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Baltic Sea paradigm of regionalisation of the Common Fisheries Policy 

 
Future tactics and strategy for the BSAC in terms of management and decision-

making: where can the BSAC position itself? 
 
A meeting and discussion on 1st July 2015 at the BSAC offices with Prof. Chris Hopkins 
(Aquamarine Advisers), who is author of the report "The Baltic Sea Paradigm of 
regionalisation of the CFP", was much appreciated. It gave the Secretariat the opportunity 
to discuss and formulate ideas for a developed strategy for the BSAC in its continued role 
as provider of advice on fisheries management and related issues in the Baltic 
 
Background 
The Baltic Sea Paradigm of Regionalisation of the CFP is a report which provides input to 
the EU funded MYFISH research project, the aim of which is to provide scientific advice to 
support regionalised ecosystem based fisheries management. Chris Hopkins’ focus is the 
Baltic. Although the heading talks about scientific advice, Hopkins astutely points out that 
science cannot work alone. It has to work with and be shaped by all the other agencies, 
bodies and interests, as well as processes taking place in the region. The Baltic is, in his 
opinion, in a strong position to provide advice in support of regionalised fisheries 
management. However, there is a strong need for better coordination and organisation, so 
as to give more structure to the processes taking place.  
  
The research and the report 
Chris Hopkins goes through the main policy background behind the Common Fisheries 
Policy and gives some history to the advisory process that has been in operation in the 
Baltic, going back to the time of the international Baltic Sea Fishery Commission (referring 
not without some nostalgia to the IBSFC). He has conducted a number of interviews with 
key players who have knowledge and experience of past and present. There have actually 
been about forty years of cooperation at Baltic level and this gives the region a solid base 
to work on. Both the existing (DG Mare, HELCOM, ICES, STECF) bodies and more 
recently created (BSAC and BALTFISH) bodies are presented in the report and evaluated 
in terms of their strengths and weaknesses in providing advice and input. Yes, the report is 
long and detailed (180) pages.  
 
The basic argument is that the regionalized process as we remember it has become 
disaggregated (partly due to the closing down of the IBSFC). There is a need for a more 
integrated system, but there's no umbrella to bring all the components together. What to 
do? There's a need for regional empowerment, says the report. Can BALTFISH fill the gap? 
Not really, because it has no formalized, permanent status. The BSAC does not have 
decision-making competences, but it does have the advantage of being open, collegial and 
transparent: and managers, scientists and decision makers also come to its meetings    
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The summary document: key 11 optimisation challenges 
The summary document basically boils the work down into eleven key challenges for those 
who both provide and receive the advice. It's a nifty little document of 15 pages and does 
give some inspiration as to how the Baltic region could take up the challenges and so on. 
Here are the 11 challenges described in the document: 
 

 There's BALTFISH: but right now it's not formalised enough to be a strong force in 
the Baltic governance 

 There's the science: but it needs to be more balanced and multi-disciplinary 
(remember the biology, environment and socio-economics  

 Can the resources and capabilities available in institutes, laboratories as well as 
ICES and STECF do the job of meeting the requests for advice? 

 There's the CFP as well as the MSFD: how can the boundary between the two be 
made less fuzzy? 

 There’s the data: a lot is said here and a need expressed to coordinate data on a 
regional basis  

 There's ICES and there's STECF: they've got to complement each other  

 There's the advice-providing service: it's got to be regional and ICES and STECF 
play a crucial role here in securing a robust peer review of the advice 

 There are also people asking for the advice: a more interactive process here is 
needed. The advice has to provide options: and these have to be balanced in terms 
of taking into account the different interests. It should also reflect biological, 
economic and social criteria  

 How should managers, scientists and stakeholders engage? This is a big question 
that raises the issue of the lack of any integrated regional "umbrella" (Hopkins word) 
for this to be done.  

 The decision-making: again, nostalgia expressed for the IBSFC, since the 2002 CFP 
reform didn't really deal with the decision-making at regional level. Can the American 
model of several US states working together provide inspiration? 

  
The meeting and discussion on 1st July 2015 
The BSAC Secretariat discussed these issues at a meeting with the author Chris Hopkins 
who incidentally attended the BSAC ExCom meeting on 2nd July 2015 and took note that 
despite differing opinions within the Executive Committee, the outcome was positive and 
the meeting was conducted in a spirit of productive collegiality. 
 
At this meeting on 1st July Chris Hopkins reiterated the fact that the above-mentioned 
eleven optimisation challenges are tactical - this is the way things are moving in the 
governance process.  
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How, then, to think strategically and how to build on the strong basis that's there? It was 
agreed that the BSAC is in some ways pivotal, in the sense that it represents throughout its 
membership and interests the three pillars of sustainability: bioecological-social-economic. 
It thus has a clear interest in supporting sustainable fisheries and sustainable ecosystems: 
this is not an either-or discussion.  
 
It was agreed that the policy side has created limitations in the sense that the CFP does put 
constraints on how things work and does not explicitly make governance possible 
throughout at regional level. Co-decision was mentioned, but the role of the European 
Parliament was not gone into in detail. However, it was highlighted that the stakeholders 
have moved further up in the process. For instance, the obligation to consult the ACs is 
much more explicit. ICES has acquired a more flexible role in the way it discusses issues    
(take, for example, the one concerning MSY), trying to facilitate an understanding of 
profitability and sustainability under the three pillars of the CFP.  
 
Now, in terms of engaging managers, scientists and stakeholders, there is a clear role for 
the BSAC and for it to be part of that partnership.  
 
Within the Baltic, by working closely and encouragingly with BALTFISH and suggesting 
solutions to the challenges we have in common, it should be possible to demonstrate 
positive advantages for the Baltic.   
 
On the multi-disciplinary side, it was agreed that there's a need for STECF to have a higher 
profile at the ACs (although the BSAC has been very engaged at STECF meetings) so as 
to give weight to the economic and social issues. We can expect a greater science and 
policy engagement in the future (witness, for example, scientists being recruited by the 
industry).  
 
At the same time, the knowledge base amongst BSAC members is very high, with 
representatives from the fisheries and other interest groups with scientific backgrounds. But 
we agreed that the BIG challenge will have to be for the ACs to be the primus motor in 
asking questions, not just biological (back to the ICES advice), but also social and 
economic: the BSAC has got to push for this! 
 
The ACs also have a role to play in terms of data collection and compilation and provision, 
so they can be an active stakeholder here. The industry should be at the table in terms of 
helping to provide data on the state of the ecosystem. 
 
In addition, the ACs can actively engage in organizing focused Working Groups (i.e. 
technical measures, ecosystem-based management etc.) and bring in all the practical 
knowledge from the stakeholders.  
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We really appreciated the report and the opportunity to discuss it with the author. We would 
also welcome the opportunity to discuss it further. This could be at a future, informal 
discussion with DG Mare to focus on some of the 11 key issues identified in the summary 
report and with respect to the future engagement of the ACs, the use of available resources 
and establishing contact with the right people to interact with. 
 
BSAC Secretariat:  
 

Reine Johansson Ewa Milewska  Sally Clink 
 

BSAC chair BSAC rapporteur and 
information assistant 

BSAC Executive Secretary 

 

 

 


