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Summary 

The second project meeting of the SOCIOEC project took place in Hamburg at the Thünen-Institute 

for Sea Fisheries from June 24th to 28th. On the first day a steering committee was held with the main 

task to discuss administrative issues within the project. In the focus were budget issues (esp. 

stakeholder budget of AquaTT), the organisation of meeting in the second project period and 

possible publications from the project.  

In the following General Assembly two main issues were discussed: the necessary amendment due to 

the inability of IREPA to further take part in the project and the upcoming activity report. The activity 

report was also part of the discussion in the following three days in the WP and CS meeting. The 

coordinator gave a presentation on the overall status of the project. Most of the milestones and 

deliverables were finalized on time or very shortly after the proposed deadline. Two deliverables are 

late: 4.1 and 5.3. As 4.1 is the analysis of the new CFP it was proposed to the scientific officer that 

this document will be done when the new CFP is clear (delivery is now planned for August 2013). The 

responsibility for Deliverable 5.3 is with IREPA and due to their problems the delivery was delayed 

and the final work now coordinated by TI (delivery date 7.8.2013).  

Additionally, the coordinator gave a presentation on the new CFP (see Annex 2). As many of the new 

elements were discussed before they were already part of the management measures which will be 

analysed within the SOCIOEC project. Therefore, real changes of the work program are not 

necessary. However, Art. 15 on the discard may lead to a slightly change in the work program of 

SOCIOEC as a lot of derogations are adopted which makes it difficult to assess the impacts.   

For every work package and case study the whole group or smaller groups discussed the upcoming 

work for the remaining time of the first project period (especially Deliverable 2.2 as WP 2 finishes 

with Month 18, Deliverable 3.2 for Month 18) and the second project period. Except of the changes 

following after the termination of the participation of IREPA (as WP 5 leaders) all other WPs and the 

CSs (except the MED) are following the proposed workplan except of some minor methodological 

changes which will be explained in the period report but which will not lead to changes in the 

proposed results. 

List of participants 

 

THÜNEN-SF Ralf Döring, Leyre Goti 

IFM Jesper Raakjaer, Troels Hegland 

IFRO Jesper Andersen, Thomas Thøgersen 

LEI Erik Buisman, Katell Hamon 

DTU Aqua Rasmus Nielsen, Clara Ulrich 
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HCMR Voula Karachle 

AQUATT Federico Cardona 

IFREMER Claire Macher, Sigrid Lehuta, Youen Vermard 

IOES Gunnar Haraldsson 

KTU Ertug DUZGUNES, Kadir SEYHAN 

NUIG Mike Fitzpatrick 

CAU Jörn Schmidt 

AZTI Arantza Murillas, Martin Aranda 

JRC Arina Motova 

DN Dennis Nissen 

NISEA Loretta Malvarosa 
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1. Introduction 
 

The coordinator welcomed all participants of the second project meeting and started with a tour 

around the table in order to introduce the project team to its new participants representing IOES and 

HCMR. The project started straight away with the steering committee in order to meet the 

requirements of the tight agenda of the first day of the meeting. 

 

2. Steering committee  
 

Agenda 

 

I. Funding of stakeholder contacts. 

II. SWOT workshops to be performed. 

III. Concretization of CS role of certain partners. 

IV. Overview of deliverables so far. 

V. Experience with intranet. 

VI. Publications derived from the project. 

VII. Time distribution for SOCIOEC Symposium and 3rd project meeting. 

VIII. Daily allowances. 

IX. Role of WP leaders. 

X. IIFET Australia 2014. 

XI. AOB. 

 

Att.I.:  There is a need to discuss what the methodological change of some institutes from focus 

groups to interviews means for the project budget organization, as this new methodology means 

project members go to the stakeholders instead of fishermen coming to the research institutes, and 

partner travel cannot be covered by the stakeholder budget. The change in the methodology, 

however, doesn’t lead to any changes in the contents of the project as the same results are obtained 

at the end. 

In the project budget 15% of the total budget is allocated to SMEs as required in the Call. Ralf Döring 

asked the five Partners who are working closely together with the five SMEs from the fishing sector 

to help them with the financial forms as they have to provide information on their work in the 

project.  In that sense when partners conduct interviews with fishermen from the project SMEs  they 
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can claim costs of work time irrespectively of the fishermen travel to meetings or not.  

In case of increasing costs of project partners for interviews potential solutions might also be RAC 

meetings or meetings in different institutes (so that scientists do not need to travel). As only 900 € 

out of the 20,000 € of the stakeholder budget from AquaTT that were planned for the first period 

have been used, it can be that there was a communication problem. There is also another reason for 

this low budget use, that is, that the project MYFISH paid for the first big stakeholder event. Then 

SOCIOEC has the obligation to fund smaller meeting with the RACs in spring 2014. As there will be 

more general meetings it could be helpful to prepare some standard questions and organize further. 

If e.g. RAC meetings occur in the spring, it can be negotiated with the EC that we deliver some 

deliverables later because of the suitability of this later contacts. 

The changes in the timetable (e.g. quantitative data for WP5) will be discussed at the WP section. 

 

Att. II.: The proposal to discuss the SWOT-Workshops came also from the previous discussion how to 

spend the stakeholder budget of AquaTT. We plan to have SWOT-Workshop at the end of the 

project. The coordinators of WP 4, Jesper Raakjaer and Troels Hegland explained now that they 

would like to propose to have a relatively locally (one fishery) SWOT-Workshop per case study (also 

from a financial point of view so that the costs of international travel are avoided), but for some case 

studies as pelagic it would make more sense to have it a RAC level. It is considered better to have 

more concrete, focused case study, but in any case to adapt it to the particular case study, as it is 

also not very strictly written in the DOW. Additionally, with a smaller group of, for example, five 

people it would be easier to manage. 

It could also be that at the Symposium we invite stakeholders (the high level round table would be 

extra). To get 10 people we will probably have to invite 100 people due to the overabundance of 

meetings (there is a 5% show up people), or then accommodate the date of the meeting to the 

people (e.g. they did that with HELCOM). 

 

(The timeline and coherence between SWOT and rest of WP4 will be dealt with at the WP4 slot in the 

meeting). 
 

Federico Cardona wants to know if the EC will be consulted on whether there is any problem for not 

doing focus groups as stated in the DoW. Ralf Döring explained that he thinks that if it does not affect 

the results a change in methodology (overall with relatively small changes) may not have to be 

discussed with the EC. However, he will contact the scientific officer to clarify the issue.  

 

It would also be useful to know, as we go, how much budget we have left for other meetings. 

 

Action: Partners will inform 

of the use of stakeholder 

budget or the own budget for 

stakeholder contacts for the 

periodic report  

Responsible: All partners Timeline: 31st August 

(internal deadline for the 

periodic report) 
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Att. III. : 

The role of CEMARE in North Sea/ Western Waters case studies is not clear, unfortunately there is no 

representative from CEMARE at the meeting. 

 

For the role of leadership in the Western Waters case study the original idea was that IFREMER and 

AZTI are case study leaders. UBO now took over the CS lead from IFREMER.  

HCMR is confirmed as coordinator of the MBS case study 

Att. IV.: Referring to the number of deliverables, most deliverables have been uploaded in time 

(assuming up to 5 days late can be interpreted as in time), at the moment two are delayed and the 

delays of these deliverables are justified due to the evolution of the CFP reform and changes in the 

project consortium. The project coordinator gave a presentation on the status of the project (see 

Annex 3). 

Already in the project proposal three persons were identified as members of the Advisory Board, 

three others agreed to be part of the RAB shortly after the start of the project. The members were 

asked before the project meeting to review 2-3 deliverables. So far only one member answered. Ralf 

Döring will remind the other members to send their feedback as soon as possible. After receiving the 

feedback the coordinator will propose possible adjustments in the future work plans to answer 

possible critical issues. Members of the RAB are GFCM, Tony Long from WWF, Christian Tritten from 

DG MARE, Barrie Deas from a PO in Scotland, Sean Pascoe and Nils Ekerhovd, two fisheries 

economists from Australia and Norway. So far only Ekerhovd commented on the deliverables.  

For deliverable 2.2 Mike Fitzpatrick will give some guidance during this meeting. 

Action: The scientific officer 

will be consulted on the 

change of methodology 

Responsible: Project 

coordinator 
Timeline: 15th of September 

Action: The role of CEMARE 

will be discussed at case study 

level  

Responsible: North Sea and 

Western Waters case study 

leaders, CEMARE 

Timeline: 31st August 

(internal deadline for the 

periodic report)  

Action: Coordinator will 
contact RAB members and 
remind them to comment on 
the deliverables  

Responsible: TI Timeline: Done 02.07.13 

Action: Coordinator will 
propose possible changes in 
the work plan if RAB 
suggests additional work to 
improve quality of 
deliverables. 

Responsible: TI Timeline: October 31st to be 
included in the Manage-
ment report 
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Att. V.: Leyre Goti explained the situation with the intranet. The new intranet was introduced to give 

the opportunity to structure work in case studies, not only work packages. It allows leaving for 

Basecamp notifications and to do lists and leave them for administrative things (like meetings, 

reports, dissemination.). It includes overarching methods, templates, feedback. The basic issues 

across the case studies in the intranet are management measures. It was done for internal 

communication because it was a problem that people did not know where to put things from case 

studies, methods. 

The intranet is not used as much as planned and this is not due to technological but of a lack of 

alignment between WP and CS. There is a need for personal communication in meetings, not just 

communication tools. Another issue raised was that everybody should have upload access. A 

document with password and instructions will be uploaded to Basecamp WP1.   

Deliverables are external so they go on the website, it is drafts that go in the intranet. 

Providing a list who are the key persons for a deliverable would be a good idea. It is important to 

know what has to be done, when and how. It is decided to do some matrix for the last 18 months so 

that people put in their workshops.  

All files will be available in a Basecamp “archive” project for search access. This should make it easier 

for people to see what has been done and the actual status of the project.  

Alerts of new deliverables will be sent. 

The presentations of the EAFE conference will be uploaded (to the external website) and the draft of 

the paper based on Deliverable 2.1 to the internal. 

 

Action: Key persons for 

deliverable 5.3 will be entered 

in the intranet as an example 

Responsible: Leyre Goti Timeline: 31st July (internal 

in time for deliverable 5.3) 

Action: Key persons for 

deliverables will be detailed in 

the work package and case 

study sections of the intranet 

by each responsible person 

Responsible: WP and CS 

leaders 
Timeline: 31st August (or 

prior to this for D3.2 and D2.2) 

Action:  Do a matrix for the 

last 18 months so that people 

put in their workshops. 

Responsible: TI Timeline: 31st July (internal 

in time for deliverable 5.3) 

Action: Do a calendar so that 

alerts on forthcoming 

deliverables can be sent 

Responsible: TI and AquaTT Timeline: 15th of September 
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Att. VI.: There is one paper based on D 2.1 and another one on ITQs from TI and DTU Aqua has 

delivered two papers on WP5 on aspects regarding the quantitative analysis. Other opportunities for 

publications might arise from deliverables 6.1-6.6 from the case studies (for example North Sea or 

Western Waters) and a potential special issue from work in WP4. 

There are also some deliverables that were directly planned as papers (those named “manuscripts”). 

In addition to those, also the overview (D 6.4) and the synthesis (D 6.6) could be in the form of 

papers instead of reports. 

Ralf Döring was contacted by Blackwell Science with the question if a new book on fisheries 

management will be possible out of the project results. The SC discussed pro and cons of such a 

book. Some partners are more interested into having papers from the project than chapters in a 

book, due to incentives in their institutes. Only with results from the project there would not be 

probably enough for a book, people from outside the project would be needed. Also publishing 

strategies are different in the different disciplines, as in social sciences it is more common to publish 

in a book.  

A special issues is also more flexible in terms of length etc. and it fulfills some institutes´ criteria for 

publications, while a book gives the possibility to get more in depth in overarching aspects, as for 

example the methodology for impact assessment. Then we would substitute papers for book 

chapters, but this was not the idea for the book. It is also not clear that developments in impact 

assessment can be an innovation in fisheries management. 

A possibility is to think of possible content for the book and see the overlap with the project and then 

discuss it again. 

 

 

Att. VII.: The second stakeholder contacts will have to be a little later than planned in the project 

proposal. This is due to the longer timeframe of stakeholder contacts in the first project period and 

the change in the consortium (from IREPA to NISEA) which will require a bit delay in the work on the 

quantitative analysis in WP 5. 

Action: Consult the possibility 

to grant uploading rights to 

the intranet to all partners 

Responsible: Federico 

Cardona 
Timeline: 31st July 

Action: Set up of a Basecamp 

project where all documents 

are available for search 

Responsible: Leyre Goti Timeline: 31 August 

Action: Provide a draft for 

possible contents for the book 

and see the overlap with the 

project 

Responsible: Ralf Döring (with 

interested project participants) 

Timeline: 30  September 
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SWOT workshops would be towards the end of next year (the exchanges with stakeholders about 

how far we have come). 

The 3rd project meeting should be in November 2014, as it is good to have at least 2 months in 

advance to discuss how we finalise the project.  Proposed dates are November 24th to November 

28th.  

Synthesis, Symposium and high level round table should be as far as possible together. But high level 

round table would need to be in Brussels. Ralf Döring contacted ICES to discuss the possibility of an 

ICES symposium. As it is a longer process and the project results fit not totally into the ICES work 

program the SC discussed to plan on own symposium for SOCIOEC. Synthesis and high level could be 

done together and the symposium separately. People from the RAB can come to the last project 

meeting and be paid. 

There is no problem to use nevertheless the ICES facilities: there has been Atlantis symposium with 

relation to Vectors without involving ICES directly. If we do it ourselves it can be done in a shorter 

timeframe. It would be November December 2014 or even later. So it will not be done as an official 

ICES event. 

The EAFE conference in 2015 could be a conference to make a Symposium as many of the people 

from the project will be there. The problem is that the EAFE conference will be after the official end 

of the project on 28th of February. Ralf Döring will ask the scientific officer if it is possible to prolong 

the project for three months, also due to the late adoption of the CFP which may change the work 

plan (especially regarding the discard ban).  

 

Att. VIII.: Allowances are not the same in all countries and may also raise issues with regard to the 

audit. It is advised not to ask for daily allowance for breakfast and lunch because that would be then 

to pay twice for the same. TI will pay for breakfast and Lunch as part of the meeting costs for the 

second project meeting. 

 

Att. IX.: In general the coordination across WP etc is seen as quite low, that was a problem of the 

proposal already. In practice it is also a bigger problem for large CS with many fisheries as WW or 

MBS, but not only. The relation between the CS coordination and the WP coordination is often also 

not clear. 

The WP leader says what each CS has to give in and WP6 was thought to give an overview, especially 

for the synthesis, for the general idea of the results of the case studies. This is why WP leaders need 

to give guidance. Some of this has already been done, now it needs to be done for example for 

Action:  Asking the scientific 

officer if it is possible to hold 

the SOCIOEC symposium after 

the end of the project to 
coincide with the EAFE 

conference in 2015 

Responsible: Ralf Döring Timeline: 15th of September 
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modeling and it needs to be done better.  

People expected for example a clear set of questions from WP3, instead of this there was a talk with 

the WP leader on questions made from the CS leader. Each CS is different and, therefore, a common 

questionnaire was not possible. Nevertheless, participants waited that the WP leader gives guidance. 

There are problems when the case study leaders have to deliver without having proper WP meetings 

to inform on what needs to be done. The intranet was supposed to be a tool for that, but 

communication still needs to be improved. 

The budget is mainly distributed to WP, but the budget in the WP was thought for people to work in 

the case studies. There needs to be more coordination from WP leaders and CS leaders, for the rest 

of the people the work that they do for the CS and the WP is the same. There was already a 

mismatch at the proposal level on what is coming out of WP and CS. In the DoW it is written that the 

work that we need to do is in the WP, not CS.  

 

Att. X.: EC suggested some months ago that we do twinning activities with Australia, New Zealand, 

and Canada with max. 1% of our project budget: 30,000 €. Given that the IIFET conference is in 

Australia next year, the idea of a twinning activity turns up again.  

The SC discussed the pros and cons of organizing a workshop the week after the IIFET conference. 

There are already participants planned from SOCIOEC in the special session organized from the ICES 

group on integrated modeling, so there will be people going from the project anyway (from DTU 

Aqua). Gunnar, Rasmus (maybe Jörn) plan to attend, but the question will also be raised at the 

general assembly. Some people do not know yet, but to invite people from Australia, New Zealand 

and Canada to a workshop we need to contact them soon. We use our own travel budget from each 

institute, and that is already tight. 

 It needs to be in a moment when we can still use the results of the conference for the work in 

SOCIOEC. The special session in Australia will be different from that in Tanzania as now we can 

present results from the project. In Australia we may be able to learn in the workshop from 

colleagues from Australia, Canada and New Zealand, and we would present our results. 

It might be also possible to make a joint workshop with the ICES integrated workshop, where already 

people from the USA are coming. 

 

Att. XI: No any other business suggested. 

(The points in this Steering committee list are also a checklist of things that need to be treated for 

the CS meetings.) 

Action:  Ask the Australian 

colleagues whether they 

would be interested to join 

the workshop 

Responsible: Ralf Döring Timeline: Done July 2nd 
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3. General assembly  

I. Activity report (based on preparatory templates). 

II. Amendment of grant agreement. 

III. Attendance to the 2014 IIFET Conference in Australia. 

IV. AOB. 

 

Att. I.: Ralf Döring explained only a few things regarding the reporting period as a special 

presentation will be given on Wednesday morning. The EC now allows to hand in Form C only 

electronically. However, as this is not part of our Grant Agreement this requires an amendment 

which has to be adopted by the EC and all partners before the end of the reporting period. The 

timeframe is too short now as the process would not be completed when we have to report. 

Att. II.:NISEA could in theory start working form June 1st but for practical (budget) reasons it will not 

start working before September 1st.  There were no problems raised by partners to sign an 

amendment. 

 

Att. III.: In addition to the people present at the steering committee (mentioned in Att. X in the 

Steering Committee section) there Katell Harmon could also be attending the coming IIFET 

conference  

Att. IV.: There is a need to discuss the whole focus of the project, regarding the new CFP, because we 

have not done it since the beginning of the project (see presentation in annex 2), but this does not 

need any amendment to the grant agreement 

 

4. Overview of the CFP reform 

 

Ralf Döring gave an overview on the content of the regulation text after EU-Parliament and EU-

Council agreed on it (see Annex 2). Although Parliament and Council have not adopted the regulation 

by a formal vote yet, the relatively few critical remarks afterwards seem to give reasonable assurance 

that this text will now be adopted.  

The presentation started with some general remarks concentrating on what can be seen as central 

elements of the reform text. 

1) There is more focus on ecosystem based management, including a new article on MPAs from 

a fisheries management perspective and the connections of the CFP with the Natura 2000 

network and the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.  

2) There is also a lot of text specially addressing issues regarding the small scale fishing sector. 

There is now the question of whether this is only an objective or the following regulations 
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still to be finally negotiated between Council and Parliament, like market organization or the 

funding scheme EMFF, have concrete measures to strengthen the sector.   
3) Impact assessment passes from an internal procedure of the Commission to something 

mentioned as to some extent mandatory in the regulation for the multi –annual plans. 
4) Other major points are the move to catch quotas instead of landing quotas and the clear 

statement that the EU rules are effective outside the EU waters for EU fleets. 
5) Technical Conservation Measures (article 7) states explicitly incentives of economic nature 

(such as fishing opportunities). 
 

More in detail: 

Objectives: 

The objectives of the policy are still broad. Employment is clear but not more specified, food supply is 

also included. They coincide with what we were analyzing in the project. The concept of MSY was 

apparently largely discussed between Parliament and Council, and a compromise solution was 

reached by mentioning both Bmsy and Fmsy in the article but to define Fmsy as the real target to 

reach if possible by 2015, at least for difficult stocks in 2020. 

Discard ban: 

There are still parts of the text that are not clear (including “when applicable” etc), with many 

derogations. Art 15 includes the obligation of landing for all stocks. The “de minimis” exception of 5% 

will not be counted against the quota. §5 states that minimum conservation size fish cannot be used 

for human consumption. 

In practice, “Discard” plans will be drafted to avoid the time lag until new multi annual plans can be 

adopted (because of a different interpretation of the Lisbon Treaty Council and Parliament went to 

the European Court to clarify who is responsible for what in multi annual plans). Members shall 

deduct quota even from species for which you do not have quota but this may mean to buy quotas, 

the exchange quotas with other Member States or have to deduct it from a quota of a different 

species. Most of the derogations shall be introduced to basically avoid the closing of the fishery. 

Regionalisation 

It is a lot stronger in the new regulation. MS can agree in a region on certain management measures 

in a fishery (like in Natura 2000 sites) and send the proposal to the EC. If no country involved in this 

fishery objects, the EC can put the regulation in place. There is no need to go the whole process with 

Parliament and Council. However, if a country objects it goes the regular way.  

This same approach is possible with third country agreements and shared stocks (regulation together 

with countries outside the EU). 

It is not clear whether the discard plans are part of this. 

Note that it is still the EC deciding not a regional body as following from the Lisbon Treaty 

management authorities with a mandate to put in place regulations in a region are still not possible.  
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Overcapacity 

The main instrument for dealing with overcapacity is still the yearly reports of the MS. One specific 

element is the assessment of long term profitability. However, it is difficult to assess long term 

profitability, which in fact implies realizing a relatively full economic impact assessment with a lot of 

assumption on e.g. price developments, costs of fuel, etc.  

MPAs. 

The specific paragraph in article 7 is new, which refers explicitly to fish recovery areas. Up to now this 

was a technical conservation measure (TCM). Article 12 is the connection between MPA following 

the Natura 2000 regulations and the CFP.  

Adaptations of the project given the changes in the CFP 

Catch quota you can have without discard ban, you just document. With catch quota in our list of 

management measures we intend to cover the discard ban. We will focus now more on the discard 

ban as the regulation includes a lot of derogations and special clauses which we have to assess. (A 

change in focus could be for example to put more effort in MPAs in the Baltic Sea and less in the 

ITQs.) The basic questions for our project are: 

• Can this be achieved/enforced? 

• Do we now have incentives not to bycatch? In which cases?  

 

In case that small fish has a small value, there is an incentive to maximize your value by avoiding the 

small ones. The real point is whether it is possible to have a clean fishery, but this has not really been 

discussed. 

The old CFP already had many of the incentives but they took time to be implemented, for example 

the management plans, mentioned in the 1992 reform, widely mentioned in the 2002 and 

implemented from 2005 onwards. The same might happen to the discard ban that cannot be 

effective until 2018 or so. So we need to be very up to date in our analysis, because data from 2009 

may include the full effect of the management plans and will therefore be very different from 2007. 

Before in the CFP there were strong date limits for the objectives, but now there are none. The 

indicators are also not there, the foundations are much looser than in the last years. The exact 

objective for the discard ban for the next ten years is not clear. That may not be the objective of the 

regulation, but it may be to demonstrate political will.  

There are also some social objectives, like protecting the small scale fishing sector, but the indicators 

and the objectives are not clear. For MPAs the plaice and cod box (which were so far MPAs from a 

fisheries management perspective) did not work and those that might work were not analysed. 

There are some things like inshore fisheries and food security that were not in our analysis of 

objectives up to now. Sometimes (with other projects) it is easier to decide on the boundaries,  

“where we do not want to go”, the optimization is more difficult to perform with objectives that are 

not clear.  
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5. Overall progress and preparation of periodic report 

 

(See presentation in Annex 3) 

Most milestones are on time, most deliverables too. There will probably be a meeting for WP3 and 5 

to discuss the further work on incentives and the methodology of impact assessment. 

Dissemination activities included: 

• IIFET 2012 in Tanzania with a general overview of the projects, and input received on social 

indicators in Australia and other presentations connected with the project as one on the CFP 

reform from DG Mare. 

• EAFE 2013 in Edinburgh with five presentations of preliminary results from the projects and a 
positive response by the audience. 

• ASC 2013: Ralf Döring is Session Co-Convener for Theme session H on the future of harvest 

control rules. 

• Ecological economics is suggested as a good forum for SOCIOEC, with a conference on 

resilience being held in 2014. An international conference will be held in August 2014 in 

Reykjavik. At the Conference of the European Society for Ecological Economics in Lille Claire 
Macher presented results from SOCIOEC. 

• Theme sessions for ASC 2014 in  A Coruna need to be proposed at the ASC 2013. 

• The inter RAC will be discussed on the WP7 session. 

• Other suggestions are the European association of producer organizations. 

• Publications: one sent to Marine Policy, another one on ITQ and justice are nearly finished, 
two from DTU aqua, one from IFREMER (Claire Macher) at the Ecological Economics 

conference.  

• The Synthesis paper can be probably in the form of a policy brief 

 

Periodic report. 

The partners are asked to fill in the templates prepared by Leyre Goti for the periodic report as well 

as the financial form for the 31st of August. It is asked to give guidance to the SME partners so that 

they can sign up for the electronic application to fill in the electronic form, and then send the paper 

format signed.   

The templates are already in Basecamp and additional guidelines will also be uploaded there. 

Action:  Analysis of esp. the 

articles on the Discard Ban 

and discuss with partners 

what changes in the work plan 

are probably necessary.  

Responsible: Ralf Döring Timeline:  15th of September .  
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Other issues: 

Further Integration of SME is needed, a special meeting maybe at the synthesis workshop. 

There is further interest in attending the IIFET conference from some participants and therefore the 

organization of some twinning activity will be considered. 

A general 3 months delay for the project due to the delay in the CFP reform process is discussed. 

 

 

6. Work in the Work packages 

 

WP2 Objectives 

Mike Fitzpatrick presented an overview on the work in WP 2. He explained that if we accept that we 

need management, we need objectives (though some fishermen would discuss that we need 

management). At the MYFISH/SOCIOEC workshop in Vigo it was also discussed whether we need 

economic and social objectives or just restrictions to ecological ones. SOCIOEC should also care about 

cultural objectives, as they are very strongly attached to fishing communities. 

As WP 2 will end with Month 18, the main question for the upcoming work on D2.2 is now “how 

specific do objectives need to be?” 

In the Celtic Sear Herring case study fishermen were asked for their ecological objectives beside the 

biological ones due to an MSC process. Formal prioritization had a limited usage in the real world 

because fishermen feel then there is no more left to decide for that fishers´ committee if everything 

is already specified in the policy. 

Jörn Schmidt suggests trying to ask different stakeholders and then consider their internal objectives 

and measure, and their interactions. 

A question could be “What are the options put forward by the stakeholders to reach the high level 

objectives” which is more tangible that the abstract objectives. These management measures also 

imply objectives and constraints, as e.g. keep a constant TAC of the fleet, to keep the employment at 

the same level. 

Action:  upload additional 

guidelines for the periodic 

report 

Responsible: Leyre Goti Timeline: 31st July  

Action:  the scientific officer 
will be asked for a delay 

Responsible: Ralf Döring Timeline: 15th of September 
or after positive response of 

possibility by Australian 

colleagues  
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Rasmus Nielsen comments that another approach on objectives considers that they should be in 4 

levels: qualitative, quantitative, that can be measured with indicators, that there are reference levels 

for them and that they are manageable. 

Thomas Tøgersen comments that in the list of high level objectives in D 2.1, it could be considered 

that the second ecological objective leads to the possible success of the first one (discard ban 

(second), MSY (first).  

The definition of “high level” refers to objectives that can be applied overall in the EU, where for 

example the economic objective of maximization of profit needs to be measured at individual or firm 

level. The first objective also needs a constraint in multispecies contexts so that MSY of one species 

will not mean that any other stock falls below the precautionary level. These considerations for 

example between cod and herring in the North Sea make it relevant to develop second level 

objectives. This discussion has been undertaken in other projects as Myfish, Ecofishman, MEFEPO 

and GAP as well as in the process of MSC certification. The issue of MSY objectives is specifically dealt 

with in the Myfish project. 

High level objectives could also be considered as a smaller set of objectives with the others as 

restrictions. The present value objective needs further specification, it is thought of as a net present 

value of the total economic value TEV. 

The scale of the “second level” varies with the CS. Which are the more appropriate objectives and 

where there will be conflicts? Additionally we could consider what would be the costs. Spaces of 

possibility can be explored without having specific levels, and the interest is in which objectives are 

more consensual. 

A template is suggested to collect the information for D 2.2. The concrete way to collect this 

information can be varied, as it could be fisheries (for example when there is a management plan) 

based or regionally based. The problem is that there is normally no economic objective (and this is a 

problem for the impact assessments). It is suggested that the table includes a spatial column (fishery, 

region) and timeframe column (short, medium or longterm). The table should be presented to a 

variety of stakeholders representing the fishery or can be based on already conducted interviews (as 

for Germany in the North and Baltic Sea CS).  

The objective of a management measure is important, not because you want to make an impact 

assessment, but because it is important for the success. For example we can have MSY as an 

objective and then see what the economic consequences are (and better management may have 

better economic results). We could also look at the effect of having better objectives for 

management. The idea is to have good examples that can help us to improve the methodology 

instead of a broad coverage. 

The guidance has been designed so that basic information can be obtained even on the phone. Some 

management plans have objectives and at least one subcase study from each case study has 

performed stakeholder contacts. It is also interesting to see how the objectives have changed with 

the text of the new CFP and the WP2 guidance document 
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WP3 Incentives 

Task 3.1 sets the scene for WP3, a typology of management types and incentives is shown, of links 

between the incentives and the CFP main failures, and the relation between the different 

methodologies and their possible use for this work package. A conclusion can be that incentives need 

to have financial, social/moral, and coercive elements in order to reach the objective.  

Task 3.2 starts with deliverable 3.2 for which a template and example has already been sent. In the 

example for the Dutch fleets, incentives for the decrease in the fleets include the role of ITQs (though 

it is difficult to prove); incentives for the change towards other fishing techniques were the 

decreasing revenues and fuel costs or market pressure from NGOs and incentives to participate in co-

management (since 1993) included extra days at sea and threats to reduce horsepower by force if a 

certain threshold of participation was not reached.   

For deliverable 3.2 it is possible that the different countries in a case study work together or that 

they write a different text for each of the countries. There is for example no difference between the 

Danish demersal fisheries in the North Sea and Baltic Sea, only due to particular management plans 

(effort regulations etc…) which have shown to set the right incentives, as they have been proved to 

change the behavior of the fishermen. The main idea is to focus on the most important changes in 

the period, the ones shown in the example are only illustrative. For the part of NISEA this deliverable 

can be based on data already collected, leaving the interviews and a deeper analysis for deliverables 

3.3 and 3.4. For deliverable 3.3 we should focus the incentives to those related to the structural 

failures of the actual CFP. It could also be said that positive incentives lead towards the objectives of 

the CFP. 

Task 3.4 should give priority to what is included in the new CFP, but other interesting ideas could also 

be explored. It also looks at management measures that create the right incentives, (incentives 

toward fulfilling the objectives), and also to correct those aspects of the management measures that 

created wrong incentives, that is , that lead to the failures of the CFP. 

EcoOcean table 

The game table basics are presented again for the newcomers (distribution and dispersal of a fish 

stock, existence of MPA, objective of the game, different strategies…), both the original game and 

the latest modifications. The innovations include either two species or one species with two age 

classes. Additional changes include different steaming costs, allowing for example to differentiate 

trawling as opposed to passive gear. To explore bycatch there can be specific selectivity of each of 

the two species, allowing to keep on fishing or to stop fishing. Distribution of species in the areas can 

be randomized so that there is more from one species than from the other in certain areas. 

Action:  produce a template 

to collect data for deliverable 

2.2 

Responsible: Mike Fitzpatrick Timeline: 15 July 
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An online version with one player is available at the Future Ocean website. There are also different 

ways in which different fishing techniques can be modeled, as for example incrementing the costs or 

limiting the number of clicks “hauls”. Different revenue options can be shown, as income from both 

species, or just one or income minus costs. 

Basque fisheries case study (example for WP3) 

The aim is to identify fishermen’s behavior after applying a management measure and which 

management measure creates the right incentives. The methodology chosen was a combination of 

focus groups (for fishermen both in Bizkaia and Gipuzkoa) and interviews (with representatives of 

PO) and additional focus groups with fishermen and scientists. A table is presented including factors 

(not only management measures, but also external aspects including governance), incentives, 

fishermen´s behavior and whether the factor creates right incentives. As an example, large vessels 

with huge capacity do not agree to regulation and smaller vessels have no alternative, and thus the 

factor does not create the right incentives. An identical measure, as individual day limits by vessel did 

not create the right incentives in the mackerel fleets, but it does in the anchovy fleet, because in the 

latter there was a clear perception of the bad state of the stock, and also in the case of mackerel 

there are many different fleets, including others from other countries, and therefore a unilateral 

application of the regulation by the basque purse seiners would not lead to the desired result.  

 

Choice experiment example for WP3 

The case studies involved are the Danish and Irish pelagic fisheries and the Greek fishery in the 

Aegian Sea. There was a survey of fishermen consisting in 43 Irish, 18 Danish and 13 Greek. Twelve 

cards were presented to the stakeholders with each containing one choice between three 

alternatives of which one would remain constant in every card. In addition to these choice cards 

some questions on vessel and individual data were performed, as well as other questions where the 

fisherman was asked to rank certain management measures and objectives. The answers of the 

ranking questions would be used to triangulate the questions from the choice cards. Nevertheless, it 

is considered that it is a lot more difficult to give a strategic answer to the choice experiment 

questions (due to their complexity) than to the ranking questions (more simple). 

The results show different perspectives between the samples, where for example the Danish sample 

would show a higher preference for ITQs as the Irish one. An additional survey at RAC level will be 

performed with the help of IFM. 

WP4 session  

Contents will be  

• progress and partner responsibilities 

• Case studies 

• SWOT workshops 

• Planning 
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Progress 

There are two proper deliverables and two minutes of meetings. 

There was a virtual meeting in February, where we agreed on partner responsibilities and specific 

cases as well as a methodological “guidance document” on relevant data for each case study. 

The review of the new Common fisheries policy is almost finished (Deliverable 4.1 which was due for 

Month 9). Some case studies are on their way. 

There was not a very clear distribution of tasks in the DoW and this meeting was to define a first 

distribution. 

Case studies 

Bay of Biscay, with IFREMER and UBO with a focus on PO´s role in management of quotas. 

English channel SW English mixed 

Basque trawlers are organizing in POs, as new entities. 

Baltic 

The Danish governance issues will be limited to Natura 2000. 

We compromised to work further from the CFP but also consider the habitat directive. 

It will be based on involvement of the fishermen but also multitier governance. 

North Sea: 

Mini case of cod avoidance in Kattegat and maybe adaptive management with respect to the discard 

ban in the North sea demersal fishery (depending on the LEI CS leader who is missing at the 

moment). It is something nice at a political level but very difficult to implement and relate it to co 

management. This calls for a broader approach to discard that also includes other WPs, e.g. WP3. 

There will also be other work available throughout the time of the project that could be taken into 

consideration. The Co-management of ITQ systems is also suitable for a governance study. 

Mediterranean and Black Sea (will include three cases): 

Greek demersal fisheries with a focus on cooperatives as a form of Co-management. 

Black sea with the Turkish purse seine looking at the baseline of the governance system 

Pelagic 

At RAC level, how to move collaboration outside the EU, e.g. mackerel wars, how to involve third 

countries. 

Non EU case study 

This will be done by brief desktop review of experiences of self or Co-management. Other partner 
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members are encouraged to signal interesting co management experiences of those countries. 

Regional governance 

It will be considered in relation to its more prominence in the new CFP text. 

There will be some aspects from the choice experiments with RAC participants (NUIG and IFM) and 

also some regional level key stakeholders, e.g. RACs, extra to the RAC contacts in spring, and being 

performed exclusively by IFM. 

 

SWOT 

Asking the stakeholder about the local case studies of governance (not the regional) what they think 

the possibilities are and what they think will work best, to get a further input. 

It is the final step, the closing event for the local case studies.  

There is the possibility of using internet discussion sources (Twitter, linkedin) to get input from 

stakeholders, because they are more and more difficult to get. But collecting electronic sources is 

more difficult too. 

They will be in Fall 2014, (but NISEA will not be in time to collect data for the workshop as they have 

not that much effort in WP 4 now) 

This leaves the Greek case study, because Black Sea will only be a baseline study. 

The Turkish Fisheries right now seem to be under the umbrella of the GCFM more than the CFP. 

A paper would describe the governance that is in action in a fishery, the list provided by IFM 

describes a series of things that might be important, but what is important will depend on the 

concrete fishery. It is the background context that you need to understand the governance. Then 

there is a certain WP4 main idea or guiding thread that also leaves room for a WP3 and WP5 

perspective. 

The SWOT workshop might be held simultaneously with the second stakeholder meeting. The 

discussion in plenary is considered to be  useful to clarify, for example what each partner is doing at 

each WP, and synergy effects are needed here. 

Planning 

To be done soon, in another virtual meeting after the summer.  

The work in WP4 is flexible in the sense that the information can be obtained. 

Up to now there have been guiding on the context for the governance text, now there will be some 

more guidance, maybe bilateral, on what is the leading thread for each local case study.  
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WP5 Impact assessment 

Weakness of the WP includes low participations of some partners in the first phase, scarce 

perception of the methodology and organizational problem with the change from IREPA to NISEA. 

Indicators as decided in the kickoff meeting could benefit from those in the project AFRAME . 

A delay of two months will be asked for deliverables 5.4 and 5.5. due to the situation of NISEA 

The idea is not so much to make a review of bioeconomic models but to have a standard 

methodology or procedure and standard results (around 10 existing bio-economic models will be 

used). This will be explained in a WP5 meeting in October. There will be preparation through e-mail., 

but meeting might not be needed if we are able to fill in the table proposed by WP5 beforehand. The 

meeting could take the form of a workshop where the indicators are calculated with the bio-

economic models that are already clear. 

The quantitative analysis is defined, among others, by the entity of the management measure (as e.g. 

value of quota) and the factors or external aspects. The new IA regulation states that the status quo 

be not simply the present situation, but a simulation of what would happen if no action would be 

taken. Also in the new regulation the concept of “switching lines?”, that is the value of a restriction 

so that the chosen option changes. 

The next step is to gather inputs for WP5, (case study specific), including the objectives (WP2) with 

reference, the scenarios, comprising alternatives (different management tools/ measures) and 

external factors and uncertainties, and also identifying the most suitable model. A list of indicators is 

presented, that can be used in accordance with the selected bio-economic model. A common 

standard should be agreed upon, for each kind of indicator, in order to be able to compare. Task 5.3 

is quantitative analysis, but deliverable 5.3 is just a small step in that direction: just that we need 

some outside input on what will be analysed. Therefore we can continue with deliverable 5.3 with 

the current stakeholder input available. 

Indicators could be compared with target reference points (TRP) or limit reference point (LRP), which 

is to be decided in the project. 

For some case studies as the Turkish case or the MPAs in the Baltic Sea case study only a qualitative 

impact analysis will be possible. 

A sensitivity analysis will be driven to cover the content of the proposal on uncertainties. 

 

WP7 Dissemination 

The dissemination activity form from the dissemination plan and the knowledge output tables (KOT) 

that had been circulated among the partners by AquaTT were further explained by Federico Cardona. 

It was explained that the KOT is an internal document whose objective is to make each of the 

partners think what would be the best dissemination strategy for our output, that is, concrete people 

that would be interested, possible uses of the research and the importance of delivering “products” 
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for different kinds of audience, not exclusively scientific papers.  

It was discussed with what periodicity these materials should be filled in, how and if this was the best 

way to proceed regarding dissemination, as the form and tables were said to be successful in other 

projects.  

It was decided that the knowledge output table be attached to the periodic report tables that will be 

sent to be filled in by the end of August, and this information will serve as a basis that will then be 

updated twice till the end of the project with the help of skype conferences or telephone calls from 

AquaTT to the individual members. 

 

7. Work in the case studies 

 

Baltic Sea Case Study 

Deliverable 2.2 is mostly covered by the German interviews, additional results may come from DTU 

and IFRO contacts with stakeholders. 

Regarding the discussion on deliverable 3.2, the provisional guidelines based on the presentations in 

this project meeting (WP3 and Bay of Biscay example for WP3)may be useful for deliverables 3.3 and 

3.4, but due to the short time left they will not be employed for deliverable 2.2. An outline from the 

WP3 template for D3.2 that has been produced for the Danish section will be adapted and used for 

Germany. The LTMP will not be included because they were not included in the original template 

from LEI. We will consider them in the current management measures deliverable, and not in 3.2 as 

3.2  is only supposed to set the context for deliverable 3.3. Decommission schemes could also be 

included as they are from around 2000. 

Deliverable 5.3 is agreed to be sufficiently covered with the current text delivered. With respect to 

the input for simulations, the analysis of the impact of removing the quota restriction needs 

economic data and spatial data in order to be performed through an individual based model (IBM), 

for which further consideration is needed from Thünen. An alternative could be to present different 

scenarios of adaptive management measures in a qualitative way and do certain calculations in Excel. 

It is foreseen that fishermen would have incentives to increase their technical capacity. Another 

input for simulations is to address Natura 2000, with displacement of effort. Contacts will also be 

made with Christopher Zimmermann and Tania Miete from the Thünen Institut for the Baltic Sea 

Action:  ask the scientific 

officer if it is possible to hold 

the SOCIOEC symposium after 

the end of the project to 

coincide with the EAFE 
conference in 2015 

Responsible: Ralf Döring Timeline: 15th of September 

Action:  Follow up on the 
KOT  

Responsible: Federico 
Cardona 

Timeline: Every 2-3 months 
from the 31st August (internal 

deadline for the periodic 

report) 
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fisheries to concretise these simulations  

North Sea Case Study 

Rasmus Nielsen presented the North Sea workplan to give an overview on the upcoming work. In the 

North Sea CS three subcases are included: Catch Quota/Landing Quota in the mixed demersal 

fisheries; Flatfish fishery in the Southern North Sea with a special focus on Co-management in 

relation to ITQ and if EU-wide ITQs will be analysed as a new measure (even if not adopted under the 

new CFP); Cod avoidance in the Kattegat as a special measure of a PO to avoid bycatch of cod. The 

group finalized the list of core participants in the subcases. 

The group then went through the list of proposed management measures (see list in the WP 6 

description of the proposal) and discussed that we have to cover Certification in some way. 

WP 2: Deliverable 2.2: The group agreed to use for working on Deliverable 2.2 existing sources (like 

MYFISH/SOCIOEC workshop) to get more regionalized/fisheries based objectives. There were several 

workshops/meetings with stakeholders on objectives over the last year in connection with the work 

in MYFISH. These workshops delivered results which are not comparable in every case. The group 

agreed that we can be a bit broader in cases were a workshop was only attended by a few people 

and we cannot state that participants agreed to a common objective. 

Mike Fitzpatrick will send a table which we can use for stakeholder contacts (see presentation of 

Rasmus Nielsen (attachment XX) for the list of stakeholders to be approached). TI had done and will 

do some interviews which we also can use for the North Sea CS as the German fishermen fish in 

more than one area.  

Additionally to the stakeholder contact we will also use objectives in LTMP or proposed Natura 2000 

sites (proposed reasons to protect areas can be interpreted as objectives), etc.  

WP 5: For deliverable 5.4 Loretta will send a table which we fill in to demonstrate what we try to do 

in WP 5. For deliverable 5.3 we use existing information to conduct the overview on what shall be 

done in the qualitative and quantitative analysis (e.g. Ecofishman discussion, interviews) 

WP 3: Deliverable 3.2: Putting together existing information on historical development in incentive 

structure as the results of stakeholder contact on present measures shall be part of deliverable 3.3.  

Western Waters Case Study 

Claire Macher gave an overview on involved countries and fisheries in the different countries. 

Additionally the group discussed the management measures which shall be analyzed. In several of 

the fisheries project partners hold stakeholder meetings or conducted interviews but so far not 

especially on issues regarding WP 5 (modeling exercises).  

The group then went through the work in the WPs and the fisheries (see attached presentation from 

Claire Macher as background (Attachment XX)). Part of this was a discussion on preliminary results 

and the role of the SMEs in the project. Arantza Murillas gave already a presentation before which 

covered also the stakeholder contacts.  
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After the more general discussion the group moved to Deliverable 2.2 and which fishery shall be 

covered. The group will probably not use the proposed table for stakeholder contacts from Mike 

Fitzpatrick very much as a lot of information is already gathered for that deliverable and use also 

existing material for that.  

The group than discussed with Loretta Malvarosa (WP leader for WP 5) the upcoming work in WP 5 

and Loretta explained the necessary work in Task 5.3 to produce the next deliverables, esp. 5.4 and 

5.5.  

At the end the group followed up on the discussion on CS roles of partners and acknowledged that 

Pascal stepped in as Cast study leader. Arantza Murillas will work more closely with him on the 

upcoming deliverables.  

Mediterranean/Black Sea Case Study 

The group of the Mediterranean and Black Sea Case Study went through the necessary work on the 

upcoming deliverables by using a presentation by Voula Karachle from HCMR (see attachment XX). 

As IREPA was replaced by NISEA and NISEA will start working in the second project period it is a bit 

unclear what will be included for the fisheries in the western Med. The group will deliver material for 

Deliverable 2.2.  

WP 3: For Deliverable 3.2 the partners from Turkey had already put part of the historical incentive 

discussion in the report on the management measures; The Italian partner will add to 3.3 but will 

probably not add to 3.2; Greece delivered also information in the management measure overview 

which can be used to finalize deliverable 2.2.  

The remaining budget for stakeholder contacts allows for a second workshop for the Black Sea which 

will be conducted by KTU. This may be also used to conduct a SWOT analysis.  

The group then also discussed the upcoming work in WP 5 with Loretta Malvarosa explaining what 

she is expecting from the group as input for deliverables 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5. As Paul Marchal is the WP 

leader for 6 the group also get into contact with him on further deliverables of the WWCS group for 

deliverables in WP 6. 

Pelagic case study 

The mackerel fishery is considered to be the main theme of the case study for the WP2 work. There 

is a lot of information from the focus group from the Spanish mackerel subcase study, and a lot of 

material on what could be the objectives, mainly concerning the socioeconomic dimension. There is a 

need to get further input from other members of society, including NGOs and management. There is 

a lot of information from administration bodies and fishermen and when possible effort will be made 

to cover the NGO stakeholders in the coming month.  

With respect to deliverable 2.2 the question arises of whether the Spanish fleets fall under the same 

management system as the Danish, as for example they participate in the same RAC. In Spain they 

work with individual daily limits (not quotas, but a cap of 7,000 kg per week) while in the north 

(Denmark, Norway, Ireland, Scotland) they have ITQs. Nevertheless the operational objectives might 

be the same despite the different management systems. An overview could be produced and then 
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the homogeneity of the objectives across the subcase studies could be checked.  

Alternatively one of each group of stakeholders (PO, management, NGO) could be contacted for 

Iceland and Denmark, to complement the Spanish more detailed analysis. ITQs in Iceland are recent 

(2009), they were introduced with the aim of economic efficiency when the stock shifted to Icelandic 

waters. A learning process was needed in the fishing activity and the handling of the market, as the 

fishery was completely new. There was therefore no preexisting overcapacity as in other cases. In 

Spain they are now dividing quota per fishing technique. In Denmark ITQs were introduced to 

improve economic efficiency to compete with Scottish, Irish vessels etc. Marine Institute is not 

present at the Case study because they will focus on the Western Waters, according to the DoW. For 

related case studies that might be of help, LEI is doing a survey on objectives for the North Sea (and 

they also have ITQs there). 

More guidance on additional sources of information will be given by the WP2 leader. The WP2 leader 

will also contact the representatives of the Icelandic and Danish and Basque representatives to 

collect the materials from each part of the case study. 

For deliverable 3.2, a template has been adapted for the Danish pelagic fisheries from the WP3 and 

other case study participants will adapt it, fill it in and send it directly to the WP leader.  There is also 

an additional template suggestion from AZTI, regarding this additional template it was discussed that 

examples of other factors affecting the impact of the measures can be fuel prices as an incentives to 

decrease effort, or the recruitment of cod exploding while the management plan was not restricting 

the Danish fishermen. It is agreed that not every management instrument needs to be analyzed, only 

the most relevant historically. 

With respect to the content of deliverable 3.2 the question arises of whether to include 

decommissioning schemes. There is a decommissioning scheme for the Danish pelagic fleets, but 

they will not be considered as they were set before the 2000, which is the date when it is considered 

that things start to change in the Danish management system. In Denmark, when a fisherman leaves 

he /she can only sell the quota, and will try to sell it at a higher price in order to cover any remaining 

debt. In Spain there is an ITQ system for the trawlers, where vessels can apply for a subsidy to scrap 

the vessel, and these two measures have helped halve the capacity in 15 year. This will be included in 

deliverable 3.2 because it is found to be relevant for the incentives discussion regarding the historic 

trajectory of the Basque trawler fleets. 

For deliverable 5.3 IFRO will perform some interviews in August and IoES will also revise the work 

undertaken so far and consider further work. Ole will use interviews to fishermen done in a similar 

way to Christos and Mike. The deliverable is considered to be in good shape. 

Results from WP2 and WP3 are going to be integrated in WP5. After having produced deliverables 

2.2 and 3.2 there will be more knowledge available on how to link the Danish and Basque case 

studies for future common work. The information from the Basque subcase study will be produced in 

July and in September there will be contacts (probably on Skype in October, if there is no WP5 

workshop) to try to find the added value of the common work. 

About certification for north east Atlantic herring there is detailed price information for Danish 

herring available to IFRO. When consulting the other partners, Icelandic herring is found not be 
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certiied certified. Under the hypothesis that MSC would be giving a price premium at least during the 

transition period, IFRO will consult on the possibility of doing a publication for the Danish case. 

 

Revision in plenary of work on Work Packages during the meeting 

The project coordinator gave a brief presentation to wrap up the meeting, including a summary of 

WP1-WP4. 

WP5 

The table from NISEA is considered a good template for deliverable 5.4. Loretta also suggests that we 

start to think about assumptions that we need to consider in order to discuss them in the workshop. 

Comments on deliverable 5.1 will be demanded from the partners involved via mail. 

WP6 

Paul Marchal will produce a template for deliverable 6.0.4  by the end of the year with the aim that 

he gets input from the partners by end of February. In case anybody wants to make a paper out of 

their particular case study he/she should contact Paul in order to clarify the content of the particular 

and general papers. 

WP7 

There will be no facebook account yet, and will not be considered until AquaTT has been provided 

with material from the project members. 

Basecamp will be used for archive, administrative things as meetings and communications calendar 

etc… Calendar for Basecamp for deliverables and external web and intranet for different workshops. 

Each group will decide whether they work on drafts using the intranet or e-mails. 

 

Revision in plenary of work on Case Studies during the meeting 

North Sea 

DTU Aqua gave a presentation from providing responsible persons for each task. 

Western Waters 

There will be a workshop in Brittany in October.  The role of PO will be analysed from a different 

angle as it has been analyzed already. For 2.2 both Bay of Biscay and Irish fisheries will be used. Also 

different applications of the RUM method will be considered, including different approaches for 

WP5. 

The co-coordination of the case study will be ensured by AZTI doing more things for the intranet and 

having a closer contact with UBO. 
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A common thread across the many fisheries in the case study will be looked for to build a paper. 

Mediterranean and Black Sea 

In  Work package 2 HCMR and NUIG have already worked together, whether there are relevant 

sustainability objectives will be decided upon reception of the template. 

For WP3 in the Black Sea there will be a second round of interviews for the fishermen that were not 

able to assist the first round. 

Baltic Sea 

Deliverable 2.2 is mostly covered with the interviews performed, from the work in deliverable 5.3 

more work will be done to concretise the input for simulations. 

Pelagics 

There will be email consultation and telephone calls if needed to obtain additional stakeholder input 

for Deliverable 2.2. It was discussed that despite having different management systems, the 

operational objectives of the different subcase studies in the case study coincide.  

There was a discussion on certification, data will be searched for herring to see if there has been a 

price change in comparison with the period prior to certification. There could be price effects but 

also many shocks that make it difficult to analyse, there is maybe the possibility to write a paper on 

this (as somebody else is already doing one on the mackerel using game theory). 

 

Non EU 

This CS is considered to be mainly to give a reference to the other case studes, it focuses on 

incentives, and evaluation of impact of ITQs. 

With respect to the Australian case, it is acknowledged that it is a very broad reality, and there will be 

a discussion with Jesper Raakjaer , who also has experience on governace outside the EU, on what 

could be the most relevant aspects. In New Zealand the social aspect of the Maori people and how to 

accommodate it to ITQ system is found to be very interesting. 
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Annex 1:  Project meeting agenda 

Draft Agenda for the SOCIOEC 2nd project meeting (21.05.2013) 

Hamburg, 25-28 June 2013 

 

Tuesday, 25th June 

 

9.30-13.00 Steering committee meeting (Ralf) (there will be a Coffee 

break in between) 

13.00-14.00 Lunch  

14.00-15.30 General Assembly 

15.30-16.00 Coffee break 

16.00-18.00 WP4 (Jesper R./Troels)  

 

Wednesday, 26th June  

 

9.00-10.30 Overall progress and preparation of periodic report (Ralf) 

10.30-11.00 Coffee break 

11.00-13.00 WP 2 Meeting (Chair Mike?) 
 

13.00-14.00 Lunch  

14.00-15.00 WP 3 Meeting (Chair Erik) 

15.30-16.00 Coffee break 

16.00-18.15  WP 5 Meeting (Chair: Loretta?) 

19.30 Joint Dinner  

 

Thursday, 27th June 

 

Hours  

9.00-10.30 WP 6 meeting (Chair: Youen?) 

Including technical details how to prepare the 

comparative review 

10.30-11.00 Coffee break (start of SME-oriented sessions) 

11.00-13.00 Progress of CFP reform and review of project 

progress for SMEs (Ralf) 

13.00-14.00 Lunch (after lunch work will be split into two different rooms) 

 Room 1 Room 2 

14.00-15.30 CS meeting North Sea (Chair: Clara?) CS meeting Non-EU (Chair: Sveinn?) 

15.30-16.00 Coffee break 

16.00-17:00 CS meeting Baltic Sea (Chair: Ralf/ Leyre) CS meeting Western Waters (Chair: 

Youen?)  

17:00-18:00 CS meeting Pelagic (Chair: Jesper A.) CS meeting Med and Black Sea (Chair: 

Voula) 
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Friday, 28th June 

 

9.00-10.30 Presentation of results from the CS meetings (CS Leaders, 
Chair: Ralf) 

10.30-11.00 Coffee break 

11.00-12.00 Dissemination strategy, planned participation at 
conferences etc. (Federico, Ralf)  
AOB 

12.00 Closing of meeting 
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Annex 2: Presentation on agreed CFP regulation 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Ralf Döring

Thünen-Institute of Sea Fisheries

Hamburg, 27.06.2013

Progress of CFP reform and status of the
project

2nd. Project Meeting

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Overview

• Status of the CFP proposal and main issues for SOCIOEC

• In Detail:

�Objectives of CFP
�MSY
�Discard Ban
�Regionalisation
�Overcapacity
�MPAs 
�Small Scale Fisheries
• Project adjustments?

Seite 2

 



SOCIOEC [289192] – Deliverable 1.4 

 

32 
 

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Status of the CFP proposal and main issues for
SOCIOEC

• May 30th the Council, EU-Parliament and EU Commission finalized the
triolog negotiations

• Parliament and Council have now to adopt the proposal => still changes
possible but I haven‘t heard any substantial critic

• Clear that in the public debate there is some discussion on good or bad
compromises => however, if that will lead to changes is questionable

Main issues for SOCIOEC:

• More focus on ecosystem based management => Art. 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
other EU legislation, EMFF, etc.

• Preservation/strengthening of  small scale fishing sector as one of the
main objectives

Seite 3

 

Name des WissenschaftlersSeite 4

Status of the CFP proposal and main issues for
SOCIOEC

• Impact assessments more relevant as now mentioned in theregulation: 
Art. 4, 9 (4) – mandatory for multi-annual plans, 11 (3) – evaluation,  Art. 
53 (1a)?

• Catch quota instead of landing quota (Art. 16 (1bis))

• Same rules shall apply to EU fleet fishing in areas outside EU waters

• No mandatory ITQs

• Multi-annual management plans core instrument of the CFP

• Art. 7 (TCM) is still very long but also „incentives, including those of an 
economic nature such as fishing opportunities, to promote fishing methods
that contribute to more selective fishing (…).“

• EMFF is still unclear but it seems that it can include financing for more
selective gear, measures small scale sector, research, etc.

 



SOCIOEC [289192] – Deliverable 1.4 

 

33 
 

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

CFP - Objectives

Text (Art. 1 (1)): „Shall ensure that fishing (…) activities are

environmentally sustainable in the long-term and are managed in a 

way that is consistent with the objectives of achieving economic, 

social and employment benefits (…) to the availability of food

supplies.“

• A bit wider than before (esp. Employment)

• Still in line with our list of biological, social and economic

objectives

16.04.2013 SOCIOEC Special Session Edinburgh EAFE 2013
Seite 4 Ralf Döring

 

Name des WissenschaftlersSeite 6

MSY

Seite 3

Clarification of MSY concept in the text (Art. 1 (2)):

“In order to reach this objective of progressively restoring and main-
taining populations of fish stocks above biomass levels capable of 
producing maximum sustainable yield [Bmsy], the maximum 
sustainalbe yield exploitation rate [Fmsy] shall be achieved by 2015 
where possible and on a progressive, incremental basis at the latest 
by 2020 for all stocks.”

• MSY is basically defined as reaching Fmsy

• Bmsy is mentioned but not really defined as target
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Name des Wissenschaftlers

Discard Ban

Main change in the new CFP: Landing obligation for all stocks (Art. 15)

• „ (1) All catches subject to catch limits [or minimum landing size in the
Med.] (…) shall be brought and retained on board the fishing vessels, 
recorded, landed, and counted against the quotas where applicable (…) with
the following timeframe (…).“

• However, many exemptions afterwards - examples:

• „species for which scientific evidence demonstrates high survival rates, 
taking into account the characteristics of the gear, of the fishing practice and
of the ecosystem;“

• catches falling under de minimis exemptions, e.g. of upto 5% of total 
annual catches of all species subject to an obligation toland as set out in 
paragraph 1. when selectivity very difficult to achieve, disproportionate
costs of handling

• Not counted against the quota but fully recorded
Seite 7

 

Name des WissenschaftlersSeite 8

Discard Ban

Main change in the new CFP: Landing obligation for all stocks (Art. 15)

• (5) Minimum conservation size => use of undersized species for fishmeal
etc.

• Discard plan now if no multi-annual plan is adopted to avoid time-lag

For us probably main issue – exchange of quota:

• Year to year flexibility by 10% within national quotas

• Quota distribution in mixed fisheries shall take into account the catch 
composition

• Quota exchange between member states, but Art. 15 (4a) is unclear as MS 
shall deduct quota also from species for which they have no quota?

 



SOCIOEC [289192] – Deliverable 1.4 

 

35 
 

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Regionalisation

Regional cooperation as a new main aspect of the CFP (?!)

• MS shall work together in the regional context on conservation measures 
regarding EU environmental legislation

• Shall also be the case by incorporation third countries or shared stocks in multi-
species fisheries

• EC put in regulation if all agree, if one objects it goes the normal procedure => 
Council and parliament must decide

• Also parts of the multi-annual management plans shall be discussed and agreed 
in more regional context

• => we will have Deliverable 4.1 soon to analyse what this means for the project

Seite 9

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Overcapacity

Seite 10

Mandatory ITQs were the answer of the EC to stop overcapacity but CFP will not 
include it:

• Still only yearly mandatory reports from the MS to the EC

• “The report shall seek to identify structural overcapacity by segment and 
estimate the long-term profitability by segment.” => is that an issue for us?

• Action plan in case of identification of overcapacity => tools and timeframe to 
adjust fleet

• Failure to undertake report may lead to less financial assistance for fleet 
segments (not total fleet?). 
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Name des Wissenschaftlers

MPAs

• New Art. 7a with regulation regarding MPAs from a fisheries management
perspective (fish stock recovery areas)

• Art. 12 now the connection between CFP and environmental legislation, esp. 
MSFD and Natura 2000

• Measures in MPAs can now be adopted by MSs in a regional context without an 
obligatory regulation by Council and Parliament (Commission Decision) – as
long as no MS in a region objects

• Discard ban (Art. 14 ff.) as part of this strategy to decrease negative 
environmental effects of fishing

Seite 11

 

Name des WissenschaftlersSeite 12

Small scale fisheries

Now strengthening and preservation of the small scale sector is an objective of the 
CFP:

• Not totally clear to me what this really means

• Specific access for the small scale sector (General point (14))

• Art. 2 (4d): “contribute to a fair standard of living for those who depend on 
fishing activities, bearing in mind coastal fisheries and socio-economic aspects”,

• Art. 2 (4f): “promote coastal fishing activities, taking into account socio-
economic aspects”

• EMFF can include specific measures (?!)
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Name des WissenschaftlersSeite 13

Project adjustments?

Seite 13

Existing

New

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Outlook?

Seite 14
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Annex 3: Presentation on progress of project 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Ralf Döring

Thünen-Institute of Sea Fisheries

Hamburg, 25.06.2013

Status of the Project

2nd. Project Meeting

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Overview

• General remarks

• Status of Milestones

• Status of Deliverables

• List of remaining meetings/workshops

• Dissemination

• Periodic report => Leyre

• Other issues

Seite 2
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Name des Wissenschaftlers

General Remarks

• In general we fulfilled what we‘ve promised – check by RAB and EU-

Commission will give us response on quality

• During WP discussion this week we should talk about status regarding

progress, quality of work, upcoming work

• Part of this may also be to discuss about project internalprocesses

• Greatest uncertainties for me are meeting/workshop dates=> shall

try to make a calendar with proposed dates

Seite 3

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Status of Milestones

We are accomplished most of our milestones

• 9 are done in time (69%)

• 2 were late (15%)

• 2 are still ongoing (necessary to accomplish promised results)

16.04.2013 SOCIOEC Special Session Edinburgh EAFE 2013
Seite 4 Ralf Döring
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Name des WissenschaftlersSeite 5

Deliverables update

Seite 3

Statistic on status of Deliverables 

• 18 Deliverables on time (72%)

• 3 Deliverables 1 month late (12%)

• 2 Deliverables 4 month late (8%)

• 2 Deliverables still to deliver (one 7 Months, one 2 Months late)

• However: 4.1 is analysis of new fisheries policy => under way now 

as the new policy is only more or less clear now, 5.3 is under way 

and we will deliver it soon.

• 5 Deliverables to be delivered August 31st (W 1 (Minutes Project

Meeting, RAB contacts, Periodic report (60 days)), WP 2 2.2, WP 3 

3.2)

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

List of remaining meetings/workshops

Seite 6
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Name des WissenschaftlersSeite 7

List of remaining meetings/workshops

 

Name des WissenschaftlersSeite 8

Dissemination
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Name des Wissenschaftlers

SOCIOEC – Special sessions

IIFET 2012 – Tanzania

General overview on project

Presentations with connections to the project (including DG Mare)

EAFE 2013 – Edinburgh

7 presentations, 6 from the project including WP 2, WP 3 (choice experiments)

-> my impression was very positive seeing the responses by the audience

ICES ASC 2013 – Reykjavik

Not directly a special session (Session H), together with MYFISH

Seite 9

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Dissemination

Seite 10

Is there something else were we should present the project the next 1,5 years?
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Name des Wissenschaftlers

Products (Publications)

In Progress: 

• WP 2 on high level objectives (sent to EAFE for special issue of Marine 
Policy)

• ITQs and Justice (joined publication with a project at TI-SF) – finalised soon

• Something else? 

Possible publications (from DoW)

• Deliverable 3.3: Manuscript on incentive structure in existing management 
measures

• Deliverable 3.5: Manuscript on the response of fisher’ behaviour to 
instrumental and non-instrumental factors

Seite 11

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Products (Publications)

Possible publications (from DoW)

• Deliverable 4.4: Manuscript on scenarios for decentralization of the governance 
structures in EU fisheries

• Deliverable 5.7: Manuscript on possible methodological improvements for IAs 
in fisheries management (more important now as IAs are directly mentioned in 
the basic regulation)

• Deliverable 6.4: Overview on management measures in European Waters

• Deliverable 6.6: Synthesis from the project

Discussed publications (no decision yet)

• WP 4: Special issue with papers from every CS region

Seite 12
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Name des Wissenschaftlers

Other issues

• The integration of the SMEs need to be more visible => I would suggest to have
them at a special meeting (synthesis workshop?) and to organize this soon

• Twinning activities with Australia, Canada and New Zealand – what do we do 
with that? => Australia 2014

Seite 14

 

Name des Wissenschaftlers

Thank you very much!

Seite 15

 

 


