for the policy 
 
Independent scientific advice, based on knowledge derived from scientific research is 
fundamental for sound fisheries management and policy decision taking. However, this must be 
tempered and otherwise guided by local (fisheries, ecological and oceanographic) knowledge, 
based on experience and observations. Ways must be sought to valorise this knowledge, and to 
promote collaboration and information sharing between fishers and scientists in the process of 
informing decision taking processes in fisheries. 
 

5.9. Structural policy and public financial support 
 
The use of subsidies has an important role to play in enabling fishers to shift from unsustainable 
to sustainable fishing practices. At another level, there is a need to invest in training, capacity 
building, and institutional structures that support the development of commercial chains and co-
management arrangements, and which integrate the management and development of fisheries 
into wider coastal zone and maritime setting. 
 
And as called for in the Brussels Workshop statement (Annex I), access to subsidies and other support 
measures (credit, training, etc) should be provided on a flexible basis to enable existing small-scale 
activities and operations to renew their vessels and equipment, and where appropriate to switch to new 
technologies that are that are small in scale, and environmentally, socially and economically sustainable. 
 

5.10. The External Dimension 
 
The future EU-ACP fisheries relations require the development of a framework for fisheries 
governance, through establishing a dialogue on how sustainable fisheries can be promoted in the 
third (ACP) countries. In order to improve Policy Coherence for Development, an EU legal 
obligation, this dialogue should be based on the third country’s priorities for the sustainable 
development of its fishing sector.  
 
This framework should define how to mobilise the financial instruments necessary to achieve the 
jointly decided objectives, including development funds. On the contrary, such framework 
should not include provisions for paying EU fleets’ access costs. 
 
Access costs to third countries’ waters within such a framework should be fully paid by EU boat 
owners and represent a fair share of the value of the catches made. Conditions for access should 
also be introduced, with access for EU boat owners restricted to those operators who can 
demonstrate that their operations are profitable whilst matching sustainable fisheries 
development criteria (use of selective gears, compliance, number and quality of jobs created, 
etc.) and ensuring there is no competition with the local small scale sector. The latter should be 
given priority access in line with the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. 
 
In the marine fisheries context, good governance in EU relations with developing countries 
implies a more regional approach. This can be achieved either through regional cooperation (for 
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surveillance, research, laboratories for testing food safety, etc.) or through harmonisation (access 
conditions to resources).  
 
Whether for external or for community waters, the core objective of the CFP should be to 
promote responsible and sustainable fisheries.  
 
As regards strengthening its role on the international stage, the lack of trust between the EU and 
other international players is a major constraint. This lack of trust is created by the EU’s lack of 
credibility, which is often perceived as ‘not doing what it says, and not saying what it does’. The 
EU could strengthen its role on the international stage by improving its credibility with its 
international partners, particularly developing countries. This means that the EU needs to 
effectively address such issues as IUU fishing and the overcapacity of its fleet to be taken 
seriously by other international players. This could be achieved through proposals described here 
after, in the context of high seas fishing as well as bilateral relations. 

One of the main challenges facing RFMOs is to establish a new basis for the equitable allocation 
of access to diminishing fish resources, taking account of new players. Increasingly, developing 
states are claiming their right to exploit fish stocks under the management responsibility of 
RFMOs, while many fish stocks are showing signs of overexploitation. New entrants can be 
accommodated, and overcapacity cannot be reduced unless current the players, such as the EU, 
give up part of their access share and down-size their fleet capacity. At the same time 
transparency needs to be increased, the decision making process improved and control and 
enforcement enhanced. This is particularly so for highly migratory species such as tuna, and high 
seas fishing for small pelagic species, where problems are particularly pressing.  
 
As regards payment for fishing rights on the high seas, putting high seas fisheries on a 
sustainable footing would require a serious attempt to establish and implement catch limits, 
technical measures and criteria for access reflecting environmental and social concerns, and to 
reserve a share of the access/catches for coastal developing states, in order to give them the space 
to develop while managing the sustainable exploitation. In his regard, we agree with the assertion 
of the Long Distance RAC that "it is necessary to find a balance between all the actors involved, 
and that access to tuna fisheries should be analysed through a system of transparent and non-
discriminatory criteria determining the responsible aspirations of stakeholders such as history of 
compliance, employment created/working conditions, environmental impact, etc"10. 

Some experiences, particularly in the Pacific (Parties to the Nauru agreement, FFA, WCPFC) 
show that it is possible for developing countries to develop synergies amongst themselves; that 
with appropriate technical support they can become active and responsible players in RFMOs. 
The EU should support such regional dynamics through the various tools at its disposal (EPAs, 

                                                   
�� ������	
��
�����	�������������������
���������� �
�	
 ���
!"�!�����!���!��
!"#
!
"	���	� $�
	�#�����%�
���&�'��"�
�(���	�%���� �
�



18 
 

FPAs, development cooperation) as a way to improve the efficiency of RFMOs to develop 
sustainable fisheries. 

The necessary reduction in fishing capacity within RFMOs in many ways reflects the discussion 
in the Green Paper and the CFP reform. In the Green Paper, the Commission questions the utility 
of the continued use of relative stability, considering that it can contribute to over-exploitation. If 
the EU is to be consistent, this is the position that it has to advocate in international and regional 
fora. 

As regards pursuing such objectives as investment promotion, creation of jobs, or promoting 
good maritime governance be pursued in the framework of future international fisheries 
agreements, developing countries need investments in their fisheries, mainly to safeguard the 
future contribution of their fisheries sector to poverty alleviation and regional economic 
development. Investment is needed to improve the management of natural fish stocks (research, 
training, capacity building, etc) and to enhance fish trade in domestic, regional and global 
markets.  

IEPAs and EPAs already include provisions on investment that could be used to secure EU 
investment to improve development countries’ fish-landing, hygiene, transport, and processing 
infrastructures. At the same time there is a need for caution: the promotion of EU investments 
should not be at the expense of local small and medium scale enterprises, labour standards, 
quality of life, and the local environment. For this reason, all provisions related to fisheries 
should be under a specific chapter, to ensure coherence between resources conservation, labour 
conditions and investment criteria. 

A particular issue to highlight is the case of investments linked to the transfer of EU fishing 
capacity – In the past, such investments have not brought to the receiving developing countries 
expected social and economic benefits (see EC study 2001 on joint ventures) and they have 
tended to aggravate the state of over-exploitation of resources, increasing also the competition 
with the local small scale fisheries sector (in West Africa for example). We feel that, as a rule, 
support to EU investments in developing countries fisheries should exclude the transfer of 
fishing capacity. 

Another area where there have been important EU investments in developing countries’ fisheries 
is onshore investments for processing facilities, particularly in the tuna sector. A 2009 FFA 
briefing highlights that the rationale behind this was, on the side of the developing country, to 
create jobs and ‘spin-off’ economic benefits such as investments in port and transport 
infrastructure and new businesses related to the tuna processing investments. 

Using this rationale, several ACP countries have secured onshore processing facilities in their 
countries, often by promising valuable fishing licenses in exchange. However, there have been 
some concerns expressed that onshore investments have been secured without fully assessing the 
net benefits of the projects relative to the pressure placed on tuna resources and local 
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communities and environments. There is concern that governments are granting fishing licenses 
based on promised facilities that might never materialise and that plans do not include 
comprehensive analyses of resource sustainability or the net socio-economic returns that the 
plants will deliver. The briefing also mentions that conflicts between communities and the 
processing facilities have arisen (disputes over working conditions, land rights and pollution). 
Such conflicts not only have the potential to negatively impact the long term success of the 
investments, but also call into question the overall net benefits of onshore investment without 
ensuring socio-economic ‘returns’. 

Therefore, even for investments that, a priori, correspond to the needs of developing countries 
(job creation in particular) there is a need to set up in EU FPAs/EPAs mechanisms to fully assess 
the net costs and benefits of such projects. This includes: developing a methodology for avoiding 
overcapacity in the fishing sector, developing accountability measures for investors to ensure 
that facilities deliver promised benefits, calculating net foreign exchange benefits, assessing how 
such developments will impact local communities, and developing mechanisms to avoid and 
mitigate conflicts before they arise and assessing levels of benefits to processing facility workers. 

As regards covering the costs of fishing activities in third country waters, these should be fully 
paid by EU vessel owners within the new frameworks. In addition, access for EU boat owners 
should be restricted to those operators who can demonstrate that their operations match with EU 
sustainable fisheries development criteria (use of selective gears, compliance, number and 
quality of jobs created, etc.) and where there is no competition with the local small scale sector, 
which should be given priority access in line with the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible 
Fisheries. 

The inclusion or not of aquaculture in future fishery partnership agreements must be determined 
by the coherence of such an inclusion with other EU policies, particularly development 
cooperation. Such an inclusion should be based on EU interests alone. 
 
We feel the promotion of export oriented, fishmeal dependent aquaculture requiring high 
external inputs is entirely inappropriate. Lessons need to be learned from the environmental, 
social and economic crisis currently affecting salmon aquaculture in Chile, or shrimp aquaculture 
in Asia and Latin America.  

This type of aquaculture also takes significant quantities of wild caught fish to provide sufficient 
food. This produces a net loss of fisheries resources, not a gain as is often claimed. The 
environmental and social impacts of fishmeal production, a prime ingredient for aquaculture 
feeds, are also significant, and the use of this ingredient should be discouraged in the interests of 
environmental sustainability, sustainable development, and respect for human rights. 

As regards enhancing the potential of small-scale fisheries in third countries for sustainability, 
ecological and social benefits, we refer to the Bangkok Declaration of October 2008 and the 
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Statement of  the West African artisanal fishing organisations on the reform of the CFP. Key 
issues include:  

�� Respecting the priority access rights of small scale fisheries to resources, as 
recognised by the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible fisheries (art 6.18), and 
therefore ensuring EU fleets do not compete with that sector, for resources, for space, 
for investments/aid; 

�� Supporting MCS activities for the coastal zone, looking at all possibilities, including 
initiatives such as participative surveillance; 

�� Opening up a dialogue with third country stakeholders about the necessity to ban 
unselective and destructive fishing from the coastal zone, including trawling, use of 
mono-filament, etc.; 

�� Supporting mechanisms that will enable small scale fishing communities and 
organisations to be properly informed and to participate to the EU-third country 
dialogue on fisheries governance (appropriate information, capacity building 
programmes, participation mechanisms, including a dialogue with the EU LDRAC). 
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Annex I: Statement from Brussels Workshop on Common Fisheries Policy Reform in the 
European Union and Small-Scale Fisheries: Paving the way to sustainable livelihoods and 

thriving fishing communities 
 
Organized in Brussels on Monday 28th September 2006, the Statement has been signed up to by 
the list of participants and other organizations appended below. 
 
We, participants from 7 countries11, representing diverse small-scale fishing interests, NGOs, 
scientists and others, meeting in Brussels on Monday September 28, 2009 at the workshop on 
Common Fisheries Policy Reform in the European Union and Small-Scale Fisheries: 
 
Stating our commitment to the sustainable use of fish stocks and of the wider aquatic and coastal 
environment;  
  
Emphasising that small-scale fisheries represent the overwhelming majority of fishing activities 
in all EU Member States; provide the most employment; are highly adaptable; lend themselves 
readily to integration into the diversity of regional particularities across Europe; and 
 
Declaring that if given fair treatment and due recognition, our sector can be viable, sustainable, 
and with a promising future; 
 
Call on the DG Mare of the European Commission, on the European Parliament, on the Council 
of Ministers, on the Fishing Industry representatives, on the Trade Unions, on NGOs, on 
scientists, and on National and Regional Fisheries Authorities to:  
 
Fair treatment and fair access to resources 
 

1. Provide fishers and fishing communities dependent on small-scale, artisanal, inshore, 
inland, and small-scale fish and shell fish farming activities fair treatment in the 
allocation of access rights to resources and support services, with access to information 
and to the decision taking processes that affect their lives and livelihoods.  

 
2. Ensure that marginalized groups, including small-island communities dependent on 

fishing, women in fishing communities and independently organized fishers and fish 
farmers are not unfairly discriminated against in the allocation of access rights to 

                                                   
11  The 67 participants included small-scale fishing representatives, fishermen, fisherwomen, workers in 
the fishing sector, NGOs and researchers from Iceland, the Azores, Madeira, and mainland Portugal, 
Canary Islands, Galicia, Cantabria, Asturias, Basque Country, the Mediterranean and Atlantic coasts of 
France, Ireland, England, Wales, and the Netherlands.  
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resources, and that measures are applied to ensure that their views are taken account of in 
the policy decision taking processes on fisheries.  

 
Apply definitions of small scale fishing at the most appropriate level 

 
3. Recognize and respect the nature, importance, potential and diversity of small-scale 

fisheries activities. Defining small-scale fisheries should be done and applied at the most 
appropriate level, be it regional, national or local. Such definitions should take account of 
regional particularities and geomorphology, technical aspects (fishing capacity), 
environmental aspects (selectivity, low discards, low seabed impact, low energy use etc), 
social aspects (decent work, high degree of benefit sharing, and links with local shore 
based activities and local employment, and the ownership and control of the operations). 

 
Recognize and Valorise small-scale fisheries 

 
4. Ensure that the reformed CFP recognises and valorises the contributions to social, 

cultural, economic and environmental sustainability provided by many small-scale 
fishing activities. 

 
5. Recognize and respect the role of women in fisheries, valorise the contributions they 

make to the fisheries sector and to the wider community, accord them their proper status 
as collaborating spouses, as economic actors, and recognize the importance of the social, 
cultural and economic activities they engage in. 

 
Secure small-scale fishing and fishing community rights 

 
6. Define and defend the rights of small-scale fishers and their communities in accordance 

with article 6.18 of the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries12 and in line with 
regional specificities and priorities, and incorporate these rights into law on a just basis 
with the rights of other resource users13.  

 
7. Ensure that rights based policies and rights based approaches to the management of small 

scale fisheries take account of the collective nature, and the livelihood, economic, social 
and cultural dimensions of their activities. 

 
8. Avoid the use of rights based fishery management tools that promote individual interests 

at the expense of collective interests, especially those that incorporate market based 
allocation mechanisms. The logic of tools such as individual transferable quotas (ITQs), 
and the logic of artisanal fishing are not compatible.  

 

                                                   
12   “States should appropriately protect the rights of fishers and fishworkers, particularly those engaged 
in… small-scale and arisanal fisheries… to preferential access…. to traditional fishing grounds and 
resources in the waters under national jurisdiction.”  
13  Industrial fisheries and other extractive industries, industrial and intensive aquaculture, real estate, 
construction, production and other industries, tourism, and so on. 
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9. Rectify past injustices arising through the perverse use of quota allocations at national 
level based on fishing track records. Where possible and appropriate replace such 
national level individual track record based quota systems with alternative community 
based measures, specifically where the landings of the small-scale sector have not been 
fully documented. 

 
10. Ensure that fishing policies, quota and other management systems, and fishing methods 

do not promote discards of biologically, nutritionally and economically important fish 
and other aquatic species, whilst reducing by-catch through improved gear selectivity. 

 
11. Indemnify fishing communities and their livelihoods from the destructive impacts of 

pollution, including oil spills and spills of toxic chemicals into the aquatic environment.  
 
Apply a differentiated approach to small-scale fisheries 
 

12. Apply a differentiated approach to sector specific management and regulatory problems. 
The need for capacity reductions in one sector should not result in the losses of fishing 
opportunities, employment or other benefits in other more sustainable sectors. 

 
13. Apply the principle of subsidiarity to the management of small-scale fisheries, where 

management systems incorporate and are otherwise guided by local knowledge, 
experience and proven good practice. 

 
14. Valorise local fisheries, ecological and oceanographic knowledge, and promote 

collaboration and information sharing between fishers and scientists in the process of 
informing decision taking processes in fisheries.   

 
15. Based on existing good practices14, implement management plans, recovery plans and 

other regional and local management measures, such as for marine protected areas, in 
participation with local small-scale fishers, shellfish gatherers and their communities, 
ensuring that their access rights are protected. Such measures should be responsive to the 
demands of small-scale fishers, shell fishers and their communities, and should 
incorporate the monitoring of biological and sociological indicators in their design so that 
their social and biological effectiveness can be measured over time.   

 
16. Support the establishment and effective functioning of co-management institutions with 

small-scale fishers and shellfish farmers, and provide the necessary training and support 
to enable such institutions to take on the necessary responsibilities and powers. 

 

                                                   
14 Initiatives include the Prud’hommes de Pêche in the French Mediterranean, the marine reserves of Lira 
and Cedeira in North Spain, the Restinga Marine Reserve (El Hierero (Canary Islands), Mar de las 
Calmas, Spain), the Iroise National Park in West France, Bay of Biscay selective langoustine/nephrops 
trawl fishery, and the Mid Channel Agreement between France, UK and Belgium, and the Inshore Potting 
Agreement in Devon. 
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17. Support the derogation to the principle of equal access to a common resource by 
safeguarding the 12 mile zone (and other areas exploited by small scale fisheries) for 
fishery activities that are small in scale, environmentally benign, socially equitable, and 
which provide important cultural and economic contributions to the local communities.  

 
 Develop and apply appropriate measures for sustaining and diversifying livelihoods  
 

18. Provide access to subsidies and other support measures (credit, training, etc) on a flexible 
basis to enable existing small-scale activities and operations to renew their vessels and 
equipment, and where appropriate to switch to new technologies that are that are small in 
scale, and environmentally, socially and economically sustainable. 

  
19. Take proper account of the inherent vulnerability and resilience of fishing communities in 

the reform process.  Based on detailed impact assessment studies and baseline 
community profiles, provide and promote real alternative activities and livelihood 
diversification schemes, based on local realities and capacities for change and adaptation 
to changing circumstances.  

 
21. Pay particular attention to the role of women in fishing communities and ensure that 

alternatives livelihood options do not increase their workload and otherwise add to the 
burdens placed on them.  

 
22. Given the significant interdependence that exists between community fisheries and 

maritime policies: a) ensure that the new framework for integrated maritime policy (IMP) 
maintains and prioritises the customary access rights of fishers to fishing areas and 
resources; b) strengthen the role of fishers in defining policies through this new 
governance framework towards assuring the quality of the marine environment and its 
biodiversity in coastal areas.  
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Annex II: List of Persons and Organizations who have signed the Brussels Workshop 
Declaration 
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Annex III: Matrix of Fishery Specific Characteristi cs 
 

See also “Enredados en el Lenguaje: Una Aproximación al Concepto de Pesca Artesanal”, Antonio 
Garcia Allut, Fundación Lonxanet para la Pesca Sostenible, Presentation to the ICSF Brussels Workshop 
28th September 2009 (http://eussf.icsf.net).   
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Annex IV: Adopting a Human Rights-Based Approach to Development of Fisheries and 
Fishing Communities.  Chandrika Sharma, Executive Secretary, ICSF 

 
Presentation made to the Conference on Small Scale Fisheries. Saturday 12 September 2009, 

Organized by Afrika Kontact, PUGAD and LLH, Denmark .  
____________________________________ 

 
 

According to the FAO, about there were about 43.5 million fishers and fish farmers in 2006, with another 
about  170 million people estimated to be employed in other fisheries-related activities (FAO, 2008).  It 
has also been estimated that small-scale fisheries contribute over half of the world’s marine and inland 
fish catch, nearly all of which is used for direct human consumption, and employ over 90 per cent of the 
world’s capture fishers. Further, at least half of the people employed in small-scale fisheries are women 
(FAO, 2009). Notably, for small-scale fishing communities, fishing is much more than a form of 
employment—it is a way of life, with belief systems, cultures and identities linked to fisheries.  

The largest numbers of fishers and fish farmers are in Asia—about 86 per cent of the total—with about 
8.6 per cent in Africa, and 3.2 per cent in Latin America.  While Asia has the largest concentration of 
fishers, small-scale fisheries in other developing and small island countries have considerable strategic 
importance. In Sub-Saharan Africa, for example, as in Senegal, Ghana, Guinea, Sierra Leone, Liberia, 
Angola and Mozambique, small-scale fisheries are vital for food and livelihood security, particularly in a 
context of war and civil strife. In Senegal, small-scale fisheries employ over 60,000 fishers, and, up to 
600,000 people, some 17 per cent of the workforce, earn their living from fishing.  
 

Small-scale fisheries, given that they are inherently more sustainable, continue to provide the model on 
which to sustain fisheries and fishery dependent livelihoods into the future. Despite this, the small-scale 
sector has not been given due recognition or support in countries across the world. The continuing 
importance of small-scale fisheries is evidence of the sheer dynamism of the sector.  

This presentation highlights the need for adopting a human rights-based approach to 
development of fisheries, given the international consensus on achieving human rights. It points 
out that the principle of non-discrimination inherent in such an approach requires a special 
attention on those presently disadvantaged within the sector, particularly in small-scale fisheries. 
A specific focus on small-scale fishing communities, particularly on women, is warranted given 
available evidence of their vulnerability as well as their importance in any vision of sustainable 
development. A human rights approach, by stressing that everyone, including, and in particular, 
marginalized groups, have legally mandated and recognized rights, and the basis to claim them, 
not as charity, but as a right, is the first step towards empowerment.  
 

Small-scale fishworkers and their supporters have organized several regional workshops since 2007, all of 
which have called for a human rights-based approach to development in relation to fisheries and fishing 
communities. These processes have also thrown up concrete proposals of what a rights-based approach 
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should mean in practice, from the perspective of small-scale fishworkers.  The Bangkok Statement15, 
adopted by participants of the Civil Society Workshop held prior to the 4SSF, represents a culmination of 
these processes.  

The rights highlighted in the statement include: 

· Rights of fishing communities and indigenous people to their cultural identities, dignity and 
traditional rights, and to recognition of their traditional and indigenous knowledge systems; 

· Rights of access of small-scale and indigenous fishing communities to territories, lands and waters on 
which they have traditionally depended for their life and livelihoods; 

· Rights of preferential access to fisheries resources under national jurisdiction; 
· Rights of fishing communities to use, restore, protect and manage local aquatic and coastal 

ecosystems; 
· Right of communities to participate in fisheries and coastal management decision-making, ensuring 

their free, prior and informed consent to all management decisions; 
· Rights of women to participate fully in all aspects of small-scale fisheries, eliminating all forms of 

discrimination against them and securing their safety against sexual abuse; 
· Rights of women of fishing communities to fish resources for processing, trading, and food, 

particularly through protecting the diversified and decentralized nature of small-scale and indigenous 
fisheries; 

· Right of women to fish markets, particularly through provision of credit, appropriate technology and 
infrastructure at landing sites and markets; 

· Rights of fishing communities to basic services such as safe drinking water, education, sanitation, 
health and HIV/AIDS prevention and treatment services; 

· Rights of all categories of workers in the fisheries, including self-employed workers and workers in 
the informal sector, to social security and safe and decent working and living conditions; 

· Rights of fishing communities to information in appropriate and accessible forms. 
 

It is worth noting that many of these “rights” seen as important by small-scale fishworkers are already 
recognized in existing international law, including customary law. These include the 1966 International 
Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR); the 1982 United Nations Convention on 
the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS); the 1995 United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA); the 1995 
Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (CCRF); the 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD); 
the ILO Convention 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples (1989); the ILO Work in Fishing Convention 
188 (2007); the 1979 Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women 
(CEDAW); and the 2007 UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.  

 It is also worth noting that the Bangkok Statement did not make any distinction between fishing 
communities in the North and South. The call to establish small-scale fisheries as the preferred model for 
the exclusive economic zones of countries, as well as other issues highlighted in the Statement, was seen 
as relevant for all countries. 
                                                   
15 The civil society statement finalized in Bangkok on 13 October 2008 is reproduced in SAMUDRA Report 51, 
December 2008, pp 7-9. 
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Deliberations at the FAO’s Committee on Fisheries (COFI), since 2003, have increasingly reflected 
international trends of a growing focus on issues of social development and human rights. The 27th session 
of COFI recognized that: “progress in the implementation of international human rights instruments, 
including the conventions on the rights of seafarers and working conditions in fisheries were critical to 
both small-scale and large-scale fisheries” and stressed that: “the recognition and adoption of human 
rights principles can help achieve poverty eradication and facilitate the adoption of responsible fisheries 
practices”. The Global Conference on Small-scale Fisheries (4SSF)16 held in October 2008, reaffirmed 
that human rights are critical to achieving sustainable development (FAO 2009).  

The report to the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) on the work of the tenth meeting of United 
Nations Open-ended Informal Consultative Process on Oceans and the Law of the Sea (UNICPOLOS) 
noted: “The question of whether the Consultative Process should address issues related to human rights, 
including ownership of resources in the marine environment, was raised by several delegations. In this 
context, it was noted that a greater focus on social dimensions and human rights would also enhance 
stakeholder involvement, especially in coastal communities….” (para 27). 

It is evident that, in general, there is a growing commitment to a human-rights based approach to 
development17, as well as to bringing in human rights considerations into fisheries policies.  

Clearly, the onus of implementing a human rights-based approach to development in relation to fishing 
communities cannot rest with fisheries line agencies alone. Commitment and action from a wide range of 
actors, internationally, nationally and locally, and particularly from governments and multilateral 
organizations, are crucial. However, fisheries line agencies do have a crucial role in working with other 
relevant agencies and organizations to seek improvement in the quality of life of fishing communities and 
to secure their rights. They have the obligation to ensure that all policies adopted within fisheries, whether 
related to fisheries management or the post-harvest sector, are consistent with a human rights-based 
approach to development, and benefit particularly the disadvantaged groups within the sector.  

At a time when the EU is preparing to fundamentally reform its Common Fisheries Policy, it needs to 
dwell on how a human-rights based approach to development can be applied in a fisheries context, both 
domestically and in external fisheries policy, and promoted through development cooperation policy.  

As mentioned earlier, fisheries are of tremendous strategic importance in ACP countries. In an European 
context as well small-scale fisheries play a key role, with about 90 per cent of the coastal fishing fleet in 
EU 25 being small-scale. The small-scale fleet is considered relatively more energy efficient, 
environmentally sustainable, and socially equitable. Women play a vital, though often hidden and 
unrewarded role. In Galicia (North Spain) and Portugal, for example, women predominate in the shellfish 
gathering. It is noteworthy that in several EU Member States women’s rights as “collaborating spouses” 
has achieved some recognition.  

                                                   
16 www.4ssf.org 
17 126:“We resolve to integrate the promotion and protection of human rights into national policies and to support 
the further mainstreaming of human rights throughout the United Nations system, as well as closer cooperation 
between the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights and all relevant United Nations 
bodies”. 2005 World Summit Outcome: Sixtieth Session of UN General Assembly. Accessed online at: 
http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N05/487/60/PDF/N0548760.pdf?OpenElement 
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Against this backdrop, and drawing from the Bangkok Statement and processes related to it, the following 
issues need attention in the context of the CFP Reform process: 

· How can it be ensured that capacity reductions in EU fleets/reduction in their access rights in EU 
waters, do not lead to capacity increases in other fishing areas, particularly in developing country 
fisheries, impacting on social, economic and cultural rights of communities in these countries? How 
can it be ensured that views of fishing communities from ACP countries in fisheries partnership 
agreement decision-making are better represented? 

· How can effective ‘participation’ of fishing communities in fisheries management decision-making 
be secured, in particular, in deciding what kind of management measures (including restrictions on 
destructive gear) are needed to help secure economic and social rights of small-scale fishing 
communities. How can management systems (for inland and coastal fisheries) be designed in ways 
that suit the local context, taking note of local social and cultural norms and institutions, and in ways 
that incorporate traditional knowledge into scientific advice?   

· How can preferential access rights of small-scale fishers to fishing grounds and resources be secured? 
How can allocation systems (in both inland and coastal fisheries) that prejudice the economic, social 
and cultural rights of small-scale fishers and coastal communities to access resources and carry out 
their customary livelihoods, be changed?  In particular, taking note of observed impacts of market-
based allocation mechanisms in other parts of the world, how can it be ensured that their introduction 
within the EU does not lead to concentration of ownership of access rights, fish and quota leasing 
arrangements that worsen working conditions for fishers, and which may undermine the social, 
economic and cultural rights of coastal communities? How can the rights of small-island and 
indigenous fishing communities and minority ethnic and language groups within the EU, be restored 
and protected? 

· How can it be ensured that small-scale fisheries, within and outside Europe, have equitable access to 
markets and a fair price for their fish?  How can rules of trade be structured so as to bring concrete 
benefits to small-scale fishing communities, through, for example, higher prices for fish, and greater 
employment opportunities, including in fish processing?  How can it be ensured that policies and 
practices related to the promotion of international fish trade, do not adversely affect the livelihood 
and nutritional rights of small-scale and artisanal fishing communities, and the prices received by 
small-scale fishers locally.  

· How can due recognition be given to the important economic and social roles that women play in 
coastal communities and in small-scale fisheries, as "collaborating spouses", as manufacturers, 
riggers and repairers of fishing equipment, as small-scale fishers and fish sellers, and as mothers of 
fishing families?  

· How can transparency and sharing of information, within and outside the EU, be ensured? How can 
fisher communities and civil society within the EU have full access to scientific data, information on 
markets and prices, on use of public aid, and on allocation of resources, enhancing their ability to 
participate in decision-making? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


