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(A) Context 

For EU fish stocks, the main management measure is an annual total allowable catch 

(TAC) which is set in order to limit the amount of fish caught from that stock in a given 

year. For many of these stocks, the annual TACs results from a political negotiation so 

that the final TAC is typically a compromise between the level advised by scientists for 

stock conservation, and the higher level desired by fishing interests. Basing TACs on 

short-term considerations in this way can lead to large year-to-year fluctuations in TACs, 

and delays in acheiving sustainability leading to an overall loss of yield and income. 

Long-term management plans have shown to be very valuable for the sustainable 

management of fishery resources. By establishing rules for the annual setting of the total 

allowable catches (TACs) and associated measures as needed for the management of a 

fishery with regard to a specified target, they provide stability and predictability while 

ensuring that fish stocks are exploited within the agreed limits. 

(B) Overall assessment 

The report requires considerable further work on several important aspects. 

Firstly, the report should clarify the policy context by providing references to the 

Common Fisheries policy/ international fishing polices, and should reinforce the 

problem definition by giving an overview of the functioning and results of the 

current management plan(s) and the evaluations. Secondly, it should present a fully 

developed baseline scenario, including information on the development of the 

underlying fish stocks. Thirdly, the report should clarify the content of the options 

by describing more concretely the definition and setting of the fishing mortality. 

Fourthly, it should strengthen the analysis of economic, social and environmental 

impacts and should better assess the impacts on SME's and micro businesses. On 

that basis it should reinforce the comparison of the options and the presentation of 

the costs and benefits of the preferred option. Finally, the report should clarify the 

internal and external consultation arrangements. 

Given the nature of these recommendations, the Board asks DG MARE to submit a 

revised version of the report, on which it will issue a new opinion. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Clarify the policy context and strengthen the problem definition. The report 
should give an overview of the general policy context of the Common Fisheries Policy, 
other relevant (international) fishing policies and EU environmental policies, including 
the international commitment to reach the Maximum Sustainable Yield by 2015. On that 
basis it should provide more information on the fimctioning and results of the current 
management plan for cod stocks, including the effective use of relevant evaluation 
results. The report should then substantiate how different stakeholders are affected in 
general and should indicate to what extent fishermen and the processing industry, in 
particular SME's and micro entities, are affected. To this end, the report should also 
present and explain the underlying data and scientific results in a more concise way, 
including clear references to the corresponding sources and studies. 

(2) Strengthen the baseline scenario. The report should present a comprehensive 
baseline scenario detailing the evolution of the current situation if no further EU action is 
taken, by including a thorough analysis of the economic, social and environmental 
problem consequences. This should include more detailed information on the 
development and fluctuation of the respective fish stocks. 

(3) Clarify the content of the options. The report should clarify the content and further 
justify the choice of options. It should provide further information and evidence on the 
definition and setting of fishing mortality, and give an idea of the extent to which further 
scientific work and consultations would be required for options 2 and 3. In this context, 
the report should pay particular attention on the effects on SME's and micro entities. This 
should include a thorough assessment of the advantages and benefits of a long-term 
management plan in relation to the already existing management plan(s) for the 
underlying fish stocks. Finally, the report should assess administrative costs aspects for 
the Member States and compliance costs for the stakeholders. 

(4) Better assess and compare options. The report should strengthen the impact 
analysis by providing concrete references to the underlying methodologies and studies 
supporting the analysis, and be more precise on the concrete economic, environmental 
and social/employment impacts, including effects on competitiveness and growth. 
Furthermore, it should clearly present the short and long-term impacts and their 
magnitude for the different options, with a particular focus on SME's and micro 
enterprises. Any lack of quantitative data should be justified and all main conclusions 
throughout the text should be substantiated with evidence and clear analytical 
explanations. Finally, the report should summarise the impacts in a clear and concise 
manner, and compare the options in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and coherence 
against the baseline scenario using a clear set of evaluation criteria. In this context the 
report should clearly present the concrete content and advantages of the preferred option. 

(5) Clarify internal and external consultation arrangements. The report should 
clearly state which external consultations with which stakeholders have been conducted, 
and reference and summarise the main results thereof. Relevant stakeholder views should 
be presented throughout the text. 

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be 
incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report 



(D) Procedure and presentation 
The report should streamline the technical language to make it more accessible for the 
non-expert reader, and a further linguistic and editorial check should be carried out. A 
glossary should be added and technical terms (e.g. fish mortality, MSY, spawning etc.) 
should be explained in more detail. 
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