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ABSTRACT: 
This report provides a contribution to MYFISH Task 3.5 concerning Identifying governance implications of implementing MSY 
management, focusing on regionalization of the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and governance in the context of the 2013 
reform of the CFP (i.e. Basic Regulation 1380/2013). 

The report uses the Baltic Sea, as a case study, to examine the current foundation and future options for providing scientific 
advice in support of regionalized ecosystem-based fisheries management, by cooperating coastal EU member states (i.e. 
BALTFISH Forum) exercising ‘delegated empowerment’ granted by the European Union (EU), as authorized by the 2013 
CFP Basic Regulation. The study places the issue of regionalization of scientific advice in a Baltic Sea and EU fisheries 
governance perspective. 

Scientific advice does not function in a vacuum as it is shaped by relevant policies and by interactions with those who 
request, receive and are informed by the advice. This study, places the scientific advice in its main policy-related context, 
and identifies and describes the approach, operations, structure and performance of the main institutions/bodies providing 
fisheries-related scientific advice (i.e. the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) and the European 
Commission’s Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF)) concerning the Baltic Sea. The study 
also considers the equivalent features of the requesters and recipients of the regional advice (i.e. Baltic Sea Fisheries Forum 
(BALTFISH), Baltic Sea Advisory Council (BSAC), European Commission, European Council and Parliament, and Baltic 
Marine Environment Protection Commission (HELCOM)). It also examines how the various parties involved relate to each 
other formally and informally with regard to the effective functioning of CFP regionalization. 

It is concluded that the Baltic Sea has an exemplary foundation for providing the necessary scientific advice for supporting 
regionalized fisheries management in the context of the evolving CFP. However, ICES and STECF, supported by the 
European Commission, should collaborate closer to match advice requests to available resources, avoid duplication, and 
achieve greater complementarity and rationalization. BALTFISH aims to act as the regional decision-making fisheries forum. 
But it is an informal body lacking a legal stature, and so cannot fill the vacuum left by the 2007 disbanding of the International 
Baltic Sea Fisheries Commission (IBSFC). Thus, HELCOM and ICES lack a high-level formally constituted regional fisheries 
management partner. This is a major weakness of the current organizational system. A more cohesive, legally recognized 
‘umbrella’ organization is needed to facilitate effective fisheries collaboration. The organizational approach of the U.S. North 
Pacific Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC) may provide, with some modification, a useful model for this purpose. 
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1. Introduction 
The Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) is the European Union’s (EUs) instrument for managing 
fisheries and aquaculture. The CFP was adopted in 1983 by introducing a fisheries conservation policy 
to complement the already adopted structural, market and external policies (Holden, 1994). Since 
1983, the CFP has undergone several reforms, i.e. focusing, modification and improvement. 

The CFP’s broad aim is to ensure that fishing and aquaculture are environmentally (i.e. bio-
ecologically), economically and socially sustainable and provide a source of healthy food for EU 
citizens. However, the CFP has been strongly criticized on several grounds, among the most serious 
being that it has neither resulted in the sustainability of the targeted commercial fish stocks nor 
attained economic sustainability of the fishing industry (Khalilian et al., 2010). 

In 2009, the European Commission published a green paper outlining the justification for initiating 
potentially the most radical reform of the CFP since its inception (COM, 2009). This document 
identified the objective of tackling inter alia the following conspicuous problems facing the EU’s 
fisheries: 

• Most EU fisheries are overfished by an excessively large fishing fleet; 

• Catches are declining year by year and detrimentally impacting fishing communities; 

• Politicians have failed to take hard decisions to prioritize stock conservation over short-term 
political expediency; 

• The CFP, micro-managed from Brussels, has failed to engage member states, the fishing 
industry and other stakeholders to take responsibility, and be accountable, in finding regional 
solutions to the CFP’s challenges. 

The resulting 2013 reform of the CFP as EU Regulation No. 1380/2013, also referred to as the new 
basic regulation (EU, 2013) was adopted by the EU with a view to mitigating, if not resolving, the 
above-mentioned problems. 

It is logical to contend that the above-mentioned four bulleted weaknesses of the CFP can be boiled 
down to two principal issues which are addressed in the 2013 CFP Regulation: 

1) The hitherto lack of a strong and legally binding policy to prevent overfishing and achieve 
optimum yield (catch in biomass) by constraining the fishing effort/capacity of the fleet(s), 
and hence fishing mortality (F), to levels which do not exceed the maximum sustainable 
yield (MSY) taken over an indefinite timeframe from the target fish or shellfish stock(s). 
The 2013 CFP placed stock conservation, in the form of the prevention of overfishing and 
achieving sustainable fishing according to the principle of MSY (i.e. so that F≤FMSY and 
B≥BMSY), at the heart of the CFP. Having biologically-based MSY as a policy objective has 
an intuitive appeal because MSY implies efficiency and maximized revenues and associated 
socio-economic benefits. Furthermore, constraining fishing capacity/effort to levels in accord 
with MSY also contributes to moderating the wider ecosystem impacts of fishing. Thus, for 
the CFP, MSY becomes the precondition for a sustainable fishery. In accord with the aim of 
achieving MSY, which relates to the actual catch, the 2013 CFP instigates a landing 
obligation for the catch which prohibits the discarding at sea of unwanted or over-quota 
caught fish, i.e. a requirement for full catch accountability and associated utilization of the 
whole catch. The landing obligation, besides counteracting resource wastage, etc., also 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:354:0022:0061:EN:PDF
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contributes to enhanced data on the catch composition for more dependable scientific 
assessments. Finally, the adoption of legally binding MSY-based multiannual fishery 
management plans (i.e. long-term management plans, LTMPs) as promoted in the CFP, 
consistent with the precautionary approach, constrains the fishery to pre-agreed parameters 
and measures, which anticipate that catch limits (fishing opportunities) do not exceed the level 
specified in formal scientific advice. With catch limits and harvest control rules ‘locked in’ 
empirically in LTMPs, there are scant prospects for embarking on ‘decision overfishing’ 
whereby fishing opportunities are set systematically higher than the scientific advice based on 
sustainable exploitation (Hegland & Hopkins, 2014). Notably, LTMPs not only promote stock 
sustainability, they also form a means for engaging diverse stakeholder participation in the 
knowledge production and dialogue process, which underpins the formulation of LTMPs 
(Hegland & Wilson, 2009; Hegland & Hopkins, 2014) 

2) The hitherto lack of regional empowerment in the centrally dominated CFP hampered 
solutions being devised and implemented at the local level to solve the challenges faced by 
the CFP. The 2013 CFP reform permits regionalization in decision-making so that EU 
member states sharing a regional sea/sea area receive powers (delegated by the EU 
institutions centrally) may propose ‘joint recommendations’, facilitated by the establishment 
of what can be termed a ‘regional member states group’, on specific fishery management 
measures to be applied by the member states in their regional sea/sea area, subject to these 
measures being in accord with EU policies/legislation. Key decisions concerning the general 
principles and objectives of the CFP―the framework within which the CFP is 
implemented―will still be taken at the EU level (i.e. EU institutions1). The 2013 CFP reform 
involving empowered (delegated) regional fishery management complements the role of 
regional advisory councils, created by the 2002 CFP reform (EC, 2002), which provide for 
stakeholder consultation and advice on the functioning of the CFP pertaining to their region. 
Regionalization not only creates a more logical framework for decision-making but it also 
provides an effective framework for delivering other elements of the reform package (Symes, 
2012). Consequently, regionally implemented fishery governance, with structures such as the 
empowered regional member state groups and the regional advisory councils, should improve 
the performance of the CFP, which hitherto has suffered from problems of legitimacy, 
credibility and compliance (Linke et al., 2011). Thus, establishing LTMPs based on MSY 
principles, and measures to phase out discarding, are more likely to succeed when they are 
elaborated regionally and consensually rather than when their details are dictated and 
micromanaged in Brussels. Furthermore, through its regionalization, the new CFP is better 
positioned to deliver greater coherence between fisheries and the Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive which aims to achieve Good Environmental Status of the EU's Marine Regions (i.e. 
regional seas/sea areas) by 2020 and to protect the resource base upon which marine-related 
economic and social activities, such as fisheries, depend. 

Further aspects concerning the CFP and fisheries-related policy issues are examined in section 3.1.2, 
as well as in section 3.2.1.2 under the European Commission. 

The importance of scientific advice in support of the new CFP is emphasized by the term ‘scientific 
advice’ occurring 19 times in the text of the 2013 CFP Regulation. Although scientific advice has been 
fundamental to the CFP since its inception, in the new CFP Article 18(5) reminds member states in the 

                                                      
1 The EU institutions are the European Commission, Parliament, Council and the European Court of Justice. 
However, it is only the first three of these which are involved directly with legislation of marine fisheries. 
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context of regionalization that their ‘joint recommendations’ on conservation issues are required to be 
based on the ‘best available scientific advice’. 

Although enactment of the new regionalized CFP regulation on 1 January 2014 permits CFP 
implementation built around regional member states groups and regional advisory councils, it is not 
clear to what extent the provision of scientific information and advice is ‘fit for purpose’ in a 
specific regional context. To answer this it is necessary to conduct an inventory (mapping and audit 
exercise) of what one has in place now in operational terms and examine where one wishes to 
proceed, including how and why? This last aspect is not dictated by the scientific advisory actors 
alone as the form and substance of the scientific advice is shaped by relevant policy and 
management needs as interpreted by the views of fishery-related stakeholders, e.g. the formal and 
informal requesters and users of the advice. Furthermore, the actual nature of the resulting 
advisory products also involves a dialogue between the requesters/recipients of the advice, on the 
one hand, and the providers of the advice, on the other hand, whereby the latter actors must take 
into account their capability (e.g. availability of diverse expertise, infrastructures, and funding) to 
deliver the desired product. Furthermore, the success of the CFP regionalization venture is likely to 
depend on the extent to which the providers of scientific advice and the requesters/users of the 
advice collaborate constructively between these groups and among these groups. 

Thus, in the EU MYFISH project (http://www.myfishproject.eu/), one examines the regional 
governance of the CFP (Task 3.5) in the context of the preceding paragraph by focusing on the Baltic 
Sea region as a case study. In so doing, one is cognizant that some aspects of the findings may be 
specific (i.e. exclusive) to governance of the Baltic Sea region while other aspects of our findings may 
potentially be applicable to the governance of other EU regional seas/sea areas concerning lessons 
learned and best practices. 

The following questions will be addressed in this report concerning regionalization of the CFP 
using the Baltic Sea region as a case study: 

1) What traditions do the coastal EU member states have for regional cooperation to build on 
concerning fisheries and fisheries-related environmental management and the provision of 
associated policy-supporting scientific information and advice? 

2) Currently who are the main actors (i.e. institutions/organizations/subsidiary bodies), and 
what are the remits/operations of these actors, which formally or informally request and/or 
are recipients of scientific information and advice, and associated research and technical 
development (RTD), and how do they relate to each other? 

3) Currently who are the main actors, and what are the remits and operational portfolio of 
these actors, which provide scientific information and advice (applied science) and 
supporting research and technical development (RTD) (fundamental science2), and how do 
they relate to each other and to the actors in 2) above? 

4) What are the main performance issues (chief strengths and weaknesses) in 1) and 2) above 
and how may the weaknesses be rectified and the strengths enhanced? 

5) What are the potential options and desirability for future evolution of the current 
organizational system―taking inter alia account of 1) to 4) above―towards setting up a 

                                                      
2 i.e. RTD necessary to ensure that the advice is founded on evolution of the best available scientific knowledge. 

http://www.myfishproject.eu/
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‘regional management organization’ with a view to managing several or all human 
activities affecting the marine region? 

This was undertaken via a wide-reaching literature and media study supplemented by stakeholder 
interviews (see section 2 regarding Methodology) 

As the information in this report is by its nature both wide ranging and detailed, it is suggested that 
the interested reader may approach the report in the following manner consisting of two main parts: 

1) For abridged information (i.e. quicker and less exacting reading), perusal should be made of: 

a) Section 1 presenting an introduction to the case study; 

b) Section 2 presenting an oversight of the approach and methodology used in the study; 

c) Section 4 presenting a summary of the main outcomes from Section 3 (i.e. the bulk of the 
detailed report) and conclusions from the study regarding current foundations and future 
options for scientific advice concerning the Baltic Sea region. Particular focus is directed at 
the prevalent policies of the CFP and its integration with the MSFD, as well as examining the 
roles, relationships, strengths, limitations and opportunities of the actors requesting/using the 
scientific advice and the actors providing the scientific advice. The conclusions also consider 
what may be required to rationalize and optimize the current system in the future. 

2) For more comprehensive (i.e. in depth and substantiated) reading, 1) above should be 
supplemented by perusal of: 

a) Section 3.2.1 presenting more elaborate information about the actors requesting/using the 
scientific advice; and 

b) Section 3.2.2, providing more elaborate information about the actors providing the scientific 
advice. 

Thus, sections 3.3.1 and 3.2.2 provide the in-depth evidence about the governance of the overall 
system, from which the summary and conclusions are based in section 4. 

2. Methodology and definitions 
This case study involved a) the production of a literature review concerning the main actors (scientific 
advice providers including RTD providers, and the recipients of scientific advice and decision-makers) 
complemented by b) interviews with key stakeholders connected with the scientific advice providers 
and scientific advice recipients. 

A comprehensive and systematic desk study of the literature and web-pages is a fundamental aspect in 
conducting the review process. The literature search, and subsequent critical analysis and synthesis of 
information provided by the literature text, informs inter alia about the current state of knowledge, 
from uncovering many different but relevant sources. The literature review is an assessment procedure 
concerning the particular topic, and so forms an essential step-stone to the following stage of posing a 
series of appropriate questions to various stakeholder groups, and appraising their responses, 
concerning the functioning (e.g. strengths and relative shortcomings) of the considered system and its 
constituent parts. 

The desk study was drafted in part before conducting the stakeholder interviews in order to become 
acquainted with the various subjects. The a priori desk study resulted in a draft report on the main 
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characteristics of the system regarding the provision of scientific advice, the primary recipients and 
users of the scientific advice and the overall decision-makers spanning the various links in the system. 
The draft a priori report was also further informed and enhanced after the interviews by taking into 
account additional knowledge gained therefrom including the opinion and insights provided by the 
interview respondents. 

The interviews consisted of standard interview questions (Annex 1). These questions were designed to 
be ‘open ended’ so as to allow the interviewed respondents to provide their view on the main factors 
and challenges involved as seen from their particular perspectives. In addition to the standard 
questions, in a number of interviews more specific fact finding questions were posed for clarification 
purposes. 

A total of 12 respondents were interviewed for about 1 hour each using Skype (voice over internet 
protocol) during June 2014. The interviews were recorded for later analyses. The 12 interview 
respondents were selected in order to cover the following experiences and affiliations with the bulleted 
list which for the purpose of this study represent stakeholder groupings: 

• Having current, or recent, experience as a member of key bodies in the ICES system: Bureau, 
Advisory Committee, Science Committee, and senior ICES Secretariat staff. At least one 
person was interviewed from each of these ICES bodies. 

• Having current, or recent, experience as a member of STECF regarding their key competency 
representing the natural/physical sciences, economic sciences, and social science disciplines. 
At least one person was interviewed from each of these three disciplines in STECF thereby 
allowing their science area experiences to be compared and contrasted. 

• Having current, or recent, experience as a senior scientific official concerning the 
CFP/fisheries conservation in the European Commission’s DG MARE. Two persons were 
interviewed in this context. 

• Having current, or recent, first-hand experience as a member/senior office holder in the Baltic 
Sea Advisory Committee (BSAC). Three persons from the Executive Committee and the 
Secretariat were interviewed in this context. 

• Having current, or recent, first-hand experience as a senior official in the Ministry of Fisheries 
or Directorate of Fisheries (or their equivalents) in two Baltic Sea countries which are 
members of the EU and ICES. Two persons were interviewed in this context. Neither of these 
persons was involved in BALTFISH’s High-Level Group. 

No interviews were conducted with respondents from the BONUS Secretariat, although several of the 
interview respondents in the above bullet groups had experiences of working in BONUS in, for 
example, funded projects or in key BONUS bodies. 

No interviews were conducted with respondents from the BALTFISH High-Level Group. However, 
several of the interviewed respondents from the above-bulleted list of stakeholders had experiences of 
working with BALTFISH, particularly by participating in the BALTFISH Forum. 

The respondents were granted anonymity and are only identified in this report by their affiliations with 
one or more of the stakeholder groups. Several of the interview respondents had a multiplicity of 
experiences in being affiliated with more than one of the stakeholder groups. This multiplicity of 
experiences proved to be particularly helpful. 



Regionalization of the CFP regarding scientific advice and decision-making ― Baltic Sea paradigm 

6 

The interviews do not provide the grounds for quantitative analyses. They are used to help provide 
knowledge that the report author was not aware of including the basis for potentially diverse views or 
controversies. Where such views or controversies arise, they are noted in this report. 

The term ‘governance’ is defined in various ways in dictionaries. For the sake of the current study, one 
considers fishery governance as the sum of the legal, social, economic and political arrangements 
used to manage the fishery. The establishment of institutions, legislation/policies, management plans 
and processes through which management may be realized at appropriate levels (e.g. national and 
local) is fundamental to effective fishery governance. Governance also concerns how power, 
knowledge and decision-making are shared amongst the key stakeholders. 

one views fishery-related stakeholders as persons and/or groups which believe they have a legitimate 
interest in the fishery. 

3. Scientific support for the CFP and other EU policies 

3.1 The evolving policy background, and scientific support, for EU fisheries 

3.1.1 The EU’s Lisbon Treaty and constraints on regionalization in the CFP 
The CFP was adopted in 1983 by introducing a fisheries conservation policy to complement the 
already adopted structural, market and external policies (Holden, 1994). The CFP aims to ensure that 
the exploitation of living aquatic resources (i.e. fisheries and aquaculture) are environmentally (i.e. 
bio-ecologically), economically and socially sustainable and that they provide a source of healthy food 
for EU citizens (COM, 2009; EU, 2013). 

The EU’s Lisbon Treaty (EU, 2007)―also known as Treaty on the Functioning of the European 
Union, TFEU, the EU’s primary law―came into force on 1 December 2009. Since the TFEU, in a 
significant change to EU policy, instead of being generally subject to EU ‘exclusive competence’, 
fisheries policy in principle became subject to ‘shared competence’ between the EU and member 
states, with the exception of the conservation of marine biological resources (Article 4(2)(d), TFEU) 
for which Article 3(1)(d) provides for EU ‘exclusive competence’ under the CFP. ‘Shared competence’ 
indicates that member states can exercise their competence to the extent that the Union has not 
exercised its competence or has decided to stop exercising it. Thus, the TFEU opened up for member 
states to agree and implement national fisheries management measures in areas that are not 
specifically covered by EU legislation, unless such measures relate to ‘exclusive competence’ under 
Article 3(1)(d) concerning the conservation of marine biological resources3. Furthermore, fishery 
measures aimed at general environmental conservation and protection, as opposed to resource 
conservation, fall under ‘shared competence’. 

The Treaty on European Union (TEU), as amended by the Lisbon Treaty, clearly defines the meaning 
of ‘exclusive competence’ and ‘shared competence’. Exclusive competence is summarized in Article 
2(1) TEU in the sense that only the EU (i.e. the European Commission, Council and Parliament) may 
legislate and adopt legally binding acts in areas of exclusive competence. However, Article 2(1) also 
asserts that the EU can empower (delegate) member states to legislate and adopt legally binding acts. 
Accordingly, it is possible for individual member states or groups of these to promote legislation in 

                                                      
3 According to Client Earth (2010) the conservation of marine biological resources under the CFP is not the same 
as the fixing and allocation of fishing opportunities, although the fixing and allocation of fishing opportunities 
may well be seen as an act of conservation of marine biological resources under the CFP, and therefore subject 
to exclusive EU competence. 

http://www.clientearth.org/reports/Proposed-legal-framework-for-a-reformed-CFP-options-for-regionalisation.pdf
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areas of exclusive competence, providing that they have been empowered by the EU. Likewise, the 
EU can withhold or withdraw such empowerment. In the context of an EU regional sea/sea area, it is 
logical that the empowered member states, rather than working independently, need to collaborate 
through an appropriate regional institution or body in order to be effective. As noted below, without 
prima facia amendment, the TFEU does not permit the formal establishment of additional official 
decision-making or policy promoting institutions beyond those already in place. 

In areas of EU policy which are not governed by the EU’s exclusive competence, the EU must act in 
accord with the principle of ‘subsidiarity’ as established in Article 5 of the Treaty of the European 
Union. (i.e. 1992 Maastricht Treaty)The subsidiarity principle ensures that decisions are taken as 
closely as possible to the citizen and that continuous checks are made to verify that action at EU level 
is justified. Thus, the EU should not take action unless it is more effective than action taken at 
national, regional or local levels. Taking into account the TFEU regarding ‘shared competence’, 
fisheries are a sector where it can be argued that application of the subsidiarity principle should bring 
governance related benefits. However, EU institutions are not required to act in accordance with the 
subsidiarity principle where the EU has ‘exclusive competence’ such as resource conservation 
measures (e.g. setting fishing opportunities such as TACs). Despite being an exclusive competence of 
the EU, the EU institutions may delegate greater authority and responsibilities with respect to the 
conservation of aquatic biological resources becoming a shared competency, rather than an exclusive, 
competency. 

The above-mentioned TFEU and subsidiarity considerations played influential role in shaping the 
wide-reaching discussions on the potential for, desirability of, and regionalization in various forms in 
the workings of the CFP (Österblom et al., 2011; Raakjær & Hegland, 2012) and references therein). 
However, the possibilities of establishing formal bodies with regional decision-making powers are 
outside the Lisbon Treaty as it provides no legal basis for doing so. Thus, regionalization of the CFP 
‘can be done’ but cannot be formalized in a legal act of the Union, at least as the TFEU is currently 
formulated. Hence it became increasingly apparent as the discussion unfolded that the pathway 
towards regionalization of the CFP would most likely, at least for its commencement, take on the form 
of empowered member states setting up informal (i.e. not legally binding) regional management 
bodies with whatever legislative and decision-making powers the EU’s legislative institutions 
(European Commission, Council and European Parliament) would be willing to delegate to the 
regional member states. 

Due to the intractability of the Lisbon Treaty regarding setting up new formal structures in the context 
of regionalization, the new CFP (EU Regulation No. 1380/2013) allows for inter alia groups of 
member states with a ‘direct management interest’ (e.g. regional member state groups, such as 
BALTFISH for the Baltic Sea region) to make ‘joint recommendations’ for particular CFP matters 
(see bullet point 4 below and later in this section) to the European Commission which will adopt the 
measure (e.g. management plan)―subject to scrutiny for CFP conformity, etc.―into EU law through 
a Commission Delegated Act. Thus, the power to implement the proposed plans (e.g. multiannual 
fishery management plans, discard management plans) will be delegated by the CFP institutions to a 
regional level, i.e. to the member states with interests in the fisheries in question, provided that they 
agree on an appropriate joint recommendation for the particular measure. This represents a form of 
results based management used by the Commission to characterize the regionalization aspect of the 
new (2013) CFP (Nolde Nielsen et al., 2014). 

Until co-decision with the European Parliament, promoted by the Lisbon Treaty coming into force on 
1 December 2009, the Council of Ministers was the EU’s primary decision-making institution 
concerning the CFP. The Lisbon Treaty granted legislative co-decision (now ‘the ordinary legislative 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=OJ:C:2010:083:TOC
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=OJ:C:2010:083:TOC
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process’) to the European Parliament, except for the fixing and allocation of fishing opportunities (e.g. 
TACS and quotas) which remain the prerogative of the Council. 

Further information on the workings of BALTFISH and the Baltic Sea Advisory Council, and the role 
of the EU institutions (Commission, Council and Parliament) concerning the CFP are provided under 
section 3.2.1.2. 

3.1.2 Objectives of recent CFP reforms: sustainable fisheries built around MSY 
In 2009, the European Commission analyzed the functioning of the CFP resulting in the Green Paper 
on the Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy (COM, 2009). In the 2009 Green Paper, the 
Commission concluded that despite progress since the 2002 reform, the objectives to achieve 
sustainable fisheries in all its dimensions (environmental, economic and social) had not been met and 
the Green Paper identified a series of structural shortcomings of the current CFP. Included in the 
structural shortcomings was the conclusion that the decision-making system was over-centralized and 
focused on short-term solutions. The core manifestation of the CFP’s failure has been the overfishing 
and associated depletion of many of the target stocks so that the EU’s fishing fleets are either running 
losses or returning low profits (COM, 2009). The European Parliament and the Council of Ministers 
supported the Commission’s general conclusions. 

In order to tackle its shortcomings, the CFP has undergone periodic reforms, the most recent of which 
is EU Regulation 1380/2013 (EU, 2013) entering into force on 1 January 2014, following the 
penultimate one in 2002 (EC, 2002). Based on these two latest reforms, key policy issues identified, 
which have ramifications for providing the necessary scientific support, include: 

1) Full integration and implementation of the ecosystem approach to the management of human 
activities (EAM, incorporating application of the precautionary approach) into the principles, 
objectives and operational framework of the CFP and the overarching Integrated Maritime Policy 
(COM, 2007). The CFP must take into account the environmental impacts of fishing with respect 
to fulfilling the objectives of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) (EC, 2008a), 
which serves as the environmental pillar of the Maritime Policy. For the CFP and its relationship 
with the MSFD, research in support of policy, and scientific evidence-founded advice for 
management play essential roles; 

2) An emphasis shift from the previously prevalent and primarily tactical, short term (i.e. year-to-
year single stock management approach towards a longer term (i.e. multiannual) strategic, 
stakeholder involved approach. The CFP’s main objective is to be refocused on maintaining 
healthy, sustainable and exploitable stocks via implementing a legally binding commitment to fish 
sustainably according to the principle of MSY. As already noted, MSY, besides promoting healthy 
and sustainable stocks, also results in associated socio-economic benefits. MSY is implanted in the 
CFP’s requirement to establish long-term multiannual fishery management plans (FMPs ≈ long-
term management plans, LTMPs) encompassing the intention to progress from single 
species/stock management plans to multispecies/stock management plans, as well as confronting 
the challenges/options of pursuing mixed fisheries. Other key CFP aspirations and challenges 
include the avoidance of unwanted catches, and minimizing bycatch and phasing in of a ban on the 
discarding of fish together with a requirement for full catch accountability (i.e. landings obligation 
for all catch), better incorporation of relevant human dimensions (e.g., socio-economics, 
governance) into the operation of the CFP, mitigation and adaptation of fisheries to climate change 
and variability, and improved a priori evaluation of the efficacy of proposed strategies/measures 
(e.g. management strategy evaluation, socio-economic impact assessments); 
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3) Regionalization adapted to the specificities of each fishery and sea area (‘ecoregion’), removing 
centralized micromanagement [while adhering to a general framework of CFP policy/principles], 
for a number of instruments and measures: multiannual plans (i.e. LTMPs), discard plans, 
establishment of fish stock recovery areas and conservation measures necessary for compliance 
with obligations under EU environmental legislation. Where regionalization applies, EU countries 
with a ‘direct management interest’ may agree to submit ‘joint recommendations’ for achieving 
the objectives of the above-mentioned plan or measure. The recommendations must be compatible 
with the CFP’s objectives, with the scope and objective of the measure or plan, and be at least as 
stringent as measures under EU law. The EU countries have to consult the relevant advisory 
council(s) on the joint recommendations before submitting them to the European Commission. If 
all these conditions are met, the Commission can then adopt a Commission Act to transform these 
joint recommendations into EU law applicable to all operators. 

From a scientific perspective and from the point of view of effective and sustainable fisheries 
management, a regionalized management framework founded on marine ecoregions or large marine 
ecosystems is fundamental and prudent (Sherman, 1994; Sherman and Duda, 1999; Duda & Sherman, 
2002; Suárez de Vivero et al., 2009). Accordingly, regionally established conservation provides a 
framework for applying the ‘ecosystem approach to management’ at a variety of scales. Although the 
CFP is focused on ecosystem-based fisheries management, it can be argued that ecosystem-based 
management (in which it is acknowledged that humans are important parts of the ecosystem) has 
been hindered in the EU by the lack of truly dedicated regionalized structures for stakeholder 
engagement prior to Council Decision 2004/585/EC allowing establishment of regional advisory 
councils and prior to the 2013 CFP enabling regional member states groups ‘with direct 
management interests’ to operate. For whatever extenuating reasons, progress of the CFP towards 
regionalism has been laggardly compared with the USA’s establishment of regional fishery 
management councils (RFMCs) in 1976 by the (later to be titled the Magnuson-Stevens) Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S. Code § 1852). The RFMC’s successfully integrate 
scientists, managers, the fishing industry, environmental NGOs and local people in a single institution. 
Furthermore, in 1996 the USA, in establishing the Sustainable Fisheries Act (amending the Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act), the obligation of fulfilling National Standard No. 1 was further 
emphasized concerning preventing overfishing and achieving optimum yield in the context of MSY 
(16 U.S. Code § 1851). The EU has been at least 20 years behind the USA in preventing overfishing as 
first laid down in in the 2013 CFP regarding an obligation to fish according to MSY principles by 
2015 where possible, and by 2020 at the latest (EU Regulation No, 1380/2013 Article 2(2))4. 
Empowering the EU member states at a given regional sea/sea area level to resolve the challenges 
of fishery management, coupled with the aim of achieving optimal yield via MSY management from 
the stocks in the given region, may well prove to be the most effective combination of factors for 
achieving bio-ecologically and socio-economically sustainable fisheries since the start of the CFP. 
The rate of devolving regional management responsibility should be contingent on demonstrating that 
the region has the collaborative structures, compliance, and implementation required for delivering 
sustainable fisheries. 

                                                      
4 Article2(2) §1 ‘The CFP shall apply the precautionary approach to fisheries management, and shall aim to 
ensure that exploitation of living marine biological resources restores and maintains populations of harvested 
species above levels which can produce the maximum sustainable yield.’ §2 ‘In order to reach the objective of 
progressively restoring and maintaining populations of fish stocks above biomass levels capable of producing 
maximum sustainable yield, the maximum sustainable yield exploitation rate shall be achieved by 2015 where 
possible and, on a progressive, incremental basis at the latest by 2020 for all stocks.’ 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32004D0585&from=EN
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/16/1852
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/16/1851
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The MSFD has since its adoption in 2008 taken an ecoregion (termed European Marine Regions, with 
sub-regions) focused approach in which the regions reflect geographic and environmental criteria (EC, 
2008a; Suárez de Vivero et al., 2009). However, as the MSFD is an EU environmental policy it is 
governed by ‘shared competence’. But maintenance of ‘exclusive competence’ by the CFP concerning 
resource conservation potentially blocks how far the MSFD can operate in the context of fishery 
management, i.e. CFP resource conservation measures for complying with the MSFD are determined 
by the European Commission. On the other hand, as previously noted, fishery measures aimed at 
general environmental conservation and protection fall under ‘shared competence’. Thus, there is 
rather a fuzzy boundary between the CFP’s jurisdiction and that of the MSFD (Hoof et al., 2012). 

Concerning regional conservation measures and scientific advice, the text of the new CFP (Regulation 
1380/2013) addresses the following aspects (selected here and not quoted verbatim): 

Article 18 - Regional conservation measures 

• 18(1) notes the role of: 

−  Multiannual plans and environmental legislations; 

− Member states with direct management interest may agree to submit joint recommendations 
for achieving the objectives of the relevant Union conservation measures, the multiannual 
plans or the specified discard plans. 

• Article 18(2) notes that: 

− Member states shall cooperate with one another in formulating joint recommendations; 

− They shall also consult the relevant advisory councils; 

− The Commission shall facilitate the cooperation between member states including, where 
necessary, by ensuring that a scientific contribution is obtained from the relevant scientific 
bodies; 

• Article 18(2) notes that: 

− Member states shall ensure that the joint recommendations on conservation are based on the 
best scientific advice. 

• Article 18(5) regarding data: 

− In close cooperation with the Commission, member states shall coordinate their data 
collection activities [e.g. use of regional coordination meetings/groups regarding the Data 
Collection Framework/Data Collection-Multiannual Plans (DCF/DC-MAP), cross-national 
plans funded by the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF)] with other member 
states in the same region, and shall make every effort to coordinate their actions with third 
countries having sovereignty or jurisdiction over waters in the same region. 

Further information on CFP policy and its development, as well as how it relates to other policies 
which it integrates with, etc., is provided in section 3.2.1.3 under the European Commission. 
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3.2 Scientific support for policy and decision-making: the main actors and relationships 
First in this section (i.e. 3.2.1), the principal ‘clients’ (requesters and recipients/users) for CFP-
related scientific advice, with particular focus on the Baltic Sea region, are identified and their main 
remits, responsibilities and relationships with other clients and advice providers are examined. 
Additionally, the main viewpoints arising from the various interview respondents with respect to these 
clients, as well as key issues connected with these clients are summarized. Thus the focus is first 
placed on the clients for the advice, who to a large extent influence―with regard to policy―consider, 
and even decide, what advice is needed from their viewpoint. 

Secondly in this section (i.e. 3.2.2), the principal providers of the scientific advice are identified and 
their main remits, responsibilities and relationships with other advice providers and the clients for 
advice are examined. In particular, attention is focused on the organizational approach and the main 
scientific – advisory portfolio of the scientific institutions which provide advice concerning regional 
implementation of the CFP and MSFD in the Baltic Sea. Additionally, the main viewpoints arising 
from the various interview respondents with respect to these advice providers, as well as key issues 
connected with these advice providers are summarized. 

In using this two-stage approach, the intention is to provide the basic evidence necessary to determine 
how the advisory system (i.e. provider institutions and client/recipient/user institutions) is currently 
organized and connected as a whole, and what the strengths and weaknesses are. 

3.2.1 Scientific advice recipients including stakeholder consultation and decision-making 
The following text under section 3.2.1.1 to 3.2.1.3 examines the key institutional actors which request 
and/or are informed by scientific information and advice for fisheries and associated ecosystem-based 
management in the Baltic Sea region. Also examined are their functioning, collaboration and efficacy, 
as well as their relationships among themselves and their relationships with the providers of the 
scientific advice. 

3.2.1.1 Historical reflections on the IBSFC and EU – Russia JBSFC 

Establishment of the IBSFC: a novel and generally well-functioning RFMO 

From 1974 to 2005, the International Baltic Sea Fishery Commission (IBSFC) functioned as the 
regional fisheries management organization (RFMO) responsible for the management of shared Baltic 
Sea fishery resources. The IBSFC was established in 1973 pursuant to signing, by the governments of 
Baltic Sea states, of the Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living Resources in the Baltic 
Sea and the Belts (the Gdansk Convention) (Ranke, 2003). 

With the enlargement of the European Economic Community in the Baltic Sea, following the 
dissolution of Soviet Union in 1989, the IBSFC increasingly lost influence as a regional fisheries 
management organization (RFMO). This occurred with the 3 October 1990 reunification of East and 
West Germany, which brought East Germany into the Community without increasing the number of 
member states, followed by the accession on 1 January 1995 to the Community of Finland and 
Sweden, and on 1 May 2004 the accession of Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. This left the Russian 
Federation as the only Baltic Sea state outside the Community. The IBSFC officially ceased to exist 
on 1 January 2007, following withdrawal of the EU from the Gdansk Convention, as subsequent to the 
above-mentioned enlargement, the membership of the IBSFC consisted of only two parties, the EU 
and the Russian Federation. 
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The duties of the IBSFC were among others: to coordinate the management of the living resources in 
the Convention Area; and to prepare and submit recommendations based as far as practicable on 
results of scientific research for consideration of the Contracting Parties (Ranke, 2003; Aps, 2004). 

Article I emphasized that ‘The Contracting States shall co-operate closely with a view to preserving 
and increasing the living resources of the Baltic Sea and the Belts and obtaining the optimum yield, 
and, in particular to expanding and co-ordinating studies towards these ends’, 

Article IX outlined the duties of the Commission to: a) coordinate the management of the living 
resources in the Convention area by collecting, aggregating, analyzing and disseminating statistical 
data (e.g. catch, fishing effort, and other information); b) promote coordination, as appropriate, of 
scientific research and, when desirable, of joint programmes of such research in the Convention area; 
c) prepare and submit recommendations based as far as practicable on results of the scientific research 
and concerning measures referred to in Article X for consideration of the Contracting States; and d) 
examine information submitted by the Contracting States. 

Article IX also referred inter alia to the central role of ICES’ and other international and technical 
organizations. Additionally, to perform its functions the Commission may set up working groups or 
other subsidiary bodies and determine their composition and terms of reference. Furthermore the 
Commission may prepare and put into effect organizational and technical projects on conservation and 
growth of the living resources, including measures of artificial reproduction of valuable fish species 
and/or contribute financially to such measures, on a just and equitable basis, as well as take other steps 
towards rational and effective exploitation of the living resources. 

ICES was granted observer status by IBSFC, as were HELCOM and the U.N.’s Food and Agriculture 
Organization (Fisheries Department). 

The cooperation with ICES dated from the very first days when the Commission was established in 
1974 (Hoydal, 2014). Following a request from IBSFC, formulated during its Annual Sessions, ICES 
provided scientific reports on the state of the most important fish stocks and advice for their 
management. The IBSFC recommendations, adopted during the subsequent annual session, were 
founded on this advice. However, as noted below, IBSFC often did not follow the advice in setting 
TACs. 

Article X highlighted areas of activity pertaining inter alia to measures: regulating fishing gear, 
appliances and catching methods; regulating the size limits of fish that may be retained on board 
vessels or landed, exposed or offered for sale; establishing closed seasons and closed areas; improving 
and increasing the living marine resources; establishing TAC or fishing effort according to species, 
stocks, areas and fishing periods including total allowable catches for areas under the fisheries 
jurisdiction of Contracting States; and any other measures related to the conservation and rational 
exploitation of the living marine resources. 

Article XV stated that the Commission [IBSFC] shall cooperate with other international organizations 
having related objectives and may also extend an invitation to any international organization 
concerned or to the Government of any State, not a Party to this Convention, to participate as an 
observer in the sessions of the Commission or meetings of its subsidiary bodies. 

Ranke (2003) emphasized that, when taking its decisions, the Commission should take into account 
the needs to protect the stocks, and the need to minimize the economic dislocations in the fishing 
communities of the Contracting States. 
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The enforcement of the measures adopted by the Commission was the responsibility of the 
Contracting States in their respective Fishery Zones. Thus, the IBSFC as such did not have direct 
responsibility over fishery compliance and implementation measures (such as adoption of mesh sizes, 
inspections of catches and landings), although it was able to make pronouncements on such matters. 
IUU fishing of some important stocks periodically was substantial as in the case of the Eastern Baltic 
Sea cod stock where in 2007 the true catch was estimated by ICES to be 35-40% greater than reported 
(Hopkins & Lassen, 2008; Martin, 2011). 

Decisions and recommendations of the Commission were taken by a two-thirds majority of votes of 
the Contracting States present and voting, but subject to an opening for prior notification of objection 
Contracting States were not obliged to give effect to these (Ranke, 1996). Thus, as the entire 
Convention area was covered by fisheries jurisdictions of these states, unanimous decisions were of 
vital importance for the work of the Commission. 

IBSFC had two Standing Committees to prepare decisions to be taken by the Commission: one on 
Regulatory Measures and a second on Finance and Administration. Working groups were established 
to address challenging issues, for example preparing management plans, action plans and recovery 
plans for key fish stocks/populations, and transparency issues concerning public access to information. 
The membership of IBSFC working groups was restricted to experts, from national fisheries institutes, 
nominated by the Contracting States. The outcomes of the working groups, such as proposed 
management plans, were generally submitted to ICES for quality assurance purposes and feedback. 

IBSFC activities under ‘Agenda 21 for the Baltic Sea Region’ were crucial to the further development 
and implementation of management objectives and strategies for Baltic salmon, cod, sprat, and 
herring, as well as other measures aimed at sustainable use of shared fishery resources (Aps, 2004). 
Particularly since the 1996 Visby Declaration, starting the process for the adoption of the Baltic 
Agenda 21, increasingly close collaboration developed between IBSFC and HELCOM on the 
integration of fishery and environmental issues. 

The IBSFC Contracting Parties were charged with implementing all recommendations and decisions 
made by the IBSFC during its Annual Sessions by the specified date. During these sessions, 
Contracting Parties negotiated to balance their socio-economic interests in translating the science-
based advice provided by ICES into agreed management recommendations (Aps et al., 2007). IBSFC 
saw ecological sustainability as a basic premise for the economic future of the Baltic Sea fisheries and 
their functioning in a social context: the scientific advice provided by ICES was used to inform the 
IBSFC Contracting Parties before the annual negotiations on setting TACs for internationally 
regulated fish stocks (Aps & Lassen, 2010). However, in optimizing their short-term socio-economic 
interests, the IBSFC generally set TACs at systematically higher levels than the scientific advice based 
on sustainable exploitation, i.e. ‘decision overfishing’ (Ojaveer, 2002; Aps & Lassen, 2010). There 
was also evidence of extensive underreporting of catches, i.e. ‘implementation overfishing’, meaning 
that the management body knowingly maintains a situation of overfishing (Aps & Lassen, 2010). 
However, the combination of decision overfishing and implementation overfishing, and not the 
management measures per se, could be the reason for the failure of depleted stocks to recover (Aps & 
Lassen, 2010). 

Justification for terminating the IBSFC and establishment of the JBSFC 

The basis for terminating the IBSFC was justified by the European Commission’s view that because 
all waters in the Baltic Sea are under national jurisdiction, an international Convention between two 
Parties was an inappropriate and disproportionate mechanism for discharging the Parties’ obligations 
to cooperate on fisheries management, due to the Russian Federation only being responsible for about 



Regionalization of the CFP regarding scientific advice and decision-making ― Baltic Sea paradigm 

14 

5% of the fishery resources of the Baltic Sea in very limited areas around Kaliningrad and St 
Petersburg (EC, 2004). Following the 2007 termination of the IBSFC, an agreement between the EU 
and the Russian Federation came into force in April 2009 (EC, 2009a, b) establishing the EU – Russia 
Joint Baltic Sea Fisheries Committee (JBSFC). The agreement, covering an initial period of six years, 
sets out provisions on joint management measures for Baltic Sea fisheries. 

From the EU, besides the Commission and member states, the Baltic Sea Advisory Committee 
(BSAC) receives invitations to attend the JBSFC meetings. Members of the BALTFISH HLG, 
consisting of Fishery Directors, do not figure in the JBSFC meetings in that capacity as the Fishery 
Directors participate under the guise of their respective EU member states. 

The views of interview respondents 

During our interviews, respondents who had attended IBSFC meetings as scientists, managers and 
industry representatives were generally positively inclined in expounding IBSFC as an example of a 
good RFMO. However, several negative aspects were identified. They viewed IBSFC as a well-
integrated regional forum for international collaboration among scientists, managers and industry on 
fishery management issues. This did not apply to the environmental NGOs who felt excluded from 
most affairs in IBSFC. Several environmental interviewees recalled that Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB), 
an international environmental NGO for the Baltic Sea), after years of lobbying, was only given 
observer status by IBSFC towards the end of IBSFC’s life, as the sole environmental NGO observer. 
CCB was granted observer status in IBSFC because it was an international NGO with a Baltic Sea 
focus, thus acting as a conduit for its national members from Baltic Sea coastal countries to express 
their views. Notably, CCB was granted observer status in HELCOM long before it was granted 
observer status in IBSFC. The fishing industry had a very close relationship with the official 
delegations of IBSF’s Contracting Parties (i.e. national ministries with responsibilities for fisheries), 
and representatives of key national fishermen’s organizations were customarily included in these 
national delegations. Thus, the fishing industry was the immediate partaker of information coming 
directly from the national Contracting Party whereas environmental NGOs were not. 

Many respondents considered that the positive experiences regarding IBSFC’s organization and 
functioning could provide a model for the potential evolution of BALTFISH. Several respondents 
remarked that the increasing role of the EU (at that time as the European Community) in taking over 
the rights and obligations of Contracting States (as made possible in an Appendix to Article XVII) had 
increased the extent of formal ‘coordination’ by the European Commission and stifled the possibility 
for solutions to challenges to be innovatively found by the various parties. These respondents 
considered that this effect was due to the centralized command and control micromanagement of the 
CFP. Moreover, there was a tendency for this centralized control to become more evident as more 
Baltic Sea states acceded to the European Community and the resultant demise of the IBSFC. In 
particular, problems arose when ‘coordination’ meetings were imposed by the European Commission, 
as difficult issues were not openly debated and dealt with in plenary meetings, so that the Heads of 
Delegation (HoD) meetings became increasingly important. In conclusion, the negative views 
concerning the IBSFC were primarily related to the tendency to ‘decision-overfish’ (taken at the HoD 
level), the lack of access of environmental NGOs and other interested parties (besides the industry and 
international scientific organizations) as observers to the IBSFC, and difficult issues being handled at 
the HoD level in camera rather than being comprehensively debated in plenary sessions. 

3.2.1.2 EU: The Commission, Council, Parliament, BSAC and BALTFISH 

The key EU institutions requiring scientific information and advice connected with the 2013 CFP 
reform (i.e. EU Regulation 1380/2013) are the regional advisory councils (e.g. the Baltic Sea Advisory 

http://ec.europa.eu/world/agreements/prepareCreateTreatiesWorkspace/treatiesGeneralData.do?step=0&redirect=true&treatyId=7642
http://ec.europa.eu/world/agreements/prepareCreateTreatiesWorkspace/treatiesGeneralData.do?step=0&redirect=true&treatyId=7642
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Council), the regional member states groups (e.g. BALTFISH), the European Commission, the 
Council of Ministers and the European Parliament. Regarding regionalization of the CFP, BSAC and 
BALTFISH play essential regional roles in consultation and delegated management, respectively, as 
outlined in the reformed CFP, and they have a legitimate interest in outlining the needs for, and being 
informed by, scientific information and advice. 

BSAC 

The Baltic Sea Advisory Council (BSAC), as its name implies, is a regional advisory council which 
provides evidence-based advice on fisheries management measures relevant to the geographical scope 
or operational remit of each advisory council to the European Commission (RACs, 2012), and latterly 
to BALTFISH, the regional EU member states group for the Baltic Sea. The advice provided by the 
regional advisory councils covers the ‘human element’, i.e. socio-economic aspects, of the ecosystem 
approach to fisheries management. This is not to say that the bio-ecological aspects of sustainability 
are not on the agenda of the advisory councils as these aspects provide, subject to sustainable 
management of the resource and the ecosystem on which it depends, the foundation for sustainable 
use. As expected, there are wide-ranging perspectives, and not uncommonly significant differences in 
opinions, on the socio-economic and bio-ecological aspects depending on the particular stakeholder 
constituents of the advisory council. 

The BSAC is included in this section of the report on scientific advice recipients/users, as the regional 
advisory councils do not themselves have capability, as yet at least, to provide scientific advice. The 
BSAC and other regional advisory councils have a substantial and legitimate interest in scientific 
advice and frequently question the basis for scientific advice, such as stock/fishery assessments 
(Linke et al., 2011). 

Origin, remit and organization 

Prior to the establishment of the RACs, as a result of the 2002 reform of the CFP enacted on 1 January 
2003, stakeholder generated advice on fishery-related matters was provided by the Advisory 
Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture (ACFA) to the European Commission. ACFA5 was created 
in 1971, and its members were appointed by the Commission following proposals from the 
organizations which spoke for the interests concerned. ACFA met according to an annual work 
programme adopted in agreement with the Commission. Decisions in ACFA were taken in the ACFA 
Plenary and prepared in the Bureau (ACFA’s steering group). All decisions and positions were 
prepared and discussed in four working groups, which addressed: a) fisheries resources and 
management; b) aquaculture; c) markets and trade policy; and d) general questions, including 
economics and the condition of the sector. 

Following establishment of the regional advisory groups according to Decision 2004/585/EC, 
discussions occurred about how to ensure that the work of the regional advisory groups and ACFA did 
not overlap unnecessarily (i.e. avoid duplication). In 2014, the European Commission disbanded 
ACFA owing to the increasing importance of the RACs, particularly in a regionally-based 
representation context. Associated with this, in addition to the seven existing regional advisory 
councils (of which the Baltic Sea Advisory Council is one), the new CFP foresees the creation of four 
new advisory councils for the Black Sea, Outermost regions, Aquaculture, and Markets. Of these new 
advisory councils, the two latter-mentioned ones (i.e. Aquaculture and Markets) can be seen as a 
continuation from ACFA due to their not fitting into the regionalized organization of the councils. 
This explains the change in terminology from regional advisory councils (RACs) to advisory councils 
                                                      
5 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/maritimeforum/taxonomy/term/143 
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(ACs), although technical speaking the great majority of these councils are still focusing on regional 
CFP matters and function therefor as regional advisory councils. 

The intention to create RACs was first put forward officially according to the 2002 CFP Regulation 
(Regulation (EC) No 2371/2002) (EC, 2002) in order to facilitate the provision of advice (opinions 
and recommendations) by fishery stakeholders to the European Commission and EU member states 
concerning the CFP and fisheries management matters. However, the primary motivation for creation 
for founding the RACs was in response to calls from fishery-related stakeholders who wanted to be 
involved in fishery co-management in the EU, having followed progress in stakeholder participation 
and co-management in the United States via the establishment in 1976 of regional fishery management 
councils established by the Magnuson-Stevens Act (16 U.S. Code § 1852). Creation of the RACs was 
an attempt by the EU to address one of the CFP’s primary deficiencies, its lack of legitimacy arising in 
part from low stakeholder involvement (Raakjær Nielsen, 2003; Ounanian & Hegland, 2012). 
Currently, the RACs manifest an intermediary institutional level between the central EU and 
member state levels orientated toward particular marine regions and fisheries (Ounanian & 
Hegland, 2012). However, the development of the RACs has been criticized as not having proceeded 
far enough, in that their role and resultant stakeholder input has been constrained to the 
consultative pre-decision phase, while the EU central level retains its decision-making authority 
and only to a limited extent commits itself to taking into consideration the advice received from the 
RACs (Gray & Hatchard, 2003; Hegland, Ounanian, & Raakjær, 2012a, b). Although increased 
compliance through stakeholder input may have been undermined by keeping the RACs 
consultative in nature (c.f. Gray & Hatchard, 2003), the RACs may be thought of as representing an 
interim (i.e. evolutionary) institutional stage facilitating better information sharing and cultivating 
stakeholder relationships (Ounanian & Hegland, 2012). Furthermore, the RACs have proven to be 
an asset to stakeholders not only as advice forums, but also by possessing additional roles and 
values in that they facilitate understanding across and within sectors and interest groups and act as 
key purveyors of information (Ounanian & Hegland, 2012). 

As obligated by their name, regional advisory councils should provide advice on matters pertaining to 
the fisheries in a defined geographic area (‘region’) or related to specific fisheries. This may include 
advice on conservation and socio-economic aspects of management, and on simplification of rules, 
etc. Under the new CFP (Regulation EU No 1380/2013), the regional advisory councils have an 
enhanced role compared with the previous (2002) CFP reform. Under the previous CFP, member 
states and the European Commission were able to consult the regional advisory councils in order to 
seek input from their constituents on a variety of matters, but there was no obligation to do so. The 
2013 CFP reform makes it a duty for member states and the European Commission to consult the 
advisory councils under certain circumstances, and explaining the process to be followed for this 
consultation in expressly requiring that the advisory council’s advice must be taken into account. In 
particular, the consultation with advisory councils is specifically dealt with in Articles 6, 12, 13, 18, 20 
and 44 of the new CFP. Article 6(2) expounds the general provisions on conservation measures, 
establishing as a general rule that advice from the advisory councils shall be taken into account when 
such measures are adopted. Articles 12 and 13 oblige that consultation occurs in adopting 
urgent/emergency measures where serious threats are identified to marine biological resources and the 
marine ecosystem. In Article 18, the CFPs regionalized governance procedures are presented: Article 
18(1) establishes that member states may agree to submit ‘joint recommendations’ for achieving 
conservation measures, multiannual plans or specific discard plans, whereas Article 18(2) requires 
member states to consult relevant advisory councils as part of this process. Article 20 (relating to the 
potential for member states to take permitted non-discriminatory measures within their 12 nm zones 
for the purposes of conserving and managing fish stocks, and maintaining or improving the 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2002:358:0059:0080:EN:PDF
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/16/1852
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conservation status of marine ecosystems) obliges consultation with relevant advisory councils before 
such measures are adopted to ensure that the measures are not discriminatory in affecting the vessels 
of other member states. Article 44 (1-4) pertain inter alia to the obligations of the member states and 
the Commission to consult with the advisory councils in accord with Article 18 and provide detailed 
reasons for divergent recommendations between themselves and the advisory councils when these 
occur. 

The councils are anticipated to contribute to appropriate data for fisheries management and 
conservation measures in a regional sea context6, e.g. the DCF/DC-MAP. EU financial assistance is 
provided to the ACs as bodies pursuing an aim of general European interest. The councils are 
composed of representatives from two major groupings: from the Fishing Industry and from Other 
Interest Groups. About the only grouping or alignment which does not have a formal constituency in 
the council are scientists, although representatives from scientific advisory bodies (particularly ICES 
and to a lesser extent STECF) attend council meetings to present advice and provide clarification. This 
is not to say that the regional advisory councils do not recognize the importance of close collaboration 
with the scientific community, indeed Article 6 of Decision 2004/585/EC establishing the councils, 
provides a definite legal basis for the invitation of scientists from scientific institutes in the member 
states, or affiliated to international scientific bodies, to participate in the work of the councils (Long, 
2010). Participation by ICES scientists in stakeholder meetings since the establishment of the advisory 
councils in 2004 has been undertaken within the framework set up by the MoU between the European 
Commission and ICES (ICES & EC, 2013). 

The councils are organized into two main bodies: an Executive Committee and a General Assembly. 
Meetings of both these bodies are open to the public. Additionally, the councils may establish working 
groups and similar entities, and arrange special meetings such as workshops for addressing particular 
issues. 

The regional advisory councils (RACs) were renamed Advisory Councils (ACs) in 2014 in line with 
the text of the reformed CFP (EU 1380/2013). The BSRAC (now called BSAC) was set up in March 
2006 in accord with Council Decision 2004/585/EC of July 2004 to create RACS. The BSAC’s aim is 
to prepare and provide advice on the management of Baltic Sea fisheries in order to achieve a 
successful running of the CFP7. The BSAC’s membership covers Estonia, Denmark, Finland, 
Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Sweden, and comprises representatives from the fishing 
sector and other interest groups affected by the CFP. These include fisheries' associations, producer 
organizations, processors, market organizations, environmental NGOs, aquaculture producers, 
consumers, women's networks and recreational and sports fishermen. The Chair and Vice-Chair of the 
BSAC are elected by the Fishing Sector and the Other Interest Groups, respectively. Currently, the 
Vice-Chair is from the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) Poland. The BSAC receives funding 
from the EU, the EU member states around the Baltic Sea, and its members. It has received 
sponsorship from private and public sources in connection with arranging special meetings, 
workshops, etc. 

The 2013 CFP reform (Regulation (EU) 1380/2013) stipulated the establishment, composition, 
functioning and funding of the advisory councils in Articles 43-45 and Annex III. A key change 
introduced in 2014 concerned the membership structure, both in the seats in the General Assembly and 
in the Executive Committee, to comply with the new 60% : 40% split between the Fishery Sector (15 

                                                      
6 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/partners/advisory-councils/index_en.htm 
7 http://www.bsrac.org/ooizzCMS/DA/aboutthebsrac 
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seats) and Other Interest Groups (10 seats). The Baltic Sea EU member states are responsible for 
approving or declining membership in the BSAC. 

The BSAC has three working groups: demersal, pelagic, and salmon and sea trout fisheries. These 
groups cover the stocks and fisheries in ICES areas IIIb, IIIc, and IIId. There is no fixed membership 
of the working groups and these are open to all BSAC members. 

BSAC is obliged to submit a draft work programme and draft budget for the forthcoming period to the 
European Commission. Similarly it is obliged to produce an annual report for the preceding period. In 
recent years, the attention of BSAC’s Work Programme (see for example 2014-20158) focuses 
primarily on: a) the implementation of a landing obligation (including the ban on discards, full 
catch accountability, and technical improvements for selectivity in the demersal fishery); b) 
developing proposals for multiannual single species fishery management plans, and evolving these 
eventually towards multiannual and multispecies management of the Baltic Sea fish stocks, taking 
into account ecosystem interactions. Although a single species multiannual plan for the cod 
stocks/fisheries in the Baltic Sea was put in place in September 2007 (EC, 2007) this did not conform 
to MSY-related management. This single species plan was not superseded, as a single species plan, 
because none of the new plans proposed by the Commission since 2009 until 2014 have been adopted 
due to a disagreement involving the Council and the European Parliament on content of multiannual 
fishery management plans and what powers the EU Treaties give to the Parliament as co-legislator for 
the multiannual plans. However, in April 2014 a Task Force produced a report designed to provide 
agreement among these three institutions on the general content of multiannual plans concerning 
single, multispecies and mixed fisheries in the context of MSY-related management. Thus, this 
development has opened up for progress regarding the future adoption of new multiannual fishery 
management plans, both single species and multispecies. 

The BSAC’s motivation for considering multispecies LTMPs (i.e. multiannual fishery management 
plan), focusing on cod, herring and sprat and their interactions, as a high priority in its work 
programme has been in response not only to ICES providing scientific advice for quotas in the Baltic 
Sea within the multispecies approach, c.f. ICES Workshop on Integrated/Multispecies Advice for 
Baltic Fisheries (WKMULTBAL), ICES Benchmark Workshop on Baltic Multispecies Assessments 
WKBALT), (ICES WKMULTBAL, 2012; ICES WKBALT, 2013) while also continuing to give 
advice in accordance with single-species models, but also regarding multispecies management options 
from the MYFISH project (Voss et al., 2014). On 6 October, the European Commission proposed 
(COM, 2014a) that the Council and the European Parliament adopt the first multispecies (cod, 
herring and sprat) LTMP for the Baltic Sea, based on consultations and inputs from BSAC and 
BALTFISH. The BSAC has actively contributed, via BALTFISH, towards creation of a discard 
plan for the Baltic fisheries. 

During its work, the BSAC collaborates with the European Commission, European Parliament, 
BALTFISH, ICES, STECF, HELCOM and national scientific institutes. 

BSAC has been closely involved in various capacities in the BALTFISH Forum (see next sub-
section). BSAC requested (letter dated 29 November 2013) the Fisheries Directors of the BALTFISH 
member states and DG MARE that BSAC be included as a permanent observer in the meetings of 
BALTFISH’s HLG, for manifestation in the text of the BALTFISH Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU), to be presented at the Fisheries Council meeting in Brussels in December 2013. As explained 

                                                      
8http://www.bsrac.org/archive/Dokumenter/General%20Assembly/24042014/Annex3Workprogramme2014_201
5.pdf 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/pech/dv/taskfor/taskforce.pdf
http://www.bsrac.org/archive/Dokumenter/Recommendations/2013/2911113BSRACletterBALTFISHFIN_1.pdf
http://www.bsrac.org/archive/Dokumenter/General%20Assembly/24042014/Annex3Workprogramme2014_2015.pdf
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in the letter, BSAC wished to have representation from both stakeholder groups (i.e. Fishing Sector 
and Other Interested Parties) of the advisory council in the BALTFISH HLG so as to further 
transparency and collaboration in the decision-making process at all levels. However, the Presidency 
of BALFISH, on behalf of the Fisheries Directors, rejected this request (e-mail communication dated 
24 February 2014). The finalized and signed MoU text refers inter alia to ‘BALTFISH HLG in 
accordance with the Basic Regulation consults and where appropriate invites to its meetings 
representatives of the Baltic Sea Advisory Council (hereinafter BSAC).’ Under reference to 
composition of the BALTFISH FORUM Seminar, BSAC is included in the representation, together 
with ‘all other relevant stakeholders’. The MoU also refers to ‘BALTFISH HLG relies on good 
cooperation, transparency and information exchange with BS AC, as well as with ICES, HELCOM 
and other relevant stakeholders in the Baltic Sea fisheries. Where appropriate BALTFISH HLG will 
invite relevant stakeholders, in particular BS AC, to participate on an ad hoc basis.’ This rejection by 
BALTFISH of the request from BSAC has not been well received by BSAC’s membership which 
comprises a very substantial number and range of stakeholders. 

Scientific and other information requirements 

BSAC has no formal connections (e.g. MoU) with either ICES or STECF, but it can raise requests 
for scientific information and advice with the Commission, so that the latter may coordinate these 
with other requests directed at ICES and STECF, as considered appropriate. This direct channeling 
of requests from BSAC to the Commission has occurred previously independently of BALTFISH. 
With the establishment of BALTFISH, there is the likelihood that such advisory requests from 
BSAC may be channeled via BALTFISH to the Commission, and thereby directed onwards to ICES 
and STECF. It is clear that the Commission ideally would prefer the latter option, but the extent to 
which this option is preferred by BSAC will depend to a large extent on how BSAC, and its 
stakeholders, view the efficacy of the collaboration via BALTFISH. 

The advisory councils have engaged themselves in suggesting research and related scientific advice 
that may be carried out, for example by ICES. In the case of ICES, formally this process occurs by 
advice requests from the advisory councils being filtered by the Commission when these submissions, 
by their nature (i.e. as recurrent or special requests), are covered by the official agreement (MoU) 
between ICES and the European Commission governing the provision of advice, including associated 
cost implications. Informally, however, the advisory councils frequently draw ICES attention to 
specific queries or needs for improving the quality or relevance of advice without necessarily going 
through the Commission. This informal process has developed into a standard part of the interactive 
dialogue between the advisory councils and ICES, particularly when such matters do not have a 
particular, additional cost implication. Such informal feedback between the advisory committees and 
ICES occurs either via ICES Advisory Committee (ACOM) and/or expert group members. After much 
criticism from the regional advisory committees concerning ICES lack of engagement with the fishing 
industry (Hawkins, 2007), in 2009 ICES made a major change to its policy so as to allow attendance 
by observers from organizations, and other interested persons, at the meetings of its review and advice 
drafting groups, and ACOM (ICES, 2013a). Additionally, ICES Secretariat staff, ACOM Chairs and 
Vice-Chairs, and scientists representing ICES, attend advisory council meetings (e.g. BSAC) to 
present and explain the ICES advice including responding to queries. In the case of BSAC, several 
advice-related meetings have been co-hosted together with ICES. 

BSAC Statutes 

BSAC has created its statutes, which inter alia govern the rules of procedure which all members, 
office holders and the Secretariat have to abide by. The statutes document is not a formal signing 
procedure, but it is understood that the BSAC referred to in the statement of objectives covers all 

http://www.bsac.dk/archive/Dokumenter/Recommendations/2013/RiekstinsBALTFISHreply.PDF
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paying members who have formally been granted membership. The Statutes for the Baltic Sea 
Advisory Council are available for perusal on the BSAC’s website. 

Main issues focused on by BSAC so far 

Key issues addressed by BSAC encompass developing proposals for LTMPs in the form of a new 
multispecies LTMP (linking cod, herring and sprat) thereby progressing beyond some of the existent 
single species/stock management plans, the discard ban plan and landing obligations for the Baltic 
Sea, review of data collection matters (e.g. DCF/DC-MAP), negotiations on fishing (i.e. catch) limits, 
etc. 

Decisions by BSAC: reported to the Commission, but not necessarily via BALTFISH 

Since its establishment, BSRAC/BSAC has provided its views on various issues directly to the 
Commission (DG MARE) in accord with the original intention of the advisory councils. However, 
BSAC is now feeding its views on various issues into the BALTFISH Forum, as also is the intention. 
Thus, currently there are two legitimate channels that BSAC can use to provide its views and 
opinions on regional CFP issues: 1) to the Commission directly, and 2) to the Commission 
indirectly via BALTFISH. Which of these channels will eventually be most important for BSAC and 
its constituents is currently uncertain. However, this will depend substantially on the extent to 
which BSAC believes that the BALTFISH High Level Group is receptive to the BSAC’s input. 

The views of interview respondents 

The views concerning BSAC provided by all interview respondents who have been or continue to be 
involved in BSAC work and activities, either formally or informally, were positive for the most part. 
These views included those from the fishing industry, environmental NGOs, fishery managers and 
senior officials, and fishery scientists. They highlighted the overall working atmosphere in BSAC as 
being collegial, open and transparent, and aimed to constructively exchange views and 
opinions―albeit in sometimes challenging situations where views can differ substantially between 
diverse groups―and attempt to gain understanding and consensus. Where consensus was not possible, 
the differing views, opinions and positions in the Executive Committee and General Assembly debates 
were considered to be fairly reflected in reports, minutes of meetings, communication to the European 
Commission, etc. However, some environmental NGO interviewees considered that, due to the main 
representational block being from the fishing industry, there is a tendency that information flow and 
influence is skewed towards the industry. As increasing attention is being focused on environmental 
issues impinging on fisheries and vice versa, the view of these environmental NGO interviewees was 
that this may favor conservatism when addressing such issues. 

Regarding ICES, the interviewed persons from BSAC (i.e. Executive Committee, General Assembly, 
and Secretariat) spoke positively of the increasingly close collaboration between BSAC and ICES. In 
particular, BSAC especially appreciated the efforts made by ICES personnel (both ICES Secretariat 
and ICES ACOM) to attend its meetings and respond to queries and provide clarification. These same 
persons noted the comparative paucity of STECF personnel at BSAC meetings, and expressed a desire 
that this would be rectified with the increased consultative importance of the advisory councils, 
particularly concerning regionalization of the CFP. More specifically, the potential consequences of 
CFP- and MSFD-related management changes need to be assessed in terms of the social and economic 
impacts/interactions with the fishing industry and fishing communities. This should be addressed in 
regional terms through the socio-economics competency of STECF. For this to be optimally effective, 
closer collaborative relationships, both formal and informal, should be encouraged between the 
advisory councils (e.g. BSAC) and STECF itself and not only its EWGs. 

http://www.bsrac.org/archive/Dokumenter/Diverse/2014/StatutesandRulesofProcedure240414.pdf
http://www.bsrac.org/archive/Dokumenter/Diverse/2014/StatutesandRulesofProcedure240414.pdf
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BALTFISH 

Origin, remit and organization 

The Baltic Sea Fisheries Forum (BALTFISH) was initiated in 2009 as a flagship project under the 
Priority Action 9 (PA9) of the European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea Regional (EUSBSR)9. 
BALTFISH supports regionalization of the CFP as expected by the 2013 CFP reform (EU Regulation 
1380/2013). BALTFISH is a regional body (i.e. a regional EU member states group) established to 
provide a discussion platform on important fisheries issues in the Baltic Sea region. A MoU on the 
principles and working methods of BALTFISH was signed on December 2013 (Annex 3). The 
primary goal of BALTFISH is to strengthen and improve the EU member states coordination and 
cooperation in fisheries management in the Baltic Sea, as well as develop cooperation with other 
key stakeholders relevant to the Baltic Sea fisheries. Importantly, BALTFISH allows the Baltic Sea 
EU members states to agree on common positions ahead of the EU Fisheries Council meetings (e.g. 
on fishing opportunities which the EU reserves ‘exclusive competence’), and for making ‘joint 
recommendations’ for fisheries management matters which the EU has delegated to regional 
member states groups in the context of the 2013 CFP reform. BALTFISH may establish ad hoc 
working groups and projects connected with furthering sustainable fisheries. 

BALTFISH functions at two levels: 

a) The High Level Group (HLG) consisting of fisheries directors (i.e. senior ministerial officials) 
of the eight Baltic Sea member states of the EU and representatives of the European 
Commission. The HLG functions as the core or steering group of BALTFISH. It can prepare 
positions and (joint recommendations) as proposals for decision-making process by the EU 
institutions or at national level by member states themselves. The HLG meetings are restricted 
to the above-mentioned representatives, although the HLG may invite stakeholders that are 
deemed relevant to present positions or take part in discussions in the HLG meetings; and 

b) The Forum Seminar consisting of officials of the EU member states and European Commission, 
as well as representatives from organizations such as BSAC, ICES and HELCOM. Discussions, 
consultations and presentations in the BALTFISH Forum Seminars are intended to provide 
necessary feedback and stakeholders’ expertise to assist the HLG in preparation of the positions 
and joint recommendations of BALTFISH. 

The Presidency of BALTFISH rotates among the member states for a one year period. 

Scientific and other information requirements 

As noted in its MoU, BALTFISH bases its work on the best available scientific and other 
information and thereby relies on good cooperation and information exchange with relevant 
organizations in the Baltic Sea region. Relevant organizations are defined as BSAC, ICES, 
HELCOM and other non-governmental organizations as agreed on by member states. It is notable that 
STECF is not included in the MoU as being among the potential providers of information and advice. 

Formally, BALTFISH as a body probably would not be able to request scientific information and 
advice directly from ICES as there is no formal agreement (e.g. MoU) between BALTFISH and ICES 
for this purpose. However, ICES provides advisory services to its member countries and to the 
regulatory commissions which its member countries have established. According to standard 
procedures, ICES member countries which are also EU member states customarily would submit 

                                                      
9 http://helcom.fi/action-areas/fisheries/management/baltfish 
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any specific requests for scientific advice via the European Commission (DG MARE), so that these 
are vetted and potentially coordinated by the Commission within the context of the Commission’s 
MoU with ICES. Similarly, it is anticipated that requests for scientific advice from BALTFISH 
would also need to pass via the Commission. Should BALTFISH desire scientific advice from 
STECF, such requests would be expected to pass via the Commission, as STECF is the 
Commission’s advisory body. It is logical that requests for advice are directed via the Commission 
not only for the reasons just given but also because such requests have resource (human and 
budgetary) and judicial implications. 

BALTFISH, according to its MoU, has the ability to establish technical/expert groups. Such groups 
may comprise scientists, industry and other stakeholder nominees approved by the HLG. It is not 
intended that these groups should act as replacements for scientific advice provided, for example, by 
ICES. On the one hand, one logically expects that regionalization of the CFP will more regularly 
entail establishment of regionally dedicated technical/expert groups to focus on regional issues (see 
section on ICES). On the other hand, in order to maintain high and common standards across 
regions, it is logical to argue that the reports of such regional expert groups should undergo high-
level, independent peer review, for example, conducted by ICES and/or STECF, depending on the 
nature/focus of the expert group. 

MoU involving BALTFISH member states 

Although BALTFISH was initiated in 2009, a BALTFISH MoU was not signed before December 
2013. The MoU outlines the principles and working methods to be applied for the BALTFISH 
regional cooperation, and is signed by the eight EU member states of the Baltic Sea region (Annex 3). 
It is notable that the European Commission is not a co-signatory to the MoU, and that the MoU is not 
legally binding as highlighted on the final page of the BALTFISH MoU. The reason for regarding 
the MoU as not legally binding is probably due to the apparent inability/desire at the EU level to 
establish new official institutions (c.f. section 3.1.1 of this report concerning the TFEU, etc.). 
Furthermore, should the member states group (as sovereign states) wish to make the MoU legally 
binding (which probably would be discouraged at the EU level, and the members states group are 
currently unlikely to wish to do) these sovereign states would have to raise the status of the MoU to 
a level which would be recognized in international law, which is highly demanding. 

Fit for purpose? Praise but also concerns about working procedures and legitimacy 

As just noted, the informal nature of BALTFISH’s constitution (i.e. dubious legal nature) raises 
questions as to its authority as an organization sensu stricto. This lack of legitimacy considerably 
weakens its ability to carry out the anticipated purposes of a true RFMO as expounded in several parts 
of this report. 

BALTFISH has been praised by participants at the Forum Seminar meetings for providing a platform 
for understanding better the management practices implemented by member states within the same sea 
basin. Forum Seminar meetings have been well and actively attended by stakeholders. These meetings 
have provided constructive inputs on a range of issues relevant to the CFP and its regionalization in 
the Baltic Sea region (see below). BALTFISH has also been praised by Commissioner Damanaki as an 
already effective example of progress with the desired regionalization of the CFP. 

Despite the above-mentioned praise for BALTFISH, BSAC―on behalf of its wide membership―and 
several eNGOs have expressed inter alia their concern at the lack of openness and transparency of the 
HLG meetings (i.e. decision-making process), as these meetings are held (with few exceptions) 
without observers in closed sessions, and there is restricted public access to meeting agendas and 
associated documentation. The EU FP7 funded GAP2 noted―from the outcomes of the dialogue 

http://www.bsrac.org/archive/Dokumenter/Recommendations/2013/2911113BSRACletterBALTFISHFIN_1.pdf
http://www.fishsec.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/01/120202-CCB-FISH-WWF-BALTFISH-input-FIN.pdf
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meeting ‘Putting the Science in Regionalization: Participatory approaches in the new regionalized 
CFP’ (26 February 2013, Brussels)―that there are concerns about transparency and the need for 
greater inclusion of all stakeholders in the EU’s new regional member states groups concerning 
fisheries (e.g. BALTFISH, Scheveningen Group for the North Sea, Northwestern Waters Group) 
(Martin Jones et al., 2014) (FishSec, Broad consensus in Gap 2 meeting on the necessity of creating a 
more including and transparent regional management of EU fish stocks., 2014). The 2014 Gap2 
dialogue meeting (Martin Jones et al., 2014) criticized the lack of a proper stable secretariat and other 
visible infrastructure such as websites for downloading documentation for these bodies; these being 
deficiencies which counteract the promotion of openness and transparency. 

BALTFISH, and similar bodies such as the Scheveningen Group for the North Sea (i.e. CFP 
regional EU member states groups), may be viewed as an informal governmental body as they have 
been established without a clear legal mandate under EU legislation. Furthermore, the BALTFISH 
MoU points out that the MoU is not legally binding. The European Commission has no formal 
responsibility for how BALTFISH works, not least because the Commission is not a co-signatory to 
the MoU. Because of this ‘informality’, the regional EU member states groups are not obliged to 
follow perceived norms related to openness, transparency and full consultancy related to making 
decisions, etc. Connected with this informality, these bodies are potentially able to flexibly establish 
scientific/technical groups for serving such functions. The Scheveningen Group has, for example, 
established a group of scientists to construct a Discard Atlas of North Sea Fisheries. Although these 
scientists are active in various ICES and STECF groups, and may make use of data from ICES and 
STECF (which originally has been nationally provided) for this task, the outputs from such a group 
require peer-review by either ICES and/or STECF before being officially accepted by the European 
Commission. This ‘informality’ regarding establishing technical/expert groups by the new regional 
member states groups and the subsequent quality assurance of associated products raises concerns 
about how this informality interfaces with the established formal scientific and advisory systems 
connected with ICES and STECF. 

BALTFISH has maintained a restrictive policy towards participation in the scientific/technical groups 
which it has established. So far, participation has been limited to persons nominated/appointed by 
member states, i.e. by the HLG. Participation, even as observers, from BSAC has not been included in 
these groups. 

Main issues focused on by BALTFISH so far 

BALTFISH already has started addressing a substantial range of pertinent issues related to 
regionalization of the CFP, to a large extent facilitated through its Forum Seminars. These issues 
include for the Baltic Sea: implementation of the discards ban with a discards plan, encompassing the 
landings obligation, full catch accountability and de minimis considerations; control and enforcement 
strategy (with regard to discards ban/landings obligation, etc.); recommendations regarding fishing 
opportunities, e.g. TACs and quotas; multiannual management plans; and selectivity technical 
measures. It is notable, and logical, that the majority of these issues have been addressed and parallel 
processed in the BSAC’s General Assembly and Executive Committee. Thus, it is pertinent to 
question how much duplication there is concerning BSAC and the BALTFISH Seminars, and indeed 
the apparent disaggregation (e.g. physical ‘separation’) that exists between BSAC and BALTFISH. 

BALTFISH, taking note of input via BSAC and other interested parties, submitted its draft Discard 
Management Plan to the European Commission, which requested that STECF review the plan. The 
role of the Commission is to ensure that measures comply with the objectives of the CFP before 
incorporating the content of joint recommendations into EU legislation. The plans (e.g. multiannual 

http://www.fishsec.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Discard-Atlas-of-the-North-Sea.pdf
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fishery management plans, discard management plans) are scientifically validated through STECF’s 
review. 

The draft BALTFISH Discard Management Plan was reviewed by STECF in March 2014 which found 
that it had several shortcomings (STECF, 2014a). On the basis of STECF review, the plan was revised 
and in June BALTFISH submitted to the Commission the ‘BALTFISH High Level Group Joint 
Recommendation No 1 the Outline of a Discard Plan for the Baltic Sea’ which was deemed by STECF 
in July 2014 as ‘well structured, comprehensive and the information needed for evaluation is easily 
extractable’ (STECF, 2014a). 

In October 2014, the European Commission adopted discard plans (through Delegated Acts, see 
below) for several regions in European waters, including the Baltic Sea. The Baltic discard plan 
adopted by the Commission (COM, 2014b) is essentially in line with the Joint Recommendation made 
by the Baltic EU member states as submitted via BALTFISH. The Baltic discard plan regulation 
comes into force on 1 January 2015. It is a temporary regulation and will apply for a maximum of 
three years. The ban will cover cod, salmon, sprat and herring fisheries from 1 January 2015, whereas 
plaice, which mainly is taken as bycatch in certain cod fisheries, will be included from 1 January 2017. 
The Council and the European Parliament has two months to scrutinize the plans. If accepted, the 
Baltic discard plan will ensure the first phase of the landing obligation which will be introduced 
gradually, until covering all commercial EU fisheries by 2019. 

Joint Recommendations on conservation measures should be based on the best available scientific 
advice as noted in CFP Regulation 1380/2013 Article 18(5). Similarly, Article 18(5) of the 
Regulation notes that the (European) Commission shall facilitate the cooperation between member 
states, including where necessary, by ensuring that scientific contributions obtained from the 
relevant scientific bodies. Thus, there is the potential role for ICES and STECF to provide scientific 
assistance to regional member states groups, such as BALTFISH, in developing Joint 
Recommendations of sufficient quality to be easily accepted for adoption by the European 
Commission. 

Agreed proposals by BALTFISH must pass by the European Commission 

Baltic regional harmonization by a European Commission Delegated Act or Implementing Act10 (EU 
transposition) is possible via regional member states groups such as BALTFISH. A regional ‘joint 
recommendation’, collaboratively agreed between the coastal EU member states in the region may, 
under Article 18 of EU Regulation 1380/2013, be submitted to the Commission for vetting and 
adoption by the Council and Parliament by means of Delegated and Implementing Acts. Provided that 
the recommendation is found to be compatible with EU policies/laws (e.g. relevant conservation 
measure and/or multiannual plan) the adopted recommendation will become legally binding on 
coming into force. As noted above in the case of the Baltic Sea, this process allows for substantial 
streamlining and time saving compared with the full co-decision process. 

The BALTFISH HLG’s consensus views and joint recommendations, taking into account advice 
from BSAC and other relevant parties, are already playing an increasingly important role in 
facilitating the outcome of decisions made by the Commission, Council and Parliament. Subject to 

                                                      
10 Delegated Acts essentially supplement/amend the original legislation and are potentially politically sensitive. 
Implementing acts tend to be procedural, designed so that legislation is implemented uniformly by EU member 
states. Delegated acts are established by the Commission with oversight and potential veto by the Council and 
Parliament. Implementing acts are established by the Commission with oversight by committees of member state 
representatives, so called ‘comitology committees’. 
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the regional member states groups carrying out their tasks effectively, one can anticipate that they 
and the remit for regionalization of the CFP will increase in importance, and the three EU 
institutions will increasingly act to provide pro forma vetting and final approval for consensus 
recommendations. Of course, the three EU institutions have an important role in being the 
custodians of the overarching fisheries policy under which the regional member states groups must 
work. 

Fast decisions on fishing opportunities 2014 and 2015 but not yet fully MSY compliant 

An outcome of the cooperation in BALTFISH, besides that mentioned on multispecies plans and 
discard plans, was the submission of the common positions of all concerned member states on 
fishing opportunities for 2014 and 2015 in the Baltic Sea, thereby facilitating the regional 
negotiation process with the European Commission, thus ensuring subsequent agreement on Baltic 
TACs/quotas for 2014 and for 2015 by the EU fisheries ministers (Fisheries Council). The 
agreement for 2015 was the first agreement discussed under the new CFP, entering into force on 1 
January 2014. The new CFP rules means that the TAC set for each fish stock has to take into 
account the MSY target (to be achieved by 2015 where possible and on a progressive, incremental 
basis at the latest by 2020 for all stocks) and the landing obligation (discards ban, etc.). 

For 2015, the CFP objective of setting F≤FMSY was only partly adhered to by the Council 
concerning Baltic Stocks. The MSY target was only decided for four out of 10 Baltic stocks (all 
herring stocks) despite the ICES advice identifying several more stocks to be managed according to 
the MSY principle (FishSec, 2014a). The Council agreed that two more stocks would be managed 
according to FMSY by 2016. However, as exemptions from meeting the FMSY target by 2015 is only 
valid for stocks when it ‘would seriously jeopardize the social and economic sustainability of the fleets 
involved’, the discrepancy between the Commission’s proposals (based on scientific advice) and 
adoptions by the Council are questionable. Additionally, as more regional LTMPs/HCRs become 
legally adopted with the intention of preventing overfishing (i.e. overfishing occurs where F>FMSY), it 
is anticipated that use of ‘socio-economic’ objections to complying with MSY management will 
become increasingly illogical and disputed. This is not least due to the argument in the Commission’s 
2009 Green Paper promoting the adoption of MSY on the grounds that it brings socio-economic 
benefits to the fishing industry in addition to stock and ecological benefits (COM, 2009). It is notable 
that compared with the Commission’s TAC proposals regarding 2015 fishing opportunities (COM, 
2014c; COM-Press 2014), based on scientific advice from ICES and STECF, the Council in October 
2014 decided to exceed the TAC proposals in six out of 10 species/stock groups. In two cases the 
Council adopted the Commission’s TAC proposals, while in two cases the Council adopted TACs 
which were less than the Commission’s proposals (COM, 2014c; Council, 2014). 

The views of interview respondents 

All respondents supported the move towards CFP regionalization, and in principle they valued the role 
to be played by BALTFISH in such regionalization. This was particularly evident considering that the 
demise of the IBSFC had left a fisheries management void at the regional level, and this void should 
be filled effectively. However, respondents from science (national scientists as well as those from 
ICES and STECF), the BSAC respondents, environmental NGO respondents and several senior 
national fishery administrator (particularly persons having first-hand experience of the workings of the 
former IBSFC system) respondents were concerned about the potential for the BALTFISH HLG―due 
to its decision process occurring in camera without the presence of observers―to be viewed (i.e. give 
the perception) as remote from, and inaccessible to, stakeholder groups. Particularly in the views of 
respondents who had first-hand knowledge of the IBSFC system, it was felt that the BALTFISH HLG 
could learn from the IBSFC experience concerning building closer cooperation with the fishing 
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industry. The perceived remoteness of the BALTFISH HLG gave rise to concerns expressed by 
several respondents that the work of BALTFISH and BSAC can be disjointed and disaggregated in 
space and time due to these two important bodies not being more closely integrated. 

Several interview respondents raised the question of whether the perceived inaccessibility of the 
BALTFISH HLG in distancing itself from stakeholders (e.g. BSAC) was motivated by the desire to 
make ‘sovereign decisions’, i.e. to be independent and have autonomy and control over itself and its 
decisions. Although the need for ‘sovereignty’ in decision-making in the HLG was not contested by 
respondents, anxiety was evident regarding the potential for non-transparent and insufficiently 
justified decision-making to occur in the HLG. The lack of freely available and informative agendas 
and meeting minutes from the HLG was criticized, as was the inability to easily determine whether 
what was happening in the BALTFISH Forum is being appropriately fed-back into the HLG due to the 
lack of transparency in HLG minutes, etc. 

It was also noted by many respondents that BALTFISH ideally should have a permanent headquarters 
with its own secretariat staff (as opposed to the current temporary system which changed with the 
rotating presidency of BALTFISH) to maintain consistency, information dissemination and outreach, 
etc. However, there were differing opinions on where a permanent BALTFISH headquarters should be 
situated, with some respondents tending to favor a site in Helsinki close to HELCOM headquarters 
and some other respondents favoring a site in Copenhagen close to BSAC and ICES headquarters. In 
both cases it was considered that such permanent arrangements for siting the BALTFISH 
secretariat/headquarters would likely promote positive synergies over time compared with the current 
temporary arrangement. Nonetheless, holding various meetings in Baltic Sea states, on a rotational 
basis, was also considered to be positive to ‘show the flag’. In this connection it is notable that the 
individual U.S. regional fishery management councils address sea areas pertaining to several coastal 
states in the federal system, and the councils hold rotating meetings in their associated states despite 
the particular council’s headquarters being located in a given state. For example, the U.S. North 
Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) is headquartered in Anchorage, Alaska, while 
covering rotational meetings and business in the states of Oregon, Washington as well as Alaska. 
Furthermore, in the NPFMC the activities of stakeholders, scientists and the decision-makers are 
closely and openly integrated. Also, it is notable that almost all Council meetings sensu stricto (i.e. 
decision-making level) of the NPFMC are open meetings where anyone may attend and make public 
input/testimony. Exceptions occur in the case of closed executive sessions in which the Council deals 
with personnel, administrative, or litigation issues. Minutes taken for each Council meeting are freely 
available to the public, as is documentation for the business sessions of the Council and its supporting 
bodies. 

Regarding interview respondents from ICES, in the regionalization context, the vacuum (left after 
disbanding the IBSFC) concerning the lack of a formal regional partner for ICES to work with raised 
some apprehensions. This concern applies not only to fisheries but also to environmental matters. For 
example, BALTFISH is not an official legal entity in the context of EU policy and decision-making, 
and HELCOM does not form an implementation body sensu stricto for the EU’s MSFD as HELCOM 
is a coordination body for the MSFD and implementation of the MSFD is carried out by the EU 
member states. Moreover, HELCOM is not an exclusively EU body as it also includes the Russian 
Federation. Importantly, concerning regionalization, the development of ‘what if’ scenarios represent a 
major vehicle for discussing potential ecosystem developments and importantly the trade-off options 
from the perspectives of various stakeholder groups. However, there is currently no obvious officially 
sanctioned regional forum for this to take place, particularly taking into account the political turmoil 
and uncertainty about how CFP regionalization will unfold. 
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Firm views were expressed by interview respondents within ICES and STECF, that the 
reports/proposals from technical/expert groups created by regional EU member states such as 
BALTFISH and the Scheveningen Group, should undergo robust quality assurance via peer review in 
the ICES and STECF systems before they are officially considered by the Commission. On the one 
hand, as informal groups of member states appear to be able to ‘do as they like’ (as one respondent 
expressed it), while the Commission, on the other hand, will almost certainly require that peer-review 
vetting of the outcomes from such technical/expert groups occurs in accord with the customary 
principle of ‘best available scientific advice’ as highlighted in the 2013 CFP and indeed reflected in 
the BALTFISH MoU. 

The European Commission (DG MARE) 

Remit and organization 

The term European Commission is frequently misused as it sometimes is used to mean the 
commissioners, sometimes the institution and sometimes the civil servants who work for the 
institution (Holden, 1994). In this section, the focus will mainly be on that part of the Commission 
which deals with CFP matters, i.e. the Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG 
MARE). 

The European Commission, at all these three levels, represents the interests of the EU as a whole. It 
proposes new legislation to the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union, and it 
ensures that EU law is correctly applied by EU member states. 

The European Commission is unique in the EU in that it is the only EU institution which has the 
mandate to initiate new ideas and measures, and propose new and modified policy changes and 
legislation for consideration and adoption by the European Council (national ministers) and the 
European Parliament (the directly elected parliamentary institution). In most cases, the Commission 
makes proposals to meet its obligations under the EU treaties, or because another EU institution, 
country or stakeholder has asked it to act. Before making proposals, the Commission is expected to 
consult widely so that stakeholders' views can be taken into account. In general, an assessment of the 
potential economic, social and environmental (bio-ecological) impact of a given piece of legislation is 
published along with the proposal itself. Such integrated ‘sustainability’ (i.e. covering the main pillars 
of sustainability, viz. bio-ecological, economic and social) assessments are of increasing importance in 
the realm of the new CFP. 

The Commission is divided into several departments, known as Directorates-General (DGs) and 
services. Each DG is headed by a Commissioner, supported by its own civil servants who are 
frequently termed ‘commission services’. 

The European Commission's DG MARE manages two policy areas:  

• Integrated Maritime Policy; and 

• The Common Fisheries Policy (CFP). 

In September 2014, the European Commission’s President-elect (Jean Claude Juncker) announced11 
his proposal that the portfolio for Environment, Maritime Affairs and Fisheries would be placed under 
a single Commissioner, whereas previously the Directorate-General for Environment (DG ENV) and 
DG MARE had each been headed by a separate Commissioner. The rationale for the portfolio merger 
                                                      
11 http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-14-984_en.htm 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-14-984_en.htm
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was to ‘reflect the twin logic of the Blue and Green Growth’ where protecting the environment and 
enhancing competitiveness go hand-in-hand. Whether this merger of portfolios leads to closer 
collaboration on the integration of fisheries and environmental issues (i.e. better linking of CFP and 
the MSFD) remains to be seen. 

According to its mission statement12, DG MARE ‘works to develop the potential of the European 
maritime economy and to secure a safe and stable supply of seafood, sustainable fisheries, healthy 
seas and prosperous coastal communities - for today's Europeans and for future generations.’ 

There are two main ‘formal’ advisory bodies which DG MARE draws upon regarding the CFP: 

a) The system of advisory councils (ACs), such as the Baltic Sea Advisory Council (BSAC). The 
DG MARE website summarizes these councils as ‘stakeholder-led organisations that provide 
the Commission and EU countries with recommendations on fisheries management matters. 
This may include advice on conservation and socio-economic aspects of management, and on 
simplification of rules. Advisory Councils are consulted in the context of regionalisation. 
Advisory Councils should also contribute to data for fisheries management and conservation 
measures.’13 It is important to note that although these councils are advisory, they are neither 
geared up nor mandated to provide the European Commission with scientific advice. 

b) The Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF), which was 
established by Commission Decision in 1993. STECF acts as DG MARE’s own scientific 
advisory body. According to the DG MARE website14 concerning STECF ‘implementation of 
the CFP requires the assistance of highly qualified scientific personnel, particularly in the 
fields of marine biology, marine ecology, fisheries science, fishing gear technology and 
fishery economics.’ Further details regarding STECF are provided later in this report. 

These bodies are formal in that they have been established by official EU legislation. Although the 
Commission depends greatly on scientific advice for management purposes from ICES, especially 
on the status and conservation of the stocks as well as setting fishing opportunities, the relationship 
between the Commission and ICES has not been formalized via EU legislation. The relationship is, 
however, formalized by a MoU which is viewed as legally binding by the Commission. 

The CFP: policy aims and integration with environmental policy, and scientific support 

The CFP, with first common measures dating from 1970, applying to both fisheries and aquaculture, 
was adopted in 1983 by introducing a fisheries conservation policy to complement the already adopted 
structural, market and external policies (Holden, 1994). The CFP’s broad aim is to ensure exploitation 
of living aquatic resources providing sustainable economic, environmental (bio-ecological) and social 
conditions, including provide consumers with quality food. Thus, the EU’s policy makers (the EU’s 
Council of Ministers and the EU Parliament, based on proposals submitted to them by the European 
Commission), with respect to fisheries, must develop policy which balances the obligation to conserve 
stocks and the ecosystems they inhabit by fishing sustainably (see conservation policy below) while 
ensuring that fishing communities remain profitable. 

                                                      
12 http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/maritimeaffairs_fisheries/about_us/mission_statement/index_en.htm 

13 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/partners/advisory-councils/index_en.htm 

14 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/partners/stecf/index_en.htm 
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The CFP is one of the most integrated yet complex of EU policies with over 300 pieces of legislation, 
besides the basic CFP regulation itself. The CFP gives the Union ‘exclusive competence’ in the area of 
fisheries (specifically exploited biological resources). Thus, decisions on fisheries policy are taken at 
the EU level (i.e. EU exclusive competence) by the Council of Ministers and the European 
Parliament, so that EU member states must abide by the same regulations. As mentioned previously, 
the Union may delegate empowerment on particular fisheries matters to specified member states (or 
groups of these), as in the case of the 20013 CFP reform regarding regional ‘joint recommendations’ 
and implementation of these. 

The CFP can be divided into four main pillars: 

1) Conservation policy –management of how, where and when fishing takes place. The basis 
depends particularly on preventing overfishing inter alia by keeping fishing effort/mortality and 
stock biomass within levels consistent with the principle of MSY, and limiting the impacts of 
fishing on the environment/ecosystem (e.g. non target species including threatened, endangered 
and protected species and habitats) to levels stipulated by CFP and the EU’s environmental 
legislation (e.g. the Marine Strategy Framework Directive (see below), the Habitats Directive, 
the Birds Directive, and Natura 2000). 

2) Structural policy – rules to ensure there is a balance between fishing capacity (fishing 
effort/mortality) and the status of the resources/stocks. Also included are the development of 
aquaculture, processing, and modernization of sectors. 

3) Market Policy – rules and schemes to guarantee fish and product supply, stabilize prices, 
oversee product quality and maintain reasonable salaries/incomes in sectors. 

4) External Policy – regulation of EU vessel activities outside the EU’s EEZ, on the high seas as 
well as in the EEZ of non-EU countries. 

The 2002 CFP reform (enacted on 1 January 2003) (EC, 2002) inter alia emphasized that the 
ecosystem approach to the management of human activities (EAM15) must be fully integrated and 
implemented into the principles, objectives and operational framework of the CFP (COM, 2009) and 
the overarching Integrated European Maritime Policy (COM, 2007), under which research in support 
of policy, scientific evidence-based advice and management regarding capture fisheries play essential 
roles. There has been an emphasis shift from the primarily tactical, year-to-year (i.e. short-term) single 
stock management approach towards a longer term strategic approach. This involves the development 
of stakeholder agreed multi-annual management plans (i.e. LTMPs) including harvest control rules 
and effective recovery strategies for depleted stocks, which take better account of multispecies 
interactions in the ecosystem, relevant human dimensions (e.g. socio-economics, governance, and the 
establishment of regional advisory councils as a mouthpiece for enhanced stakeholder consultation in 
the CFP), mitigation/adaptation to climate change, and a priori evaluation of the efficacy and impacts 
of proposed strategies such as management plans (COM, 2009). The reform also set ceilings for 
member states to adapt the fishing capacity of fleets to fishing opportunities, and established a gradual 
                                                      
15 The EAM was officially defined and agreed, at the First Joint Meeting of the HELCOM and OSPAR 
Commissions in June 2003 (JMM, 2003) as ‘the comprehensive integrated management of human activities 
based on the best available scientific knowledge about the ecosystem and its dynamics, in order to identify and 
take action on influences which are critical to the health of marine ecosystems, thereby achieving sustainable 
use of ecosystem goods and services and maintenance of ecosystem integrity’. This definition of the EAM was 
officially adopted throughout the European Community and its subsequent succession by the EU in, for example, 
the MSFD. 
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withdrawal of public funds for the construction/modernization of fishing vessels, whilst maintaining 
aid for improving safety and working conditions at sea. 

The 2013 CFP reform (enacted on 1 January 2014), (EU, 2013) while maintaining attention on the 
above-mentioned aspects (reflecting the lack of achievement for many of the 2002 reforms, as 
highlighted in the Green Paper of 22 April 2009 - Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy (COM, 
2009), inter alia emphasized the need for multiannual ecosystem-based management to reinforce the 
role of LTMPs, but also the need to take a more ecosystem-oriented approach, replacing single-species 
plans with more expansive multispecies and mixed-fishery plans; MSY (or a proxy) is set as the main 
target for all fisheries, with MSY exploitation rates to be achieved by 2015 where possible and 2020 at 
the latest; phasing in of a discard ban for regulated species with landings obligation/catch 
accountability measures to implement the ban, so that by 2019 all EU fisheries will implement the new 
discard policy; member states are obliged to adjust their fleet fishing capacities so that they are in 
balance with fishing opportunities, and establish plans for reducing capacities whenever an 
overcapacity develops in any segment of a fleet; Small-scale fisheries are to play a special role given 
their weight in the EU fishing sector, with member states being recommended to allocate a greater 
share of quotas to that sector due to its low environmental impact and high labor intensity; rules 
governing the activities of EU fishing fleets in third-country and high seas waters should be in line 
with the principles of EU policy; member states are obliged to reinforce the role of science in the CFP 
by increasing data collection (via the DCF/DC-MAP), and the sharing of information, on stocks, fleets 
and the impact of fishing activities; and decentralized governance is promoted by bringing the decision 
process closer to regionalized member state based forums, such that EU legislators/policy makers 
define the general framework and the member states develop the implementing measures, while 
cooperating in appropriate regional forums. 

Since 2002, the Commission has been obliged to conduct an Impact Assessment of all major policy 
proposals that it puts forward so as to identify potential CAB (positive and negative) impacts of 
proposed actions. For the latest CFP reform various impact assessments have been conducted and are 
found on the DG MARE website. These impact assessments are to be based on scientific knowledge 
and are expected to integrate bio-ecological, economic and social issues as deemed appropriate. 

It is clear from the centrally important ‘conservation’ area of the CFP, and the two most recent 
CFP reforms, that DG MARE has substantial and escalating requirements for scientific support for 
policy and management. The associated scientific information and advice, depends not only on the 
advisory functions of STECF and ICES but also on the EU’s commitment to fund relevant projects 
in the area of research and technical development (RTD). Scientific evidence-based advice and 
management are essential for advancing the CFP. By its nature related to the EAM, the supporting 
science needs to have a wide coverage across the bio-ecological, economic and social science 
disciplines. 

The CFP is not a stand-alone policy, not least due to the requirement for it and environmental 
policy to be closely integrated in the context of applying the EAM. Because of this integration, the 
boundaries of knowledge necessary for implementing the CFP are becoming increasingly fuzzy, 
particularly following the requirement for the CFP to be aligned with the EU’s ‘environmental 
pillar’. 

The Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) (EC, 2008) forms the environmental pillar of the 
EU’s Integrated Maritime Policy (c.f. Green Paper for an EU Maritime Policy (COM, 2006a) and Blue 
Book ‘An Integrated Maritime Policy for the European Union’ (COM, 2007). The MSFD, under the 
responsibility of the European Commission’s Directorate-General for the Environment (DG ENV), 

http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/reform/impact_assessments_en.htm
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focuses on the application of an integrated EAM so as to achieve GES of the EU’s marine waters by 
2021 and to protect the resource-base upon which marine-related economic and social activities 
depend. Marine Strategies for European Regional Seas include a detailed assessment of the state of the 
environment, a definition of GES and the establishment of clear environmental targets and 
performance indicators and monitoring programmes. Recital 40 of the MSFD obliges the CFP and 
any of its future reforms ‘to take into account the environmental impacts of fishing and the 
objectives of the Directive [MSFD]’. The MSFD lists 11 high-level descriptors to guide evaluation of 
GES, of which four of these descriptors are particularly relevant to the impact of fishing activities on 
the wider marine environment [Descriptor 1 = Biological diversity (species and habitats maintained); 
Descriptor 3 = Populations of commercial fish and shellfish (within safe biological limits - healthy 
stocks); Descriptor 4 = Elements of marine food webs (all elements at normal abundance and 
diversity); Descriptor 6 = Sea floor integrity (species, habitats and structures and functions are not 
adversely affected)], and another descriptor [Descriptor 9 = Contaminants in fish and other seafood 
for human consumption (not to exceed specific levels/standards)] has particular potential to affect 
fishery products primarily due to pollution connected with other human activities/sectors. 

Part of the MSFD required that EU member states undertake an initial assessment of their waters 
consisting of: (a) an analysis of their essential physical and biological features and the environmental 
status of marine waters; (b) an analysis of the predominant pressures and impacts that might adversely 
affect the environment; and (c) a socio-economic analysis of their use and the costs of degradation, i.e. 
a form of cost – benefit analysis. Commercially exploited living marine resources and fisheries 
figure substantially in these MSFD analyses. 

The MSFD stops short of proposing what specific measures member states should bring forward to 
achieve GES, i.e. the MSFD outlines what is desired but does not micromanage the details of exactly 
how it is to be achieved. The lack of dictating the measures to be used reflects the ‘shared 
competence’ of member states concerning environmental matters. However, the Commission has 
produced several guidelines including the so-called Decision document (COM, 2010a) on the 
development of common criteria and methodological standards for defining GES of marine waters in 
the context of Annex 1 of the MSFD. The MSFD expects that member states sharing a marine 
region, for example the Baltic Sea, shall cooperate to ensure that the measures required to achieve 
the objectives of the MSFD are coherent and coordinated across the marine region. Interestingly, 
the 2013 reformed CFP ―in bringing in delegated empowerment of the regional EU member states 
groups―contributes to greater resemblance between the CFP and the MSFD in this respect. For the 
MSFD, close cooperation between member states, together with relevant third parties, such as Russia 
in the Baltic Sea, is expected to occur in appropriate regional forums (e.g. HELCOM in the Baltic 
Sea). Regional assessments―covering so-called European Marine Regions, such as the Baltic 
Sea―will be delivered through the auspices of the regional forums. Thus, the MSFD follows an EU 
regional seas approach to its implementation, thereby preceding (by about five years) the CFP’s 
focus on regionalization expounded in its 2013 reform. A major difference between the MSFD and 
the CFP is that the latter does not currently have equivalents to the high-level intergovernmental 
forums, established by international law such as HELCOM (i.e. a regional seas convention) for 
addressing and coordinating ‘environmental’ measures, such as those needed to carry out the 
MSFD. However, as noted later (section under HELCOM) many of these high-level environmental 
forums are not exclusively reserved for EU member states, so that there are constraints on these 
forums acting as dedicated bodies for implementation of EU policy. 

As with the CFP, there is a marked need for scientific support for implementing the MSFD. The 
European Commission’s ‘Decision’ document (COM, 2010a) inter alia emphasizes the need for a 
range of focused research and technological development (RTD) – in the form of knowledge (basic 
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and applied) and data collection – about various species, populations, habitats, ecosystems and 
human activities in order to achieve the monitoring and assessment requirements which lie at the 
heart of the MSFD. The provision of such knowledge spans a wide coverage across the bio-
ecological, economic and social science disciplines. 

The CFP and the MSFD must be viewed as complementary to each other, with the MSFD ‘shaping’ 
the delivery of the contemporary CFP, and vice versa, within the context of the EAM. This 
development regarding the integration of fisheries and environmental issues has been appreciated and 
foreseen prior to 2008 (i.e. MSFD) by the evolving organization and expertise present in many of the 
national fisheries institutes (NFIs) which support the work of ICES and STECF. The NFIs and their 
role are further elaborated on under section 3.2.2.2 on ICES, as is also the issue of collaboration at the 
national level between the NFIs and their environmental counterparts. 

The EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR) was approved by the European Council in 2012 
following a communication from the European Commission (COM, 2012). The EUSBR is the first 
macro-regional strategy in Europe and it aims at reinforcing cooperation within the region in order to 
face several challenges by working together as well as promoting a more balanced development in the 
area. The Strategy also contributes to major EU policies―including the integrated Maritime Policy, 
the CFP and the MSFD―and reinforces integration within the area. The EUSBSR aims to create 
consensus about how the Baltic's resources can be utilized and managed in a sustainable and effective 
way. The EUSBR inter alia aims to facilitate the development of competitive markets across borders 
and common networks for research and innovation. The EUSBR is divided into three objectives which 
represent the three key challenges of the Strategy: saving the sea, connecting the region and increasing 
prosperity. Each objective relates to a wide range of policies and has an impact on the other objectives. 
Regarding an aim of ‘Develop and improve coordination and cooperation among member states and 
stakeholders’ on fisheries management in the Baltic Sea, the BALTFISH forum was established to 
enhance collaboration among Baltic Sea member states as a first step towards further regionalization 
of fisheries management (SWD, 2013). 

A Sustainable Blue Growth Agenda for the Baltic Sea Region (SWD, 2014a), connected with the 
EUSBSR, was adopted by the European Commission in May 2014. The Blue Growth Agenda 
provides a blueprint for harnessing the region’s strengths to boost innovation and growth in the 
maritime area. The Commission’s document argues that growth and a healthy marine environment 
should go hand in hand, with sustainability being an integral part of the regional Blue Growth Agenda. 
Moreover, it should be seen as a driver of innovation and more growth and jobs. The Commission 
believes that the focus on blue growth could be further improved through strengthening the EUSBSR 
action plan in a number of areas. Clearly marine spatial planning will play an important role in trying 
to accommodate the various industries and human activities ‘vying for position’ in the Baltic Sea 
region. As yet, however, the Commission has not made it clear how the blue growth agenda ties in 
with other policies/directives affecting the Baltic Sea region such as the MSFD and the target of 
reaching GES by 2020. Nevertheless, fisheries are a key sector which can potentially, for example, 
establish projects to demonstrate actions and measures towards blue growth regarding achieving 
sustainable fisheries in sustainable ecosystems while securing and enhancing socio-economic benefits, 
and also conducting appropriate mitigation and adaptation to climate change and realizing energy 
savings. 

The CFP’s Data Collection Framework and Data Collection Multiannual Programme 

The DCF provides a common framework for the EU to collect, manage, share and use data within the 
fisheries sector, including for support for scientific advice regarding the CFP. The DCF is governed by 
specific European Community/European Union legislation (EC, 2006; EC, 2008b; COM, 2010b). 
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The DCF introduces provisions to meet the move towards fisheries- or fleet-based management as 
opposed to managing fish stocks, the integration of environmental data, and the shift towards an 
ecosystem-based approach to the management of human activities. Thus, operationalizing the 
DCF/DC-MAP depends on regionalized data collection and not least its use in the regionalization of 
the CFP. The data-collection system covers the entire process, from the collection of data in ports or 
at sea, to its use by the end-users (the scientific community and advisory bodies). The DCF also places 
more emphasis on social and economic data so as to provide a basis for conducting impact 
assessments of new legislation and to allow monitoring of the performance of the European fleet. 

Under national programmes, EU member states must establish datasets which are multiannual (data 
measuring the changes in a parameter over a number of years), aggregated (the output resulting from 
the processing of data for a given period) and incorporate biological and economic information. 
Collection methods are harmonized at EU level and comply with the relevant international 
requirements. EU member states must draw up collection programmes, specify procedures and ensure 
the availability of data. 

The Commission Decision of the 6 November 2008 (COM, 2008a) describes outlines the Multiannual 

Programme to support the DCF (i.e. DC-MAP). Three modules cover the following sectors: 

• Module of evaluation of the fishing sector, containing sections for the collection of a) 

economic variables; b) biological variables; transversal variables; and c) research surveys at 

sea. 

• Module of evaluation of the economic situation of the aquaculture and processing industry 

sectors. 

• Module of evaluation of the effects of the fishing sector on the marine ecosystem. 

Article 4 of Commission Regulation (EC) No 665/2008 (COM, 2008b) stipulates that Regional 

Coordination Meetings (RCMs), referred to in Article 5(1) of Regulation (EC) No 199/2008 (EC, 

2008b), shall evaluate the regional coordination aspects of the national programmes and where 

necessary shall make recommendations for the better integration of national programmes and for task-

sharing among member states. RCMs take place for the North Sea and Eastern Arctic, Mediterranean 

Sea and Black Sea, the Baltic Sea, and the North Atlantic. ICES participates actively in the RCMs (see 

under ICES for information on Baltic RCMs) and STECF regularly reviews national progress in data 

delivery for DC-MAP. 

Under the DCF, EU member states must collect accurate, timely, reliable biological, environmental, 
technical, social and economic data and make these data available to end-users including those 
designated by the Commission. The data should allow assessment of the: 

• State of the exploited stocks; 
• Level of fishing and impact on marine ecosystems; 
• Social and economic performance of fisheries, aquaculture and processing sectors. 

EU member states must ensure national coordination of data collection, and together with the 
Commission they will coordinate data collection in the same region with other EU member states and 
make every effort to coordinate with third countries, such as with the Russian Federation in the Baltic 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:186:0003:0005:EN:PDF
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Sea. From 2014, under the new CFP, the European Commission is working to develop a new data 
collection regulation, the DC-MAP. The forthcoming regulation, which is scheduled to take effect by 
2017, is more adapted to the MSFD’s requirements for environmental monitoring than the current 
framework. 

Under DC-MAP, EU member states must adopt national annual work plans, with precision targets, 
covering: 

• Biological, environmental, technical, social, economic data for commercial fisheries by EU 
vessels; 

• Recreational fisheries in EU waters; 
• Research surveys at sea; 
• Economic data on marine aquaculture; 
• Economic data on fish processing industries. 

Data collection should be cost-effective. Financial support is available from the European Maritime 
and Fisheries Fund (EMFF, the fund for the EU's maritime and fisheries policies for 2014-2020). The 
precision targets will be set by the Commission after advice from STECF, ICES, and the regional 
coordination process with end-user input. There are penalties for non-compliance with data collection 
requirements.  

It has been proposed, in accord with the new CFP and consultations held by the Commission that the 
DCF will further focus on: 

• Port sampling: Maintain métier approach, but simplify. Include discards and by-catches 
(cetaceans, birds, turtles). Cover recreational fisheries better where necessary; 

• Continue surveys at sea (acoustic, trawl, larvae, egg), but organize these more efficiently by 
region; 

• Fleet capacity, effort and landed value to be collected under the Control Regulation; 

• Complement social and economic data on aquaculture and processing with gender, age, 
training, profitability and subsidy information. 

The degree of support from the EMFF will define the financial envelope. 

The European Commission is expanding the RCMs to become Regional Coordination Groups, so that 
there will be more continuity and end-user involvement. 

Important data challenges in which the DCF/DC-MAP can be used, to mention but a few, include the 
development of wide-reaching sound scientific knowledge (evidence-based) in support of: 

• Both the CFP and the MSFD regarding diverse analyses; 

• Development and application of the EAM; 

• Multiannual management plans/multispecies management plans with discard plans and 
landings obligations; 

• Development and application of various bio-ecological, economic and social indicators 
connected with fisheries/métiers. 

http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/emff/index_en.htm
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The above bullets are particularly applicable to being focused on in a regional sea/sea area context 
such as the Baltic Sea. 

Origins and development of the relationship between the Commission and ICES 

Origins and evolution of requests for advice 
The Commission of the European Economic Communities (EEC, the forerunner to the European 
Community and the European Union16) first requested management advice from ICES in 1983, in 
connection with the inclusion of a fisheries conservation policy into the CFP, having assumed 
responsibility for the management of fisheries within EC waters in 1977 (Holden, 1994; Hoydal, 
2014). Since 1987, the arrangement between the Commission and ICES has been formalized 
according to the contents of a joint MoU. Thus, the relationship with ICES has spanned from the 
period of the European Economic Community, to that of the European Community and European 
Union. 

The advice requested by the European Commission from ICES has evolved greatly in its extent and 
complexity from 1983 to the present. In the area of fisheries specifically this has been well 
documented by Lassen et al. (2012) and Hoydal (2014, for 1977 to 2007 under the period of activity of 
the ICES Advisory Committee on Fishery Management) from the ICES perspective and by Holden 
(1994, from 1983 to about 1992) from the Commission perspective. Originally the advice requested by 
the Commission from ICES was relatively straightforward and focused on the state of the target stocks 
and the impacts of fishing on these including the effects of technical measures such as changing mesh 
sizes. Since then the requests have expanded to include the development and application of the 
precautionary approach and the ecosystem approach to the management of human activities, 
especially fisheries, and advising on wider policy connected matters including the integration of 
fisheries and environmental issues. The wide range of the current request areas are presented in the 
overview of the 2013 MoU between the Commission and ICES. It is also notable that a substantial 
amount of the anticipated deliverables from ICES are directly relatable to the previous section’s 
itemization of the key facets of the 2002 and 2013 reforms of the CFP. 

Why was ICES chosen to provide advice for the CFP in 1983? 
There were several compelling reasons why the Commission turned to ICES for scientific advice. 
Prior to the establishment of the 1983 CFP’s focus on stock conservation there was not an explicit 
requirement for regularized stock assessments to determine the status and trends of the target stocks. 
Over decades prior to the 1983 CFP, ICES had cemented its position as the unrivalled provider of 
scientific advice for the management of fish stocks in the area covered by the 1964 ICES Convention, 
i.e. the northeast Atlantic and adjacent seas such as the North Sea and Baltic Sea. ICES was widely 
acknowledged as an effective institution in providing such advice (Rozwadowski, 2002). This 
eminence had been built up as the official provider of scientific advice to the most important fishery 
commissions in its area including: the Permanent Commission founded in 1953 (in support of the 1946 
Convention for the Regulation of Meshes of Fishing Nets and the Size Limits of Fish, better known as 
the 1946 Overfishing Convention), followed by the establishment of the North-East Atlantic Fisheries 
Commission (NEAFC) in 1963, and the IBSFC established in 1974; and the North Atlantic Salmon 
Conservation Organization (NASCO) establishment in 1983 (Rozwadowski, 2002) (Lassen et al., 
2014) (Hoydal, 2014). Furthermore, from the late 1970s in the northeast Atlantic area as elsewhere, 
                                                      
16 The European Economic Community (EEC) was established by the Treaty of Rome in 1957, and was 
succeeded by the European Community (EC) in 1993 on the entry into force of the Maastricht Treaty. The 
succession of the EC by the European Union (EU) occurred on 1 December 2009 due to the entering into force 
of the Treat of Lisbon on that date. 



Regionalization of the CFP regarding scientific advice and decision-making ― Baltic Sea paradigm 

36 

there was a general move towards extension of national fishing limits to 200 nm fishing limits 
preceding signature of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea which supported the 
creation of 200 nm EEZs. This extension of the EEZs also focused the attention of ICES member 
countries and the member states of the EEC to a greater extent on fishery management and living 
marine resource issues. It is also noteworthy that of the nine coastal EEC member states at the 
establishment of the 1983 CFP, seven17 were also members of ICES. This undoubtedly played a 
substantial role in the selection of ICES―sustained by the existing support and collaboration of the 
NFIs in the ICES network―as stock assessment adviser to the Commission of the European Economic 
Community (CEEC). Further details of the national fishery institutes are provided in the section on 
ICES. 

Scope and purpose of requests for advice, exemplified by the 2013 MoU 
The European Commission (DG MARE) since the end of the 1990s receives two main types of 
biologically related advice from ICES: 

a) Recurring requests (i.e. standard and basically similar year-on-year) connected with 
assessments of the status and trends of fish stocks under EU jurisdiction, and associated 
fishing opportunities (TACS, effort levels, technical measures, etc.). 

b) Non-recurring requests (i.e. special/novel and often ‘one-off). These include, for example, 
special management measures for skates and rays, monitoring bycatch of seabirds, evaluating 
proposed long-term fishery management plans, scientific advice on data collection, new 
information on impact of fisheries on other ecosystem components, support for the MSFD 
such as indicator and monitoring developments for specific high-level descriptors. 

An examination of the 2013 MoU between the European Commission and ICES (ICES & EC, 2013) 
provides and oversight of the main substance of the arrangement as practiced. The 2013 MoU, and its 
annexes, specify that ICES will provide scientific information, advice and other scientific associated 
support (collectively referred to as ‘advisory deliverables’) concerning protection, conservation and 
management of marine ecosystems in relation to human activities that affect them, including 
management of marine fisheries and freshwater fisheries with a marine component. The advisory 
deliverables are science based products provided by ICES in support of implementation of policies 
adopted by the EU and its member states with respect to management of activities that affect marine 
ecosystems. Advisory deliverables are particularly sought in respect of the Implementation Plan of the 
World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD, Johannesburg, 2002, especially pertaining to 
MSY) and the implementation of the CFP, the Water Framework Directive, the MSFD, the integrated 
Maritime Policy, the Framework Programmes for Research and Technological Development, and in 
relation to data and marine research needs to support these policies. 

Advice and associated support on the state and management of fish stocks form the focus of most of 
the recurring deliverables. The Commission wishes to receive advice on annual fishing opportunities 
(levels of catch and/or effort) that will ensure that each of the stocks will be exploited at rates no 
higher than those corresponding to MSY. This advice should be prepared taking into account the 
technical interactions in each fishery (i.e. the way in which different fishing activities catch different 
mixtures of fish), and also taking into account biological interactions between the stocks, such as 
predation and competition. Where possible this advice should be based on analytical assessments of 
stock status. In addition to these deliverables and in light of the likely introduction of landings 
                                                      
17 Seven ICES and EEC members: Belgium, Denmark, France, West Germany, Ireland, Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom. Greece and Italy, although being in the EEC, were not ICES members. 

http://www.ices.dk/explore-us/Documents/Cooperation%20agreements/EC/2013_EC_ICES_MoU_WEB.pdf


Regionalization of the CFP regarding scientific advice and decision-making ― Baltic Sea paradigm 

37 

obligations in 2014 for specified species, ICES is asked to provide a complementary advice option 
considering that there will be no more discards for the relevant fisheries, all catches being landed. For 
stocks where data are limited, ICES is requested to use the available data, together with basic 
principles, information from comparable cases and expert knowledge in order to provide the best 
possible advice on the level of landings, or catches when possible, corresponding to MSY, using 
quantitative, semi-quantitative or qualitative methods as appropriate. 

ICES is also requested to provide advice and associated supports relating to the DCF. This includes 
development, updating and maintenance of databases regarding surveys (DATRAS) and fisheries data, 
recurrent review of data delivered for ICES advice and on standards, manuals and coordination as well 
as shared points for the Regional Coordination Meetings. ICES is also anticipated to provide to the 
Commission information on research needs and identification and access to independent expertise. 

Besides advice, ICES support is likely to include scientific peer-reviews of third party reports, project 
management (e.g. organizing/facilitating meetings, providing background documents database 
services), and providing training and information to users of ICES advice (e.g. principles of fisheries 
science, assessment, forecasting, fixing reference points, evaluation of harvest control rules). 

Quality assurance, transparency, peer review, timeliness, and independent performance assessment 
The MoU makes it clear that the Commission requires ICES to provide deliverables which are 
independent of political influence and subject to best international quality procedures. The process by 
which advice is produced must be transparent, and preferably be based on consensus or if not clarify 
the grounds for disagreements. Similarly the extent of risk and uncertainty should be made evident. 
Timeliness of delivery of the advice is essential to meet various deadlines specified by the 
Commission. The quality of the technical basis will be ensured through internal (i.e. ICES ACOM and 
drafting group systems) and external peer review. An external assessment of the ICES advisory system 
was finalized in 2012, which included interactions with the European Commission and other ICES 
partner commissions on the performance of ICES advice and possible needs for change. It is 
anticipated that such external assessments of the ICES advisory system will be repeated on a regular 
basis. 

Balancing the quantity of advisory requests to available expert resources 
The MoU notes that the pool of experts that provide scientific advice is limited. Thus, the parties will 
collaborate to ensure that the ICES advisory system, STECF and other bodies such as regional 
advisory councils make best use of the expert resources by avoiding overlap and duplication. 
Consequently, the parties will also aim to ensure that the quantity of advisory requests is matched to 
the expert resources available. The issue of limited expert resources connected with the provision of 
scientific advice is examined further in section 3.2.2.2 under ICES. 

Administrative and financial details. 
The MoU notes that the European Commission accepts ICES policy of achieving 100% cost recovery 
from member countries and international client commissions which request ICES to provide 
information, advice and services. The Commission basically pays a fixed rate as agreed with ICES for 
the ‘standard’ (recurring) advice, index linked to inflation in Denmark as measured in Danish kroner, 
reflecting that ICES is based in Denmark and substantial costs are incurred there. The Commission, 
also pays a contribution for the costs incurred by ICES for the ACOM Chair, so that the Chair can be 
‘bought out’ from his/her work in their NFI (or other institution) in order to conduct his/her work for 
ICES in responding to the needs of the various client regulatory commissions. Payments from the 
Commission include also ICES Secretariat costs related to arranging meetings and producing and 
disseminating advisory products (ICES ACOM reports, expert working group reports and summary 
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reports, etc.). The Commission also makes contributions towards the per diem of various office 
holders in the ICES advisory system, as well as towards the ICES advisory quality assurance 
programme. The Commission pays 100% of the costs for non-recurring advice on the basis of the 
costs agreed upon with ICES, based upon the nature and demands of the tasks involved. 

When assessing the contributions to be paid by the Commission, the MoU requires that due account be 
taken of contributions made by ICES member countries or other international Commissions of ICES 
with interests in the same stock and in the same geographical area. This is inter alia to provide 
transparency and avoid duplications of costings, etc. 

ICES elaborates, on an annual basis, costing-spreadsheets with details for providing standard and non-
recurring advice to the Commission. The results are reviewed jointly by ICES and the Commission 
during consultations. The Commission may request an external audit of costs and expenditures. 

In addition, ICES agrees to the participation of a representative(s) of the Commission in an observer 
capacity at meetings of ICES ACOM. In that capacity, the Commission’s representative has the right 
to ask for the floor and participate in meetings, but has no voting right nor has freedom to change the 
meeting's agendas. 

The ICES Annual Report 2013 (ICES, 2013b) shows that the European Commission contributed DKK 
10.4 million to the ICES total income of DKK 40.9 million in the 2013 budget year. It is notable that 
the Commission’s contribution amounted to 70% of the income to ICES from its partner commissions. 

Management observers, such as the EC, were allowed by ICES to take part in meetings the ICES 
Advisory Committee on Fishery Management (ACFM) from 1987 (Hoydal, 2014). 

DG MARE: drafting advisory requests and proposal-making to the Council and Parliament 

The organizational chart for DG MARE shows the key structural and functional entities as of ultimo 
2014. Unit A/2 ‘Common Fisheries Policy and Aquaculture’, under Directorate A ‘Policy 
Development and Co-ordination’, plays a major role in drafting the requests for advice to ICES and 
directs the advisory requests to STECF. Unit A/2 also plays a central role when submitting proposals, 
based on received advice, to the Council and the Parliament. Three of the DG MARE directorates now 
have a more obvious regional remit: Directorate C ‘Atlantic, Outermost Regions and Arctic’, 
Directorate D ‘Mediterranean and Black Sea’, and Directorate E ‘Baltic Sea, North Sea and 
Landlocked Member States’. Under each of these three directorates are found units (C/2, D/2 and E/2) 
which particularly relate to Unit A/2. Thus, for matters pertaining to the EU’s regional seas in the 
context of the CFP’s regionalization, there is a matrix organization which has been set up focusing 
on regional fisheries issues. 

The process in DG MARE for drafting advice requests, receiving advisory products from ICES and 
STECF and making proposals to the Council, and now also the Parliament, is basically unchanged 
today, in terms of its main features, compared to the process described by Wilson (2009). The needs 
for advice are identified in DG MARE by persons charged with writing the regulations and/or 
handling the annual negotiations among member states and between the EU and its fishing neighbors, 
such as Norway and the Russian Federation, with whom it has bilateral agreements. The production of 
the requests to ICES are understandably ‘top down’ in the sense that it is DG MARE which is the 
client and ICES which provides the goods and services (c.f. MoU). However, in more recent years 
there has been more consultation and scoping between DG MARE and ICES of the outline 
formulations for advice, before they are officially submitted to ICES, to ensure that there is common 
understanding and agreement about the requests, what is necessary to carry them out, etc. This 
particularly applies to the non-standard (novel) requests where a scoping, resources and costings 

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/maritimeaffairs_fisheries/about_us/mission_statement/organisation-chart_en.pdf
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dialogue between the parties is essential. However, for the ‘standard’ requests the process has turned 
into a fairly repetitive ‘business as usual’ which normally does not require much additional annual 
clarification between ICES and the Commission after the particular request and its scoping, etc., has 
been first established. As observers from the Commission (personnel from DG MARE Unit A/2 and/or 
JRC) generally attend appropriate meetings of ICES when the advice is being elaborated and peer-
reviewed, the Commission is able to provide feedback and guidance along the way. 

Senior staff and key personnel in Unit A/1, and its corresponding regionalized Units C/2, D/2 and 
E/2 dealing with fisheries conservation (and control), are customarily recruited from the NFIs in 
the ICES system. Because of this, and the customary focus on fish stock conservation in fishery 
management, the primary expertise of key personnel tends to come from the natural and physical 
sciences, whereas economics and social sciences are sparsely represented. As will be seen later in 
this report from the opinions of various interview respondents, and an examination of the ICES and 
STECF advisory systems, the deficiency of expertise in economics and social sciences in the 
scientific support structure for the evolving CFP is a constraining factor. 

When the advice is received from ICES, DG MARE feeds this into STECF for an opinion. STECF 
sets up an expert working group, which contains a few STECF members, to review the advice and 
produce a report which comments on issues relevant to DG MARE. The completed report of the 
expert working group is then reviewed in a plenum session of STECF itself. Due to time restrictions, 
DG MARE begins drafting measures which primarily reflect the core of the ICES advice (Wilson, 
2009). Should there be any significant points of divergence between the views of STECF and ICES, 
then DG MARE makes the required modifications. This process generally underlines the 
dependability of the ICES advice as modifications to the ICES advice are rare. Variations on what 
have just been described occur primarily when STECF is expected to incorporate socio-economic 
perspectives into the advice which are not originally present in the ICES advice. 

So-called derogation (i.e. exemptions from key aspects of the CFP) requests from member states (i.e. 
they do not originate inside the Commission itself) are frequently extensive and must be responded to 
by the Commission, and such requests are usually handled by STECF (Wilson, 2009). Without a 
scientific analysis a derogation request will not be granted. Accordingly, member states generally 
provide their own background scientific rationale which provides appropriate material for STECF to 
review. 

Having received the appropriate advice from STECF and ICES, DG MARE sends the final proposal, 
which is underpinned by the advice, to the Council of Ministers so that the negotiations can begin 
among the member states and between the Council and the Commission. 

It is important to note that as the Commission has the sole right to make proposals, the Council of 
Ministers (and now to the Parliament also) can only take a position on the proposals it receives 
from the Commission. Concerning CFP matters, the Commission represents the EU perspective while 
the Council reflects the desires of the member states. The final decision is made by the Council, and 
the decision about what will be sent on to them as a proposal is made by the staff of DG MARE 
(Wilson, 2009). This can lead to a negotiation, not only among the Council members but back and 
forth between the Council and the Commission. The Commission having made its proposal to the 
Council, the negotiation between the Commission and the Council starts in the form of ‘if you propose 
this, we will agree to it’ (Wilson, 2009). The tendency has been, however, that the role of scientific 
advice is formally ended once the negotiation process starts (Wilson, 2009). This is further elaborated 
on under the following section on the Council of Ministers.  
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The views of interview respondents 

The central position of the European Commission―in keeping oversight of the relationships and 
effective functioning of the scientific advisory system (connecting advice recipients/users and advice 
providers) involving the key actors (i.e. BSAC, BALTFISH, ICES and STECF) dealing with 
regionalized fisheries issues―was positively and widely recognized by the groups of interviewed 
respondents. This in many ways reflects both the undoubted gravitas of DG MARE itself, the 
professionalism of its senior civil servants who interact with the other key actors, and that DG MARE 
maintains close control over the budget which all parts of the system are dependent on in one way or 
another. 

Several of the interview respondents were less encouraged by some matters which they believed that 
the Commission had a key responsibility to find solutions for. These matters included the upsurges in 
the quantity and challenging nature of requests for scientific support for policy and advice, and the 
looming ceiling on the capacity of the advice providers, including the supporting network of NFIs, to 
satisfy these requests. This applies not only to expertise from the natural and physical sciences but also 
to the need to build out expertise from the under-represented but increasingly important economic and 
social sciences. Concerns also was raised concerning whether the Commission’s customary centralized 
funding of scientific support and advice would increasingly become transposed towards a regionalized 
‘cost recovery’ liability to be borne to a greater extent by, for example, the regional member states 
groups such as BALTFISH and the regional fishing industry. For example, in Australia and New 
Zealand, the industry pays 100% of the fishery's attributable management-costs in return for greater 
co-management accountability, etc. 

The Council of Ministers and European Parliament 

Prior to the 2009 ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, almost all decisions concerning the CFP were made 
by the Council of Ministers. Although the European Parliament had to be consulted on most draft 
legislation, the Parliament’s opinion did not have to be taken into account by the Council of Ministers 
which agreed laws pertaining to the CFP and its reforms. The Council of Ministers regarding fisheries 
is made up of the ministers responsible for fisheries in the EU’s member states. When these ministers 
meet on fisheries matters in the EU they are customarily referred to as the Fisheries Council. In accord 
with the Lisbon Treaty, the Parliament has ‘co-decision’ powers with the Council, thereby giving the 
Parliament equal decision making authority, at least on certain matters, with the member states. This 
brings fisheries policy in line with the practices in many other fields of EU policy, including 
environment and transport. However, the provisions on legislation on ‘measures on fixing prices, 
levies, aid and quantitative limitations and on the fixing and allocation of fishing opportunities’ 
(Article 43(3) TFEU) remain as they were in the Treaty establishing the European Community (EC 
Treaty), meaning that such legislation can only be adopted by the Council on proposals from the 
Commission. Thus, an important exclusion to the co-decision process is that measures on fishing 
opportunities (e.g. TACs and quota allocations) continue to be adopted by the Council on a proposal 
from the Commission, without involvement of the Parliament. 

The Council of Ministers: mandated to set fishing opportunities based on scientific advice 

Until the co-decision with the European Parliament promoted by the Lisbon Treaty, (i.e. TFEU) which 
entered into force on 1 December 2009, the Council of Ministers was the EU’s primary decision-
making institution concerning the CFP. As noted above, the TFEU, via the CFP, dictates that it is the 
Council which determines fishing opportunities from over 200 fish stocks that the EU has jurisdiction 
over. For this purpose the EU’s fisheries ministers come together each year―sitting in the meetings of 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2008:115:FULL&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C:2008:115:FULL&from=EN
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the Fisheries Council―to negotiate the TACs and quotas18 from these stocks and the amount of 
fishing effort that can be applied by the fishing fleets. 

Although the Council requires that CFP-related proposals submitted by DG MARE be based on the 
best available scientific advice, the Council has hitherto not been required to do so (Wilson, 2009). 
The Council set fishing under the 2002 CFP, (EC, 2002) according to the provisions of Article 20(1) 
of Council Regulation (EC) No. 2371/2002: ‘The Council, acting by qualified majority on a proposal 
from the Commission, shall decide on catch and/or fishing effort limits and on the allocation of fishing 
opportunities among member states as well as the conditions associated with those limits’. As this 
provision did not specify the criteria the Council should consider in making its decisions or the 
values the decisions should be based on, the Council was afforded the chance to prioritize short-
term economic and social interests in favor of the fishing industry ahead of the longer term 
sustainability of the targeted resources, as evidenced by the Council frequently choosing higher 
fishing opportunities than scientifically advised (ClientEarth, 2013). Indeed, the Fisheries Council, 
from the 1983 CFP’s establishment in the absence of clearly defined policy objectives concerning 
indicators of sustainable yields and stock conservation, become renowned for not following the best 
available scientific advice on the conservation of the Community’s/EU’s fish stocks. The Council’s 
annual decisions on fishing opportunities frequently have been based on haggling and ‘horse 
trading’ of quotas, resulting in politically-driven ‘decision-overfishing’ (Aps & Lassen, 2010) or 
‘legalized overfishing’ (WWF, 2012) whereby fishing opportunities are set systematically higher 
than the scientific advice based on sustainable exploitation (O'Leary, et al., 2011). For the period 
1987 to 2011, in which data for 44 stocks of 11 important species across Europe were included in the 
study, O’Leary et al. (2011) concluded that TACs were set higher than scientific recommendations by 
ICES in 68% of decisions; on average, EU fisheries ministers (i.e. Council) adjusted TACs to be 33% 
higher than recommended by ICES. For the period 2003 to 2011, WWF (2012) concluded that EU 
fisheries ministers only followed scientific advice provided by ICES in 13% of their decisions, and the 
ministers decided quotas (TACs) on average 45% higher than the scientific advice recommended by 
ICES. During the same period, the European Commission paid about EUR 7.5 million to ICES for 
scientific service which the fisheries ministers to a large extent did not heed in setting fishing 
opportunities (WWF, 2012). 

With the newly reformed CFP (Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013), the legally mandated objective will 
be to manage stocks sustainably by reference to MSY. It is notable that Article 2(2) of the reformed 
CFP, adopted on 1 January 2014, states: 

‘The Common Fisheries Policy shall apply he precautionary approach to fisheries management, and 
shall aim to ensure that exploitation of living marine biological resources and maintains populations 
of harvested species above levels which can produce the maximum sustainable yield. 

In order to achieve this objective of progressively restoring and maintaining populations of fish stocks 
above biomass levels capable of producing maximum sustainable yield, the maximum yield 
exploitation rate shall be achieved by 2015 where possible and on a progressive, incremental basis at 
the latest by 2020 for all stocks.’ 

This legal obligation together with the adoption of multiannual management plans under the 
regionalized CFP―based on MSY principles, including empirically explicit harvest control rules 

                                                      
18 TACs are shared between EU countries in the form of national quotas. For each stock a different allocation 
percentage for each EU coastal member state is applied for sharing out the quotas. This fixed percentage is 
known as the ‘relative stability’ key. The member states can exchange quotas with other member states. 

http://awsassets.panda.org/downloads/wwf_analysis___legalised_overfishing_final_eng_14_12_12.pdf
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relating how fishing effort/mortality must be adjusted to reflect the changing biomass status of the 
stock―should severely limit the potential for the Council to ignore scientific advice and continue 
with the previously prevalent decision-overfishing. This is likely to be particularly difficult when 
there is existing consensus at the regional level (e.g. in BALTFISH and BSAC) to follow the agreed 
management plans and related fishing opportunities (constrained by MSY principles), which in turn 
will be approved by the fisheries ministers of the particular region. 

Thus, as from 2014 and by 2015 ‘where possible’ and by 2020 ‘at the latest’, fishing opportunities 
must be set, or approved, by the Council at levels, which science advises, that will allow the recovery 
or maintenance of harvested species above MSY biomass levels. The adoption of MSY as a 
management target has been an EU policy objective since 2006 (COM, 2006b), made explicit by the 
new CFP reform. The only legitimate justification for not meeting the 2015 timeline, in the context 
of ‘where possible’, is due to the presence of scientific uncertainty about MSY reference points and 
potential lack of appropriate data to determine reference points for so-called data-limited stocks. 
The European Commission (COM, 2014c) intends to propose TACs in line with MSY advice and 
only to accept delays beyond 2015, but not later than 2020, to ensure that ‘the social and economic 
sustainability of the fishing fleets involved is not seriously jeopardized’, as outlined in EU Recital 7 
of EU Regulation 1380/2013. Unless the criteria for determining this last mentioned potential ‘opt 
out’ are specified, 2015 to 2020 may represent a ‘loop hole’ period for procrastinating MSY 
implementation. 

The European Parliament 

The European Parliament has a greatly increased role in deciding the EU’s fisheries policy since the 
December 2009 enactment of the Lisbon Treaty. The Parliament has been given greater power to 
legislate, granting it the prospect of helping to shape the CFP and to supervise the rules that govern 
the activities of the EU’s fishery and aquaculture sectors. 

As a result of the Lisbon Treaty, the European Parliament has competence in co-decision with the 
Council regarding the following roles: 

a) Fisheries legislation (the ordinary legislative procedure, formerly known as the co-decision 
procedure, making the Parliament a co-legislator); and 

b) EU membership of international fisheries conventions and the conclusion of agreements with 
third countries. 

With regard to the ratification of international fisheries agreements, the Lisbon Treaty stipulates that 
they are to be ratified by the Council after the European Parliament has given its consent. Regarding 
international fisheries agreements in which a financial transaction is involved, these must be approved 
by the European Parliament before they can be concluded. For such international agreements, the 
Parliament has the power of veto known as the Assent Procedure. 

The Parliament has a dedicated Committee on Fisheries (PECH). PECH is responsible for matters in 
the Parliament regarding: 

1) The operation and development of the CFP and its management; 

2) The conservation of fishery resources, the management of fisheries and fleets exploiting such 
resources and marine and applied fisheries research; 

3) The common organization of the market in fishery and aquaculture products and the 
processing and marketing thereof; 
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4) Structural policy in the fisheries and aquaculture sectors, including the financial instruments 
and funds for fisheries guidance to support these sectors; 

5) The integrated maritime policy as regards fishing activities; 

6) Sustainable fisheries partnership agreements, regional fisheries organizations and the 
implementation of international obligations in the field of fisheries. 

Although PECH reports to Parliament on the six above-mentioned matters, as previously pointed out 
in this report, the Council continues to maintain its right to determine fishing opportunities. This does 
not mean that the Parliament hesitates from providing its opinion on the matters covered by PECH, 
providing there is parliamentary accord to do so. As yet, the specific demarcation line between the 
Parliament and the Council is not clear. 

Areas of co-decision discord between the Council and the Parliament: work in progress 

The 2013 reform of the CFP, as enacted on 1 January 2014 with the new basic regulation, is the 
first reform to be subject to co-decision between the Council and the Parliament. 

The co-decision process (legislative procedure) involving the Parliament and the Council is 
expected to strengthen political scrutiny and legitimacy. There have been several areas of tussle, 
disagreement or uncertainty concerning co-decision by the Council and Parliament so far, not least as 
the Parliament examines and exercises the extent of its new found power. Examples of such discord 
will become apparent on a work in progress basis, i.e. stepwise examination, and eventual resolution. 
However, it is not desirable that lengthy hold-ups in dealing with issues occur. 

Adoption of the 2013 CFP Regulation was a lengthy process involving the Council and the 
Parliament, with agreement, and eventual enactment on 1 January 2014, involving tough 
negotiations and significant give-and-take between the two parties. Likewise in April 2014, the 
Parliament reached a political agreement on the new European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) 
allowing it to be included into legislation. 

Some CFP legislation in particular has been held up for many months and even years, in tussles 
between the Council and the Parliament regarding interpretation of their mandates. The prime 
example has been the issue of long-term management plans (LTMPs, i.e. multi-annual 
management plans) for stocks. The deadlock is due to a conflict between the Parliament and Council 
on what powers the EU Treaties give to the Parliament as co-legislator for these LTMPs. The Council 
wished to exclude the Parliament completely from the decision-making process for certain key 
elements of these plans that influence the TAC. The Parliament, on the contrary, wished to be 
involved in these aspects of the plans, while acknowledging that it is the Council that adopts fishing 
opportunities such as TACs. In order to find a solution, rather than sending the matter to the European 
Court, a ‘task force’ of representatives from the Council, the Parliament and the Commission 
negotiated over several months before producing a ‘task force’ report inter alia which provided a 
common understanding on what the LTMPs should contain and so opened up a path to proceed. The 
recommendations include conclusions regarding key fundamentals such as management objectives 
including that each plan should contain an MSY target conforming to Article 2(2) in the new basic 
regulation (EU 1380/2013) and a time line. The report also reflects on the distinctions between single 
species and multispecies management plans. 

According to a summary provided by the Commission in document COM(2014) 388 final (COM, 
2014c), the above-mentioned ‘task force’ report is based on the provisions on multiannual plans in 
the new CFP. Plans should provide a robust and lasting framework for management, ensuring the 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/pech/dv/taskfor/taskforce.pdf
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sustainability of fisheries with high and stable yields for the fishing industry, while taking into 
account an ecosystem based approach to fisheries management by minimizing negative impacts of 
fishing activities on the marine ecosystem. The MSY objective, and the deadlines for reaching the 
objective, are central elements of the plans. The MSY objective will be expressed in ranges and 
should include safeguard conservation reference points. Decisions under the plans must be based 
on the best available scientific advice. The plans should allow for flexibility in annual decisions on 
fishing opportunities. Where needed, the plans should allow for adopting alternative conservation 
measures in relation to certain stocks, which would be a matter for regionalization. In mixed 
fisheries situations the plans should identify the species which drive the fisheries and ensure that all 
the stocks are managed according to the MSY objective. 

As the LTMPs are an essential tool for the conservation and management of EU stocks and fisheries, 
stakeholders in the regional advisory councils have pressed for a resolution for the lengthy delay in 
approving LTMPs. Besides new LTMPs, reviews of previously adopted plans have been substantially 
held up for several stocks and in some cases these plans do not comply with the new CFP. 

The Parliament had previously taken the Council to the European Court of Justice (ECJ) in order 
achieve a ruling and consequent resolution on the LTMP dispute. However, the ECJ is unlikely to take 
the Task Force report into account as it will probably base its ruling on Article 43 of the TFEU and the 
specific case and regulations which the Parliament has submitted to the ECJ. As the ECJ may take a 
year or more to come to its ruling, and as the ruling may not be in accord with the Task Force’s 
recommendations with respect to co-decision, the future decisions on LTMPs is unclear. 

For the CFP, where important management decisions must be taken at the EU competency level, 
decisions, it is particularly necessary that such decisions are made in a timely and effective manner so 
as to implement fishery conservation measures to both mitigate stock declines and promote the 
recovery of depleted stocks. 

The entry into force of the new CFP on 1 January 2014 has opened up for implementation of a more 
regional approach to fisheries management. EU member states can cooperate on a regional sea basis to 
adopt joint recommendations and instruments for management of relevant fisheries. These joint 
proposals will be submitted to the European Commission for approval. If member states fail to agree 
on joint measures by a specified date then the Commission can propose its own and adopt them 
through the relevant legal procedure. 

The views of interview respondents 

The main views of the respondents regarding the Council and the Parliament in the governance system 
were connected with potential disagreements between these two institutions concerning the 
interpretations of their fishery legislation and decision-making mandates. This had already made itself 
felt in recent years concerning delays in adoption by the Council and the Parliament of LTMPs for 
some stocks, such as Baltic Sea cod (see section under BSAC). While delegating powers from the EU 
(i.e. Council of Ministers) to the regional member states groups (e.g. BALTFISH) has been facilitated 
by the 2013 CFP reform, the EU technically can also withdraw empowerment should it decide to do 
so. The potential for the Council to tamper with regional empowerment is an unknown. 

For many scientific respondents a major unknown concerning the delegation of powers from the EU 
(i.e. Council) to the regional members states groups (e.g. BALTFISH) is whether the long-standing 
behavior of the Council to override the ‘best available scientific advice’ will be perpetuated in the 
regional member states groups, despite the intended constraints on doing so which are put in place by 
legislative obligations to abide by MSY principles and agreed LTMPs. 
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3.2.1.3 HELCOM 

The Baltic Marine Environmental Protection Commission (HELCOM) is an intergovernmental policy-
making and regulatory regional seas commission (RSC) which depends on scientific information and 
advice provided by its own expert groups as well as by the International Council for the Exploration of 
the Sea (ICES). Its primary responsibilities include the coordination of the HELCOM Baltic Sea 
Action Plan (BSAP) and the regional (i.e. Baltic Sea) coordination of the EU’s Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive (MSFD). Both the BSAP and the MSFD depend on the development and 
application of an integrated ecosystem approach to the management of human activities (EAM), 
whereby the achievement of sustainable fisheries forms a key aspirational constituent of 
reaching/maintaining GES in a healthy Baltic Sea ecosystem. 

Establishment, remit and organization 

The Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea Area (Helsinki 
Convention) was signed in 1974 by the Ministers of Environment from the Baltic Sea coastal states. 
The Helsinki Convention is supported by its governing body – the Baltic Marine Environmental 
Protection Commission, also known as the Helsinki Commission (HELCOM). The 1974 Convention 
was developed during an era of increasing environmental awareness and as a reaction to concerns 
about the worsening state of the Baltic Sea marine environment (Ehlers, 1994; Pyhälä, 2012). The 
Convention was the first international agreement to cover all sources of pollution, both from land-, 
sea- and airborne-based human activities. To accomplish its aim, the Convention called for action to 
curb various sources of pollution. The unique and sensitive nature of the Baltic Sea, coupled with it 
being a valuable resource for the Baltic coastal states, resulted in these states acknowledging that the 
sustainability and well-being of the Baltic Sea depends on coordinated efforts and joint regional 
environmental standards (Pyhälä, 2012). 

A revised Helsinki Convention was adopted in 1992 (HELCOM, 1992). The new Convention took 
into account the further strengthening of environmental awareness which had paved the way for 
international environmental law developments (see below), and developments in the region’s political 
environment following the demise of the former Soviet Union. The 1992 Convention, following 
signature, entered into force in 2000, and has as its main goal the protection of the marine environment 
of the Baltic Sea from all sources of pollution, and to restore and safeguard its ecological balance 
(HELCOM, 1992; Ehlers, 1994). 

The key elements of the 1992 Helsinki Convention concerned inter alia: 

• Inclusion of the internal waters of the Contracting Parties in the Convention area: the 
Contracting Parties undertake to introduce relevant measures in the drainage area of the Baltic 
Sea to prevent and eliminate pollution of the sea; 

• Fundamental principles, including the Precautionary Principle, the Polluter Pays Principle, and 
obligations to use the Best Available Technology (BAT) and the Best Environmental Practice 
(BEP). 

• New provisions were introduced with regard to inter alia environmental impact assessment, 
and nature conservation and biodiversity. 

One of the main differences between the 1974 and 1992 Helsinki Conventions is that the former 
was primarily a pollution abatement convention whereas the latter enlarged the remit of the former 
further into the pollution-related field as well addressing wider environmental protection including 
nature conservation and biodiversity issues. The extension of the new Convention into the 
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environmental protection and biodiversity realms was a congruent process to the 1992 United Nations 
Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED, so-called ‘Earth Summit’ or ‘Rio 
Conference’) and the 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity which UNCED gave rise to. The 
extension of the 1992 HELCOM Convention into the area of nature protection and biodiversity 
meant that interactions with fisheries, in the context of the EAM, became legitimate part of 
HELCOM’s portfolio of operations. 

Currently, HELCOM’s Contracting Parties include all nine Baltic coastal states (eight EU member 
states and the Russian Federation), other states lying within the watershed of the Baltic Sea, as well as 
the European Commission. Because of the dominance of the EU member states as Contracting Parties 
of HELCOM, with the passage of time, more and more of HELCOM’s approach to environmental 
issues mirrors those of the EU. As the European Commission is also a Contracting Party, one is not far 
off from viewing the position of HELCOM as nearing the position of the IBSFC at the end of its 
existence as basically a bilateral EU – Russian Federation body. The chief difference is that in the case 
of fisheries, compared with the environment, there is one overarching hard policy in the form of the 
CFP by which there is an ‘exclusive competency’ which resides with the EU for fisheries purposes. 
Thus, the EU tends to speak with ‘one voice’ for fisheries policy and its associated implementation 
(despite obvious discord before coming to agreements) whereas EU environmental policy does not 
have a similar degree of hard policy orchestration and implementation. 

HELCOM monitoring programmes―focusing on eutrophication, hazardous substances and selected 
elements of biodiversity―form the basis for assessing the changing status and trends of the Baltic 
marine environment over time. Since 1981, HELCOM has conducted periodic assessments of the 
status of the Baltic marine environment. After several decades of addressing threats to the marine 
environment on a sector-by-sector basis, in the early 2000s HELCOM began working towards 
adopting a more holistic approach to protecting the Baltic Sea environment (Pyhälä, 2012). A 
fundament for this included a common vision to the application of the ecosystem approach to the 
management of human activities (EAM). In 2006, HELCOM moved towards a system of thematic 
assessments which were integrated together in the form of a first initial holistic assessment 
(HELCOM, 2010a; Hopkins, 2010). 

HELCOM’s mission requires extensive implementation of the EAM, the precautionary principle and 
related concepts. HELCOM, not unexpectedly, has changed or renewed its operational structure to 
adapt to the times and evolving challenges. In its last operative structure HELCOM, besides the Heads 
of Delegation, comprised six operational groups: Response (HELCOM RESPONSE); Monitoring and 
Assessment (HELCOM MONAS); Maritime (HELCOM MARITIME); Land-based Pollution Group 
(HELCOM LAND); Nature Protection and Biodiversity (HELCOM HABITAT); and the Group for 
Implementation of the Ecosystem Approach (GEAR) This structure was supported by a system of 
projects/expert groups, seminars, symposia, and informal meetings. However, in September 2014, 
HELCOM adopted a ‘renewed’ working structure (Figure 1). 

For monitoring and assessments of biodiversity of relevance to the CFP, the most important HELCOM 
bodies in the previous structure (operative until September 2014) were MONAS (Monitoring and 
Assessments), HABITAT (Nature Conservation and Protected Areas), GEAR (Group on the 
Implementation of the Ecosystem Approach) and the Fisheries and Environment Forum (FISH/ENV 
FORUM). The GEAR Group plays an overarching role in that it initiates, coordinates and strengthens 
actions to implement the Baltic Sea Action Plan and the EU MSFD for those HELCOM countries that 
are also EU member states. 
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The FISH/ENV FORUM (called FISH in the new HELCOM structure) was established in 2008 to 
enhance dialogue between fisheries and environmental authorities on the Baltic fisheries and fish 
stocks in the context of protection and sustainable use of the Baltic Sea marine environment. The 
key focus of HELCOM FISH/ENV FORUM has been to facilitate the successful implementation of 
the fisheries related actions in the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan. To date the Forum has held 
one or two meetings a year, addressing issues such as management of salmon, sea trout and 
flatfish, eel conservation, eradicating discards, by-catch of mammals and birds, sustainable 
aquaculture and managing fisheries in marine protected areas in the Baltic Sea region. 

 

 

Figure 1. The 2014 ‘renewed’ working structure of HELCOM (Source: HELCOM website). 

The 2014 ‘renewed’ structure was established and adopted in order to try to inter alia streamline 
HELCOM’s operations including provide better control over time-limited/ad hoc groups (which 
require dedicated experts and other resourcing from HELCOM countries) and facilitate better 
coordination and implementation of HELCOM decisions and activities. Funding of HELCOM 
activities and mobilization of human resources connected with periodic/thematic/holistic assessments 
have proved to be increasingly challenging. 

The 2014 working structure hinges on the overarching managerial, integration and coherence task of 
GEAR, which oversees STATE (Working Group on the State of the Environment and Nature 
Conservation, a permanent, scientific-technical working group on monitoring and assessment themes 
as well as nature conservation and biodiversity issues, thus replacing MONAS and HABITAT), 
PRESSURE (a permanent, scientific-technical working group on Pressures from the Baltic Sea 

http://helcom.fi/PublishingImages/about-us/organisation/Organogram_HELCOM.png
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Catchment Area, dealing primarily with nutrients and hazardous substances inputs from diffuse and 
point sources on land, and implementation of the nutrient reduction scheme), MARITIME (a 
permanent, technical working group dealing with shipping and offshore structures such as wind-farms 
and oil/gas rigs), and RESPONSE (an operational working group responding to/mitigating major 
maritime accidents/pollution discharge events). As with the previous structure, a Group on Ecosystem-
based Sustainable Fisheries will provide an interface with fisheries management and stakeholder 
groups (e.g. BALTFISH and BSAC). Further information on the ‘renewed’ HELCOM structure is 
provided in HELCOM (2014a, b). 

The EAM was adopted by the 2003 Joint HELCOM/OSPAR Ministerial Meeting (JMM) (JMM, 
2003) as defined by HELCOM and OSPAR at the meeting as: 

‘the comprehensive integrated management of human activities based on the best available 
scientific knowledge about the ecosystem and its dynamics, in order to identify and take action on 
influences which are critical to the health of marine ecosystems, thereby achieving sustainable use 
of ecosystem goods and services and maintenance of ecosystem integrity.’ 

This definition was accepted as the official definition by the European Commission (as a party to the 
JMM) acting on behalf of the EU. 

The EAM obliges HELCOM to assess the pressures as well as the resulting state and impacts on the 
marine environment and to use this as the foundation for priority actions. This definition of the EAM 
has since been applied in European coastal and offshore waters as the operative definition, and 
particularly in the context of the EU concerning the Maritime Policy, CFP, Birds and Habitats 
Directives, WFD, and MSFD. 

The HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment Strategy, adopted in 2005, aims inter alia to: a) facilitate 
the implementation of the EAM; b) show the interlinkage and interdependence of activities on land, in 
coastal areas and at sea; c) coordinate monitoring activities for Baltic specific issues of concern; and d) 
produce targeted environmental assessments for regional specific management purposes by also 
making use of data and information produced by Contracting States and other forums. Further 
information on monitoring and periodic assessments related to HELCOM’s BSAP and the MSFD are 
provided later. 

HELCOM’s Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) and its synergy with the EU’s MSFD. 

The BSAP 

The BSAP19, adopted at the 2007 HELCOM Ministerial Meeting has the vision of achieving ‘a 
healthy marine environment, with diverse biological components functioning in balance, resulting in a 
good ecological status and supporting a wide range of sustainable human activities’ (HELCOM, 
2007). The BSAP aims to substantially increase the prospects for future recovery of the Baltic Sea 
marine environment as well as the environment’s capability to react to the projected stress resulting 
from climate change. With its adoption, the Baltic Sea region had established for the first time a 
comprehensive environmental action plan that was explicitly based on the EAM. 

The BSAP is an ambitious programme to address all the major environmental problems affecting the 
Baltic marine environment, and thereby restore the good ecological status of the Baltic marine 
environment by 2021. The BSAP aims to safeguard the region’s natural ecosystems while also 
allowing valuable marine resources to be used sustainably in the future. The social and economic 

                                                      
19 http://www.helcom.fi/BSAP/en_GB/intro/ 

http://www.helcom.fi/BSAP/en_GB/intro/
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effects of the measures proposed for the plan will be carefully assessed, as well as their beneficial 
impacts on the environment. The BSAP complies with the following key elements: recognition of the 
importance of applying the EAM of all human activities impacting on the Baltic marine environment; 
and employment of the best available scientific knowledge about the ecosystem and its dynamics, and 
identification and implementation of measures to maintain or restore ecosystem health with a view to 
supporting sustainable use of ecosystem goods and services (HELCOM, 2007). 

The BSAP aims to implement obligations under other international legislative frameworks, such as the 
CBD, the 2002 WSSD, and the European Maritime Policy with its supporting MSFD, and WFD. The 
BSAP aspires to provide important contributions to the EU’s MSFD, which foresees a separate action 
plan for each marine region. The four main objectives of the BSAP―corresponding to four major and 
mutually interlinked environmental challenges affecting the Baltic marine environment―are to 
achieve: 

1) A Baltic Sea unaffected by eutrophication; 

2) A Baltic Sea undisturbed by hazardous substances; 

3) A Baltic Sea with environmentally friendly maritime activities; and 

4) A favorable conservation status of Baltic Sea biodiversity. 

The potential impact of fisheries is primarily connected with 3) and 4) above. 

The BSAP underpins the four above-mentioned qualitative aspirational goals with related sets of clear 
and scientifically justified ecological objectives, which in turn are operationalized through quantifiable 
targets, and indicators showing progress towards such targets (Backer & Leppänen, 2008). Key roles 
for science in the BSAP are identified in the development and application of such aspects as 
monitoring and assessment tools, indicators, modeling and scenario development approaches, credible 
cost and benefit analyses, and enhanced cost-effective measures (e.g. pollution abatement and habitat 
restoration) for achieving targets. 

The MSFD 

For the HELCOM Contracting Parties which are also EU member states, the EU’s MSFD, in the form 
of Directive 2008/56/EC (EC, 2008a) establishes a framework for these states to take the necessary 
measures to achieve or maintain GES of the marine environment by the year 2020 at the latest (Article 
1 MSFD). The overarching vision for the MSFD is ‘maintaining biodiversity and providing diverse 
and dynamic oceans and seas which are clean, healthy and productive’. The MSFD extends many of 
the provisions of the EU’s Water Framework Directive (WFD) to marine areas beyond the WFD’s 
limit of 3 nm from the shore-related baseline. To deliver this, EU member states are required to 
develop and implement Marine Strategies (i.e. action plans) in order to (bold emphasis added): 

1. ‘protect and preserve the marine environment, prevent its deterioration or, where practicable, 
restore marine ecosystems in areas where they have been adversely affected’; [Art1(2)(a)] 

2. ‘prevent and reduce inputs in the marine environment, with a view to phasing out pollution 
as defined in Article 3(8), so as to ensure that there are no significant impacts on or risks to 
marine biodiversity, marine ecosystems, human health or legitimate uses of the 
sea’;[Art1(2)(b)]  

3. ‘Marine Strategies shall apply an ecosystem-based approach to the management of human 
activities, ensuring that the collective pressure of such activities is kept within levels 
compatible with the achievement of good environmental status and that the capacity of 
marine ecosystems to respond to human-induced changes is not compromised, while enabling 
the sustainable use of marine goods and services by present and future generations’. 
[Art1(3)] 
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The MSFD defines Good Environmental Status (GES) as ‘The environmental status of marine waters 

where these provide ecologically diverse and dynamic oceans and seas which are clean, healthy and 

productive’ (Article 3). The MSFD provides 11 high-level, qualitative ‘descriptors’ (D1 – D11) which 

describe the environmental situation when ‘GES’ has been achieved: 

1) Biological diversity (D1) is maintained. The quality and occurrence of habitats and the 

distribution and abundance of species are in line with prevailing physiographic, geographic and 

climatic conditions; 

2) Non-indigenous species (D2) introduced by human activities are at levels that do not adversely 

alter the ecosystems; 

3) Populations of all commercially exploited fish and shellfish (D3) are within safe biological 

limits, exhibiting a population age and size distribution that is indicative of a healthy stock; 

4) All elements of the marine food webs (D4), to the extent that they are known, occur at normal 

abundance and diversity and levels capable of ensuring the long-term abundance of the species 

and the retention of their full reproductive capacity; 

5) Human-induced eutrophication (D5) is minimized, especially adverse effects thereof, such as 

losses in biodiversity, ecosystem degradation, harmful algal blooms and oxygen deficiency in 

bottom waters; 

6) Sea floor integrity (D6) is at a level that ensures that the structure and functions of the 

ecosystems are safeguarded and benthic ecosystems, in particular, are not adversely affected; 

7) Permanent alteration of hydrographical conditions (D7) does not adversely affect marine 

ecosystems; 

8) Concentrations of contaminants (D8) are at levels not giving rise to pollution effects; 

9) Contaminants in fish and other seafood (D9) for human consumption do not exceed levels 

established by Community legislation or other relevant standards; 

10) Properties and quantities of marine litter (D10) do not cause harm to the coastal and marine 

environment; 

11)  Introduction of energy (D11), including underwater noise, is at levels that do not adversely 

affect the marine environment. 

D1 (Biodiversity) together with D4 (Food webs) and D6 (Seafloor integrity) can be viewed as broadly 

covering biodiversity. D1, D3 (commercially exploited fish and shellfish, representing the key target 

resources of fisheries), D4 and D6 are the main descriptors affected by fishing activities, whereas 

D9 (Contaminants in fish and other seafood) in particular can be viewed as affecting the 

marketability/health of fishery products. 

Among the MSFD’s schedule of milestones, EU member states must: 

a) Conduct an initial assessment of the current environmental status of their marine waters 
(Article 8 MSFD) (by July 2012), comprising an analysis of their essential physical and 
biological characteristics (e.g. habitat types, biological and physic-chemical components and 
other features), and analysis of the predominant pressures and impacts that might adversely 
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affect the environment, and a socio-economic analysis of their use and the costs of their 
degradation, i.e. a costs and benefit analysis; 

b) A determination of what constitutes GES (Article 9 MSFD) (by July 2012) for those waters, 
including establishment of environmental targets and indicators (Article 10 MSFD) for 
achievement or maintenance of GES (by July 2012); 

c) Development and implementation of monitoring programmes (Article 11 MSFD) so as to be 
able to assess the current status and progress towards targets for achieving GES (by July 
2014); and 

d) Establishment of a programme of measures (Article 13 MSFD) (by 2015) involving 
management actions concerning human activities for both land-based and sea-based pressures, 
designed to achieve or maintain GES (by 2020 at the latest). 

 
For the above, EU member states are required to follow a common approach which involves 
repetitive six-year cycles to determine changing status and trends with a view to achieving GES. 

EU member states are expected, for the 11 qualitative descriptors of GES, to follow common criteria 
in developing a system of targets representing GES and indicators for measuring progress towards 
achieving GES. This obviously also applies to common and comparable monitoring and assessment 
methodology. The targets and indicators of GES are likely to vary on a regional/sub-regional basis 
reflecting the prevalent ecosystems. Thus, collaboration between EU member states and third parties 
(e.g. Russian Federation) in appropriate regional forums (e.g. HELCOM) is not only advantageous but 
necessary. Regional MSFD assessments will be coordinated and delivered through the auspices of the 
regional forums, referred to as regional seas commissions (RSCs). EU standardized (common and 
comparable) monitoring and assessment methods must be developed and applied, wherever possible 
using or building on existent and approved methodology. The MSFD does not determine what specific 
measures (e.g. regulatory actions) EU member states should bring forward to achieve GES, but the 
MSFD expects that EU member states sharing a marine region shall cooperate to ensure that the 
measures needed to achieve the objectives of the MSFD are coherent and coordinated across the 
marine region. 

The European Commission (via its Directorate-General for Environment, DG ENV) has produced a 
‘Decision’ (COM, 2010a) providing guidance on the development of common criteria and 
methodological standards for defining GES. The ‘Decision’ inter alia emphasizes the need for a range 
of focused research and technological development (RTD) in the form of basic and applied knowledge 
and data collection regarding biota, habitats and ecosystems connected with the monitoring and 
assessment requirements at the heart of the MSFD. This has been further supplemented by the reports 
of task forces concerning guidance on the 11 individual ‘descriptors’ regarding current and emerging 
knowledge availability and future knowledge requirements in support of the MSFD. 

HELCOM ― Coordination platform for the MSFD in the Baltic Sea region 

The 2010 HELCOM Moscow Ministerial Declaration on the implementation of the HELCOM BSAP 
(HELCOM, 2010b) emphasized inter alia that shared scientific understanding and quantification of 
GES are to be used in policy making at the international, regional and national levels. Importantly, the 
2010 Declaration contained the decision to establish, for the HELCOM Contracting Parties which 
are also EU member states, the role of HELCOM as the coordination platform for the regional 
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implementation of the EU’s MSFD20, including striving for harmonized national marine strategies 
for achieving GES according to the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan and the EU MSFD. 

Synergy and alignment between the BSAP and the MSFD 

There is a substantial basic similarity and anticipated alignment in the focus and goals between the 
BSAP and the MSFD. As pointed out earlier, the stated aspirational visions of these two 
environmental instruments basically overlap. It is also notable that eight of the nine coastal Baltic 
States which are Contracting Parties of HELCOM are also EU member states, and that the 
European Commission (DG ENV) is also a Contracting Party of HELCOM as well as exercising its 
regulatory role in the EU regarding environmental legislation. Both the BSAP and the MSFD aim at 
achieving GES in a holistic manner with respect to ecosystem health, based on the establishment of 
targets, indicators and associated metrics of ecological quality coupled with periodic monitoring and 
assessment programmes for determining the status and trends in progressing towards GES, and 
evaluating the effectiveness of measures to achieve or maintain GES. For both the BSAP and the 
MSFD, application of the EAM requires appropriate integrated management of the human activities 
which are primarily responsible, alone or acting cumulatively together, for the pressures which 
counteract the achievement of GES. It is important to note that HELCOM works by using 
Recommendations which, although they are adopted by consensus by the Contracting Parties, 
represent ‘soft law’ in that they are not legally binding although the Contracting Parties are 
required to provide progress reports on how they are responding to Recommendations (Pyhälä, 
2012). Thus, the BSAP does not have legislative ‘bite’ in comparison to the MSFD, as the latter 
being an EU Directive is legally binding on EU member states and so it will be enforced by the 
European Commission. 

MSFD progress in EU regional seas and the Baltic Sea: room for improvement 

As already noted regarding the MSFD, in 2012 EU member states reported on the current condition of 
their marine waters with regard to defining GES and establishing targets and indicators to reach and 
measure GES. 

In February 2014, the European Commission published its review of these MSFD reports and 
concluded that there is a poor level of implementation, a lack in common understanding (e.g. 
misunderstandings on reporting requirements) of what GES is really about, and establishment of 
GES targets that are often weak and non-measurable (COM, 2014d; SWD, 2014b). The 
Commission’s review points to a lack of coherence and coordination between member states in the 
same region (and between regions) in the production of the reports, as well as poor integration with 
other EU environmental legislation. Stronger coordination and cooperation would make 
implementation more focused, relevant and cost-effective, as costs and resources could be shared. The 
MSFD gives an important role to HELCOM and the RSCs to coordinate national implementation, but 
the Commission’s report emphasized that the coordination efforts by RSCs are not keeping pace with 
expectations, and work in the appropriate RSCs (e.g. HELCOM) and other international organizations 
(e.g. ICES) was inadequately used in national reports. The Commission’s report also noted that there 
was frequently insufficient integration with other related EU environmental legislation such as marine 
species and habitats in need of protection related connected with the Habitats and Birds Directives and 
the WFD. As part of the follow up, the European Commission embarked on a series of meetings with 
member states, arranged on a regional seas basis, to exchange views on challenges and ways to 
                                                      
20 In accord with the European Commission’s proposal that EU member states must determine how the MSFD 
will be implemented in close connection with other member states and third parties (e.g. Russian Federation) in 
appropriate regional forums (e.g. HELCOM). 
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overcome these. Additionally, the European Commission announced a review, to be completed by the 
end of 2014, of Commission Decision 2010/477/EU on criteria and methodological standards for GES, 
with the aim to complete a set of recommendations which possibly will lead to a revision of the 
Decision. This review will be conducted by JRC together with ICES. 

In March 2014, the environmental NGO Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB) widely launched its own 
independent report reviewing the first phases of Baltic Sea EU member State’s work on implementing 
the Marine Strategy (CCB, 2014). CCB based its findings on the official Initial Assessment submitted 
to the European Commission by the eight Baltic Sea EU member states, with the CCB review focusing 
on for selected chosen descriptors (i.e. 1, 3, 5 and 10): the proportion of MSFD criteria covered by 
member states; the indicators and evaluation of target values of these indicators; on what level GES 
was set; and member state alignment with outcomes from HELCOM, ICES and other directly related 
EU directives. The CCB report―although examining only selected descriptors reported on in the 
Initial Assessment―came to similar conclusions as those noted above for the European Commission’s 
full review. 

The above-mentioned poor MSFD reporting by EU member states has surprised both the European 
Commission and the RSCs as demonstrated by the Commission’s report and by the reaction of the 
HELCOM GEAR (as noted in its March 2014 report GEAR 6-2014) responsible to the HELCOM 
Heads of Delegation for overseeing coordination of the MSFD as well as the BSAP. 

HELCOM assessments and scientific bodies, and biodiversity, fish and fisheries issues 

The HELCOM Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (MONAS), first adopted in 2005 and adopted in 
revised form revised in 2013 at the HELCOM Ministerial Meeting, is a plan laying out a monitoring 
and assessment system which underpins evaluation of whether visions, goals and objectives for the 
Baltic Sea marine environment are being met. The revised strategy aims at a joint HELCOM 
monitoring programme to ensure scientifically sound, well-coordinated, optimized and cost-effective 
monitoring in the Baltic Sea region. National monitoring programmes use the principles of the Joint 
Monitoring System to achieve a high degree of coordination, cooperation, sharing and harmonization. 
The Joint Monitoring System feeds the ‘data pool’ which can be used by all countries and the 
monitoring system’s data pool forms the basis for the Assessment System. The monitoring system 
provides the necessary data for HELCOM’s Baltic-wide indicator-based assessment activities, 
focusing on the state of the marine environment but also on human-induced pressures impacting the 
status. The COMBINE manual (Cooperative Monitoring in the Baltic Marine Environment Manual), 
which was instituted in 1992 and modified/updated as necessary, defines the contributions made by all 
Contracting Parties and regulates all methods used for monitoring biological parameters, hazardous 
substances, hydrography and nutrients. COMBINE is undergoing updating to ensure appropriate 
coverage of the BSAP, and the EU’s WFD and the MSFD. 

The MONAS Group (incorporated into the STATE Working Group in the new HELCOM structure) 
had responsibility for one of HELCOM's key tasks by assessing trends in threats to the marine 
environment, their impacts, the resulting state of the marine environment, and the effectiveness of 
adopted measures. This monitoring and trend analytical work forms the basis for the work of 
HELCOM's other main groups, and helps to define the need for additional measures. HELCOM 
MONAS aimed to ensure that HELCOM's monitoring programmes are efficiently used through 
horizontal coordination between HELCOM's main permanent working groups. Each permanent group, 
ad hoc group and project reported to HELCOM MONAS on their requirements for environmental 
monitoring and pollution load monitoring, and also on their own inputs to monitoring and assessment 
products. HELCOM MONAS coordinated the development of the HELCOM Ecological Objectives 

http://meeting.helcom.fi/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=1765910&folderId=2664021&name=DLFE-55893.pdf
http://meeting.helcom.fi/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=1765910&folderId=2664021&name=DLFE-55893.pdf
http://helcom.fi/Documents/Action%20areas/Monitoring%20and%20assessment/Monitoring%20and%20assessment%20strategy/Monitoring%20and%20assessment%20strategy.pdf
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and was the body coordinating development of associated indicators and monitoring programmes, 
ensuring that other permanent working groups, ad hoc groups and projects are duly involved and 
provide the necessary inputs. 

The ICES Data Centre21 currently holds a contract with HELCOM for managing all ‘at sea’ 
observations collected as part of the HELCOM's COMBINE (Cooperative Monitoring in the Baltic 
Marine Environment) programme. Monitoring of physical, chemical and biological variables of the 
open sea started in 1979, and monitoring of radioactive substances in the Baltic Sea started in 1984. 
Until 1992, monitoring of coastal waters was considered as a national obligation and only assessment 
of such data had to be reported to the Commission. However, under the 1992 Helsinki Convention it is 
also an obligation to conduct monitoring of the coastal waters and to report the data to HELCOM. The 
COMBINE programme also caters for the needs of monitoring in the Baltic Sea Protected Areas 
(BSPA). For management reasons, it was decided to establish COMBINE so that the then different 
programmes should be integrated into a common structure and thus COMBINE was instituted in 1992. 
Prior to this date, the programme was referred to as the Baltic Monitoring Programme (BMP). 

HELCOM regularly produces a Pollution Load Compilation (PLC) which assesses the data collected 
by its Contracting Parties on total waterborne loads of nutrients and some hazardous substances to the 
Baltic Sea. The aim of PLC (which will be handled by the new PRESSURE Working Group) is to 
quantify and describe the waterborne discharges and loads. PLC aims also to explain to which extent 
changes are caused by human activities or natural variations. The monitoring of radioactive substances 
is being carried out within a specific HELCOM expert group called HELCOM MORS. The HELCOM 
CORESET (biodiversity and hazardous substances core indicators) project (2010-2013) developed a 
first set of core indicators for following up the effectiveness of the implementation of the BSAP. The 
core indicators support the EU member states in the Baltic Sea region in implementing the MSFD. The 
MONAS strategy takes into account the indicators developed by the CORESET project for its 
revision. The amounts of nutrients/eutrophication and hazardous substances, and their spatial and 
temporal distributions in the Baltic Sea may potentially affect the structure, function integrity and 
production of food webs, species assemblages and habitats supporting fish communities, as well as the 
levels of contaminants in commercial fish and shellfish and thus have particular relevance to both the 
BSAP and MSFD. 

HELCOM HABITAT was responsible for HELCOM’s nature protection and biodiversity work, which 
now will be under the remit of HELCOM STATE. The committee compiled information on the 
ecosystems and habitats that provide vital breeding grounds, nurseries, and shelter and food sources 
for the plant and animal species that live in and around the Baltic Sea. The need to preserve these 
habitats must be carefully considered in a whole range of human activities carried out in the Baltic Sea 
and its catchment area. HELCOM HABITAT worked to ensure that suitable information on habitats, 
species and the conservation of biodiversity are available for all HELCOM’s main groups, to help 
them implement the ecosystem-based management approach and extend the principles of Integrated 
Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) to cover the whole Baltic Sea. Thus, HELCOM HABITAT and 
HELCOM MONAS (now fused into HELCOM STATE) together played key roles in helping to 
progress integrated monitoring and assessments in the Baltic Sea area. 

HELCOM HABITAT had several expert groups/networks and time-limited projects which it called 
upon when needed to provide periodic monitoring and assessment inputs. These groups/networks 
included, for examples, ones for key biota/assemblages such as zooplankton, phytoplankton, coastal 
fish and lamprey, seals and waterbirds. However, as pointed out by Hopkins (2010), many of these 
                                                      
21 http://ocean.ices.dk/helcom/ 

http://ocean.ices.dk/helcom/
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groups are intermittently dormant between cyclical tasks and are periodically resuscitated when 
funding and available membership/expertise permits. Integrated assessments of the status of marine 
biodiversity are and have been problematic compared to, for example, assessments of eutrophication 
and contamination status, mostly because the monitoring of marine habitats, communities and species 
is expensive, often collected at an incorrect spatial scale and/or poorly integrated with the existing 
marine environmental monitoring aspects (Andersen et al., 2014). Consequently, many of the 
HELCOM biodiversity and habitat connected groups find it difficult to get sufficient experts and 
supporting logistics from the HELCOM environmental institutes. As marine biodiversity and habitats 
are closely associated with three of the four MSFD descriptors which potentially are impacted by 
fisheries, the inherent problems of conducting assessments of biodiversity and habitats at the 
necessary spatial and temporal scale to be able to meaningfully relate to fisheries pressures is a 
significant challenge. 

Because of sensitivities concerning commercial fish and fisheries related to the CFP’s 
competency22, information and advice used in HELCOM’s work regarding stocks and fisheries 
outside the 12 nm delineation (beyond which the CFP applies), and their ecosystem interactions 
(e.g. bycatch and discarding), is provided by ICES, or at the very least vetted by ICES, for the Baltic 
Sea area formerly covered by the IBSFC’s Convention. Within the 12 nm zone of national coastal 
jurisdiction, HELCOM has various coastal (brackish and freshwater) fish and fisheries expert 
groups. Besides a raft of brackish and freshwater species, the HELCOM expert groups focus inter 
alia on anadromous and catadromous species such as eels, wild Baltic salmon and sea trout. 

Based on monitoring and other related information, HELCOM has conducted a series of periodic 
assessments of the status of the Baltic marine environment since 1981. Since 2006, a number of 
thematic assessments and integrated thematic assessments (ITAs) of key aspects of the Baltic Sea 
marine environment have been published related to: in 2007, climate change23; in 2009, the effects of 
nutrients24 (eutrophication); in 2009, biodiversity and nature conservation25; in 2010, hazardous 
substances26; and in 2010, maritime activities and response to pollution at sea. Using these thematic 
assessments for support, in 2010 the HELCOM Initial Holistic Assessment27 (HOLAS) of the 
ecosystem health of the Baltic Sea for the period 2003-2007 provided extensive information on the 
current environmental status of the Baltic Sea, the predominant pressures and impacts, as well as a 
socio-economic analysis of the costs and benefits of the protection of the marine environment. The 
HELCOM HOLAS (HELCOM, 2010a) was submitted to the 2010 HELCOM Ministerial Meeting. 

The 2009 HELCOM ITA for biodiversity/nature conservation (HELCOM, 2009)―which was used 
to feed into the HELCOM Initial Holistic Assessment―acknowledges that there are some major 
problems in developing the biodiversity/nature conservation area to its full potential, reflecting 
several major deficiencies in the field of surveys/monitoring and databases regarding several key 
biota. This, in turn, weakens the spatial and temporal grounds for assessing the potentially changing 
status and trends of the implicated biota (c.f. Andersen et al., 2014). This logically also impinges on 
the ability to monitor and assess biodiversity and the essential attributes of habitats including the 
BSPAs. 

                                                      
22 The European Commission (DG MARE) makes it clear that fishery related management measures concerning 
commercial fish species/stocks are outside HELCOM’s remit. 
23 http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/Proceedings/bsep111.pdf 
24http://meeting.helcom.fi/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=79889&folderId=377779&name=DLFE-
36818.pdf 
25 http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/Proceedings/bsep116B.pdf 
26 http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/Proceedings/bsep120B.pdf 
27 http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/Proceedings/bsep122.pdf 

http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/Proceedings/bsep111.pdf
http://meeting.helcom.fi/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=79889&folderId=377779&name=DLFE-36818.pdf
http://meeting.helcom.fi/c/document_library/get_file?p_l_id=79889&folderId=377779&name=DLFE-36818.pdf
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/Proceedings/bsep116B.pdf
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/Proceedings/bsep120B.pdf
http://www.helcom.fi/stc/files/Publications/Proceedings/bsep122.pdf
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Hopkins (2010), in a review of integrated monitoring and assessments in the Baltic Sea conducted for 
ICES, noted deficiencies in the operational and harmonized monitoring and assessments of important 
HELCOM biota (coastal fish, macrozoobenthos and phytobenthos, zooplankton, non-indigenous 
species, waterbirds and marine mammals) regarding appropriate spatial and temporal monitoring 
coverage. For these biota, Hopkins (2010) argued that it is necessary to meet important criteria 
concerning having appropriately regular temporal and spatial monitoring coverage, dedicated 
databases to store data/meta-data, and internationally constituted (i.e. members from across the 
majority of HELCOM Contracting Parties) expert groups for each of the main biota to regularly 
quality assure and actually use the collected data in order to produce resultant quantitative knowledge 
(e.g. outputs on status and trends) for feeding into the integrated thematic assessments (ITA) 
concerning biodiversity. In this context, it was emphasized that these criteria were not being met for 
these biota, so that the reporting on them in the HELCOM biodiversity ITA was based primarily on 
essentially semi-quantitative and qualitative narratives (Hopkins, 2010). These findings on the 
deficiencies of the biodiversity monitoring and assessments are in stark contrast to the quantitative 
outcomes of the monitoring and assessments concerning nutrients/eutrophication and hazardous 
substances (c.f. also Andersen et al., 2014). 

Further to these immediately above-mentioned considerations concerning deficiencies in the 
HELCOM biodiversity monitoring, which limit the ability to provide meaningfully quantitative 
assessments, it is important to recall that HELCOM’s Contracting Parties are the Environment 
Ministries of the coastal member states. Prior to the 1992 Convention which extended HELCOM’s 
focus from a narrower ‘pollution’ remit to a wider ‘environment’ remit, the precursors of the 
Environment Ministries and their specialized agencies primarily concentrated on monitoring and 
regulating discharges, emissions and losses from land-based sources, and nature 
conservation/biodiversity was to a large extent related to iconic species, such as birds of prey and 
seals, which suffered severe biological effects caused by hazardous substances, for example DDT. The 
extension of focus by the 1992 Convention into the wider realm of mapping and monitoring nature 
conservation/biodiversity not only in coastal but also offshore areas of the Baltic Sea has had 
organizational and capacity implications at the level of the national (i.e. Contracting Party) support 
for HELCOM’s work. In this context it is notable that the Environment Ministries and their 
supporting specialized agencies are mostly assigned and endowed with monitoring responsibilities and 
capabilities to conduct surveys in the HELCOM catchment area and in coastal waters. With the 
change of HELCOM’s environmental perspective and particularly in relation to the focus since 
2008 on the MSFD, the offshore ‘environmental’ capacity―related to necessary human scientific 
expertise, equipment, infrastructures, and surveys, etc.―is being hard pressed to meet the 
expectations of the MSFD. For example, beyond coastal waters the specialized environmental 
agencies/institutes customarily are deficient in the deployment of larger research vessels and 
associated equipment platforms suitable for conducting surveys and monitoring in offshore regions for 
biota and their environment in the water column and seabed. The offshore surveying and monitoring 
capability, for the most part, is better suited to the specialized agencies/institutes which are most 
closely aligned with the national Fisheries Ministries, but these agencies/institutes tend not to be 
directly involved in the HELCOM network. The national sectoral approach for implementing the 
BSAP/MSFD via environmental agencies, on the one hand, and for the CFP via fisheries agencies, 
on the other hand, is a significant hindrance to optimizing science-based delivery in today’s policy 
world as the EAM anticipates inter alia close integration between the CFP and the MSFD. Also, the 
EU as represented by the European Commission (DG ENV), provides relatively little financial 
support for member state environmental agencies/institutes underpinning the MSFD compared 
with the high levels of financial and other support provided by the European Commission (DG 
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MARE) for member state fisheries agencies/institutes underpinning the CFP. This aspect is 
examined further under ICES with regard to the NFIs. 

HELCOM collaboration with ICES and the ICES - HELCOM Memorandum of Understanding 

From the establishment of the joint ICES/SCOR Working Group on the Study of the Pollution of the 
Baltic in 1971, pre-dating the signing of the 1974 Helsinki Convention, ICES has played a major role 
in the scientific study of diverse forms of pollution, from hazardous substances to eutrophication, 
including establishing diverse baseline surveys and monitoring activities in the Baltic Sea region 
(Rozwadowski, 2002). ICES involvement with HELCOM began almost at its conception, but the 
inclusion of ICES in an official advisory capacity to HELCOM in the Convention was withheld by a 
lack of appropriate connections to pertinent national environmental institutions (Rozwadowski, 
2002). Ultimately, HELCOM developed a relationship with ICES, partly because ICES was the most 
authoritative European organization in the field of marine pollution and partly because ICES moved 
proactively to create such a role for itself (Rozwadowski, 2002). 

In parallel with international moves―prior to and after the signing of the 1992 HELCOM 
Convention―to transform the field of environmental science from its early preoccupation with 
pollutants into a more comprehensive ecological science, ICES incorporated many new disciplines 
along with the reinvigoration of biological work to complement the strong emphasis from the original 
baseline surveys on chemistry of contaminants originally provided by the above-mentioned 
ICES/SCOR Working Group (Rozwadowski, 2002). These included establishing a number of 
dedicated expert groups which inter alia supported ICES capability to provide scientific information 
and advice to HELCOM and OSPAR (a counterpart RSC to HELCOM for the Northeast Atlantic and 
the North Sea), for example, on plankton, benthos, non-indigenous species, parasites and diseases of 
marine organisms, biological effects of contaminants, seabirds and marine mammals. 

ICES contributed significantly to the development of HELCOM’s Baltic Monitoring Programme 
(BMP), established in 1979. In the HELCOM periodic assessments, from their being first conducted to 
cover the period 1980-1985, up to and including the assessment conducted for the 1994-1998 period, 
ICES played an important role through the relevant ICES committee and expert group system in 
determining the basis for the best available scientific information and advice. Several joint 
ICES/HELCOM groups and workshops were established including ICES/HELCOM Steering 
Groups/Workshops for Quality Assurance purposes concerning chemical and biological measurements 
in the Baltic Sea. For most of the draft chapters of the HELCOM periodic assessments up to about 
2000, the ICES advisory system provided an independent quality assurance and vetting system for 
major HELCOM assessment products. 

ICES has observer status with HELCOM and ICES provides scientific advice to HELCOM on request. 
The ICES/HELCOM MoU outlines the principles concerning the request of scientific advice. It is 
notable that the ‘networks of scientists’ of HELCOM and ICES are mainly separated in that the 
pools of national scientists underpinning HELCOM and ICES are provided mainly from the 
environmental specialized agencies/institutes and the fisheries specialized agencies/institutes for 
HELCOM and ICES, respectively. However, for some areas of scientific work the same scientists are 
active in both organizations. Since 1998, ICES has been contracted by HELCOM to function as the 
thematic data centre for the HELCOM COMBINE Programme for oceanographic, biological 
community, and contaminant data and data products. This activity is carried out separately from the 
ICES scientific advisory programme. The current contract between HELCOM and ICES on the 
Management of the Baltic Sea Data is given in (ICES - HELCOM, 2014). 
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HELCOM has a MoU with ICES, formally governing their relationship, stretching back to 1992 when 
the first MoU was established covering cooperation regarding exchange of information of mutual 
benefit, the provision of scientific advice by ICES to HELCOM and the observer status at HELCOM 
Council meetings (Braathen, 1998). The 1999 ICES - HELCOM MoU (ICES - HELCOM, 1999), 
which replaced the 1992 MoU, outlined the major work programme conducted by ICES for HELCOM 
in order to provide substantial scientific information and advice. The advice is provided on the basis of 
full cost recovery in accord with other advisory-related MoUs which govern the relationship between 
international regulatory commissions and ICES. The implementation of full cost recovery was 
established by ICES in response to the rapidly growing extent of requests for advice from its client 
commissions (often referred to as ‘partner commissions’ in ICES language) which were not being 
matched in terms of appropriate financial resources to enable servicing the requests. As with the ICES 
- European Commission MoU already mentioned in the current report, the advice/work in the ICES - 
HELCOM MoU is separated into ‘standard’ (i.e. major, recurrent) advice and ‘special’ (i.e. novel, 
non-recurrent) advice. Traditionally the ‘standard’ requests mainly were based on ICES coordinating 
quality assurance activities on biological and chemical measurements submitted by HELCOM 
member states (for inclusion in databases and subsequent monitoring and assessment purposes) in the 
Baltic marine area. Additionally, ICES was requested to review data and information on populations 
of seals and harbor porpoises (and their various population parameters, effects of contaminants and 
health status, as well as mortality related to interactions with commercial fisheries) in the Baltic 
marine area. The latter is based on submissions of data to ICES from ICES member countries. 
Additionally, ICES contributed to HELCOM’s periodic assessments by providing inputs on fish 
stocks/fisheries including diseases and parasites affecting Baltic fish, the ecosystem effects of fisheries 
and the effects of mariculture. The costings which are chargeable by ICES to HELCOM include the 
proportionate time used during ICES meetings on the HELCOM advice as well as approved travel and 
per diem costs, ICES secretariat staff salaries, and a proportion of the overhead costs. ICES also 
charges for travel and subsistence costs when ICES representatives are required to attend HELCOM 
meetings to present scientific advice. These are all approved, standardized arrangements forming the 
basis for cost recovery between ICES and all its collaborating commissions. As will be noted later in 
this report, both for expert groups under HELCOM and those under ICES (and their joint expert 
groups), supporting the expanding needs of the MSFD and the CFP are placing great pressures on the 
scientific advisory network which underpins these organizations. This also applies to the increasing 
workload on the European Commission’s STECF, as documented later. 

HELCOM and ICES continue to collaborate, but since about 2000 there has been a trend for this 
collaboration to occur to a lesser extent in the form of scientific advice, and more often in joint 
projects or undertakings, in addition to ICES functioning as the data centre for the HELCOM 
monitoring system as noted above. Two of the most relevant collaboration projects have been 
connected with the Global Environment Facility’s (GEF) Baltic Sea Regional Project (BSRP, which 
ran from 2003 to 2007) and the ICES/HELCOM Working Group on Integrated Assessments in the 
Baltic Sea (ICES/HELCOM WGIAB, which held its first meeting in 2007 and is ongoing). 

The GEF BSRP (coordinated, monitored and evaluated by HELCOM (Executing Agency) and ICES 
in collaboration with the IBSFC (dissolved 1 January 2007), and with the Swedish Agriculture 
University) was established to introduce ecosystem-based monitoring and assessments to strengthen 
the management of Baltic Sea coastal and open sea marine environments through regional cooperation 
and targeted, transboundary marine and watershed activities, with a view to reduce impacts from non-
point sources of pollution and achieve sustainable production of living marine resources through 
restoring ecosystem health and integrity (Thulin, 2009). The BSRP aimed inter alia to contribute, in 
the long-term, to improvements in the social and economic benefits of the interlinked coastal and 
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offshore ecosystems to the fishing and farming communities in the recipient countries comprising 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and the Russian Federation. The BSRP was instrumental in 
founding the LME (Sherman & Duda, 1999) science-based management approach in the Baltic Sea. 

The joint ICES/HELCOM WGIAB serves as an ecosystem level counterpart to related ICES advisory 
groups and HELCOM groups/projects such as HOLAS. WGIAB has been meeting annually since 
2007, and has representatives from all Baltic Sea coastal countries. The group provides support to the 
development of integrated advice for fisheries management (by interaction with relevant ICES 
fisheries assessment groups), regional ecosystem overviews, and multi-sectoral advice for marine 
management (ICES WGIAB, 2013; Möllmann et al., 2013; Walther & Möllmann, 2013). WGIAB 
inter alia develops tools for integrated ecosystem assessment and management, applied to the 
biological preconditions of the Baltic Sea but transferable to parallel situations in the other regional 
seas. Core activities include assessing long-term trends in the ecosystem and developing models for 
scenario-based management strategy evaluation, as part of an adaptive and integrated ecosystem 
management cycle. Further details are provided under the section on ICES. 

Although the 1999 ICES/HELCOM MoU has not been officially rescinded, there have been few 
requests made in recent years by HELCOM to ICES for scientific information and advice. As already 
noted, HELCOM has essentially discontinued the ‘standard’ requests, while ‘special’ requests still 
occur intermittently. An example of a special request from HELCOM to ICES in recent years is the 
review of the draft HELCOM Red List Assessment of Cod (Gadus morhua) (an assessment arising 
from HELCOM’s own Fish Experts Team of the HELCOM Red List project), which was responded to 
by ICES (ICES ACOM, 2013a). As remarked earlier in the current report, such requests to ICES for 
vetting purposes are necessitated due to the issue’s encroachment on the CFP. It is notable that the 
HELCOM Red List document was found by ICES to have several major weaknesses which needed to 
be addressed. 

HELCOM most frequently requires collaboration with ICES where HELCOM’s remit does not 
extend to offshore commercial fish stocks and fisheries in the geographical area previously covered 
by the IBSFC or in the area covered by the CFP. For this purpose, the vigilance of the European 
Commission’s DG MARE ensures that monitoring and assessment tasks for offshore commercial fish 
stocks and fisheries are carried out by ICES and not by HELCOM constituted expert groups. The same 
basic considerations also apply to projects such as the HELCOM BALTFIMPA where ICES plays a 
key role in fisheries matters. The BALTFIMPA project assists, on a regional level, the HELCOM 
Contracting States comply with their obligations to fulfill conservation objectives of Marine Protected 
Areas (MPAs) in the Baltic Sea. BALTFIMPA analyzes possible conflicts between fisheries and 
conservation objectives in MPAs (including the HELCOM Baltic Sea Protected Areas and EU areas of 
NATURA 2000), taking into account the protected species, and identifies fisheries management 
measures accordingly. 

The recent trend for fewer official requests to be directed at ICES by HELCOM for advice is 
paradoxical considering the substantial workload and expectations connected with progressing the 
BSAP and the MSFD in the Baltic Sea region. It is also notable that while HELCOM’s requests to 
ICES have decreased substantially, OSPAR’s requests to ICES have remained frequent and constant 
as evidenced from browsing the Recent Requests area on ICES website and searching from the 
website back in time. Concurrently with the HELCOM requests to ICES having decreased 
significantly in the last decade or so, HELCOM has favored establishing its own expert groups for 
managing and coordinating the work connected with the periodic assessments, etc., many of which 
previously were conducted for HELCOM by ICES. There are signs that the HELCOM system, 
including its member states, currently is overloaded with the scientific challenges of meeting the 

http://www.ices.dk/community/advisory-process/Pages/Latest-Advice.aspx
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wide-reaching coverage of the BSAP and MSFD related monitoring and assessments, and the 
MSFD expectations regarding meeting reporting standards. In more than one way, the European 
Commission’s evaluation of the poor Initial Assessment reporting results for the Baltic coastal 
member states (as indeed also for other EU regional sea areas) also reflects by association on 
HELCOM. The lack of HELCOM requests to ICES for collaboration on the BSAP and MSFD is 
connected partly with a lack of available budget/finances from the ‘environmental side’ (i.e. the 
HELCOM Contracting Parties at the national and at the European Commission DG ENV levels), 
as well as the ‘environmental sides’ desire whenever possible to be able to meet the challenges of 
the MSFD without requiring/financing the services of the ‘fisheries side’ (i.e. the NFIs and ICES 
connected with the European Commission DG MARE). 

It is pertinent to note that ICES scientific community and advisory services have contributed 
throughout the MSFD development and implementation process by creating and managing task 
groups, in cooperation with the European Commission’s JRC (see section on ICES for further details). 
Although this work has been contracted by the European Commission in support of the MSFD 
generally, it has relevance to HELCOM’s role of being the RSC responsible for coordinating the EU 
member states’ delivery of the MSFD for the Baltic Sea region. ICES tasks have included playing a 
key role in providing scientific guidance to define GES indicators and standards for the MSFD. These 
tasks will be identified more specifically and expanded on in the section under ICES. However, ICES 
contributions can be summarized as including: leading the development and implementation of 
Descriptor 3 (Commercially exploited fish and shellfish); being a partner in various EU funded MSFD 
related projects such as STAGES (Science and Technology Advancing Governance on Good 
Environmental Status); maintaining substantial international databases with long-term data series on 
marine living resources and the marine environment required for defining targets and setting 
thresholds for MSFD indicators. Also, ICES has been asked by the European Commission to 
coordinate and complete by the end of 2014 a review for three of the MSFD Descriptors (D3 - 
Commercially exploited fish and shellfish; D4 – Elements of marine food webs; and D6 – Sea floor 
integrity), in connection with a review of the Commission Decision of 1 September 2010 (i.e. 
Commission Decision 2010/477/EU) on criteria and methodological standards on GES of marine 
waters. 

In the HELCOM FISH/ENV Forum, at the April 2014 meeting of the forum, HELCOM presented 
ambitions and plans on how to increase the cooperation with ICES on fish and fisheries related issues 
(HELCOM, 2014c). The FISH/ENV Forum has emphasized the need to address more thoroughly the 
interactions between the environment and fisheries and vice versa in an integrated manner as reflected 
in item V of the strategic part of the 2013 HELCOM Ministerial Declaration (HELCOM, 2013). By 
strengthen the cooperating with ICES, HELCOM would be able to further influence and assist ICES in 
including broader ecosystem aspects in Baltic fisheries management, such as by sharing necessary data 
collected in HELCOM monitoring programmes and those used by ICES, for example DCF/DC-MAP 
data for the Baltic Sea region. However, as noted in section 3.3 of the minutes from the April 
FISH/ENV Forum meeting, the representative from DG MARE emphasized that financial resources 
must be secured for the associated provision of advice by ICES. It will be interesting to see whether 
the HELCOM ambitions/plans materialize concerning advancing its engagement with ICES. As 
further elaborated in the section under ICES, the potential for ICES to expand its advisory services 
capability is dependent not only on funding matters but also on the existing pressures which are 
placed on the ICES network of NFIs. The current delineation between the ‘environmental side’ and 
the ‘fisheries side’, and lack of integration between these ‘sides’ is a major hindrance to optimizing 
the ability to deliver products and outcomes in the integrated manner which application of the EAM 
demands with regard to science, advice and management. 

http://www.marineboard.eu/images/stages_updated_factsheet_4_page_version_31_01_13.pdf
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The views of interview respondents 

The scientific respondents connected with ICES and HELCOM spoke positively of the role and 
achievements of HELCOM as the RSC for the Baltic (generally, STECF respondents from the socio-
economic sciences have little contact with HELCOM). But the majority of these respondents had 
significant concerns regarding the increased workload being placed on national experts and their home 
institutes in providing scientific support for policy be it for the MSFD, the CFP or for integration 
between these policies. Irrespective of whether these respondents were ICES scientists, HELCOM 
scientists or both ICES and HELCOM scientists (i.e. having science positions in both organizations), 
they expressed strong concerns regarding the tendency for formal collaboration between HELCOM 
and ICES to decrease in the last decade or so. However, they had diverse explanations for this 
including: the development of rivalry or competitiveness between HELCOM and ICES; segregation of 
the work and organization of the national environmental institutes (NEIs) and the NFIs, thereby 
hindering collaboration; and puzzlement about the specific driving forces behind why HELCOM had 
to a large extent stopped requesting scientific advice from ICES while nevertheless using ICES as its 
database ‘manager’? 

Several respondents noted that although HELCOM provided a high-level ‘home’ for discussion and 
decision-making on environmental issues, there has not been a real Baltic Sea equivalent to HELCOM 
regarding fisheries issues since the IBSFC was disbanded. This probably was a contributory 
explanation for HELCOM setting up its own ‘fisheries forum’ for dialogue and consultation following 
the disbanding of IBSFC. Although this HELCOM forum frequently has been well-attended by 
representatives from BSAC, the BSAC (despite its important consultative role regarding the views of 
fisheries stakeholders) obviously is not mandated with fisheries management decision-making. 
BALTFISH has now joined the HELCOM fisheries forum. BALTFISH, as a regional EU member 
states group, has a ‘delegated’ fisheries management mandate related to (limited) empowerment by the 
EU (i.e. Council) via the 2013 CFP reform. However, BALTFISH lacks the gravitas of HELCOM and 
BALTFISH was viewed by some, due to its informal status, as being in essence simply a ‘satellite’ 
reporting to the European Commission’s DG MARE. Thus, it is difficult to envisage BALTFISH 
functioning, in its current form and mandate, as a high-level management partner organization on 
fisheries with which HELCOM can easily work. 

3.2.2 Scientific advice providers and RTD foundation 
The following text under section 3.2.2.1 to 3.2.1.4 examines the key institutional actors which provide 
scientific information and advice for fisheries and associated ecosystem-based management in the 
Baltic Sea region. Also examined are their functioning, collaboration and efficacy, as well as their 
relationships among themselves and their relationships with the providers of the scientific advice. 

3.2.2.1 ICES 

Origin and remit 

The International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), founded in 1902, is an 
intergovernmental organization which coordinates and promotes marine research on oceanography, 
the marine environment, living marine resources, and marine ecosystems in the North Atlantic 
(Rozwadowski, 2002). The member countries of ICES currently include all 2028 coastal states 
bordering the North Atlantic and the Baltic Sea, with affiliate members in the Mediterranean Sea and 
                                                      
28 Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Spain, 
Sweden, Portugal, United States of America, United Kingdom, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Russian 
Federation. 
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southern hemisphere. ICES is a network of more than 4,000 scientists from nearly 300 institutes, 
linked by an intergovernmental agreement in the form of the 1964 ICES Convention (ICES, 1964), to 
add value to national research efforts. On the centenary of the founding of ICES, the Contracting 
Parties signed the 2002 Copenhagen Declaration (ICES, 2002) reaffirming their commitment to 
strengthening ICES role for scientific research on marine ecosystems as a basis for advice to the 
benefit of management and conservation of marine ecosystems and living marine resources. The 
Copenhagen Declaration also endorsed the long-term ICES Strategic Plan (see below) concerning the 
overall vision and mission for ICES scientific and advisory work. 

Development of the ICES advisory function for fisheries and environmental management 

The long-standing focus within ICES on the overfishing problem, which was connected with the 
establishment of ICES in 1902, contributed directly to the formation in 1953 of the Permanent 
Commission arising from the London Overfishing Convention of 1946, and from that developed 
formal relations with the Permanent Commission and its successor in 1963―the North-East Atlantic 
Fisheries Commission (NEAFC)―which was established by the 1959 North East Atlantic Fisheries 
Convention (Rozwadowski, 2002; Lassen et al., 2013). The 1946 London Overfishing Convention 
stipulated that ICES should serve as the expert body to which the Permanent Commission should defer 
for advice. To meet this requirement ICES officially created its first advisory body in 1953, and the 
provision of advice followed over NEAFC, which entailed increasing demands for fishery advice. 

ICES advisory obligations are not mentioned in the ICES Convention (ICES, 1964), but Article 11 of 
the NEAFC convention states that NEAFC “. . . shall when possible seek the advice of the 
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea. . .”. As noted by Lassen et al. (2013), this 
arrangement was subsequently conveyed in Article 14 of the of the “new” 1980 NEAFC Convention 
which entered into force in 1982 (NEAFC, 1982), and similar language also appears in the 1973 
Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living Resources in the Baltic Sea and the Belts (also 
known as the “Gdansk Convention”), which created the International Baltic Sea Fishery Commission 
(IBSFC, 1973), and in the EU–Russian Federation Agreement of 2009 that was established to replace 
the Gdansk Convention, which ceased on 1 January 2007 (EC, 2009a, b). Concurrent with the 1982 
adoption of the European Community’s (subsequently European Union) CFP, bringing in the 
requirement for conservation of fishery resources, the Commission of the European Community 
(subsequently European Commission) and ICES established an agreement (MoU) which made ICES 
an advisory body on fishery management to the Commission. 

Currently, ICES advisory responsibilities in fishery management apply through MoUs with the fishery 
regulatory organizations in the Northeast Atlantic and the Baltic Sea. Besides the European 
Commission, these include the North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization (NASCO), NEAFC, 
and ICES 20 member countries (1529 of which are members of the EU) and the Faroe Islands and 
Greenland as self-rule territories on behalf of Denmark. These responsibilities cover living marine 
resources of the Baltic Sea and the Northeast Atlantic except for tuna fisheries and whales (Lassen et 
al., 2013). 

Associated with the interests of ICES member countries and their NFIs, ICES developed a major 
science and advisory capacity in the 1970s and following decades focusing on marine pollution and 
environmental sciences (Rozwadowski, 2002). Various aspects of environmental sciences (e.g. 
physical oceanography, ocean climate variability, plankton and benthic ecology) played an essential 
                                                      
29 Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Russian Federation, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, and the United 
States of America. 
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part in fisheries science since ICES inception. However, the emergence of the Oslo and Paris 
Commissions (convention covering the Northeast Atlantic and North Sea) and Helsinki Commission 
(convention covering the Baltic Sea) in the 1970s, saw ICES providing scientific information and 
advice to these commissions focusing primarily on chemical pollution and its biological effects. With 
new conventions in the 1990s, the OSPAR Commission (representing the unification of the Oslo and 
Paris Commissions) and Helsinki Commission widened their remits to include protection of the 
marine environment and related ecosystems and biodiversity and ecosystems, covering all human 
activities that adversely affect the marine environment30. 

The adoption of the ecosystem approach to the management of human activities regarding both 
fisheries and environmental conventions covering the North Atlantic and adjacent seas in the 1990s 
and early 2000s incentivized ICES to move to providing scientific advice ‘to competent authorities in 
support of the sustainable management of coastal and ocean resources and marine ecosystems 
throughout the North Atlantic Ocean’ as mandated under the ICES Advisory Committee (ACOM). 

ICES advice is divided by ecoregions (e.g. Baltic Sea) that allows for further development of an 
ecosystem approach in European waters. 

Organization 

ICES Council is the principal decision- and policy-making body of ICES. The Council consists of a 
President, and two national Delegates officially appointed by each of ICES 20 member countries (i.e. 
Contracting Parties). The Delegates elect the President, a First Vice-President and five additional 
Vice-Presidents. Together with the President, the Vice-Presidents and the General Secretary (ex officio 
member) form the Bureau which acts as the Council’s executive committee. ICES Headquarters has 
been situated in Copenhagen (Denmark) since 1902 and is manned by ICES Secretariat, which is 
headed by the General Secretary and other key professional officers. 

The Council's work programme is accomplished by various committees, expert working groups, 
workshops and symposia. During the history of ICES, the committee and expert group structure has 
changed periodically to reflect the needs of the time. More recently, the ICES committee and expert 
group structure has been adapted in order to support the aims of the ICES Strategic Plan and its 
subsidiary components. At present, there is an Advisory Committee (ACOM, see below) that provides 
advice to member countries and client international commissions on fisheries, environmental and 
marine ecosystem issues, a Science Committee (SCICOM, see below), that oversees all aspects of the 
scientific non-advisory work, and steering groups that coordinate the approximately 150 expert 
groups, workshops and associated activities covering most aspects of the marine ecosystem. 

Besides, the Council, the Bureau, and the Finance Committee―which are all constituted by officially 
appointed national Delegates from the member countries―the main structure of ICES can be 
envisaged as being composed of four interlinked pillars: a) the Advisory pillar, overseen by ACOM; b) 
the Science pillar, overseen by SCICOM; c) the Data and Information pillar which serves ACOM, 
SCICOM and the wider ICES community; and d) the Secretariat, which function as the Council’s civil 
service, situated at ICES Headquarters in Copenhagen (Denmark). These four pillars are examined 
further below. 

                                                      
30 Programmes and measures cannot be adopted under the OSPAR and HELCOM conventions on questions 
relating to fisheries management and there is a preference for issues related to shipping to be dealt with by the 
International Maritime Organization. 

http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/ACOM.aspx
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ICES is the prime source of independent, objective scientific advice―on matters connected with 
marine ecosystems―to its 20 member country governments and international regulatory bodies (e.g. 
international commissions) that manage the North Atlantic and adjacent seas. 

In the Baltic Sea, ICES provides scientific advice to all nine coastal states (Estonia, Denmark, 
Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Sweden, Russian Federation) as these are ICES 
member countries. The Baltic member countries of ICES together represent 45% of the 20 ICES 
member countries that form ICES. Thus, the Baltic Sea region, with nine member countries, 
represent the most numerous regional sea/regional sea area ‘block’ of countries within ICES. Of 
these nine ICES Baltic member countries, only one (Russian Federation) is not a member of the 
EU. Additionally, concerning the Baltic Sea, ICES also provides scientific advice to HELCOM and 
the European Commission. MoUs between ICES and the particular international commissions 
govern the nature and logistics of the advisory relationship. Information on the MoUs concerning 
HELCOM and the European Commission is provided in previous sections on these organizations. 

For the North Atlantic and the North Sea, ICES provides scientific advice to the European 
Commission, OSPAR Commission (OSPAR), North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization 
(NASCO) and the North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC).  

ICES currently has about 150 working/study, planning and steering groups, and workshops forming 
the basis for its annual work programme. The work of these groups covers all aspects of the marine 
ecosystem from physical and chemical oceanography including climate change, marine chemistry and 
the effects of marine pollution, to habitats, plankton, benthos, fish, seabirds and marine mammals, and 
interactions between these and human activities. Overall this work contributes towards a scientific 
understanding of the physical, chemical, and biological functioning of marine ecosystems that is 
fundamental to interpreting and advising on human impact and dependence on them. Likewise, work 
is also directed at understanding the effects of human activities on marine ecosystems. Thus, 
integrated monitoring and assessments of marine ecosystems (e.g. the Baltic Sea ecoregion and its 
sub-regions) form the essential foundation for scientists to provide informed, evidence-based advice 
that can improve societal decisions relative to the sustainable use, conservation and recovery of 
living marine resources and marine ecosystems. 

ICES expert groups have either shorter (i.e. study groups, ad hoc groups, workshops) or more 
permanent/recurring work tasks (i.e. working groups), either involving RTD or of a scientific advisory 
nature. It is pertinent to note here that ICES expert groups may or may not be directly connected with 
a particular regional sea/regional sea area. However, those which are not directly connected with a 
particular regional sea/sea area commonly address more generic terms of reference which may apply 
to regional seas/sea areas as a whole, although these from time to time address issues connected with 
particular regional seas/sea areas when there are periodic assessments connected with HELCOM, 
OSPAR and the MSFD. Thus, the majority of ICES expert groups conduct work which is either 
directly or indirectly related to one or more region seas/sea areas. Those expert groups which are 
directly connected with (i.e. dedicated to) a particular regional sea/sea area tend to have the sea/sea 
area included in their name. In accord with the current major aspiration of ICES to promote 
‘integrated ecosystem understanding’ via ‘integrated ecosystem assessments’ (see sections on ICES 
Strategic Plan and the Four Pillars of ICES Operations), this aspiration is being applied in particular 
regionally-based ecosystems, i.e. specific geographic areas such as the Baltic Sea region or its sub-
areas. For the Baltic Sea, some such regionalized/area-based expert groups have been mentioned 
already under the section on HELCOM or they will be considered in greater detail below under the 
section entitled A Baltic Sea modular approach for ecosystem, environmental and fish stock/fishery 
advice. 
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The ICES Strategic Plan and Science Plan 

The first ICES Strategic Plan was developed in conjunction with the millennium (i.e. the year 2000) 
and formed a major basis for the centenary 2002 Copenhagen Declaration, which supported ICES 
Vision and Mission and endorsed the Strategic Plan as the basis for future ICES scientific and advisory 
work. 

ICES Strategic Plan is modified at approximately six-year intervals so as to reflect the evolving 
landscape related to policy and scientific and advisory challenges. The current Strategic Plan covers 
the period 2014 to 2018 (ICES, 2014a). 

The ICES Strategic Plan defines the Vision of ICES: 

‘To be a world leading scientific organization concerning marine ecosystems and to provide the knowledge to 
secure the sustainable use of the seas.’ 

and the Mission of ICES: 

‘To advance the scientific understanding of marine ecosystems, and provide information, knowledge, and advice 
on the sustainable management of human activities affecting, and affected by, marine ecosystems.’ 

The Vision and Mission tend to remain static in the longer term. 

The ICES Strategic Plan is based on four pillars: 

1) Building a foundation of science; 

2) Producing the information and advice decision-makers need; 

3) Underpinning science and advice through data and information services; 

4) Supporting the organization through the work of the Secretariat. 

For each these four pillars, a system of goals are established to guide aspirational achievements. The 
four pillars, and their goals are examined further in the following section. 

The actions to carry out the supporting activities of the ICES Strategic Plan, and the specific plans of 
the four pillars of ICES are detailed in a document entitled ‘Implementing the ICES Strategic Plan: 
Linking Science, Advice, Data and Information, and the Secretariat’ (e.g. ICES, 2014b) which is 
updated periodically. Performance measures have been established for evaluating progress in 
achieving the goals. 

A key aspect in formulating both the Strategic Plan and the associated plans was collaborating with 
ICES member countries, recipients of advice, and international partners in the planning process. 

The ICES Science Plan is a periodically updated, evolutionary plan on key, current and evolving 
science issues. The Science Plan forms one of the main vehicles supporting the Strategic Plan. 

The Science Plan focuses on a scientific vision, establishes a path to that vision, and has clear link 
with the ICES advisory services. The main objective of the Science Plan is to tackle the scientific 
challenge of ‘integrated ecosystem understanding’, lining up the scientific activities of ICES into 
four interconnected areas: 

1) Understanding internal ecosystem processes; 

http://ipaper.ipapercms.dk/ICESPublications/StrategicPlan/Implementationplans/
http://ipaper.ipapercms.dk/ICESPublications/StrategicPlan/Implementationplans/
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2) Understanding the external pressures and impacts on ecosystems; 

3) Developing integrated ecosystem assessments as a way of quantifying and delivering on the 
challenge; and in parallel 

4) Developing an integrated observation and monitoring programme for ICES. 

The development of the Science Plan ties in with a similar process on the Advisory Plan, both linked 
to the new ICES Strategic Plan. These coordinated plans help steer ICES towards the common goal 
of achieving integrated marine ecosystem understanding. As already noted, the ultimate goal of the 
Science Plan is to further advance ICES capability of providing an integrated understanding of the 
functioning of, and impacts on, marine ecosystems in the ICES area. Thus, the Science Plan is a key 
process in developing the science to accomplish this goal, and facilitating connections between 
different elements in the ICES science related system. 

Four pillars of ICES operations: science, scientific advice, data and information, and secretariat 

Preamble 

Basic science (RTD) and applied science (scientific advice in support of ecosystem-based 
management) play principal roles in the work of ICES. ICES SCICOM oversees the basic science 
portfolio of ICES which is carried out by various steering, expert groups, workshops, and other 
entities. This science must be adaptive and responsive to the changing evolution of science as 
informed by the wider needs of society. Eventually, various aspects of SCICOM’s portfolio, 
represented in the work and outcomes of the steering committees and expert groups under SCICOM, 
may reach a stage of development whereby they are eventually sufficiently needed and 
‘operationalized’ for use in ICES advisory services as manifested in the work of ICES ACOM. At this 
stage these expert groups and other entities join the ACOM portfolio, especially with regard to 
responding to recurrent (multiannual) advisory requests. 

The requests for scientific information and advice received by ICES from its member countries and 
the client regulatory commissions (which these countries have established) are handled by ACOM, 
which organizes the work of its associated portfolio of expert groups in order to mobilize the 
appropriate scientific knowledge and outcomes to answer the requests for scientific information and 
advice. Thus, there is a close and interdependent relationship between SCICOM and ACOM. 
Importantly, as both SCICOM and ACOM rely on evidence-based science and must disseminate the 
scientific knowledge and outcomes not only to member countries and client commissions but also to 
wider society, the data and information services of ICES play an essential role in supporting the work 
of SCICOM and ACOM. Furthermore, as in any substantial organization, ICES has its Secretariat staff 
which act as the Council’s ‘civil service’ in ensuring that the ICES work programme is carried out and 
otherwise supporting the Council, Bureau, SCICOM, ACOM, Data and Information Services, and 
liaising with the wider ICES network of scientists, and collaborating organizations at the national and 
international levels. 

 

Science pillar under the Science Committee (SCICOM) 

The work of SCICOM is connected with Goals 1 and 2 of the ICES Strategic Plan concerning 
building a foundation of science: 

• Goal 1: Develop and integrated, interdisciplinary understanding of the structure, dynamics 
and the resilience and response of marine ecosystems to change; 
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• Goal 2: Understand the relationships between human activities and marine ecosystems, 
estimate pressures and impacts, and develop science-based, sustainable pathways. 

Under the direction of the SCICOM Chair, appointed by the Council (ICES Delegates) for a three-year 
period, SCICOM has one member per member country as well as an alternate nominated by the 
national Delegate. To provide additional flexibility and capability, SCICOM can elect up to five 
additional members. The ACOM Chair, ICES General Secretary, and the Head of ICES Science 
Programme are all ex officio members of SCICOM. 

SCICOM is the main scientific body of ICES and oversees work in all aspects of marine science 
including ocean dynamics, climate variability and change, ecology and ecosystem function, survey 
and sampling, integrated assessment and modeling, fishery, aquaculture, and environmental science. 
SCICOM ensures that ICES has a dynamic, responsive, relevant and credible marine science 
programme that supports the ICES Science Plan and broader goals of the organization. 

SCICOM has a number of structures in place to help manage and deliver the scientific goals of ICES 
Strategic Plan. The most important of these are the Steering Groups (SSGs), which inter alia manage 
the Expert Groups’ portfolio and ensure that their delivery of outcomes/products is coordinated and 
driven by the needs of the ICES Implementation Plan as well as by bottom up developments. 

There are four SSGs responsible for delivering the science vision: 

a) SCICOM Ecosystem Processes and Dynamics (SSGEPD). This SSG works towards an 
integrated understanding of marine ecosystems and their response to change. To assist in the 
development of Integrated Ecosystem Assessments (IEAs) and the provision of management 
advice, SSGEPD delivers ecosystem indicators of state and function. SSGEPD manages the 
work of a raft of expert groups connected with it. Many of these expert groups address both 
generic issues as well as those connected with specific regional seas. 

b) SCICOM Ecosystem Pressures and Impacts (SSGEPI). This SSG estimates pressures and 
impacts between human activities and marine ecosystems, and develops science-based 
sustainable pathways for human use. Tools and methods are developed by SSGEPI which 
enable an improved assessment of the relationships between marine ecosystems, their 
biological resources, and the provision of services to society, including the human dimension. 
SSGIEEA manages the work of a raft of expert groups connected with it. Many of these 
expert groups address both generic issues as well as those connected with specific regional 
seas/sea areas. 

c) ACOM/SCICOM Integrated Ecosystem Assessments (SSGIEA). This SSG is jointly associated 
with ACOM and SCICOM in emphasizing the importance placed on integrated ecosystem 
assessments (IEAs) in the ICES Strategic Plan and Implementation Plans, and the vehicle that 
IEAs provide in bridging science and advice. Thus, SSGIEA develops integrated ecosystem 
assessment methodologies and approaches that allow the use of both qualitative and 
quantitative data, and which can be used to address both specific advisory questions and 
broader ecosystem issues. SSGIEA addresses ecosystem stability and health, taking into 
account ecological, social, and economic sustainability goals, as well as dealing with multi-
scale issues. Ecosystem concerns which are relevant for science and management are 
identified and addressed by developing IEAs. Data collection frameworks supporting IEAs are 
also identified and implemented as needed. Integrated Ecosystem Assessment (IEA) 
implementation is a joint SCICOM/ACOM activity which recognizes both current and future 
scientific and advisory needs. SSGIEEA manages the work of a raft of expert groups 

http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/SSGEPD.aspx
http://ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/default.aspx#Default={"k":"","r":[{"n":"ExpertGroupCommittee","t":["\
http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/SSGEPI.aspx
http://ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/default.aspx#Default={"k":"","r":[{"n":"ExpertGroupCommittee","t":["\
http://ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/default.aspx#Default={"k":"","r":[{"n":"ExpertGroupCommittee","t":["\
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connected with it. IEA expert groups have been established for the following regional seas 
associated with the ICES member countries: Baltic Sea, Barents Sea, Mediterranean Sea, 
North Sea, Northwest Atlantic Regional Seas (Atlantic Canada and USA), Norwegian Sea, 
and Western European Shelf Seas (Iberian – Biscay and Celtic Seas). Although these expert 
groups focus on specific regional seas, they also interact by exchanging information and 
experiences on best practices and lessons learned. For the Baltic Sea, the examples of the 
ICES/HELCOM Working Group on Integrated Assessments of the Baltic Sea (WGIAB) and the 
Study Group for Spatial Analyses for the Baltic Sea (SGSPATIAL) will be examined later in 
this report regarding their role in providing regionalized science in support of regionalized 
advice. 

d) ACOM/SCICOM Integrated Ecosystem Observation and Monitoring (SSGIEOM). The goal of 
this SSG is the implementation of integrated monitoring programmes in the ICES area. 
Through establishing integrated ecosystem observation and monitoring systems, SGIEOM 
enables coordinated data collection in support of scientific and advisory needs. These systems 
have strong links with both ICES data centre and national observation centres. The quality and 
delivery of data products along with their suitability for integrated assessments will be the 
focus to ensure the development of best practices. This includes surveys and other sampling 
and data collection systems, external peer reviews of data collection programmes, and training 
and capacity-building opportunities for monitoring activities. SSGIEOM manages the work of 
a raft of expert groups connected with it. 

A further joint ACOM/SCICOM Steering Group coordinates and manages the transfer and application 
of innovative science into sound, credible and responsive advice: 

• Benchmarking Steering Group (BSG). This SSG has a vital function in ensuring the effective 
transfer and application of innovative and relevant science into sound, credible, and 
responsive advice. The benchmarking process is promoted at all levels as the most effective 
approach to develop science into recurrent advice. This establishes a quality-controlled, 
science–advisory communication mechanism. Implementing a benchmarking process that is 
innovative, dynamic, and achieves significant engagement is the goal of the BSG. ACOM and 
SCICOM, together with the ICES Secretariat, identify concepts, methodologies, models and 
data relevant to the benchmarking process. BSG advises on strategies to attract new scientists 
into the ICES benchmarking process, advertises in international networks, and develops a 
publication scheme of benchmarking results. It is also envisaged to engage with research 
funding agencies and academia to ensure that new science is incorporated into the advisory 
process. The benchmarking process is based on a rigorous, independent peer review built on 
the expertise of stock and ecosystem assessments expert groups utilizing the best international 
scientific networks and management partners. 

Advice pillar under the Advisory Committee (ACOM) 

The work of ACOM is connected with Goal 3 of the ICES Strategic Plan concerning producing the 
information and advice decision-makers need: 

• Goal 3: Evaluate and advise on options for the sustainable use and protection of marine 
ecosystems. 

Under the direction of the ACOM Chair and three Vice-Chairs, appointed by the Council (national 
Delegates) for three-year terms of office, ACOM has one member per member country as well as an 
alternate nominated by the national Delegate. The fact that ACOM membership includes nationally 

http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/Steering-Group-on-Integrated-Ecosystem-Observation-and-Monitoring.aspx?PagePreview=true
http://ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/default.aspx#Default={"k":"","r":[{"n":"ExpertGroupCommittee","t":["\
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nominated representatives from all member countries is a vitally important contributor to the 
legitimacy of ICES advice which is provided on the basis of consensus. The Faroe Islands and 
Greenland have been given special observer status in ACOM in accord with a MoU signed between 
ICES, Denmark, the Faroe Islands and Greenland in 1989 (ICES, 1989). The SCICOM Chair, ICES 
General Secretary, and the Head of ICES Advisory Programme are all ex officio members of 
SCICOM. Besides these, ACOM meetings and Advice Drafting Meetings are open to approved 
observers (see section under Stakeholder collaboration and stakeholder priorities). 

ACOM establishes and manages the necessary advisory procedures and processes, and designs the 
strategies needed to prepare, deliver, and disseminate advice which satisfies a number of criteria: a). 
Objectivity and integrity; b) Openness and transparency; c) Quality assurance and peer review; d) 
Integrated advice – based on an ecosystem approach; e) Efficiency and flexibility; and f) National 
consensus. 

ACOM evaluates the best available science to provide advice on the most sustainable use and 
protection of marine ecosystems. ACOM is responsible for the provision of scientific advice to 
competent authorities in support of the sustainable management of coastal and ocean resources and 
marine ecosystems throughout the North Atlantic Ocean. 

The ICES Implementation Plan 2014-2018 (ICES, 2014b) notes that ICES will achieve its advisory 
objectives by: 

1) Providing recurrent advice on fisheries and environmental issues in the North Atlantic and 
adjacent seas (operational), involving basic stock-specific advice, multiannual fisheries 
management plans, spatial management needs, and possible consequences of alternative 
management measures; 

2) Responding to the evolving policy context and to non-recurring special requests on fisheries, 
aquaculture and environmental issues (reactive), involving precautionary and MSY-consistent 
advice, advice on multispecies and mixed fisheries31, aquaculture - environmental interactions, 
and on implementation of environmental directives; 

3) Promoting the use and delivery of integrated advice in an ecosystem-based approach to 
fisheries and environmental management (proactive), involving integrated ecosystem 
assessments providing guidance on how to maintain or improve good environmental status, 
advice on ecosystem health and productivity that considers drivers such as climate change and 
various human maritime activities. 

4) Ensuring quality assurance, transparency, and political neutrality so that users and 
stakeholders have confidence in the advice, requiring dialogue and collaboration with 
managers and stakeholders on regional and international levels. 

Completed advice items for 2013 delivered by ACOM32 were: 

                                                      
31 A multispecies fishery refers to the biological interactions in the food (i.e. predator – prey relationships). 
Addressing the effect of predator-prey interactions is at the core of multispecies management advice. Whereas 
mixed fisheries are based on the technical interactions of different gears used in the fishery, thus aspects of 
mixed catches of several species and several gears are usually referred to as mixed fisheries advice. (from 
Santurtún et al., 2014) 
32 http://www.rktl.fi/www/uploads/ices18032014/matti_salminen.pdf 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2014/529053/IPOL-PECH_ET(2014)529053_EN.pdf
http://www.rktl.fi/www/uploads/ices18032014/matti_salminen.pdf
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• Recurrent advice: 145 items; 

• Non-recurring advice (special requests): 41 items. 

The principal recipients of advice from ACOM are the European Commission (DG MARE and DG 
ENV), HELCOM, NASCO, NEAFC, OSPAR and ICES member countries. For the Baltic Sea 
region, advice is requested from ICES by the European Commission and HELCOM (see earlier 
section on these organizations regarding MoUs, etc.). Overall, the European Commission contracts 
and receives more advice items than any other recipient. 

ICES expert groups prepare the basis of scientific analyses from which ACOM works. The expert 
groups which are regionally dedicated to advising on fisheries and fisheries – ecosystem issues in the 
Baltic Sea are examined later in this report. 

There are annual meetings between ICES and recipients of ICES advice and stakeholders (ICES 
MIRAC, 2013) to discuss issues of common interest between the different users of ICES advice. 

ICES advice is based on peer-reviewed expert group reports, drafted in the Advice Drafting Group, 
and approved by ACOM. The steps in the advisory process include: 

a) ICES receives a request for advice from a client; 

b) Terms of Reference (ToRs) and timetables, setting out the questions/issues to be addressed 
and deadlines for reporting, are elaborated for the expert groups which will carry out the basic 
work required. The ToRs, having been approved by the ACOM system are endorsed by 
Council Resolutions which entail that the implicated ICES member countries (e.g. the 
countries with coastlines bordering a regional sea/sea area) will support the necessary work of 
the expert groups by mobilizing scientific personnel, infrastructure such as research vessels, 
laboratories, computing facilities, and other appropriate resources; 

c) The implicated expert groups collect information and data, make assessments and draft a first 
scientific/technical response to the request; 

d) The reports of all expert groups preparing the basis for ICES advice are peer-reviewed by a 
group of independent experts. 

e) In cases of fish stock assessments where a benchmark is available, the review is done within 
the expert group and then followed by an Advice Drafting Group; 

f) The Advice Drafting Group uses the expert group report together with the reviews to prepare 
its draft; 

g) The draft advice prepared by the Advice Drafting Group is discussed and finally approved by 
ACOM; and 

h) ICES delivers the advice to the client. 

ACOM has overall responsibility for about 65 expert groups (these vary somewhat in number from 
year to year) including steering groups, study/working groups, ad hoc groups and workshops. More 
than three-quarters of these groups are standing bodies (i.e. semi-permanent working groups) carrying 
out the basic work associated with the provision of recurrent advice to ICES clients/partner 
commissions. 
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For the provision of scientific advice concerning fish stocks and fisheries-related matters in the Baltic 
Sea, ACOM has the overall responsibility for overseeing the work/outcomes of the following expert 
groups, surveys and associated databases supporting their activities: 

• Baltic Fisheries Assessment Working Group (WGBFAS); 

• Baltic International Fish Survey Working Group (WGBIFS) overseeing Baltic International 
Trawl Surveys (BITS), Baltic International Acoustic Surveys (BIAS) which feed data into the 
BITS database, regional FishFrame assessment database, DATRAS database of trawl surveys, 
and the Baltic Acoustic Database (BAD1); 

• Assessment Working Group on Baltic Salmon and Trout (WGBAST); 

• EIFAAC/ICES Working Group on Eels (WGEEL); 

• FishFrame database and associated databases; 

These entities―together with the Working Group on Integrated assessments in the Baltic Sea 
(WGIAB) and the Study Group on Spatial Analyses for the Baltic Sea (SGSPATIAL) which are 
primarily under SCICOM but also of relevance to ACOM―currently support the ICES regionalized 
advice in the Baltic Sea and are examined further under the section A Baltic Sea modular approach for 
ecosystem, environmental and fish stock/fishery advice. 

Data and information services (DIS) pillar 

The work of the DIS is connected with Goals 4 and 5 of the ICES Strategic Plan concerning data 
and information services connected with SCICOM, ACOM and clients/partner commissions: 

• Goal 4: Promote the advancement of data and information services for science and advice 
needs; 

• Goal 5: Catalyze best practices in marine data management, and promote the ICES data 
nodes as a global resource. 

ICES DIS covers the work of a major section of the ICES Secretariat staff (Data and Information) and 
is closely coupled with the Data and Information Group (DIG). 

Marine observations are increasingly collected, coordinated, and assembled at a regional sea scale. 
Thus, ICES provides data services which are able to deliver increasingly complex and interlinked data 
and processes in an effective and useful way to data users. ICES aims to deliver appropriate data 
collections and services to fully address scientific questions and regional management goals. ICES 
intends to maintain its leadership in marine data and information management by providing long-term 
data stewardship and services for its science and advisory groups, its client commissions, as well as 
society at large, via tools and knowledge to facilitate this use. Accordingly, a key goal of DIS is to 
deliver needed data, data services, and products that enable the science and advisory work to be 
successfully accomplished. In support of ICES focus on ecoregions concerning science and advice, 
increasing attention is being paid to providing data at the appropriate spatial resolutions to meet 
these needs. 

The DIG provides ICES with advice on all aspects of data management including data policy, data 
strategy, data quality, technical issues and user-oriented guidance. There is a close link between DIG 
and ICES Data Centre, as DIG supports the latter with feedback and advice on a number of topics, 
including existing products, current developments, potential new products, and the potential risk of 
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data-duplication resulting from multiple submission roots, and the evaluation of the checklists. DIG 
provides advice and guidance across multiple disciplines regarding data and information, such as 
expertise on spatial, oceanographic, VMS and biological data, as well as expertise on metadata, 
vocabularies, user guidance and quality control. When necessary, DIG initiates study groups, 
workshops, expert groups or training courses on specific topics. 

The DIG aims to react quickly to ad hoc requests from inside and outside the ICES community, such 
as ICES Data Centre, ACOM, SCICOM, and expert groups. SCICOM and ACOM are both 
represented in the group. DIG meets twice a year, but in case of ad hoc requests a sub-group will meet 
via a web-conference. 

The ICES Data Centre maintains some of the world’s largest fisheries, contaminants/pollution, and 
oceanographic databases. The ICES Data Centre currently carries out data management/handling tasks 
for the European Commission, OSPAR Commission, Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme 
(AMAP) and HELCOM. The ICES Data Centre manages a number of large dataset collections related 
to the marine environment. The main collection of data includes: a) Biological community data; b) 
Contaminants and biological effects data; c) Fish eggs and larvae data; d) Fish predation (stomach 
contents) data; f) Fish trawl survey data; g) ICES historical plankton data; and h) Oceanographic data. 
Datasets are organized around specific thematic data portals. ICES data in most cases can be accessed 
directly through the ICES data portal, additionally data is available through dedicated portals. 

Regarding fish stock/fisheries data, Fish Trawl Survey datasets are collected in connection with the 
EU’s Data Collection Framework (DCF) and managed under the DATRAS (Database of Trawl 
Surveys) portal. DATRAS is an online database which has been developed to collate and document 
the survey data, assure data quality, standardize data formats and calculations, and ease data 
handling and availability. With the possibility for instant remote access, the data from DATRAS 
are used for stock assessments and fish community studies by the ICES community and public 
users. DATRAS stores data collected during various fish trawl surveys coordinated by ICES 
expert groups. The survey data are regionalized, covering the Baltic Sea, Skagerrak, Kattegat, 
North Sea, English Channel, Celtic Sea, Irish Sea, Bay of Biscay and the eastern Atlantic from the 
Shetlands to Gibraltar. At present, there are about 50 years of continuous time series data in 
DATRAS, and survey data are regularly updated by national institutions. 

The FishFrame Database platform―hosted and managed by ICES, but originally developed by 
the National Institute of Aquatic Resources, Technical University of Denmark (DTU Aqua)―is 
an important tool to assist in a regional approach to survey design and data collection, and forms a 
regionally coordinated database platform for fisheries assessments. FishFrame was originally 
established for the Baltic Sea by DTU Aqua but it has evolved so that it also has segments 
dedicated to other regional seas. There is an ICES-EU Steering Committee for Regional 
Databases (ICES/EU RDB-SC) which consists of representatives from regional coordination 
meetings (RCMs) besides ICES and the European Commission (ICES EU RDB-SC, 2012). The 
meetings are open for observers from EU member states as well as non-EU countries that are 
interested in regional databases (RDBs). The main objective for RDB-SC is to govern technical 
aspects of the RDB while the RCMs are responsible for the governance of content (RCM-Baltic, 
2013). ICES/EU RDB-SC (2013) emphasized that the RDBs have a considerable potential to: a) 
enable implementation of a regional approach to sampling programs and regional management of 
data; b) decrease problems with data deficiencies through more centralized transmission 
processes; and c) increase transparency on how data sets (e.g. for stock assessment) are compiled 
enabling assessment of quality. The first priority for the RDB is to facilitate coordination and 
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evaluation of sampling through the RCMs. Once the RDB serves the needs for the data collection 
programmes (e.g. EU DCF/DC-MAP), the second main goal aims to facilitate data preparations 
and deliveries for assessment purposes. RDBs are included in the new European Maritime and 
Fisheries Fund (EMFF) implying that funds may be available from 2014 to 2020. 

In accord with the ICES/EU MoU, ICES carries out various coordination and quality assurance 
related activities in support of the EU’s DCF/DC-MAP. For example, ICES plays a key role in 
the RCMs for the Baltic Sea (RCM Baltic) concerning helping to plan, facilitate and oversee the 
submission of data submitted by EU member states connected with the EU’s DCF/DC-MAP, see 
for example RCM-Baltic (2013). ICES also participates in RCMs for other EU regional seas. 

The DOME (Marine Environment) data portal, operated by ICES, is the portal used by OSPAR, 
HELCOM, AMAP and expert groups in the management of chemical (contaminants/hazardous 
substances and nutrients/eutrophication) and biological data for marine assessments in their 
geographical regions/areas, such as the periodic regional assessments connected with HELCOM’s 
BSAP. A large portion of the data held are monitoring data submitted for the OSPAR CEMP (Co-
ordinated Environmental Monitoring Programme) and HELCOM COMBINE monitoring 
programmes. These encompass a broad spectrum of chemical parameters from metals, PAHs, 
brominated flame retardants, TBT and TBT effects in sediment and biota, to histopathology, ocean 
acidification and benthos and plankton data. DOME also includes methods and quality assurance data. 

The Secretariat pillar 

The work of the ICES Secretariat is connected with Goals 6 and 7 of the ICES Strategic Plan 
concerning supporting the ICES network, and providing strategic inputs, technical and 
administrative expertise, and assistance in the delivery of science, advice, data and dissemination 
products: 

• Goal 6: Foster the science, advisory, data and information services through the work of the 
Secretariat; 

• Goal 7: Ensure an efficient and effective organization. 

In connection with these goals, the Secretariat staff provide secretarial, administrative, scientific, data 
management/handling, publications and communications support to the ICES community. The 
Secretariat functions as the Council’s civil service. 

The ICES Secretariat is headed by the General Secretary, who is the Council’s Chief Executive 
Officer and is responsible for management of the Secretariat, relationships with ICES member 
countries and their Delegates and external affairs with collaborating organizations such as the partner 
commissions and, in conjunction with senior staff and ICES office holders, that the ICES work 
programme adopted by the Council is conducted according to adopted Council Resolutions and 
budgets. Key senior professional staff in the Secretariat include the Head of the Science Programme, 
the Head of the Advisory Programme and the Head of Data and Information―these three key 
Secretariat staff are responsible for the corresponding pillars of ICES operations, and collaborate 
closely with the Chairs of SCICOM, ACOM and DIG, respectively. 

Development of ICES integrated, ecosystem-based advice in a regional context 

In terms of delivering scientific advice to the requesting, sectorally arranged management 
organizations―such as national ministries and international regulatory commissions aligned 
predominantly or exclusively with fisheries or with environmental management―there continues to be 
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a marked tendency to conveniently and simplistically compartmentalize issues. This 
compartmentalization or sectorization is despite the clearly expressed, overarching needs to elaborate 
a holistically integrated, ecosystem-based approach to the management of diverse human activities 
(c.f. 2003 JMM definition of the EAM from HELCOM/OSPAR, and aspirations concerning 
integrating the CFP, MSFD and the Maritime Policy). 

As highlighted in the ICES Strategic Plan, there is a need to convert improved understanding of the 
marine ecosystem into effective, integrated ecosystem-based scientific advice. One of the main 
vehicles for advancing the basis for such advice is through integrated ecosystem assessments (Walther 
& Möllmann, 2013). 

Although marine ecosystems are multifaceted, our understanding of food-webs and the production and 
functioning of ecosystem goods and services, and their interactions with human activities and 
environmental drivers such as climate variability and change, is constantly evolving. This increasing 
knowledge allows one to provide advice that integrates more and more elements concerning natural 
and human impacted ecosystems into operationalizing the EAM. The concept of sustainability, 
associated with the EAM, requires balancing bio-ecological, social and economic needs (Brundtland, 
1987). In applying the EAM, ICES enhances the link between science, policy developments, and 
advisory needs. ICES is developing IEAs―quantitative evaluations and syntheses of information on 
physical, chemical, ecological, and human processes―which provide the scientific understanding 
to deliver advice enabling policy choices to be made regarding future developments of ecosystems 
and their associated goods and services (Walther & Möllmann, 2013). In such ecosystem 
development scenarios one considers various desirable (i.e. to be attained) and non-desirable (i.e. to 
be avoided) options concerning various trade-offs involving bio-ecological, economic and societal 
conditions. Thus, IEAs represent a natural progression in the EAM, providing background 
information for developing integrated management plans, based on understanding the relationship 
between human activities and marine ecosystems, identifying and estimating the intensity of 
naturally and human induced pressures and their ecosystem impacts, and developing science-based 
advice for the sustainable use and protection of marine ecosystems. 

A key aspect of ICES work involves IEA groups (such as ICES WGIAB, see later) providing updated 
ecosystem overviews in several regions. These overviews feature ecosystem descriptions combined 
with long-term species trends and long-term trends in drivers of ecosystem change such as climate, 
oceanography, and fishing pressure. 

Regional ecosystem overviews, and IEAs, support the formulation of regional management 
objectives and allow considerations of their attainability and efficacy, taking into account diverse 
options and trade-offs, to be scientifically and holistically evaluated taking into account the views of 
stakeholders with differing sectorial preferences. Thus, the ecosystem-based, regional sea/sea area 
approach being elaborated by ICES, incorporating ecosystem overviews and IEAs, aims to further 
the type of integrated advice which is expected to meet future needs based on evaluating diverse 
scenarios and options. 

As ecosystems are not uniform and the level of understanding varies across ecosystems, it is 
advantageous to also apply a ‘compare and contrast’ approach to linking the wider knowledge 
assembled, such as via the exchange of best practices and lessons learnt concerning regional 
ecosystem overviews, IEAs and associated methodologies. Accordingly, ICES develops IEA tools in 
partnership with international management organizations such as HELCOM, OSPAR, the European 
Environment Agency (EEA) and the European Commission. 

http://www.ices.dk/explore-us/Action%20Areas/Pages/ICES-Eco-regions.aspx
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ICES held a Workshop on Regional Seas Commissions and Integrated Ecosystem Assessment Scoping 
(WKRISCO), in November 2014 (ICES WKRISCO, 2014), having two main objectives: a) firstly, to 
summarize progress made and methods used (a cross comparison) across the panorama of ICES IEA 
groups; and b) secondly to scope with OSPAR and HELCOM the science needs and timeline for work 
connected with upcoming regional assessments (QSR concerning OSPAR and HOLAS concerning 
HELCOM). 

Stakeholder collaboration and stakeholder priorities 

The changing nature of stakeholder participation and collaboration in ICES 

From restrictive to more expansive interactions 
To understand stakeholder participation and collaboration connected with ICES one should recognize 
both the distinctive type of organization that ICES represents and the evolutionary forces acting on 
ICES concerning stakeholder participation and interactions. 

ICES is not just an international organization but it is an intergovernmental organization. The latter is 
defined as an organization composed primarily of sovereign states (referred to as member states), or of 
other intergovernmental organizations. Thus, the policy regarding participation in ICES activities and 
collaboration with ICES is determined mostly at the national level by the Council of Delegates, i.e. the 
official representatives of the member countries who are appointed by the national ministry, or its 
equivalent, which acts as the ICES Contracting Party. The Council takes into account national views 
and potential sensitivities, as well those of the partner regulatory commissions which the member 
countries have established, concerning potential access to ICES science and advisory activities. The 
member countries, as represented by the Council of national Delegates, are the ‘board’ and primary 
shareholders in ICES. The member countries provide the annual national contributions to the ICES 
budget, according to a share system, as well as mobilizing the national scientists which constitute the 
expert groups, etc., which conduct the work programme. Most of these national scientists are attached 
to the national fishery institutes (NFIs) which form the backbone of ICES collaboration. The partner 
regulatory commissions can be viewed as secondary shareholders as they are the main requestors and 
recipients of ICES advice and contribute to the ICES budget according to cost recovery formulae 
agreed in MoUs. 

Prior to the early 2000s, ICES was restrictive in opening up both its science and advisory expert 
groups to persons other than those officially appointed by Delegates as participating in ICES ‘business 
meetings’ (ACOM, SCICOM, and their related steering groups, expert groups, etc.) as part of the a 
national delegation. There was and continues to be a basic distinction between participating in science 
and advisory expert groups. Participation and access (e.g. as observers) to the science groups is more 
open (subject to approval of Delegates) to a wider range of bona fide scientists: irrespective of their 
institutional affiliations (not only NFIs and NEIs, but also academia, environmental and fishery 
NGOs). Participation and access to advisory expert groups (benchmarking workshops are an 
exception) continues to be limited almost exclusively to persons who are either from the NFIs or 
persons who have been vetted and personally approved by a Delegate. With the expansion of ICES 
advisory services in the 1980s and 1990s, the partner commissions receiving and paying for advice 
were also granted the right to nominate representatives to attend meetings of the advisory process 
which were then basically equivalent to the Advice Drafting Groups and ACOM. 

The above-mentioned restrictive policy originated from the Delegates and the partner regulatory 
commissions as primary and secondary shareholders, respectively. The motivation behind this 
restrictive policy was principally because the primary and secondary shareholders viewed it as their 
prerogative to find out about the advice which they had requested and funded before they and ICES, as 
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an organization, released it to other interested parties such as the fishing industry and environmental 
NGOs. The policy was a reflection on the general view at the time (i.e. prior to about 2005) that 
scientific advice for fishery management (in particular) should be synchronously delivered on an 
agreed date by the shareholders to the interested parties as a finished product, before any potential 
discussion took place between the shareholders and these parties and eventual decision-making. 
Furthermore, aspects such as access to sensitive assessment data, including fleet-based catch/bycatch 
and discard levels, and discussions on these were restricted to approved persons taking part in closed 
meetings. Thus, prior to about 2005 there was little opportunity for third parties, such as the fishing 
industry and environmental NGOs, to raise questions or seek clarification on matters of scientific 
advice which concerned them during the advice development process. Consequently, there was little 
knowledge about how ICES worked outside of the immediate system of primary and secondary 
shareholders. ICES was jestingly referred to in the 1990s by many scientists and Secretariat staff as 
‘the best kept secret in Copenhagen’, reflecting the incongruity between the importance of ICES 
science and advisory roles, on the one hand, and lack of awareness about these roles beyond those who 
were directly connected with these roles. This situation, in which third parties were excluded from 
involvement in key ICES activities, was not conducive to nurturing trust and credibility with 
stakeholders such as the fishing industry, environmental NGOs and the wider public. The standing of 
scientific advice was further weakened when, as noted earlier in this report, the decision-making 
institutions such as the IBSFC and the EU’s Fishery Council often did not follow the consensus 
scientific advice produced by ICES. 

Concurrent with the creation of the EU’s regional advisory councils as part of the 2002 reform of the 
CFP and an ICES President from the USA, serving from 2003 to 2006, who had positive experiences 
of the scientific advisory interactions with wider stakeholders in the USA’s regional fishery 
management councils, the ICES Council approved, incrementally between 2009 and 2013, a decidedly 
more liberal policy on observers and involvement in ICES activities (ICES, 2013a). This more liberal 
policy also took into account the outcome of discussions between ICES and its shareholders and 
stakeholders, which reflected the evolution towards ecosystem-based management of human activities 
in which wider stakeholder engagement, consultation and feedback concerning scientific advice and 
management is an indispensable part of the process. 

Observers to the Council and science activities 
Currently, ICES Science activities (SCICOM, expert groups, workshops, symposia, ICES Annual 
Science Conference(ASC)) are open to observers. The decision to accept an observer to SCICOM and 
expert group meetings is by prior arrangement with the Chair of the meeting, in consultation with the 
ICES Secretariat. Participation in symposia and the ICES ASC sessions are open to all persons who 
have previously registered, etc. 

Council (i.e. Delegates) meetings are open to observers from the organizations given immediately 
below. Observers to the Council and science activities include: 

Baltic Marine Biologists; Birdlife International; BONUS; CIESM (Commission Internationale pour 
l'Exploration Scientifique de la Méditerranée, aka Mediterranean Science Commission); European 
Aquaculture Association (EAS); European Commission; European Environment Agency (EEA); 
EUROSTAT; Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO); General Fisheries 
Council for the Mediterranean (GFCM); HELCOM; International Arctic Science Committee (IASC), 
North Atlantic Marine Mammal Commission (NAMMCO); NASCO; National Oceanographic Data 
Center of the USA (NODC); NEAFC; Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO); OCEANA; 
OSPAR; North Pacific Marine Science Organization (PICES); International Oceanographic 
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Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO 
(UNESCO- IOC); World Organization for Animal Health. 

Observers in advisory activities 
ICES Review and Advice Drafting Groups and ACOM meetings are open to observers from 
governmental, intergovernmental, and non-governmental organizations and individuals, after 
application for observer status has been approved by ICES. Additionally, all workshops including 
benchmark and data compilation workshops are public meetings and can be attended by anyone with 
relevant expertise to the process. 

Access to the ICES Advisory Process is approved for the organizations given immediately below. 
Observers to the Advisory Process include: 

BirdLife International; Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB); Danish Pelagic Producers Organisation; Dutch 
Fisheries Organisation; Faroe Islands; Federation of Icelandic Fishing Vessel Owners; The Fisheries 
Secretariat (Sweden); Greenland; The Norwegian Fishermen’s Association; OCEANA; Pelagic 
Freezer-Trawler Association; Pelagic Fishing Boat Owner Association, Norway; Pew Charitable 
Trusts; EU Regional Advisory Councils (Baltic Sea, Mediterranean Sea; North Sea; North-western 
Waters; South-western Waters; Pelagic stocks; High Seas/Long Distance Fleet); Seas at Risk (SAR); 
Sustainable Fisheries Partnership; World Wide Fund for Nature, International (WWF); Marine 
Stewardship Council (MSC). 

It is notable also that, besides this opening up of the ICES Advisory Process to observers, 
representatives from ACOM and assessment working groups now regularly attend the meetings of the 
EU’s regional advisory councils in order to present the ICES advice with a view to provide 
clarification and answering questions on issues raised by these councils. Issues arising from these 
meetings are fed back into the ICES system for information and possible action. 

A Baltic Sea modular approach for ecosystem, environmental and fish stock/fishery advice 

ICES organizational approach to regionalizing science and advice can be viewed as a modular one 
whereby the core to the regional module, for example the Baltic Sea region, is based on a suite of 
expert groups with the specified region named in their title. In the case of expert groups supporting the 
advisory process under ICES ACOM, and particularly concerning mainstream fisheries issues 
connected with the CFP, such groups to a large extent deal with recurrent (i.e. standard, year-on-year) 
ToRs required for conducting surveys, monitoring and assessments. By their nature, these are 
operational, advice supporting expert groups which ICES and its clients (e.g. European Commission) 
are completely dependent on. The scientific membership of these regionally dedicated, operational 
advice supporting expert groups are appointed by the national Delegates of the ICES member 
countries bordering the particular regional sea/sea area to which the expert group is dedicated. For 
these groups, there is a strong ‘input – output’ relationship, which has often been built up over 
decades, between the scientific personnel and infrastructures provided by the implicated NFIs to ‘do 
the job’ (input), on the one hand, and the recipients of the advice such as ICES client commissions 
(output), on the other hand. Especially when the ICES member countries are also closely involved in 
the particular recipient client commission (i.e. when those same countries are Contracting Parties 
of the commission in having established it), there is customarily a very close relationship between 
the input and the output sides which ensures that the supporting budgets, personnel and 
infrastructures are appropriate to match the tasks involved in providing the advice. Examples of this 
group category are ICES Baltic Fisheries Assessment Working Group (WGBFAS), ICES Baltic 
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International Fish Survey Working Group (WGBIFS), and ICES Working Group on Baltic Salmon and 
Trout (WGBAST). These will be examined later in the report. 

Besides the above-mentioned category of operational, advisory connected expert groups, there is the 
category of regionally dedicated expert groups carrying out ‘evolutionary’ scientific (RTD) tasks 
which ICES member countries, and collaborating countries or institutions, are willing to support. This 
category of groups is not directly used for supporting the recurrent advice presently provided by ICES 
ACOM, as there is not an immediate client willing to pay for its products. Frequently, these expert 
groups have a membership which has a sizable contribution of scientists from academia and non-NFIs. 
Such expert groups generally report to the system headed by ICES SCICOM rather than ACOM. In 
rare cases their reports are jointly referenced to both SCICOM and ACOM thereby emphasizing their 
special relevance for a potential future situation when they or their products may become operational 
in providing advice. Where there is a need for the expert group to progress RTD, care is taken not to 
burden the group with ToRs concerning operational advice. These groups can be viewed as 
representing the ‘shop window’ of ICES whereby ICES clients may peruse future procurements as 
their needs emerge. Examples of this group category are ICES/HELCOM Working Group on 
Integrated Assessments in the Baltic Sea (WGIAB) and ICES Study Group on Spatial Analyses for the 
Baltic Sea (SGSPATIAL). These will be examined later in the report. 

Beyond the two above-mentioned categories of expert groups (i.e. regionally dedicated, expert groups 
providing recurrent advice, and regionally dedicated non-advisory (RTD) expert groups), ICES has 
many expert groups which are not regionally dedicated according to their title. However, these expert 
groups may have ToRs addressed to them by ACOM for conducting work necessary for periodical 
advisory tasks. These groups are generally more associated with environmental issues rather than 
fisheries, but various aspects of their work often are occasionally relevant for fish and fisheries issues. 
As noted earlier in this report, these expert groups cover almost all aspects of the marine ecosystem 
from physical and chemical oceanography including climate change, marine chemistry and the effects 
of marine pollution, to habitats and their mapping, plankton, benthos, fish, seabirds and marine 
mammals. Seen in an ecosystem perspective, many of these groups and their associated issues often 
are interlinked. 

Dedicated ICES fish stock/fishery monitoring and assessment expert groups and databases 

Summary of the dedicated ICES expert groups and databases, and evolving fishery policy 
As pointed out under the section on the IBSFC, ICES formally has been providing Baltic Sea fish 
stock/fishery scientific advice to the IBSFC and ICES member countries since 1974 (Hoydal, 2014). 
Since the establishment of the 1983 CFP, scientific advice has also been provided by ICES to the 
European Commission for Baltic Sea fish stocks/fisheries (Holden, 1994; Hoydal, 2014). After the 
IBSFC was officially disbanded in 2007 following withdrawal of the EU, the matter of providing 
advice concerning Baltic Sea fish stocks/fisheries management no longer had a single RFMO as its 
main target. Thus, scientific advice on fisheries was directed primarily to the two main parties 
(European Commission representing the EU and the Russian Federation) behind the Joint Baltic Sea 
Fisheries Committee which replaced the IBSFD in 2009. Although ICES member countries 
automatically receive ICES advice, as is their right, for the Baltic Sea the European Commission 
remains the primary or official target for the EU/CFP related advice owing to the terms of the ICES 
– European Commission MoU and also reflecting that BALTFISH is essentially an informal 
regional EU member states group. 

For the Baltic Sea region, ICES has a raft of standing (i.e. long-term, essentially permanent) expert 
groups and supporting databases which form the foundation for the provision of ‘recurrent’ 
scientific advice via ICES ACOM. The ICES Baltic Fisheries Assessment Working Group 
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(WGBFAS) provides stock assessments for the key commercial fish stocks in the Baltic Sea, whereas 
the ICES Baltic International Fish Survey Working Group (WGBIFS) oversees the demersal trawl 
surveys and hydroacoustic surveys, and resultant data from these surveys, which form the basis for the 
work of WGBFAS. Additionally, the ICES Working Group on Baltic Salmon and Trout (WGBAST) 
assesses the status and trends of salmon and sea trout stocks in the Baltic Sea and provides the basic 
information for annual catch advice on salmon. Furthermore, there is a Baltic Sea component to the 
regional FishFrame fishstock/fishery database, and the EU DCF/DC-MAP has strong regional 
components including one focused on the Baltic Sea. 

On 1 January 2014, the reformed CFP (EU Regulation No. 1380/2013) came into force in the Baltic 
Sea and other EU regional seas/sea areas, including a phasing out and eventual ban on discarding of 
fish together with a requirement for full catch accountability, as well as a legally binding commitment 
to fish sustainably according to the principle of maximum sustainable yield (MSY, i.e. the largest 
yield/catch that can be taken from a species' stock over an indefinite period) in the context of 
multiannual fishery management plans, i.e. LTMPs. Thus, the scientific advice on yields now 
explicitly covers the total catch (i.e. the catch/fishing mortality exerted by a fishery on the targeted 
and non-targeted stocks including what previously had been discarded at sea, or continues to be 
discarded), as opposed to landings (i.e. total catch minus discards). 

The new CFP inter alia calls for stock sustainability, in the form of a MSY-based management and 
fishery management plans (FMPs), consisting of stock and fishing intensity related reference points 
(benchmarks) and harvest control rules (HCRs). In this regard, effective fishery management requires 
an understanding of how the fishery is performing relative to stock-related reference points; the most 
commonly used reference points relate to the stock size (biomass, B) and the levels of F that will result 
in changes in stock sizes, given various relationships between the stock, recruitment, natural mortality, 
and growth (Beddington et al., 2007). The FMP’s core contains the policy-related goal for fish stock 
management, expressed in terms of fishing mortality/effort and targeted stock size. The FMP presents 
an indication of the preferred balance between stock-related conservation concerns and yield (Lassen 
et al. 2014). Such FMPs encompass precautionary approach (PA) standards, in the form of ‘target’ and 
‘limit’ reference points―which are designed to account for risk/uncertainty and for keeping fishing 
within sustainable limits―and recovery plans for stocks depleted beyond specified levels. The 
Guidelines in Annex 2 of the 1995 UN Fish Stocks Agreement (UN, 1995) outline inter alia that: a) a 
limit reference point (LRP) indicates a state of a fish stock/fishery that is considered undesirable, and a 
target reference point (TRP) indicates a state that is considered desirable as a management objective; 
b) a fish stock/fishery is anticipated to approach or fluctuate around a TRP, and should have a very 
low statistical probability of exceeding a LRP; c) TRPs are set to maximize yields (MSY) as a 
management objective, and should not be exceeded ‘on average’; d) It is anticipated that decision 
rules, such as HCRs, are established so that such reference points (i.e. LRPs, TRPs) shall be used to 
trigger pre-agreed conservation and management action; and e) recovery measures should be 
established for restoring stocks depleted beyond specified levels. The fundamental reference points for 
fisheries referred to in the above-mentioned international instruments are the biomass (BMSY) that can 
produce MSY resulting from fishing at FMSY over a long time. It is clear that allowable catches can 
deviate from MSY due to environmental and economic factors, interdependence of stocks, etc., but 
catch rates above MSY (i.e. >FMSY) are likely to result in declines below BMSY and lower catches in the 
long term (Froese et al., 2010). Thus, HCRs should adaptively and periodically (i.e. autonomously) 
adjust fishing effort (E), and thereby F, to sustainable levels reflecting the changing stock biomass. 
Having biologically-based MSY as a policy objective as it represents a long-run equilibrium concept 
providing sustainable yield at the highest level possible, and MSY implies efficiency and maximized 
revenues, and associated socio-economic benefits (Larkin et al., 2011). Furthermore, constraining 
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fishing effort to levels in accord with MSY has benefits in limiting the environmental (i.e. ecosystem) 
impacts of fisheries (Worm et al., 2009). 

In the Baltic Sea region, single species LTMPs have been established for the two cod stocks. 
However, these LTMPs were not at the time of their establishment created in accord with MSY 
principles and other aspects which are now imbedded in the new CFP such as the landings obligation, 
etc. The intention has been to establish a multispecies LTMP for the Baltic Sea encompassing 
interactions within and between cod, herring and sprat, as explained later in this report. On 6 October 
2014, the European Commission released their regulation proposal to the Council and European 
Parliament for establishing a multispecies LTMP for the above-named fish (COM, 2014a), based on 
consultations with, and inputs from, ICES, STECF, BSAC and BALTFISH. 

There is a total of about 100 fish species living in the Baltic Sea region, and due to the brackish water 
of the environment the fish are a mixture of marine, brackish and freshwater species (Voipio, 1981) 
(Anon, 1994; Jansson & Dahlberg, 1999). The species of significant commercial importance include in 
marine and brackish waters cod (Gadus morhua L.), clupeids (sprat: Sprattus sprattus L.; herring: 
Clupea harengus L.), flatfish (flounder: Platichthys flesus L; plaice: Pleuronectes platessa L.; turbot: 
Psetta maxima L; brill: Scophthalmus rhombus L.; dab: Limanda limanda L.), and in brackish and 
fresh water species such as white fish Coregonus lavaretus, perch Perca fluviatilis, pike Esox lucius, 
pike perch Stizostedion lucioperca, vendace Coregonus albula, vimba Vimba vimba, bream Abramis 
brama, eelpout Zoarces viviparus, roach Rutilus rutilus, smelt Osmerus eperlanus and three spined 
stickleback Gasterosteus aculeatus. However, the most important commercially exploited fish of the 
Baltic Sea are the marine cod, flounder, herring and sprat, and the anadromous salmon Salmo salar L. 
and the catadromous eel Anguilla anguilla. 

Cod, herring, and sprat, on average, constitute over 90% of the total annual commercial catch by 
biomass (Sparholt, 1994). Not only are fish of considerable economic and food security importance to 
the Baltic Sea region, but the state of fish stocks also has an impact on other key components of 
marine ecosystems such as birds and mammals. 

Surveys/monitoring, single species and multispecies stock assessments and advice 
ICES produces annual fish stock assessments for stocks in the Baltic Sea, including eel, salmon, sea 
trout, brill, turbot, dab, plaice, flounder, sprat, herring and cod (see below for details). The Baltic Sea 
Advice Drafting Groups, under the auspices of ICES ACOM, generally meet at the ICES Secretariat in 
April and May in order to publish the resulting advice for Baltic stocks/fisheries online by the end of 
May. 

The basic form of ICES advice is single species advice with single species MSY parameters. 
However, ICES has demonstrated how single species advice can be expanded into multispecies advice 
in which single species MSY reference points can be compared with multispecies reference points as a 
result of different scenarios and forcing factors (see below). The multispecies advice comes with a 
suite of options for managing the stocks cohesively, dependent on what are the long-term goals of the 
multispecies management plans. Although some single species LTMPs (i.e. multiannual management 
plans) have emerged from the CFP process so far in the Baltic Sea (i.e. for cod stocks), until the 
European Commission made its proposal on 6 October 2014 to the European Parliament and the 
Council for a multispecies LTMP for cod, herring and sprat in the Baltic Sea (COM, 2014), no 
multispecies LTMPs had been officially proposed prior to this occurrence for any EU regional sea/sea 
area. However, as mentioned earlier in this report, the Baltic Sea regional advisory council (BSAC) 
and BALTFISH collaborated to launch this first-ever EU multispecies LTMP. The multispecies Baltic 
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Sea LTMP, when adopted by the Parliament and Council, will function in place of single species 
LTMPs for cod, herring and sprat. 

Following the 2002 CFP, LTMPs incorporating HCRs were established for several commercially 
important marine fish such as those for the two Baltic Sea cod stocks (EC, 2007a) implemented on 1 
January 2008. However, these LTMPs lagged behind policy developments as new LTMPs were 
required inter alia to incorporate stock reference points and HCRs in accord with MSY principles as 
outlined in the new CFP adopted on 1 January 2014. ICES has worked over the last several years to 
estimate appropriate MSY reference points, or at least proxies for these, for most of the key marine 
stocks in the Baltic Sea. The delay in adopting new single species LTMPs has been due to the 
previously mentioned (but only recently resolved) discord between the Council and the European 
Parliament on their mandates to approve such plans. However, in accord with the adoption of the new 
CFP, ICES advice has followed MSY principles, even though the actual form of the HCR and other 
particulars need to be agreed with stakeholders and specified in new LTMPs.  

As the new CFP (Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013) states in Article 2 that ‘the maximum sustainable 
yield exploitation rate shall be achieved by 2015 where possible and on a progressive, incremental 
basis at the latest by 2020 for all stocks’, ICES has provided its advice in accord with this. The 
accuracy and precision of the MSY related advice is dependent on whether the particular Baltic stocks 
are subject to full analytical assessments (i.e. the data for determining the necessary MSY parameters 
are available and dependable), are considered to be data poor, or are diadromous (anadromous or 
catadromous, such as salmon, sea trout and eel) stocks. In cases where scientific information is 
insufficient to determine MSY levels, approximate parameters or proxies should be considered. In all 
cases, the European Commission intends to make proposals based on scientific advice and without 
jeopardizing the conservation needs of these stocks. As part of the process of moving towards MSY-
based management, a Joint ICES-MYFISH Workshop to Consider the Basis for FMSY Ranges for All 
Stocks (ICES WKMSYREF3, 2014) was held in November 2014 in response to a request from the 
European Commission for potential intervals above and below FMSY. For the Baltic Sea, this workshop 
focused on the stocks of cod, herring and sprat. 

The annual fish stock assessments conducted in the Baltic Sea form the basis for ICES advice. For the 
Baltic Sea, the key assessment group for the commercially most important marine species is the ICES 
Working Group on Baltic Fisheries Assessments (WGBFAS) (ICES WGBFAS, 2014). The 
methodology for these assessments is evaluated every three to five years in a benchmark workshop 
such as the Benchmark Workshop on Baltic Multispecies Assessment (ICES WKBALT) (ICES 
WKBALT, 2013). At the benchmark workshop, all information―ecosystem and fisheries data, stock 
distribution, assessment model, forecast method and reference points―is reviewed. A benchmark 
deals with single stock assessment methods, but it also aims to integrate ecosystem information into 
the assessment. Importantly, the aim of a benchmark is to achieve consensus agreement on an 
assessment methodology that is to be used in future update assessments, laid down in a stock annex. 
Benchmark meetings are open to experts and stakeholders (i.e. representatives from ICES member 
countries, relevant international regulatory commissions such as the European Commission, and 
regional advisory councils), and it is reviewed by independent, external experts throughout the 
process. Preparing for a benchmark process takes about five to seven months, including a data 
compilation workshop and a final benchmark meeting. ICES ACOM agrees on benchmarks a year in 
advance. 

The development of regional, multistock/multispecies LTMPs are an important element of the 
evolving CFP (STECF, 2012). For the commercially most important fish triumvirate consisting of cod, 
herring and sprat in the Baltic Sea, benchmarking occurred at ICES WKBALT, held in November 2012 
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and February 2013 (ICES WKBALT, 2013). This benchmark workshop reviewed the methods used to 
suggest a format for multispecies advice for the Baltic Sea and to assess and estimate future catches of 
Eastern and Western Baltic cod, Baltic sprat and herring in SDs 25–19 and 32 in the Baltic. WKBALT 
suggested a format for multispecies advice for the eastern Baltic, which included a description of the 
most important species interactions, advice on natural mortality, biomass by guild, and the proportion 
of large fish. Advice was provided on the combination of target fishing mortalities (F) that produce 
precautionary, close-to-MSY yields in a multispecies environment and on the important trade-offs be-
tween the yield of cod and clupeids. 

Multispecies modeling has a long tradition for the Baltic Sea ecosystem (see Sparholt, 1994; Gislason, 
1999; Köster et al., 2001), but it was not used widely in operational fish stock assessment, besides 
providing natural mortality (as predation) inputs to single species stock assessments. However, in 
2009 ICES evaluated the possibilities for a joint management of the Baltic herring and sprat stocks. 
Further to the EU’s 2007 multiannual management plan for the Baltic Sea cod stocks, as presented in 
Council Regulation (EC) No 1098/2007 (EC, 2007a), in June 2011 the European Commission and EU 
member states agreed that the Baltic cod plan should be replaced by a multispecies management plan 
for the Baltic Sea which would take account of, for example, species and ecosystem interactions on the 
pelagic fish assembly comprising cod, herring and sprat (STECF, 2012). Thus, ICES intends to 
provide multispecies advice on fisheries for some ecosystems and encourages managers to apply such 
an approach to the central Baltic Sea concerning cod, herring and sprat. The advice ‘considerations’, 
first provided by ICES in 2012 and continued annually since then, are intended to serve a dialogue 
between ICES and managers to foster the development of a multispecies management system for the 
Baltic Sea (ICES ACOM, 2013b). Progress in this area will be fueled by the European Commission’s 
2014 proposal to the Council and the European Parliament regarding a regulation concerning a 
multispecies LTMP for the Baltic Sea (COM, 2014a). The ICES multispecies considerations use 
implicit management objectives and risk tolerance which must be validated by managers. Multispecies 
considerations indicate a multitude of solutions, all being biologically sustainable subject to stocks 
being maintained above LRPs. However, one can anticipate that the societal choice between 
particular solutions (‘options’) will eventually recognize socio-economic considerations and be 
informed by socio-economic impact assessments (ICES ACOM, 2013b; Rindorf et al., 2013; Voss et 
al., 2014). Currently, ICES has not progressed this aspect of its expert group capability sufficiently 
to integrate socio-economic considerations and impacts into its advisory services. 

The ICES multispecies ‘advice’ takes account inter alia that adult cod prey on adult and juvenile 
herring and sprat; the biomasses of herring and sprat are dependent on the size of the predatory cod 
stock, and the size of the sprat stock and the herring stock affect each other via competition for food; 
and adult cod may resort to cannibalism on juvenile cod when the availability of herring and sprat is 
limited (ICES WKMULTBAL, 2012; ICES WKBALT, 2013; ICES ACOM, 2013b). However, there 
is a need to incorporate information on density dependence and the extent of spatial and temporal 
overlap of the distributions of prey and predator to credibly interlink the three involved fish species 
(ICES ACOM, 2013b; ICES SGSPATIAL, 2013). However, there has been little appetite among 
stakeholders for implementing the ICES multispecies advice prior to the European Commission’s 
recent multispecies LTMP proposal (COM, 2014a). Although adoption of the Commission’s proposal 
will give the ‘green light’ to move ahead, there are still resource allocation (spatial) implications, and 
multiple choice options involved (ICES MIRAC, 2013; MYFISH, 2014). Most crucially, the 
provision of multispecies advice involves stakeholder choice options/trade-offs concerning 
particular solutions for managing the various entities of the predator – prey system in which a 
particular Baltic Sea fishing country customarily primarily tends to target either the main predator 
fish species (cod) or the main prey fish species (herring and sprat) (ICES SGSPATIAL, 2013; Voss 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2007:248:0001:0010:EN:PDF
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et al. 2014). In a MYFISH project meeting with the Baltic Sea advisory council (BSAC) in June 2014 
concerning multispecies advice and options, in general the meeting participants were concerned that 
the results would be shown to managers who would then make decisions without understanding or 
discussing assumptions (MYFISH, 2014). How this will be reconciled with the Commission’s October 
2014 proposal (COM, 2014a) to adopt the multispecies LTMP remains to be seen. In reality, the 
multispecies LTMP for the Baltic Sea is probably best considered as a complex and challenging ‘work 
in progress’, as noted from the immediately following paragraphs. 

Although MSY is an immediately appealing concept, seemingly promising optimal exploitation and 
maximization of the value to society, aiming for MSY is not so unequivocal when target species are 
mutually dependent as in the case of multispecies advice and management concerning cod, herring and 
sprat in the Baltic Sea (MYFISH, 2014). Thus, what is best for one Baltic Sea country or fishing fleet 
may not be best for another, as when different countries target different species (e.g. Denmark and 
Sweden primarily target cod, while Estonia and Latvia primarily target the cod’s prey), aiming for a 
specific target for the different species may lead to changes in the distribution of wealth between the 
countries’ fishing industry. As part of the EU MYFISH project, Voss et al. (2014) used a coupled 
ecological-economic model to address the fisheries management challenge of trading-off the recovery 
of collapsed cod stocks versus the health of ecologically important forage fish populations. The study 
showed that aiming to maximize profit will build the cod stock to high levels but lead to a risk of stock 
collapse for small prey species with low market value, such as Baltic sprat, as the large cod stock 
consumes a large amount of fish. Voss et al. (2014) concluded that the most efficient way from an 
overall economic yield perspective to conserve sprat is to lay the cost to retain sprat exclusively on the 
forage fishery so that sprat fishing effort and profits would be reduced substantially. However, as the 
regional distribution of profits strongly depends on the species composition of catches, this would 
challenge the distribution of income between fishing sectors as well as between Baltic Sea coastal 
countries. Considering the distribution of income between fisheries while retaining sprat biomass 
above precautionary levels would reduce the potential profits of the overall Baltic fishery, but may 
offer an acceptable balance between overall profits, species conservation and social equity. The 
MYFISH project’s Baltic Sea case study offers a practical example of how a new approach to 
multispecies management can offer society options which may solve common conflicts between 
different resource uses (Voss et al., 2014). Adding equity considerations to the traditional trade-off 
between economy and ecology will hopefully enhance credibility and hence compliance with 
management decisions (MYFISH, 2014). 

Be it for single species or for multispecies advice, periodic, well conducted, spatial and temporal 
surveys and monitoring of the status and trends of fish stocks are of vital importance for fish/fishery 
assessments. The NFIs, and their associated research vessels, of the nine Baltic Sea coastal 
countries participate in surveys coordinated by ICES in the region in order to collect data used for 
stock assessment-related activities of commercial marine fish species in the area. These stock 
surveys were originally initiated to support ICES ability to provide scientific advice to its member 
countries and to the IBSFC (1974 to 200533) and, following the IBSFC’s disbanding, to the European 
Commission. In 1996, the ICES Baltic International Fish Survey Working Group (WGBIFS) was 
established with the main objectives of coordinating and standardizing national research surveys for 
the benefit of accurate and effective resource assessment of Baltic and Kattegat fish stocks. WGBIFS 
plays a key role in the Baltic Sea with regard to data collections for the CFP, especially the CFP’s 
DCF/DC-MAP. 

                                                      
33 Although the IBSFC was disbanded on 1 January 2007, scientific advice to IBSFC stopped after 2005 when 
the IBSFC to all intents and purposes ceased to function following notification of withdrawal from the EU. 
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Since 1996, WGBIFS has been responsible for routinely: a) planning, coordinating and evaluating the 
Baltic International Trawl Survey (BITS)―for cod and other demersally caught species―and the 
Baltic International Acoustic Survey (BIAS)―involving acoustic and control trawl surveys for herring 
and sprat―including consideration and improvement of survey/sampling/gear design and deployment, 
and coordination of data exchange formats; and b) updating the manuals (e.g. BITS Manual) for 
conducting these surveys. Thus, all fish stock assessment relevant surveys in the Baltic and the 
Kattegat area with international participation (both bottom trawl surveys and acoustic surveys) are 
coordinated by WGBIFS. Connected with this, for the Baltic Sea and Kattegat, WGBIFS periodically 
reviews the upload and development status of DATRAS (database of trawl surveys, providing access to 
trawl survey data), BAD1 (database collecting the results from BIAS), and the regional FishFrame 
assessment database. 

The regional database FishFrame (already introduced under the section on Data and information 
services (DIS) pillar), hosted by ICES, is a web-based application for management, access and 
integration of fisheries and stock assessment data. The FishFrame platform―containing spatially 
explicit survey and biological sampling, fishing effort, catch and landings data, etc., submitted from 
cooperating countries―is a key vehicle in a regional approach to survey design and data collection. 
FishFrame aims inter alia to increase harmonization, transparency and enhance data quality with 
respect to stock surveys and fisheries in the Northeast Atlantic and associated Arctic, the Baltic Sea 
and the North Sea. Importantly it addresses fishery management needs related to the EU’s CFP. 
Funding for FishFrame is provided by the European Commission connected with the EU’s DCF/DC-
MAP, and potentially from the EMFF from 2014. The Fishframe platform is managed and steered by a 
group comprising regional fisheries managers, ICES and European Commission representatives. 
Regional Coordination Meetings, for example the Baltic (see RCM-Baltic, 2013), are regularly 
convened for the sea areas covered by FishFrame. 

While nationally provided catch data drives the stock assessment models, scientific survey data are 
used for tuning. Thus, the scientific surveys coordinated by WGBIFS provide major fishery 
independent tuning information for the assessment of the main commercially important fish stocks 
in the Baltic area. The indices provided by the surveys coordinated by WGBIFS are of significant 
importance for the provision of biological advice for fish stocks/fisheries in the Baltic Sea. 
Furthermore, the data produced by the monitoring system coordinated by WGBIFS is an important 
source of information contributing to work on Baltic Sea IEAs conducted by ICES/HELCOM WGIAB. 
Likewise, various knowledge and data arising from WGIAB are being used to inform WGBFAS. 
Consequently, the activities of WGBIFS are of considerable value and have a very high priority. The 
importance placed on the work of WGBIFS is seen not only from its meetings being attended as a 
matter of principle by members from all nine of the Baltic Sea member countries of ICES, but also the 
great value placed on its work by ICES ACOM, the European Commission and STECF (STECF, 
2014b). The range of work carried out by WGBIFS is exemplified from its reports (ICES WGBIFS, 
2013, 2014). 

The monitoring data arising from WGBIFS feed into stock assessments for commercial fish species 
within the area earlier covered by the IBSFC Convention area. The stock assessments, based on the 
survey data overseen by WGBIFS, are carried out by WGBFAS. 

WGBFAS provides scientific advice on the stocks in the Baltic Sea and adjacent areas ranging from 
Kattegat to the Gulf of Bothnia. WGBFAS meets annually in April to assess the status and trends of 
Baltic stocks. For stocks with sufficient data this leads to a forecast of catch options in the next 
year, while with data limited stocks, other approaches are used, such as an analysis of trends in 
abundance estimates or catches. The importance placed on the work of WGBFAS is seen not only 
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from its meetings being attended as a matter of principle by members from all nine of the Baltic Sea 
member countries of ICES, but also the great value placed on its work by ICES ACOM, the European 
Commission and STECF (STECF, 2014b). The range of work carried out by WGBFAS is 
exemplified from its reports (ICES WGBFAS, 2013, 2014). 

The fish stocks covered by WGBFAS in 2014 are: 

• 3 cod stocks (Kattegat, western Baltic, and eastern Baltic); 

• 3 herring stocks (ICES Sub-Divisions (SD) 25-32, SD 30, and SD 31); 

• 2 plaice stocks (SD 21-23 and SD 24-32); 

• 1 sprat stock (SD22-32); 

• 1 sole stock (SD 21-32); 

• 4 flounder stocks (SD 22-23, SD 24-25, SD 26 and 28, and SD 27 and 29-32); 

• 1 brill stock (SD22-32); 

• 1 dab stock (SD22-32); 

• 1 turbot stock (SD22-32). 

• An overview of the ICES SDs in the Baltic Sea is provided in Figure 2. 

Of the above named stocks, full analytical assessments are normally conducted for cod, herring and 
sprat. ICES methods for data limited stocks are normally applied for plaice, sole, flounder, brill, dab, 
and turbot but, with increasing focus on collecting greater/improved data for these, it is anticipated 
that more of these data limited stocks will join the full analytical assessment group in due course. 
Methods for anadromous and catadromous species (salmon, sea trout and eel) are used in assessments 
by the ICES Baltic Salmon and Trout Assessment Working Group (WGBAST, see below), and by the 
Joint EIFAAC/ICES Working Group on Eels (WGEEL, see below) which covers the Baltic as well as 
other regional seas/sea areas. 

The ICES Assessment Working Group on Baltic Salmon and Trout (WGBAST) assesses the status and 
trends of salmon and sea trout stocks in the Baltic Sea and provides annual catch advice on salmon and 
sea trout for this region. ICES uses wild smolt production in relation to potential smolt production 
capacity as the major measure under the management objectives of Baltic salmon. The stocks 
producing approximately 90% of all wild smolts are assessed using a Bayesian modelling framework, 
and model results are used as a basis for the computations of stock projections under different fishing 
scenarios. For sea trout, ICES is developing alternative management measures and related assessment 
methodologies. This work has been partly carried out in the ICES Study Group on Data Requirements 
and Assessment Needs for Baltic Sea Trout (ICES SGBALANST, 2011). The importance placed on 
the work of WGBBAST is seen not only from its meetings being attended as a matter of principle by 
members from all nine of the Baltic Sea member countries of ICES, but also the great value placed on 
its work by ICES ACOM, the European Commission and STECF (STECF, 2014b). The range of 
work carried out by WGBAST is exemplified from its reports (ICES WGBAST, 2013) (ICES 
WGBAST, 2014). It is notable that no explicit management objectives have been agreed for Baltic 
salmon since the IBSFC ceased to exist after 2006. In 2011, the European Commission presented a 
proposal for the establishment of a multiannual management plan for the Baltic salmon stock (COM, 
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2011), but the plan has not yet been accepted due to discord, which has only recently been resolved, 
between the Council and the Parliament concerning their roles in approving such plans. 

 
Figure 2. ICES sub-divisions in the Baltic Sea. 21: Kattegat; 22: Belt Sea; 23: Sound; 24: Baltic – 
West of Bornholm; 25: Southern Coastal Baltic – West; 26: Southern Coastal Baltic – East; 27: West 
of Gotland; 28: Gulf of Riga; 29: Archipelago Sea; 30: Southern Bothnian Bay; 31: Northern Bothnian 
Bay; 32: Gulf of Finland. Small statistical rectangles occur within the sub-divisions. 

The Joint EIFAAC/ICES Working Group on Eels (WGEEL), although it is not an expert group 
specifically dedicated to the Baltic Sea region, reports on the status of the European and American eel 
stocks and provides advice to support management involving eel stock conservation and recovery. Via 
WGEEL, ICES has provided advice on eel since 1999 and evaluates eel management plans for ICES 
member countries in, for example, regions such as the Baltic. As eels are highly migratory, widely 
distributed and have complex life histories, ICES advice is given as one main unit (ICES ACOM, 
2013c). The range of work carried out by SGEEL is exemplified in its reports (EIFAC - ICES, 2013). 

In the Baltic, adult non-migrating eels are found in the river catchment basins and low saline areas, 
except when they migrate to sea (silver eels) for spawning in the Sargasso Sea. The eel assessment is 
based on trend analysis using data from fisheries and scientific surveys, and on comparison of national 
indicators national stock indicators with national management reference points. Monitoring trends in 
recruitment has been the main tool in the recent past for assessing the overall status of the eel stock. 
Methods based on national stock indicators of biomass and mortality, have been recently developed 
and applied. WGEEL emphasizes that the eel stock is in decline, recruitment is at an all-time low, and 
exploitation of the stock is currently unsustainable. ICES have advised that all anthropogenic mortality 
(e.g. recreational and commercial fishing, hydropower, and pollution) affecting production and 
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escapement of eels should be reduced to as close to zero as possible until there is clear evidence that 
both recruitment and the adult stock are increasing and the EU have implemented Regulation (EC) No. 
1100/2007 (EC, 2007b) for management of the recovery of the stock. There is, however, no 
internationally coordinated management plan for the whole stock area. Eel has been listed as critically 
endangered by IUCN and as an Annex II species in CITES. 

The objective of Regulation (EC) No. 1100/2007 is the protection, recovery, and sustainable use of the 
eel stock. To achieve the objective, EU member states have been required to develop and put in place 
approved eel management plans for their river basin districts, designed to permit with high probability 
the escapement to the sea of at least 40% of the silver eel biomass relative to the best estimate of 
escapement that would have existed if no anthropogenic influences had impacted the stock. ICES has 
evaluated the conformity of the national management plans with EC Regulation No. 1100/2007, and 
responded to a special request from the European Commission to evaluate progress in implementing 
the Eel Management Plan (ICES ACOM, 2013c). However, critical challenges remain in the Baltic as 
highlighted by a Swedish study (Svedäng & Gipperth, 2012). 

The stock assessments and other information emanating from WGBFAS and WGBAST, following 
appropriate peer-review and advice drafting by the ICES ACOM system, are then officially delivered 
as ICES advice to ICES member countries and to the European Commission, so that the latter can 
make proposals to the EU’s Fishery Council for setting fishing opportunities for the EU’s eight 
coastal Baltic States. The European Commission eventually uses the ICES advice for negotiations with 
the Russian Federation according to the terms of the EU – Russian Federation bilateral agreement on 
fisheries management in the Baltic Sea. 

Integrated assessments and spatial analyses: evolutionary support for prospective advice 

ICES/HELCOM Working Group on Integrated Assessments in the Baltic Sea (WGIAB) 
WGIAB has been introduced previously in this report, primarily under the section on HELCOM. 
Further information on its work tasks and focus are elaborated hereunder. 

WGIAB is serves as an ecosystem level counterpart to related ICES advisory groups and HELCOM 
holistic assessment (HOLAS) projects. The group provides support to the development of integrated 
advice for fisheries management (by, for example, data exchange, model evaluation and scientific 
interaction with the Baltic Fisheries Assessment Working Group, WGBFAS), regional ecosystem 
overviews, and multi-sectorial advice for marine management. Since its establishment in 2007, 
WGIAB has met annually and has representatives from all countries in the Baltic Sea region. 
However, because WGIAB is ‘cutting edge’ in the novelty of the RTD work it conducts, it has a wide 
membership from far beyond the Baltic region. 

WGIAB produces integrated ecosystem assessments (IEA) for the Baltic Sea, considering the 
physical, chemical, and biological environment spanning low to high trophic levels and biological 
diversity, as well as human activities/pressures and related socio-economic factors (ICES WGIAB, 
2009, 2011, 2013, 2014). The overall scope of WGIAB is to produce science that supports the 
development of adaptive and holistic marine management strategies in the Baltic Sea. WGIAB 
develops tools for IEAs of relevance to management, applied to the biological preconditions of the 
Baltic Sea but transferable to parallel situations in the other regional seas. Core activities of WGIAB 
include assessing long-term trends in the ecosystem―in the form of so-called integrated trend 
analyses―and developing models for scenario-based management strategy evaluations, as part of an 
adaptive and integrated ecosystem management cycle. WGIAB’s work builds on case studies to 
enhance understanding of the Baltic Sea ecosystem, particularly concerning food-web dynamics, 
management options and trade-offs, and ecosystem interactions over different temporal and spatial 
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scales, and to identify key species and processes for sustainability. WGIAB serves as a communication 
and organization platform between the different science organizations (e.g. Conference of Baltic 
Oceanographers, CBO; Baltic Marine Biologists, BMB which are involved in the Baltic Sea region, 
and through cooperation between ICES and HELCOM as well as with various EU and BONUS 
projects. 

WGIAB has proved itself as one of the most active and novel expert groups established by ICES. It 
has attracted an interdisciplinary participation from many diverse institutions, both academic and 
governmental. It has substantially advanced IEAs of the Baltic Sea and eight of its sub-systems, 
highlighting both spatial (regional and sub-regional) and temporal (e.g., system regimes shifts) 
dimensions in a quantitative manner by assembling and applying various types of metadata in 
dedicated databases, and using a combination of multivariate statistical techniques and various 
modeling approaches such as an innovative Biological Ensemble Modeling Approach (BEMA). 
WGIAB has examined and highlighted the role of natural and human-induced drivers, pressures and 
their interactions in the studied regime shifts. It has also embarked on management strategy 
evaluations (MSE) regarding fisheries as well as including some aspects of human socio-economics in 
its analyses. It lies at the forefront of its field internationally. WGIAB has taken its products quickly 
beyond standard expert group reports into ICES Cooperative Research Reports and most importantly 
into the domain of peer-reviewed international publications (Lindegren, Möllmann, Nielsen, & 
Stenseth, 2009; Möllmann et al., 2009; Diekmann & Möllmann, 2010; Möllmann et al., 2013). The 
development and application of the BEMA by WGIAB was both highly novel for ICES and for the 
Baltic Sea. BEMA is adopted from an approach that is known as ‘ensemble modeling’ in climate 
research (Hill et al., 2007; BACC, 2008) where different models are forced with the same scenarios 
(e.g. of future emission-depending climate development) and their projections are collected in an 
ensemble. WGIAB conducted an ensemble modeling study using nine different biological models, 
ranging from single species to multispecies and food web models. In long-term runs different cod and 
sprat management scenarios under two different climate scenarios have been evaluated. BEMA has 
several advantages. It explicitly addresses uncertainty due to differences in model philosophy, 
structure and parameterization. This allows an improved understanding of the biological/ecological 
process and management questions under investigation. Eventually, the synthesis across a diverse 
range of models that BEMA allows explicitly accounting and demonstrating uncertainties may also 
increase the credibility of model forecasts which is crucial for policy. An approach like BEMA is 
hence perfectly suited for future scenario development and design of long-term management options 
including possible trade-offs. Additionally, BEMA provides a forum for ecological modeling where a 
number of disciplines (ecology, biogeochemistry, fisheries, atmosphere, oceanography) come together 
to exchange knowledge and improve mutual understanding. This exchange significantly promotes 
model development and improvement and hence is a means towards a holistic understanding of the 
ecosystem as a basis for ecosystem-based management. 

In the last few years, WGIAB’s ToRs have focused on elaborating an approach for monitoring and 
developing assessment methods for the three top anthropogenic pressures on ecological characteristics 
described in the national MSFD reports (submitted by Baltic Sea EU member states in October 2012) 
for the appropriate Baltic Sea regions/sub-areas. This focus to WGIAB’s work has been motivated by 
ACOM’s anticipation that ICES may receive requests in the future on the MSFD beyond the 
traditional single sector issues, thereby emphasizing the need to incorporate the key human sector 
related pressures and their impacts, including their synergies and potential cumulative impacts, on the 
Baltic Sea ecosystem(s). Although there were problems (due to substantial methodological 
inconsistencies) in using the nationally submitted reports, WGIAB decided to use the 2010 HELCOM 
HOLAS report to identify the main pressures for further examination (ICES WGIAB, 2013; 2014). 
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These pressures concern discharges of nutrients (i.e. eutrophication) and hazardous substances, as well 
as fisheries (i.e. fishing effort and bottom trawling on seabed integrity). 

WGIAB has expressed frustrations related to not having its outcomes fully appreciated within the 
HELCOM system, despite WGIAB being nominally a HELCOM group as well as an ICES one. 
Although WGIAB is under HELCOM co-sponsorship, ‘until now the participation from HELCOM 
has been sporadic’ as stated in the report of the February 2014 HELCOM Heads of Delegation 
Meeting (HELCOM, 2014a). The frustrations have included inter alia questions being raised about the 
real meaning of HELCOM co-sponsorship, how the work and outcomes of WGIAB are being 
practically used/or not in the HELCOM assessment system (e.g. HOLAS), etc., including how 
WGIAB’s contributions can best be used for the benefit of the HELCOM system (Hopkins, 2010). 
However, it is anticipated that HELCOM’s contribution to WGIAB and use of its products will 
improve as HELCOM has noted (HELCOM, 2014a) that ‘The group will bring about greater 
operational focus in respect of policy relevance and usability, in other words the output of the WG can 
be better streamlined to support HELCOM activities, if HELCOM role (sic) in the group is improved 
or formalized. HELCOM could provide an input to possible re-formulation of the Terms of Reference 
of the Group and ensure participation of HELCOM experts. For instance, there could be a 
development towards ICES producing pre-ordered building blocks for the second HOLAS assessment, 
and/or joint targeted testing of the indicators and explorations of their effectiveness.’ 

ICES Study Group on Spatial Analyses for the Baltic Sea (SGSPATIAL) 
SGSPATIAL was established and met for the first time in November 2012, and since then it has met 
annually to meet its evolving ToRs (ICES SGSPATIAL, 2013). Its membership covers the Baltic Sea 
member countries of ICES as well as occasionally invited members from outside the region. 

SGSPATIAL supports the EU’s MSFD and the current ICES initiative to provide multispecies advice. 
The outcomes from SGSPATIAL will provide a step forward to the implementation of an integrated 
advice and ecosystem approach in the Baltic Sea. SGSPATIAL is specifically intended to provide ICES 
Baltic Sea stock assessment expert groups, and other relevant bodies in ICES, with information on the 
changes in spatial distribution of exploited stocks that can be directly used in single-species and multi-
species assessment and fisheries advice. It is intended also that SGSPATIAL will address non-
commercial species to further fulfil the goals of the EAM. Thus, SGSPATIAL contributes to spatial 
planning related knowledge for the Baltic Sea region. The Baltic Sea is at the forefront in terms of 
ecosystem analyses to be used in stock assessment and management. The work of SGSPATIAL is of 
fundamental importance as it adds further dimensions in integrating spatially (horizontally and 
vertically) and temporally explicit considerations in this process. 

Information about the changes in the spatial distribution of fish populations is important for an EAM 
of human activities, as directly specified in the MFSD (COM, 2010a). Species distributions and their 
associated indicators have been identified as key biodiversity criteria for assessing GES. The Baltic 
Sea is one of the four major marine regions at focus in the MSFD, together with the Northeast Atlantic 
and its adjacent seas, the Mediterranean Sea and the Black Sea. 

In June 2012, ICES provided for the first time an example of multispecies advice for the Baltic Sea to 
the European Commission (ICES ACOM, 2012). However, both ICES and the European Commission 
have pointed out that sound multispecies fisheries management should consider the changes in spatial 
distribution of the interacting species. Stock assessments are not spatially resolved whereas survey 
data is spatially resolved. It is known that the multispecies spatial (degree of overlap) interactions 
between cod and herring and sprat stocks potentially play a major role in determining food availability 
for supporting the scope for good somatic growth of cod (when there is substantial overlap between 

http://portal.helcom.fi:81/meetings/HOD%2045-2014-130/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20HOD%2045-2014.pdf
http://portal.helcom.fi:81/meetings/HOD%2045-2014-130/MeetingDocuments/Outcome%20of%20HELCOM%20HOD%2045-2014.pdf
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cod as predator and herring and sprat as prey) and investment by cod in substantial gonadal growth 
and spawning products. On the other hand, overlap between adult herring and cod eggs and larvae 
potentially contributes to predation by herring on these early life history stages of cod and hence 
reduced cod recruitment. Currently, spatial considerations cannot be incorporated into the ICES 
multispecies advice because of the lack of sufficient and robust knowledge on the fish populations’ 
spatial patterns and the driving mechanisms of their spatial distribution. Furthermore, information 
about the changes in the spatial distribution of fish populations is also important for EAM, as noted for 
the MSFD. SGSPATIAL has the potential to act as a platform for an international coordination among 
the EU member states to deal with motile fish species which have a wide transboundary distribution 
across national waters, using the existing spatially-explicit data from ICES-coordinated international 
surveys and commercial vessels. 

Scientific support for the MSFD 

The MSFD has been presented earlier in this report under the section on HELCOM. 

The MSFD promotes the integration of environmental considerations into all relevant policy areas and 
delivers the environmental pillar of the EU’s integrated Maritime Policy. The fisheries pillar of this 
framework is the CFP. Ecosystems affected by fisheries must meet objectives for attaining GES under 
the MSFD and scientific support for fisheries management is necessary in order to conduct relevant 
RTD and provide appropriate scientific advice. 

Of the 11 high-level descriptors guiding evaluation of GES, four of these descriptors are especially 
relevant for evaluating the impact of fishing activities on the marine environment, namely: 

• Descriptor 1: Biological diversity; 

• Descriptor 3: Commercially exploited fish and shellfish; 

• Descriptor 4: Elements of marine food-webs; and 

• Descriptor 6: Sea floor integrity. 

Furthermore, Descriptor 9: Contaminants in fish and other seafood is connected with the marketability 
and/or health risks in consuming fishery products. 

Descriptors 1, 3, 4 and 6 form the main focus of ICES contributions to developing GES indicators 
and criteria for measuring associated reference points such as limits and targets. However, ICES 
has been involved in evaluating others such as Descriptor 11 (Noise). 

The ICES science community and advisory services have played a key role in providing scientific 
guidance to define GES indicators and standards. The development of these indicators and standards at 
European level is on-going with specification of GES at the regional and national levels, the carrying 
out of initial assessments, and revision of current monitoring activities. 

ICES work on the MSFD is guided by the ICES Council Steering Group on the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive (CSGMSFD) which reviews current work and identifies future areas where 
ICES can meet the needs of its member countries which are in the EU, stakeholders, and clients such 
as the European Commission, HELCOM, and OSPAR. 

ICES services (Data Centre, Training Programme, and expert groups/networks) inform the MSFD 
implementation process, and are responsive to meeting future specific MSFD requests. 
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ICES contributions to the MSFD include: 

• ICES has contributed throughout the MSFD development and implementation process by 
creating and managing task groups in cooperation with the JRC. Eight out of the total of 10 
task group reports were co-managed by ICES and JRC. These groups provided the 
background information for the 2010 Commission Decision (COM, 2010a) on criteria and 
methodological standards on GES of marine waters. 

• ICES has lead and provided guidance on the development and implementation of Descriptor 
3: Commercially exploited fish/shellfish (ICES MSFD D3, 2012). ICES has responded also to 
special requests from the European Commission to provide advice on Descriptor 3 including 
proposing a ‘road map’ for stepwise developments (ICES ACOM, 2014a). 

• ICES has responded to special requests from the European Commission to provide advice on 
Descriptor 4: Foodwebs including proposing a ‘road map’ for stepwise developments (ICES 
ACOM, 2014). 

• ICES was appointed by the European Commission to head scientific reviews of the MSFD 
Descriptor 3 (Commercially exploited fish/shellfish) (ICES ACOM, 2014), Descriptor 4 
(Foodwebs) (ICES ACOM, 2014b), Descriptor 6 (Seafloor integrity) (ICES ACOM, 2014c), 
and Descriptor 11 (Noise) (ICES ACOM, 2014d) in 2014 in which the reviews were 
conducted by ICES scientists in collaboration with others from across Europe. 

• ICES has responded to a special request from OSPAR relating to Descriptor 6: Seafloor 
integrity regarding mapping of bottom fishing intensity using VMS data (ICES ACOM, 
2014e). This work has been facilitated by the ICES Working Group on Fisheries Spatial Data 
(WGFSD) which focuses on indicators from Commission Decision 2008/949/EC (COM, 
2008a) to be provided through DCF procedures: 1. Distribution of fishing activities; 2. 
Aggregation of fishing activities; and 3. Areas not impacted by bottom gears. 

• ICES has responded to a special request from the European Commission on scientific advice 
on data collection issues (connected with overlap area between the CFP’s DCF and MSFD 
data needs) of relevance to Descriptor 1: Biological diversity; Descriptor 4: Foodwebs; and 
Descriptor 6: Sea floor integrity (ICES ACOM, 2013d). ICES inter alia advised that specified 
new indicators are required to track and to guide the management of the effects of fisheries on 
the ecosystem. 

• ICES is a partner in various externally funded MSFD related projects, such as the STAGES 
(Science and Technology Advancing Governance on Good Environmental Status) project. 

• ICES maintains substantial international databases with long-term data series on marine living 
resources and the marine environment required for defining targets and setting thresholds for 
MSFD indicators. To be of maximum use for the MSFD and the CFP, these databases must 
be spatially explicit, within regional seas/sea areas, in order to serve regional indicator 
development and regional assessments of GES. ICES is well positioned to synthesize 
approaches that integrate across indicators, and to develop and adapt outputs and 
recommendations to the objectives of the MSFD. 

• ICES Training Programme provides various courses relevant to the MSFD. 

http://www.stagesproject.eu/
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Besides the above-mentioned, ICES has arranged workshops to examine DCF indicators of fishing 
pressures/impacts, update their technical details, and carry out the actual analysis for each 
indicator with regard to regional seas/sea area considerations (ICES WKIND, 2013). As mentioned 
previously, DCF/DC-MAP aims to contribute relevant data in support of the MSFD, not least at the 
regional scale. In order to progress the implementation of the ecosystem-based approach to fisheries 
management, nine pressure and state indicators are included in the DCF, which aim to measure the 
performance of the CFP in relation to the objectives of ‘minimising the impact of fishing activities 
on the marine ecosystem’. 

Regarding data collection and usage, there is a close convergence and indeed overlap between the CFP 
and its DCF/DC-MAP with the MSFD. Subject to compliance by EU member states in providing 
data as required by DCF/DC-MAP, fisheries―as a key human business sector under the EU 
Maritime Policy―are very likely to deliver more, wide reaching data (e.g. bio-ecological, economic, 
and social) for scientific information and advice for use in implementing the MSFD than any other 
sector. However, at the regional seas/sea area levels, the submitted data must be quality assured 
regarding validation and comparability. In this context, ICES and STECF have a key role to play. 
Furthermore, it is essential that data is not simply collected and stored, as it must be used and 
carefully analyzed (i.e. tried and tested) by qualified expert groups in order to provide meaningful 
results. 

The National Fisheries Institutes (NFIs): importance and resource matching challenges 

The marine science laboratories, owned and primarily financed by national governments, form the 
backbone of the ICES network, especially the NFIs (Wilson, 2009). Most funding for ongoing, day-to-
day fish stock assessments comes from the NFIs and their respective national ministries. In the case of 
EU member states, the NFIs also receive significant funding via the European Commission to conduct 
the surveys and monitoring which are committed to the stock assessment system and the wide data 
collection connected with the DCF/DC-MAP. Much of this money links to the ICES system. The NFIs 
relate to each other through ICES, and the directors of these NFIs are the single most influential group 
in the governance of ICES, not least because the Delegates forming the ICES Council (‘Board’) are 
overwhelmingly appointed from among the directors, or their deputies, of the NFIs by the ICES 
Contracting Parties. Thus, the NFI directors control the bulk of the funds used for ICES activities. 
Most forward-looking research funding for new approaches comes either directly from the EU or from 
matching grants made by national governments to European-level research projects. 

The directors of the main European research institutes involved in fisheries, aquaculture and their 
interactions with the environment, founded the European Fisheries and Aquaculture Research 
Organization (EFARO) by a consensus agreement in 1989. EFARO member institutes are recognized 
as national authorities in their area. EFARO was established in recognition of the need to achieve 
greater cohesion and coordination of science and research in support of European policy related to the 
environment, fisheries and aquaculture. The EFARO institutes are broadly synonymous with the core 
of the ICES network of NFIs in Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, 
Latvia, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden and UK. Thus, EFARO can be viewed 
as representing NFIs in 15 out of the 20 member countries of ICES. Additionally, EFARO has 
members in Greece (an ICES affiliate with observer status) and Italy. There is a close collaboration 
between EFARO, ICES and STECF. Thus, EFARO helps to manage the scientific advisory process 
in Europe as both ICES and STECF depend greatly on the NFIs in EFARO. In particular, EFARO 
recognizes that ‘the marine policy environment and the institutions involved are changing’, however 
the ‘EFARO institutes manage a pool of expertise that is under ever increasing demands to provide 

http://www.efaro.eu/default.asp?ZNT=S0T1O13
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expert advice to governments, the Commission, ICES, Regional Advisory Councils and other 
organisations’ (source: EFARO website). 

Most of the ministries which directly underpin the institutions forming the core of ICES network 
are sector connected with fisheries and agriculture rather than the environment. This lack of 
official connections between ICES and national laboratories and government agencies that deal 
mainly with environmental science has traditionally hampered the extent to which ICES advisory 
services have been fully utilized by the governmental environment sector including international 
commissions such as HELCOM (Rozwadowski, 2002). In 1991, a proposal was made to the Council 
of Delegates by the General Secretary for ‘enhancing the interdisciplinary nature of ICES’ which 
included the suggestion that environmental agencies fund half of each country’s contribution to the 
ICES budget and one Delegate from each country come from an environmental agency or laboratory 
(Rozwadowski, 2002: 242). However, with the exception of first the Netherlands, followed by Finland 
and Sweden, other ICES member countries have not followed this suggestion. This is unfortunate, as 
following this proposal would probably mobilize greater participation by the environmental ministries 
and their specialized agencies/institutes in the work of ICES, as well as greater integration and 
collaboration between the fisheries institutes and the environmental institutes. To be more effective, 
this integration and collaboration should occur in a ‘bottom up’ manner at the national level. Most of 
the scientists interviewed in connection with this report were generally of the opinion that there was 
mostly little collaboration between the fishery and environmental institutes in their countries and few 
attempts at integration between these sectoral institutes. The paucity of cross sectoral collaboration at 
the national level between fisheries and environmental agencies is lamentable given the logistic 
challenges (scientists and infrastructures connected with surveys and monitoring) in optimally 
delivering MSFD in a holistic manner in the Baltic Sea (see section on HELCOM) as well as 
integrating it with the CFP. 

Several of the NFIs have seen moves towards less sectoral organization in the last half dozen years or 
so, with their placement into academia (i.e. university environments) in order to gain diverse benefits 
connected with being part of a larger learned body where more of their outputs also tend to end up in 
peer reviewed (i.e. top class) publications in scientific journals, as well as being able to take up and 
have their senior scientists supervise/advise bachelor and graduate students/projects, and in so doing 
facilitate better and more focused recruitment over time to their institutes. Examples of such moves 
have included the placement of the Swedish Institute of Marine Research under the Department of 
Aquatic Research at the Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences; and in Denmark the 
establishment of DTU Aqua – National Institute of Aquatic Resources (formerly the Danish Institute 
of Fisheries Research) – as an institute at the Technical University of Denmark (DTU). 

The NFIs are the main employers of fisheries scientists engaged in advice production, and the NFIs 
pay the salaries and participation costs of most of the experts in most of the ICES expert groups 
(Wilson, 2009). Currently, about 1,600 scientific experts annually participate in the approximately 
150 expert groups constituted by ICES to address its science and advisory remits (ICES, 2013a). It is 
this strong and highly dependable commitment to ICES at the national level which makes ICES a 
unique organization in promoting science and delivering what is commonly referred to as the ‘best 
available scientific information and advice’ in support of policy. The NFIs in EU countries receive 
substantial additional funds via the European Commission, generated from CFP associated coffers 
such as the EMFF and DCF/DC-MAP, in order to conduct the surveys and monitoring, and provide 
the data for fish stock/fishery assessments, in support of the CFP. Coupled with this, the increasing 
complementarity and overlap between the aims of the CFP and the MSFD―reinforced by the 
current and anticipated arrays of fishery and fishery related environmental data from the CFP’s 
DCF/DC-MAP―acts as an incentive for forward looking NFIs to broaden their scientific personnel 

http://www.slu.se/en/departments/aquatic-resources/contact/institute-of-marine-research/
http://www.aqua.dtu.dk/english/About
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and advisory capacity to more extensively include other key components of ecosystems besides the 
natural sciences facets of fish and fisheries. 

Despite the commitment of the NFIs, it has become increasingly clear to ICES that the supply of 
expert resources is not infinite, and that there must be a match between these resources and the 
increasing requests for scientific advice―connected with current and emerging policy 
requirements34―being placed progressively on the ICES community (Connolly, 2013). In an 
analysis for 2010 to 2012 (Connolly, 2013), it was apparent regarding advice generation that: 

• A pool of about 1,000 to 1,200 experts (scientists) participated in ACOM expert groups (not 
including Review, Advice Drafting, ACOM, Secretariat and Preparatory Work), and these 
experts contributed between about 5,600 and 6,500 person days in attending physical meetings 
in expert groups contributing to ICES advice (Figure 3); 

 

Figure 3. Number of Advisory Committee (ACOM) and Science Committee (SCICOM) connected 
experts (blue) and days (red) at ICES meetings 2010-2012 (Source: Connolly, 2013). 

• There was a large difference in the extent to which different countries contributed to ICES 
advice in the form of number of experts participating in meetings and the number of days that 
they participated in meetings. Some countries (Denmark, Germany, Norway, Spain, Sweden 
and UK) provided substantially larger contributions than others (Figure 4). It should be noted 
that the USA and Canada contribute substantially more to ICES science rather than advice as 
they are only Contracting Parties to NASCO and not the other international regulatory 
commissions which ICES has as its clients. 

• For the Baltic Sea coastal countries, from 2010 to 2012, four countries (Denmark, Germany, 
Sweden and the Russian Federation) provided about twice (or more) as much advisory experts 
and advisory working days, than the other five countries (Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, 

                                                      
34 For example: Europe 2020 – EU Maritime Policy; Atlantic Strategy – Blue Growth – Marine Knowledge 
2020; Horizon 2020 – EMFF; Natura 2000 – Marine Spatial Planning; MSFD; MSY and landings obligation; 
Reform of the CFP – Regionalization; New DCF/DC-MAP); Ecosystem Approach to Management. 
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and Poland) (Figure 4, showing 2011 statistics). It should be noted that Denmark, Germany 
and Sweden also contribute to advice on the North Sea, and the Russian Federation also 
contributes to advice on the Barents Sea, due to having territorial interests also in these 
regions, so that the numbers of experts and days expended by these countries solely on Baltic 
Sea issues will be less than those seen in the figure. Nevertheless, it is evident that in a 
regionalization of the CFP, the expenditure of NFIs on the science and advisory capacities 
in the Baltic Sea region differs markedly between the larger and better funded NFIs with 
more staff and more diverse multidisciplinary capacity, on the one hand, as exemplified by 
DTU Aqua, and the smaller and less well funded NFIs with fewer staff and less diverse 
multidisciplinary capacity, on the other hand, as exemplified by the Latvian Fish Resources 
Institute. This discrepancy between countries in advisory commitments and 
multidisciplinary capacities, as well as the number of countries collaborating in a particular 
regional sea/sea area, should be taken into account in selecting an optimum resourcing 
model for developing a regionally based scientific advisory system. 

 
Figure 4. Participation by ICES member countries and others in ICES advisory (i.e. ACOM related) 
expert groups in 2011 (Source: Connolly, 2013). Light blue = expert group participation (experts); 
Dark blue = expert group participation (days). 

Up to the above-mentioned 2013 analysis, ICES ran its advisory system on a so-called ‘Hope model’ 
whereby ICES: a) considered what ‘we’ (the members) want/need to do to meet client/stakeholder 

http://www.aqua.dtu.dk/english
http://www.bior.gov.lv/en/top-menu/about-us/history/latvian-fish-resources-agency
http://www.bior.gov.lv/en/top-menu/about-us/history/latvian-fish-resources-agency
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needs, and on this basis establish Council Resolutions for work to be conducted; b) on this basis ICES 
advisory system established expert groups with appropriate ToRs; c) it was then ‘hoped’ that the 
necessary resources were made available by the ICES member countries (Connolly, 2013). 

In order to bring in the ‘Match model’, ICES has developed a Resource Planning Tool (RPT) for a 
trial period spanning from 2013 to 2014, before being run in 2014 and then refined and adapted. The 
tool is intended to transparently match the available skills (and skill sets missing in a gaps analysis) 
of the various national experts to the range of tasks in not only the advisory portfolio but also the 
science portfolio of ICES (i.e. the Strategic Plan and Science Plan). The advantage of the RPT 
(‘Match model’) approach is that it enables institute resource managers to prioritize and plan, 
according to proposed workplans, give an overview of resource use, provide the basis for prioritization 
by advice requesters, advice providers and expertise providers; give the possibility to engage beyond 
ICES (STECF, HELCOM, OSPAR, etc.) and beyond the EU (Connolly, 2013; Brusendorff, 2014). 
This ‘match model’, facilitated by use of a ‘resource coordination tool’, is being discussed further 
between ICES and the European Commission, as for the EU regional seas (i.e. Baltic Sea and other 
regional seas/sea areas) there is mismatch between requests for advice placed on the 
NFIs/ICES/STECF compared with available resources (SCAR-Fish 2013; Connolly, 2013). This 
particularly concerns ‘non recurrent’ (i.e. novel) requests for advice connected with the CFP and the 
MSFD. However, the duplication between ICES and STECF work―regarding fundamentally similar 
advisory requests concerning ‘recurrent’ stock assessments where STECF reviews (checks and 
balances) the advice provided by ICES―should be avoided, particularly as ICES has developed a 
robust internal and external review regarding its advice. 

Prevalence of natural and physical scientists and lack of economic and social scientists 

The composition of the national participants in the ICES expert groups primarily reflects the 
disciplines of the staff comprising the NFIs. These experts traditionally have been recruited from the 
natural and physical sciences spanning various aspects of fisheries biology and technology, and 
biological, physical and chemical oceanography. An important overall objective of scientific research 
and advice connected with developing and implementing the EAM is: a) differentiation between 
naturally and human induced pressures; b) discovering their interactions and combined effects; and c) 
understanding the related consequences (e.g. impacts, costs and benefits (CAB)) of changes in the 
ecosystem for human communities (Hopkins, et al., 2006; Hopkins, 2012). This scientific support is 
crucial for policy evaluation and implementation, including achieving effective and adaptive 
management, regulatory and mitigation/remedial measures that are needed to implement the EAM 
(Hopkins, 2012). Scientists are under systematic pressure to ‘inflate the natural science boundary’ by 
trying to expand the range of issues that can be resolved legitimately through the methods and 
investigations available to them (Swach et al., 2007). Both the CFP and the MSFD, as EAM-related 
policy drivers, require enhanced knowledge from integration across all scientific themes and areas, 
not least concerning the human social, economic and political sciences which hitherto have 
received sparse funding priority compared with the natural and physical sciences (Borg, 2005; 
Hopkins et al., 2006; Hopkins, 2012). This is despite, for example, the need for socio-economic 
impact assessments involving the CAB of degradation of the marine environment (MSFD) and CAB 
connected with diverse management strategies in fisheries (CFP) (Simmonds et al., 2011; Eftec, 
2013). Particularly, when considering the impact of changes in fisheries policies on employment and 
profitability, and not just the target stocks, it is important to conduct socio-economic analyses of the 
fishing sector based, for example on data collected from the DCF/DC-MAP. Furthermore, in analyzing 
the potential ecological (biological) and economic options and trade-offs in multispecies and mixed 
fisheries (involving multiple fish types/stocks, fleets/métiers and countries) it is essential to be able to 
integrate the involved scientific disciplines (Hoff et al., 2010; Voss et al., 2014).  
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Since the 1990s, ICES has made several attempts at integrating fishery economics into its activities, 
but economic assessments have not developed sufficiently within ICES to be included in the ICES 
advisory process (Holden, 1992; Rozwadowski, 2002; Lassen et al., 2013; Hoydal, 2014). This does 
not mean that ICES is not working to progress the matter scientifically as seen from the activities of 
the Study Group on Integration of Economics, Stock Assessment and Fisheries Management (ICES 
SGIMM, 2013), which has recently been elevated to working group status (i.e. WGIMM). There are 
various reasons for the difficulties in shaping the science to provide operational advice. These include 
the relative scarcity of fishery economists on the staff of the NFIs. Although significant numbers of 
fishery economists are employed in academia, they tend not to get funding for participation in ICES 
activities, although they may collaborate and publish with NFI scientists from the bio-ecological 
sciences (c.f. Hoff et al., 2010; Frost et al., 2013; Lassen et al., 2013; Voss et al., 2014; Quaas et al., 
2013), often in projects funded by the EU’s research framework programmes (e.g. FP7). Furthermore, 
as management objectives have not yet been explicitly determined for specific multispecies fisheries 
and mixed-fisheries in the EU regional seas/sea areas―partly because the socio-economic choice 
options are complex and variable according to the perspectives of the beholders (the particular fisher, 
country, environmental NGOs, etc., as noted, for example, by Voss et al., 2014)―ICES has tended to 
deal mainly with single stock-based fishery management parameters without technical interactions 
rather than mixed fisheries involving socio-economic parameters connected with multiple fish 
stocks/types, fleets and métiers. Although ICES has established a Working Group on Mixed Fisheries 
Advice (WGMIXEDFISH), and since 2012 ICES has provided scenarios for mixed fishery advice for 
the North Sea, the outcomes from WGMIXEDFISH do not include economic considerations (ICES 
ACOM, 2014f). 

Since its establishment in 1993, STECF has provided the primary advice-related ‘home’ for fishery 
economists and sociologists, rather than ICES, due to the European Commission’s obvious interest 
and support for nurturing these disciplines. Although ICES currently has several expert groups 
involved in economics, sociology and political sciences (e.g. WGIMM, WGMARS), it is clear from 
the previous paragraph that ICES primarily deals with the natural and physical sciences in both its 
science and advisory capacities. On the other hand, STECF almost uniquely (i.e. besides the 
disciplinary overlap it has developed with ICES in the natural and physical sciences) deals with the 
economic and social sciences. As mentioned above, many of these economist and social scientists are 
based in academia. 

In conclusion, regarding regionalization of scientific advice in the CFP with special respect to the 
Baltic Sea, ICES is well situated to provide advice based on the natural and physical sciences, not 
least using single species and multispecies approaches. However, regarding the economic and social 
sciences, other solutions must be found, not only at the Baltic Sea level but also at other regional 
levels as the challenge is not unique to the Baltic. At the national level, there are large 
discrepancies between the capacities of different coastal countries to provide expert resources, be 
these from the natural and physical sciences on the one hand, or the socio-economic sciences on 
the other hand. Customarily, more populous countries with greater GDP tend to be able to mobilize 
more expert resources, irrespective of the particular scientific disciplines involved. However, 
expertise in the socio-economic disciplines is generally lacking in the NFIs. Given the further 
emerging importance of the socio-economic disciplines in the new CFP, it would be prudent for the 
European Commission to take active steps to build up and sustain the critical mass in the economic 
and social sciences, which do not have a home currently in ICES but figure more prominently in 
relative terms in STECF. However, with the adoption in October 2014 of the first multiannual and 
multispecies management plan for the Baltic Sea (covering cod, herring and sprat) it is anticipated 
that the way may be opened for closer collaboration, if not integration, between the work of ICES 

http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/WGMIXFISH.aspx
http://www.ices.dk/community/Documents/Science%20EG%20ToRs/SSGRSP/2014/WGIMM%20Multi-annual%20ToRs%202013.pdf
http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/WGMARS.aspx
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and STECF. Given the pressures placed on both ICES and STECF to respond to increasing 
requirements for scientific advice, enhanced collaboration between ICES and STECF also justifies 
greater rationalization of their respective scientific roles in that cooperation. 

Changing advice perspectives: from limited choice to balancing multiple strategic options 

Traditionally, fisheries science and advice has focused mainly on single species management in which 
multispecies (i.e. biological) interactions and mixed fisheries (i.e. technical) interactions have not been 
especially manifest in either the assessment models or the resultant advice. In many ways, this suited 
the status quo, if not the reality of managing multispecies fisheries and mixed fisheries. Over the last 
decade or so, and especially with the adoption of the new CFP, entering into force on 1 January 
2014, the issue of multispecies management and mixed fisheries management was placed high on 
the agenda, including making operational the landings obligation, in which discarding is phased 
out and all commercial fish caught are counted against TACs/quotas. These developments 
necessitate a quantum leap from fairly simple, limited choices (e.g. single species advice) in 
determining fishing opportunities to more complex, multiple strategic options reflecting the 
multifaceted nature of fisheries. 

In the EU―with key policy drivers such as the Integrated Maritime Policy, the CFP and the 
MSFD―one sees reflected the EAM’s approach to sustainability involving the need to balance diverse 
human-sector uses of marine and coastal ecosystems (i.e. various goods and services), on the one 
hand, against conservation of the ecosystems, on the other hand. In this EAM paradigm, the sector 
activities which benefit from ecosystems, but also result in pressures which stress ecosystems, include 
fisheries, mariculture, oil and gas exploration and production, shipping, mineral and aggregate 
extraction, coastal engineering and land reclamation, power generation, and human settlements and 
coastal industries (Hopkins, 2012). These amount to multiple, cumulative and potentially conflicting 
uses of the sea area. Thus, scientific advice is increasingly expected to make evidence founded 
decisions using holistic, cross-sectoral marine spatial planning, as delivery tools of an ecosystem-
based management as identified by the Maritime Policy and the MSFD (Douvere, 2008). If one 
considers this for fisheries alone, taking just one sector, one realizes how complex this can be as 
multispecies/multistock and mixed fisheries management must address multiple options/choices and 
the likelihood for future diverse developmental paths for the fisheries-related ecosystem taking 
climate variability/change (visualized via the use of ‘what if’ scenarios and predictive models), and 
various preferences, options and possible trade-offs reflecting the assorted views of key 
stakeholders. These preferences mirror the various ‘priorities’ given to keeping particular 
species/stocks at higher or lower levels depending, for example, on one’s national fishing customs (in 
which there are likely to be diverse fleets/métiers, target species/stocks) and whether part of the 
potential harvest of forage fish should be reserved for top predators (seabirds, marine mammals). 
Accordingly, scientists, managers, and different stakeholders must engage in dialogue and 
exchange views, to a level one has not normally experienced previously, to gain consensus on how 
to ‘slice the cake’ of fishing opportunities fairly and equitably. Concurrent with this, people from all 
major stakeholder groups are calling for a more interactive system of producing a common 
knowledge base (c.f. Schwach et al., 2007). The Baltic Sea multispecies LTMP is relatively simple, 
with three main interacting commercial fish species, and mixed fisheries situations are not prevalent in 
the Baltic Sea region due to the limited diversity of marine fish species and limited technical (e.g. 
gear) interactions. However, the situation in the North Sea, for example, is complex due to the large 
number of commercial fish species, many of which have strong multispecies interactions, thereby 
making multispecies and mixed fisheries advice more demanding to provide and the associated 
LTMPs more difficult to agree on. 
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The situation becomes even more challenging when fishing operations must be mitigated so as not 
to detrimentally impact the achievement of GES according to the MSFD. Thus, fisheries must 
conform to CFP (e.g. MSY principles) and MSFD ‘good practice’ criteria. However, these are not 
necessarily conflicting. Although the MSFD places constraints on fisheries concerning key MSFD 
descriptors, such constraints also can be viewed as conserving the health of the ecosystem on which 
both fish and fisheries depend. Equally important, many fisheries face increasing spatial competition 
from other encroaching and potentially conflicting human sector activities (see list above). Thus, 
fisheries science and advice are increasingly expected to be able to expand their boundaries by 
holistically addressing cross-cutting (e.g. trans-sector) issues by being not only multidisciplinary but 
inter-disciplinary regarding integration. This requires new approaches to European research 
organization and funding, novel education and training, enhanced institutional collaboration, and 
more effective networking, outreach and knowledge dissemination to convey complex insights, to 
effectively build confidence and credibility among diverse stakeholder groups (EFARO, 2010). 

Balancing regional and trans-regional approaches in scientific advice 

Regionalized governance in the CFP has been promoted by both the fishing industry and 
environmental NGOs, and backed by supporting arguments from natural, social and political scientists 
(Sissenwine & Symes, 2007; Raakjær & Hegland, 2012; RACs, 2012; Symes , 2012). As of 1 January 
2014, with enactment of the new CFP, such regionalization is moving ahead determinedly both with 
regard to regionally mandated governance systems (e.g. BSAC, BALTFISH for the Baltic Sea region) 
and providing regional solutions to the challenges of fishery management. Regionalized governance 
in the CFP requires the provision of scientific advice that is fit for purpose at the appropriate 
regional scale. From the foregoing narrative of this report concerning the provision of scientific 
advice for the Baltic Sea, it is evident that the foundations for providing regionalized scientific 
advice concerning fish stocks, fisheries and ecosystems are strong, and even can be viewed, 
depending on the disciplinary focus or mix of disciplines, as ‘cutting edge’ in terms of state of the 
art. This is not to say that all the involved disciplines (e.g. bio-ecological/natural and physical, 
social and economic) are equally well-developed or functional, but these are generally reflective of 
their current development and application in wider ecosystem-based fisheries science. 

Regionalized scientific advice has been formally in place for fish stocks at least from 1973 regarding 
the IBSFC Convention and the EU (and its forerunners), and for pollution and environmental advice, 
including more latterly biodiversity issues, at least since the 1974 and 1992 HELCOM Conventions 
(and latterly in HELCOM’s role in regional coordination of implementation of the 2007 MSFD) in 
which the European Commission is a Contracting Party. In the case of regionalization of advice and 
governance regarding the CFP, one can make a very strong case that the Baltic Sea is at the very 
forefront and possibly ahead of other leading EU regional seas/sea areas such as the North Sea. 
This is partly due to the long history of scientific (both fundamental and applied) and political 
cooperation (surmounting even the ‘iron curtain’ situation) among countries and among 
international organizations in the Baltic Sea region (Went, 1972; Dybern & Fonselius, 2001; 
Rozwadowski, 2002). 

There is technically no major hindrance to establishing dedicated expert groups focusing on key 
issues connected with operationalizing science and advice for regionalization of the CFP in the 
Baltic Sea, at least when expertise is based on the bio-ecological/physical and natural sciences 
covered by ICES scientific portfolio. This has been shown to be achievable particularly in terms of the 
dedicated Baltic Sea expert groups established by ICES for fish stock/fisheries surveys/monitoring and 
assessments as well as integrated ecosystem assessments. However, as pointed out previously, there is 
a distinct lack of expertise from the social and economic sciences in these Baltic Sea expert groups, 
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and indeed other comparable ICES expert groups. But regionalization of science and advice must 
not occur in a parochial vacuum as regional best practices and lessons learned should be 
exchanged, and compared and contrasted with experiences from other regions. This is a process 
which ICES puts into practice as a standard procedure at the core of its activities among its wide 
spread of member countries from the western North Atlantic (e.g. USA, Canada) to the eastern North 
Atlantic (e.g. EU member states to Iceland and Norway outside the EU). It has been customary for all 
ICES expert groups, irrespective of the particular sea region in which they are operative, to be open 
to participants from all ICES member countries should these countries wish to appoint experts as 
members of these groups. This provides the opportunity for diverse and novel experiences and views 
to be critically examined and eventually widely integrated into the work of expert groups. This has 
provided the opportunity for ICES to call for greater participation of experts from across its 
diaspora in special situations, and bolster expert groups when participation has been otherwise 
lacking. In the case of the Baltic Sea, the necessary expert participants are generally available from the 
Baltic coastal countries in the case of fish stock/fisheries issues (subject to the earlier observation on 
the paucity of the social and economic sciences) which feed into the ICES advisory system. The 
ACOM review and drafting system spans all ICES member countries so that this provides a robust 
‘checks and balances’ system to ensure high standards in quality and comparability, which is 
especially desirable in the case of regionalization, particularly where certain sea regions may not be 
able to mobilize the desired personnel or other logistics. 

It is not uncommon that organizations to which ICES provides advice also establish their own 
scientific ad hoc expert groups for special purposes. This has occurred to varying degrees, for 
example, in the IBSFC, NASCO and NEAFC. Similarly, it is not uncommon for such experts to be 
synonymous with a sub-sample of the official ICES network of experts. However, unless the 
outcomes of these ad hoc groups are independently evaluated by ICES and/or STECF, depending 
on their disciplinary content, there is the chance that the products from such ad hoc groups may be 
weak or even inaccurate. Independent evaluation provides an objective quality imprimatur. Thus, 
seen from the perspective of ICES and STECF, the appointment of ad hoc groups, or even more 
permanent groups, by regional bodies such as for example BALTFISH and the Scheveningen Group, 
would necessitate that the reports of such groups (e.g. ‘Discards Atlas for North Sea Fisheries’ 
produced under the auspices of the Scheveningen Group) be independently evaluated prior to adoption 
as scientifically justifiable background by the European Commission. 

In conclusion, although the establishment of regionally dedicated scientific expert groups is in 
many ways desirable, there is a need to balance this approach with a system of trans-regional 
‘checks and balances’ to provide quality assurance and inter-regional transfers of best practices 
and lessons learned. 

Stakeholder scientific advisory needs, and strategic research needs―medium to long-term 

The regional advisory councils are advisory and not research bodies. But they clearly want to be 
informed by scientific advice concerning the stocks/fisheries in their geographic regions. 
Furthermore, the advisory councils have their particular views on the nature of the scientific advice 
that is necessary, as well as what types/themes of RTD are necessary to support the advice. 

Regarding the formulation of requests for scientific advice, the European Commission requires that 
formal proposals for requests for scientific advice are addressed to the Commission, which in turn 
filters and modifies these as it deems appropriate before such requests are directed by the 
Commission to ICES or STECF. However, the regional advisory councils find this process with the 
Commission frustrating. This dissatisfaction is evidenced, for example, from the annual meetings 
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between ICES and the regional advisory councils (ICES MIRAC, 2013), at which the Commission is 
also represented, and referred to by the Pelagic Regional Advisory Council (PELRAC, 2013), as it was 
then called, in the following citation: 

‘All specific requests to ICES are filtered and often changed by the Commission without consulting RACs, 
outcomes are not made available to RACs, need to find more direct way to communicate with ICES regarding 
specific requests.’ 

As noted from the 2013 ICES MIRAC report, there was agreement that involving the regional 
advisory councils in the discussion regarding drafting the requests for advice could help avoid 
misunderstanding on what is actually requested. In the ICES system, each stock/fishery assessment 
has an appointed ‘stock coordinator’ who acts as a focal point for interactions with stakeholder 
interests and queries. However, settling the above-noted frustrations concerning filtering/changing the 
requests to ICES is a matter for the regional advisory councils and the Commission to resolve. 

As advisory requests to ICES require that the appropriate costs connected with providing the advice 
are covered (normally by a ‘competent authority’ such as an ICES member country or international 
regulatory commission), there appears to be little likelihood that the Commission will relinquish its 
controlling role in the formulation of requests for advice as it controls the ‘purse strings’. Thus, the 
‘inputs and outputs’ regarding the requests for advice connected with the CFP and the resulting 
proposals to the Council and the Parliament, based on the advice received, remain under the sole 
control of the Commission. This situation applies equally well, and indeed more so, concerning the 
Commission’s relationship with the regional EU member states groups (‘mini-Councils’), such as 
BALTFISH, considering the informality of their empowerment as ‘delegated’ by the EU (i.e. 
Council) (see below). Given that ICES is an intergovernmental organization funded by and serving the 
needs of its member countries and associated international regulatory commissions (shareholders or 
primary stakeholders), ICES must tread carefully in being receptive to the views of ancillary 
stakeholders, such as the regional advisory councils, without forgetting that ‘he who pays the piper, 
calls the tune’. 

The right of the new high-level CFP related organizations, such as BALTFISH and the Scheveningen 
Group, to address advice requests directly to ICES is uncertain as yet. These organizations presumably 
may make a request to ICES via their member country channels (e.g. national fishery ministry), but 
there will be a cost recovery charge in the same way that requests from a member country, such as 
Norway, are charged by ICES. However, if the requests for advice can be channeled through the 
European Commission and approved by it, with the potential for filtering and modification, then there 
is a significant likelihood that the costs will be met by the Commission.  

The ICES Working Group on Maritime Systems (WGMARS) has examined, using inputs from 
stakeholders from the majority of the EU’s regional advisory councils including BSRAC (now 
BSAC), prioritized research themes for medium to long-term research relating to the CFP (ICES 
WGMARS, 2013). The immediately following paragraphs outline key elements in the 2013 
WGMARS report. 

While the EU regional advisory councils do not have a mandate to conduct research, research has a 
role to play in some areas of their advice, and thus participation in research can reflect, support and 
underpin the work programmes of the individual regional advisory councils. Under the new CFP 
(Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013), the role and function of the regional advisory councils includes, as 
specified in Article 53, the task ‘Contribute, in close cooperation with scientists, to the collection, 
supply and analysis of data necessary for the development of conservation measures.’ This aspect is 
especially relevant for collaboration of the regional advisory councils with scientists, and ICES as an 
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institution, as all of the current councils have emphasized the importance of good and reliable data. 
Additionally, in order to better engage with the providers of scientific advice (e.g. ICES and STECF), 
there is an interest from the regional advisory councils in establishing their own scientific experts and 
share these expertise among the various councils. Furthermore, there is motivation to strengthen 
regional advisory council direct-participation in research projects but this is dependent on earmarking 
funds for such participation as well as making available the human capacity (i.e. people and their 
expertise) to do so. Several EU projects, such as MYFISH, earmark funding for the regional advisory 
councils so that stakeholder views (including both the fishing industry and environmental NGOs) are 
integrated into the project and its outcomes. 

The 2013 ICES WGMARS meeting, based on the involvement and views of stakeholders from the 
regional advisory councils, looked specifically at the priorities for research where collaboration among 
scientists and stakeholders was considered to be needed. The following themes emerged as research 
priorities, regarding collaboration between scientists and stakeholders, relating to the CFP: 

• Discarding – scientific understanding and management actions: Research on survivability, 
selectivity, gear technology, the role of commercial and non-target species in the ecosystem, 
mapping fish distributions, and flexibility in quotas. 

• Trade-offs of MSY approach to management: Identifying the fishery and ecological (food-web 
effect) trade-offs associated with MSY strategy. 

• Developing Long-Term Management Plans: Mixed fisheries and multispecies advice and 
socio-economic impact studies to underpin decisions on management options. 

• Establishing effective ways of working: Linking fisheries governance involving the European 
Commission – member states – regional advisory councils – researchers by enabling structural 
changes such as opening all ICES expert groups to stakeholders. Develop capacity for 
effective interaction of stakeholders and use ways for flexible input/interaction, for example 
by funding through the EMFF and the EU’s Horizon 2020 research programme. Give 
credence where stakeholders’ advice has substantive weight. 

• Knowledge and data needs for an integrated understanding: Foster integrated research open 
to new approaches/methods for developing the knowledge required for evidence. Provide 
guidance on transparency and quality standards and for industry/joint data collection 
initiatives and co-produced knowledge (e.g. ‘Science information standards’ for New Zealand 
Fisheries). 

Besides the above-mentioned feedback into the ICES system, it is pertinent to note here that the GAP2 
(Connecting Science, Stakeholders and Policy) EU FP7 project arranged a dialogue meeting titled 
‘Putting science into regionalization: Participatory approaches in the new regionalized CFP’ 
(February 2014) involving a wide range of stakeholders from the fishing industry, environmental 
NGOs, science, fishery management and policy-makers. The main topics discussed concerned how 
relevant knowledge can be developed, accessed and deployed in regional context. The main outcomes 
have been noted in documents from the Fisheries Secretariat (FishSec, 2014b) and GAP2 (GAP2, 
2014)―the main conclusions of these documents may be combined as: 

• The necessity to create a more inclusive and transparent regional management of EU fish 
stocks/fisheries: 

http://www.fish.govt.nz/en-nz/Publications/Research+and+Science+Information+Standard.htm
http://www.fish.govt.nz/en-nz/Publications/Research+and+Science+Information+Standard.htm
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− Trust in scientific data needs to be improved. This should include measures which 
increase trust and communication between not only scientists and industry but also 
industry and the officials of EU member states. The possibility of engaging the industry 
and other stakeholders, in addition to scientists, in data collection and other research 
activities should be strengthened. This could occur in the form of Regional Technical 
Groups (RTGs) which are established by bodies such as BALTFISH and the 
Scheveningen Group. So far, the participation in RTGs has been restricted to scientists 
from the EU member states. Opening up such RTGs for inclusion from regional 
advisory groups and international scientific/advisory institutions should be considered 
in order to provide a wide mix of potential collaboration. Working with knowledge 
providers, such as ICES and STECF, to define data needs and to make use of available 
information and knowledge in a regional context can help such the RTGs to better meet 
their aims. 

− Problems with transparency and the need for inclusion of all stakeholders in the newly 
established fishery management bodies. These new regional management bodies such as 
BALTFISH and the Scheveningen Group are constituted, at their core, of high-level 
group meetings comprising Fishery Directors (senior ministerial officials/policy 
makers). However, the high-level group meetings are closed so that they resemble 
miniature ‘EU Fishery Councils’. More transparency and outreach (information flow 
and communication), inclusion and collaboration with the regional advisory councils 
(e.g. BSAC) and scientists are needed. The previous bullet point also contains issues 
relevant to this sub-heading. 

− Taking an ‘Adaptive and Learning-by-doing approach is required in tackling new and 
challenging issues such as the discard ban. Such demanding, novel challenges are 
multifaceted and require analytical and technical collaboration among all stakeholder 
groups including scientists from bio-ecological, technical, and socio-economic 
backgrounds. These challenges span issues such as de minimis and high survival rate 
exemptions for discarded fish, choke species issues, devising effective technical 
measures to avoid unwanted catches in the first place. It is notable that countries such as 
Norway, which have a discards ban, have spent about 20 years in refining it. 

− Communicating effectively and building trust for regional management. The 
requirement for effective communication of the knowledge used for regional decision-
making should be progressed by providing access to digestible forms of information 
needed to create awareness and shared understanding. Other ways to strengthen mutual 
trust among industry, EU member states and scientists are connected inter alia with the 
engagement of the industry in data collection and improved understanding of how data 
are used and analyzed.  

Presumably, these CFP research and knowledge priorities are being noted by ICES, STECF and the 
European Commission. 

The views of interview respondents 

Regarding the extent to which ICES is appropriately geared-up to provide regionalized scientific 
advice, particularly in a Baltic Sea context, the ICES respondents underlined that ICES had been 
delivering regionalized advice for fisheries for the Baltic for several decades (e.g. to IBSFC and 
thereafter) and this was evolving in an ecosystem-based context to the extent that it represented the 
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state of the art not only for that regional sea (as noted earlier in this section on ICES) but also for other 
regional seas for which ICES provides advice. These respondents pointed out that one of the foremost 
strengths of ICES lies in its many and diverse member countries and associate countries having a near 
global coverage, which in turn allows lessons learned and best practices to be exchanged between 
countries, regions and about ecosystems. As ICES provides scientific advice not only to international 
fishery regulatory commissions but also international environmental regulatory commissions, it gives 
the organization a good understanding of the challenges faced by these two regulatory areas and ways 
to potentially build bridges between them. Prior to disbanding of the IBSFC, the Baltic Sea had not 
only a regional environmental commission (HELCOM) but also a regional fishery commission, 
enabling a high-level dialogue to occur between HELCOM and IBSFC, with ICES providing scientific 
advice on the areas of mutual interest. The situation following IBSFC’s disbanding could be viewed as 
weakening the foundations for scientific advisory and management collaboration at the Baltic regional 
level. The emergence of BALTFISH may in due course help to rectify to some extent the loss of 
IBSFC in the region, depending on its mandate and possible evolution. However, the relatively 
disaggregated relationships and connections between the main Baltic EU fisheries actors (BALTFISH, 
BSAC, European Commission), combined with the ‘empowerment’ limitations placed on BALTFISH 
by the EU, contributed to a rather complex consultative array, formally and informally, with regard to 
scientific advice. 

There was unanimity among the ICES, STECF and the European Commission respondents that the 
expert group system, founded on the NFIs, which underpins the scientific advisory system, is 
increasingly overstretched in responding to advisory requests. The quantity of advisory requests 
should be matched to the expert resources available including the capacity to provide advice on 
specific issues. These respondents also agreed that greater rationalization of the roles of ICES and 
STECF is required so as to avoid wasteful duplication, etc. There was also concern should 
regionalization of the CFP lead to greater highlighting of potential national insufficiencies to mobilize 
experts in particular disciplines such as economics and the social sciences, due to a lack of such 
experts overall in fisheries science. Would regionalization of the CFP potentially end up with the 
coastal countries and the fishing industry paying for more of the costs (e.g. science and management) 
and the EU centrally covering fewer costs? 

On the issue of whether ICES would embark on expanding its current core competency from the bio-
ecologically founded disciplines into the economic and social disciplines, the views ranged from 
noting the lack of prevalence of the latter disciplines in the portfolios of the NFIs to the relative 
dominance of STECF in these disciplines compared with ICES. At the level of SCICOM the socio-
economic sciences are becoming increasingly interesting but at the level of ACOM these have not 
developed sufficiently for the purposes of delivering scientific advice for management. The bio-
ecological aim of fisheries has become increasingly clear, c.f. as outlined in the 2002 and 2013 CFP 
reforms and the 2007 MSFD. One may also consider that the economic aims of the CFP regarding 
having a profitable fishing industry as relatively clear, whereas the social aims of fisheries were 
relatively open to discussion. These considerations and the staffing profile of the NFIs, affected 
decisions regarding which issues ICES could most realistically focus its advice on. 

Regarding the respondents from STECF, those from the bio-ecological disciplines also had 
experiences of working at the core of the ICES advisory services and so had first-hand knowledge of 
the workings of ICES. These respondents had first-hand knowledge of how ICES was geared up for 
providing regionalized advice, On the other hand, the STECF respondents from the economic and 
social disciplines had relatively little first-hand knowledge of the workings of ICES, even though they 
had taken part in non-advisory ICES activities such as expert group and workshops (which 
nevertheless were viewed by ICES as influential and novel) not serving the ICES advisory function. 
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These respondents felt themselves relative outsiders to the ICES system, despite their obvious 
engagement in STECF in reviewing various important advisory outcomes from ICES (e.g. adding 
possible economic and social considerations) before being officially adopted by the European 
Commission. 

Regarding the respondents from BSAC, understandably they had relatively detailed knowledge about 
the workings of ICES. However, they acknowledged that ICES played an essential role in delivering 
outcomes of relevance to regionalization of fisheries management such as the Baltic Sea fish stock 
assessments and advice on fishing opportunities, developing the MSY approach and advising on single 
stock/species and multispecies management LTMPs. They emphasized that ICES had made substantial 
progress in collaboration with stakeholders in providing access to advice drafting and other ACOM 
meetings, opening up for other consultative and information providing activities such as benchmarking 
workshops, and making presentations, etc., on the ICES advice to BSAC. This progress in 
collaboration between ICES and the fishing industry had been so evident since the establishment of 
BSAC that one environmental NGO had concerns that ICES had perhaps progressed a bit too far in 
working closely with the industry. 

3.2.2.2 EU: JRC and STECF 

The Joint Research Centre (JRC) and the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee on Fisheries 
(STECF) are key EU institutions which play an important role in providing scientific information and 
advice connected with the CFP to the European Commission’s DG MARE. 

JRC 

The Joint Research Centre (JRC) is a Directorate-General of the European Commission under the 
responsibility of the Commissioner for Research, Innovation and Science. As the Commission’s in-
house science service, the JRC’s mission is ‘to provide EU policies with independent, evidence-based 
scientific and technical support throughout the whole policy cycle’. Working in close cooperation with 
the policy Directorates-General, the JRC addresses key societal challenges while stimulating 
innovation through developing new methods, tools and standards, and sharing its know-how with the 
member states, the scientific community and international partners. 

The JRC has worked to define approaches to achieve economically, environmentally and socially 
sustainable development. Priorities include sustainability in rural development, agriculture and 
fisheries, a holistic approach to natural resources management, environment and health, and climate 
change. 

The JRC complements the scientific advisory bodies' (STECF, ICES) work by supporting the 
coordination and management of STECF, including providing the Secretariat function for STECF, and 
the implementation of the data collection regulations (DCF/DC-MAP). It also conducts studies on 
fisheries management issues relevant to the implementation of the CFP. There is a close and positive 
relationship between the JRC and ICES due to several of the JRC’s senior staff having earlier held key 
positions in the ICES advisory services (expert groups and ACOM system). Obviously the relationship 
between JRC and STECF is close and positive due to their interdependent roles. 
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STECF 

Historical considerations about the creation of STCF and its replacement by STECF 

In considering the role and evolutionary remit of the STECF, it is pertinent to note the history of the 
establishment and remit of the STCF, which was STECF’s predecessor. These considerations include 
the central role of scientific advice based on the natural sciences (almost exclusively biological - 
ecological) emanating from ICES and STCF, and the eventual recognition by the European 
Commission and the Council that inclusion of ‘officially’ provided scientific advice on the socio-
economic aspects (i.e. the human element) of fisheries decision-making was essential and must be 
included in the advice provided for fisheries management. This recognition resulted in the 
replacement of STF by STECF, with the latter being given a very expansive remit covering not only 
the previously lacking socio-economic issues but also even wider-ranging biological and ecological 
issues than those covered by STCF. Besides this evolution from STCF to STECF being notionally 
logical, an additional motivation was the Commission’s desire, dating back to the 1983 creation of 
STCF, to have its own scientific advisory body (i.e. STCF, STECF) independent of ICES, i.e. under 
the Commission’s direct control and budget (Holden, 1994). The Commission’s scientific advisory 
body was set up inter alia to autonomously vet (i.e. scrutinize and comment on) the appropriateness 
the ICES advice (which the Commission paid for as a ‘client’), and with the creation of STECF the 
basis was established for providing socio-economic advice which ICES was either not prepared to 
provide or was not able to provide (Holden, 1994). Thus, in reality, the Commission (DG MARE, 
which currently uses the advice) does not formally receive ICES advice directly from ICES, as 
official advice must pass through STECF before the Commission takes it into account. 

STECF’s origins, remit and changing evolutionary focus 

STCF was established by the European Economic Community in 1983 under EEC Regulation No. 
170/83 (i.e. 1983 CFP) establishing a Community system for the conservation and management of 
fishery resources. The creation of STCF was needed to produce annual reports on the state of the fish 
stocks in Community waters (Holden, 1994). Thus, the ‘official source’ of scientific advice to the 
Commission was established as coming from STCF in the form of Article 2 of EEC Regulation No. 
170/83. Article 2 required the Commission to base its proposals for conservation regulations upon 
STCF advice, particularly in the form of the report of STCF, as without this scientific basis the 
Council refused to adopt such proposals (Holden, 1994). A turning point occurred in 1992 when this 
requirement was made more lenient in Council Regulation (EEC) No. 3760/92, which under Article 4 
provided that conservation measures ‘…shall be drawn up in the light of biological, socio-economic 
and technical analyses and in particular of the reports drawn up by the Committee provided for in 
Article 15.’ Article 15 provided for the establishment of STECF as replacement for STCF. Up to that 
time (prior to 1992), advice emanating from ICES and STCF was based on biological stock 
conservation considerations, primarily due to the Council not having fixed any formal objectives for 
the management of the fisheries (Holden, 1994). Although politically-related socio-economic 
considerations have always played a major role in decision-making (frequently at the cost of 
biologically-related advice on achieving conservation of sustainable fish stocks, at least prior to the 
establishment of agreed LTMPs and HCRs), EEC Regulation No. 3760/92 officially opened up for 
the Council, with the replacement of STCF by STECF, to take into account ‘appropriate social and 
economic conditions’ (Holden, 1994; Aps et al. 2007; Aps & Lassen, 2010). 

Holden (1994) explains that, as ICES had established a dominant role in providing fishery advice 
before STCF was created, there was no requirement for the latter to make its own stock assessments or 
for the Commission to provide STCF with the necessary resources. Furthermore, even if the 
Commission had attempted to set up a parallel organization to ICES there are reasons to believe that it 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31983R0170&from=en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31983R0170&from=en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:31992R3760&from=EN
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would have failed because it would have required a substantial budget and ICES member countries 
within the European Community/EU would have objected to unnecessary duplication of funding and 
commitments connected with the long-standing work of ICES, as well as the official location for 
assessment data being in the ICES databases (c.f. Holden, 1994). Despite major pressure put on ICES 
by the Commission in 1983 in order to gain access to ICES stock assessment databases (as described 
by Rozwadowski, 2002: 204-205), ICES maintained its control over the assessment databases. In 
consequence, Holden (1994) viewed STCF as playing a very limited role in providing advice, not least 
because it did not have the necessary databases and computing facilities to make stock assessments. 

STECF was first created by the European Community in 1993 by Commission Decision 93/619/EC, 
renewed in 2005 by Commission Decision 2005/629/EC, amended under the EU by Commission 
Decision 2010/74/EU and Commission Decision 2012/C 72/06. STECF is tasked with providing input 
from scientific experts to help the European Commission implement the CFP. The Commission shall 
consult STECF on ‘matters pertaining to the conservation and management of living aquatic 
resources, including biological, economic, environmental, social and technical considerations’. As 
evident from this, the coverage of STECF’s work potentially may be very wide. In reality the STECF 
work focus tends generically to be broadly categorized as noted below. In more gross classifications, 
the interviewed respondents (who currently or have recently been members of STECF) have divided 
up the STECF workload of comprising about 75-80% traditional fisheries sciences (i.e. natural and 
physical sciences), with the remaining 20-25% of the workload hinging on economics and social 
sciences. Of the total workload, the interview respondents estimated that only about 5% of the 
workload currently depends on the social sciences. 

The members of STECF, numbering between 30 and 35 persons (with approximately similar reserve 
members), are appointed by the Commission from prominent national scientific experts having 
competence in the fields of marine biology and ecology, fisheries science and the economic, statistical 
and research issues associated with fisheries. As STECF is the Commission’s own advisory body, its 
composition is determined almost exclusively by DG MARE, although the views of STECF’s Chair 
and other influential persons in the committee are taken into account regarding specific needs for 
expertise. Appointments arise from a list of suitable candidates compiled after the publication of an 
open call for applications by the Commission. The members are appointed for three years, renewable 
on a rolling basis. Members of STECF, invited experts, and JRC experts are obliged to act 
independently of member states or stakeholders. Thus, the STECF system is different from the system 
used by ICES whereby ACOM members are nominated nationally and appointed by the Council (i.e. 
they have national legitimacy but act on behalf of the Council, i.e. ICES), and in the case of the 
advisory expert groups the membership is both nominated and appointed nationally. STECF members 
and experts declare at each meeting of the STECF and of its expert working groups any specific 
interest which might be considered prejudicial to their independence in relation to specific items on 
the agenda. 

STECF can create its own working parties (i.e. expert working groups, EWGs) on specific issues, 
subject to approval by Commission services (i.e. DG MARE). The EWGs consist of external experts 
and at least two STECF members. The meetings of STECF itself (i.e. Plenary Meetings) and its 
working parties may be attended by Commission representatives and external experts. These meetings 
are convened and approved by the Commission, who may invite experts who are not members of 
STECF to participate in STECF meetings and its working groups. As opposed to ICES working groups 
where the majority are standing groups with essentially static ‘membership’, the STECF’s EWGs tend 
to be more fluid (except for their Chairs) in their attendance as invitations to attend are sent out to 
potential participants for each meeting and the persons actually attending tend to vary from time to 
time. STECF and its working groups are limited to holding a maximum of 25 meetings each year. The 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:31993D0619:EN:NOT
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2005:225:0018:0022:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:037:0052:0054:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:037:0052:0054:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2012:072:0026:0026:EN:PDF
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majority of these meetings tend to handle standard, more-or-less recurrent matters as required by the 
Commission, while only 20% or so of these meetings provide opportunities for STECF to address 
‘strategic’ (i.e. novel, RTD) matters as prioritized by STECF itself. As noted below, this limitation on 
opportunities to address strategic matters constrains the ability of STECF to ‘look ahead’. 

The Commission consults STECF at regular intervals, or whenever necessary, and takes account of the 
STECF’s opinion when making proposals on resource conservation and fisheries management. STECF 
can also deliver opinions on such matters to the Commission on its own initiative. Since 2005, JRC 
has functioned as STECF’s secretariat. 

STECF is required to draw up an annual report on: a) the situation as regards fishery resources 
(e.g. status and trends of the stocks) relevant to the EU; b) the economic implications of the status 
of those fishery resources; c) the developments in fishing activities, with reference to biological, 
ecological, technical and economic factors; and d) other economic factors affecting fisheries. 
Additionally, STECF produces an annual progress report on the work done to coordinate scientific, 
technical and economic research in the fisheries and aquaculture sector. 

The reporting issues addressed by STECF’s work, according to its website, are sorted into the 
following basic categories: 

1) Plenary Meeting reports (provide an overview of the issues addressed in the Plenary 
Meetings. Plenary reports contain STECF’s evaluations of its expert working group reports 
and advice/responses such as information/advice provided by ICES to the Commission). 

2) The CFP’s Data Collection Framework (DCF/DC-MAP including coverage of biological, 
environmental, technical, social and economic data. state of exploited stocks. For supporting 
assessments of state of exploited stocks, level of fishing and impact on marine ecosystems, 
social and economic performance of fisheries, aquaculture and processing sectors); 

3) Economic analysis (annual economic reports on the profitability of EU fleets, the fish 
processing sector, aquaculture); 

4) Evaluation of effort regimes (for example in the context of TAC and quota regulations, fishing 
regions such as the Celtic Sea, Baltic Sea and Deep-Sea); 

5) Management plans, impacts and evaluations (multiannual management plan and HCR 
evaluations, impact assessments, etc.); 

6) Mediterranean and Black Sea stock assessments (STECF conducts the assessments for these 
areas in the absence of ICES assessments in these areas); 

7) Review of scientific advice for stocks (STECF provides reviews of the stock 
assessments/fisheries and management advice input from the ICES advisory system. This 
stock advice covers all the stocks in the regional seas of the EU (with the exception of the 
Mediterranean and Black Sea) such as the Baltic Sea, and Deep-Sea and 
transboundary/migratory stocks); 

8) Balancing capacity and fishing opportunities (STECF reviews of national reports on member 
state efforts to achieve balance between fleet capacity/fishing effort and fishing opportunities); 
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9) Environmental impacts (to a large extent building on input from the ICES advisory system, 
covering the impacts of fishing activities, for example bycatch of non-target species such as 
seals, cetaceans, seabirds, TEP species and habitats, etc.); 

10) Discards (a major focus of the new revised CFP: discards ban including measures to mitigate 
discarding, the new landing obligation and catch accountability, etc.); 

11) Technical measures (e.g. gear/net selectivity); 

12) Strategic Issues (e.g. how to implement the ecosystem approach to fisheries, MSFD issues and 
indicators relevant to impacts on/by fisheries); 

13) Other (issues which do not fit easily into the other categories); 

14) Historical reports (before 2005) (amasses historical reports collected before 2005 by using 
scanning procedures, sorted into the same categories as above). 

As remarked earlier, one of the major roles of STECF is to vet/quality control the ICES advice, and 
because of its importance and technical nature a very substantial amount of the time and work of 
STECF is usually devoted to this (see also Wilson, 2009). This is not only for the sake of quality 
assurance, etc., but because the ICES advice based on stock assessments forms the foundation for 
STECF to add socio-economic information and assess impacts arising from changing stock status and 
trends. As exemplified by the review of the scientific advice for 2015 concerning stocks in the Baltic 
Sea, STECF is requested to highlight any inconsistencies between the assessment results and the 
advice delivered by the scientific advisory committees of ICES (STECF, 2014b). It is notable that for 
the stocks/stock units35 examined by STECF for the Baltic Sea (STECF, 2014b), where the 
assessments and advice emanate from ICES, it is normally noted that ‘STECF agrees with the ICES 
advice’ and there are rarely comments of substance or errors noted. The same observation also 
generally applies to STECF reviews of the other regional stock assessments and advice conducted by 
ICES, as noted by the interviews respondents who are current or former STECF members. 

To perform stock assessment review tasks, STECF depends, to a large extent, on a joint ‘pool’ with 
ICES of fishery scientists from NFIs, many of whom are actively involved in the ICES advisory 
process including ICES expert working groups. The advantage of this is that these persons represent 
the best expert practitioners in their field, while balancing this against the disadvantage that the 
number of persons in the ‘pool’ is limited (i.e. experienced fish stock assessment practitioners are 
rather scarce and thus sought after) and so are overworked both in the ICES and the STECF systems 
(Wilson, 2009; Connolly, 2013). Although STECF-related personnel have to make declarations on 
their involvement with matters on meeting agendas, an additional disadvantage of this ‘pool’ sharing 
is that the independence and legitimacy of the vetting/quality control may be questioned by some 
stakeholders. However, as ICES is formally fully independent of the Commission and as ICES has 
vastly improved its quality assurance and independent vetting procedures in recent years (see section 
on ICES), independence and legitimacy are of less concern than the duplication of work being carried 
out in ICES and STECF.  

                                                      
35 Cod in subdivisions 22-24; Cod in subdivisions 25-32; Herring in ICES division IIIa & subdivisions 22-24; 
Herring in subdivisions 25-29 (excluding Gulf of Riga) & 32; Herring in the Gulf of Riga; Herring in 
subdivision 30 (Bothnian Sea); Herring in subdivision 31 (Bothnian Bay); Sprat in subdivisions 22-32; Flounder; 
Plaice in subdivisions 22-32; Dab; Turbot in subdivisions 22-32; Brill in subdivisions 22-32; Salmon in 
subdivisions 22-31 (Main basin & Gulf of Riga); Salmon in subdivision 32 (Gulf of Finland); Sea trout. 



Regionalization of the CFP regarding scientific advice and decision-making ― Baltic Sea paradigm 

110 

Integrating socio-economics and stock conservation: novel expertise and data challenges 

Besides the continuing bio-ecological core for STECF’s work which is built on stock conservation, 
the economic thrust of the committee has progressed substantially over the last decade, and 
particularly over the last few years. This reflects the increasing awareness of the need to integrate 
the human dimension into fisheries research, advice and management. However, progress in 
meeting this challenge is constrained by human resources (i.e. expertise), constraints determined by 
lack of meeting time to spend on novel, interdisciplinary science, as well as data availability and 
quality issues particularly in the socio-economics field. A significant part of STECF’s work is 
connected with overseeing repetitive ‘statistical’ tasks such as the annual submission of data by coastal 
member states related to DCF and DC-MAP, etc. According to interview respondents who are or 
have recently been STECF members, there is a positive and willing collaboration between scientific 
disciplines (bio-ecological, economic, and social), but meeting opportunities to progress such 
integrative work are limited. 

Socio-economic impact assessments of policy/management actions are playing an increasingly 
important role in progressing the work of STECF, especially related to examining ‘what if’ 
scenarios or options and trade-offs connected with the establishment of single species LTMPs and 
eventually extending these into multispecies LTMPs, implementing the discards ban and associated 
issues, evaluating temporal and spatial closures for fishing, etc. Furthermore, developing models 
for mapping and assessing spatially disaggregated multispecies-multifleet bio-economics, including 
assessing fleet/sector profitability also form a key part of STECF’s effort. The above-mentioned 
aspects of STECF’s work hinge much more on economics than on social science, reflecting the 
availability economic expertise and economic data compared with social science expertise and 
associated data. 

The work of STECF faces several major constraints related to the availability and work load falling 
on diverse groups of scientists, and the availability and quality of the data they need to do their 
work. If one splits the STECF members and expert personnel supporting the committee into groups, it 
is notable that bio-ecologists are by far the most numerous, followed by substantially fewer 
economists and even fewer social scientists. This general ranking also applies for the most part to the 
availability and robustness of the databases available for conducting the science by these groups. The 
NFIs provide by far the greatest recruitment area for bio-ecologists but these generally are overworked 
by supporting the work of both ICES and STECF, while also carrying out their commitments to their 
home institutes. The NFIs have relatively few economists and even fewer social scientists for 
STECF to recruit from. Furthermore, although economists and social scientists working with 
relevant experience can be found in academia, they are rare and generally lack sufficient 
incentives, funding and support by their peers to attract them to participate in the work of STECF, 
or for that matter ICES. 

Currently, as evidenced by inspection of the reports of STECF and its expert groups, it is clear that the 
regionalized CFP-related aspects are not yet particularly prevalent. To a large degree the exceptions 
are pump-primed by the regional aspects of the stock assessments arising from ICES for the regional 
areas which it covers, and the Mediterranean and Black Sea assessments directly under STECF itself. 
Of these regional areas, the data coverage and assessments for the Baltic Sea stocks, and related 
fisheries, are among the best as outlined in the section under ICES. The DCF/DC-MAP efforts 
including fleet economics―that are necessary to add in the human and environmental dimensions 
of fisheries and which hinge on submissions by member states―are the focus of continuing 
criticism by STECF on the grounds that these submissions are too often of poor quality and 
dependability, being not accurate, patchy and delayed (STECF, 2014c). Furthermore, these data must 
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be cohesively brought together on a regional basis in the context of the CFP. Because the work of 
both STECF and ICES depends on the availability and quality of such regionalized data, it is 
anticipated that the regional advisory councils (e.g. BSAC) will play an important role in supporting 
regionalized data initiatives. 

Potential ‘capacity’ implications of regionalization regarding RTD and advice 

There are some concerns that CFP regionalization may contribute to the RTD and advisory capacity of 
the various regions being more discriminated against in the future than today in terms of human and 
associated resources. As reflected in the section on ICES, it is notable that various countries (generally 
relatively more populous/rich ones with larger and more scientifically developed/diversified NFIs) 
traditionally carry a higher burden of contributing to the numbers of experts and the number of 
meeting days. Thus, for a particular region the ability to contribute to science and advice is a 
combination of the number of countries in the specific region and their individual abilities to 
deliver the necessary ‘goods and services’. If expert working groups supplying the ICES and 
STECF advisory systems become organized primarily according to regions, this may have 
consequences for some regions. This needs to be taken into account and appropriate support 
actions provided for relatively disadvantaged regions and/or member states. 

Collaboration and integration between STECF and ICES 

There have been some tensions between ICES and STCF/STECF as outlined elsewhere in this report 
and noted by Wilson (2009). These are partly reflected in substantial duplication and/or overlap of 
some of their operational areas, use of a common resource of experts from the bio-ecological sciences 
who are increasingly overworked, and some deficiencies in information exchange, etc. However, 
STECF and ICES periodically hold joint meetings, for example on management plan evaluation 
methodologies, and evaluation of cod multi-annual management plans. 

Regarding ICES advice, as noted earlier, this must pass officially through STECF before being 
considered by DG MARE. There is, however, no official reciprocal passing of STECF reports to 
ICES for information purposes. Although STECF and ICES ACOM are separate entities, this 
deficiency of reciprocity regarding official channels for exchanging reports, as well as the overlap and 
duplication in their work (excepting mainly economic and social considerations) causes frustrations, 
not only in ICES but also in the pressured scientific community which serves both STECF and ICES 
(c.f. Wilson, 2009). Given the increasing demands made on STECF and ICES scientists regarding 
the provision of increasingly wide reaching and novel advice which are expected to be delivered in 
progressively timely time frames, there are obvious grounds for serious discussions between ICES 
and DG MARE to finds ways to streamline and increase the efficiency of the advisory process. As 
noted elsewhere in this report, regionalization of the CFP may place even greater demands on the 
scientific advisory system. 

The views of interview respondents 

Among respondents from the bio-ecological, economic and social sciences who currently are, or have 
recently been, members of STECF, there was general consensus that: 

• Ways must be found to spend less time/effort on vetting the ICES advice (i.e. less duplication 
and overlap) concerning stocks/fishing opportunities and relatively more time/effort on 
STECF vetting the core elements of the ‘new’ CFP. This includes more meaningful 
integration between the bio-ecological, economic and social sciences. It would be highly 
beneficial for the relative roles of ICES and STECF to be carefully examined and determined 
so that their roles are properly rationalized, i.e. collaborating and complementary. This also 
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needs to be seen in the context the currently stretched human resources and correspondingly 
over-stretched work-loads. Several of the more longstanding members of STECF interviewed 
firmly believed that moves were in progress (which must be sanctioned by the Commission) to 
avoid excessive time/effort being spent by STECF on unnecessary vetting of the ICES advice. 
In future the Commission will ‘consult the appropriate body’, not necessarily STECF. 

• In STECF there is a weakness in that many people see economics as the be all and end all of 
‘socio-economics’, i.e. reflecting the small proportion of social scientists involved in the 
socio-economics work. Also, the (as yet) insufficiently developed elaboration of ‘social 
indicators’ in the DCF/DC-MAP limits the contributions of social scientists to the work of 
STECF. Social scientists feel more at home in the STECF plenary meetings, which are more 
open to and understanding of social scientists, than in expert working group meetings where 
some of the more ‘conservative’ fisheries science participants are not sympathetic to the value 
of social science. 

• Good data quality and quantity is essential for furthering the work of STECF in the fields of 
economics and social science, areas which are not covered by ICES in its advisory function. 
The better and more expansive the data, the greater the potential for developing collaboration 
and integration between the various scientific disciplines. Understandably, a lot of time/effort 
is devoted reviewing documents or responding to issues put on the agenda by the 
Commission, as well as to overseeing data issues. Insufficient time is available to forward 
facing, strategic issues. However, much has already been achieved in a short time in 
multidisciplinary approaches to discards issues, LTMPs, impact and management strategy 
assessments, and multispecies–multifleet models (e.g. using FISHRENT – a bioeconomic 
simulation and optimization model for fisheries). 

• STECF has been established to serve the Commission. However, regionalization of the CFP 
will entail that greater emphasis is placed on the increasing role of institutions such as BSAC 
and BALTFISH which clearly are anchored in the member states of a particular sea region. 
This can be expected to increase the formal and informal connections between STECF and 
these regional member state connected institutions. Such connections with BSAC and 
BALTFISH at the formal level currently are not well developed, not least because STECF 
tends not to make formalized presentations to these institutions or respond ‘live’ to queries, 
etc., nor do these institutions have official observer status at STECF meetings (ICES ACOM 
has progressed further in this direction than STECF). Thus, CFP regionalization is likely to 
break down the more traditional forms of organization which have existed so far. Because of 
the substantial focus on fishing fleets and DCF/DC-MAP, which are obviously heavily 
regionally focused, they and the increasing influence of institutions such as BSAC and 
BALTFISH will obviously shape the STECF work related to regionalization. It is expected 
that emphasis on fishing ‘community profiles’, as an important vehicle related to socio-
economics, will play a major role in widening our understanding of regionalization. 

3.2.2.3 HELCOM 

Origin, remit and organization 

These aspects have been described regarding HELCOM under section 3.2.1.3. 

  

https://www.wageningenur.nl/upload_mm/2/9/b/691d173d-db00-4f4a-b9b3-5d6edd01f0b4_2011-024.pdf
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HELCOM as a recipient of scientific information and advice and efficacy issues 

As noted under section 3.2.1.3, HELCOM as a regional sea environment commission receives 
scientific advice from its own science-based committee structure and expert groups, which in turn 
are underpinned by its national network of national environmental institutes (NEIs) in HELCOM 
member states. These institutes represent the counterpart of the NFIs connected with ICES and 
STECF. As also noted under section 3.2.1.3 under HELCOM and section 3.2.2.1 under ICES, 
HELCOM also depends on information and advice from ICES (mainly regarding commercial fish, 
fisheries and their ecosystem interactions) as well as ICES carrying out database management and 
handling services for the HELCOM monitoring programme. These just mentioned sections provide a 
substantial amount of information on the specific nature and substance of the advice provided so this 
will not be reiterated in detail here. 

The key aspect to emphasize regarding interactions between the CFP and the MSFD is that it is 
anticipated that the CFP (i.e. the EU’s fisheries policy) will deliver the solutions necessary to 
mitigate the impacts of fisheries on the marine environment/ecosystems. Thus, in the Baltic Sea, 
ICES together with the European Commission (DG MARE), in cooperation with BALTFISH and 
BSAC, are collaborating to ensure that fisheries advice and management are in accord with the 
CFP’s principles and thereby contribute to fulfilling the regional goals, and related indicators, for 
achieving GES. For fisheries, GES is connected primarily with Descriptors 1 (Biological diversity, 
species and habitats maintained), 2 (Populations of commercially exploited fish and shellfish, within 
safe biological limits - healthy stocks), 4 (Elements of marine food webs, all elements at normal 
abundance and diversity), and 6 (Sea floor integrity, species, habitats and structures and functions are 
not adversely affected). Regarding fisheries pressures on these four GES descriptors, ICES is the 
primary competent scientific adviser in its convention area, including the Baltic Sea. 

Achieving the MSY associated goals of Descriptor 2 will largely contribute towards meeting the 
GES related goals of the three other descriptors. For example, regulating fishing capacity/effort so 
that F≤FMSY will promote sustainable fish stocks (B≥BMSY) having appropriate size and age 
distributions. Furthermore, restraining fishing effort to MSY compliant levels, and conducting 
environmental impact assessments prior to potentially opening up for fishing in previously non-
fished areas, will constrain the ecosystem impacts of fishing on non-target species and seafloor 
habitats. These measures may be supplemented by scientific advice on the strategic design and use 
of closed or limited access areas (e.g. MPAs) for fishing, and the development of ‘environmentally 
friendly’ fishing gear/selectivity, to safeguard spawning and juvenile fish, as well as threatened, 
endangered and protected species, and their habitats. 

The ICES Working Group on the Ecosystem Effects of Fishing Activities (WGECO) contributes to 
advice on diverse aspects of fisheries – ecosystem interactions including the development of DCF 
indicators of fishing pressures/impacts, and the ICES Working Group on Spatial Fisheries Data 
(WGSFD) is currently producing maps of the intensity of different types of towed fishing gear on the 
seabed in the HELCOM and OSPAR areas. WGSFD is also contributing to the establishment of a 
fishing effort database at ICES. 

Given the capability of the ICES related network―involving the NFIs/expert groups and the 
associated spatial and temporal coverage of surveys, monitoring and assessments, underpinned by data 
collection and analyses connected with the DCF/DC-MAP indicators of fisheries sustainability (i.e., 
bio-ecological, economic and social components)―the CFP can lead the way in showing how marine 
sectors can actively contribute to achieving GES in the MSFD. 

http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/WGECO.aspx
http://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/WGSFD.aspx
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As pointed out earlier in this report, HELCOM has been reluctant to officially contract fisheries-
related advice from ICES, as seen from the dwindling requests for advice to ICES over the last decade 
or so. This may partly be connected with an aversion to meeting the cost implications of ICES 
providing the scientific advice. However, because of sensitivities related to the CFP’s ‘competence’ 
issues, DG MARE periodically reminds HELCOM that information and advice concerning 
commercial fish and fisheries, including their ecosystem interactions, must be channeled through ICES 
for quality assurance/vetting purposes, and that the HELCOM must cover the costs of the advice. 

As both the NFIs supporting ICES and the NEIs supporting HELCOM are increasingly being 
overstretched to provide the full range of science and advice required to deliver the ecosystem 
approach to management, be it for the CFP or for the MSFD, there is a strong case to be made for 
enhancing the cross-sectoral collaboration and for rationalizing the work and resources of the 
NFIs and their environmental equivalents. 

3.2.2.4 BONUS – ‘Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science’ 

Origin, remit and organization 

The mission of BONUS (Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science) is to fund and 
implement a joint Baltic Sea regional research programme, thereby establishing durable 
cooperation of the member states’ research policies and their scientific communities in order to 
support the sustainable development of the Baltic Sea region (Hopkins et al., 2006). The goal of 
BONUS is to create a cooperative, interdisciplinary, well-integrated and focused transnational 
research programme in support of the Baltic Sea region’s sustainable development, by providing 
scientific outputs that facilitate the implementation of ecosystem-based management of the Baltic 
Sea environmental issues. It will enhance our understanding and predictive capacity about the 
Baltic Sea ecosystem’s response to impending changes caused by both naturally and human 
induced pressures and about linkages between environmental problems and the social and 
economic dynamics in responding to them. In turn, it will form the basis for prudent management 
aimed at safeguarding the sustainable use of the ecosystem’s goods and services (Hopkins et al., 
2006; Kononen et al., 2014). 

The history of BONUS dates back to 2003, first as a loose cooperation between several Baltic Sea 
research programmes, before transformation to an ERA-NET programme (2004-2008, examining the 
pre-conditions for collaboration in a joint programme and establishing a science plan), an ERA-NET 
Plus programme (2007-2012, preparing a joint call and managing the funded projects to test BONUS 
Secretariat and the collaboration mechanisms of national funding agencies), and afterwards moving 
into the strategic phase (2010-2012, Strategic Research Agenda developing a framework for calls) and 
the Article 185 (formerly Article 169) funded implementation phase (2012-2017, collaborative 
programme: joint calls, integration of research policies, infrastructures, training programmes, end-user 
focused dissemination) (Kononen et al., 2014). 

A crucial positive turning point for BONUS occurred on 22 September 2010 when, after much 
preparation as well as prudent information dissemination and diligent scrutiny by the European 
Commission, the European Parliament and the Council agreed in the form of Decision No 
862/2010/EU (EU, 2010) ‘on the participation of the Union in a Joint Baltic Sea Research and 
Development Programme (BONUS) undertaken by several member states’ whereby BONUS 
became the first marine science programme in the EU to gain access to the much sought after and 
highly privileged Article 169 funding. According to the European Commission’s press release on 29 
September 2010, the adoption of the Joint Baltic Sea Research Programme ('BONUS-169') would 

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-09-1648_en.htm?locale=en
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-09-1648_en.htm?locale=en
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result in the Commission contributing € 50 million of the € 100 million programme (i.e. matching the 
research funding commitments of the eight involved EU Baltic Sea member states (Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden). 

At the time of the first BONUS activities, there was no large-scale cooperation at the transnational 
scale between the Baltic Sea research funding organizations, only two- or three-lateral cooperation 
activities between different countries (Kononen et al., 2014). The ERA-NET instrument of the EU´s 
6th Framework Programme was considered as an appropriate tool to develop and broaden the Baltic 
Sea research funding cooperation. In 2005, BONUS ERA-NET was invited to Article-169 (currently 
Article 185) negotiations along with some other initiatives. In 2006, the European Commission 
decided that BONUS would proceed to Article-169 phase in 2008/2009. For this purpose, BONUS 
developed a joint BONUS-169 Science Plan and Implementation Strategy (SPIS) (Hopkins et al., 
2006). The plan identified seven broad research themes, which served as the basis of the so-called 
BONUS+ Call for submission of project proposals for funding: 1) Linking science and policy; 2) 
Understanding climate change and geophysical forcing; 3) Combating eutrophication; 4) Achieving 
sustainable fisheries; 5) Protecting biodiversity; 6) Preventing pollution; and 7) Integrating ecosystem 
and society. In connection with establishing the SPIS, and since then in advancing a strategic agenda, 
BONUS has placed great emphasis on wider stakeholder consultation regarding views on research 
needs, and scientific support for policy aspects (Hopkins et al., 2008; Andrusaitis et al., 2014). 

With adoption of the SPIS, which was connected with the establishment of a ‘common pot’ for the 
funding contributions from the eight Baltic Sea member states of the European Community (now 
EU) and the European Commission, the Baltic Sea region had for the first time a comprehensive 
environmental action plan that was explicitly based on the ecosystem approach (Hopkins et al., 
2006; Kononen et al., 2014). The joint BONUS-169 Baltic Sea Science Plan was, thereby, the first 
transnational science plan for a regional sea in the world which was underpinned by a 
comprehensive collaboration involving all the coastal states36 at both the science and funding levels. 
In order for Article-169 to be implemented concerning BONUS, a dedicated legal structure was 
demanded. BONUS Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science EEIG, BONUS EEIG in short, 
was established for this purpose in the spring 2007. Thus, BONUS aimed at soliciting transnational 
and interdisciplinary science serving to solve the regions environmental issues. 

With the formulation of the BONUS+ Call priorities (the call was opened in September 2007 and 
closed in April 2007), within the framework of the BONUS-169 Science Plan, BONUS sent a clear 
message to the research community about focusing on interdisciplinary projects, and in particular, 
projects that integrate the societal research addressed in the themes 1) and 7) with natural research 
themes being featured predominantly in the other five themes. The adoption of the BSAP by 
HELCOM in 2007, concurrent with the production of the 2006 BONUS SPIS aiming to contribute 
to resolving many of the Baltic Sea’s key environmental problems, resulted in many outcomes from 
BONUS being of significant importance to HELCOM regarding scientific support for policy 
(Kononen et al., 2014). 

Since finishing the BONUS+ programme, BONUS launched the next Baltic Sea research and 
innovation call in late 2012 to fund further transnational and interdisciplinary projects. Acting as 
backbone for that call is the novel ‘strategic research agenda’ that has been created in close 
consultation with HELCOM and builds on the experience of the BONUS+ call (Kononen et al., 2014). 
With it, the successive BONUS calls have become more focused. This is because the thematic 
coverage of the BONUS+ call was very broad, and the actual selection of the projects to be funded 
                                                      
36 The Russian Federation also participates in BONUS through bilateral agreements. 
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prioritized scientific excellence and relevancy to particular themes without predefined earmarking for 
any particular theme. The risk in such a situation is that the selection can be thematically biased in 
favor of the disciplines and themes which customarily have been most well developed, have more 
practitioners and frequently tend to prepare and submit excellent proposals. Thus the non-focused or 
non-differentiated approach may favor particular areas of the natural and physical sciences, which tend 
to publish more highly cited, peer review papers rather than the economic, social and political sciences 
(Snoeijs et al., 2008). Consequently, without focus on key strategic research agendas with the progress 
of various calls, knowledge from less-developed areas is overlooked, despite a number of these areas 
being equally needed for well-informed policy and management actions (Kononen et al., 2014). 

The current BONUS Strategic Research Agenda (as updated in 2014) for the period 2011 – 2017 
includes five strategic objectives: a) The First Strategic Objective aims at understanding the 
complexity of the Baltic Sea ecosystem structure and functioning; b) The Second Strategic Objective 
aims to meet the multifaceted challenges in linking the Baltic Sea with its coast and catchment area; c) 
The goal of the Third Strategic Objective is to enhance sustainable use of coastal and marine goods 
and services of the Baltic Sea; d) The Fourth Strategic Objective aims at improving the capabilities of 
the society to respond to the current and future challenges directed to the Baltic Sea region; and e) 
The goal of the Fifth Strategic Objective is to develop improved and innovative observation and data 
management systems, tools and methodologies for marine information needs in the Baltic Sea region. 

Collaboration involving BONUS, the European Commission, HELCOM and ICES 

In order to obtain various tranches of funding, BONUS had to demonstrate that it would provide 
scientific support for key regional and EU policies such as implementing the EAM, integrated 
Maritime Policy, HELCOM’s BSAP and the MSFD, and the EUSBSR (Hopkins et al., 2006; Anon., 
2007; Andrusaitis et al., 2013). Likewise, applicants for funding by BONUS must show their 
awareness of relevant policies that their projects will provide scientific support for. In particular, the 
commonalities between BONUS’ aims and HELCOM’s BSAP, and thereby the EU’s MSFD, in 
terms of environmental science are substantial. As documented by Kononen et al. (2014), the 
BONUS+ projects have contributed to diverse EU policies and BONUS scientists are active and 
present their results in diverse forums such as HELCOM and ICES. 

The RTD dimension in BONUS funded projects plays a very useful role in linking to ICES science 
initiatives. It is also noteworthy that in the BONUS ERA-NET project collaboration, ICES was tasked 
with leading the work (consultation and drafting activities) which led to the production of the BONUS 
SPIS in 2006. As intended, the funded BONUS projects provide substantive RTD support for 
enhanced implementation of the EAM in the Baltic Sea area, the latter being one of the key 
overarching aspirations of not only BONUS and HELCOM, but also ICES. Although relatively few of 
the BONUS funded projects have so far focused primarily on fisheries issues37, several important 
BONUS projects (e.g. ECOSUPPORT38 2009-2011, BEAST39 2009-2011, and INSPIRE40 2014-
2018) of relevance to fish stocks and fisheries, in research areas bridging the MSFD and the CFP, have 

                                                      
37Partly because BONUS funds fundamental research and not repetitious monitoring and assessment activities, 
although BONUS is open to funding the development of, for example, novel approaches to advancing the 
efficacy of such activities, as highlighted in the 2006 BONUS SPIS. 
38ECOSUPPORT assessed the impact of different climate change and nutrient load scenarios on key components 
of the Baltic Sea ecosystem, including fish populations (e.g. MacKenzie et al., 2012). 
39 BEAST developed and applied methodology for assessing the effects of anthropogenic chemical stress on 
biota, including fish (e.g. Lehtonen et al., 2014). 
40 Integrating spatial processes into ecosystem models for sustainable utilization of fish resources. 

http://www.bonusportal.org/bonus_2010-2017/strategic_research_agenda
http://www.bonusportal.org/files/1611/ECOSUPPORT_Final_Report.pdf
http://www.bonusportal.org/files/1607/BEAST_Final_Report.pdf
http://www.bonusportal.org/bonus_projects/viable_ecosystem_projects/inspire
http://download.springer.com/static/pdf/99/art%253A10.1007%252Fs13280-012-0325-y.pdf?auth66=1413726963_00d0372390003a88ec5a8b58eb6b5647&ext=.pdf
http://download.springer.com/static/pdf/499/art%253A10.1007%252Fs13280-013-0478-3.pdf?auth66=1413726565_dfe2f373e3fa24acdfe1a1c3d5e2b6dc&ext=.pdf
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been planned by key persons/institutions in the ICES expert group networks. Substantial numbers 
scientists active in BONUS projects are also active in ICES expert groups. 

In April 2010, ICES and BONUS signed a Letter of Agreement (ICES - BONUS, 2010) on 
collaboration in fields of mutual interest and congruent activities which paves the way for practical 
cooperation between BONUS projects and ICES expert groups. BONUS’ First Strategic Objective 
(i.e. the quest to understand the complexity, structure, and functioning of the Baltic Sea ecosystem) 
of its Strategic Research Agenda 2011-2017 conforms with the central challenge of furthering 
integrated ecosystem understanding expressed in Goal 1 of the of the first (science) pillar of ICES 
(see ICES Strategic Plan 2014-2018, described under section on ICES). Furthermore, Goal 2 of the 
science pillar of ICES dictates the need to comprehend the relationship between human activity and 
the ecosystem, evoking both the nature of integrated research and advice that runs through the 
ICES Strategic Plan and also BONUS’ Second Strategic Objective – part of which includes 
research on the effects of natural and human-induced changes in the catchments land-cover patters 
and the reactions of coastal system to such changes. 

In terms of BONUS – ICES interactions, success in cooperation depends to a large extent on the Chair 
of the respective ICES expert group(s) inviting key persons in the respective BONUS project(s) to 
take part in/attend meetings of the ICES group(s). Mapping of the overlap between the mutual 
interests and aims of BONUS projects and ICES expert groups is a method which allows close 
shadowing and reciprocal cooperation between BONUS and ICES (Hopkins, 2010). Additionally, key 
persons in the BONUS project(s) may be invited to participate, with presentations, at relevant sessions 
in the ICES Annual Science Conference (ASC) (e.g., Theme Sessions, Mini-Symposia). However, 
these activities may be ad hoc unless, for example, a concerted action plan is developed by ICES for 
submission to BONUS as an example of a more transparent fulfillment of the joint Agreement. 

The views of interview respondents 

The interviewed scientists and scientific administrators working in the ICES and HELCOM systems, 
and the scientists involved with BONUS, all recognized the unique and positive role  of BONUS. This 
was associated with BONUS promoting a Baltic Sea transnational approach to identifying key 
scientific support for policy challenges as well as applying common approaches to evaluating the 
relevance and quality of projects meriting funding, and creating and mobilizing a ‘common pot’ for 
funding purposes. As a result of BONUS, the respondents acknowledged that the Baltic Sea region has 
been provided with its own added-value RTD framework to draw upon. 

There was unanimity among these interview respondents that the emphasis of BONUS should 
continue to be on funding high quality, fundamental science (i.e. basic science) of relevance to key EU 
‘sustainability’ policies concerning the Baltic Sea. The respondents were opposed to, for example, 
either HELCOM or ICES placing pressure on BONUS in influencing either the selection of 
meritorious project and or the ‘outcomes’ for their own purposes. Both ICES and HELCOM are 
careful to avoid applying such influences. Although good fundamental science in the EU must be 
aware of the relevant policy framework impinging on a particular project proposal, ‘bottom up’ 
assembly of the project proposals, reflecting the views of the best scientists, must continue to be 
paramount. Thus, organizations such as ICES and HELCOM should be informed by advances in the 
state of the art and outcomes from relevant BONUS funded projects. For example, leading scientists in 
these two organizations can establish a dialogue with relevant BONUS funded projects and provide a 
potential feedback channel concerning how project outcomes may be optimally used and/or adapted in 
supporting the science – advisory portfolios of ICES and HELCOM. 
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Regarding ICES, the fundamental science nature of BONUS projects means that the most appropriate 
recipient of BONUS’ RTD outcomes is primarily the ICES science (i.e. SCICOM) system rather than 
the ICES advisory (i.e. ACOM) system. However, as today’s RTD may ultimately evolve into 
practically orientated application for supporting future operational scientific advice, there is a 
cooperative linkage between the interests of SCICOM and ACOM. 

4 Summary and conclusions: foundations and future options for scientific advice 
The summary and conclusions in this section reflect key subjects examined in detail in sections 3.2.1 
and 3.2.2 regarding the main actors requesting/using scientific advice and the main actors providing 
scientific advice, respectively, and issues connected with them for the Baltic Sea region. As sections 
3.2.1 and 3.2.2 contain the evidence, with supporting literature references and inputs from interview 
respondents, upon which the text of section 4 is built on, the summary and conclusions―for ease of 
presentation and reading―do not reiterate the sources of the literature references and interview inputs. 

Scientific advice is not provided in a vacuum. It must be receptive to relevant policies by providing 
scientific support for elaborating prudent policies as well as for implementing the resulting policies. 
Furthermore, scientific advice must provide appropriate outcomes for informing diverse stakeholders 
including industry, environmental NGOs, managers and decision-makers. So, an analysis of the 
organization and efficacy of scientific advice in the specific EU regional sea (e.g. Baltic Sea) and 
generic (i.e. other EU regional seas) contexts must be seen not only against the background of the 
advice providers, but also against the background of the main policies that the advice providers serve 
as well as against the background of the requesters and recipients of the advice. Thus, the study of 
regionally appropriate scientific advice is in essence a study of key elements of the overall 
governance system within which the scientific advice is provided and received. 

4.1 Evolving EU policies affecting scientific advice: From ‘one big pond’ to regionalization 
The ecosystem approach to the management (EAM) of human activities forms the overarching policy 
for the management of marine ecosystems in which humans and their sectoral activities, such fisheries, 
are an integral part of the ecosystem. Thus, fisheries are affected by both naturally induced and human 
induced changes in the ecosystem, and in turn fisheries may affect the ecosystem upon which the 
harvested living resources depend. The European Union’s (EU) EU’s primary policy relating to 
fisheries is the CFP which, via rules and regulations, governs the management of the fishing fleets of 
the member states, the conservation of the targeted living resources (e.g. fish and shellfish stocks), and 
constraining the ecosystem effects of fishing. The CFP is obliged to ensure that fisheries meet the 
standards necessary to achieve Good Environmental Status (GES) of the EU’s ‘Marine Regions’ by 
2020 as required by the EU’s Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD), which forms the 
environmental pillar of the EU’s Integrated Maritime Strategy. The MSFD aims to protect the resource 
base upon which marine-related economic and social sectoral activities, such as fisheries, depend. Of 
the 11 high-level descriptors of GES in the MSFD, four are potentially impacted by fisheries. 
Achieving GES involves ensuring that the targeted stocks are harvested sustainably (c.f. Descriptor 3: 
Commercially exploited fish and shellfish - healthy stocks, within safe biological limits), and ensuring 
that the impacts of fishing activities on the wider marine ecosystem are sustainable (c.f. Descriptor 1: 
Biological diversity -species and habitats maintained; Descriptor 4: Elements of marine food webs - 
all elements at normal abundance and diversity; and Descriptor 6: Sea floor integrity - species, 
habitats and structures and functions not adversely affected). For the CFP and its relationship with 
the MSFD, research and technological development (RTD) in support of policy, and scientific 
evidence-founded advice for management play essential roles. As the EAM concerns the sustainable 
production of the resources (ecological goods and services) and the sustainable exploitation 
(extraction and use) of the resources, scientific advice increasingly entails not only mobilization of 
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the bio-ecological (‘natural and physical’) sciences but also the economic and social sciences. 
Incorporation of the socio-economic aspects is crucial for understand the ‘human dimension’ of the 
EAM. 

In 2009, the European Commission published its Green Paper on the need to reform the CFP in order 
to tackle inter alia the following conspicuous problems facing the EU’s fisheries at that time: a) Most 
EU fisheries are overfished by an excessively large fishing fleet; b) Catches are declining year by year 
and detrimentally impacting fishing communities; c) Politicians have failed to take hard decisions to 
prioritize stock conservation over short-term political expediency; and d) The CFP, micro-managed 
from Brussels, has failed to engage member states, the fishing industry and other stakeholders to take 
responsibility, and be accountable, in finding regional solutions to the CFP’s challenges. The resulting 
2013 reform of the CFP evident in EU Regulation No. 1380/2013, also referred to as the Basic 
Regulation, was adopted by the EU with a view to mitigating these problems. 

The four above-mentioned weaknesses of the CFP can be boiled down to two principle issues which 
are addressed in the 2013 CFP Basic Regulation: 

1) The hitherto lack of a strong and legally binding policy to prevent overfishing and achieve 
optimum yield (catch in biomass) by constraining the fishing effort/capacity of the fleet(s), and 
hence fishing mortality (F), to levels which do not exceed the maximum sustainable yield (MSY) 
taken over an indefinite timeframe from the target fish or shellfish stock(s). The 2013 CFP 
placed stock conservation, in the form of the prevention of overfishing and achieving 
sustainable fishing according to the principle of MSY (i.e. so that F≤FMSY and B≥BMSY), at 
the heart of the CFP. Having biologically-based MSY as a policy objective is intuitively 
attractive because MSY implies efficiency and maximized revenues and associated socio-
economic benefits. Furthermore, constraining fishing capacity/effort to levels in accord with 
MSY contributes not only to securing sustainable long-term catches from healthy target stocks 
but also to moderating the wider ecosystem impacts of fishing (e.g. MSFD Descriptors 1, 4 
and 6). Thus, for the CFP, MSY forms the precondition for a sustainable fishery. In accord 
with the aim of achieving MSY, which relates to the actual catch, the 2013 CFP instigates a 
landing obligation, prohibiting discarding of unwanted or over-quota caught fish, coupled with 
a requirement for full catch accountability and utilization of the whole catch. The landing 
obligation, besides counteracting resource wastage, etc., also contributes to enhanced data on 
the catch composition for more dependable scientific assessments. Additionally, adoption of 
legally binding MSY-based multiannual fishery management plans (i.e. long-term 
management plans, LTMPs) as promoted in the CFP, consistent with the precautionary 
approach, constrains the fishery to pre-agreed parameters and measures, which anticipate that 
catch limits (fishing opportunities) do not exceed the level specified in formal scientific 
advice. With catch limits and harvest control rules ‘locked in’ empirically in LTMPs, there are 
scant prospects for embarking on ‘decision overfishing’ whereby fishing opportunities are set 
systematically higher than the scientific advice based on sustainable exploitation. Importantly, 
LTMPs not only promote stock sustainability, they also form a means for engaging diverse 
stakeholder participation in the knowledge production and dialogue process, which underpins 
the formulation of LTMPs. 

2) The hitherto lack of regional empowerment in the centrally dominated CFP hampered solutions 
being devised and implemented at the local level to solve the challenges faced by the CFP. The 
2013 CFP reform permits regionalization in decision-making so that EU member 
states―sharing a regional sea/sea area receive powers ‘delegated’ by the EU 
centrally―may propose ‘joint recommendations’, facilitated by the establishment of 
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‘regional member states groups’, on specific fishery management measures to be applied by 
the member states in their regional sea/sea area, subject to these measures being in accord 
with EU policies/legislation. Key decisions concerning the CFP’s general principles and 
objectives will still be taken at the EU level. The 2013 CFP reform involving empowered 
(delegated) regional fishery management complements the role of regional advisory councils, 
created by the 2002 CFP reform, which provide for stakeholder consultation and advice on the 
functioning of the CFP pertaining to their region. Regionalization creates a more logical 
framework for decision-making and provides an effective framework for delivering other 
elements of the 2013 CFP reform package. Consequently, regionally implemented fishery 
governance, with structures such as the empowered regional member state groups (e.g. 
BALTFISH for the Baltic Sea) and the regional advisory councils (e.g. Baltic Sea Advisory 
Council, BSAC), should improve the performance of the CFP, which hitherto has suffered 
from problems of legitimacy, credibility and compliance. Thus, establishing LTMPs based on 
MSY principles, and measures to phase out discarding, are more likely to succeed when they 
are elaborated regionally and consensually rather than when their details are dictated and 
micromanaged at the central EU level. Through regionalization, the new CFP is better 
positioned to deliver greater coherence between fisheries and the MSFD. 

The MSFD has had, since its inception in 2007 the explicit intention of being implemented by the EU 
member states at the relevant EU regional sea/sea area level such as the Baltic Sea and its sub-areas. 
This was facilitated by the EU’s environmental legislation not being hampered by the EU’s ‘exclusive 
competence’ in the same way as for fisheries in the case of the CFP. It is only with enactment of the 
new CFP regulation (i.e. Regulation EU 1380/2013) on 1 January 2014 that the CFP can progress with 
regionalization so that integration of the CFP with the MSFD may better proceed at the relevant 
regional sea level. 

Scientific advice must serve the evolving policy aspects of the CFP, as noted above, as well as the 
integration of the CFP with the MSFD. 

4.2 The main actors: roles, relationships, strengths, limitations and opportunities 
Regarding regionalization of the CFP in the Baltic Sea, and the interactions between the CFP and the 
MSFD, there is an array of institutions which require, receive and are informed by scientific advice, 
formally and informally, and which are involved to varying degrees with the overall decision-making 
process. 

The Baltic Sea has nine coastal states of which eight of these are currently members of the EU, leaving 
the Russian Federation as the sole non-EU coastal state. As over 90% of the Baltic Sea area is covered 
by the EEZ of the surrounding EU member states, the Baltic Sea is almost exclusively an EU internal 
regional sea. This is further emphasized with regard to fisheries in which about 95% of the landings 
arise from fish stocks within the EEZs of the Baltic Sea’s EU member states. 

4.2.1 Preamble – In the beginning there was the IBSFC and so it went …… 
The Baltic Sea has an enduring history of positive cooperation spanning RTD, the provision of 
scientific advice for management purposes at the international transboundary levels, as well as the 
necessary intergovernmental and international organizations and stakeholder engagement for the 
scientific advice to inform the decision-making system at the regional sea level. 

The Baltic Sea’s history of formal collaboration on the international management of fisheries and the 
environment is connected with the establishment in 1973 of the International Baltic Sea Fisheries 
Commission (IBSFC) concerning the Gdansk Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living 
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Resources in the Baltic Sea and the Belts, and in 1974 with the establishment of Baltic Marine 
Environment Protection Commission – Helsinki Commission (HELCOM) concerning the Convention 
on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea Area. The IBSFC was disbanded in 
2007 whereas HELCOM is still existent today. Thus, for a period of about 30 years the Baltic Sea had 
two regional seas commissions: the one for fishery management and other for the reduction of 
pollution and wider environmental protection. This made the Baltic Sea unique as a regional inland sea 
area due to it having both types of regulatory commissions and because these international regional 
sea commissions were among the first of their kind to be established anywhere. The Contracting 
Parties of IBSFC and HELCOM have included all the Baltic Sea states as well as the European 
Commission representing the EU. 

The Baltic Sea collaboration has been well-served by the provision of scientific information and 
advice by the nine Baltic Sea coastal states, whose cooperation has been coordinated and enhanced via 
their membership in the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), an 
intergovernmental scientific organization, established in 1902, providing scientific information and 
advice to its member countries and the international regulatory commissions which they have 
established. 

The IBSFC was disbanded on 1 January 2007 when the EC withdrew from what had become―since 
the 1 January 2004 enlargement of the then European Community (EC) in the Baltic Sea to include 
eight of the nine coastal states―essentially a bilateral forum for decision-making between the EC, 
coordinated by the European Commission, and the Russian Federation. Following disbanding of the 
IBSFC, a bilateral agreement between the EU and the Russian Federation on cooperation in fisheries 
and the conservation of the living marine resources in the Baltic Sea came into force in April 2009 
establishing the EU – Russia Joint Baltic Sea Fisheries Committee (JBSFC). However, the JBSFC 
only deals with bilateral fishery issues between the EU and Russia and does not form a substitute for 
the wider fisheries mandate of the IBSFC. 

The IBSFC was viewed in many ways as an effective regional fisheries management organization 
(RFMO) as it had management powers to set catch and fishing effort limits, technical measures, and 
control obligations, and it also brought together internationally agreed scientific information and 
advice supplied by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES). The IBSFC had 
two main shortcomings: firstly, a propensity to conduct ‘decision overfishing’, whereby its members 
tended to override scientific advice provided by ICES in setting TACs/quotas, and secondly it lacked a 
fully inclusive forum for stakeholder consultation. Furthermore, as more Baltic coastal states joined 
the then EC in 2004, increased coordination in camera from the European Commission often stifled 
the customary tendencies for wider-reaching, open discussions in plenum. The IBSFC provided a good 
forum for the fishing industry to be represented in or around the national delegations, but 
environmental NGOs were excluded until close to the end of the IBSFC’s life. In that way, the IBSFC 
did not satisfactorily reflect the EU’s focus on wider-reaching stakeholder consultation as currently 
manifested in the Baltic Sea Advisory Council. It is notable that the EU’s Council of the Ministers, in 
the December meetings of the Fisheries Ministers, has also had a tendency, at least prior the 1 January 
2014 enactment of the new CFP Regulation, to override scientific advice on the setting of fishing 
opportunities (i.e. TACs/quotas). Until the 2013 CFP Regulation opened for regionalization, micro-
management of the CFP by Brussels (i.e. the Commission and the Council), is viewed as a major 
governance weakness of the CFP. 

4.2.2 CFP regionalization: Baltic Sea – charting the scientific advisory system 
Regionalization of the CFP has been put on the agenda with inter alia the establishment of regional 
advisory councils (e.g. the Baltic Sea Advisory Council, BSAC, representing the views of fishery 
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stakeholders) following the 2002 CFP Regulation, and the opening up following the 2013 CFP 
Regulation for ‘delegated empowerment’ of EU member states groups (e.g. BALTFISH for the Baltic 
Sea) to assume some of the ‘exclusive competence’ concerning fisheries management (i.e. CFP) that 
hitherto had been the sole prerogative of the EU, i.e. the Council of Ministers. 

Since enactment of the Lisbon Treaty on 1 December 2009, the European Parliament has been granted 
a co-decision mandate with the Council on various aspects of CFP legislation. For fisheries, this co-
decision includes, for example, approving LTMPs but not fishing opportunities which remain the sole 
prerogative of the Council. Together, the Council and the Parliament, based on advice from the 
European Commission, set the overarching policy and legislation governing the CFP which all EU 
member states must abide by. 

Included in the constellation of requesters/users of scientific advice on fisheries concerning the Baltic 
Sea (Figure 5), either formally or informally, is the European Commission as the primary contractor 
of scientific advice for the CFP (regarding proposals being put forward to the Council and the 
Parliament being based on scientific advice), the Council, the Parliament, BSAC, and BALTFISH. 
Since the enactment of the 2013 CFP, the mandate of BALTFISH—acting together with the BSAC 
from which BALTFISH and the Commission are obliged to consult with regarding advice—means 
that it can, for many intents and purposes, act as a mini-Council in the Baltic Sea. The joint 
recommendations (i.e. management actions and measures) arising from BALTFISH, subject to these 
being in accord with EU policy and legislation, are implemented primarily on the region’s fishing 
fleets. Prior to the 2013 CFP reform, ‘implementation’ of management actions and measures affecting 
the national fleets came from the Council. Among the requesters/users of scientific advice is 
HELCOM concerning the MSFD, particularly concerning fisheries where the MSFD and the CFP 
overlap and require integration. 

The key areas of the new CFP Regulation (EU Regulation No. 1380/2013) requiring scientific 
information and advice relate to establishing and implementing an ecosystem-based approach to 
fisheries management (e.g. integration of the CFP and the MSFD) focusing inter alia on key 
aspirational objectives such as: regionalization of the CFP; harvesting target commercial fish and 
shellfish stocks according to the principles of MSY; developing and implementing multiannual fishery 
management plans at the single stock/fishery and multistock/multispecies fisheries and mixed-fisheries 
levels; moving from stock-based management to fisheries-based management; phasing in the landings 
obligation connected with banning discards and validating full catch accountability, etc.; and in 
support of these objectives, collecting, quality assuring and analyzing information from the DCF/DC-
MAP and other data systems concerning monitoring and assessing the CFP’s bio-ecological, economic 
and social sustainability criteria. 

The provision of scientific advice on fisheries concerning the Baltic Sea (Figure 5) hinges on ICES 
(primarily ICES Advisory Committee, ACOM, supported by its Science Committee, SCICOM) and 
the European Commission’s Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee on Fisheries (STECF). 
The national fisheries institutes (NFIs) form the core of ICES work and they also support much of 
STECF’s work. HELCOM plays a coordination role for scientific advice concerning the MSFD via 
mobilization of its supporting network of national environmental institutes (NEIs). The latter form a 
parallel network to the NFIs. However, for fisheries advice HELCOM depends on ICES. As scientific 
advice relies on evidence, the collection and use of data is an essential feature of providing advice. For 
the CFP and for fishery interactions with the MSFD, the management and use of databases by ICES, 
STECF and the NFIs provide the evidence necessary to justify decision-making.  
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Figure 5. Scientific advice and decision-making for CFP regionalization in the Baltic Sea.  



Regionalization of the CFP regarding scientific advice and decision-making ― Baltic Sea paradigm 

124 

4.2.3 The requesters/recipients of scientific advice 

4.2.3.1 BALTFISH and BSAC 

Following the new CFP Regulation, two institutions―which were already existent but previously had 
not been sufficiently mandated to carry out their intended regional roles prior to the new CFP 
Regulation―have become a fundamental regional supplement to the triumvirate of EU institutions 
signified by the Council, Parliament and Commission. These two regional institutions are the BSAC 
(formerly BSRAC) representing fisheries-related stakeholders (who now must be consulted with 
regard to advising the Commission and EU member states on relevant issues prior to decision-
making), and BALTFISH principally representing the Fisheries Directors of the eight EU Baltic Sea 
States, i.e. a regional member states group with direct connections with the national fisheries ministers 
who sit in the EU’s high-level Fisheries Council. Thus, BALTFISH can be viewed as a regional ‘mini-
version’ of the Council of Ministers/Fisheries Council without having the high-level authority of the 
Council, i.e. the Council (≈EU) has delegated limited empowerment to BALTFISH to make ‘joint 
recommendations’ (e.g. proposing single and multispecies LTMPs encapsulating MSY principles, 
discard plans, and fishing opportunities in accord with agreed LTMPs based on MSY) and implement 
these, but the Council can also withdraw these powers. 

In collaboration, BALTFISH and BSAC have the potential to elaborate, agree and submit to the 
Commission proposals concerning important matters such as LTMPs, discard plans, technical 
measures, etc. Given consensus in BALTFISH, and taking into account consultation with BSAC, the 
resulting proposals may be fast-tracked for approval, subject to ‘auditing’ (primarily by the 
Commission, but also the Council and the Parliament) to ensure that the proposals are in accord with 
the CFP and relevant EU policy, litigation, etc. 

BSAC has been active since 2007 (originally as BSRAC) and has built up an impressive reputation for 
hard work, openness and transparency in its activities and associated attempts to achieve consensus 
across its diverse stakeholder conclave. The BSAC advice to the Commission, and latterly 
BALTFISH, has attempted to fairly reflect (as expected by the Commission) not only the majority but 
also the minority views of its stakeholders. 

Although BALTFISH was established in 2009, it has only been enabled (albeit partially) by the EU to 
perform its regional collaborative tasks with the 1 January 2014 enactment of the new CFP. It is 
important to note that BALTFISH, as with other regional EU member states groups, is an informal 
group established by the particular member states themselves (e.g. the eight Baltic Sea EU member 
states) and not by EU legislation. Even the BALTFISH MoU, signed by high-level representatives of 
the involved states, points out that the agreement is not legally binding. Furthermore, the European 
Commission is not party to the MoU. Although the 2013 CFP Regulation opens up for ‘joint 
recommendations’, presupposing these will be the outcome of some form of group activity and 
consensus, there is no formal recognition of a group for this purpose or its related specific 
‘competence’. Thus, it can be argued that delegation of ‘empowerment’ for matters such as ‘joint 
recommendations’, as outlined in the 2013 CFP Regulation, is directed to the individual member states 
and not the structure ‘BALTFISH’. However, as individual sovereign, EU Baltic Sea states they have 
created BALTFISH. These states have not created BALTFISH according to international law. 
Accordingly, BALTFISH cannot assume the ‘gravitas’, for example, of a RFMO such as IBSFC. This 
lack of formal international status for BALTFISH is also likely to hamper its ability to interact with 
HELCOM at the same high level as the former IBSFC. Furthermore, the lack of a formalized 
intergovernmental stature for BALTFISH also means that neither HELCOM nor ICES have a high-
level regional fisheries management partner. In essence, BALTFISH must use the European 
Commission as its conduit for achieving high level effect. 
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Compared with BSAC, there has been little time for BALTFISH to demonstrate its capability. 
Although the BALTFISH Seminar (the platform for stakeholder views and opinions) has gained 
tributes for exhibiting a positive working atmosphere, the workings of the BALTFISH High-Level 
Group (HLG), and the justification for its decision-making, have been criticized by stakeholders 
including scientists as being insufficiently open and transparent. BALTFISH currently lacks a 
permanent Secretariat and website, factors which exacerbate views concerning the lack of information 
about the organization’s activities, etc. The BALTFISH HLG has created several technical working 
groups to address pressing issues, but the HLG has so far not permitted stakeholders to participate in 
these groups. 

A challenge facing BSAC and BALTFISH is that their communal workings are basically 
disaggregated rather than integrated. This is partly due to the clandestine workings of BALTFISH 
coupled with a paucity of amalgamating structures and transparent processes that are found in a U.S. 
regional fisheries management council (RFMC) such as the North Pacific Fisheries Management 
Council (NPFMC). In the NPFMC stakeholder input, scientific advice, and decision-making are 
closely integrated in time and space in an umbrella organization, viz. the RFMC. The organization and 
workings of the NPFMC will be examined later in section 4.3.1.3. 

4.2.3.2 HELCOM 

HELCOM functions as a regional environmental regulatory commission for the Baltic Sea region. The 
main focus of HELCOM is on coordinating and implementing its Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) and 
the EU’s MSFD in the Baltic Sea region. 

There is a close link between the CFP and the MSFD as fisheries management, conducted on a 
regional basis, is expected to be consistent with the regionally implemented MSFD in that the impacts 
of fishing activities on the target commercial stocks and wider marine ecosystem are sustainable in 
meeting targets for Good Environmental Status (GES, especially MSFD Descriptors 3: Populations of 
commercially exploited fish and shellfish (within safe biological limits - healthy stocks- harvested 
sustainably); 1: Biological diversity (species and habitats maintained); 4: Elements of food webs (all 
elements at normal abundance and diversity); 6: Seafloor integrity (species, habitats and structures 
and functions are not adversely affected). Thus, HELCOM and its eight Baltic Sea EU member states 
require peer-reviewed scientific information and advice in order to establish appropriate indicators and 
targets for relevant GES descriptors and conduct periodic assessments of status and trends in moving 
towards GES targets, and apply cost-effective mitigation measures required to achieve GES. 

In 2014, HELCOM revised its structure with a view to making it more efficient and policy orientated. 
Those parts of its revised structure most relevant to the interface between the CFP and the MSFD are 
the groups: GEAR (Group on the Implementation of the Ecosystem Approach), STATE (Working 
Group on the State of the Environment and Nature Conservation), and FISH (Group on Ecosystem-
based Sustainable Fisheries). GEAR is a key oversight group reporting directly to the Heads of 
Delegation, and it works towards region-wide cooperation on all elements of national marine 
strategies. It inter alia maintains oversight of the activities and outcomes from all the major HELCOM 
groups. The group builds on national activities based on both a legal framework and HELCOM's 
work, such as HELCOM's coordinated monitoring programmes, core indicators with GES boundaries, 
thematic and integrated assessment reports including assessment of pressures on the marine 
environment, as well as commonly agreed measures, with the view to facilitate adaptive management 
and strive for improved state of the Baltic Sea. The STATE Working Group covers monitoring and 
assessment functions as well as issues related to nature conservation and biodiversity protection in 
HELCOM. A major aim of the working group is to work across the monitoring-indicators-assessment 
chain in order to provide a stronger basis for coordinated development of the HELCOM thematic 
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assessment tools and a coherent holistic assessment of the ecosystems health (so-called HOLAS in 
HELCOM terminology), including the Baltic Sea Pressure Index and Impact Index. The FISH group 
deals with fisheries in relation to the implementation of the ecosystem-based approach. Moreover, the 
group will respond to the need to find solutions on how the fisheries sector could further contribute to 
reaching GES of the Baltic Sea by 2021. FISH includes representatives from fisheries (e.g. 
BALTFISH) and environment authorities of the Baltic Sea countries, as well as EU (e.g. European 
Commission), and HELCOM observers and others (e.g. ICES, BSAC) as appropriate. 

4.2.3.3 The European Commission, Council and Parliament 

Customarily, prior to the 1 January 2014 enactment of the new CFP Regulation, the key EU 
institutional triumvirate has comprised the European Commission, the Council of Ministers 
representing the EU member states, and to a lesser extent the European Parliament. As from 1 January 
2014, the EU centrally has delegated limited empowerment to the EU’s regional member states, 
working via member states groups such as BALTFISH. 

The Commission has sole competence for initiating policy and legislative/regulatory proposals, taking 
into account necessary scientific advice, submitted to the Council and the Parliament as the premier 
decision-making institutions. The Council has the exclusive right to set fishing opportunities including 
TACs and quotas. So for these aspects of the CFP, the Council requires that any recommendations 
arising from BALTFISH are passed all the way to the Fisheries Council for eventual approval, i.e. 
they are not included in Delegated Acts under the Commission. 

The Commission 

The requests for advice―whether these have originated from individual member states, BALTFISH or 
BSAC―are first vetted and coordinated by the Commission, not least due to the Commission’s (i.e. 
DG MARE) control of the formal arrangements with the providers of the scientific advice (i.e. MoU 
with ICES defining their relationship and the range of advice to be provided, and STECF as DG 
MARE’s own scientific advisory body) and control of the funds needed to cover the costs of providing 
such advice. Within DG MARE, Unit A/2 ‘Common Fisheries Policy and Aquaculture’, under 
Directorate A ‘Policy Development and Co-ordination’, plays a major role in drafting the requests for 
advice to ICES and directs the advisory requests to STECF. Unit A/2 also plays a central role when 
submitting proposals, based on received advice, to the Council and the Parliament. Three of DG 
MARE’s directorates now have an obvious regional remit, of which Directorate E ‘Baltic Sea, North 
Sea and Landlocked Member States’ is clearly most relevant for Baltic Sea matters. Thus, for matters 
pertaining to the EU’s regional seas in the context of the CFP’s regionalization, a matrix organization 
has been created for focusing on regional fisheries issues. Traditionally, most of the key scientific staff 
members in DG MARE are recruited from the network of national fisheries institutes (NFIs) which 
support the ICES scientific and advisory system. Accordingly, there tends to be a surfeit of staff from 
the natural and physical sciences, with a relative paucity of staff from the economic sciences and even 
fewer from the social sciences. Although this may be viewed as representative of the current profile of 
the CFP, the fast changing state of the art concerning moving from stock centered fisheries issues to 
increasing the focus on the human dimension of fisheries (e.g. the economics and welfare of the sea- 
and land-based industry and fishing communities) requires more recruitment from the field of ‘socio-
economics’ to match future expectations. This aspect is further elaborated on under the sections on 
scientific advice. 

The entry into force of the 2013 CFP Regulation opened up for implementation of a more regional 
approach to fisheries management. EU member states can cooperate on a regional sea basis to adopt 
‘joint recommendations’ and instruments for management of relevant fisheries. These joint proposals 
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must be submitted to the European Commission for approval. If member states fail to agree on joint 
measures by a specified date then the Commission can propose its own and adopt them through the 
relevant legal procedure. All told, the regionalization mandate―involving structures such as 
BALTFISH and BSAC―has already contributed to streamlining the process leading to adopting 
proposals for setting fishing opportunities and LTMPs (e.g. TACs and the multispecies management 
plan for cod, herring and sprat regarding the Baltic Sea). 

The Council and Parliament 

Council 

Until the co-decision with the European Parliament promoted by the Lisbon Treaty, (i.e. Treaty on the 
Functioning of the European Union) which entered into force on 1 December 2009, the Council of 
Ministers was the EU’s primary decision-making institution concerning the CFP. The TFEU, via the 
CFP, dictates that it is the Council which determines fishing opportunities from over 200 fish stocks 
that the EU has jurisdiction over. For this purpose the EU’s fisheries ministers come together each 
year―sitting in the meetings of the Fisheries Council―to negotiate the TACs and quotas  from these 
stocks and the amount of fishing effort that can be applied by the fishing fleets. 

Although the Council requires that CFP-related proposals submitted by DG MARE be based on the 
best available scientific advice, the Council has hitherto not been required to do so. This is because the 
2002 CFP (Council Regulation (EC) No. 2371/2002) did not specify explicitly the criteria the Council 
should consider in making its decisions or the values the decisions should be based on. Thus, the 
Council was able to prioritize short-term economic and social interests of the industry ahead of the 
longer term sustainability of the targeted resources, as seen by the Council frequently choosing higher 
fishing opportunities than scientifically advised. The Fisheries Council, from the 1983 CFP’s 
establishment in the absence of clearly defined policy objectives concerning indicators of sustainable 
yields and stock conservation, become renowned for not following the ‘best available scientific 
advice’ on the conservation of the EC’s/EU’s fish stocks. The Council’s annual decisions on fishing 
opportunities have often been based on haggling and ‘horse trading’ of quotas, resulting in politically-
driven ‘decision-overfishing’ or ‘legalized overfishing’ so that fishing opportunities are set 
systematically higher than the scientific advice based on sustainable exploitation. 

With the newly reformed CFP (Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013), the legally mandated objective will 
explicitly be to manage stocks sustainably by reference to MSY. It is notable that Article 2(2) of the 
reformed CFP, adopted on 1 January 2014, states: 

‘The Common Fisheries Policy shall apply he precautionary approach to fisheries management, and shall aim to 
ensure that exploitation of living marine biological resources and maintains populations of harvested species 
above levels which can produce the maximum sustainable yield. 

In order to achieve this objective of progressively restoring and maintaining populations of fish stocks above 
biomass levels capable of producing maximum sustainable yield, the maximum yield exploitation rate shall be 
achieved by 2015 where possible and on a progressive, incremental basis at the latest by 2020 for all stocks.’ 

This legal obligation together with the adoption of LTMPs under the regionalized CFP―based on 
MSY principles, including empirically explicit harvest control rules relating how fishing 
effort/mortality must be adjusted to reflect the changing biomass status of the stock―should prevent 
the Council from disregarding scientific advice and continue with decision-overfishing. This should be 
particularly difficult when there is regional consensus (e.g. in BALTFISH and BSAC) to follow the 
agreed management plans and related fishing opportunities (constrained by MSY principles), which in 
turn are approved by the fisheries ministers of the particular region. 
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So, from 2014 and by 2015 ‘where possible’ and by 2020 ‘at the latest’, fishing opportunities must be 
set, or approved, by the Council at levels, which science advises, that allow the recovery or 
maintenance of stocks above MSY biomass levels. The adoption of MSY as a management target has 
been EU policy since 2006, made explicit by the new CFP reform. The only legitimate justification for 
not meeting the 2015 timeline, concerning ‘where possible’, is due to the presence of scientific 
uncertainty about MSY reference points and potential lack of appropriate data to determine reference 
points for data-limited stocks. The Commission intends to propose TACs in line with MSY advice, 
and only to accept delays beyond 2015, but not later than 2020, due to potential opt-outs regarding 
‘the social and economic sustainability of the fishing fleets involved is not seriously jeopardized’, as 
outlined in EU Regulation 1380/2013 Recital 7. However, the grounds for granting the socio-
economic opt-out have so far not been clearly defined. 

Parliament 

The Parliament has played an increasingly important role in deciding the EU’s fisheries policy since 
the December 2009 enactment of the Lisbon Treaty. It now plays an important part in shaping the CFP 
and supervising the rules that govern the EU’s fishery and aquaculture sectors. The Lisbon Treaty 
gave the European Parliament competence in co-decision (now known as the ordinary legislative 
procedure, formerly known as the co-decision procedure) with the Council inter alia in fisheries 
legislation making the Parliament a co-legislator. 

The Parliament’s Committee on Fisheries (PECH) inter alia provides oversight of the operation and 
development of the CFP and its management. Although PECH reports to Parliament on its operations, 
the Council continues to maintain its right to determine fishing opportunities. This does not mean that 
the Parliament hesitates from providing its opinion on CFP matters covered by PECH, including 
fishing opportunities, providing there is parliamentary accord to do so. As yet, the specific 
demarcation line between the Parliament and the Council is not clear. 

Disputes between the Council and the Parliament on their mandates in the new CFP 

The 2013 reform of the CFP, with the new Basic Regulation, is the first reform to be subject to co-
decision (i.e. joint parenthood) between the Council and the Parliament. The legislative procedure 
involved has strengthened the political scrutiny and legitimacy of the CFP. There have been several 
areas of tussle, disagreement or uncertainty concerning co-decision mandates by the Council and 
Parliament. This applies particularly to areas where the Council views the Parliament is encroaching 
on its ‘turf’. Adoption of the 2013 CFP Regulation and the new European Maritime and Fisheries 
Fund (EMFF) involved long and tough negotiations between the two parties. 

Obviously, it is undesirable for lengthy delays to occur in dealing with important issues. The prime 
example has been the issue of adopting multiannual management plans (i.e. LTMPs) for stocks. The 
Council wished to exclude the Parliament completely from the decision-making process for certain 
key elements of these plans that influence the TAC. The Parliament, on the contrary, wished to be 
involved in these aspects of the plans, while acknowledging that it is the Council that adopts fishing 
opportunities such as TACs. This discord has been resolved recently via negotiations involving a task 
force of representatives from the Council, the Parliament and the Commission. The ensuing report’s 
recommendations include conclusions regarding key fundamentals such as management objectives 
comprising that each plan should contain an MSY target conforming to Article 2(2) in the new Basic 
Regulation (EU 1380/2013) and a time line. The report is based on the provisions on multiannual 
plans in the new CFP. Plans should provide a robust and lasting framework for management, ensuring 
the sustainability of fisheries with high and stable yields for the fishing industry, while taking into 
account an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management by minimizing negative impacts of 
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fishing activities on the marine ecosystem. The MSY objective, and the deadlines for reaching the 
objective, are central elements of the plans. The MSY objective will be expressed in ranges and should 
include safeguarding conservation reference points. Decisions under the plans must be based on the 
best available scientific advice. The plans should allow for flexibility in annual decisions on fishing 
opportunities. Where needed, the plans should allow for adopting alternative conservation measures 
in relation to certain stocks, which would be a matter for regionalization. In mixed-fisheries situations 
the plans should identify the species which drive the fisheries and ensure that all the stocks are 
managed according to the MSY objective. 

Although the recent ‘stand-off’ between the Council and the Parliament has apparently been resolved, 
there is substantial concern at the regional level that future disagreements between these parties at the 
central EU institution level may hamper progress with the EU’s venture into regional management. 

4.2.4 The providers of scientific advice 
Regarding regionalization of the CFP in the Baltic Sea and implementation of the new CFP Regulation 
(EU No. 1380/2013), the primary institutions providing scientific information and advice of relevance 
to the recipient institutions/bodies are ICES and STECF. Regionalized, ecosystem-based science and 
advice, conducted under the oversight of ICES Science Committee (SCICOM) and Advisory 
Committee (ACOM) is at the heart of ICES work. Many of ICES approximately 150 expert 
groups/workshops, etc., are regionally (e.g. Baltic Sea) dedicated as is the form of its advisory outputs. 
STECF is increasingly organizing its work to focus on regional seas/sea area issues. However, 
STECF’s expert groups and the membership of these are not as regionally dedicated as those of ICES. 
Both ICES and STECF depend for most of their expertise on a common network of NFIs (which 
customarily have close working relationships with the fisheries ministries and DG MARE) that 
primarily reflects the dominance of the natural/physical sciences. However, expertise in the less 
prevalent but increasingly important economic and social sciences mainly must be sought elsewhere 
such as academia. 

For implementing the MSFD in the Baltic Sea, HELCOM―besides being a recipient of scientific 
information and advice―has its own scientific network of NEIs providing scientific information and 
advice connected with the national environment ministries which underpin HELCOM. For 
environmental issues connected with fisheries, and some other issues, HELCOM relies on scientific 
information and advice provided by ICES. However, there is little formal collaboration and integration 
between the NFIs and the national environmental institutes (NEIs, who are closely aligned with the 
environment ministries and the Commission’s Directorate-General for Environment, DG ENV). 

Substantial RTD, primarily in the form of basic (fundamental) research, is provided by BONUS―a 
unique transnationally and EU funded research programme providing funding for scientific outputs 
that facilitate the implementation of ecosystem-based management of the Baltic Sea’s environmental 
issues. Through its collaboration with HELCOM and ICES, BONUS is helping to ‘bridge the gap’ 
between basic research and applied research. 

4.2.4.1 ICES and STECF 

ICES 

ICES is an intergovernmental marine science organization coordinating and promoting marine 
research and providing scientific information and advice on marine ecosystems including ecosystem-
based fisheries management in its convention area of the North Atlantic and adjacent regional seas 
such as the Baltic Sea and North Sea. ICES provides scientific information and advice, and 
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coordinates and manages relevant databases, for its member countries and the international regulatory 
commissions which these countries have established. Of the 20 ICES member countries 15 are EU 
member states. All nine coastal Baltic Sea states are ICES member countries and eight of the nine are 
EU member states. The nine Baltic Sea member countries of ICES represent the most numerous 
regional sea/sea area ‘block’ of countries within ICES (c.f. eight countries forming the North Sea and 
Channel ‘block’). For the Baltic Sea region, ICES has a long history of providing regionally oriented 
scientific information and advice for management purposes to its member countries and international 
regulatory commissions concerning fisheries issues, environmental issues and wider ecosystem issues. 
Key recipients in terms of Baltic Sea international regulatory commissions have included HELCOM 
(Helsinki Convention/Helsinki Commission - Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission, 
1974 ongoing), and the IBSFC (International Baltic Sea Fishery Commission - Gdansk Convention on 
Fishing and Conservation of the Living Resources in the Baltic Sea and the Belts, 1973 to disbanding 
on 1 January 2007). Since 1983, ICES has officially provided formal advice to the European 
Commission concerning the CFP (DG MARE) and since 2007 concerning the MSFD (/DG 
MARE/DG ENV and HELCOM). 

According to the ICES Strategic Plan, supported by its Science Plan and its Advisory Plan, the 
Mission of ICES is to ‘Advance the scientific understanding of marine ecosystems, and provide information, 
knowledge, and advice on the sustainable management of human activities affecting, and affected by, marine 
ecosystems.’ The current major aspiration of ICES is to promote ‘integrated ecosystem understanding’ via 
‘integrated ecosystem assessments’. Thus, integrated monitoring and assessments of marine ecosystems, 
and establishment and use of associated databases, form the essential foundation for ICES scientists to 
provide informed, evidence-based advice that can improve societal decisions relative to the sustainable 
use, conservation and recovery of living marine resources and marine ecosystems. 

ICES scientific advice is provided by its Advisory Committee (ACOM) supported by a raft of 
advisory expert groups, workshops and other activities. The advice is divided by ecoregions (e.g. the 
Baltic Sea) which allows for further development of an ecosystem approach in European waters. ICES 
advice includes an ecosystem overview for each ecoregion which provides a description of the 
ecosystem components and of the major ecological events and trends. ICES compiles its scientific 
advice in the form of regional reports, the structure of which has been developed towards a regional-
based ecosystem approach of which Book VIII is devoted to the Baltic Sea. ICES Science Committee 
(SCICOM) oversees the RTD side of ICES work, so that over the passage of time various novel 
approaches and activities are anticipated to be sufficiently operationalized so as to join the advisory 
portfolio of ICES. 

About 150 working/study, planning and steering groups, and workshops form the basis for the annual 
ICES science and advisory work programme. Most of these entities are directly or indirectly 
connected with a particular regional sea/sea area such as the Baltic Sea. 

ICES modular approach for delivering fisheries-related ecosystem advice 

For scientific advice on fish stocks, fisheries and associated ecosystem issues in the Baltic Sea, ICES 
applies a dedicated modular approach involving expert groups and associated databases. In the module 
are the Baltic Fisheries Assessment Working Group (WGBFAS, providing stocks assessments, 
fishery-related information and catch advice for the key commercial marine fish stocks in the Baltic 
Sea), Baltic International Survey Working Group (WGBIFS, overseeing coordination and 
standardization of various national surveys and data from these, which form the basis for the work of 
WGBFAS), and the Working Group on Baltic Salmon and Trout (WGBAST, providing status and 
trends information and catch advice for these species/stocks). Supporting these expert groups, there is 
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a Baltic Sea component to the regional FishFrame fish stock/fishery database, and the CFP’s EU Data 
Collection Framework (Data Collection – Multiannual Programme (DCF/DC-MAP) has a strong 
Baltic Sea component covering bio-ecological, economic and social data. ICES has worked inter alia 
to develop MSY and PA reference points for data rich stocks and proxies for these for data limited 
stocks. For the main commercially fished stocks in the Baltic Sea (cod, herring and sprat) ICES has 
with the help of periodically held benchmarking workshops (e.g. Workshop on Baltic Multispecies 
Assessments, WKBALT; Workshop on Scoping for Integrated Baltic Cod Assessment, WKSIBCA) 
which involve interested stakeholders and managers, progressed from single stock/fishery advice to 
multistock/multispecies fishery advice, i.e. considering multispecies and environmental interactions 
and multispecies MSY and PA reference points. 

As a result of ICES multispecies advice ‘considerations’ provided since 2012, and consultation with 
BSAC and BALTFISH, the European Commission has recently proposed a multiannual, multispecies 
management plan for the Baltic Sea encompassing cod, herring and sprat to the Council and European 
Parliament for adoption. This is the first multispecies management plan for any EU regional sea/sea 
area. The emergence of this management plan is partly due to the long history of ICES work on 
multispecies fish stock/fishery issues in the Baltic Sea, as well as the core commercial fish species in 
the multispecies management plan being limited to only three species (cod, herring and sprat), 
reflecting the paucity of marine species in the primarily brackish water Baltic Sea as well as the 
paucity of technical (gear) interactions and thus the low predisposition for mixed-fisheries in the 
region. 

Additional to the above advice generating expert groups and workshops, is the joint ICES/HELCOM 
Working Group on Integrated Assessments in the Baltic Sea (WGIAB) and the Study Group on Spatial 
Analyses for the Baltic Sea (SGSPATIAL) as supplements to the Baltic Sea fish 
stock/fisheries/database module. WGIAB serves as an ecosystem level counterpart to related ICES 
advisory groups and HELCOM holistic assessment (HOLAS) projects in producing science that 
supports the development of adaptive and holistic marine management strategies involving the 
cumulative interactions and effects of human pressures including fisheries. WGIAB provides support 
to the development of integrated advice for fisheries management (by for example data exchange, 
model evaluation and scientific interaction with WGBFAS), regional ecosystem overviews, and multi-
sector advice for management. WGSPATIAL contributes to spatial planning knowledge for the Baltic 
Sea. Currently, the group is specifically intended to provide Baltic Sea stock assessment expert groups 
with information on the changes in spatial distribution of exploited stocks that can be directly used in 
single and multispecies assessment and fisheries advice, and for supporting the MSFD. 

ICES support for implementing the MSFD with regard to fisheries issues 

ICES has played a major role in contributing scientific information and advice for implementation of 
the MSFD. The MSFD’s aim of achieving GES in the EU’s regional seas/sea areas, such as the Baltic 
Sea, promotes the integration of environmental considerations into all relevant EU policy areas and 
delivers the environmental pillar of the EU’s integrated Maritime Policy. The fisheries pillar of this 
framework is the CFP. ICES has provided scientific information and advice particularly on four of the 
11 high-level descriptors guiding evaluation of GES which are potentially affected by fisheries, viz. 
Descriptor 1: Biological diversity, Descriptor 3: Commercially exploited fish and shellfish, 4: Elements 
of marine food-webs, and Descriptor 6: Sea floor integrity. A substantial proportion of the work has 
focused on developing GES indicators including standards and criteria for measuring associated 
reference points such as targets and limits. Additionally, ICES has arranged workshops to examine 
DCF indicators of fishing pressures/impacts, update their technical details, and carry out the actual 
analysis for each indicator with regard to regional seas/sea area considerations. The DCF/DC-MAP 
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also contributes regionally relevant data in support of the MSFD which is collected and submitted by 
the EU member states of the various EU regional seas. In order to progress the implementation of the 
ecosystem approach to fisheries management, nine pressure and state indicators are included in the 
DCF, which aim to measure the performance of the CFP in relation to the objectives of minimizing the 
impact of fishing activities on the marine ecosystem. ICES scientific advice concerning these four 
descriptors has been delivered mainly to the European Commission but also informs the MSFD work 
programme of HELCOM. 

STECF ― evolution for auditing the CFP: integrating socio-economics and stock conservation 

In 1983, the establishment of the CFP under Council (EEC) Regulation No. 170/83, focusing on the 
conservation and management of fishery resources, required the European Commission to establish 
the Scientific and Technical Committee on Fisheries (STCF) and base its proposals for conservation 
regulations upon the ‘official’ advice from STCF. Without this scientific basis the Council refused to 
adopt such proposals from the Commission. This placed STCF under the Commission’s direct control 
and budget. In reality STCF played a very limited role in providing original advice as the stock 
assessments needed by the CFP were provided by ICES and its network of NFIs, which controlled 
access to the assessment databases and other facilities for the assessments. With the establishment of 
STCF, the Commission formally did not receive advice directly from ICES (even though ICES 
delivered the advice directly to the Commission) as ‘official’ advice was required to pass through 
STCF before the Commission took it into account. Thus, STCF’s role was to produce annual reports 
on the state of the fish stocks in Community waters for the Commission and autonomously scrutinize 
and comment on the appropriateness of the advice which the Commission received from ICES and 
which it made a payment for to ICES. The composition of STCF fundamentally reflected the natural 
and physical sciences (mainly bio-ecological) core of the expert groups which provided the foundation 
for the ICES advice, resulting in a conspicuous overlap between the experts used by STCF and ICES. 
By 1992, however, the Commission and the Council recognized that inclusion of ‘officially’ provided 
scientific advice on the important ‘human’ basis for fisheries decision-making was lacking, Thus, 
Council Regulation (EEC) No. 3760/92 provided that conservation measures shall be drawn up in the 
‘light of biological, socio-economic and technical analyses’ by the creation of the Scientific, Technical 
and Economic Committee on Fisheries (STECF) replacing STCF. By so doing, the basis was 
established for providing socio-economic advice which ICES was either not prepared to provide or 
was not able to provide. The current advisory remit of STECF has changed little since its first meeting 
in 1993 and is now essentially all-encompassing, viz. ‘STECF shall be consulted at regular intervals on 
matters pertaining to the conservation and management of living aquatic resources, including biological, 
economic, environmental, social and technical considerations.’ 

The annual STECF workload is estimated to comprise about 75-80% traditional fisheries sciences 
(natural and physical sciences), with the remaining 20-25% hinging on economics and social sciences, 
of which about 5% of the total workload depends on the social sciences (source: STECF interview 
respondents). As most of the traditional fisheries sciences network depends on expertise from the NFIs 
which is shared by STECF and ICES and is heavily overloaded, there is a strong case to be made for 
avoiding unnecessary duplication, and achieving better streamlining and rationalization of the work of 
ICES and STECF. Furthermore, as the ICES advisory function under ACOM has set in place a peer-
review and quality assurance system which has been independently evaluated as effective, 
rationalization argues for cessation by STECF of its pro forma vetting of ICES stock assessment 
advice concerning fishing opportunities and fisheries-related ecosystem advice such as the 
environmental impacts of fisheries. 
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The following are areas where STECF has an important scientific advisory role to perform (c.f. core 
agenda items from the STECF website)―which essentially should not duplicate the work of 
ICES―connected with review, auditing and recommendations concerning potential advances: 

• The CFP’s data collection framework including DC-MAP regarding coverage of biological, 
environmental, technical, social and economic data, as well as related indicators regarding the 
performance of fisheries. 

• Socio-economic analyses such as reports on the profitability and social aspects of the catching 
(EU fleets) and processing sectors and producing fishing community profiles. 

• Evaluation of effort regimes, and balancing capacity and fishing opportunities, for example 
TAC and quota regulations and balancing fishing effort/fleet capacity with the state of the 
stocks to prevent overfishing. 

• Management plans, impacts and evaluations, for example multiannual single stock/multi-
stock/multispecies management plans and HCR evaluations, CAB (especially socio-
economic) impact assessments of such plans. 

• Phasing out discards, as a major focus of the new CFP, including the landings obligation, 
catch accountability and measures to mitigate discarding, etc. 

All of these bullet points are built around regionalization of the CFP such as focusing advice and 
management measures on the Baltic Sea region. Thus, STECF is likely to use bio-ecologists in a more 
focused manner than when overlapping or duplicating the work of ICES (i.e. advice on stock 
assessments and fishing opportunities), and proportionately engage more with economists and social 
scientists (i.e. areas where ICES competency is deficient). The NFIs for the most part lack economists 
and social scientists, so the Commission and STECF should continue to actively seek economists and 
social scientists in other institutions such as academia. There is a need for the Commission to work 
with the NFIs to devise recruitment measures, associated work plans and funding to attract economists 
and social scientists for strengthening scientific advice to support the new CFP. Bearing in mind that 
the CFP has a declared intention of progressing from stock to fisheries (human factor incorporating 
socio-economic aspects) advice and management, it is important to recognize that collecting all the 
data in the world does not help one to understand without analysis and investigation. 

Compared with ICES, STECF has not adopted a dedicated modular approach to providing ‘recurrent’ 
advice for the EU regional seas/sea areas. STECF does not have regionally dedicated topic-related 
standing expert groups (i.e. Baltic Sea group ‘on this and that’ with fixed or semi-permanent 
membership) in the same way as ICES, although at the STECF level the reporting outcomes are in 
numerous cases regionally focused/directed. For the Baltic Sea, examples of regionally dedicated 
reports include; the annually produced STECF report ‘Review of Scientific Advice on Stocks in the 
Baltic Sea’ (STECF-14-10), which reflects the ICES regional approach for stock advice; the STECF 
report ‘Landing Obligations in EU Fisheries - part 3’ (STECF-14-06) dealing with discard issues in 
the Baltic Sea and reflects draft proposals on a discard management plan arising from BALTFISH; 
and the STECF report ‘Multispecies management plans for the Baltic Sea’ (STECF-12-06), which 
builds inter alia on ICES multispecies management advice for the Baltic Sea first provided to the 
Commission in 2012. These regionally focused STECF reports are prepared in the first instance by 
specially constituted EWGs, peer-reviewed by STECF itself and then the approved text published as 
the STECF report. 

Whereas ICES ACOM and its various stakeholders have increasingly built up wider and more 
effective collaboration and trust both formally and informally in the last decade, the engagement of 
STECF with regional advisory groups seems to be lagging behind, at least in attendance at meetings of 
the regional advisory committees in order to explain the grounds for its advice. STECF has a major 



Regionalization of the CFP regarding scientific advice and decision-making ― Baltic Sea paradigm 

134 

role to play in engaging more closely with fisheries stakeholders concerning socio-economic issues at 
the regional level in the context of the 2013 reform of the CFP. As the CFP becomes more strongly 
regionalized it is anticipated that both STECF and ICES will become more closely associated with the 
regional advisory groups such as BALTFISH. 

The national fisheries institutes (NFIs): key roles and resource matching challenges 

The marine science laboratories, owned and primarily financed by the national governments of the 
ICES member countries, form the backbone of the ICES network, especially the NFIs. Most funding 
for the periodic surveys, monitoring and assessments of fish stocks and associated fisheries comes 
from the NFIs and their respective national ministries. In the case of EU member states, the NFI’s 
receive significant funding, directly and indirectly from the European Commission for the just 
mentioned activities as well as the nationally and regionally associated data collection connected with 
the DCF/DC-MAP. Much of this money links to the ICES system, and the directors of the NFIs are the 
single most influential group in the governance of ICES, approving the ICES work programme and the 
related disposition of ICES budget. This very close bond involving the NFIs, the national fishery 
ministries acting as the governmental focal points, and the European Commission (DG MARE) 
including STECF, ensures a unique commitment to ‘getting the job done’ in a regional context 
concerning the CFP and fisheries connected issues involving the MSFD. The overall coverage of 
surveys, monitoring and assessments in time and space, including deployment of scientists, databases 
and infrastructures (e.g. analytical laboratories, research vessels for surveys, computing and modeling 
facilities) underpinning the value added provided by the ICES advisory services with its expert groups, 
workshops, etc., is immense and unmatched by any other intergovernmental marine science 
organization. 

It is, however, evident that the ICES system and its NFIs are being overstretched by the requests for 
scientific information and advice, both in terms of recurrent (standard) and special (novel) requests 
from ICES client regulatory commissions. As experts from the NFIs also contribute to the core of 
STECF’s advisory work, the concerns regarding the NFIs being overstretched applies not only to the 
network underpinning ICES but also to that underpinning about two-thirds of the current work of 
STECF. As the European Commission (DG MARE) is the single largest requester and recipient of 
wide-reaching and complex scientific advice from ICES and STECF, it should be incumbent on the 
Commission, in cooperation with ICES, to find a solution to balancing the human resources dilemma 
in responding to requests for advice. For the CFP and its interface with the MSFD, the new paradigm 
of providing scientific advice is driven by the overarching ecosystem approach to the management of 
human activities whereby the bio-ecological, economic and social considerations of sustainability 
require integrating and harmonizing, i.e. application of a multidisciplinary approach if not an 
interdisciplinary approach. This challenge is further taken up immediately below. 

Prevalence of natural and physical scientists and lack of economic and social scientists 

The composition of the national participants in the ICES and STECF networks primarily reflects the 
disciplines of the staff comprising the NFIs. The core of the NFI’s expertise is based primarily on the 
natural and physical sciences related to fisheries, e.g. fish stock assessment scientists and associated 
modelers. Although many of the NFIs have expanded their scientific horizons, competencies and 
expertise in response to the evolving expectations of the science – policy interface connected with the 
contractors of the scientific advice, there is not only an excess of requests for advice placed on the 
NFIs compared with available expert resources but also deficiencies in certain types of scientific 
expertise exacerbate the challenges. As fisheries and environmental issues need to be integrated in 
advice at the regional level (e.g. Baltic Sea), the NFIs are confronted by the need to include personnel 
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with complementary expertise to supplement the conservation of fish stocks. Such areas of expertise 
include, for example, plankton, benthos, seabirds and marine mammals, i.e. ecosystem components 
which may affect, and be affected by, fish and fisheries either directly or indirectly. 

Beyond the bio-ecological expertise challenges facing the NFIs, a major concern is the lack of 
economists and sociologists on the staff of the NFIs. Most fisheries economists and sociologists are 
still employed in academia. Under the DCF/DC-MAP a substantial amount of economic and social 
data is being collected, but this is not currently matched by the necessary expertise at the NFI level to 
quality assure and analyze these data. It is only the richest and most strategically far-sighted countries 
which can recruit staff to compensate for such deficiencies. In the Baltic Sea region the difference 
between the ‘have and have not’ countries is marked in terms of GDP and associated science coverage 
and outputs as measured in peer-reviewed publications (c.f. a study by BONUS). There are several 
options for organizing mitigation/adaptation measures in the fisheries and environmental sciences of 
relevance to the CFP and the MSFD: a) merge/integrate the primarily sectorally segregated national 
institutes which ‘answer’ to either fisheries or environment ‘masters’ (e.g. fishery and environment 
ministries); and b) merge/integrate the economists and sociologists primarily found in academia with 
the NFIs or their new merged fishery and environment equivalents. Irrespective of the model solution 
selected, and the means to bring it about, the justification is clear for strengthening and integrating the 
expertise base to match the challenges. Given that DG MARE is a major force behind the NFIs and 
DG ENV is a major force behind the NEIs, the European Commission has a potentially fruitful task in 
driving discussions on how to optimize the scientific foundation for providing integrated advice by 
both enhancement of expertise and rationalization of common human resources and infrastructures. 

Balancing regional and trans-regional delivery approaches in scientific advice 

In the traditional ICES working model, despite an increasing regionalism in the approach to providing 
advice, countries cooperate actively in the various expert groups and advisory services so as to even 
out national and regional differences in abilities and experiences. Thus, regionalism although being 
desirable in the context of providing ‘recurrent’ core scientific advice is not necessarily always solved 
by creating regionally dedicated expert groups in which the participating experts come solely from the 
coastal countries of the region. It will depend on the available expertise for addressing the particular 
scientific topic and the potential need to bolster that expertise, should it be deficient, in a helpful 
manner from across the wider ICES network. It also depends greatly on the availability of quality 
assured, regional data as the precondition for conducting good analyses. In the Baltic Sea modular 
approach focusing primarily on the bio-ecological aspects of fisheries, where there is a need to provide 
recurrent advice (i.e. standard, essentially repetitive year on year) to the European Commission, this is 
probably best achieved by establishing regionally dedicated expert groups (e.g. WGBFAS, WGBIFS, 
whose experts are provided exclusively by the Baltic Sea coastal countries) supported by Baltic Sea 
regionalized databases. However, where non-recurrent advice (i.e. special/novel) is required on 
currently challenging areas of expertise where neither the Baltic Sea NFIs nor the NEIs have an 
adequate sufficiency of the necessary science-related expertise (e.g. in areas such as economics, social 
sciences, seabirds and sea mammals) on their staff, then the ICES model would probably use an 
approach where the best available expertise is ‘pooled’ to do the job. Such pooling for Baltic Sea 
issues would probably include bolstering the relatively few available experts from the Baltic Sea 
region with experts from outside the region to analyze the available Baltic Sea data concerning the 
particular issue. It is also pertinent to recognize that via the peer-review inherent in the ICES ACOM 
system, the advice emerging has international legitimacy as it has been agreed in a committee of 
scientists appointed by all 20 governments of the ICES member countries. This ensures also that 
international best practices are applied and maintained, and lessons learned are extensively spread, 
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among the expert groups/committees of the wider ICES system. In many ways the resulting ‘cross-
fertilization’ in the ICES system works via ‘training by doing’. 

Although STECF has not come as far as ICES in structurally organizing its work on a regional basis, 
this does not mean that STECF outputs/reports are not ‘fit for purpose’ regarding providing 
regionalized advice in the context of the new CFP. The approach taken by STECF may be viewed as 
adaptive and responsive in ‘getting the job done’. The necessary expertise at the STECF EWG level 
and at the overlying STECF level is currently probably best organized as practiced by using a mix of 
experts not only from Baltic member states but also from other EU regional seas. Given that STECF is 
working in a challenging multidisciplinary environment bridging bio-ecology, economics and social 
sciences, there are likely to be advantages in using this model, whereby the necessary expertise in 
responding to challenging and essentially ‘novel’ requests is bolstered by bringing in personnel from 
outside the particular region to supplement the available personnel from within the region (e.g. Baltic 
Sea region). At the STECF level itself, as opposed to its EWG levels, the model for constituting 
STECF is basically similar to the model used by ICES ACOM: i.e. the STECF membership is 
constituted from across all coastal member states to give the advice legitimacy in peer-review and 
adoption and ensure that best practices/standards are applied across all regions. At the EWG level the 
experts/representatives tend to be appointed to the particular EWG according to the specific topic 
focused on, such that a core of ‘regionally connected’ experts/representatives is generally 
supplemented by experts/representatives from outside the area, particularly when competent regional 
experts/representatives may be in short supply. For ‘recurrent’ (repetitiously standard) regional advice 
in which the necessary expertise can be provided in a balanced way solely by the coastal member 
states of the particular region, then the ‘regionally dedicated’ model (c.f. ICES) is likely to represent a 
good option. 

Coordination and filtering of requests for scientific advice: interactions between the parties 

Regarding the formulation of requests for scientific advice, the European Commission requires that 
proposals for such requests, from BSAC and BALTFISH, are addressed to the Commission, which in 
turn filters and modifies these as it deems fit before the requests are directed by the Commission to 
ICES and STECF. The regional advisory councils find this process with the Commission frustrating. 
As yet it is not clear how BALTFISH views this. However, as the Commission manages the budget 
(‘he who pays the piper calls the tune’) for contracting scientific advice and controls the system for 
submitting advice to the Council and the European Parliament, the Commission will maintain its 
commanding role. Nevertheless, a more interactive process for formulating and agreeing the requests 
for advice, including also interactions with the advice providers, would be advantageous. 

The regional advisory councils, such as BSAC, besides being obligated to provide stakeholder advice 
to the European Commission regarding implementation of the CFP, also have a legitimate interest in 
being informed by RTD and scientific advice. For example, BSAC and the other advisory councils 
want to be informed by scientific advice concerning the stocks/fisheries in their geographical regions. 
The advisory councils have distinct views on the nature of the scientific advice that is necessary in 
their specific regions as well as what types/themes of RTD and data are necessary to support the 
advice. The regional advisory councils also have a key role in facilitating the supply and use of data. 
Article 53 of the new CFP Regulation (EU No. 1380/2013) underlines that the advisory councils are 
required to ‘Contribute, in close cooperation with scientists, to the collection, supply and analysis of 
data necessary for the development of conservation measures.’ The advisory councils are considering 
the possibility of establishing their own scientific experts, and sharing these among the various 
councils, so as to be better able to engage with the providers of scientific advice (i.e. ICES and 
STECF). The advisory councils are also motivated to take part in research projects (e.g. EU 
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FP7/Horizon 2020) which pertain to their regional seas/sea areas but this is dependent on earmarking 
project funding for such purposes. 

ICES (via its Working Group on Maritime Systems) consulted with the advisory councils concerning 
the identification of prioritized medium to long-term research themes underpinning the provision of 
scientific advice. The following themes emerged as research priorities, regarding collaboration 
between scientists and stakeholders, relating to the CFP: 

• Discarding – scientific understanding of management actions, including quota flexibility, 
mapping fish and discard distributions, gear selectivity development, commercial and non-target 
species issues. 

• Trade-offs (fishery and ecological/environmental) of MSY management strategies. 
• Developing long-term management plans for single stock/species, multi-stock/multispecies and 

mixed fisheries and socio-economic impact studies of management options. 
• Establishing effective ways of working/participation among the key actors, including improving 

cooperation between the regional advisory councils (e.g. BSAC) and their regional members 
states groups (e.g. BALTFISH), European Commission, STECF and ICES. This is a 
prerequisite for creating a more inclusive, transparent and trusting regional management of EU 
fish stocks/fisheries (as noted by the EU’s GAP2 project). 

The importance of regionalized databases and their use for the CFP and MSFD 

Since the establishment of the IBSFC in 1973, ICES and all the Baltic Sea coastal states have been 
conducting fisheries-related surveys in the Baltic Sea region, banking the data collected and using it to 
conduct fish stock assessments. This engagement in surveys and databases grew under ICES Working 
Group on International Fishery Surveys (WGBIFS), so that from the mid-1990s the Baltic Sea coastal 
countries have been carrying out fishery related surveys, coordinated by ICES, viz. the Baltic 
International Trawl Surveys (BITS) and Baltic International Acoustic Surveys (BIAS) and storing and 
using the quality assured data in regional databases such as the BITS and Baltic Acoustic Database 
(BAD1), Database of Trawl Surveys (DATRAS), and the regional database FishFrame which serves 
as a platform for fisheries assessments. The Baltic Fisheries Assessment Working Group (WGBFAS) 
uses the data to conduct the required fish stock assessments and the ICES/HELCOM Working Group 
on Integrated Assessments of the Baltic Sea (WGIAB) uses the data for inputting information on fish 
stocks into its work. The ICES connected fish stock and fisheries data has provided an important 
foundation for building into the CFP’s DCF/DC-MAP. 

The CFP’s DCF has since 2008, with various legislative modifications, provided a common 
framework for the EU to collect, manage, share and use data within the fisheries sector, including 
support for scientific advice regarding the CFP and the MSFD. The DCF and the intended DC-MAP 
introduce provisions to meet the move towards fisheries- or fleet-based management as opposed to 
managing fish stocks, the integration of environmental data, and the shift towards an ecosystem-based 
approach to the management of human activities. The DCF/DC-MAP aspires to collect data associated 
with essentially all aspects of marine fisheries and to make these data available for scientific analyses 
and for providing advice on the performance of the CFP. Financial support is available from the 
European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) for 2014 – 2020. Thus, the provision of CFP-related 
data is likely to place fisheries at the forefront of the marine sectors concerning data availability and 
associated analyses in the context of both the EU’s Integrated Maritime Policy and the MSFD. 

EU member states must ensure national coordination of data collection, and together with the 
European Commission they will coordinate data collection in the same regional sea/sea area with other 
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EU member states and make every effort to coordinate with third countries, e.g. the Russian 
Federation in the Baltic Sea. Each year, under the DCF/DC-MAP, EU member states are expected to 
submit a report describing their national data collection programmes, which will be made publicly 
available. In connection with the 2013 CFP Regulation, the European Commission is developing a 
new data collection regulation, the DC-MAP. This regulation, scheduled to take effect by 2017, is 
more adapted inter alia to the MSFD’s requirements for environmental monitoring than the current 
framework. 

Under the DC-MAP, EU member states must draw up data collection programmes, with precision 
targets, harmonized at the EU level, for which they are responsible for collecting accurate, timely, 
reliable biological, environmental, technical, social and economic data and for making these data 
available to end-users (e.g. ICES and STECF) including those designated by the Commission. The 
precision targets will be set by the Commission after advice from STECF, ICES, and the regional 
coordination process with end-user input. 

The DC-MAP data should allow assessment of: 

• The state of the exploited stocks. 
• The level of fishing and impact on marine ecosystems. 
• The social and economic performance of the fisheries, aquaculture and processing sectors. 

The DC-MAP covers: 

• Biological, environmental, technical, social, economic data for commercial fisheries by EU 
vessels; 

• Recreational fisheries in EU waters; 
• Research surveys at sea; 
• Economic data on marine aquaculture; 
• Economic data on resource (e.g. fish) processing industries. 

Under national programmes, EU member states must establish datasets which are multiannual (data 
measuring the changes in a parameter over a number of years), aggregated (the output resulting from 
the processing of data for a given period) and incorporate information concerning the sustainability of 
the fisheries, including at-sea and on-land activities, in bio-ecological, economic and social terms. 

Operationalizing the DCF/DC-MAP depends on regionalized data collection and not least its use in the 
regionalization of the CFP. The data-collection system covers the entire process, from the collection of 
data in ports or at sea, to its use by the end-users such as the scientific community and advisory 
bodies. The data collection also places more emphasis on socio-economic data so as to provide a basis 
for conducting impact assessments of new legislation and to allow monitoring of the performance of 
the European fleet. 

Regional Coordination Groups (RCGs) have been established, for the Baltic Sea and other regional 
seas/sea area where EU fisheries occur, to evaluate the regional coordination aspects of the national 
programmes and where necessary make recommendations for better integration of national 
programmes and for task-sharing among member states. ICES participates actively in the regional 
coordination meetings of the RCGs and STECF and its expert working groups regularly review (i.e. 
audit) national and regional progress in data delivery for DC-MAP. 

Important data challenges in which the DCF/DC-MAP can be used, to mention but a few, include the 
development of wide-reaching sound scientific knowledge (evidence-based) in support of: 1) Both the 
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CFP and the MSFD regarding diverse analyses; 2) Development and application of the EAM; 3) 
Multiannual management plans/multispecies management plans with discard plans and landings 
obligations; 4) Development and application of various bio-ecological, economic and social indicators 
connected with fisheries/métiers. These aspects are particularly applicable to being focused on in a 
regional sea/sea area context such as the Baltic Sea. 

Closely connected with the DCF/DC-MAP is the FishFrame Database platform, hosted and managed 
by ICES, which is a key tool in assisting in a regional approach to survey design and data collection, 
and forms a regionally coordinated database platform for fisheries assessments. FishFrame was 
originally created for the Baltic Sea but has evolved with segments in other regional seas. ICES-EU 
Steering Committee for Regional Databases (ICES/EU RDB-SC) consists of representatives from 
regional coordination meetings/groups besides ICES and the European Commission. ICES/EU RDB-
SC (2013) emphasized that the RDBs have a considerable potential to: a) enable implementation of a 
regional approach to sampling programs and regional management of data; b) decrease problems with 
data deficiencies through more centralized transmission processes; and c) increase transparency on 
how data sets (e.g. for stock assessment) are compiled enabling assessment of quality. The first 
priority for the RDB is to facilitate coordination and evaluation of sampling through the RCMs. Once 
the RDB serves the needs for the data collection programmes (e.g. DCF/DC-MAP), the second main 
goal aims to facilitate data preparations and deliveries for assessment purposes. Support for RDBs is 
forthcoming in the new EMFF. 

Both ICES and STECF perform coordination and quality assurance related activities in support of the 
DCF/DC-MAP and advise the Commission on the needs for various types of data and indicators 
required by the CFP and the MSFD. 

Changing rules of engagement between providers of scientific advice, managers and stakeholders 

As an intergovernmental organization the rules of engagement between ICES and stakeholders has 
been determined by its ‘shareholders’, viz. its member countries in the form of the national Delegates 
appointed by the Contracting Parties and the international regulatory commissions which these 
countries have established and which ICES serves. Naturally these shareholders form, for ICES, the 
most important stakeholders to serve and engage with (they are the primary contributors to the ICES 
budget) regarding consultations and dialogue concerning scientific information and advice. The ICES 
shareholders determine the policy concerning the extent to which consultation and dialogue on the 
nature and substance of the ICES advice (e.g. requests for advice and provision of advice) may occur 
with other interested stakeholders such as the fishing industry and environmental NGOs. Traditionally, 
the shareholders have been highly restrictive in acting as interlocutors between the ICES advisory 
function (e.g. senior Secretariat staff, ACOM’s predecessors and expert groups) and the groups that 
today one would describe as legitimate stakeholders. For example, consultation and dialogue with 
stakeholders used to only occur formally under control of the shareholders as the key actors who 
determined how and where such engagement and information exchange would occur. This resulted in 
‘ICES’ being the butt of criticism from fisheries stakeholders. However, with stakeholder consultation 
increasingly becoming a prerequisite for decision-making in ICES member countries (e.g. USA 
regarding its regional fishery management councils) as well as in the previous and current reforms of 
the CFP, the ICES ‘shareholders’ and ICES as an organization have become more open and positively 
inclined to both formal and informal engagement with stakeholder groups. As a result ICES has 
allowed and encouraged fisheries stakeholders to attend, follow and make comments on the workings 
of ACOM (and also SCICOM), as well as actively participate in key ICES activities such as fish 
stock/fishery benchmarking workshops. ICES also ensures (as stipulated in its MoU with the European 
Commission) that officials from ACOM and nominated designates, including senior Secretariat staff, 
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present and explain the ICES advice to stakeholders via the regional advisory councils (e.g. BSAC) 
and answer requirements for clarification. Collaboration between ICES and stakeholders has been 
strengthened substantially since 2005 by holding annual meetings between ICES and the regional 
advisory councils which represent the stakeholders including the fishing industry, environmental 
NGOs and other groups with an interest in fisheries. This positive engagement has benefited both 
ICES and stakeholders by strengthening the process of working together to deliver advice that better 
fits the reality of fisheries. 

In the case of STECF, the level of its formal engagement with stakeholders has been dictated by the 
European Commission. As in the case of ICES described above, this engagement has progressed from 
more formal and restrictive arrangements to those where more informal processes occur. Stakeholders 
(e.g. from the advisory councils such as BSAC) who are approved by the Commission may participate 
in STECF’s expert working groups (EWGs)―subject to receiving an invitation letter for each 
meeting―as observers whereas the STECF (i.e. high-level) meetings are generally closed to observers 
from stakeholder groups. This is somewhat different to the ICES system whereby the meetings of 
EWGs under ACOM are not open to stakeholders (but they are open to its ‘shareholders’ such as the 
client commissions), whereas the ACOM advice drafting meetings are open to not only to its 
shareholders but also to approved stakeholder groups to ensure that these groups (as observers) may 
provide comments on the advice as it emerges and such inputs are taken into account. Compared with 
ICES, STECF has not progressed as far in having representatives officially attend the meetings of the 
regional advisory committees to present and explain the STECF advice and receive feedback. Given 
that the actual advice formulation process at the STECF level is generally not open to stakeholders, 
whereas that in ACOM is, there appears to be a need, and indeed a benefit, for STECF to build closer 
ties to the regional advisory councils in a similar way to those used by ICES. 

Changing advice perspectives: from limited choice to balancing multiple strategic options 

Traditionally, fisheries scientific advice has focused on single species management in which 
multispecies (i.e. biological) interactions and mixed-fisheries (i.e. technical) interactions have not been 
especially manifest in either the assessment models or the resultant advice. However, over the last 
decade and especially with the 2013 CFP Regulation, multispecies and mixed-fisheries management 
was placed high on the agenda, including making operational the landings obligation, whereby 
bycatch discarding is phased out and all commercial fish caught are counted against TACs/quotas. 
These developments require a quantum leap from relatively simple, limited choice options in 
determining fishing opportunities to more complex, multiple strategic choice options reflecting the 
multifaceted nature of fisheries. 

ICES and STECF increasingly recognize that the perspectives for delivering advice are changing from 
offering limited choice options to offering multiple choice options. In their work there is an evolution 
from providing scientific advice concerning fish stocks to providing advice on fisheries (multi-fleet, 
multi-gear, etc.), as well as expanding the focus from single species/stock advice to multiple species 
and mixed-fisheries advice. Multispecies and mixed-fisheries management must address multiple 
‘societal choice’ options and the likelihood for these options to result in diverse developmental paths 
of the future fisheries-related ecosystem taking in to account environmental (e.g. climate) 
variability/change (visualized via the use of ‘what if’ scenarios and predictive models), and various 
preferences/options and possible trade-offs reflecting the assorted views of key stakeholders. These 
choice preferences mirror the various stakeholder ‘priorities’ given to attaining/maintaining particular 
species/stocks, or groups of these, at higher or lower population levels depending, for example, on 
one’s national fishing customs or preferences―in which there are preferences for particular 
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fleets/métiers, target species/stocks―and whether part of the potential catch of forage fish should be 
reserved explicitly for top predators such as cod, seabirds, and marine mammals. 

As noted, the options/choices regarding outcomes must take into account the views of diverse 
stakeholders, as well as bio-ecological, economic and social sustainability criteria as informed by 
relevant policies. Regarding the interface between ‘fisheries’ and ‘environmental’ aims, such trade-
offs may involve, for example, decisions about achieving MSY for the target stocks, on the one hand, 
and mitigating fishing activities in order to meet GES concerning the MSFD descriptors impacted by 
fisheries. Additionally, many fisheries face increasing spatial competition from other encroaching and 
potentially conflicting human sector activities, e.g. energy sector. Accordingly, scientific advice is 
increasingly expected to make evidence-based decisions using holistic, cross-sectoral marine spatial 
planning, as delivery tools of an ecosystem-based management. Thus, the challenges of providing 
scientific advice that is fit for purpose concerning sustainability issues can only be convincingly 
tackled through integration of the bio-ecological, economic and societal disciplines. Furthermore, as 
already noted, a rationalization of the advisory capacities of, and collaboration between, ICES and 
STECF should be considered regarding achieving the necessary balance between disciplines and 
advisory efficacy. 

Scientists, managers, and diverse stakeholders must engage in dialogue and exchange views, to a level 
one has not normally expected previously, to gain consensus on desired management outcomes. The 
overall aim of this exercise is to achieve agreement via the establishment of multifaceted LTMPs 
outlining inter alia the rules concerning what one wants to achieve and how to achieve it. 
Concurrently with this, people from all major stakeholder groups are calling for a more interactive 
system of producing a common knowledge base. Thus, decision-making must be based on open and 
transparent science supported by open and transparent multidisciplinary databases (DCF/DC-MAP). 

Fisheries science and advice are increasingly expected to be able to expand their boundaries by 
holistically addressing cross-cutting issues by being not only multidisciplinary but inter-disciplinary 
regarding integration41. This requires new approaches to the organization of RTD and advice funding, 
novel education and training, enhanced institutional collaboration, and more effective networking, 
outreach and knowledge dissemination to convey complex insights, to effectively build confidence 
and credibility among diverse stakeholder groups. 

4.2.4.2 HELCOM 

HELCOM receives scientific advice from its own system of committees and expert groups as well as 
from ICES. The membership of these HELCOM entities is recruited almost exclusively from the NEIs 
which form the foundation for the HELCOM network. Compared with the NFIs and the CFP-related 
system supported by the European Commission’s DG MARE, the marine work of the NEIs lacks 
funding and infrastructures for conducting marine surveys, monitoring and assessments. This has 
implications for the marine biodiversity work conducted by HELCOM. 

                                                      
41 A multidisciplinary approach occurs when disciplines are brought together to discuss issues from each of their 
perspectives. They may collaborate, but they tend to maintain a separation of disciplines. When the project is 
concluded, the disciplines/experts revert to their original starting points. An interdisciplinary approach brings the 
same disciplines and experts together, but the expertise is used to create new approaches, models and integrated 
outcomes that are unlikely to occur in the multidisciplinary approach. Furthermore, the involved experts build up 
a better collaborative understanding and appreciation of the contributions which each discipline brings to the 
table to problem solving. Multidisciplinary teams work in a team; whereas, interdisciplinary teams engage in 
teamwork. 
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Scientific advice for HELCOM is provided by ICES, mainly on fisheries and related ecosystem issues 
connected with achieving GES in the context of the MSFD. The MSFD anticipates that the CFP will 
deliver the solutions necessary to mitigate the impacts of fisheries on the marine 
environment/ecosystems of relevance to fulfilling the aims of the MSFD. Due to sensitivities 
concerning fisheries management falling outside the competency of HELCOM, the European 
Commission (DG MARE) follows the work of HELCOM closely and requires that scientific advice on 
fisheries-related issues is provided to HELCOM by ICES, i.e. either directly or by vetting HELCOM 
products. As with other advice provided by ICES, there are cost implications involved which must be 
met by the advice requesters. 

Since the 1992 expansion of the HELCOM convention from its previous focus on regulating pollution 
to embrace also the protection of biodiversity―including species communities and habitats―one of 
HELCOM’s greatest problems has been to establish monitoring and integrated assessments of the 
status of marine biodiversity compared to, for example, the relative ease of conducting assessments of 
eutrophication and contamination status. This is chiefly a consequence of monitoring marine 
biodiversity being expensive and logistically demanding in terms of covering the distributional 
abundance of biodiversity at the appropriate temporal and spatial scales, and poor integration with 
existing marine environmental monitoring efforts. As one of the key aims of environmental protection 
is to determine the extent to which the pressures from assorted human sectoral activities, such as 
fisheries, impact the various constituents of biodiversity, the requirement for sound biodiversity-
related monitoring and assessments of changing status and trends forms an essential condition for 
determining potential measures to mitigate the causal pressures. Greater cooperation between the NEIs 
and their counterpart NFIs to improve biodiversity-related monitoring, and thereby the quality of the 
associated assessments, is necessary. The Baltic components of fisheries-related data collection 
(DCF/DC-MAP, FishFrame assessment database, etc.) provide the foundations for conducting 
evidence-based assessments, of great relevance to the MSFD, regarding the sustainability of fisheries 
in bio-ecological and socio-economic terms. Thus, fisheries have a surveying, monitoring and 
assessment scheme which is second to none. 

Fisheries potentially impact on the MSFD’s GES Descriptors 1 (Biological diversity); 2 (Populations 
of commercially exploited fish and shellfish); 4 (Elements of food webs); and 6 (Sea floor integrity). 
Although meeting the GES goals of all these four descriptors is necessary, achieving the MSY 
associated goals (e.g. restraining fishing capacity/effort so that F≤FMSY, B≥BMSY) of Descriptor 2 
concerning target stocks/species is paramount as it will also significantly contribute to constraining the 
ecosystem impacts of fishing on non-target species and seafloor habitats in the context of the other 
three descriptors. ICES advises the European Commission concerning the development and 
application of indicators regarding these four GES descriptors, including the availability of suitable 
regional data for calculating relevant metrics. In the Baltic Sea region, the single species and 
multispecies LTMPs based on MSY principles, about which ICES and STECF provide scientific 
advice, are making major contributions to the achievement of GES concerning Descriptor 2, and 
thereby also helping to mitigate the impact of fisheries concerning GES Descriptors 1, 4 and 6. 

Collaboration between HELCOM and ICES in the last decade or so has decreased in connection with 
relatively few requests being directed by HELCOM to ICES for scientific advice in this period 
compared with previous years. The reasons for the fall-off in requests for advice from HELCOM to 
ICES are unclear. However, this decrease is in stark contrast to the relative abundance of requests 
made by OSPAR (HELCOM’s ‘sister’ environmental commission for the North-East Atlantic) to 
ICES. Because the demarcation between fisheries and environmental advice is fuzzy in the context of 
the ecosystem approach to science and management, and as the scientific advisory providers and their 
supporting national institutes are increasingly overstretched, a compelling case can be made for 
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enhanced cross-sectoral integration and rationalization of science and advice at the national level 
between the NFIs and the NEIs. 

4.2.4.3 BONUS 

The Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science (BONUS) is a collaboration―involving the 
research funding organizations of the eight coastal EU member states of the Baltic―for implementing 
a joint Baltic Sea regional research programme. BONUS aims to create a cooperative, 
interdisciplinary, well integrated and focused transnational research programme to support the Baltic 
Sea’s sustainable development, by providing scientific outputs from the funded research projects 
which facilitate the implementation of ecosystem-based management of the Baltic Sea environmental 
issues. The products from BONUS provide scientific support for EU policies at the Baltic Sea regional 
scale, particularly regarding support for the MSFD and the role of HELCOM in coordinating the 
implementation of the MSFD in the Baltic Sea. 

Prior to the creation of BONUS in 2003 there was no pan-Baltic transnational cooperation in funding 
Baltic Sea research. Since then, BONUS has developed a common science plan, a ‘common pot’ for 
funding, and issued various calls for competitive proposals for research projects, and funded projects 
meeting various call priorities (e.g. strategic research agendas in support of various EU policies) and 
satisfying agreed criteria for relevance and quality.  

In September 2010, having gained endorsement from the Council and the European Parliament, 
BONUS became the first marine science RTD programme to receive special funding recognition 
under Article 169 (now Article 185) of the European Union. This funding, provided via the European 
Commission, delivered EUR 50 million (matching the research funding commitments of the EU Baltic 
Sea member states) of the EUR 100 million for the years 2010-2017. Thus, the previous unique 
achievement of BONUS in having produced the first collective science plan for a regional sea with 
participation and funding commitments by the EU coastal states in the region, was augmented as the 
first of its kind to receive special acknowledgement and funding/participation at the highest EU wide 
level. 

BONUS has developed into a model for future regional sea research cooperation with common 
European value in showing the way towards development of European macro-regional policy in the 
context of basic/fundamental science (RTD). BONUS also contributes towards bringing together 
scientists from academia, the NFIs and the NEIs. Understandably, BONUS has developed close 
scientific collaboration with both HELCOM and ICES. 

4.3 Conclusions and the future: Challenges, opportunities and options 

4.3.1.1 Recipients of scientific advice: Main strengths and weaknesses/remedial steps 

The main strengths and weaknesses/remedial steps concerning the requesters/recipients of scientific 
advice are highlighted in Table 1 A and B. The numbering of the various points is solely to facilitate 
their identification for potential discussion of the report’s conclusions. 

Table 1 A Main strengths concerning the requesters/recipients of scientific advice 
1.  The Baltic Sea region has shown longstanding transnational management collaboration 

concerning fisheries and environmental issues. This includes establishment of IBSFC and 
HELCOM in 1973/74 (with disbandment of IBSFC on 1 January 2007), initiation of the 
BALTFISH Forum in 2009 and with BALTFISH’s ‘delegated empowerment’ as a Baltic Sea 
member states group to submit ‘joint recommendations’ concerning implementation of 
fisheries management actions/measures from the 2013 CFP on 1 January 2014. The 
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establishment of the Baltic Sea Advisory Council (BSAC), following the reformed 2002 CFP, 
provided an active regional forum for exchanging diverse stakeholder views on fisheries issues 
and provided a consultative conference for such views to be conveyed to the European 
Commission. All these organizations/bodies request and/or receive scientific information and 
advice, either directly or indirectly in order to carry out their remits. Besides the above-
mentioned entities, the European Commission plays a key central role as the chief contractor 
and sponsor of scientific information and advice necessary to justify proposals to the European 
Council and Parliament in support of the overarching CFP-related policy and legislation. The 
Baltic Sea region has the necessary customs and organizational entities for consultation and 
decision-making to be effective. However, the regional decision-making system is not 
structurally and organizationally fully optimized. 

2.  The European Commission’s DG MARE forms the fulcrum for the current CFP organizational 
system as it decides on the nature of the necessary scientific advice required (in consultation 
with other key actors), it contracts and pays the costs for much (but not all) of the scientific 
advice and in turn the Commission uses the received scientific advice in order to inform other 
actors and justify the grounds for decision-making by the Council, Parliament and BALTFISH 
as appropriate. DG MARE also oversees the functioning/review of the important DCF/DC-
MAP. Much of the Commission’s work has been organized on a regional sea/sea area basis. 

3.  Regarding management actions/measures originating from the Baltic Sea region connected 
with the 2013 CFP reform, the various entities (including the providers of scientific advice) 
have collaborated well by proposing jointly agreed fishing opportunities (TACs), and 
promoting a MSY-based multispecies multiannual management plan (i.e. cod, herring and 
sprat) in October 2014, and a discard (management) plan in October 2014 associated with the 
new landings obligation. In so doing, the Baltic Sea has shown the way for other EU regional 
seas/sea areas. The Baltic EU member states are also actively engaged in carrying out their 
responsibilities regarding fulfilling the regional aspects of the DCF/DC-MAP in support of the 
CFP and the MSFD. 

Table 1 B Main weaknesses/remedial steps concerning the requesters/recipients of scientific advice 
1.  Disbanding IBSFC in 2007 left a major regional vacuum regarding EU fisheries management.  

Although the EU member states forming BALTFISH have been provided with ‘delegated 
empowerment’ to make ‘joint recommendations’ and conduct various fisheries management 
actions/measures, BALTFISH is an ‘informal’ body lacking a recognized legal status as it has 
not been established as a legal entity either by EU or international law. Furthermore, it is not 
referred to specifically in any officially recognized terms in EU legislation, and the MoU 
signed by the eight EU member states officially establishing BALTFISH ultimo 2013 makes it 
clear that the MoU is not legally binding. The European Commission, representing the EU, is 
not a signatory to the MoU. Because of the informal stature of BALTFISH, it cannot (in its 
current form) replace IBSFC as an equivalent status management/regulatory organization. The 
absence of the IBSFC has left HELCOM and ICES without a legally recognized and 
constituted regional fisheries management partner. Accordingly, collaboration between 
HELCOM and BALTFISH occurs informally via the HELCOM Group on Ecosystem-based 
Sustainable Fisheries (FISH). The deficient legal status of BALTFISH also means that its 
collaboration with ICES is informal, and that the major formal collaboration route for ICES 
occurs via the European Commission (DG MARE). Furthermore, the ‘delegated 
empowerment’ of the EU regional member states groups, such as BALTFISH, by the EU’s 
fisheries decision-making institutions (i.e. European Council and Parliament) may be 
withdrawn at short notice. Thus, the informal stature of BALTFISH is a major regional 
weakness in the Baltic Sea governance system. This must be remedied in order for CFP 
regionalization to work optimally. 

2.  The European Council and the Parliament, to a large extent, determine whether the newly 
initiated potential regionalization of the CFP is actively supported centrally from the EU 
(Brussels). The Council has exhibited a longstanding disregard for using the scientific advice, 
which itself has called for as the basis for the Commission’s proposals for setting fishing 
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opportunities, resulting frequently in ‘decision overfishing’. However, it is anticipated that the 
establishment of agreed multiannual management plans, based on the obligation to adhere to 
MSY principles as outlined in the 2013 CFP Basic Regulation, will terminate overfishing by 
2020 at the latest. However, there are signs that the Council of Ministers, and the fisheries 
ministers behind the BALTFISH member states, may weaken the move to achieving MSY (or 
its proxy) for particular commercial fish stocks, based on using a socio-economic opt-out 
possibility, up to the 2020 deadline. Whether this continues beyond 2020 remains to be seen, 
and if it does continue beyond that deadline will the fisheries ministers face litigation for not 
complying with EU legislation? Another prospective weakness involves the potentially 
discordant views of the Council and the Parliament on their respective mandates concerning 
legislation/decision-making in the new CFP. Such discords have delayed CFP 
legislation/decision-making on several occasions since enactment of the Treaty of Lisbon 
giving ‘co-decision’ powers to the Parliament, except on matters connected with fish stock 
conservation/setting fishing opportunities which solely are the Council’s prerogative. Thus, the 
Council and the Parliament potentially represent the ‘jokers’ in the 2013 CFP’s ‘pack of 
cards’. 

3.  BALTFISH has neither a locality-specific headquarters nor a durable secretariat. Thus, the 
headquarters and secretariat staff are temporary and rotate periodically among the eight Baltic 
Sea member states which have established BALTFISH. Currently BALTFISH does not have 
an official website. Partly associated with these deficiencies, it is difficult to obtain 
information about the activities of BALTFISH, including the agendas and minutes of 
meetings. Although BALTFISH Seminar meetings are open to fisheries stakeholders, the 
meetings of the decision-making BALTFISH High-Level Group (HLG) normally are not open 
to observers. Thus it is difficult for stakeholders to determine how far the Seminar sessions 
influence decision-making. In many ways, the standards of openness and transparency 
concerning BALTFISH’s business do not satisfy the norms expected in either the Baltic Sea 
EU member states themselves nor in EU institutions or even bodies such as BSAC. Thus, 
stakeholders consider that the HLG business of BALTFISH is secretive and the grounds for 
decision-making are unclear. 

4.  Although the Baltic Sea Advisory Council (BSAC) originated with the reformed 2002 CFP, 
and it has since proved itself to be an active forum for exchanging diverse stakeholder views 
and providing a consultative forum for such views to the European commission, it is too early 
to judge whether the intended cooperation between BALTFISH and BSAC will successfully 
meet expectations. Currently, BSAC members are disappointed by a lack of openness and 
transparency in cooperation with BALTFISH. The already noted lack of BALTFISH’s legal 
stature may hinder the BSAC’s collaboration with it (it is noteworthy that EU advisory 
councils are clearly recognized by EU legislation), and major ‘meaningful’ interactions may 
continue to flow, as has been customary, via the European Commission. This may hamper 
progress with developing the regional dimension of the CFP. Improving openness and 
transparency in BALTFISH is a precondition for its effective functioning with other Baltic Sea 
actors. Increasing the cohesiveness of BALTFISH in a more integrative and inclusive 
‘umbrella’ organizational structure will bring tangible benefits. 

5.  The European Commission’s DG MARE recruits most of its high-grade fisheries staff from 
the NFIs. Accordingly, DG MARE staff are primarily from the natural and physical sciences 
(e.g. stock assessment sciences) whereas those from the economic and social sciences are in a 
minority. The lack of this scientific expertise hampers building out investigations of the 
‘human’ aspects of fisheries (fleets, fishing communities, etc.) connected with the DCF/DC-
MAP. DG MARE, as with STECF, should increase its expert profiles with economists and 
social scientists. 

6.  Due to the numbers of key actors in the overall advisory, consultative and decision-making 
process, and the lack of information concerning BALTFISH’s operations and the grounds for 
its decision-making, the Baltic Sea regional advisory and decision-making system is 
disaggregated, disjointed and hindered from functioning optimally. Currently, there is no 
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single cohesive institutional organization into which closer collaboration among the actors can 
be integrated. Thus, there is a need for establishing a more holistically integrated regional 
organizational model. As the U.S. was the primary source for the ‘regional advisory council’ 
idea for enhancing CFP-related stakeholder consultation, imported with the 2002 CFP reform, 
a strong case can be made that lessons learned and best practices can also be learned from the 
remainder of the U.S. regional fishery management council (RFMC) model which could not 
be imported at that time due to the lack of a regional component for decision-making in the 
CFP prior to the 2013 CFP reform. This aspect is expanded on later in section 4.3.1.3. 

4.3.1.2 Providers of scientific advice: Main strengths and weaknesses/remedial steps 

The main strengths and weaknesses/remedial steps concerning the providers of scientific advice are 
highlighted in Table 2 A and B. The numbering of the various points is solely to facilitate their 
identification for potential discussion of the report’s conclusions. 

Table 2 A Main strengths concerning the providers of scientific advice 
1.  Both ICES and STECF, as the main scientific advice providers, have a commendable 

reputation for supplying top-quality scientific advice on ecosystem-based fisheries 
management in the Baltic Sea. Together they cover, via their EWG’s, the necessary areas of 
scientific advice associated with bio-ecological, economic and social sustainability. ICES, in 
particular, has progressed far in organizing its scientific advice with respect to ‘ecoregions’, 
e.g. regional seas/sea areas. The work of ICES and its EWGs is organized with regard to 
specific ecoregions, of which the Baltic Sea is one, and the aspiration to conducting integrated 
ecoregion assessments. For the Baltic Sea region concerning the 2002 CFP and the 2013 CFP, 
ICES and STECF have supported the European Commission, the Baltic Sea EU member states 
and BSAC by providing scientific advice on developing single stock and multispecies fishery 
plans, discard management plans, and generally elaborating MSY-based harvest control rules 
and associated indicators/reference points. 

2.  ICES is predominantly strong on fish stock assessment issues including most areas concerning 
bio-ecological sustainability and fisheries – ecosystem issues related to the CFP and the 
MSFD. For the Baltic Sea, since the creation of the IBSFC, ICES has coordinated/overseen a 
laudable system―covering stock, fishery and fishery – ecosystem interaction― covering 
surveys/monitoring and data collection feeding into regional databases such as FishFrame, 
DATRAS, and the DCF/DC-MAP. Following disbanding of IBSFC, the ICES scientific 
advice regarding fishery matters has primarily been requested by the European Commission on 
behalf of the eight Baltic Sea EU member states, which together now constitute BALTFISH. 
The key to ICES work is the network of NFIs in the coastal states of the regional seas (e.g. 
Baltic Sea) covered by ICES membership. The NFIs are responsible for conducting the 
surveys, monitoring activities and data collection activities which underpin the work of the 
ICES EWGs and feed into the regional databases and their use. In the Baltic Sea, ICES also 
advises the EU coastal states and HELCOM on issues bridging the CFP and the MSFD. The 
workload on the ICES system, including the NFIs, in responding to requests for scientific 
information (e.g. data collection) and advice is increasing substantially. 

3.  STECF’s predecessor STCF was, to a large extent, established to ‘audit’ the quality of the 
scientific advice provided by ICES to the European Commission particularly in the area of fish 
stock conservation and proposals for fishing opportunities. STECF was established to replace 
STCF in order to include the formerly deficient socio-economic (human) dimension into the 
fisheries science that was not included by ICES or which ICES was not prepared to (nor does 
it currently) provide advice on. Because STECF is the Commission’s own official scientific 
body advising on all ecosystem-based fisheries issues, the official remit for STECF is very 
wide regarding its coverage of disciplines and issues. As with ICES, the demands being placed 
on STECF to respond to requests for advice are increasing substantially. To a large extent, the 
work of STECF is underpinned by the same network of NFIs which underpin ICES. However, 
a substantial proportion of STECF’s work depends on expertise from the economic and 
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social/political sciences, This expertise is insufficiently covered by the NFIs and recruitment 
to STECF depends primarily on expertise from academia. 

Table 2 B Main weaknesses/remedial steps concerning the requesters/recipients of scientific advice 
1.  Although both ICES and STECF deliver scientific advice appropriate for regionalization of the 

CFP, for the Baltic Sea neither ICES nor STECF have a ‘regional partner’ to enter into a 
dialogue in the form of a regional fisheries management/decision-making body. The vacuum 
left after disbanding of IBSFC has not been satisfactorily filled by BALTFISH and BSAC. 
Neither BALTFISH nor BSAC are empowered, as bodies, to formally request scientific advice 
directly either from ICES or STECF. All formal requests for scientific advice and all scientific 
advice received are filtered and coordinated via the European Commission, i.e. ‘he who pays 
the piper calls the tune’. Although DG MARE is organized into regionally associated (e.g. 
Baltic Sea) units/groups, there is no centralized hub for scientific advice and decision-making 
located in the Baltic Sea region. 

2.  The frequency, magnitude and nature of requests directed at ICES and STECF for scientific 
advice from the European Commission, as the largest contractor, have increased greatly over 
the last 20 years and continue to escalate. These requests, concerning both ‘standard’ and 
‘novel’ requests, place not only a heavy burden on ICES and STECF, but also particularly on 
their supporting network of NFIs who form the core membership of the EWGs underpinning 
both ICES and STECF. The Commission, working together with ICES and the NFIs, should 
ensure that a ‘resource coordination tool’ is applied to match the requests to the available 
human resources and associated logistics. 

3.  Due to the changing nature of the CFP related to expansion of data collection coverage (e.g. 
DCF/DC-MAP) to encompass analyses of the ‘human’ aspects of fisheries (e.g. fleets, 
gears/métiers, fishing communities), the NFIs are facing a major challenge to expand their 
capability by recruiting fisheries economists and sociologists. However, most of the few 
fisheries economists and social scientists are primarily found in academia. There is a need for 
the European Commission, working with the NFIs and academia, to tackle this problem of 
supply and demand, including establishing cooperative agreements, mobilization of necessary 
funding, and potential organizational restructuring involving key institutions. In a regional 
context, the deficit between supply and demand also should be considered concerning 
imbalances between the different capabilities of the larger/wealthier and smaller/less affluent 
member states to produce candidates with the appropriate educational qualifications. 

4.  The constitution and expertise of EWGs and technical working groups is important and may 
potentially result in strengths as well as weaknesses. At the regional level, ideally all member 
states should contribute equally concerning the appointment of participants to such groups. For 
‘recurrent’ (year on year) requests for advice regarding core fish stock assessments, etc., under 
ICES ‘umbrella’ the Baltic Sea states can be depended on to contribute to these approximately 
equally in terms of human expertise and other resources. This is a strong point. However, there 
may be ‘novel’ (non-recurrent and non-customary) and potentially more demanding requests 
for scientific advice on issues where there is an insufficient or imbalanced level of expertise 
available in the coastal states of the region to provide a sufficiently credible outcome to the 
request. There are several options to this challenge: either postpone or reject the advice request 
because the regional states lack the necessary expertise, or bolster the available expertise in the 
region with expertise outside the region but using data from within the region for conducting 
the analyses. This approach may be considered weaker, but on the other hand under the 
circumstances, it has advantages as it allows lessons learned and best practices to be imported 
from outside by way of ‘learning by doing’ into the ‘recipient’ region. This approach is often 
used in ICES and STECF EWGs. Furthermore, at the peer-review stage in ICES ACOM and 
STECF itself, persons from the whole geographic membership area of these organizations will 
quality assure the ‘end product’ and give it wider international legitimacy. Thus, the peer-
review system guarantees not only necessary quality assurance, but also counteracts a potential 
tendency that regional advisory reports might be parochial. The 2013 CFP Basic Regulation 
makes it clear that the European Commission will assist the EU regional member state groups 
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(e.g. BALTFISH) in carrying out obligations regarding basing the making of ‘joint 
recommendation’s and associated implementation on the best available scientific advice. This 
entails mobilizing the expertise in the ICES and STECF networks. Irrespective of how the best 
available scientific advice is brought about, robust independent peer-review of ‘outcomes’ will 
be essential and the ‘outcomes’ must meet collective, high standards. What has not yet been 
discussed openly is to what extent the cost recovery of regionalized scientific advice should be 
co-financed by coastal member states of a region (and exactly what that means/implies) or 
financed centrally by the Commission. 

5.  The work of ICES and STECF should complement each other, not duplicate each other and 
not compete with each other. However, there is substantial, and unnecessary, duplication 
between the work of STECF and the work of ICES concerning fish stock assessment, stock 
conservation and setting fishing opportunities (e.g. TACs). These aspects of fisheries science 
are areas where ICES outcomes represent the state of the art. Given satisfactory levels of peer-
review and quality assurance in the ICES system, the scientific advice provided by ICES 
(especially that concerning fish stock conservation and fishing opportunities) should not need 
to go through additional review and quality control by STECF, especially when this places 
undue extra work on the overstretched NFI-based EWG system which underpins STECF and 
ICES. Thus, it would be beneficial for ICES, the European Commission and the NFIs to agree 
integrated (non-competitive) ‘portfolios’ (including funding of human resources and 
infrastructures) governing their work over the short- to long-term. STECF should concentrate, 
for example, on working with: evaluation of effort regimes/balancing capacity and fishing 
opportunities; fisheries management plans and socio-economic impact assessments of these; 
further elaboration of the ‘human dimension’ of fisheries socio-economics; and ‘auditing’ the 
performance of the 2013 reformed CFP (e.g. discard management plans with catch 
authentication, and technical measures) as well as the delivery by EU member states of the 
DCF/DC-MAP. 

6.  Biodiversity-related science and advice is a key feature of the ecosystem approach to 
management and hence also the CFP and the MSFD. However, biodiversity investigations 
pose major challenges regarding establishing the necessary surveys and modelling of the 
abundance and spatio-temporal distributions of key species, communities and habitats for 
conservation and protection of ecological ‘goods and services’. Currently, the NFIs and their 
counterpart NEIs (underpinning the HELCOM system) are generally overstretched and largely 
disconnected, i.e. there is sparse cooperation on key marine biodiversity surveying, monitoring 
and assessment issues. Greater integration and rationalization of roles, responsibilities, human 
resources and infrastructures is likely to provide significant benefits, nationally and regionally. 

7.  There are changing perspectives for the delivery and uptake of scientific advice as well as the 
rules of engagement between science, management and stakeholders. Currently these are 
challengingly novel and need to be solved,. They are likely to represent the ‘new paradigm’ 
for how the modernized scientific advisory and decision-making system eventually is 
practically coupled. Concerning scientific advice, a move is occurring from single choice 
options (e.g. single species/stock management) to multiple choice options (e.g. multispecies 
and mixed-fisheries management concerning multi-fleet, multi-gear and multi-métier) 
involving various ‘trade-offs’ signifying the preferences of the diverse actors. In this advisory 
role, scientists assist the various actors by informing them of potential ecosystem 
developments given different envisaged scenarios for ‘what if’ changes of stocks, fisheries and 
fishing communities, ecosystem components, etc. The scientifically assessed options/choices 
are supported by decision-support tables indicating the various management ‘options’ and 
trade-offs given potential constraints. This is a complex, new world where all involved parties 
are on a ‘learning curve’ in which they need to learn the terms of engagement/collaboration. 
The single option/choice world was highly formal, e.g. the European Commission posed the 
question and ICES had to answer the question, and the Commission made the decisions with 
relatively few stakeholder interactions. In order to formulate the ‘correct’ question and achieve 
the necessary outcomes to the question, in the new world of multiple options/choices, a blend 
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of informal and formal dialogue processes are needed among the key actors. This dialogue 
process requires various interactions, properly recognizing and understanding each other’s 
views and opinions, before eventually trade-offs are aired prior to reaching final agreements in 
formal plenum sessions. For the scientists, both from ICES and STECF, there is a need to 
collaborate more closely to ensure mutual coverage of the involved advisory areas/issues (bio-
ecological, economic and sociological) and to build trust and confidence in meaningful 
collaboration with diverse stakeholders (i.e. be seen as an ‘honest broker’). Additionally, the 
managers (e.g. the Commission, BALTFISH) have also to ‘learn the new game’ in which they 
contribute more as facilitators and moderators ensuring that the ‘system’ works optimally and 
that agreed and scientifically justifiable stakeholder-consulted decisions are optimally 
implemented. Finally, in this new, complex and interactive world, there is an incontestable 
requirement to have an organizational model in which the necessary business may be brought 
together constructively. Regrettably, there is currently no holistically integrated regional 
‘umbrella’ structure, designed to be ‘fit for purpose’, in which this business may be conducted. 
The basic ‘building bricks’ are broadly existent but there currently is no ‘home’ (i.e. 
overarching architecture) to bring this about in a regional context. This will be examined 
further in section 4.3.1.3. 

4.3.1.3 Scientific advice and decision-making: future prospect for a holistically integrated system 

Although building on the strengths and remedying the weaknesses of the current system for providing 
scientific advice and decision-making in the Baltic Sea will achieve much, there is a definite need to 
move ahead from the current, disaggregated organization of the current system to a more integrated 
organizational system. The current system may be viewed as an interim system which was not 
designed from the bottom up to act as a regional fisheries management system. In fact, the previously 
regionalized IBSFC, with its disbanding, was replaced by the ‘vacuum’ of the EU’s non-regionalized 
‘single pond’ system. Thus, the current Baltic Sea advisory and decision-making system has no 
centrally established ‘umbrella’ under which the necessary organizational components can be brought 
together and integrated. A potential future organizational ‘strawman’ structure for the Baltic Sea 
scientific advisory and decision-making system is that of one of the USA’s regional fisheries 
management councils, the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC) (Figure 6). The 
idea for establishing the EU’s regional advisory councils (i.e. RACs) was ‘imported’ from the U.S. 
system of regional fishery management councils (RFMCs) with regard to improving stakeholder 
consultation, but importantly without taking onboard the other key parts of a regionally functioning 
decision-making system. This aspect was omitted due to the inability of the EU’s ‘single pond’ 
decision-making system (i.e. there was a desire to establish regional stakeholder consultation but there 
was no opening for regional decision-making) to accommodate the full U.S. model. 

The NPFMC is one of eight RFMCs established by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (MSA) in 1976 to oversee the nations’ fisheries management. The NPFMC manages 
the U.S.’s most important fisheries by way of catch biomass and financial value, and is recognized for 
its successful management track-record. The U.S.’s RFMC’s manage the nation’s marine fisheries on 
a regional sea area basis recognizing that particular states in the USA’s federal system have fishing 
rights in the particular sea area. In the case of the NPFMC these states are Alaska, Washington and 
Oregon. So, one can recognize a similarity of purpose with the EU coastal member states of the Baltic 
Sea region. The RFMCs must abide by the overarching fishery policy of the USA which is the MSA. 
Similarly, one recognizes that regional fisheries management in the EU must abide by the overarching 
policy of the CFP. The NPFMC has ‘delegated’ powers to establish fisheries management actions and 
measures (agreeing TAC recommendations, fishery management plans, etc.) in a generally similar 
fashion to groups of regional EU member states in the 2013 CFP. In the case of the NPFMC, although 
the highest level decisions are taken by the Council, the final review/approval is taken by the Secretary 
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of State for Commerce, who has the right to over-rule the Council should the latter have been judged 
not to have abided by either the MSA’s policy or the NPFMC’s own policies, management plans, etc. 
Likewise, the ‘joint recommendations’ of the EU regional member states (via BALTFISH) may be 
over-ruled by the European Council, Parliament and Commission. It is notable that the U.S. Congress 
closely follows the performance of each of the RFMCs, e.g. commanding the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) to produce quantitative performance reports for Congress concerning 
management of the target stocks and bycatches of the fisheries under control of the RFMCs. 

In accordance with the requirements of the MSA, the Council (NPFMC, 2012) will: 

a) Prepare and submit to the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) or his delegate a fishery management 
plan (FMP) with respect to each fishery requiring conservation and management within the Council's 
geographic area of authority and such plan amendments as are necessary. 

b) Review and comment on applications for foreign fishing transmitted to the Council under a governing 
international fishery agreement by the Secretary of State under the terms of the Act. 

c) Prepare comments on any FMP or amendments prepared by the Secretary which are transmitted to the 
Council under Section 304(c)(4) of the Act. 

d) Conduct public hearings at appropriate times and locations in the Council's membership area, to allow 
interested persons an opportunity to be heard in the development of FMPs and amendments and with 
respect to the administration and implementation of the provisions of the Act. . 

e) Submit to the Secretary such periodic reports as the Council deems appropriate, and any other relevant 
report which may be requested by the Secretary. 

f) Review on a continuing basis, and revise as appropriate, the assessments and specifications contained 
in each FMP for each fishery within its geographical area. 

g) Comment on and make recommendations concerning any activity undertaken, or proposed to be 
undertaken, by any state or federal agency that, in the view of the Council, is likely to substantially affect 
the habitat of an anatropous fishery resource under its jurisdiction. The Council may comment on and 
make recommendations concerning state or federal actions that may affect habitat of other species 
under its authority. 

h) Develop annual catch limits for each of its managed fisheries that may not exceed the maximum 
acceptable biological catch level recommendations of its Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC). 

i) Develop, in conjunction with the SSC, multi-year research priorities for fisheries, fisheries interactions, 
habitats, and other areas of research that are necessary for management purposes, that shall establish 
priorities for 5-year periods; be updated as necessary; and be submitted to the Secretary and the 
regional science centers of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for their consideration in 
developing research priorities and budgets for the region of the Council. 

j) Prepare regulations for the halibut fisheries, consistent with provisions of the Northern Pacific Halibut Act 
of 1982. The Act provides that, for the halibut fishery off Alaska, the Council may develop regulations, 
including limited access regulations, to govern the fishery, provided that the Council’s actions are not in 
conflict with regulations adopted by the International Pacific Halibut Commission. 

k) Conduct any other activities which are required by or provided for in the Act or which are necessary and 
appropriate to the foregoing functions. 

The NPFMC’s responsibilities are closely aligned with the anticipated responsibilities of a putative 
‘Baltic Sea Fisheries Management Council’ (BSFMC). Point h) refers to the prominence of setting 
catch limits which do not transgress MSY principles and which include a ‘safety buffer’ based on 
risk/uncertainty. Importantly, the SSC alone, based on the best available science and information/data, 
determines the catch limits which must not be exceeded by the setting of the catch (i.e. TAC). 
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Figure 6. The advisory and decision-making structure of the U.S. North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(Source: Hopkins & Hadjimichael, 2013). 
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The overall structure of the various bodies comprising the NPFMC, with respect to the decision-
making process, is shown in Figure 6. It is important to note that all bodies are holistically 
integrated into one overarching organization, viz. the NPFMC. In many cases, information-flow 
(including reports and minutes) occurs back-and-forth between the key bodies to allow for feedback 
and ‘checks and balances’ concerning understanding of diverse views. All documents, except for 
closed sessions of Council (sensu stricto), are available electronically, and in printed form outside the 
various meeting rooms, for those who wish to read and retain them. 

The Council (sensu stricto) is the decision-making body of the NPFMC, composed of 11 voting state-
specific and federal (obligatory) members and four non-voting ‘at-large’ members. These represent the 
commercial, subsistence and recreational fishing sectors in addition to environmental, academic, and 
state and federal government interests. Thus, the Council corresponds approximately to the 
BALTFISH High-Level Group (with voting rights) extended to include key stakeholder groups, etc. 

The Council has two formal advisory groups: a Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) and an 
Advisory Panel (AP). Additionally, fishery management Plan Teams (PTs) prepare various stock and 
fishery inputs for consideration by the SSC and the AP. 

The members of the SSC are appointed to assist the Council in the development, collection, and peer 
review of such statistical, biological, economic, social, and other scientific information as is relevant 
to the Council’s development and amendment of any of its FMPs (NPFMC, 2012). The SSC functions 
as an independent scientific body which critiques and reviews the science and assessments provided 
by the NMFS of the U.S.’s National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), i.e. the 
responsible governmental agency. The SSC is composed of experts in biology, statistics, economics, 
sociology, and other relevant disciplines from the federal, state, and private scientific communities and 
other appropriate sources. Members appointed by the Council to the SSC shall be federal employees, 
state employees, academicians, or independent experts and shall have strong scientific or technical 
credentials and experience. Independent experts on the SSC cannot be employed by an interest group 
or advocacy group. Each member of the SSC shall be treated as an affected individual for purposes of 
disclosure and financial interest and disqualification provisions for SSC members as specified in the 
MSA. The terms of reference for the SSC include that: it will provide the peer review process for 
scientific information used to advise the Council about the conservation and management of the 
fishery. More specifically the SSC shall provide ongoing scientific advice for fishery management 
decisions, including recommendations for acceptable biological catch, preventing overfishing, 
maximum sustainable yield, and achieving rebuilding targets, and report on stock status and health, 
bycatch, habitat status, social and economic impacts of management measures, and sustainability of 
fishing practices. Additionally, the SSC shall provide expert scientific and technical advice to the 
Council on the development of fishery management policy, fishery management plans and 
amendments, their goals and objectives, proposed regulations, and criteria for judging plan 
effectiveness. Furthermore, the SSC shall assist in the identification, development, collection, and 
evaluation of statistical, biological, economics, social and other scientific information deemed relevant 
to the Council's fishery management planning, particularly with regard to determining the best 
scientific data available. One of the most important tasks of the SSC is to set the acceptable biological 
catch (ABC) and overfishing limit (OFL) for a stock/fishery42. The SSC corresponds approximately 
to an amalgamation of ICES ACOM and STECF. 

                                                      
42 The ABC Control Rule as practiced in a MSY-related context. This provides the basis for identifying and 
implementing legally binding overfishing limits (OFL, which must not be transgressed), with effective buffers. 
The Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) Control Rule ensures the setting of conservative catch quotas (TACs) 
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The members of the AP provide the views of the industry and other relevant stakeholders on both the 
science and the impact of potential fishery management options on the industry and local economies 
and on potential conflicts between user groups of a given fishery resource or area, and on the extent to 
which Council will utilize resources managed by the Council’s fishery management plans. Thus, the 
AP represents major segments of the fishing industry; catching and processing, subsistence and 
commercial fishers, observers, consumers, environmental/conservation, and sport fishers (NPFMC, 
2012). The AP has the important task of making recommendations on TAC levels to the Council. The 
AP corresponds approximately to an EU advisory council (e.g. BSAC). 

The members of the PT have the important task of annually reviewing the stock assessment and 
fishery evaluation (SAFE) report that is prepared for each FMP. The members of the PT are respected 
scientists selected from state and national government institutes involved in fisheries science and 
management. They do not sit in the SSC. The SAFE reports for each of the fisheries managed by the 
NPFMC are compiled by the respective PTs from chapters of a draft SAFE report contributed by 
scientists from relevant federal fisheries agencies (e.g. NMFS). These SAFE reports include separate 
stock assessment and fishery evaluation sections. The stock assessment section includes recommended 
ABC levels for each stock and stock complex managed under the FMP. The PT corresponds 
approximately to an Advice Drafting Group in the ICES ACOM system although it also has overlap 
with the STECF system as it includes socio-economic (mainly economic) information. The draft 
SAFE report providing input to the PT corresponds approximately to the reports of EWGs in the 
ICES and STECF systems. 

The SAFE report produced by the PT is then reviewed and modified as necessary by the SSC. The 
SAFE report also is submitted to the AP for information. The SSC’s ABC proposals, together with its 
view of the OFLs, then are submitted for information to the PT (for eventual comment, etc.) and the 
AP and the Council. Thus, the outcome from the SSC sets the MSY-related boundaries within which 
the AP must come to agreements on concerning the actual catch recommendations it will make to 
the Council for the various fisheries. If the AP is not able to agree on the TAC for a particular 
fishery, the Council will exercise its right to set that TAC. 

The author of this report attended the December 2012 Council Meeting in Anchorage, Alaska, to 
follow the process in the open sessions of the SSC, the AP, and Council (sensu stricto), and pose 
questions to stakeholders, scientists and office-bearers of the NPFMC on the functioning of the 
organization as a whole. All persons questioned spoke positively about the NPFMC. All sessions are 
in principle open to participation by interested persons from the public at large. Occasional sessions of 
Council are closed, but most of their sessions are open. 

Interested persons can follow the whole process and have opportunities to make ‘public 
input/testimony’ at the PT, SSC, AP and Council meetings at selected times subject to having their 
identities added to a roster for the sake of good order. These inputs/testimonies are designed to allow 
for the oral or written submission of questions and points of view, which are carefully considered by 
the various bodies to which these inputs/testimonies are directed. Various sessions of the NPFMC’s 
bodies are broadcast in real time by internet, thereby allowing persons who are not able to physically 
attend to follow what is going on. 

                                                                                                                                                                      
with a low probability of exceeding the OFL which is set as the catch that corresponds to FMSY . The stock 
biomass level at MSY is the initial target for rebuilding an overfished stock or stock complex. Thus, ABC is the 
annual sustainable catch limit (ACL) and shall be set lower than the OFL (i.e. OFL≥ABC≥ACL), so that catch 
quotas (TAC) must not exceed the ABC level. Supporting the ABC Control Rule, comprehensive and dynamic 
FMPs and HCRs adaptively counteract overfishing and aim to achieve optimal yield (OY). 
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The extensive openness and transparency of what occurs in the key bodies allows for real engagement 
in, and understanding of, the process by interested persons. For example, in the SSC sessions the Chair 
and the members make a determined effort to explain the basis for making scientific decisions in a 
way that is comprehensible to the lay persons in the audience. 

It is worth noting that, although questions may be posed by Council regarding scientific review and 
setting of the OFL and ABC, the SSC’s final decisions are considered sacrosanct. On the other hand, 
the AP, functioning as the stakeholder forum for the industry and environmental NGOs, which 
provides TAC recommendations (at levels which do not transgress ABC), may potentially (but very 
rarely) be over-ruled by Council based on appropriate justification. The AP process involves quite a 
lot of ‘horse-trading’ on TAC proposals among the industry/fisheries in its various forms. The AP 
arrives at its recommendations by discussions (point and counter-point) and eventually voting 
(sometime involving quid pro quo support occurring strategically among groups). However, whenever 
there is deadlock, or the approved working process has been infringed, it is the right of Council to 
come to its own decision on TACs. 

The NPFMC meets several times a year, across its constituent states, to do its business, with the 
December meeting to decide on TACs, etc., being held at in Anchorage, Alaska, where the permanent 
Secretariat is situated. 

The NPFMC represents a very good model for science-based, transparent, inclusive participation 
and responsible decision-making. The NPFMC forms the core of the regional fisheries governance 
system. The model potentially provides, with appropriate adaptation, an extension to the EU’s 
regional advisory councils (e.g. BSAC). 

Having outlined the above-mentioned regional fisheries governance model, one may expect the 
rejoinder that the there is no way that this can be brought about or empowered under the current top-
down constraints applied by the EU. The answer to this is that without such a proper governance 
model the attempt at regionalization of the CFP is unlikely to be fully successful, so the ‘map and the 
terrain’ should be adjusted so that regionalization of the CFP can work properly. Although some may 
argue that the U.S. is not comparable with the E.U. (which is true), this does not mean that this model, 
or an adapted version of it, cannot work in the E.U. Importantly, in both systems there is an 
overarching policy (MSA and CFP) which governs the framework within which regionally 
empowered fisheries management should work, but within that framework groups of coastal states 
may find their own regional solutions to manage in adherence with policy. 

There is proverb that ‘where there is a will, there is a way’, i.e. one should find a way around 
obstacles if one really wishes to achieve a goal. Currently, there may be legal constraints to adapting 
this regional fisheries governance model in the EU. But, if ‘the law is an ass’, then change it. 

It is noted here that, as part of the questionnaire with the respondents, opinions were investigated on 
whether one could foresee the benefit of having a future multi-sectoral, regional marine management 
organization by adding the fisheries remit to the ‘business’ of HELCOM. Although the majority 
considered this logical in theory, if one was starting from scratch and following an integrated EAM 
involving all human activities in addition to fishing, there was unanimity among respondents that this 
represented a ‘step too far’ within the foreseeable future. The preponderance of opinion was that a) the 
‘exclusive’ competence of the CFP would actively obstruct such a move, and b) one should focus first 
on truly achieving meaningful regionalization of the CFP and its integration with the MSFD. In 
regional seas/sea areas where there is no operative international RFMO (such as NEAFC and formerly 
IBSFC), moving closer to the NPFMC model represents logical and meaningful progress beyond the 
current status quo. 
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4.3.1.4 Epilogue 

The Baltic Sea region has had more than four decades of regional collaboration in providing scientific 
information and advice for formalized regional decision-making concerning fisheries and fisheries – 
ecosystem interactions. It has the essential foundations for providing a model of good governance 
which can lead the way for the regionalization of the EU’s CFP. It should be enhanced by taking 
onboard proven models used elsewhere, such as in the U.S.’s North Pacific Fisheries Management 
Council. 

The Baltic Sea collaboration can build on lessons learned from the activities of the IBSFC, HELCOM, 
BONUS, BALTFISH, BSAC, ICES, STECF and the European Commission. A new, holistically 
integrated ‘Baltic Sea Regional Fisheries Management Council’ can emerge as a hub of this 
collaboration. In this collaboration, key actors should take on agreed and non-competitive roles and 
responsibilities in a culture of cooperation, outstanding research and scientific advice, and data 
collection and sharing. 
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7 Annexes 

7.1 Annex 1. List of acronyms and abbreviations 
Acronym/Abbreviation Explanation 
AC Advisory Committee 
ACFA Advisory Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture 
ACOM ICES Advisory Committee 
AP Advisory Panel 
B Stock biomass (generally of spawning stock) 
BALTFIMPA HELCOM Project on Managing Fisheries in Baltic Marine Protected Areas 
BALTFISH Baltic Sea Fisheries Forum 
BAT Best Available Technology 
BEMA Biological Ensemble Modeling Approach 
BEP Best Environmental Practice 
BMP Baltic Monitoring Programme 
BONUS Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science 
BSAC Baltic Sea Advisory Committee (previously BSRAC) 
BSAP Baltic Sea Action Plan 
BSG Benchmark Steering Group 
BSRAC Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Committee 
BSRP Baltic Sea Regional Project (GEF and World Bank funded) 
CAB Costs and Benefits 
CCB Coalition Clean Baltic 
CEEC Commission of the European Economic Community 
CFP Common Fisheries Policy 
CITES Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 
COMBINE Cooperative Monitoring in the Baltic Marine Environment 
CORESET Core Set of Biodiversity and Hazardous Substances Core Indicators 
DATRAS Database of Trawl Surveys 
DCF/DC-MAP Data Collection Framework/Data Collection – Multiannual Plan 
DG Directorate-General 
DG ENV Directorate-General for Environment 
DG MARE Directorate-General for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries 
DIG Data and Information Group 
DIS Data and Information Services 
DKK Danish kroner 
DOME Database on Oceanography and Marine Ecosystems 
EAM Ecosystem Approach to Management 
EC European Community 
EEA European Environment Agency 
EEC European Economic Community 
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 
EMFF European Maritime and Fisheries Fund 
EU European Union 
EUR Euro – the official currency of the Eurozone of the EU 
EUSBSR EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region 
EWG Expert Working Group 
F Fishing mortality 
FMP Fisheries Management Plan 
FP7 Seventh Framework Programme (for research and technological development) 
GAP2 EU FP7 Project ‘Connecting Science, Stakeholders and Policy 
GEAR Group for the Implementation of the Ecosystem Approach 
GEF Global Environment Facility 
GES Good Environmental Status 
HABITAT Nature Protection and Biodiversity Group 
HCR Harvest Control Rule 
HELCOM Helsinki Commission – Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission: 

Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea Area 
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HoD Heads of Delegation 
HOLAS Holistic Assessment 
IBSFC International Baltic Sea Fishery Commission: Gdańsk Convention on Fishing and 

Conservation of the Living Resources in the Baltic Sea and the Belts 
ICES International Council for the Exploration of the Sea 
ICZM Integrated Coastal Zone Management 
IEA Integrated Ecosystem Assessment 
ITA Integrated Thematic Assessment 
IUCN International Union for Conservation of Nature 
JBSFC EU – Russia Joint Baltic Sea Fisheries Committee 
JMM Joint Ministerial Meeting 
JRC Joint Research Centre 
LRP Limit Reference Point 
LTMP Long-Term Management Plan (≈ multiannual fishery management plan) 
MIRAC Meeting ICES – RACs 
MONAS Monitoring and Assessment Group 
MoU Memorandum of Understanding 
MPA Marine Protected Area 
MSE Management Strategy Evaluation 
MSFD Marine Strategy Framework Directive 
MSY Maximum Sustainable Yield 
MYFISH EU FP7 Project ‘Maximising Yield of Fisheries While Balancing Ecosystem, 

Economic and Social Concerns’ 
NASCO North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization 
NEAFC North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission 
NEI National Environmental Institute 
NFI National Fisheries Institute 
NGO Non-Governmental Organization 
NPFMC North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
OSPAR OSPAR Convention/Commission: Convention/Commission for the Protection of 

the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic 
PA Precautionary Approach 
PLC Pollution Load Compilation 
PT Plan Team 
RCM Regional Coordination Meeting 
RDB Regional Database 
RFMO Regional Fisheries Management Organization 
RPT Resource Planning Tool 
RSC Regional Sea Commission 
RTD Research and Technological Development 
RTG Regional Technical Group 
SAFE Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (Report) 
SCICOM ICES Science Committee 
SD Standard Division (a quadrangular sea area) 
SGIEOM Steering Group on Integrated Ecosystem Observation and Monitoring 
SGSPATIAL Study Group on Spatial Analyses for the Baltic Sea 
SPIS BONUS-169 Science Plan and Implementation Strategy 
SSGEPI Steering Group Ecosystem Pressures and Impacts 
SSGIEA Steering Group on Integrated Ecosystem Assessments 
SSC Scientific and Statistical Committee 
STATE Working Group on the State of the Environment and Nature Conservation 
STCF Scientific and Technical Committee for Fisheries 
STECF Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries 
TAC Total Allowable Catch 
TEU Treat on the European Union 
TFEU Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 
ToR Term of Reference 
TRP Target Reference Point 
UNCED United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 
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WFD Water Framework Directive 
WGBAST Working Group on Baltic Salmon and Trout 
WGBFAS Baltic Fisheries Assessment Working Group 
WGBIFS Baltic International Fish Survey Working Group 
WGIMM Working Group on Integration of Economics, Stock Assessment and Fisheries 

Management 
WGMARS Working Group on Maritime Systems 
WGMIXEDFISH Working Group on Mixed Fisheries Advice 
WGSFD Working Group on Spatial Fisheries Data 
WKBALT Benchmark Workshop on Baltic Multispecies Assessment 
WKMULTBAL Workshop on Integrated/Multispecies Advice for Baltic Fisheries 
WKMSYREF3 Joint ICES – MYFISH Workshop to Consider the Basis for FMSY Ranges for All 

Stocks 
WKRISCO Workshop on Regional Seas Commissions and Integrated Ecosystem Assessment. 

Scoping 
WKSIBCA Workshop on Scoping for Integrated Baltic Cod Assessment 
WSSD World Summit on Sustainable Development 
WWF World Wildlife Fund 
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7.2 Annex 2. Interview questions on regionalization of the CFP.  
With particular reference to scientific, information and advice and decision-making in the Baltic Sea. 

Background: 

The recent reform (operative January 2014) of the European Union’s Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) 
has regionalization as one of its pillars. The CFP regionalization process is intended to progress the 
fishery-related decision-making from the former centralized, command-and-control 
(micromanagement), ‘one pond’ approach towards devolving focus on the EU’s individual regional 
seas/sub-areas (sea areas) to enable member states, with key stakeholders, to implement locally 
appropriate rules and management measures which better reflect the specificities of each sea area 
(region) and conservation of the associated fisheries/stocks. This regionalization of the CFP will make 
it more generally comparable with regionalization of the Marine Strategy Framework Directive’ 
(MSFD), the EU’s environmental pillar. The CFP regionalization is anticipated to affect the current 
arrangements involving the member states, stakeholder entities and research organizations. 

In the EU FP7 MYFISH project (Maximising Yield of Fisheries While Balancing Ecosystem, 
Economic and Social Concerns: http://www.myfishproject.eu/), as part of the focus of Task 3.5, this 
study is interested in how regionalization relevant to the CFP may already be in progress and how it 
may be further advanced at the level of specific regional seas/sub-areas. In the following questions, 
which will allow for further open-ended questioning and answers if appropriate, one wishes to “ask 
you your views on the ‘regionalization of science, advice and decision-making’ concerning potential 
transition from the current CFP-related organization system to a future desirable/optimal 
organization system, including possible strengths, weaknesses and hindrances”. 

Questions: [Focusing primarily on the Baltic Sea, but also open to extrapolation to other regional seas 
if interview respondents wish] 

1. Starting with the provision of scientific advice—as R&D and as operational science—for 
management purposes, the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) plays a 
central role in the current system. 

1.1. How is ICES science and advice—including establishment and management of databases—
currently addressing the ‘regionalization’ approach and how can these aspects be further 
advanced and adapted? What are the likely advantages/benefits and disadvantages/costs? 

1.2. How do you see this regionalization occurring for the Baltic Sea, for example, related to the 
work of ICES Science Committee (SCICOM, and its Steering Group on Regional Seas 
Programmes, SSGRSP, etc.) and ICES Advisory Committee (ACOM), and their subsidiary 
bodies/expert groups? Is the current structure and function of the ICES system appropriate (in 
the context of CFP regionalization) and, if not, how and why should it be modified? 

1.3. Currently, ICES scientific knowledge is based primarily on the physical/natural sciences. 
However, progress on providing scientific (evidence-based) advice on sustainable ecosystems 
and the fisheries that depend on these ecosystems, also requires enhanced knowledge 
concerning the ‘human dimension’. Thus, incorporation of the human social and economic 
dimensions of scientific advice is increasingly sought in order, for example, to conduct wide-
reaching cost-and-benefit analyses of policy changes and management decision-making 
outcomes. How do you see this occurring either within ICES or in other organizations, etc., 
particularly concerning CFP regionalization (e.g. the Baltic Sea)? 

http://www.myfishproject.eu/
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2. Currently the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries (STECF), reporting to 
the European Commission, has a wide mandate (http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/) pertaining to 
‘conservation and management of living aquatic resources, including biological, economic, 
environmental, social and technical considerations’. 

2.1. What do you know about STECF’s scientific and advisory work, particularly regarding the 
social and economic sciences? What are its relative strengths and weaknesses, particularly 
concerning an ability to provide ‘regionalized’ advice (e.g. for the Baltic Sea) involving 
social and economic considerations? 

2.2. In the case of ICES, it can generally—subject to appropriate justification and support (i.e. 
human participation and funding) of experts from its member countries—establish and 
mobilize expert groups to advance the knowledge base for providing regionalized advice. To 
what extent is STECF able to do the same regarding social and economic considerations (e.g. 
for the Baltic Sea)? If not, what are the main reasons (hindrances) for this, and how may they 
be mitigated? 

2.3. Currently, as a general observation, STECF regularly examines/reviews various aspects of 
the scientific advice that ICES provides to the European Commission, whereas ICES does not 
review advice emanating from STECF. Also, advice provided to the Commission in many 
cases appears to flow separately from STECF and ICES ACOM. To what extent is there 
integration, and if so how does it occur? How do you view future developments, particularly 
at the regional seas levels (especially the Baltic Sea), involving ICES and STECF? How can 
their collaboration be advanced and optimized? 

3. Initiatives promoting a joint transnational science plan—involving the cooperative funding and 
integration of interdisciplinary marine R&D and its practical outputs related to the science-based 
management of environmental issues including fisheries—are clearly advantageous for 
progressing scientific support for policy at the regional sea level. The BONUS Programme 
(http://www.bonusportal.org/about_bonus) has shown the way by developing a joint science plan 
focusing on the Baltic Sea since 2006 and established substantial funding from a ‘common pot’ 
provided by the EU’s Baltic Sea member states with supplements from the EU centrally. 

3.1. How are/can BONUS’ funding and outputs be optimally focused on providing scientific 
solutions to EU policy and legislative challenges (e.g. CFP- and MFSD-related) at the 
regional sea (i.e. Baltic Sea) level? 

3.2. Can you outline how BONUS (or similar initiatives) and its projects can be optimally 
organized so as to support the missions of other key actors (HELCOM, ICES, others) in the 
Baltic Sea. Similarly, how can such key actors optimally use the outputs from BONUS and 
similar initiatives? 

4. In 2006, the Baltic Sea Regional Advisory Council (BSRAC) was created, and in 2014 it changed 
its name to the Baltic Sea Advisory Council (BSAC). The main aim of the BS(R)AC is to advise 
the European Commission and EU member states—based mainly on the views of the fisheries 
sector but also reflecting other interest groups such as environmental and consumer 
organizations—on matters relating to management of fisheries in the Baltic Sea. In 2009, the 
Baltic Sea Fisheries Forum (BALTFISH) was created as a regional body based on the CFP 
regionalization, as referred to in the Basic Regulation, with the main objective to promote 
cooperation among fisheries administrations and other key stakeholders in developing sustainable 
fisheries in the Baltic Sea region. 

http://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
http://www.bonusportal.org/about_bonus
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4.1. How is cooperation between BALTFISH and BSAC (at this early stage of developments) 
progressing and how can it be improved? What are the current strengths/weaknesses in the 
arrangements/interactions between BALTFISH and BSAC in terms of governance and input 
to the decision-making process? 

4.2. How do you view the potential future development of BALTFISH and BSAC in terms of 
structure, function and cooperative relationships, including optimal governance models and 
the decision-making process (see also next question)? To what extent is closer collaboration 
and integration of their roles to be encouraged or not (reasons for and against)? 

4.3. To what extent are BALTFISH and BSAC engaged in/supporting scientific and data 
collection issues in the Baltic Sea? How can you see this (potential) engagement being further 
developed with other key actors in the region? 

5. The issue of ‘exclusive competence’ in the EU is very important, c.f. the Lisbon Treaty and the 
role of EU institutions. For the CFP, the Commission has sole competence for initiating policy and 
regulatory proposals, and the Council and Parliament now share responsibility for decision-
making. 

5.1. How do you view the BALTFISH – BSAC system interacting in terms of governance with 
the Council/Parliament/Commission in promoting and/or adopting’ high-level decisions? 

5.2. Many people believe that the real test of CFP regionalization depends on ‘how far down’ the 
decision-making system can be devolved in the direction of regional bodies/entities and 
where the upper, overarching ‘auditing’ level of compliance (i.e. signing-off, checks and 
balances) with EU policy/legislation occurs. What are your views on this and what are the 
‘best’ options regarding this, and why? 

6. Moving to the level of the ‘competent authorities’ which are currently able to request scientific 
information and advice, in the Baltic Sea, this ‘right’ regarding obtaining advice from ICES 
currently lies with the European Commission and the Baltic Marine Environment Commission 
(HELCOM)—as outlined in various Memoranda of Understanding and cost-recovery 
considerations between them and ICES—and ICES Members Countries in the Baltic Sea region. 

6.1. In a future regionalized CFP, how do you view the structure, function and process of this 
scientific information and advice system as developing (with, without or supplementary to 
ICES), for the Baltic Sea, taking into account also the presence of BALTFISH and BSAC? 

6.2. How do or can the basis for scientific advisory requests ‘flow’ from regional bodies such as 
BALTFISH and BSAC? Is there an effective coordination system for promoting such matters 
regarding BSAC and BALTFISH? Can one envisage, for example, the basis for such requests 
being directed from BALTFISH and BSAC to the European Commission which can decide 
on the justification for such requests, as well as their funding? 

7. So far fisheries and the CFP have been at the center of these questions. However, CFP reform 
aims to integrate environmental concerns, and the ecosystem approach to management, into the 
CFP with fast track procedures to implement Natura 2000 and the MSFD. Furthermore, in the 
Baltic Sea there is HELCOM, in which all Baltic Sea states (8 EU member states plus the 
European Union, and Russia) are Contracting Parties. The 2010 HELCOM Ministerial Meeting 
agreed that HELCOM will be the coordination platform for implementation of the EU’s MSFD—
in which four of the 11 Good Environmental Status (GES) Descriptors [1 = Biological diversity; 3 
= Commercially exploited fish & shellfish; 4 = Food webs; 6 = Sea floor integrity] are fishery-
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related—in the Baltic Sea area in connection with HELCOM’s Baltic Sea Action Plan. The CFP 
aims to be fully compliant with, and actively promote, the attainment of GES for EU waters as 
specified in the MSFD. 

7.1. What are your views on how wider fisheries – environmental integration may be facilitated in 
the Baltic Sea regarding science and management, involving the institutions/entities already 
mentioned? 

7.2. Recognizing the CFP – MSFD correlation (above) and that dedicated, coordinated fishery-
/stock-related surveys/monitoring, assessments and data collection (e.g. via ICES expert 
groups and the CFP’s Data Collection Framework) are on a level which is second to none 
(information quality and quantity, spatial-temporal coverage, analytical capacity, etc.) 
compared with other sectors/issues, a strong case can be made for the CFP/fisheries to play a 
central role (‘show the way’) in the MSFD. Do you agree with this, and if not why? How can 
this leadership role be advanced in the Baltic Sea, noting that the Commission has concluded 
recently that member states and Regional Seas Conventions ‘must do better’   in 
implementing GES (the core of the MSFD) by 2020? 

7.3. A potentially far-reaching move, in the future, may be to consider setting up a Regional 
Marine Management Organization for the Baltic Sea, with a view to managing several or all 
human activities of a specific regional marine area. How do you view the prospective for this 
over time? 
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7.3 Annex 3. BALTFISH Memorandum of Understanding 
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