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Contribution to the Call for Evidence - Evaluation of the Common Fisheries Policy 

 

The Association Française d’Halieutique (AFH) is a non-profit organisation founded in 1994 

and bringing together more than 100 French-speaking fisheries scientists from different 

disciplines and institutes1. We thank the European Commission for this opportunity to reflect 

on the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) and to contribute to this public debate. It is one of our 

key objectives, as well as to foster dynamic research and disseminate scientific findings and 

priorities to all stakeholders.  

 

Initially developed in the 1970s, adopted in 1983, revised in 1992, 2002 and 2013, the CFP 

has undergone profound changes over the past five decades. These developments have 

fundamentally shaped European fisheries. Considered one of the most integrated policies in 

the world, the aims of the CFP (that we fully endorse) are to preserve the long-term 

sustainability of fisheries and aquaculture, contribute to the protection of the marine 

environment, the availability of food supplies, and provide a fair standard of living for fisheries 

and aquaculture communities.  

 

We first look back at the 10 years of implementing the CFP Regulation to deliver some key 

messages regarding the current state of play, and then put forward numerous proposals to 

improve the CFP in view of the challenges ahead. 

 

1. Major achievements and difficulties of the CFP so far 

 

Since the formal implementation of the CFP integrating major changes (e.g. MSY as a 

management target, landing obligation, multiannual plans, and the strengthening of controls), 

the policy has received intense criticisms from stakeholders in the sector (fishers, NGOs, 

fisheries managers and scientists), and is still being questioned today as highlighted by the 

contributions to this public call for evidence. Indeed, the overall results of the CFP to date have 

been mixed (Aranda et al., 2019; STECF, 2024): 

 

● Stock status evolution 

From 2014 to 2022, there has been a decrease in the fishing pressure with median F/FMSY 

below 1 in the Northeast Atlantic from 2011 onwards and a sharp decrease in the 

Mediterranean and Black Sea in 2020 and 2021 leading to a value of 1.25 (STECF, 2024). 

Concomitantly, the proportion of overfished stocks has fallen from 50% to 30% in the 

Northeast Atlantic, and from 75% to 60% in the Mediterranean Sea. However, the stated 

objectives of exploiting 100% of stocks at Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) and 

achieving good environmental status in the marine environment by 2020 have not been 

met. As noted by STECF (2024), “of the 83 stocks considered [in the Northeast Atlantic], only 

28% (23 stocks) were neither overexploited nor outside safe biological limits, suggesting that 

the objective in Art. 2.2 of the CFP has not been met fully”. 

 

 

 

                                                

1 https://www.association-francaise-halieutique.fr/ 

https://www.association-francaise-halieutique.fr/


● Socio-economic results 

The socio-economic results of the CFP are also mixed. Although the EU fishing fleet was 

overall profitable in 2021, results vary by fleet and country. The situation remains alarming 

in several Member States that suffered net losses, as well as six small-scale coastal fleets, 

four large-scale fleets and one distant-water fleet (STECF, 2023). Based on figures from the 

STECF, the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) estimated that 43% of EU fishers were paid 

less than the national minimum wage in 2018 (reaching 70% of fishers operating on small-

scale vessels smaller than 12 metres; WWF, 2021). It questions the effectiveness of the CFP 

in providing a fair standard of living for fishing communities, one of its main objectives. 

Furthermore, there is a lack of generational renewal (Debeauvais, 2020) that also raises the 

question of obstacles faced by youth and newcomers in the fisheries sector (e.g. Lebedef and 

Chambers, 2023). 

 

● Landing obligation 

In 2016, AFH published a note entitled ‘Landing obligation: let’s avoid failure’2. Unfortunately, 

recent years have demonstrated that the criticisms were indeed pertinent and the key points 

of this note are still very much relevant today. The initial objective of reducing discards or 

unwanted catches must be reaffirmed, it is essential and technically possible. Moreover, 

such reduction is positive both for stocks and fishers. However, it is urgent to discuss the 

general design and means of achieving this objective, in light of the knowledge acquired 

over the last ten years (e.g. Uhlmann et al., 2019), the experience of other countries (e.g. 

Chile), and new means of monitoring and control. In this note, we put forward proposals with 

the aim of avoiding failure. In particular, it is important to decouple the discard reduction, 

which is critically needed, and the obligation to bring to land that is not working and 

ultimately not effectively applied. To do so, we should promote and support virtuous 

approaches (e.g. fully-monitored fisheries) that lead to a verifiable reduction in 

unwanted catches. AFH also outlines the contours of an alternative system for managing 

quotas and undersized catches as a basis for future debate. More generally, what is not 

sufficiently concerted with stakeholders, understood, accepted or controlled is unlikely to 

succeed and might on the contrary lead to unanticipated side-effects and unsustainable results 

(Borges, 2021; Maynou et al., 2018; Villasante et al., 2016). 

 

● Quota allocation 

The issue of the allocation of fishing opportunities remains a debated topic between 

stakeholders, both among and within countries. The question of the flexibility/adaptability 

of the relative stability key is indeed an important debate to initiate, notably in view of 

fisheries evolutions and the impacts of global change (e.g. changes in species 

distribution, new and invasive species). Regarding quota allocation within countries, the 

Article 17 of the CFP, which deals with the "Criteria for the allocation of fishing 

opportunities by Member States", has so far been little used and there is a lack of 

transparency and evaluation of the different management and access systems 

(Carpenter and Kleinjans, 2017; MRAG et al., 2019; Said et al., 2020). As an example, a study 

by Kinds et al. (2022) of the French quota allocation system has shown that it has created 

“significant entry barriers for artisanal fishers, notably new entrants and small-scale producers, 

which has contributed to a shift away from family-based fishing and towards expansion.” This 

                                                

2 Available here (only in French): https://www.association-francaise-halieutique.fr/wp-
content/uploads/Obligation_de_d%C3%A9barquement___Une_analyse_de_lAFH.pdf 

https://www.association-francaise-halieutique.fr/wp-content/uploads/Obligation_de_débarquement___Une_analyse_de_lAFH.pdf
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state of play highlights the need for management plans, their declinations and capacity 

management programs to specify how quotas and/or licenses are allocated, and for an 

ex-ante and ex-post evaluation to be carried out. Furthermore, Member States must use 

transparent and objective criteria and it is urgent to decide (in concertation with all 

stakeholders) and operationalize the environmental, social and economic criteria to be 

used by fishery, in order to incentive reduced environmental impacts and maximized 

economic and social results (e.g. Dewals and Gascuel, 2020). 

 

● Stakeholder dialogue and regionalisation 

The CFP still remains too centralised with insufficient stakeholder dialogues, as 

illustrated by the lack of consideration and recognition for Regional Advisory Councils (RAC). 

Created in 2004 to promote dialogue between stakeholders and initiate a process of 

regionalised co-management (Hatchard and Gray, 2014; Long, 2010), then transformed into 

Regional Advisory Councils (RAC) from 2013 onwards, these councils have since been 

regularly sidelined from debates in favour of political representatives from the Member 

States, to whom the European Commission turns in preference (e.g. Eliasen et al., 2015). 

This situation generates frustration among a certain number of Advisory Council stakeholders 

(e.g. Linke et al., 2022; Linke and Jentoft, 2016). 

 

2. The CFP tomorrow 

 

In light of new scientific knowledge and emerging international issues, AFH decided in 2021 

to take advantage of the starting CFP review period to solicit the views of all its members on 

concrete political, economic or environmental measures that could be integrated into a new 

CFP in order to achieve its objectives, or to set new ones, in a changing world (Drouineau et 

al., 2023). We used a participatory approach to identify and prioritise areas for improvement 

of the CFP by seeking proposals from scientists, and outline the measures that seem most 

suitable to face the challenges ahead, taking stock of the evolution of the CFP over the last 

decade (see point 1.). Four major issues emerged from this initiative: 

 

● Issue 1: a need for more transparency and less complexity in fisheries management 

In response to the often-voiced criticism of the lack of transparency and the high complexity 

of the CFP, scientists put forward several proposals to improve the situation. Aligning all 

management units (i.e. the units on which TACs are set) with the functional units of 

biological populations (on which scientific assessment is based) was considered a 

priority, especially as AFH has long been alerting on this issue3. These functional units 

correspond to the best scientific knowledge currently available on population distribution, and 

management at any other scale could be ineffective. This realignment measure was also 

considered necessary to make political decisions more transparent and to be able to 

compare them with scientific recommendations, as well as to increase the resiliency 

and adaptability of the CFP in view of climate changes. Complexity also arises from 

directives and initiatives that are too ‘siloed’ and it is important to maintain and enhance the 

dynamics of integrating fisheries and environmental conservation policies, particularly 

with regard to integrated spatial management (e.g. MPAs). Finally, transparency and 

complexity were also often linked to a lack of consultation and dialogue (see point 1.). 

                                                

3 https://www.association-francaise-halieutique.fr/presse/l-afh-communique-fixation-des-quotas-de-
peche-2017-en/ 
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According to the survey, consultation on decisions with all the stakeholders in a sector 

is a prerequisite, particularly for implementing relevant multiyear, multispecies 

management plans and for evaluating them afterwards. This is also the case for the 

landing obligation as detailed above. 

 

● Issue 2: a need for more consultation and dialogue between stakeholders to improve 

understanding and acceptability 

The role of stakeholders was central to two of the first ten proposals. This was the case 

for the previously mentioned proposal on the concerted implementation of 

management plans, but was also the focus of a proposal aiming to increase the use of 

incentives in response to virtuous behaviour (in the form of allocation of fishing effort 

quotas or additional catch quotas, or real-time incentives, etc.) rather than the taxation/subsidy 

mechanisms currently practiced. This mechanism could draw on Article 17 of the CFP, which 

has so far been little used as discussed in part 1. Here again, the types of behaviour to be 

promoted and the incentive methods should be developed jointly with stakeholders to 

ensure the system is effective and coherent. 

 

● Issue 3: Fisheries resources in the Mediterranean Sea 

Two of the proposals perceived as the most relevant concerned the Mediterranean, 

underlining the extent to which the situation in this region is considered very concerning. In 

this respect, the panel members found it essential to improve knowledge on both the 

biology of the species and on their exploitation in order to better assess the status of 

exploited populations and to improve the settings of technical measures (e.g. discussion 

about size-at-maturity and minimum landing). Scientists also raised concerns about data 

sharing and availability, notably regarding scientific campaigns, highlighting the need 

for an improved scientific frame on this issue. We recommended in 2022, based on our 

participatory approach, that the CFP should gradually align its approach in the Mediterranean 

with that in force in the North-East Atlantic, as management by fishing effort has shown its 

limits when not linked to other conditions. Yet, the situation in the Mediterranean Sea 

strongly evolved over the last years through the West Med management plan and such 

proposed changes would need further ecological and socio-economic analyses and 

stakeholders’ consultations to envision a robust and adaptable management plan. Indeed, 

what is fundamentally missing is a shared long-term vision for Mediterranean fisheries 

in view of pressing climate change impacts and current management struggles. 

 

● Issue 4: Ecosystem-based management: from theory to practice. 

The panel members noted that (i) the first calls for an ecosystem approach to fisheries 

date back several decades, (ii) that little has yet been done in concrete terms to respond 

to this, while (iii) operational instruments are nevertheless available and could already 

be enlisted. As far as analysis tools are concerned, ecosystem models (end-to-end, trophic) 

have multiplied, but are still used in a disparate, scattered and ad hoc manner, which does not 

allow for long-term monitoring of the state of ecosystems, feedback on these tools by scientists 

and stakeholders, and even less their uptake by decision-makers. The use of ecosystem 

models and the knowledge they produce should therefore be made more routine and 

regular, and the data collection systems needed to inform and update them set up. Such 

ecosystem models do not aim to set measures such as yearly single-stock TACs, nor to 

replace single-species models which are well suited to carry-out short-term predictions, but 

rather as complementary tools to holistically assess the relevance and impacts of 



management approaches (as spatial conservation measures), to assess and discuss 

management recommendations with stakeholders (see Issue 2), or to monitor 

ecosystems and anticipate changes over the long term. 

Furthermore, scientists consider that MSY should only be an intermediate step and that 

ecosystem-based fisheries management will necessarily involve going further. A further step 

would be to reduce the fishing mortality target (e.g. FMSY-lower or FMEY rather than FMSY) to 

fully reach the MSY objective and help reduce impacts on habitats and bycatch. This could 

also entail minimum biomass constraints for individual stocks. This proposal highlights the 

need to continue discuss and adapt fisheries management targets in link with sustainability 

objectives and global changes. This is particularly the case with regard to selectivity and the 

need to reinforce the obligation to protect juveniles, notably by revising the minimum 

conservation reference sizes (MCRS) and corresponding exploitation diagrams (e.g., mesh 

size, spatial management) for identified stocks. Implementing both elements (F and selectivity) 

would lead to substantially reduced environmental impacts and improved stock status. These 

proposed evolutions should also be integrated within future multiannual management 

plans, which need to be updated and improved, and which represent appropriate tools for the 

integrated management of multispecies and mixed fisheries. 

Finally, particularly in relation to climate change, which is causing changes in the distribution 

range of species, and the tendency to exploit lower and lower trophic levels, the scientists 

recommended that predefined rules, alongside clear criterion defining when they apply, 

should be rapidly put in place to limit the expansion of fisheries towards new species 

(either previously present but not yet exploited, or species that shift their distribution), 

pending the acquisition of sufficient knowledge for their proper management. 

 

3. Discussion and conclusion: a call for sustainable and resilient fisheries 

 

Some of our proposals are innovative and need to be tested (e.g. modification of the landing 

obligation, real-time incentives), requiring a framework to facilitate such experimentation. This 

diversity of measures reflects the fact that there is likely no single miracle recipe, but several 

possible paths. The most appropriate measures should be chosen according to context, 

in consultation with stakeholders. This was the second strong consensus of our study: the 

success of the CFP will necessarily depend on greater consultation with and 

empowerment of stakeholders, particularly fishers, in order to develop appropriate 

regional management plans. The involvement of stakeholders is one of the key factors for 

success: the process of implementing the plan being as important as the content of the plan 

itself. AFH reminds that while greater flexibility, consultation and regionalisation could help 

implementing the most appropriate measures where they are needed, however, it is critical 

that common objectives and ways of measuring them, as well as common control and 

enforcement methods, are clearly stated to ensure an overall harmonisation and level-

playing field at the European scale. 

 

The context of global change, in particular climate change, only adds to the urgency of 

reforming the CFP. The growing concern of scientists about these new challenges is the 

other salient fact that stands out in contrast to AFH 2011 manifesto (Gascuel et al., 2011). In 

2011, global change was mentioned only once, and climate change was only mentioned in 

passing. In our recent survey, climate is the subject of a specific proposal and is reflected in 

several others. It is essential to put climate change at the heart of potential CFP 



evolutions and to accordingly change the objectives from ‘sustainable’ to ‘sustainable 

and resilient’ fisheries. 
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