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EUROPEAN COMMITTEE

AGENDA

2nd Meeting, 2001 (Session 1)

Tuesday 30 January 2001

The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in Committee Room 1

1. New Members of the Committee: The new members of the Committee will be invited to
make a declaration of relevant interests.

2. Deputy Convener: The Committee will choose a Deputy Convener.

3. Items in private: The Committee will consider whether to take item 7 in private.

4. Inquiry into reform of the Common Fisheries Policy: The Committee will hear
evidence from—

George MacRae, Scottish White Fish Producers Association
Iain MacSween, Scottish Fishermen’s Organisation
Hugh Allan, Mallaig & North West Fishermen's Association
Roderick McColl and Tom Hay, Fishermen’s Association Ltd.
Hamish Morrison, Scottish Fishermen’s Federation
Alistair Davison (Marine Policy Officer, WWF Scotland) and Darren Kindleysides
(Marine and Coastal Policy Officer, RSPB Scotland), Scottish Environment LINK

5. Convener’s report: The Convener will update the Committee on the—
Response received from the Minister for Environment, Sport and Culture, Sam
Galbraith MSP, on the Committee’s concerns with respect to the proposed Directive
on Waste Electric and Electronic Equipment

Scottish Executive’s response to the Committee’s 6th Report, 2000, “Report of the
Inquiry into European Structural Funds and their implementation in Scotland”

European Commission News Release, “Environment 2010: Our Future, Our
Choice”, proposals for the new 6th Environmental Action Programme

6. Scrutiny of EC/EU documents. The Committee will—

Carry out the scrutiny of documents received for this meeting
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7. Application and project appraisal process for European Structural Funds: The
Committee will discuss its draft Report into this subject.

Stephen Imrie
Clerk to the Committee

Tel: 0131 348 5234

***********************
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Private Paper - line of questioning

Agenda Item 5

Convener’s report, including:
- Letter received from the Minister for Environment, Sport and

Culture, Sam Galbraith MSP, on the Committee’s concerns with
respect to the proposed Directive on Waste Electric and
Electronic Equipment

- Scottish Executive’s response to the Committee’s 6th Report,
2000, “Report of the Inquiry into European Structural Funds and
their implementation in Scotland”

- European Commission News Release (IP/01/102) on the 6th

Environmental Action Programme

Agenda Item 6

Sift recommendation note

Correspondence report

Agenda Item 7

Private Paper – Draft Committee Report, 1st Report, 2001, Initial report on
the application and project appraisal process for European Structural Funds
(1st round of the 2000-2006 period)
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Scottish White Fish Producers Association

4th January 2001
Mr Stephen Imrie
The Scottish Parliament
c/o Room 3.11
Committee Chambers
George IV Bridge
EDINBURGH
EH99 1SP

GAM.LJ.SWFPA
Dear Mr Imrie,

With reference to the enquiry by the European Committee of the Scottish Parliament on the options
for reforming the Common Fisheries Policy, our Association indeed has specific views on how an
effective reform of the Common Fisheries Policy should be achieved. It should be noted that our
Association is the largest Association of fishermen in the United Kingdom (and certainly one of the
largest in Europe) and indeed is the largest single constituent member of Scottish Fishermen's
Federation. Further, 70% of the United Kingdom catching capacity is based in Scotland in a very large
proportion of that capacity is in membership of our Association.

We will address the issues of concern to the Committee in the order stated in the terms of reference
forwarded to us with a letter dated 30th November 2000.

1. Zonal State Management
Our Association supports and has very significantly contributed to the Policy of Zonal State
Management being promoted both by Scottish Fishermen's Federation (SFF) and National Federation
of Fishermen's Organisations (NFFO) in England. We do not propose to repeat the detail of the
agreed joint policy, but reference is made to the Policy Document prepared by SFF/NFFO and
endorsed by our Association on this issue. Our Association feels that a decentralised fisheries regime
should preferably involve a transfer of decision making powers to local level, but it is essential that the
fishermen themselves are seen to be actively engaged in all aspects of the decision making process.
Rationalisation in effect means that decisions are taken by the devolved organisation for the
management of the fishing area or areas involved and that once taken, the decisions are submitted to
the Commission for formal endorsement only. The areas to be covered by Zonal State Management
would be all areas in which Scottish fishermen have a commercial interest and it would be suggested
that there would be a division between the North and the West Coast of Scotland, as there are
different interests in these areas. It is accepted that all stakeholders should be represented within the
Zonal Management structure, including Environmentalists, but it is contended that the fishermen
should have the most significant representation within the Zonal Management structure, although as
with any good well run organisation, all stakeholders must be seen to be giving a positive contribution
to the management of the stocks and indeed the development of a sustainable fishery.

2. Governance
Our Association would contend that it is the leader in Europe in the development of links with all who
has interests in the Fishing Industry and the development of a sustainable fishery. Our Association, of
its own accord, is developing links with Scottish Natural Heritage, the Royal Society for the Protection
of Birds and supports the initiative of SFF to develop strong links, where possible, with World Wildlife
Fund. At present the two most important issues affecting the Fishing Industry are (not necessarily in
order of priority) Safety and the development of a sustainable fishery. With reference to the latter, our
Association is part of a Working Group involving other European fishermen, together with those from
America and Canada, to set up a North Atlantic Responsible Fishing Council. It is proposed that the
Council would have two sub Groups for each side of the North Atlantic Rim with a core central Group
or Council and the Group would comprise fishermen setting their agenda as to how to develop a
sustainable fishery using Responsible Fishing Practices. This idea has emanated from two very
successful international conferences, initiated and organised by our Association during 2000, with the
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first conference being held in Fraserburgh in March 2000 and the follow up conference being held in
St John's, Newfoundland in November 2000. A report of the Fraserburgh Conference will be
forwarded by post and, if of interest to the Committee, a copy of the report on the Newfoundland
Conference can be tabled when available. Both conferences (but particularly that in Newfoundland)
used the services of Scottish Scientists, experts from Seafish Industry Authority and Banff & Buchan
College, Fraserburgh, all with the intention of developing the principle of conservation. The strength of
our Association and sister Associations in membership of SFF during 2000 has seen the introduction
of the 90 millimetre square mesh panel, which is it believed will contribute signifantly to the issue of
conservation and there are other conservation measures, such as a reduction in twine sizes which are
due to become enforceable during 2001. Further, our Association is committed to the development of
yet more conservation measures and is anxious that the development of the conservation principle at
the two international conferences to which we have referred, is extended to include all European
Nations. Our Association is also currently participating in sea trials, again with a our scientist
colleagues, in developing measures which can contribute even further to the issue of conservation,
but it is imperative that other European Countries (including England) show the same degree of
commitment to conservation as does the Scottish fishermen for a sustainable fishery to be achieved.
It is generally recognised that the Fishing Industry is perhaps one of the most over-regulated
industries of all and there are regulations which are seen as both oppressive and unnecessary in
relation to the achievement of conservation and the development of a sustainable fishery. Zonal State
Management will be of assistance in removing/modifying the worst excesses of the existing
regulations, providing a proper management structure is set in place for Zonal State Management.
The devolution of power to a Zonal Management Structure would certainly demand an enhanced
response from the EU in the delivery of an overall EU strategy, in that the present structure militates
against the early introduction of sensible measures to develop a sustainable fishery as being too
bureaucratic and cumbersome.

3. Socio-Economic Role of the CFP
It is essential that ample and sufficient funding is made available by Europe to provide a very
significant contribution for the sustainability and social/economic welfare of our fishing communities.
The access to these funds must be supported by the UK and Scottish Parliaments, with matched
funding being made available if necessary. The process for applying for such funds must be
streamlined and the criteria for qualification should be geared to local needs as determined by a local
plan supported but not determined by Local Authorities. These criteria must be sufficiently flexible to
cater for specific and individual community needs and funding must be much more readily available
than at present. The funds allocated to develop the sustainability and social/economic welfare of local
fishing communities must be run locally i.e. on a regional basis, much like the Pesca Programme
when ended as at December 2000. The writer was the first Chairman of, and a permanent member of,
Grampian Pesca Programme, which delivered to fishing dependent communities the largest amount
of grant aid over the period of Pesca and the funds made a very significant contribution to the fishing
communities in Aberdeen, Aberdeenshire and Moray.

4. The Precautionary Principle
Our Association supports the principle of implementing a precautionary approach to the setting of
Total Allowable Catches (TAC). However, like all principles, the same can be abused and our
Association support for the use of the precautionary approach is yet another aspect of the support of
our Association for conservation measures to achieve a sustainable fishery. Our Association at
present does not see an alternative to the quota system, geared to Total Allowable Catches, although
TACs and quota geared to the principle of relative stability should be set on a two or three year cycle
in preference to the annual "bun fight" every November/December. It must be realised that all fishing
vessels are in themselves businesses and it is quite wrong that TACs and quotas should be set on a
annual basis over such a very short period of time and that it is only very late in each calendar year
that quotas are known, which makes it extremely difficult for any fishing venture to plan ahead for the
foreseeable future. Effort controls are reasonably effective and our Association supports effort control,
although there are different ways of achieving such control, e.g. by a days at sea scheme, which is
supported by the majority of our members, but which does not appear to have the support of the UK
Government or indeed any other European Government - at least yet.
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However for effort control to be credible, it must be seen to be effective and thus must be enforced on
a level playing field across Europe. Britain is always seen as interpreting and applying rules very
strictly indeed and whilst that may be correct, our fishermen do not believe that the same degree of
commitment in relation to enforcement/compliance is achieved across Europe. Informally, Civil
Servants confirm this view and for effort control therefore to be seen to be effective, our fishermen
would demand that sufficient community resources in terms of manpower and monies are made
available to ensure that the level playing field principle is achieved and that all European Countries
are strictly adhering to the rules.

Although the Scottish Industry supported and indeed promoted the introduction of the 90 millimetre
square mesh panel, it is very disappointing that the same has not yet been introduced in Europe or
indeed in England and until such time as measures such as those being promoted by our Association
and the Scottish Industry for conservation are both developed and enforced across Europe fairly and
equally, then the contribution such as it is of other European States to effort/regulation control will be
seen with a great degree of suspicion by the Scottish fishermen. Our Association does support the
idea of multi annual and multi species TACs, but again bureaucracy demands that excessive time is
spent debating these issues rather than implementing effective policies which have the support and
encouragement of our fishermen.

5. Future Fisheries Limits, Zones and Access
It is necessary that the good co-operation which exists between our Association, SFF and UK
scientists continues, but is equally important that the views of fishermen are not only heard but
actually taken into account as to the extent and state of any individual fish stocks from time to time.
The commitment of our Association to conservation and the development of sustainable fishery is
clear, but our fishermen genuinely believe that they are not being given an opportunity to participate at
all levels of decision, both within Scotland, the UK and Europe in relation to the management of fish
stocks, the determination of TACs, etc. That is a position which must change and if Government
wishes to achieve Industry support then it is essential that Industry is involved at every level of
fisheries management. Our climate is changing and so also are the migratory habits of our fish stocks.
Indeed there are likely to be around the UK coast, types of fish e.g. red mullet, in sufficient quantities
to maintain a sustainable fishery and in the event of TACs being set for such stocks, then the
fishermen must be involved in management from the start. The ridiculous and unacceptable situation
which arose off Rockall in 1999/2000 as a result of the predation of immature haddock by the Russian
fleet must never be allowed to happen again and accordingly any future fisheries management
structure must take account of that situation to enable areas to be properly regulated and if necessary
closed in the interests of conservation. The suggestion of the management of inshore fisheries being
undertaken at regional level has certain advantages, but also clear disadvantages, in that there are
issues which affect both within areas deemed to inshore and those offshore, which a local regional
management system might not be able to address. However, our Association has yet an open mind
on this issue and is prepared to participate in future discussion thereon.

With reference to the existing fisheries limits, these of course are set by Westminster, but there has
been devolved to the Scottish Parliament, jurisdiction over all Scottish fishermen in whatever part of
the world they may be fishing and the six/twelve mile limits set for exclusive jurisdiction to the Scottish
Parliament does not restrict the control of Scottish fishermen by the Scottish Parliament. There is
certainly an argument for extending the exclusive jurisdiction of the Scottish Parliament, but again our
Association requires to take a view on this issue.

6. Technical/Conservation Measures, etc.
Our Association is the European leader in the development of conservation issues and is strongly
supported in this position by SFF. The commitment of our Association to both conservation and the
environment needs to be actively supported by Government in delivering polices which will achieve
the necessary balance between the development of a sustainable fishery and the economic welfare of
our fishermen and the communities that depend on our Industry. Our Association considers that there
should be a total ban on all industrial fishing, including sandeels, but particularly pout, and our
Association is committed to developing yet further technical measures to reduce the level of discards
and to enhance the development of immature fish to spawning size. Our Association is currently
considering a number of innovative ideas for adjusting technical measure to achieve the aims to which
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we have referred and these are being considered in conjunction with both Seafish and our
Canadian/American colleagues. The closure of the Cod Fishery off the Grand Banks of Newfoundland
in 1992 has seen fishermen use innovative ways to diversify into other fisheries, but sadly although
there has been no real cod fishing off Newfoundland since 1992 the stocks have not recovered in any
way, largely due to (and this is based on scientific advice) to seals predation.

A scientific study was undertaken by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) of Canada in
1994 on the predation of the Harp Seal. It was estimated in 1994 there were some 4.5 million Harp
Seals off Newfoundland and during that year they ate 2.8 million tonnes of fish, being 1.2 million
tonnes of Arctic Cod, 88 thousand tonnes of Atlantic Cod and 675 thousand tonnes of capelin, being
the main species targeted. The fish were of a size of between 10/20 centimetres, i.e. much below the
marketable catching size and it is now estimated that the seals population off Newfoundland is
between 8/10 million in number. In 1992 when the Cod Fishery closed in the Gulf of St Lawrence
there was an estimated 200,000 tonnes of cod. That figure remains static 8/9 years later and although
there has been no Cod Fishery in that area, the failure to increase the numbers is due to seals
predation according to scientific advice.

Accordingly, our Association and SFF strongly support the setting up a Seals Commission, much like
the Red Deer Commission and although this might create problems on an environmental front, there
is no doubt that the seals do create a major problem for Scottish fishermen and probably eat more fish
than the fishermen themselves catch. There is no justification whatsoever (other than political fear of
the Environmental Lobby) for not setting up a Seals Commission and our Association considers that
the Scottish Parliament, as a matter of urgency, should address this issue positively and
constructively. That idea is not innovative, but it is essential for the future development of a
sustainable fishery. At the end of the day, politicians must ask themselves who they wish to preserve,
the seals population, or their fishermen/fishing communities?

7. Integration of Aquaculture Fisheries to the CFP
This issue has not yet been addressed by our Association and accordingly no comment on the same
can currently be provided.

Yours faithfully,
George A MacRae LL.B, M.B.E.

Secretary

The Scottish White Fish Producers Association Limited
40 Broad Street
FRASERBURGH
Aberdeenshire
AB43 9AH
Telephone: 01346 514545
Fax: 01346 518069
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Scottish Fishermen’s Organisation

REFORM OF THE COMMON FISHERIES POLICY

It is sometimes overlooked that the so-called Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) is actually an
amalgam of several measures as opposed to fisheries management per se.  The CFP has
several strands including marketing, structures and the conservation and management of fish
stocks.  Attention is normally confined to the last to these and the recent setting of Total
Allowable Catches has again thrown this aspect of the overall policy into the spotlight.  In the
terms of reference issued there is no mention of the marketing or structural aspects of the
CFP.  It may be that the Committee does not wish to address these issues although they  are
very important, but it should be said that the Scottish industry has benefited enormously from
the marketing regulations which allied to the attempt to create a single market has been of
great value to the industry.

It is probably correct to say that the UK favours regional management.  But the fact remains
that the terms of the Treaty of Rome include the concept of free access to the waters of the so
called European pond.  It is clear that this has not and will not succeed in protecting the
marine environment from overfishing as enforcement is not universally applied.  What zonal
management calls for is an end to the current system whereby “horse trading “ amongst
Member States can lead to an extremely unsatisfactory situation.  But at the end of the day it
does not matter so much who takes the decisions as to whether the correct decisions are
taken.  The supposition is that a smaller management unit with a vested interest would make
a better job of managing the fisheries than the current system whereby the entire Union has
an input into the decision making process.  This implies that those who make the wrong or
bad decisions are excluded from the decision making process and that the correct decisions
will be taken by those most directly affected.  That may be the case but unless correct
information is provided to underpin the decision making process the wrong decisions could
still be taken.  The problem with the North Sea, for example, is that there are different
priorities between Member States. The Danes favour industrial fishing whereas the UK does
not.  So if they were the parties deciding on quotas how would they reconcile these
differences?  Given that there are a number of Member States surrounding the North Sea, it
does seem, especially in the light of enlargement that it would be better if only those States
with a direct involvement in the fisheries were to be involved in the decision making process.

The most vexed question regarding the conservation aspect of the CFP is the quality of the
advice given to the decision makers.  The truth is that the scientific basis of making decisions
that affect the livelihoods of many people is extremely flimsy.  It would help if the current
system were to be changed to reflect reality.  It makes no sense to have the “fish year” run
from January to December.  Fish follow a natural cycle that is not based on the calendar.  It
would make much more sense to introduce a new fish year based on the “agricultural year” to
reflect the natural cycle of the oceans.  No fish spawn in December in the northern waters.
They either spawn in the spring in the case of most gadoids or in the autumn in the case of
herring.  So why pretend the natural cycle has a break at the end of December.  This would
enable better science as there would be more time for larvae surveys and if closures were
necessary they could be imposed at times prior to spawning when the fish is of the poorest
quality.  This would enable a more accurate estimate to be made of the size of the recruitment
year class coming into the fishery and as this is one of the five basic sets of data required for
stock assessment it would considerably improve the situation in making more accurate
estimates.
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In response to the weakness of the science, the Commission on the advice of the scientific
community, has resorted to the use of the “precautionary principle”.  This enables the setting
of TACs  without any real scientific input.  Taking the average catches in the previous years
as an indicator of the state of the stock is a scientific nonsense.  And this nonsense is
compounded in the case of certain species such as nephrops where the science cannot even
age the animal at all.  This removes another of the basic sets of data required to estimate
stock size as without an age analysis of the stock it is not possible to determine population
dynamics of the stock.  Rather than admit the TAC being set for nephrops is nothing other
than a guess based on previously recorded catches, the science retreats behind the concept of
the precautionary approach which really means we do not know but to protect our budgets for
the future we will adopt a quasi scientific approach and hope no one challenges it.

Rather than continue down the existing path which has after 20 years brought the industry to
the brink of collapse the time has come to abandon the practices of the past and start looking
at the interaction between stocks and the possibility of setting multi annual TACs as well as
multi species TACs.  But fisheries management also has to recognise that we can no longer
rely on simply controlling the output of the fisheries as the main method of protecting stocks.
More attention has to be paid to controlling the level of inputs devoted to the various
fisheries.  Uncontrolled fishing effort, is without doubt, a factor in the current problems
facing the industry.  Until a balance between effort and stocks can be achieved it may be
necessary to restrict effort and there are a number of ways in which this can be achieved.
Closed areas, seasonal closures are all possibilities although there are enforcement issues to
be addressed in such approaches.  Restricting the time vessels spend targeting the most
vulnerable stocks is another approach.

In the UK the system of licensing has enabled the incursion of a considerable amount of
fishing effort to join the fleet and worsen the problems facing indigenous fishermen.  Unlike
the rest of the EU we have accepted flag of convenience ships and quota hoppers because of
an unwillingness to take appropriate action.  It is, of course, open to the Scottish Executive to
implement a licensing regime that protects the coastal communities of Scotland.
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Mallaig & North West Fishermen's Association

e mail mnwfa@lineone.net

8th January 2001

Hugh Henry MSP
Convener, European Committee
The Scottish Parliament
Edinburgh
EH99 1SP

Dear Mr Henry,

Common Fisheries Policy Inquiry

I refer to recent correspondence, and now have pleasure in enclosing some views on the
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and its proposed forthcoming reform.

We thank you for the opportunity to contribute to your deliberations, and attach some
thoughts on the matter.

We hope these will be helpful to the Inquiry to be conducted by the Scottish Parliament’s
European Committee.

Yours sincerely,

Hugh Allen
Secretary

Review of the Common Fisheries Policy 2002

Introduction

As the recent release of Government documents under the 30 Year Rule has

confirmed, consideration of the integration of UK fisheries interests within the wider context

of a European Economic Unit which led to the establishment of the CFP, was peripheral, and

indeed, arguably expendable, due to the enthusiasm of the Government of the day to take

Britain into Europe.

Therefore, while the UK, and particularly Scotland derived some benefit, most

notably through its share of certain major whitefish stocks, enshrined in relative stability, and

the derogation that allowed exclusive access to the six and twelve mile limits, many other

aspects of the CFP fundamentally disadvantage the UK, but could only be reversed through

treaty changes which are unlikely to feature in the 2002 Review. Relative stability itself has
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proved a two-edged sword in that certain species, such as anglers, megrim and saithe

assumed little importance to the Scottish fleet at the time of the inception of the CFP, but

have since risen in ascendancy as target species, with the development of new grounds and

the establishment of European markets. Unfortunately, the low share of the TAC which is the

UK quota for the three species means that catching opportunities are limited, and incapable of

improvement under relative stability, which is particularly frustrating when other countries,

often with larger shares, consistently under-catch their quota.

In order to achieve the maximum benefit from the forthcoming Review, the trick is

obviously to push to the limit what is attainable within the terms of the treaty.

The Cost of Compliance

The cost of compliance with the CFP can be measured in two ways.  The first is the

enormous burden placed on the tax payer through the administration conducted by fisheries

departments within the Scottish Executive and MAFF, as well as the cost of enforcement by

the Scottish Fishery Protection Agency and the Royal Navy.   Secondly, consideration must

be given to the cost to the industry itself, which in the UK has led to a steady erosion of the

fleet and consequent loss of jobs, as well as the barely relieved ageing process of the fleet,

particularly in the inshore sector. This fact is starkly illustrated by recently published Seafish

statistics which show that from a total of 1,782 vessels between 10m and 24.3m, only 63 are

under 4 years old, while 762 vessels are over 25 years old.  It would be interesting to see how

other countries compare, although the important point is that the reduction of capacity in

compliance with various MAGP targets, is in no way reflected by an improvement in stock

levels. Indeed, in many cases the reverse is true.

In other words, the CFP has failed as a conservation tool both from the perspective of

the fish and of the fishermen. Equally, it is difficult to identify any monetary or sociological

benefit attributable to the expenditure consumed by administration and enforcement.

The Scottish Perspective

Before addressing the key issues identified by the European Committee, it is

important to establish the extent of the influence of the Scottish perspective, which would

appear to us to be a specific task for the Scottish Parliament. The facts speak for themselves.

UK territorial waters contain the richest fishing grounds in Europe. The bulk of the catching

and processing interests lie North of the Border, as do the principal landings. Scotland now

has its own Parliament; fisheries are a devolved issue with only certain elements affecting the



EU/01/02/1

10

fishing industry still being reserved. Therefore the Scottish Executive must clearly establish

its status within the European context, without deferment to Westminster, except where

issues are reserved.

Key Issues –

1. Zonal or Regional Management  As members of the Scottish Fishermen’s Federation,

MNWFA concurs with the proposals and views contained within the joint document on

Zonal Management produced by the SFF and NFFO.  However, we would go one stage

further by disseminating zonal management into regional, and even local management

that takes account of prevailing circumstances.  For example, regional issues might

address  a desire to limit catching capacity over a relatively large regional area, such as

the West Coast of Scotland, by imposing parameters for horsepower, size, types of gear,

number of days etc. Local issues might address species specific management structures,

such as Regulating Orders or measures to reduce incidents of gear conflict or conflict

between catching and aquaculture. In every case, be it Europe wide, zonal, regional or

local, it is particularly important to identify and include the relevant stakeholders in the

decision making process. For example, environmental interests may have a legitimate

claim to involvement in the setting of quotas, but it would be difficult to justify their

participation with matters of fishing vessel safety.  Equally, engineers and surveyors

would be unlikely to have a locus on aqualculture policy or the designation of marine

SACs. However, the one common denominator underlying all matters relating to fishing,

are the fishermen themselves who throughout most of the life of the CFP, have been

notably absent from the decision making process.

2. Govenance  The questions posed under this heading are difficult to answer for the simple

practical reason that resources of fishermen’s representative are thinly stretched due to the

enormous range of issues with which relatively few individuals have to contend. It would

of course be very beneficial to hold regular meetings of all stakeholders, and we find

many of our various visits to Brussels to be very worthwhile. Unfortunately, both time

and expense dictate against being there more often.  Perhaps one idea which may address

the issues under Governance, would be to consider a Europe based body to undertake a

similar role to that performed by  Bord Iascaigh Mhara which has a very wide remit and

encompasses all forms of fishing and aquaculture.

3. Clarification of the Socio-Economic Role of the CFP  Probably too much emphasis is

placed on diversification away from fishing in areas with a high level of fisheries
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dependency, when often alternative opportunities are few. Obviously, it is essential to

explore all avenues for adding value locally, through primary processing or re-

presentation of catches to make them more in accordance with what the customer

requires, and to cut down on transport costs by reducing waste weight.  Many fisheries

dependent communities have their own ideas for local management regimes which may

include reducing fishing effort and using more selective gear, and these should be

encouraged.

4. The Precautionary Principle We do not support the precautionary principle, on the

grounds that it can impede development and progress, and you will never know how

something works unless you try it.  Instead, we would suggest that a better principle

would be to proceed with caution. TACs have the single advantage of providing a

mechanism for share-out, and in all other respects,  are counter-productive to

conservation. Multi-annual and multi-species TACs certainly present distinct advantages,

but also bring with them their own complications.  We believe that the only meaningful

and enforceable method of control is limiting effort, which should be applied equitably

across the board and throughout Europe.
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5. Future Fisheries Limits - Zones and Access Existing territorial limits should be

retained, and circumstances surrounding closed boxes regularly examined to ensure their

continuing relevance. Fish tend to change their spawning ground and migratory fish

change their migratory routes.  We support the creation of a separate regime for the

management of inshore fisheries at a Regional level, as has been discussed earlier in this

response.

6. Technical Conservation Measures and the Integration of Environmental Policy into

the CFP  The development of further technical conservation measures is vital, with two

provisos that they should be a) effective and b) enforceable.  The experience of many, is

that the 90mm square mesh panel introduced last year to protect haddock, is only

effective under very limited circumstances. Different measures work in different ways

according to position, horsepower, type of ground and type of immature fish.  Some

skippers find that the panel works most effectively when mounted in an illegal position.

Clearly there is an urgent requirement for a great deal more research into selective

technical measures. Fishermen should be involved in this research and could conduct it as

part of an overall programme, being paid to do so on days when they were not allowed to

go fishing.  We believe that there could also be benefit in stock regeneration zones.

7. Full integration of Aquaculture Fisheries to the CFP  Aquaculture embarked upon its

rapid expansion, post the establishment of the CFP.  It now presents a major feature of

inshore waters, particularly of the West Coast of Scotland and Ireland, presenting both

threats and opportunities, and should be subject to any controls and consideration

regarding local inshore fisheries management.
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Fishermen’s Association Ltd

The Fishermen’s Association Limited ( FAL ) has already submitted its views on the
EC Common Fisheries Policy, together with its proposals for necessary amendment,
to the European Commission, the Council of Fisheries Ministers and the Fisheries
Committee of the European Parliament. FAL now desires to acquaint the
Commissioner with its observations on the content of the forthcoming Green Paper
on the revision of the Common Fisheries Policy.

While not wishing to unduly reiterate points we have already made in some detail, to
which reference should be made to our previous submissions, we must point out a
number of negative aspects of the present policy which must be corrected and
should therefore be included in the Green Paper:

A. The management of an individual industry or economic sector is not a legitimate
function of the European Union. The Community must therefore withdraw from its
present direct involvement in fishing.

B. The principle of subsidiarity has the status of fundamental and overriding law of
the European Union. Experience has shown that there is no feature of the present
CFP which cannot be administered with considerably greater efficiency at local level.
Therefore, the principle of subsidiarity must apply to fishing policy, and the
centralised decision-making structure must be dismantled.

C. The current policy was devised by the original six EC member states for
application in the relatively homogeneous conditions of their own coastal waters in
the North Sea and the French Atlantic coast. Its unsuitability for a greater community
has already been more than adequately demonstrated by the various enlargements
of the Community that have taken place in the meantime. If continued, the policy
would now have to apply to a prospective two dozen coastal states with sea fisheries
in the Baltic, North Sea, Atlantic, Mediterranean and Black Sea, where conditions
differ enormously in respect of ecology, limnology, local fish consumption patterns,
and the social and economic structures of fishing communities, to mention only some
of the parameters. A Maltese fisherman catches totally different species from those
brought ashore by a Bulgarian, Irish or Estonian fisherman. This diversity can neither
be accommodated within a single centralised system  nor is there any legitimate
reason why it should.

D. The present CFP was introduced in 1970 for entirely the wrong reasons, which
had nothing whatever to do with conservation or management. Five of the six EC
member countries at that time had small and over-exploited marine resources, and
they hurriedly adopted the stratagem of the CFP simply as a means of gaining
access to the rich (because rigorously conserved) resources of the then four
applicant countries. The policy has long since lost any relevance to the current
situation, which in terms of increased EU membership and other factors is vastly
different from that prevailing in 1970. Experience to date indicates that the effect of
the CFP has been almost entirely negative. It has decimated fish stocks, it has
caused enormous economic hardship to fishing communities and it has destroyed
centuries-old cultural societies. These are not the objectives of European integration.
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Despite the obvious fact that certain member states have a vested interest in
maintaining the present system for their own advantage, the case for having a
centralised fisheries policy at all remains unproved to this day.

E. The idea of regarding fish as a common resource – the only sector of the Union’s
activities in which this applies - has set a highly dangerous precedent for other
economic sectors. The introduction of a general right to enter the territory of another
member state in order to exploit migrant species there represents a gigantic step
towards a degree of integration that no European state would be prepared to
tolerate. Fish are a “common resource” only in the narrow sense that they are no
respecters of national boundaries. That, however, is not the issue. Nobody claims to
“own” wild species. What individuals, nations and local communities do claim is the
exclusive right to exploit them while they are in the areas under their jurisdiction,
such right being qualified only for the purpose of conservation in the more general
interest. There is, however, no logical progression from this principle to that of
allowing free access to all the waters of member states, which in fact is diametrically
opposed to practical conservation. The concept of a single EU fleet catching a
common resource in a common pond must therefore be abandoned forthwith.

F. One of the worst deficiencies of the present system is that decisions with far-
reaching consequences for thousands of people are being taken in Brussels and the
national ministries by officials, politicians and academic advisers who have no
personal experience of sea fishing. The vast majority of the decision-makers in this
field can discuss fishing only in the abstract and cannot possibly visualise the
practical effects of their decisions. This has resulted in disasters like the introduction
of single-species quotas, with the associated compulsory destruction of valuable fish
stocks on an appalling scale. Millions of tons of best quality fish have to be thrown
overboard dead every year in EU waters, for no better reason than that the quota
regulations forbid landing them. Any practical fisherman could have advised that it
would be impossible to implement such a policy, because nobody has yet devised a
net capable of catching only one species of fish! There is a very thin dividing line
between Euro-idealism and Euro-ideology, and neither of them is a substitute for the
technical expertise and informed appraisal which only practical participants in the
fishing industry can provide. Control of fishing must revert to those directly involved
in the industry at local level.

G. A policy of reducing employment in one member state in order to protect
employment in another one is not a legitimate function of the European Union. The
centrally decreed rundown of the fishing industry in certain member states is
therefore an illegal policy which must be corrected in the course of the revision.

H. There is more than adequate evidence that the CFP has been the principal cause
of the disastrous decline in fish stocks that has taken place only since it was
introduced. Be that as it may, the relevant statistics prove beyond dispute that the
present system has totally failed to fulfil its primary purpose of conserving fish
stocks. For that reason alone it is time to wind it up and revert to more sensitive local
control.
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Tinkering with the present system will therefore effect no improvement. That system
has been a disaster in practice. It cannot be reformed and must be abandoned. It is
time for a fresh start based on first principles. In stating this we must stress that the
representatives of those member states which have a vested interest in maintaining
the present system, because it works to their benefit, have a particular duty to place
the interests of the Community as a whole above their own national interests. They
are therefore not entitled to pursue their national interests where these would have
an adverse effect on those of other member states.

While not wishing to repeat unduly the points we have already made, and which can
be referred to in our previous submissions, we would single out the following issues
which we feel it essential to have included in the Green Paper and implemented in
the revised Common Fisheries Policy:

1. Fishing policy is not a sector where economic factors can be allowed to
predominate, except perhaps in respect of the downstream commercial aspects. The
catching process itself must be governed by strictly non-economic social,
employment, cultural and demographic considerations. Policy must above all be
directed towards maintaining employment and guaranteeing the existence of stable
communities, especially in the more remote areas where no viable alternatives are
available.

2. The concept of conservation in fishing policy must not be confined to the
preservation of marine species, but must apply to fisheries in its entirety, including
the economic, social, demographic and environmental aspects of the marine and
onshore sides of the industry.

3. The economic, social, cultural and demographic damage resulting from the
present system must be reversed and corrected through the revision of the CFP.

4. The revised policy must also allow for positive steps towards correcting the
rundown of fish stocks, and the other environmental and ecological damage that has
been caused by the present policy, through more sensitive local management.

5. The Community policy, analogous to the developing European defence policy,
must provide protection for the fishing industries of member states against
exploitation by those of other members as well as of outsiders. Otherwise, the
administration of the industry should be left to national and local control.

6. To this end, the sizes of national fishing fleets – or aggregate national catching
capacities – must be fixed at such a level that no member country’s fleet can
possibly constitute a threat to the fishing industry of another country. Excessive
concentrations of catching capacity must be actively prevented, for reasons of
broader EU regional, employment, social and demographic policy.

7. Such maximum catching capacity must be related to the marine resources of a
country’s national waters and to the length of its coastline. No national fleet operating
within the EU sea area should be larger than the marine resources  its own national
waters can sustain.
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8. It is a matter of elementary logic that the member countries with the longest
coastlines and greatest resources must be enabled to maintain the largest fishing
industries, because this is a natural and appropriate employment for the people who
live in those regions, where there is often no viable alternative employment.

9. Local fishing communities must accordingly be guaranteed priority in the
exploitation and management of the marine resources of their adjacent sea areas,
with others being admitted only where surplus resource capacity exists. There
should be no automatic right of entry to a member country’s sea area without a
specific licence to exploit the resource on that neighbour’s territory. Boats licensed
for coastal and inshore waters should be limited as regards engine power and be
restricted to certain types of fishing gear. Decision-making powers in these and other
respects should rest with community initiatives similar to those being set up under
the Common Agricultural Policy.

10. The EC support system should be extended to part-time fishermen who combine
fishing with agriculture and/or other activities as well as to fishermen who catch
different species at different seasons, thereby having a gentle impact on resources.
The revised policy must reflect the proven fact that small-scale fishing is by far the
most efficient in respect of creating employment as well as ensuring environmental
and ecological benefits.

11. All member countries should be obliged to conserve the resources of their own
marine environments. Any country which allows its own waters to be over-fished
should bear the consequences alone, and not expect to be admitted to the waters of
other members in order to make up the shortfall.

12. Following the transfer of responsibility for the Common Fisheries Policy to the
Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural Development, the Council of Fisheries
Ministers should be abolished and its functions transferred to the Council of
Agriculture Ministers. This proposal is supported by the conclusions of the Trumpf-
Piris Report, which recommends a reduction in the number of formations of the
Council of Ministers.

13. In general, the European Union should confine itself in future to the role of co-
ordinator between national and local administrations for such aspects of fishing
where this function can be clearly proved to be necessary, in accordance with the
primary EU law of subsidiarity. The functions of the EU in respect of fishing may
therefore be defined as follows:

a) Holding a balance between member countries and protecting national fishing
industries from damaging exploitation by other EU fishing fleets.
b) Providing support to sustain the fishing, fish farming and small-scale combined
fishing/farming industries as a means of maintaining viable communities and
preventing depopulation in economically fragile regions.
c) Acting as a co-ordinator between national fisheries administrations for the
international aspects of the conservation of marine resources, control and
management otherwise remaining the responsibility of the national and local
authorities within their 200-mile exclusive economic zones.
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The present EC Common Fisheries Policy is – and from its very inauguration has
always been - about exploitation, not conservation or management. It has certainly
worked to the advantage of one or two member states, but its overall effect
otherwise has been negative and destructive. Not the least pernicious aspect is the
extent to which a pseudo-ethical Euro-idealism has been used as a camouflage for
naked national advantage.

The present CFP is no longer a viable system in a Community which will shortly
number around 30 member states. That policy, originally introduced under highly
dubious circumstances, could never be adapted to meet the needs of a situation that
is totally different from that prevailing when it was devised in 1970. A revision of the
CFP from first principles therefore necessitates abandoning the fixed idea that
existing structures must be maintained simply because they exist and must be seen
to be doing something, however superfluous.

The issue is naturally also bound up with the current debate on federalism versus
confederalism. The present CFP falls into neither of these categories, but is rather a
step towards a unitary European state. There is no clearer example of the kind of
centralist ideology which, if it is not curbed, will in time inevitably provoke a reaction
to the opposite extreme and destroy much that is valuable in the European ideal.

We will be submitting our comments on the Green Paper when it is published. In the
meantime, we trust that the points we have made will be taken into account in its
preparation, and that the Commission will make an effort to put an end to 30 years of
maladministration of fisheries and prepare the Union’s policy in this sector for the
realities of the era which is about to commence.

For and on behalf of The Fishermen’s Association Limited

Roderick A. McColl
11  Burns Road
Aberdeen
AB15 4NT
Scotland
Tel: (01224) 313473
Fax: (01224) 310385
Email: roddy@mccollassociates.com

NOVEMBER 2000
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Scottish Fishermen’s Federation

(hard copy only)
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WWF Scotland & RSPB Scotland (as part of Scottish Environment LINK)

WWF

1.0 Summary.

WWF Scotland warmly welcomes the initiative by the European Committee to consider the
reform of the CFP from a Scottish context.   Such a focus is particularly appropriate given
that around 70% of the total UK catch is landed in Scotland.  It is hoped that the enquiry will
result in a considerable strengthening of advocacy for a long-term sustainable future for
Scotland’s fishing industry within Europe.  The dwindling stocks of commercial fish, the
declining fortunes of Scottish fishermen and environmental concerns highlight the need for
significant shift in the management paradigm governing European fisheries towards an
ecosystem based approach to sustainable management.

WWF has a significant fisheries advisory and campaigning track record internationally and
within the UK and Scotland.   A number of relevant reports and briefing are available: a
selection is included with this submission.

The current CFP by primarily functions to apportion relative shares of the catches amongst
member states. The use of landing limits as a mechanism for delivering sustainable fisheries
has been flawed from its inception.
Fisheries have been managed in isolation to the surrounding and supporting environment and
ecosystem. This dislocation has played an important part in fisheries decline. The adoption of
an ecosystem based approach to fisheries management that embraces the precautionary
principle is seen as central to any fisheries recovery program.  Additionally the centralised,
cumbersome structure of the CFP management inhibits proactive and strategic management
and forward planning regime and has inhibited the industry from adequate representation in
decision making. There is a pressing urgency to reform the management structures of the
CFP.

In summary WWF Scotland has identified six key recommendations for the review of the
CFP.

1. Adoption of environmental objectives into fisheries management – an ecosystem based
approach.

2. Develop a zonal approach to fisheries management to facilitate strategic and targeted
management.

3. Provide an inclusive mechanism for decision making which will involve the scientists,
fisheries managers and the industry.

4. Develop stock recovery plans through the zonal management schemes to provide an
implementable strategy for improving remaining stocks.

5. The trialling and implementation of a suite of appropriate fisheries management
techniques which includes regeneration areas and pilot fishing free zones.

2.0 Introduction.

WWF has a considerable international reputation for promoting sustainable fisheries
management and has been involved in fisheries and marine issues in the UK since the 1970s.
As our Marine Programmes have developed, the early 1990s marked a turning point in the



EU/01/02/1

20

development of policies relating to the CFP.  The development of these policies is reflected in
The Wildlife Trusts and WWF-UK Marine Update 42 (attached)

The careful and sustainable management of fisheries avoids the deterioration of the marine
ecosystem. Indeed abundant fish stocks are reliant on a good quality marine environment to
provide prey species and suitable unpolluted habitats.

WWF has successfully built a productive working partnership with the Scottish Fisherman’s
Federation to present a strong, industry and environmental joint advocacy for sustainable
fisheries and marine management in Scotland.  Through this partnership common position
papers have been developed including  ‘Towards a sustainable fishing industry in Scotland’
(SFF and WWF, 2000). We continue to work closely with the industry developing
complementary advocacy and policy positions and initiatives concerning Scottish fisheries.

This evidence supports WWF’s Oceans Recovery Campaign that will run until late 2001 and
reflects the national view and policies of WWF in the UK.

WWF Scotland welcomes the committee’s invitation to hear oral evidence from interested
groups including environmental NGO’s.  WWF would be pleased to contribute oral evidence
if possible.   WWF chairs the Scottish Environment LINK Marine Task Force. Within this
group of environmental NGOs there is considerable consensus on fisheries policy matters and
we would be pleased to propose that a delegation of three representatives of this group
present oral evidence to the committee.

3.0 Specific Evidence in response to Enquiry Terms of Reference.

The following evidence attempts to provide a brief outline of WWF Scotland’s view of the
issues raised.  We commend the content of the questions posed, around which the following
evidence has been tailored. We would welcome any request for further elaboration of our
evidence. Through WWF’s strong engagement in fisheries matters there is a considerable
wealth of relevant supporting WWF publications and papers. A selected number of the most
relevant are enclosed with this evidence.

3.1  Zonal or regional management.

The need for a strategy to ensure the long-term health of UK Seas, to support healthy
European fish stocks and fishing communities lead WWF to arrive at our policy of regional
seas or zonal management of the CFP. The WWF policy calling for regional seas
management of the CFP is directly in line with the SFF/NFFO document, ‘Zonal
Management – A new vision for Europe’s fisheries’.  This policy is further expanded in the
SFF/ WWF joint paper ‘ Towards a Sustainable Fishing Industry in Scotland’. This paper sets
out the basis of the joint WWF and SFF vision for zonal management.

WWF recognises the need for an overarching European policy to ensure equity and fairness
through a suite of common standards governing the principles of proportional access;
ecosystem based approach and subsidiarity with respect to European fisheries management.
We would advocate strongly, in support of the industry, that there is a pressing need for the
overarching policy to recognise the distinctive features of each fishing zone.  Consideration
of a zonal approach would allow the interests of local fishermen, fishery scientists, fishery
managers and other relevant interests to form Zonal Management Committees (ZMC) in
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order to develop strategic, stock specific recovery plans.  It is envisaged that the power of the
committee’s would be operationally devolved from the EU DG-Fish but would form part of,
and remain subject to, the overarching common standards of the CFP. In this way zonal
management can be efficient and targeted whilst the overall equability of the CFP is retained.

WWF recognises that the size and function of the zones require further clarification. However
there are a number of principles that could be applied.  The zones must reflect the ecological
requirements of the major stocks as well as the main concentrations of fishing effort.  As a
wealth of the existing research and management data is available, which utilises the ICES
(international Council for the Exploration of the Seas) block system then it would seem
sensible to adopt and adapt this system. For example it is felt likely that most ZMC remits
would be able to encompass one or several ICES blocks. Highly migratory stocks would
require further tailored consideration and the establishment of migratory stock management
committee and recovery plans, which will be integrated into the proactive plans of the ZMCs.
In order to make regional or zonal management decisions operational, a long-term strategy is
required that is linked to market forces.

The involvement of all relevant stakeholders should be considered in respect to each ZMC.
There are three basic elements to the ZMC which would include representatives of the fishing
industry, fisheries managers and fisheries scientists. Additional advice and input to be
obtained from fishery economists, environmental organisations and representatives of other
sea users (such as the oil and gas industry and shipping interests) as required. A potential
model for the representation and terms of reference for zonal committees can be seen in the
Magnus-Stevens Act, which sets out the broad agenda for regional management committees
in America. The ZMC structure would also allow a vehicle for the inclusion and continuous
dialogue with non-EU members with joint stock interest in the ZMC area.

Appropriate resources may be required so those smaller fishing operators have effective
representation in the regional or zonal management process. This may be necessary, for
example, because the same stocks managed offshore may also be caught inshore.

3.2  Governance.

It may be viewed that the traditionally narrow and centralised decision making structures of
the CFP have tended to create an atmosphere of considerable frustration from the industry
and environment sectors that have been largely excluded. In turn this has tended to foster
something of a siege mentality within many fisheries managers and scientists.  In more recent
years pilot examples such as the inclusion of industry representatives on the North Sea
Commission Fisheries partnership and the Irish Sea Cod Recovery Scheme have
demonstrated the significant advantages in involving the industry and other key stakeholders
in discussion and decision making.

A great strength of Zonal management is that such a system would facilitate early dialogues
between fishery scientists, managers and representatives of the industry from the countries
with an interest in the zone’s fisheries.   It is through such early dialogue and the
development of targeted stock recovery plans that many of the blanket, centralised, and
superfluous regulation can be reduced.  In WWF’s view the development of stock recovery
plans will allow management actions and regulations to be clearly and transparently targeted
at stock regeneration and facilitating sustainability.
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The development of forward looking, proactive zonal fisheries management plans that
include and integrate individual stock recovery plans will be central to the success of the
ZMC system.  For the first time this will allow for forward planning in European fisheries
management.  The recent (December 2000) TAC discussions have highlighted the
inadequacies and difficulties of the current single year European management agreements.
See attached charts for the North Sea.

One of the shortfalls of the CFP is that it leads to management decisions dictated by short-
term economic gains. In order to reform the CFP so that safeguards Europe’s fish stocks and
fishing communities in the long-term, we believe that pilot regional or zonal management
committees should be formed for all European regional seas at the earliest possible date.

3.3  Clarification of the socio-economic role of the CFP

The WWF’s recently published report ‘Choose or lose: a recovery plan for fish stocks and the
UK fishing industry’ highlights the need in the short to medium term for funding to be made
available to allow the establishment of regeneration plans for fish stocks and to support a
potentially sustainable and viable fishing industry through the period of stock recovery.  The
report highlights the current opportunity and requirement for the UK to access the EU funds
available through the existing FIFG fund.

Agenda 2000 made structural funds available to support coastal fishing communities that are
particularly dependant on fisheries. This is viewed by WWF as a small step in the right
direction.  Given the scale of the problems facing the European white fish fleet and the
Scottish industry in particular WWF feels there is a need for a significant reconsideration of
the funding mechanisms within the CFP to take greater account of the socio-economic and
cultural factors in areas with a high dependancy on fishing.   There is growing advocacy for
the fishing industry to be viewed alongside farming in the context of rural development. The
principles of agri-environment support schemes could be applied with respect to fishing
communities. There are many forms this support could take, and may include payments for
more selective fishing methods or ‘low impact’ fishing in sensitive areas, and management
schemes or marketing schemes for traditional, ecological-friendly, sustainable products.
(IEEP 2000)

At a practical level the retention of favoured status within European fisheries management
structures of fishery dependent areas should be retained. For example WWF would advocate
that the Shetland Box be retained and developed.

In all Europe’s regional seas there are fish stocks that are below safe biological limits.  The
North-east Atlantic OSPAR Quality Status Report published this year describes two thirds of
the top sixty commercial fish stocks as being outside safe biological limits.  These species
require recovery plans for the health of the seas and the long-term viability of fishing
communities.  In order to facilitate these recovery plans UK transitional aid or investment
money, to match fund potential European funding is a priority.  Such aid can be built into a
long-term strategy as a “stepping stone” to ensure economic support for UK fishing
communities while recovery plans are initially enacted.  We raise again the need to address
markets for specific species as part of recovery strategies.

In a recent paper the Scottish Fishermen’s Federation suggest that the Scottish fisheries
supports around 40,000 jobs in the catching, processing and support services sector.  Fishing
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is one of Scotland’s few remaining primary industry with each of the 8,000 catching sector
fishing job supporting at least 4 related land based posts. The importance of the fishing
industry to Scotland’s coastal communities is immense and remains critical to the survival of
many communities.

3. 4  The precautionary principle

The precautionary principle implies that prudent action should be taken in the absence of
scientific certainty; the burden of proof of significant damage is balanced with the
requirement to ensure there is no irreversible harm; and environmental wellbeing be given a
legitimate status, and best practice techniques be developed. (WWF 2000).  The
precautionary principle underlies the principles of sustainability and sustainable yields with
respect to fisheries management.

The traditional way the annual TACs have been negotiated has been an uncomfortable mix of
science and diplomacy that largely ignored the precautionary approach and resulted in
unsustainable and unattainable TACs being set for many species.   It has only been when
stocks are in imminent danger of collapse that the precautionary principle has been applied to
fisheries management, for example in the Irish Sea Cod Recovery Plan.   The EU needs to
adopt the precautionary principle and the complementary ecosystem based approach to the
heart of the revised CFP and for both to be applied proactively, well before stocks become
dangerously depleted.

It is clear from the last 20 years of European fisheries decline that TACs alone are not
sufficient to facilitate sustainable fisheries management.  TACs limit landings or ‘output
control’ from the fishery and may be effective in dividing the relative share of the catches
between member states but TACs have been shown to result in or even encourage massively
wasteful bycatches of unwanted or over quota fish.   TACS do not adress the fundamental
issue of reducing fish mortality; there simply aren’t  ‘plenty more fish in the sea’. WWF feels
that we must move away from TACs as the primary tool for European fisheries management.
Instead the CFP should represent a policy framework and a set of common standards in
which a more devolved system of zonal management can operate. WWF strongly supports
the need to move an equitable system of effort control or ‘input control’.

A system of zonal management would allow pre-agreement between fishermen, scientists,
fisheries managers and other legitimate interests on the information required to make
decisions (taking into account the restraints e.g. in capacity available to provide such
information and the restraints in human knowledge of interpreting such information). We
believe that decisions should lead to precautionary management action from an ecosystem
perspective.

There are only a limited amount of tools that can be put in place for fisheries management of fish
stocks, habitats and other marine wildlife.  These tools can be generally grouped under three headings
(i) Control on the overall amount of fishing or fishing mortality (input of vessel capacity/amount of
fishing time, output of landings controlled by quotas); (ii) Closed areas (e.g. emergency real-time area
closures, seasonal closures of spawning and juvenile grounds and permanent closures such as no-take
zones);  (iii) fishing gear type, fishing practice and other conservation measures (e.g. v-notching of
lobsters). The optimal combination of these measures to deliver stock recovery and future sustainable
management will depend on the biology of the fish stocks, the combination of species and the
combination of management tools favoured by the industry in a region.
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In particular WWF support the use of more compliant and enforceable fisheries management
solutions.  If developed with the input of the fishing industry we believe that more compliant
management tools used in combination may include the control of fishing mortality by
capacity input rather that catch quota output.

In line with the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fishing and the 1995 UN Agreement
on the Conservation of Straddling and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks, the long-term strategy
should include the setting of precautionary target and limit reference points for all
commercial fish stocks in a region; and taking an ecosystem perspective, reference points
also may be set for significant bycatch and discards including prey species. When target and
limit reference points are exceeded, management action can be pre-negotiated by the regional
or zonal management committees.

  3.5  Future fisheries limits, zones, and access

The role and function of the 6 and 12 mile limits are discussed in the attached WWF marine
update 42 (WWF 2000).  It is WWF’s view that the promotion of a sustainable inshore
Scottish fleet could be best served by retaining the existing boundaries.  Scotland’s inshore
fleet is critical to the survival of many coastal rural communities. The retention of the current
boundaries is seen as essential to the continuation of the innovative local management
initiatives currently being considered for many coastal fishery areas in Scotland.  The work of
the recently formed SIFAG places an emphasis on creating sustainable inshore fisheries and
inclusive management for inshore areas. The work of SIFAG is welcomed by WWF and we
are keen to provide an environmental input to the process wherever appropriate.

The principle of local inshore fisheries management groups such as that established in
Shetland is welcomed by WWF. However we feel the role and use of Regulating Orders for
this purpose requires review to ensure the management schemes adopt the principles of
sustainability, the precautionary principle and an ecosystem based approach to management.

The EU enlargement issue is likely to have a great deal of influence on the future of European
structural funds.  It is WWF’s policy that environmental conditions should be attached to the existing
structural policy.  It is also important that enlargement does not have a negative bearing on
maintaining the long-term viability of the UK fishing industry and existing UK coastal fishing
communities.

Third country agreements also have very significant implications for the social and economic
status of the European fishing fleet and the coastal communities of the third countries.  WWF
have been calling for Environmental Impact Assessment and Strategic Environmental Impact
Assessment to be carried out for all new and existing third country agreements. These
assessments require adequate EU resources.  Agreements should only be negotiated on a case
by case basis with the interests of the third country communities and their environment
protected.

3.6 Technical conservation measures and the integration of environmental
policy into the CFP

For too long European fisheries have been managed in isolation to the rest of the marine
ecosystem and other sea users. Abundant fish stocks rely on a healthy marine environment
for suitable habitats and prey species.  There is a pressing need to broaden the focus of



EU/01/02/1

25

European fisheries management to encompass a broader ecosystem based approach to
management that addresses fisheries management in the context of the wider ecosystem and
wider marine management. The Cardiff integration process agreed by EC ministers in 1998
aims to integrate environmental objectives into the wider CFP. Thus far progress in
implementing the Cardiff agreement appears to be slow.

There are only a limited amount of tools that can be used to manage fish stocks; closed areas
and technical measures must sit alongside controls on the amount of fishing undertaken.  It is
through the targeted and balanced use of all three types of fisheries control that zonal
management can deliver the best opportunity for stock recovery and long term sustainability.
The careful application of the three basic fishery management tools can be seen to work in
areas such as Iceland where a precautionary TAC is complemented by a system of permanent
and temporary closures to protect nursery and spawning grounds, the system is further
enhanced by technical gear modification to reduce juvenile bycatch.  A key factor to the
success of a potentially complex three-tier structure is the transparency of the planning
process and the involvement and ‘buy in’ of the industry

WWF has long advocated the strategic use of regeneration zones or no take zones where
critical fish habitats are protected from fishing effort.  There is a considerable weight of
evidence from around the world to suggest that strategic closures can have a significant
positive impact on recovering fish stocks (Gubbay 2000). For the south western approaches
to the UK, the Cornish Fish Producers Organisation (CFPO) supported by the South West
Fish Producers Organisation (SWFPO) are at the forefront of promoting a ground breaking
solution - “no-take zones” also known as “fishing free zones” or “no-fishing zones”. The
zones have fisheries management objectives such as increasing reproductive success,
protecting spawning, nursery and feeding grounds, protecting essential fish habitat and
mature fish, and to enhance catches outside the zone through a spillover of fish from within
the zone. They will compliment general regulation of fishing effort.

By using satellite tracking a virtual fence can be used to enforce a fishing free zone. As a
result of on line satellite tracking systems, it is potentially easier to monitor the amount of
vessels fishing, their location and time spent fishing over the number of species caught and
landed. We support a comprehensive feasibility study into controlling fishing mortality
through licensing input control, in line with the current allocation keys under the Principle of
Relative Stability.

The use of technical conservation measures to avoid significant juvenile bycatch is in the
interests of all concerned.  Scottish fleets have, for instance, introduced 90mm square mesh
panels to help juvenile haddock escape the nets. The small fish float above the older fish in
the net and escape through the larger mesh of the panel.  Additionally real time area closures
or temporary closures, (of a few weeks) could be pre-agreed and implemented at
unacceptable levels of non-target catch. Real time closures have already been deployed to
prevent high levels of juvenile cod being caught in the southern North Sea.

The traditional reliance on TACs as the management method of choice for European fisheries
has resulted in there being very limited research and practical data available concerning the
efficacy of closed regeneration areas to enhance stocks or the best combinations of the
available fishery management techniques to facilitate stock regeneration of different species.
As a matter of urgency WWF is calling on the Scottish executive to instigate a series of stock
recovery plans and a pilot programme to establish strategies for the use of regeneration areas.
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WWF considers that as a priority environmental legislation should be integrated into the post
2002 CFP. In the UK there has been a recent High Court decision that the EC Habitats and
Species Directive (92/43/EEC) applies out to the limit of the UK continental shelf and
superjacent waters out to the 200nm fishing limit.  This High Court decision requires
integration with the Common Fisheries Policy to meet the requirements of the Habitats
Directive.  Offshore Special Areas of Conservation are required for sandbanks and reefs and
integrated management plans for these areas. Migratory species such as whales, dolphins and
turtles are listed on the Habitats Directive and their populations require protection with
respect to incidental catch in fishing gear

3.7  Full integration of aquaculture fisheries to the CFP.

WWF considers that aquaculture is governed by national legislation, policy and mechanisms.
These systems are under review and WWF welcomes the forthcoming Rural Affairs and
Transport & Environment Committee enquiries into the industry.  As such we do not feel that
aquaculture is a significant issue for discussion within the scope of the CFP enquiry.

RSPB

Introduction

The forthcoming review of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) in 2002 is the single most
important opportunity since the policy was first reviewed in 1992 to achieve the fundamental
reform that industry and environmental bodies alike agree is needed.  Achieving sustainable
fisheries in Europe must be the overarching aim of reform. This is imperative to secure both a
sustainable fishing industry in Scotland and a healthy marine environment upon which the
industry depends.

The importance of sustainable fisheries in Scotland is clear.  Our fisheries total over 70% of
the fish landed at UK ports.  Fisheries are particularly important to the economy of rural
communities in coastal areas where other economic opportunities can be limited.  Achieving
sustainable fisheries is also very important for wildlife. For example, over three million pairs
of seabirds breed around Scotland’s coasts supported by the rich sources of fish for feeding.

We welcome the European Committee’s inquiry.  It is a clear opportunity for the Scottish
Parliament to play an influential part in shaping CFP reform.  The call for such an inquiry
was widely supported during the ‘Inter-Parliamentary Seminar for MSPs and MEPs on the
Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy’ facilitated by RSPB Scotland on behalf of the Rural
Affairs Committee on 30th October 2000.

The Common Fisheries Policy as it stands

The central objective of the CFP, given in Council Regulation 3760/92, is to conserve and
provide for the sustainable exploitation of living marine resources, whilst accounting for the
needs of producers and implications for the marine ecosystem.  Despite this broad objective,
in practice the CFP has focused primarily on supporting the short term future of the fishing
industry.  Failure to take a long term view to protecting stocks and the marine environment is
at the root of the CFP’s problems.
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The introduction of the CFP in 1983 has, in fact, contributed to the crisis facing many of
Europe’s fisheries. A gulf has developed between the CFP’s objectives and its actual
performance.  This is most obvious in its failure to conserve commercial fish stocks and
dependent fishing communities, while inflicting unacceptable damage to the wider marine
ecosystem.  Fisheries management under the CFP cannot be deemed sustainable, therefore, in
economic, social or environmental terms.  This clearly demonstrates the need for fundamental
reform of the CFP.  The Commission acknowledges the need for reform.  However, so far it
has not signalled that this will be the fundamental overhaul that the CFP needs if it is to begin
to deliver sustainable fisheries in the EU.

CFP reform and the role of the Inquiry

The main negotiations for CFP reform will occur during 2001 following the release of the
Commission’s Green Paper.  The outcome of negotiations will define what happens in
European fisheries management perhaps for the next 10-20 years.  The European Committee
inquiry is an excellent opportunity to develop consensus on the Scottish priorities for CFP
reform.  In addition to enabling the Scottish Parliament to provide input into the European
Institutions during the debate surrounding the Commission’s Green Paper, the conclusions of
the inquiry could also:

• Support the work of Scottish MEPs on the European Parliament Fisheries Committee.
• Provide the Scottish Minister with responsibility for fisheries with a robust negotiating

position during the forthcoming UK and EU discussions on the reform of the CFP.
• Support the work of the Scottish Executive, for example by establishing key issues to be

addressed by the Strategic framework for the Scottish Sea Fishing Industry.  SERAD are
currently developing on this strategy which will strongly influence the future direction of
the industry in Scotland.

The RSPB and fisheries

The RSPB is active within Scotland, the UK and Europe in advocating sustainable fisheries
management. We wish to see management that maintains the balance between fishing effort
and living marine resources, thus ensuring the long-term sustainability of fish stocks and a
more stable marine environment for seabirds and other marine wildlife.

RSPB Scotland have a history of working with the fishing industry to bring forward fisheries
management proposals that benefit sustainable fisheries whilst protecting important marine
wildlife and habitats.  For example, during the 1990s we worked with the Shetland
Fishermen’s Association to develop the current management arrangements for the Shetland
inshore sandeel fishery where catch limits have been implemented to protect internationally
important seabird populations in the northern isles.  The experience gained in this partnership
has also facilitated a more enlightened approach to regulating the wider North Sea sandeel
fishery.

As UK partner of BirdLife International, the RSPB also plays a key role in delivering
science-based advocacy to the fishing industry and its managers in Europe and beyond.  For
example the RSPB provides the co-ordinator for the Contact Group of environment and
development NGOs in its relations with DG Fisheries Advisory Committee on Fisheries and
Aquaculture (ACFA).
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Summary of RSPB Scotland recommendations for CFP reform

In our following evidence we make the following key recommendations for CFP reform in
2002:

1.  Integration of environmental objectives
The marine environment needs to be put at the heart of the operation of the CFP if the EU’s
fish stocks are to recover. This means shifting from the narrow focus on fish stock
management to a broader ecosystem based approach, founded on taking a long term and
precautionary approach to fisheries management.

2.  Institutional reform - regionalisation
The increasingly unwieldy, centralised governing structure of the CFP has failed to address
the different economic, social and environmental conditions and needs of Europe’s distinct
regions. Nation states have fought for the maximum share for their industry, exacerbating the
problems. The CFP’s institutional arrangements must be revised to enable decentralised
(regional) and devolved decision making.

3.  Institutional reform - inclusive management
A more inclusive approach to fisheries management should be fostered by CFP reform.  The
involvement of industry, fishing community and environmental representatives in shaping
fisheries management is crucial.  Regional management committees may be the most
appropriate mechanism for achieving this.

RSPB Scotland’s detailed evidence on the questions posed in the inquiry Terms of Reference
is attached.  We would be pleased to contribute further, verbal evidence.  There is much
consensus between the environmental NGOs on the priorities for CFP reform and we would
be happy to give verbal evidence to the inquiry as part of a delegation from the Scottish
Environment LINK1 Marine Task Force.

For further information on this evidence please contact:

Darren Kindleysides, Marine & Coastal Policy Officer, RSPB Scotland
RSPB Scotland, 25 Ravelston Terrace, Edinburgh EH4 3TP Tel: 0131 311 6500 Fax: 0131
311 6569
Email: darren.kindleysides@rspb.org.uk

                                                
1 Scottish Environment LINK is the liaison body for voluntary organisations interested in ensuring a sound future for
Scotland’s environment.  There are 39 member bodies in LINK, representing approximately half a million people in
Scotland.



EU/01/02/1

29

Annex - Detailed evidence on the seven key issues identified in the Terms of
Reference for the Inquiry

1.  Zonal or regional management.
What would regionalisation mean and how would decision-making and power be transferred
in practice?
What would the appropriate zones be and how would a strategic and fair approach that
includes all stakeholders be ensured?

RSPB Scotland view the introduction of zonal or regional management into the CFP as one
of the most important outcomes required of any reform.  The ‘one-size-fits-all’ model of the
CFP has long shown that it cannot embrace and be responsive to the regional complexity of
Community fisheries and ecosystems. We believe that the need for greater subsidiarity may
become even more compelling with EU enlargement.  Subsidiarity within the CFP would
mean increasing ownership of and involvement in fisheries management at the regional level.
In terms of what such ‘regionalisation’ would mean in practice, the RSPB supports the
Scottish Fishermen’s Federation proposals for Zonal Management Committees (ZMCs) 2.

RSPB Scotland see the key principles of a ZMC approach to regional management as:
 
• Involving all relevant stakeholders .  ZMCs should bring together fisheries managers,

scientists and industry representatives to take decisions about regional management. This
would encourage greater co-operation between different interests and greater compliance
with management measures.  It is important that all legitimate interests/stakeholders,
including economists and environmentalists are involved in developing regional fisheries
management.

 
• Ensuring sustainable fisheries.  The overarching purpose/objective of ZMCs should be

to ensure the sustainable development of fisheries at the regional level. There should also
be a wide debate on the scope of ZMCs to deliver the best possible stewardship of the
marine environment.  This debate should be led by the Commission and embrace all
relevant stakeholders.

 
• Promoting responsible fisheries.  The FAO’s Code of Conduct for Responsible

Fisheries3 should be used as a guiding principle for zonal management.

An appropriate basis for ZMCs may be the European fishing zones identified by the
International Council for the Exploration of the Seas (ICES).  Much fisheries research and
management data is already organised on the basis of this area system.  However, further
thought is still needed to ensure the zones reflect the ecological requirements of the stocks,
including those that are migratory.

One of the key questions is how far it is appropriate for responsibility for decision making on
fisheries management issues to be devolved from the European level.  We believe that the

                                                
2 SFF & NFFO (2000) Zonal Management. A New Vision for Europe’s Fisheries. Scottish Fishermen’s
Federation, Aberdeen, UK and The National Federation of Fishermen’s Organisations, Grimsby, UK.
3 FAO (1995) Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, Rome,
Italy.
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first stage is to establish ZMCs as regional level advisory committees to facilitate early
discussion and agreement of fisheries management measures. This would not be a fully
decentralised fisheries regime involving the total transfer of decision-making powers to the
Regional level, to which there is considerable opposition from within the Commission and
certain Member States.  Indeed, we see that there is a need to retain an overarching European
fisheries policy to ensure common standards.  However, it would introduce greater regional
sensitivity and flexibility into the CFP.  While not recommending the complete transfer of
decision-making powers to regional level, we see it as essential that regional committees are
given genuine responsibility and are not simply powerless advisory bodies.  What is called
for is not a sudden annexation of Ministerial responsibility but rather that the CFP reform sets
in motion a process for transformation of executive decision-making powers.

The Canadian management regime, overseen by the Fisheries Resource Conservation Council
(FRCC), is one of the most useful models for zonal management.  It is a consultative, 15-
strong advisory body embracing a wide variety of stakeholders.  The FRCC was established
in 1993 to form a partnership between scientific and academic expertise and all sectors of the
fishing industry with the purpose of making recommendations to the Canadian Government
on stock conservation and related issues. In advocating a multidisciplinary approach to
fisheries research, the FRCC has stressed the need for an ecosystem approach to
management, and plans to reorganise to this end.  The FRCC has led to significant changes in
the decision-making process, in policy, and research priorities.  In essence the FRCC model
is an independent committee capable of reflecting a wide range of expertise and professional
interests, with a direct line of communication to the central authority, and actively involved in
(though not totally responsible for) the final decision-making process.

2.  Governance
How can you encourage better communication between the EU and Member States,
fishermen, environmental groups and scientists?
How can we ensure that scientific advice incorporates information and expertise provided by
fishermen?
How can we improve the responsiveness of EU policy?

The traditional conflicts between fishermen, fisheries managers and the scientific advisors
would be reduced by devolving decisions on fisheries management to appropriate Zonal
Management Committees (see 1, above).  There are several existing initiatives in the North
East Atlantic that are, in effect, the initial stages of such regional fisheries management.  The
lessons from the Irish Sea Cod Recovery Plan and the North Sea Commission Fisheries
Partnership should, in particular, inform Scotland’s advocacy position on the shape of
regional management and governance.

In general these regional initiatives have aimed to bring scientists and fishermen together to:
• discuss fisheries management,
• improve the exchange of information between scientists and fishermen,
• improve the assessment of stocks,
• identify further research needs.

However, the development and implementation of the Irish Sea Cod Recovery Plan has not
between without disagreements between scientists and different Irish Sea fishermen
themselves. The challenge in reducing conflicts and improving communication is establishing
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a process by which full agreement on fisheries management measures can be secured,
including a process by which decisions can be made if there is disagreement/uncertainty.

One of the successes of the North Sea Commission Fisheries Partnership has been facilitating
early assessment of stock levels involving both scientists and fishermen.  It is likely that this
will generate greater acceptance of the management solutions that are required to address the
crisis facing several commercial fish species in the North Sea.  However, environmental
expertise is currently absent from the North Sea Commission.  Scientific advice is a
fundamental component of fisheries management working effectively towards delivering the
linked aims of conserving stocks and protecting the functioning of the marine ecosystem.  As
such it is imperative that environmental interests and experts also have the opportunity to
input into decisions on marine ecosystem management.  This is fundamental if regional
initiatives are to deliver the environmental dimension of fisheries and thus the long term
sustainability of stocks.

The SFF have suggested that the momentum for regionalisation of the CFP will best be
maintained by assigning Zonal Management Committee status without delay to the North Sea
Commission.  We strongly support this proposal as it would be a useful test of an approach to
regional management to help inform the shape of CFP reform.  Unless we take this initiative
to trial zonal management now, the likelihood is that the CFP review will not be ambitious
enough to sanction such bodies and another ten years could follow without any substantive
change in governance.

3.  Clarification of the socio-economic role of the CFP
How can the CFP encourage both sustainability and the socio-economic well-being of
communities with a high level of fisheries dependency?

Agenda 2000 made structural funds available to support small-scale fisheries dependent
communities.  The CFP reform should increase this kind of targeted funding and deploy it
through existing regional development plans.  The CFP should adapt the model used in the
Common Agricultural Policy in the form of agri-environment schemes and use economic
incentives to encourage sustainable and environmentally-friendly fishing practices.  For
example, payments could support more selective fishing methods, ‘low impact’ fishing in
marine protected areas or marketing schemes for local, traditional or eco-friendly products.

Inshore fisheries are particularly important in areas with a high level of fisheries dependency,
such as the northern isles. Establishing specific socio-economic and environmental objectives
for the inshore fisheries regime in Scotland would help to protect this sector and the health of
the marine ecosystem upon which it is dependent. The case for such an explicit purpose to be
established for inshore fisheries is argued in more detail in 5, below.  The RSPB are currently
working with the Fair Isle Community and representatives of the fishing industry in Shetland
to investigate further how community, economic and environmental objectives for fisheries
management can be integrated, developing for the seas around Fair Isle as a case study.

4.  The precautionary principle
How should this be applied to management and notably to setting the Total Allowable Catch
(TAC), for example, by using trigger levels?
Is there any alternative to setting a TAC?
How effective are current effort controls?
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How can we build in more flexibility, such as by changing the quota period for species or
regions and adding more year to year flexibility?
Are there any specific proposals for multi-annual or multi-species TACs?

Precautionary approach
Overfishing is at the root of the problem for fish stocks and it has powerful knock-on effects
for seabirds and other marine wildlife. Driven by overfishing, fish stocks remain at
historically low levels, with over half of those pursued by EC fishermen listed by ICES as
being ‘outside safe biological limits’ (where recruitment is insufficient and cannot be
guaranteed to sustain the stock). Cod, whiting and northern hake are among those at this
dangerously low stock level.

Tackling overfishing by taking a more precautionary approach to the levels of fishing is the
most important issue in moving fisheries to a more sustainable footing.  We welcome the
recent use of the precautionary approach to the annual setting of Total Allowable Catches.
However, the precautionary approach is still selectively applied in terms of the overall remit
of the CFP. The approach should be extended to:

• Environmental impact assessment of new fisheries, and to existing fisheries, where
there is an a priori reason to believe that there is a breach of the precautionary approach.
For example, deepwater fisheries, and fisheries (by bilateral agreement) in waters of
developing third countries.

 
• Defining appropriate levels of fishing mortality for non-target species and acceptable

levels of habitat disturbance by fishing.  Limit reference points need to be set for non-
target species (for example, the breeding success of kittiwakes was recently used as an
indicator for management of fishing effort on North Sea sandeels). This requires more
commitment to and more funding for research to establish population status baselines and
sustainability thresholds for non-target species impacted by fishing, e.g. small cetaceans.

 
• Implementing mitigation measures for reducing mortality of non-target species (for

example, seabirds in longline fisheries) as part of the wider regime of Technical
Conservation Measures required by fishing vessels.

To date the limited application of the precautionary approach to fisheries management,
especially the failure to apply it to non-target species, has been a major failing of the CFP.
EU Ministers from the North Sea States effectively committed themselves to a precautionary
approach at the 1997 Bergen Intermediate Ministerial Meeting on the Protection of the North
Sea when they agreed to implement recovery plans for the most depleted species, notably
North Sea cod. However, nearly four years on, no comprehensive recovery plan for North
Sea cod has yet been established, although Commission proposals are expected in early 2001.
Only the threat of imminent collapse hastened such a plan being initiated for Irish Sea cod.
The EU needs to adopt a much more proactive, precautionary approach to forestall the threat
of collapse before such stocks get dangerously low.

TACs
It is possible and necessary to reduce the CFP’s dependence on Total Allowable Catches
(TACs) and quotas as the main instrument of management.  The system of catch quotas is
fundamentally flawed. It generates overfishing, discards and under-reporting, especially in
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the case of demersal fisheries.  The CFP should shift to a more flexible regime which puts
greater emphasis on inputs (controlling deployed effort) rather than outputs (fish landings).

In pursuit of alternatives to TACs, the CFP should adopt a more imaginative range of
management instruments including the designation of no take zones and stock recovery plans.
Experience in other parts of the world is showing the advantage of no take zones as a
valuable management tool.  For example, on George’s Bank, USA, two areas totalling over
10,000 sq km have been closed to fishing since 1994, a measure which is evidently
contributing to stock recovery.

Whilst the importance of recovery plans is now accepted, their relationship with TACs needs
to be defined.  The December 2000 Fisheries Council set TACs for several species in the
knowledge that negotiations for recovery plans for these species will start early in 2001.  This
means that Ministerial decisions on TACs may have narrowed the options for other possible
elements of the recovery plans required for these species.  With so many stocks now in need
of recovery, and the growing recognition that a wide-ranging package of measures (such as
closed areas and other technical measures) constitutes the appropriate approach, RSPB
Scotland considers that the annual round of TAC-setting in December constitutes a piecemeal
and outdated approach to stock regulation which still gives primacy to the traditional blunt
instrument of the TAC.  This being so, the CFP review should do away with the prior
(December) setting of TACs in the case of species for which a recovery plan is about to be
drawn up.  Rather, the management priority should be to evolve a coherent recovery plan in
which reduced fishing intensity may be achieved by a variety of possible measures, of which
a TAC is but one option.

Even with improved management tools, the problems caused by a lack of adequate stock
assessments will remain. This means that a robust precautionary approach must be applied to
TACs whatever method is used. For example, the Commission has recently proposed TACs
for a number of deepwater species. However, the current lack of knowledge about deepwater
fisheries (ageing techniques have been validated for only 3 of the 340 deepwater fish species
recorded in the North Atlantic) discredits the appropriateness of quotas for ensuring the
sustainability of most deepwater stocks.  This being so, RSPB Scotland welcomes the
rejection of the Commission’s TAC proposals for deepwater species at the December 2000
Fisheries Council.

Effort controls - MAGP
Current effort controls have had limited success in reducing over-capacity.  The failure to
match fishing effort to deteriorating resources has been aggravated by the unchecked growth
in technological efficiency of fishing vessels and methods.  This has undermined the Multi-
Guidance Annual Plans (MAGPs) efforts to promote decommissioning of the EU fishing
fleet.

Overfishing has, in fact, been encouraged by structural funds.  Despite modest improvements
achieved in Agenda 2000, the CFP’s structural funds continue to favour increasing fishing
efficiency (‘technological creep’) and increasing capacity in the larger vessels operating
offshore. Together, these are the most significant factors contributing to stock depletion. The
MAGPs remain ineffective and last year the EU failed to approve a more conservative ratio
whereby structural funds for fleet modernisation were contingent on a robust scrapping
programme.
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If effort reduction is to be promoted better, the CFP should use a combination of “sticks” and
“carrots” to reverse this trend:

• Structural funds should shift away from capital investment towards promoting
environmentally-friendly fisheries. This would also help support the beleaguered
traditional inshore fishing communities. In the Agenda 2000 negotiations, the RSPB
actively engaged with the European Parliament, Commission and Council in pursuit of
greening the criteria for allocating EU Structural Funding in the fisheries sector.

 
• Structural funds should be withheld altogether if a fishery is unsustainable or so data-

deficient as to defy rational management. For example, deepwater fisheries are attracting
capacity among EU Member States as the shallow sea fisheries become depleted and their
stocks become subject to increasingly restrictive quotas. However, there is insufficient
data on deepwater fisheries to determine what (if any) level of fishing effort is sustainable.

 
• Non-financial incentives should be offered, such as preferential access to licences or

quotas. The Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources
(CCAMLR) is exploring this as a way to encourage vessels which comply with seabird by-
catch mitigation measures.

Multi-annual TACs
On 1 December 2000, the Commission adopted a Communication to the Council and the
European Parliament entitled Application of the precautionary principle and multi-annual
arrangements for setting TACs.  The Commission concedes that “the annual pattern of
decision-making has failed to safeguard or restore stocks”.  Condemning the “dictatorship of
short-termism”, the Commission asserts that “negotiations in Council have regularly resulted
in the postponement, mainly on grounds of scientific uncertainty, of the stringent measures
needed if stocks are to recover.  Postponing the application of these measures for a year may
not in itself present any major threat. However, repeating the process annually can only place
the stocks in an extremely vulnerable position”. Consequently the Commission is seeking
ways of setting catches and fishing effort over the medium-term, e.g. a five-year period.
Franz Fischler has indicated that the Commission looks forward to a new process “which will
combine a multi-annual approach based on the precautionary principle with the aim of
optimising conservation and bringing more stability in the fixing of TACs.”  In addition to
bring a more precautionary approach to setting quotas, this would also address one of the
fishermen’s biggest concerns with annual TACs - their inability to plan for the future when
their catch limits are fixed yearly and fluctuate so much.

RSPB Scotland welcomes the long-term strategic thinking behind the Commission’s
proposal.  However, while in principle multi-annual TACs could be infinitely preferable to
annual TACs for many species, the over-riding priority in many Community stocks will still
be recovery plans and, since these are likely to be set on a 5-year minimum timescale, then
the development - where feasible - of multi-annual TACs would appear to fit well into the
recovery plan scenario.

5.  Future fisheries limits, zones, and access
Should there be retention of the existing limits and closed boxes?
Would it be beneficial to create a separate regime for the management of inshore fisheries at
a regional level?
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Access restrictions & Inshore fisheries
In November 2000, the RSPB co-hosted a hearing in Brussels on ‘European Community
Inshore Fisheries Policy’ as part of our ongoing contribution to the CFP review. There was
some consensus that the review provides an important opportunity to re-define Europe’s
inshore fisheries regime so that it better supports fisheries dependent communities and
actually protects marine biodiversity.

The RSPB’s recent report Managing EC Inshore Fisheries: Time for Change4 argues strongly
for the retention of the existing fisheries limits.  The CFP restricts access by foreign vessels
to national territorial waters (up to 12 nautical miles), with access prohibited altogether
within an inner band (commonly up to 6 nm, as in the UK).  This derogation to open access
expires on 31 Dec 2002 unless (as expected) it is reinstated.  However, this repeated need for
renewal makes the derogation vulnerable to being used as a bargaining chip.  Moreover, its
current rationale is essentially to “keep foreign vessels out”, rather than a positive
management tool to protect against over-fishing.

Member States should be given the power and freedom to develop their own inshore fisheries
management frameworks throughout their territorial waters. This would enable them to
develop regimes better tailored to the particular economic, social and environmental needs at
the national, regional and even local level.

Reform of the access restrictions should include, therefore:

• Renewing the inshore access restriction in 2002 and making it permanent (the RSPB has
received legal advice that the access derogation could be made permanent without a
change to the Treaty of Rome).

 
• Giving Member States the power to manage fisheries throughout their territorial waters

(i.e. up to 12nm) including ‘foreign’ fishing vessels with historic rights providing their
fishing methods are sustainable.

 
• Extending the stated purpose of the access restriction to explicitly support ‘social and

environmental development’ of the inshore sector.
 
• Promoting better management by developing a new inshore fisheries regime, including

setting broad inshore fisheries management objectives, local management plans and
incentives to encourage environmentally sensitive fisheries.

Rather than adding to the regulatory burden, these measures should promote greater local
ownership and flexibility and enable inshore fisheries to be managed in a way more tailored
to local needs.  Effectively, therefore, our proposals mirror, at a local level, the Scottish
Fishermen’s Federation proposals for regional scale management.

The Shetland box
RSPB Scotland supports retention of the existing Shetland box as a mechanism for protecting
fisheries dependent communities in the northern isles.  We also support the proposals by the

                                                
4 Coffey, C & Dwyer, J (2000) Managing EC Inshore Fisheries: Time for Change. The  Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds, Sandy, UK.
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Shetland Ocean Alliance5 to improve the regulation, monitoring and enforcement of the box.
Any proposals to increase the size of the box should be evaluated in the context of potential
cod spawning area closures in support of the envisaged North Sea cod recovery plan.
Discussions about the Shetland box should not be taken in isolation from these wider
negotiations, not least because any substantial closures are likely to displace effort and may
threaten areas and stocks presently less heavily fished.

Enlargement/access for new Member States
The Commission has warned that Eastern European countries are poorly prepared for
membership in the fisheries sector as there has been little progress in fisheries reform in the
twelve candidate countries.  The most important country in fleet terms is Poland (453 vessels,
33 of which operate outside the Baltic) but a recent analysis by the Commission6 shows “an
almost total absence of progress on legislation, institutional capacity, market organisation and
implementation structures over the past twelve months, with no timetable or budget planning
yet in place for the necessary reforms”.  Similar problems apply, in varying degrees, to
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.

These obstacles highlight the difficulties of securing, in the long term, compliance with
existing regulations, far less the sort of embracing an ecosystem-based approach that RSPB
Scotland would like to see emerging from the reform of the CFP.  They raise significant
questions about the capacity of the EU to monitor fishing activities and enforce CFP
regulations.

As the Scottish Fishermen's Federation points out among their proposals on zonation,
enlargement will also create pressure for reorganisation of governance”.  A number of the
prospective new members may have no significant fishing interests and their participation in
the Fisheries Council will be of doubtful value.  Equally, fishing nations may come to resent
their interests being decided in a forum where a significant proportion of the votes are held by
non-fishing states. In those circumstances, Zonal Management Councils may become
attractive”.

6. Technical conservation measures and the integration of environmental policy into the
CFP
What general principles could apply to this?
Are there any innovative solutions to the discard and bycatch problem?

Integration of environmental policy
The marine environment needs to be put at the heart of the CFP - conceptually and
operationally - if the EU’s commercial fish stocks are to recover and be conserved. Ensuring
the long term viability of commercial fish stocks requires the protection of the health of the
wider marine environment upon which fish stocks and the fishing industry depend.

The need to integrate environmental protection into all Community policies is embodied in
the EC Treaty (the Cardiff integration process agreed in 1998).  The Environment
Commissioner Margot Wallström sees integration as one of the biggest priorities and
challenges of CFP reform in terms of defining environmental objectives for the fisheries

                                                
5 Shetlands Island Council & Shetland Fishermen’s Association  (2000).  Proposals for the 2002 Revision of the
Common Fisheries Policy.  North Atlantic Fisheries College, Shetland.
6 Anon (1999) EU warning on fisheries as accession strategy widens. WorldFish Report 102 (Oct 20, 1999), BB1-
2.
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sector, establishing appropriate indicators, and creating the necessary new legal instruments7.
It is not apparent whether these views are shared in DG Fisheries.

In June 2000 Commissioner Fischler stated that the five priorities for the review of the CFP
were 1) Conservation of resources;  2) The CFP’s economic & social dimension;  3) External
fisheries relations;  4) The Mediterranean;  5) Good governance in fisheries policy.  It is not
clear from this list whether the consideration of the wider marine environment will be
included in the definition of “conservation of resources”.  However, during a presentation at
the Greenwich Forum meeting to discuss the future of the CFP on 7-8 September 2000 in
Peterhead Steffen Smidt of DG Fisheries confirmed that this would include examining the
application of the ecosystem and precautionary approaches to fisheries management. This is
essential to meet the requirements of the Cardiff integration process.

Environmental objectives for the CFP
The first step in integrating environmental protection must be to rationalise the hierarchy of
objectives set out in the CFP.  At the moment the rational exploitation of commercial fish
stocks is assigned the highest priority rather than the sustainability of stocks and the wider
marine environment that supports them. It is vital that the explicit, overarching purpose of the
CFP’s basic Regulation is changed to prioritise protection of the marine ecosystem. This
would require reforming Regulation (3760/92).  This would enable longer term sustainability
to effectively filter through and inform the operational aspects of the CFP.

Ecosystem approach
At the core of integrating environmental policy into the reform of the CFP is the need to shift
the policies’ focus away from the narrow pre-occupation with fish stock management to a
broader ecosystem-based approach. This necessitates taking a whole-system approach,
viewing the achievement of sustainable fisheries within a concern for the productivity,
diversity and integrity of the marine ecosystem8.  The approach includes applying the
precautionary approach to managing fisheries (see 4 above). It also implies switching from
short term reactive management to longer term strategic planning for fisheries (e.g. multi-
annual TACs, recovery plans).  One of the best models is being developed by the United
States, whereby fisheries are undertaken within the protection and management of the marine
ecosystem as a whole.

Discarding
Up to 50% (by weight) of the fish caught in the North sea are discarded (mostly dead), with
the precise figures varying dependent on the fishery. The majority of discards are undersized
fish with, for example, up to 73% of a typical cod catch by weight being discarded.  It is no
wonder that discarding has become widely regarded as a huge waste of resources and one of
the worst by-products of unsustainable fishing.

Discarding fish and offal has been instrumental in creating a bonanza of food this century for
seabird populations and many species have increased as a result, notably fulmar, gannet, great
skua (bonxie) and the large gulls.  Nevertheless we support measures to reduce discarding.
This effectively means minimising the catching of fish in the first place which have to be
discarded.  For example, most of the discarding in the North Sea arises because overfishing
has removed the majority of the large mature fish, leaving the sea awash with fish so small
                                                
7 El Anzuelo: European Newsletter on Fisheries and the Environment vol 6 (2000), p. 1.
8 Symes, D & Pope, JG (2000) An Ecosystem Based Approach to the Common Fisheries Policy: Defining the
Objectives. English Nature, Peterborough.
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they do not reach the minimum legal landing size and have to be discarded.  Rebuilding the
age structure of depleted stocks by reducing juvenile bycatch would automatically reduce
discarding.

Technical conservation measures
Technical conservation measures, such as the introduction by the Scottish fleet of 90mm
square mesh panels to help juvenile haddock escape from nets, provide fisheries managers
with tools for tackling discards.  However, they are also an opportunity to integrate
environmental objectives into fisheries management. Area based measures such as no take
zones of fisheries and regeneration zones can protect important fish habitat.  For example,
there is much to commend the precautionary/ecosystem basis of the Icelandic system of area
based fisheries management, in particular its permanent closure of extensive nursery areas,
seasonal closure of spawning areas and immediate temporary closure of areas with excess
juveniles.

Area based measures can also be applied to integrate fisheries management with the
protection of important areas for marine nature conservation.  In 1999 the UK High Court
ruled that the EC Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) applies throughout the UK Exclusive
Economic Zone 9.  Applying the requirements of the Habitats Directive out to 200nm, such as
the designation of Special Areas of Conservation and the protection of species such as
dolphins from incidental bycatch, will require integration with the CFP.  Implementing
appropriate technical conservation measures, including area based fisheries management is
one way of achieving this.

7. Full integration of aquaculture fisheries to the CFP.
Should this be part of reform of the CFP and how might it be achieved?

Whilst aquaculture is covered by the CFP, the main influence over the development of
Scotland’s fish and shellfish farming industry comes from Scottish & UK legislation.
Moreover, there is no indication that aquaculture has been flagged up for high profile
attention in the Green Paper.  At a national level, significant changes are undoubtedly
required to move the salmon farming industry to a more sustainable basis.  However, the
forthcoming independent inquiry into the Scottish fish farming industry and, in particular, its
environmental impacts, is probably the most appropriate avenue for securing the long term
future for this important Scottish industry.

                                                
9 The ruling also applies to the EC Birds Directive (79/409/EC).
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CONVENER’S RECOMMENDATION

Response received from the Minister for Environment, Sport and Culture, Sam Galbraith
MSP, on the Committee’s concerns with respect to the proposed Directive on Waste Electric
and Electronic Equipment

1. The Committee has now received the response from the Minister to our letter on the
WEEE Directive. A number of issues still arise. The Convener now recommends that:

We welcome the response of the Minister to our letter, but that we write to
him again highlighting the following issues and asking for more information.
First, to state that the Committee was reassured by the Minister confirming
that the Scottish Ministers were fully involved in the formation of the UK
line and we fully appreciate the difficulties involved in striking the right
balance between the competing interests at stake.

Second, that the Committee noted the Minister's comments regarding
implementation but wishes to record that it is essential that attention is paid
to implementation at the negotiation stage, and suggests that this matter be
pursued further with the Scottish Executive.

Third, that the Committee was reassured to note that the Minister was
satisfied that the environmental targets set in the Directive are achievable but
would find it helpful if some further particulars could be supplied in support
of this statement.

Scottish Executive’s response to the Committee’s 6th Report, 2000, “Report of the Inquiry
into European Structural Funds and their implementation in Scotland”

2. The Committee has now received the Executive’s response to our Report. The
recommendation of the Convener is that:

The Committee notes the contents of the letter.

European Commission News Release, “Environment 2010: Our Future, Our Choice”,
proposals for the new 6th Environmental Action Programme

3. The European Commission has just adopted a proposal for an ambitious new
environmental strategy that outlines the priorities for action on the environment for the
next five to ten years. 'Environment 2010: Our Future, Our Choice' focuses on four
major areas for action climate change, health and the environment, nature and bio-
diversity and natural resource management. The new programme stresses the
importance of involving citizens and business in innovative ways.
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4. The Committee has already published a report into this subject - 4th Report, 2000,
Report on mainstreaming environmental issues into government policy in Scotland: a
contribution to the debate on the European Commission’s 6th Environmental Action
Programme – Initial Findings. The recommendation of the Convener is that:

The Committee solicit follow-up information and evidence from external
bodies on what they would like to see the Scottish Executive do as a
consequence of the new proposals by the Commission, and to task the clerk
with bringing forward a draft (final) report to follow up the previously
published document.

Hugh Henry MSP
Convener

24th January 2001
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PROPOSED DIRECTIVE ON WASTE ELECTRIC AND ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT

Thank you for your letter of 5 December conveying the Committee’s thoughts and concerns about
the prospective Directive on Waste Electric and Electronic Equipment (WEEE Directive).  This
Directive is important in terms of the Scottish economy and environment and the Executive’s
policies on sustainability and “polluter pays” and I am accordingly grateful that Parliament is
taking such a positive interest in its development.

The Executive and UK Government are both aware of the implications for the electronics industry
of the WEEE Directive, and the Government’s negotiating position has sought to strike a balance
between what is desirable in terms of environmental protection, what is practical in terms of
achievability and what is fair in terms of industry’s responsibility.  It is, as you will appreciate, too
early yet to say what the outcome of the negotiations between Member States the Commission
will be but I should like to reassure you that Patricia Hewitt, the UK Minister leading on the
negotiations, has regularly consulted me during the development of the UK line.  Scottish
Ministers have also been consulted during the preparation of briefing for Michael Meacher for the
recent Environment Council meetings in Brussels.  We will continue to be intricately involved in
the development of this Directive throughout the legislative process in Brussels.

It is also too early to say how the Directive will be implemented.  However, you may again be
assured that the Executive’s officials are in ongoing liaison with their counterparts in DTI, DETR
and the other devolved administrations about the progress of the Directive and this will continue
as thinking turns to how best to implement it.  Once a potentially suitable implementation
mechanism has been identified by Government I anticipate that industry and other interested
groups will be consulted before it is formally adopted and legislated upon.  In this respect I also
anticipate that the implementing Regulations will be Regulations of the Scottish Parliament.  As I
say, it is too early to say what form implementation will take but one obvious legislative route is
the Producer Responsibility provisions of the Environment Act 1995.  These provisions are, as
you know, devolved to the Scottish Parliament.  Also, whatever form implementation takes,
SEPA is likely to be the enforcing body for Scotland.  Notwithstanding that the Directive has yet



to be finally agreed and the means of implementation decided upon, I am satisfied that the
environmental targets set out by the draft Directive will be achievable as regards Scotland.

In the meantime, and as you requested, I am arranging for the comments on the Executive’s
consultation paper to be copied to the Clerks of the European and Transport and Environment
Committees.  A formal Executive response is not being published.  Having considered the
responses we are satisfied that there are no particularly Scottish issues which need to be
addressed.  The thrust of the Scottish response mirrors that made to DTI, who conducted the
consultation in the rest of the UK (our response was copied to DTI to ensure they are aware of the
full UK picture).  The primary issues raised in both instances were the scope of the Directive, the
nature of WEEE collection systems, the extent to which industry or central/local government
should pay for collection, recycling/recovery targets and recovery treatments.  Whereas each of
these has the potential to increase a manufacturer’s costs, I do not believe that Scottish companies
will be any more disadvantaged than their competitors elsewhere in the UK and EU since all will
face the same or similar pressures.  Neither does it appear that industry will find it any more
difficult in Scotland than elsewhere to meet the Directive’s recycling and recovery targets.
Consequently, I have concluded that it is not necessary for the Executive to seek to intervene in
any particular respect at this stage.  We shall, of course, continue to monitor progress on the
Directive and its implications for Scotland.

I am copying this letter to Andy Kerr in his capacity as Convenor of the Transport and
Environment Committee.

SAM GALBRAITH



MINISTER OF FINANCE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT’S FORMAL RESPONSE
TO THE EUROPEAN COMMITTEE’S INQUIRY INTO EUROPEAN
STRUCTURAL FUNDS AND THEIR IMPLEMENTATION IN SCOTLAND

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE
RESPONSE

Committee Conclusion 1

“Is Scotland receiving an appropriate share of the Structural Funds allocated to the UK by
the EU?

The process of allocating Structural Funds within the UK is relatively transparent and
objective. On the basis of the available evidence, the Committee can state that the
transitional Objective 1 area and the Objective 2 areas in Scotland have been allocated
an appropriate amount of the Structural Funds allocated to the UK by the EU.
Likewise, for Objective 3, Scotland appears to have been allocated an appropriate
amount. Overall, therefore, the Committee considers that Scotland is receiving an
appropriate share of the Structural Funds allocated to the UK by the EU.”

Executive Response

I welcome the Committee’s finding that the process of allocating Structural Funds within the
UK and Scotland is transparent and objective, and that Scotland’s share under the 2000-06
programmes is an appropriate one in view of its current economic and social circumstances.
For the Highlands and Islands we secured a very advantageous Structural Funds special
programme valued at €308 million, and for Objective 3 a programme valued at €500 million.
It should be noted that Scotland’s allocation for Objective 2 transitional areas was the same
as for the rest of the EU, i.e. €19.8 per head of population per year.

Committee Conclusion 2

“Should Structural Funds be ring-fenced in the Assigned Budget?

The Committee considers that, over the 2000-06 period, it is unlikely that Scotland is
losing out in the allocation for Structural Funds to programmes in the Assigned Budget.
The Committee recognises that the converse has been argued (by some) for the 1994-99
period, but, in the absence of the relevant information, this cannot be confirmed. On the
basis of the evidence, the Committee considers that the ring-fencing of Structural Funds
is not likely to be in Scotland’s interests over the 2000-06 period.”

Executive Response

By “ring-fencing”, I understand the Committee to mean that resources for the Structural
Funds programme should be decided outside the Barnett Formula mechanism, not just for
Scotland but also for Wales and Northern Ireland.  This would require bilateral negotiations
with the Treasury, who would also be concerned about the net impact on UK public spending
of such a change in the Barnett Formula.



I welcome the Committee’s recommendation, therefore, that it would not be in Scotland’s
interests to ring-fence Structural Funds over the 2000-06 programme period outwith the
Assigned Budget.  The level of Structural Funding in Scotland will fall by about 20% over
the new programme period, relative to earlier periods. Under the rules of the Assigned
Budget, any saving in resources will be available for domestic expenditure programmes.  In
view of the expected demands of the new programmes and the need to fund the significant
expenditure liabilities remaining for the 1994-99 programmes, it will be towards the end of
the programme period before any significant savings emerge.

The Scottish Executive aims to spend on Structural Funds the equivalent amount of funding it
receives from Europe, and in consequence needs to make planning assumptions which take
account of exchange rates and the rate of progress projects can be expected to make over the
programme period.  For the 1994-99 programmes, as at 31 December 1999 - the closing date
for commitments - we committed the programmes within the terms of European Regulations
at over 99% of their sterling value.

Committee Conclusion 3

“Notwithstanding this conclusion, the Committee believes that additional information
from the Scottish Executive and UK Government Departments on the details of
Departmental expenditure planning with respect to Structural Funds would have
helped to clarify the situation. The Committee advocates greater transparency in the
publication of information on how the Barnett Formula works in practice with respect
to Structural Fund expenditure planning.  In particular, expenditure relatives should be
published to indicate how changes in comparable Structural Fund programmes in
England have been translated into formula consequences for the Assigned Budget in the
past and on an annual basis in future.”

Executive Response

The Executive believes it is important to recognise that it would not be advantageous to ring-
fence provision for Structural Funds.  The Barnett formula only determines the changes in
aggregate expenditure at the level of departments in over 300 comparable programmes of
which Structural Funds only form a handful.  The overall needs of the Structural Funds in
Scotland may not bear any relationship to changes in equivalent English programmes.  Any
attempt to directly relate the level of Structural Funding in Scotland - or for any other
programme for that matter - to that in England would, I suggest, be pointless.

By highlighting any formula consequences for Structural Funds, the Committee could open
the door to other elements of the Assigned Budget being selected for special treatment.  Such
a development would erode the ability of the Scottish Executive to meet particular Scottish
circumstances.  It would also put at risk the integrity of the Barnett formula which has served
Scotland well over a long period.

The Scottish Executive sets the level of public expenditure provision for the Structural Funds
in the light of expected demand.  This in turn is determined by the assumptions we make
about the ultimate sterling value of the programmes and the progress made by project
sponsors in delivering the Structural Funds projects. The flexibility enjoyed by the Scottish



Executive in determining the Assigned Budget means that the actual provision for Structural
Funds meets anticipated needs.

Committee Conclusion 4

“Are Structural Funds additional to domestic spending in Scotland?

Although requests were made to UK Government Ministers to attend the Committee’s
Inquiry meetings, they declined. The Committee feels that the subsequent written
information provided was not sufficient to verify the net impact of EU funding on
economic development spending in Scotland.  This is a matter of regret.”

Executive Response

This is a matter for UK Ministers.  I attach, for the Committee’s information, a copy of a
letter dated 22 June 2000 by the Secretary of State for Scotland to the then Minister for
Parliament setting out why he considered it inappropriate in this case to give oral evidence to
the European Committee.  Regarding the net impact of EU funding on economic
development funding in Scotland, as the European Commission itself has said it has no
reason to be dissatisfied with the UK’s compliance on additionality at the UK level.

Committee Conclusion 5

“The Committee recommends greater transparency and detail in the reporting of the
relationship between annual Structural Fund expenditure and Departmental domestic
spending in Scotland over the 2000-06 period to enable the additionality of Structural
Funds at Scotland level to be verified.”

Executive Response

I will take the Committee’s recommendation into account in considering the most appropriate
and transparent way of reporting on Structural Funds expenditure and targets.  The aim will
be to better identify the specific aims and achievements of the Structural Funds as distinct
from the associated domestic expenditure programmes.

Nevertheless I should point out that under the terms of European regulations the additionality
of Structural Funds requires to be demonstrated at the level of the Member State: in our case
at the level of the UK.  Furthermore, the European Commission has stated on a number of
occasions that it is satisfied that the UK meets the requirements of additionality.  The
requirements and procedures for demonstrating additionality at the European level for the
Member State are not compatible, and would not produce consistent outcomes, with
programmes at a Scottish level.  I therefore do not intend to publish this information in such a
way as to “verify” additionality at the Scottish level.



Committee Conclusion 6

“Is there sufficient provision for EU funding in the Assigned Budget?

The Committee considers that there is no evidence to suggest a shortfall in planned
provision by the Scottish Executive (Scottish Office) for the spending in the Assigned
Budget (Scottish Block) either during the 1994-99 period or over the foreseeable years
of the 2000-06 period.”

Executive Response

I welcome the Committee’s finding that there is no evidence of a shortfall in Assigned
Budget provision for either the 1994-99 or the 2000-06 Structural Funds programmes.

Committee Conclusion 7

“Is there sufficient match funding to co-finance the Structural Fund allocation

The Committee has found little evidence of a significant problem with the provision of
match-funding in Scotland. While there are some examples of difficulties experienced
by certain organisations, these do not appear to be common or widespread.

Nevertheless, the Committee considers that the situation needs to be kept under review.
The Committee recommends that the Scottish Executive should  investigate the likely
availability of match-funding over the coming programming period, monitor the flow of
projects and co-funding from the various types of partners involved in the programmes,
and provide regular, transparent reports on programme performance with respect to
match-funding.”

Executive Response

European Regulations for the 2000-06 have laid down strict targets for the management and
spending of programmes.  We will require to let the European Commission have regular and
detailed figures on the extent and sources of match funding for Structural Funds projects.  I
would be pleased to let the Committee have access to this information.



,3�������

Brussels, 24. January 2001

&RPPLVVLRQ� SURSRVHV� QHZ� DFWLRQ� SURJUDPPH� IRU
WKH�HQYLURQPHQW

7KH�(XURSHDQ�&RPPLVVLRQ� WRGD\�DGRSWHG�D�SURSRVDO� IRU�DQ�DPELWLRXV�QHZ
HQYLURQPHQWDO� VWUDWHJ\� WKDW� RXWOLQHV� WKH� SULRULWLHV� IRU� DFWLRQ� RQ� WKH
HQYLURQPHQW� IRU� WKH� QH[W� ILYH� WR� WHQ� \HDUV�� µ(QYLURQPHQW� ������2XU� )XWXUH�
2XU�&KRLFH¶�IRFXVHV�RQ�IRXU�PDMRU�DUHDV�IRU�DFWLRQ�±�FOLPDWH�FKDQJH��KHDOWK
DQG� WKH� HQYLURQPHQW�� QDWXUH� DQG� ELR�GLYHUVLW\� DQG� QDWXUDO� UHVRXUFH
PDQDJHPHQW�� 7KH� QHZ� SURJUDPPH� VWUHVVHV� WKH� LPSRUWDQFH� RI� LQYROYLQJ
FLWL]HQV�DQG�EXVLQHVV�LQ�LQQRYDWLYH�ZD\V�

Presenting the strategy, Environment Commissioner Margot Wallström said:
"Environment policy is one of the EU’s success stories - thanks to EU legislation we
have seen big improvements in cleaning up the air and our rivers, to take an
example. But we still face major problems and in some cases the environment is
actually getting worse. Citizens are concerned about their environment. Therefore
we have to act urgently – and this is what we are proposing in the new programme."

The new blueprint for the EU’s environmental policy follows the 5th Environmental
Action Programme in 1992 and its Review in 1998. This Sixth Environment Action
Programme sets out overall objectives to be achieved and identifies a list of priority
actions. It has to be adopted by the Council and the European Parliament by co-
decision procedure.

$�VWUDWHJLF�DSSURDFK
The new programme builds on a consultation launched by the Commission in
November 1999 with its Global Assessment of the 5th Action Programme,1 which in
turn was based on a major report by the European Environment Agency on the state
of the environment.2  The Global Assessment had painted a mixed picture of the
effectiveness of environmental policy in the EU. It had criticised deficient
implementation by Member States of EC environmental directives and a weak
ownership of environmental objectives by stakeholders.

Against this background, the new programme stresses the need for Member States
to better implement existing environmental laws, and the Commission announces
that it will bring increased pressure to bear on Member States by making
implementation failures better known.

                                                
� ‘Europe’s Environment: What directions for the future?’, COM(1999) 543.
� ‘Environment in the European Union at the turn of the Century’, European Environment

Agency, 1999.
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Another theme in the new programme is working with business and consumers to
achieve more environmentally friendly forms of production and consumption. Here,
the Commission wants to have recourse to a raft of new instruments ranging from an
Integrated Product Policy and environmental liability to fiscal measures and better
information for citizens.

Commissioner Wallström sees this as cornerstone of her own agenda: “I believe that
‘greening’ the market is a key to sustainable development. And I know that there are
many pro-active companies out there who already benefit economically from the high
environmental standards they apply, and which consumers are expecting more and
more.”

Another aspect that is highlighted in ‘Environment 2010: Our Future, Our Choice’ is
the need to continue to integrate environmental considerations into other policies
such as transport, energy and agriculture and the importance of spatial planning and
action at the local and regional level to promote sustainable development.

The proposed environmental action programme in most areas limits itself to setting
general objectives rather than quantified targets.

“For me it is important that we discuss concrete actions that will start things moving
rather than spend much time in debating what the specific target figures should be”,
said Mrs Wallström. “We will set quantified targets later on the basis of more
scientific information than we have at the moment.”

For each of the four priority areas, the programme explains the issues, defines the
objectives and lists the priority actions to be undertaken.  On several environmental
problems, so-called ‘thematic strategies’ are announced which will combine different
measures for achieving environmental objectives in the most cost-effective way.

3ULRULW\�$UHDV

���&OLPDWH�FKDQJH

The achievement of the Community’s 8% emission reduction target for 2008-2012
under the Kyoto Protocol is the focus of the proposed new programme.  However,
the Commission also calls for more far-reaching global emission cuts in the order of
20 – 40 % by 2020 and cites the scientific estimate that in the longer term a 70 %
global greenhouse gas emission reduction as compared to 1990 will be needed.

The programme points to the need for structural changes especially in the transport
and energy sectors, calls for stronger efforts in energy-efficiency and energy-saving,
the establishment of an EU-wide emissions trading scheme, further research and
technological development and awareness-raising with citizens so that they can
contribute to reducing emissions. At the same time, a certain degree of climate
change is expected to happen and the EU needs to put in place measures to adapt.

Commisioner Wallström stresses: "The scientists have told us clearly that we must
face up to climate change or else accept dramatic consequences. Making the Kyoto
Protocol operational is not easy as everybody knows – but it can really only be a first
step.”
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Europe is seeing dramatic threats to the survival of many species and their habitats.
The full establishment of the Natura 2000 network and a set of sectoral bio-diversity
actions plans are the cornerstones of the approach to avert these threats. In addition,
more attention needs to be given to protecting landscapes more generally through
agricultural and regional policies.

The programme also announces new initiatives for protecting the marine
environment and proposals to prevent industrial and mining accidents. A thematic
strategy for protecting soils will open a new field of Community environmental policy.

���7KH�(QYLURQPHQW�DQG�KHDOWK

The effects of environmental pollution on human health are increasingly recognised
and Community legislation has addressed many problems. A more holistic policy
approach is needed to address interlinkages between different environment-related
health risks. More attention should be given to particularly vulnerable groups
including, for example, children.

A major item on the ‘environment and health’ agenda for the years to come will be a
fundamental overhaul of the Community’s system for managing risks from
chemicals. Particular attention will equally be devoted to a thematic strategy for
reducing risks from pesticides. The implementation of the Water Framework
Directive of 2000 and other existing legislation will dominate efforts to protect water
quality in the EU, and a similar focus on implementation will apply to noise when the
Noise framework directive will be adopted by Council and the European Parliament.
A thematic strategy for air quality will monitor the effectiveness of existing standards
and identify gaps and priorities for further action.

“The Environment and health is a personal priority for me, and children and other
vulnerable groups are a special concern”, said Mrs Wallström.

���6XVWDLQDEOH�XVH�RI�QDWXUDO�UHVRXUFHV�DQG�ZDVWH

One of the most difficult issues for the EU’s environmental policy is the inexorable
growth in waste, and ‘Environment 2010: Our Future, Our Choice’ calls for a
decoupling of waste generation from economic growth. Particular efforts will be
devoted to increased recycling, and waste prevention objectives are to be pursued
inter alia through an Integrated Product Policy. Other proposals target specific waste
streams such as sludges and biodegradeable waste.

Improved resource efficiency will be the OHLWPRWLY of a thematic strategy on the
sustainable use of resources – another area where the 6th Environmental Action
Programme will break new ground. As in other areas, the Commission believes that
high environmental objectives in this respect will not least promote the
competitiveness of European industry.

In Commissioner Wallström's words: "This will help business, with lower costs and
new markets, consumers, who have less waste to dispose of and, of course it will
help the environment."
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(QODUJHPHQW�DQG�WKH�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�GLPHQVLRQ
The new programme will see the Enlargement of the EU and will then apply also to
the new Member States. It calls on the Candidate Countries to fully apply the EU’s
existing environmental legislation and announces a deepening of the dialogue with
their administrations, environmental NGOs and business communities.

Strengthening the integration of environmental aims into the EU’s external policies
for example through developing methodologies and criteria for sustainability impact
assessments for trade agreements and an effective EU role in international
environmental policy-making is another priority area.

:RUNLQJ�ZLWK�VWDNHKROGHUV�DQG�RQ�WKH�EDVLV�RI�VRXQG�VFLHQFH

Broader dialogue and involvement from day one will be a feature of new policy
proposals on the environment. The same is true for sound scientific and economic
assessments. Monitoring on the basis of indicators will be further developed and the
Commission will work closely with the European Environment Agency in this respect.
The Commission will also continue to provide financing to, and draw on the support
of environmental NGOs.

2WKHU�LQIRUPDWLRQ
A summary of the 6th Programme can be found at
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/newprg/index.htm

A copy of the 6th Environmental Action Programme promotional video can be
obtained from http://www.tvlink.org/environment/en/home.htm
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There are no documents in this category
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DEFER (Awaiting further information. Decision to be taken at a future meeting)

SP/EC REFS DOCUMENT TITLE
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1586
12646/00

COM(2000) 573 final

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Directives 90/425/EEC and 92/118/EEC as regards health requirements for animal by-
products.

1711
13464/00

CRIMORG 154

Initiative of the French Republic and the Kingdom of Sweden with a view to the adoption of a Council Decision setting up a European crime prevention network

1728
14052/00

EUROJUST 19

Draft Council Decision setting up EUROJUST.

1737
14357/00

`

Relations with Morocco. Proposal for a Council Decision on a Community position in the Association Council on the  implementation of article 73 of the  EU-morocco Euro-Mediterranean
Agreement.

1753
5001/01

SIS-TECH 1

New technical architecture for SIS

1761
14469/00

COM(2000) 815 final

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Directive 91/671/EEC on the approximation of the laws of the Member States relating to
compulsory use of safety belts in vehicles of less than 3,5 tonnes.

1765
14402/00

COM(2000) 782 final

Biannual update of the scoreboard to review progress on the creation of an area of "Freedom, Security and Justice" in the European Union.

1793
11322/00

COM(2000) 545 final
COD 2000/0227

Proposal for a European Parliament and Council Recommendation concerning the implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management in Europe.

1811
14373/00

DROIPEN 60

Draft Framework Decision on the protection of the environment through criminal law.

1812
14900/00

EUROJUST 21

Draft Council Decision setting up Eurojust.

1715
13540/00

COM(2000) 745 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing measures to be applicable in 2001 for the recovery of the stock of cod in the Irish sea (ICES Division VIIa).

1716
13542/00

COM(2000) 747 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation on the conclusion of the Protocol setting out for the period from 3 May 2000 to 2 May 2002 the fishing opportunities and financial contribution provided
for in the Agreement between the European Community and the Government of the Republic of Angola on fishing off Angola.
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1719
13543/00

COM(2000) 738 final

Annual Report from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on the results of the multi-annual guidance programmes for the fishing fleets at the end of 1999.

1727
COM(2000) 786 final

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament. The prevention of crime in the European Union. Reflection on common guidelines and proposals for
Community financial support. Proposal for a Council Decision establishing a programme of incentives and exchanges, training and cooperation for the prevention of crime (Hippocrates).

1736
14174/00

COM(2000) 716 final
COD 2000/0286

Proposal for a  Regulation of the  European Parliament and of the Council laying down the general principles and requirements of food law, establishing the European Food Authority,
and laying down procedures in matters of food.

1740
14291/00

COM(2000) 727 final

Communication from the  Commission to the Council, The European Parliament, the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: An evaluation of the bridge
phase of TIDE (Technology Initiative for Disabled and Elderly People).

1747
14270/00

COM(2000) 736 final

Proposal for a Council Recommendation: "Drinking of alcohol by children and adolescents".

1749
13682/00

SEC(2000) 1890 final

Commission Regulation (EURATOM, ECSC, EC) amending Commission Regulation No. 3418/93 of 9 December 1993 laying down detailed rules for the implementation of certain
provisions of the Financial Regulation of 21 December 1977.

1758
14236/00

COM(2000) 770 final

Communication from the Commission on the joint harmonised EU programme of business and consumer surveys.

1759
14187/00

COM(2000) 785 final
1999/0269 (COD)

Amended proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending for the nineteenth time Council Directive 76/769/EEC relating to restrictions on the marketing
and use of certain dangerous substances and preparations (azocolourants).

1760
14440/00

COM(2000) 77 final
2000/0068 (COD)

Amended proposal for a  Directive of the European Parliament and  of the Council amending Council Directive 95/53/EC fixing the principles governing the organisation of official
inspections in the field of animal nutrition and Council Directive 1999/29/EC on undesirable substances and products in animal nutrition.

1773
14234/00

COM(2000) 791 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation introducing specific measures for certain agricultural products for the French ovearseas departments, the Azores and Madeira, the Canary Islands.
Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 1254/1999 on the common organisation of the market in beef and veal.

1775
14595/00

COM(2000) 802 final

Communication from the Commission to the european Parliament and the Council on a second set of Community meaures on maritime safety following the sinking of the oil tanker Erika.
Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and  of the Council establishing a Community monitoring, control and information system for maritime traffic.  Proposal for a
Regulation of the European Parliament and  of the Council on the establishment of a fund for the compensation of oil pollution damage in European waters and related measures.
Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and  of the Council establishing a European Maritime Safety Agency.

1782
14181/00

COM(2000) 820 final

Proposal for a Council Decision concerning certain protection measures with regard to transmissible spongiform encephalopathies and the feeding of animal protein.
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1786
13545/00

COM(2000) 762 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation amending for the sixth time, Regulation (EC) No. 2742/1999 fixing for 2000 the fishing  opportunities and associated conditions for certain fish stocks
and groups of fish stocks, applicable in Community waters and, for Community vessels, in waters where limitations in catch are required and amending Regulation No. 66/98.

1789
14058/00

COM(2000) 803 final

Communication from the Commission to the council and the European Parliament: Application of the precautionary principle and multiannual arrangements for setting TACs.

1790
14061/00

COM(2000) 801 final

Proposal for a Council Decision on the conclusion of an Agreement in the form of an exchange of letters concerning the provisional application of the Fourth Protocol laying down the
conditions relating to fishing provided for in the Agreement on fisheries between the European Economic Community, on the one hand, and the Government of Denmark and the local
Government of Greenland, on the other.

1791
14219/00

COM(2000) 774 final

1. Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 1260/1999 laying down general provisions on the Structural Funds. 2. Proposal for a Council Regulation amending
Regulation (EC) No.3763/91 introducing specific measures in respect of certain agricultural products for the benefit of the French ovearseas departments as regards the structural
measures. 3. Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 1600/92 concerning specific measure for the Azores and Madeira relating to certain agricultural products
as regards the structural measures. 4. Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 1601/92  concerning specific measure for the Canary Islands with regard to
certain agricultural products as regards the structural measures. 5. Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 2792/1999 laying down the detailed rules and
arrangements regarding Community structural assistance in the fisheries sector.

1792
13905/00

COM(2000) 751 final

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Regulation (EEC) No. 881/92 on access to the market in the carriage of goods by road within
the Community to and from the territory of a Member State or passing  across the territory of one or more Member States as regards a uniform Driver Attestation.

1794
11529/00

COM(2000) 757 final

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on a  Community Immigration Policy.

1798
14159/00

COM(2000) 807 final

Proposal for a Council Decision on the signature by the European Community of the Convention on the conservation and management of fishery resources in the South East Atlantic
Ocean.

1803
13119/00

COM(2000) 755 final

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament "Towards a common asylum procedure and a uniform status, valid throughout the Union, for persons
granted asylum".

1804
14184/00

COM(2000) 749 final

Commission Report under Council Decision 1999/296/EC for a monitoring mechanism of Community greenhouse gas emissions.

1807
14639/00

COM(2000) 824 final

Amended proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council for the prevention and control of certain transmissible spongiform encephalopathies.

1808
Brussels 21.12.2000
COM(2000) 846 final

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament. The contribution of public finances to growth and employment:Improving quality and sustainability.

1809
13941/00

COM(2000) 773 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation fixing for 2001 the fishing opportunities and associated conditions for certain fish stocks and groups of fish stocks, applicable in Community waters
and, for Community vessels, in waters where limitations in catch are required.
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1813
13986/00
COPEN 81

Communication from the Governments of the French Republic, the Kingdom of Sweden and the Kingdom of Belgium. Initiative by the French Republic, the Kingdom of Sweden and the
Kingdom of Belgium for the adoption by the Council of a Framework Decision on the execution in the European Union of orders freezing assets or evidence.

1826
5082/01

CRIMORG 1

Development of the EU Organised Crime Situation Report.

1767
14245/00

COM(2000) 786 final
2000/0304 (CNS)

Prevention of crime in the European Union: Reflection on common guidelines and proposals for Community financial support. Proposal  for a Council Decision establishing a programme
of incentives and exchanges, training and cooperation for the prevention of crime (Hippocrates).

1778
12825/00
COPEN 73

Draft Convention on improving mutual assistance in criminal matters.

1779
14352/00
COPEN 83

Draft Convention on improving mutual assistance in criminal matters.

1810
5146/01

JAI 2

Presidency programme concerning external liaison in the JHA field.

1671
13394/00

COM(2000) 724 final

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament: Fisheries and poverty reduction.

1693
13289/00

Communication from the Government of the French Republic. Initiative of the Government of the French Republic for the Council to adopt a draft Decision on setting up a European
judicial training network .

1702
13635/00

COM(2000) 694 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 2505/96 opening and providing for the administration of autonomous Community tariff quotas for certain agricultural
and industrial products.

1707
Brussels 8.11.2000

COM(2000) 716 final

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down the general principles and requirements of food law, establishing the European Food Authority, and
laying down procedures in matters of food, (Presented by the Commission).
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1730
14011/00

COR.1

European Social Agenda Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Committee

1742
14255/00

COM(2000) 796 final

Amended proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a programme of Community action to
encourage cooperation between Member States to combat social exclusion. Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Committee

1822
12617/00
SOC 376

Council Directive establishing a general framework for equal treatment in employment and occupation. Equal Opportunities Committee
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1723
Brussels 6 Nov.2000

Draft Council Regulation . Maintening a freeze of funds in relation to Mr Milosevic and those persons associated wiyh him and repealing Regulations (EC) No. 1294/1999 and 607/2000
and Article 2 of Regulation (EC) 926/98.

1729
13165/00

CIREFI 76, COMIX
806

Proposal by the Federal Republic of Germany for the adoption of a Council Resolution on Member States' obligation to transmit information on illegal immigration and facilitators
networks in connection with participation in the CIREFI early warning system.

1731
14145/00

EUROPOL 41

Data Protection Report: Norway

1732
14146/00

EUROPOL 42

Data Protection Report: Iceland

1733
14147/00

EUROPOL 43

Data Protection Report: Poland

1734
14148/00

EUROPOL 44

Data Protection Report: Hungary

1776
13739/00

DROIPEN 58

Draft Council Framework Decision on the strenghtening of the penal framework to prevent the facilitation of unauthorised entry residence.  Draft Council Directive defining the facilitation
of unauthorised entry, movement and residence.

1818
PE 297.081
Annex Part 2

Amendments and proposed modifications to the draft general budget of the European Communities for the financial year 2001. 2nd Part: Section III- Commission: Subsection B3.

1622
13075/00

COM(2000) 627 final

Proposal for a Council Decision amending Directive 90/219/EEC as regards the criteria for establishing the safety to human health and the environment of types of genetically modified
micro-organisms.

1708
12508/00

COM(2000) 737 final

Reports on Risk Assessments of Ketamine and GHB.

1709
13609/00

ENFOPOL 80

Registration of colour codes on the registration certificates of motor vehicles. Draft Council conclusions.

1710
13004/00

COM(2000) 733 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation imposing definitive anti-dumping duties on imports of certain electronic weighing scales (REWS) originating in the People's Republic of China, the
Republic of Korea and Taiwan.
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1712
13896/00

COM(2000) 728 final

Proposal for a Council Decision concerning the conclusion on behalf of the European Community of an Exchange of Letters recording the common understanding on the accession of
the Republic of Korea to the principles of International cooperation on research and development activities in the domain of intelligent manufacturing  systems between the European
Community and the United States of America, Japan , Australia, Canada and the EFTA countries of Norway and Switzerland.

1713
13780/00

COM(2000) 740 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No. 3493/90 laying down general rules for the grant of premiums to sheepmeat and goatmeat producers.

1714
13561/00

COM(2000) 678 final

Excise duties on mineral oils. Reduced rates and exemptions (procedure under Article 8(4) of Directive 92/81EEC).

1717
13889/00

COM(2000) 743 final

Report on the evaluation of Regulation (EC) No. 1475/95 on the application of Article 85(3) of the Treaty to certain categories of motor vehicle distribution and servicing agreements.

1718
13512/00

COM(2000) 698 final
(Volume I)

Structural Funds (Volume I). 11th Annual Report from the Commission (1999).

1720
13512/00 ADD1

COM(2000) 698 final
(Volume II)

Structural Funds (Volume II). 11th Annual Report from the Commission (1999).

1721
13917/00

COM(2000) 739 final

Proposal for a Council Decision establishing the Community position within the EC-Mexico Joint Council with a view to the adoption of a Decision implementing Articles 6, 9, 12(2)(b) and
50 of the Economic Partnership, Political Coordination and Cooperation Agreement.

1722
9401/00

Action plan for the Nothern Dimension with external and cross-border policies of the European Union 2000 -2003.

1724
Brussels 06/07/2000
COM(2000) 423 final

Proposal for a Council Decision concerning the conclusion of  the Protocol on the extension of the Cooperation Agreement between the European Community and Brunei-Darussalam,
Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam member countries of the Association of south-East Asian Nations to Cambodia.

1725
Brussels 3.5.2000

COM(2000) 268 final

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament. 2000 - 2006 Financial Programme of Heading 4.

1726
Brussels 30.5.2000

COM(2000) 336 final

Report from the Commission. Progress on Financial Services. Second Report.

1735
14026/00

COM(2000) 766 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 1334/2000 with regard to intra-Community transfers and exports of dual-use items technology.
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1738
14389/00

COM(2000) 789 final

Communication from the Commissison to the  Council, the European Parliament and the  Economic and Social Committee. Follow-up to the Green Paper on combatting counterfeiting
and piracy in the single market.

1739
14482/00

COM(2000) 810 final

European Training Foundation. Annual Report 1999.

1741
14507/00

SEC(2000) 2077 final

Proposal for an Agrement between the European Parliament, the Council, the Commission, the Court of Justice, the Court of Auditors, the Economic and Social Committee and the the
Committee of the Regions establishing an Advisory Group on Standards in Public Life.

1743
13969/00

COM(2000) 758 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation laying down the weightings applicable from 1 July 2000 to the remuneration of officials of the European Communities serving in third countries.

1744
13178/00

SEC(2000) 1814 final

Letter of Amendment No. 2 to the preliminary draft budget for 2001- Section III- Commission.

1745
13973/00

COM(2000) 734 final
1998/0300 (COD)

Turkey. Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council regarding  the implementation of measures to promote economic and social development in Turkey.
Commission opinion pursuant to article 251(2)(c) of the EC Treaty, on the European Parliament's amendments to the Council's comon position.

1746
14253/00

COM(2000) 772 final

Commission Report to the European Council: Better Lawmaking 2000.

1748
9886/00
REV 1

Revised edition of document COM(2000) 380 final. (Report from the Commission on the application of the Community rules for State Aid to the coal industry in 1998 and 1999).

1750
12770/1/00

COM(2000) 660 final/2
1993/0463 (CNS)

Amended proposal for a Council Regulation on Community design.

1751
14215/00

COM(2000) 742 final

Report from the Commission to the Council on harmonisation of consumer price indices in the European Union.

1752
14203/00

COM(2000) 783 final

eEurope 2002. The Europe 2002 update prepared by the European Commission for the European Council in Nice on 7 and 8 December 2000.

1754
13032/00 COR1

COM(2000) 634 final 2

Corrigendum to document COM(2000) 634 final. (Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council Directive 73/239/EEC as regards the
solvency margin requirements for non-life insurance undertakings.
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1755
14344/00

COM(2000) 744 final
1997/0348 (COD)

Opinion of the  Commission, pursuant to Article 251(2), third subparagraph, point (c) of the EC Treaty, on the European Parliament's amendments to the Council's common position
regarding the proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council relating to tyres for motor vehicles and their trailers and to their fitting, amending Directive
92/23/EEC.

1756
14484/00

COM(2000) 811 final

Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions on the results of the World
Radiocommunications Conference 2000 (WRC-2000) in the context of radio spectrum policy in the European Community.

1757
14292/00

COM(2000) 794 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation on the conclusion of Agreements in the form of Exchanges of Letters between the European Community and the Republic of Bulgaria, the Republic of
Hungary and Romania on reciprocal preferential trade concessions for certain wines and spirits, and amending Regulation (EC) No. 933/95 opening and providing for the administation
of Community tariff quotas for certain wines (presented by the Commission).

1762
14551/00

COM(2000) 817 final
ACP 167

Proposal for a Council Decision regarding the position to be taken by the Community within the ACP-EC Committee of Ambassadors with a view to a Decision adopting the rules of
procedure of the ACP-EC Council of Ministers.

1763
14550/00

COM(2000) 819 final
ACP 166

Proposal for a  Council Decision regarding the position to be taken by the Community within the ACP-EC Committee of Ambassadors with a view to a decision adopting the rules of
procedure of the ACP-EC Committee of Ambassadors.

1764
14701/00

COM(2000) 821 final

Communication from the Commission to the Council. Community objectives for the 33rd Assembly of the International Civil Aviation Organisation (IACO) and IACO Council decision prior
to this Assembly in the field of environmental protection.

1766
14351/00

COM(2000) 787 final

State of implementation of Council Directive 93/104/Ec of 23 November 1993 concerning certain aspects of the organisation of working time ("Working Time Directive"). Report from the
Commission.

1768
14511/00

COM(2000) 814 final

Sixth report on the implementation of the telecommunications regulatory package.

1769
14304/00

COM(2000) 750 final

Commission Communication to the European Parliament and the Council on GALILEO.

1770
14295/00
FIN 539

Special Report No. 20/2000 by the Court of Auditors concerning the management of the Common Organisation of the Market for Sugar.

1771
14334/00

COM(2000) 748 final

Proposal for a Council Decision on the signature, and proposal for a Council Decision on the conclusion of an additional Protocol to the Europe Agreement establishing an association
between the European Communities and their Member States, of the one part, and the Czech Republic, of the other part on conformity assesment and acceptance of industrial products.

1772
14335/00

COM(2000) 741 final

Proposal for a Council Decision on the signature, and proposal for a Council Decision on the conclusion of an additional Protocol to the Europe Agreement establishing an association
between the European Communities and their Member States, of the one part, and the Republic of Hungary, of the other part on conformity assesment and acceptance of industrial
products.
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1774
14329/00

COM(2000) 595 final

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on establishing common rules in the field of civil aviation and creating a European Aviation Safety Agency.

1777
14197/00

SEC(2000) 2088

Commission Staff paper. Single Market Scoreboard. November 2000. No. 7

1780
14220/00

COM(2000) 776 final
2000/0318(ACC)

Proposal for a Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Community within the Association Council established by the Europe Agreement between the European Communities
and their Member States, of the one part, and Poland, of the other part, which entered into force on 1 February 1994, extending the double-checking system for the period from 1
January to 31 December 2001, concerning the export of certain steel products from Poland to the Community.

1781
14223/00

COM(2000) 778 final

Proposal for a Council Decision on the position to be taken by the Community within the EU-Czech Republic Association Council established by the Europe Agreement between the
European Communities and their Member States, of the one part, and the Czech Republic, of the other part, which entered into force on 1 February 1995, extending the double-checking
system for the period from 1 January to 31 December 2001, concerning the export of certain steel products from the Czech Republic to the Community.

1783
14177/00

COM(2000) 804 final

Council Decision on the position to be adopted by the Community within the ACP-EC Council of Ministers regarding a Decision  intended to safeguard, by means of specific financial
measures, the continuity of certain activities of the 8th EDF before the entry into force of the ACP-EC Partnership Agreement. Decision of the ACP-EC Council of Ministers on the
adoption of specific financial measures to ensure the continuity  of certain activities of the 8th EDF before the entry into force of the ACP-EC Partnership Agreement.

1784
14026/00

COM(2000) 766 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EC) No. 1334/2000 with regard to intra-Community transfers and exports of dual-use items technology.

1785
13924/00

COM(2000) 753 final

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning statistical surveys in order to determine the production potential of plantations of certain species of
fruit trees.

1787
14021/00

COM(2000) 761 final
COD 2000/0185

Amended proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on unbundled access to the local loop.

1788
13972/00

COM(2000) 754 final

Amended proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the organisation of working time for mobile workers performing road transport activities and
for self-employed drivers.

1795
14227/00

COM(2000) 781 final
2000/0301 (ACC)

Proposal for a Council Regulation concerning the export of certain ECSC and EC steel products from the Slovak Republic to the Community for the period from 1 January to 31
December 2001 (extension of the double-checking system).

1796
14616/00

SEC(2000) 2167 final

Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the mobilisation of the flexibility instrument (paragraph 24 of the Interinstitutional Agreement of 6 May 1999 on
budgetary discipline and improvement of the budgetary procedure).

1797
14093/00

COM(2000) 763 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation amending Regulation (EEC) No. 738/93 amending the transitional measures governing the common organisation of the market in cereals and rice in
Portugal as Provided for by Regulation (EEC) No. 3653/90.



SIFT/SCRUTINY RECOMMENDATION NOTE

NO FURTHER ACTION

SP/EC REFS DOCUMENT TITLE

13

1799
14203/00

COM(2000) 783 final

eEurope 2002. The Europe 2002 update prepared by the european Commission for the European Council in Nice on 7 and 8 December 2000.

1800
14109/00

COM(2000) 760 final

Proposal for a Council Decision on the signing, on behalf of the European Community, of the United Nations Convention against transnational organised crime and its Protocols on
combatting trafficking in persons, especially women and children, and the smuggling of migrants by land, air and sea.

1801
Brussels 07.11.2000
SEC(2000) 1922 final

Transfer of Appropriations No. 40/2000.

1802
13349/00

COM(2000) 756 final

Proposal for a Council Regulation amending the Annex to Council Regulation (EC) No. 2042/2000 imposing a definitive anti-dumping duty on imports of television camera systems
originating in Japan.

1805
13852/00
FIN 497

Special Report No. 16/2000 on tendering procedures for service contracts under the Phare and Tacis programmes.

1806
14205/00

COM(2000) 765 final

Proposal for a Council Decision on the signing and the provisional application of the Agreement on trade in textile products between the European Community and the Republic of
Croatia initialled in Brussels on 8 November 2000.

1814
14511/00

SEC(2000) 2194

Commission staff working document: "Technical annexes of the 6th Report on the Implementation of the telecommunications regulatory Package."

1815
Brussels 25.10.2000
SEC(2000) 1777 final

Transfer of Appropriations No. 43/2000. Compulsory Expenditure.

1816
PE 297.081

Texts adopted at the sitting of Thursday 26/10/00.

1817
PE 297.081
Annex Part 1

Amendments and proposed modifications to the draft general budget of the European Communities for the financial year 2001: 1st Part :Section III- Commission: Subsections B1 and B2

1819
PE 297.081
Annex Part 3

Amendments and proposed modifications to the draft general gudget of the European Communities for the financial year 2001. 3rd Part: Section III- Commission: Subsections B4, B5
and B6.

1820
PE 297.081
Annex Part 4

Amendments and proposed modifications to the draft general budget of the European Communities for the financial year 2001. 4th Part: Section III- Commission: Subsections B7 and
B8.

1821
PE 297.081
Annex Part 5

Amendments to the draft general budget of the European Communities for the financial year 2001.5th Part: Section III- Commission: Part A. Other Sections.
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1823
14007/00
STUP 24

Initiative of the Kingdom of Sweden with a view to the adoption of a Council Decision establishing a system of special forensic profiling analysis of synthetic drugs.

1824
14008/00
STUP 25

Initiative of the Kingdom of Sweden with a view to the adoption of a  Council Decision on the transmission of samples of illegal narcotic substances.

1825
14935/00

DROIPEN 66

Communication from the Government of the French Republic. Initiative by  the Government of the French Republic for the adoption by the Council of a draft Council Decision on the
protection of the euro against counterfeiting.
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1.         This document

This document prepared by the Clerk to the European Committee, Stephen Imrie (tel
85234) contains copies of the correspondence issued by the Committee in relation to
documents identified as requiring further information or clarification of issues by the
European Committee from the meeting of the 16 January 2001 or previous meeting.
It also contains, where available at the time of printing, the response of the relevant
Scottish Executive department.

The purpose of publishing this regular series of documents is to increase the
transparency of the scrutiny process undertaken by the European Committee
regarding proposals for EC/EU legislation.  These correspondence reports are
supplemented by the publication of the Committee’s formal reports into scrutiny
(published on a quarterly to twice annual basis).
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Number
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SP 1582 12646/00, COM(2000) 574 Proposal for the Regulation of the
European Parliament and the
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SP 1582, COM(2000) 574

Request for more information from the Committee

SP Ref No EU Ref No. Document Title

1582 12646/00
COM(2000) 574

Proposal for the Regulation of the European Parliament
and the Council laying down the health rules concerning
animal by-products not intended for human consumption

Following the meeting of the 16 January 2001, the Committee wrote again to the
Scottish Executive asking that the Scottish Executive provide further information on
the proposed line of argument that will put forward for a derogation from certain
aspects of this Regulation.  They also asked for an indication of any contingency
plans in the worst case scenario where such derogation could not be secured.
Finally, Members noted in particular that as a result of this proposal, additional
compliance costs will be put on the agricultural and meat supply sector and agreed
to copy this EC document to Rural Development Committee once their own scrutiny
is completed

Response from the Scottish Executive

The response from the Executive is still awaited and will be published in future
editions of this report.
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SP 1693, 13289/00

Request for more information from the Committee

SP Ref No EU Ref No. Document Title

1693 13289/00 Communication from the Government of the French
Republic. Initiative of the Government of the French
Republic for the Council to adopt a draft Decision on
setting up a European judicial training network

I should be grateful if this could be sent to me no later than 22 January 2001.  I will
then ensure its distribution internally within the Parliament. I would appreciate it if the
following specific issues could be addressed in the SCN:

1. It would be helpful if the relationship between this proposed European judicial
training network (EJTN) and the existing one set up by the Bordeaux Convention
(October 2000) could be clarified.  We note in particular that this proposal would
initially be confined to matters covered by Article 31 TEU, does this mean that the
existing EJTN would then become confined to civil and family law and no longer
include criminal law?

2. Article 2 of the draft decision provides that each Member State shall appoint up to
three training officers to represent it in the network.  Is it planned to send one
training officer for Scotland?

3. The Explanatory Memorandum supplied by the Lord Chancellor’s Department
outlines one particular reservation namely the overriding importance of
maintaining judicial independence and ensuring that judges should not have their
priorities imposed by Governments.  It is not clear however which particular
aspects of this proposed decision triggered this particular reservation and it would
be helpful if this point could be clarified.

4. The Committee also wishes to be kept informed of the progress in relation to this
proposal.

Response from the Scottish Executive

The response from the Executive was not available at the time of publication. It will
be printed in a subsequent Correspondence Report.



EU/01/02/5

4

SP 1711, 1364/00

Request for more information from the Committee

SP Ref
No

EU Ref
No.

Document Title

1711 1364/00 Initiative of the French Republic and the
Kingdom of Sweden with a view to the
adoption of a Council decision setting up a
European crime prevention network.

On behalf of the European Committee, I’d like to request that the Scottish Executive
provide us with the following information on the above mentioned document by the 6
February:

1. Article 2 of the draft decision provides that the Network shall consist of up to
three contact points for each Member State.  What are the plans in relation to
designation of contact points by the UK?

2. The EM supplied by the Home Office indicates that the Swedish Presidency
would like to secure adoption of the decision at the meeting of the JHA Council
on 15/16 March 2001.  Yet the European Parliament has been given until 15 April
2001 to deliver its opinion.  It would be helpful if these aspects of the time-table
for adoption of this draft instrument could be clarified. What would happen if the
EP delivered its opinion at the end of March?

Response from the Scottish Executive

The response from the Executive was not available at the time of publication. It will
be printed in a subsequent Correspondence Report.
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SP 1804, COM (2000) 749

Request for more information from the Committee

SP Ref
No

EU Ref
No.

Document Title

1804 COM
(2000)
749

Commission Report under Council decision
1999/296 for a monitoring mechanism of
Community greenhouse emissions.

On behalf of the European Committee, I’d like to request that the Scottish Executive
provide us with the following information in relation to the above mentioned
document by the 6 February:

1. The Explanatory Memorandum supplied by DETR indicates that some policies in
these areas are devolved and it would be helpful if the extent of the Scottish
Ministers interests and responsibilities in this area could be explained to the
Committee.

Response from the Scottish Executive

The response from the Executive was not available at the time of publication. It will
be printed in a subsequent Correspondence Report.


