














Consultation
Having considered the Commission’s motivations for adopting the consultation
policy, we now turn to the consultation exercise itself. An examination of the con-
sultation which took place as a part of the CFP reform process is valuable for two
reasons. First, the scope of the consultation provides us with an indication of how
committed the Commission was to this policy. Second, the consultation reveals
stakeholders’ divergent views about their own roles in fisheries management, a
divergence which had ramifications for the content of the final reform package.
The CFP reform consultation process was launched by the European Com-
mission in March 1998. 350 questionnaires raising a variety of issues relating to.the
CFP were sent to ‘representative organisations and associations with an interest in
fisheries’ in all Member States (European Commission 2000). 175 responses were
received and, even at this early stage of what was to be a five-year reform process,
these indicated a substantial amount of dissatisfaction with the existing fisheries
management structure. Most of the organisations asserted that the Common Fisher-
ies Policy had not attained its aims (Furopean Commission 2000: 46-61). The critics
pointed particularly to regulatory and enforcement flaws, unnecessary trade restric-
tions and inconsistency in conservation policy (European Commission 2000: 51-2).
This initial consultation was followed by thirty regional meetings, organised
by the Commission during the period September 1998-June 1999, to which a range
of stakeholder organisations were invited, including fishers’ organisations, non-
governmental organisations, trade unions and scientific research institutes. Rep-
resentatives of national administrations and Members of the European Parliament
also attended. According to the Commission’s own report on the meetings, they
facilitated a widening of the consultation net, by providing an opportunity for many
more interested parties to contribute to the debate than the questionnaires had done.
On the basis of these two phases of consultation, the Commission published a Green
Paper on the reform of the CFP in March 2001 (European Commission 2001c). This
was posted on the Commission’s website and all interested parties were invited to
email or mail their comments to the Commission by the end of September 2001,
thus, potentially, initiating a broader public debate than had been the case in the
initial phases. Ritchie and Wood (2001) provide a comprehensive report of the next
key stage of the consultation on the CFP reform — a public hearing, which was held
in June 2001, three months after the Green Paper was published. Over 400 delegates
attended the hearing from many stakeholder categories and from all interested EU
states, with Spain and Belgium particularly well represented. Of these 400 delegates,
Ritchie and Wood (2001) report, 106 made an oral contribution to the proceedings.
The consultation on the reform of the CEP was formally ended in September 2001.
The extensive nature of this consultation exercise suggests that the European
Commission was committed to it as a process. Conducted over the course of nearly
four years, the consultation took in a wide range of stakeholders, from environmen-
tal groups to industry representatives, and from scientists to regulators. It is sig-
nificant that the consultation began three years before the publication of the Green
Paper on the reform of the CFP as this indicates that the consultation was an itera-
tive process, involving two-way communication between the power-holding group
(or primary/definitive stakeholders) and other stakeholders. Added to which, stake-
holders were given ample opportunity in a variety of settings and formats to make

their contribution to the process. Thus, although the policy decision to conduct a
consultation exercise was made from the top, subject to external pressure as already
discussed, the actual process of consultation leaned more towards the substantive
than the cosmetic end of Hollup’s consultative spectrum.

In the event, this process of stakeholder consultation became a for.um for,
among other things, a wider debate on the role of stakeholders in ﬁsher.1es gov-
ernance. Questions of ‘governance’ were raised during the regional meetings and
included in the Green Paper (European Commission 2000: 7-10; European Com-
mission 2001a). And, at the public hearing held in June 2001, this discussion on
governance raised the possibility of the regionalisation of European ﬁshefies man-
agement, which, it was hoped by many, would provide a forum through which sta.kcf-
holders could participate in fisheries management (Ritchie and Wood 2001). This
would constitute an institutionalisation of the policy of consultation adopted for t}.le
reform process and represented an opportunity for the legitimacy deficit, inl.lerent in
the CFP, to be overcome. Views expressed by stakeholders on this idea varied from
an anti-regional position adopted by the Spanish contingent, througl{ a ca.uti<')us
or moderate welcome expressed by Belgium, to a proposal for a full regionalisation
of decision-making authority forwarded by British, Dutch and Swec.lish delegatgs.
A further key issue which was discussed was that of the membership of regional
bodies. o

It is difficult to judge the extent to which this consultation influenced
the final outcome of the reform of the CFP. However, a new regional policy was
included in the reform package, which represented a compromise betxyeen the dif-
ferent positions that stakeholders had expressed during the consultat_lon. Thus, a
cautious/moderate approach was adopted and provisions were made in the reform
document for the introduction of Regional Advisory Councils whose role is purely
advisory; they hold no decision-making authority (Buropean Council of Mini'sters
2002: article 31). The reform also set guidelines on who will sit on Regional A.dws.ory
Councils, stipulating that their membership will include fishermen and' scientists,
representatives of other interests such as the aquaculture sector and environmental
and consumer groups who have an interest in the sea area or fishing zone concern.ec?l,
with national and regional authorities from any member state also able.t(? partici-
pate, and the Commission able to be present at meetings. The task of deciding upon
their procedures and agendas was left to prospective Councils.

This provision was followed up in October 2003 by the Eur9pean Com-
mission’s proposal for the establishment of Regional Advisory Councils und.er the
CFP (European Commission 2003a). This document explicitly set out the aims of
these bodies as being to ‘strengthen dialogue’ and to ‘build mutual tr‘u'st’ between
stakeholder groups (European Commission 2003b). It made provision for the
establishment of six Advisory Councils and, in articles four and five, set out a struc-
tural framework for them, consisting of a general assembly which will appoint an

' executive committee of between twelve and eighteen members. The membership of

each of these bodies will be two-thirds fishing industry and one-third ‘other groups’
(defined in article one as environmental organisations, aquaculture producers, con-
sumers and recreational/sport fishers). In line with the original reform, accordm'g
to article three, stakeholders applying to the Commission to create a l.legion.al P.del-
sory Council will propose their own statement of objectives, operating principles,



rules of procedure, as well as a budget estimate. Thus, it seems that the decision
to consult, which was foreshadowed by both internal and external concerns about
the legitimacy of the CFP, precipitated an opening up of the debate over the role of
stakeholders in European fisheries management and the apparent institutionalisa-
tion of stakeholder consultation as part of the CFP reform.

Implications

Having established the Commission’s motivations for pursuing a policy of consulta-
tion, and examined the series of events which culminated in the institutionalisation
of this degree of stakeholder involvement, it is important to consider what their
impacts have been on power relations between stakeholder groups. We will do this
by focusing on two issues which were key to the regionalisation debate — remit and
membership. These highlight how political power continues to determine interac-
tions between stakeholders. First, stakeholders disagreed on the remit that should
be given to regional bodies, with some stakeholders advocating full devolution of
management responsibilities and others preferring a more limited advisory role
for them. Our own consultation with stakeholders in the UK and the Netherlands,
which took place the following year, reflected the tensions between radical and mod-
erate supporters of a policy of regionalisation which would increase stakeholders’
participation in European fisheries management. For example, an economist work-
ing in Scotland stressed that if regional bodies’ authority was insufficient then they
would just be ‘talking shops. He argued that ‘if they don’t have decision-making
powers then I can see the industry becoming very disillusioned with them” By
contrast, an English environmentalist whom we consulted emphasised that full
authority to take decisions should not be devolved to regional management bodies
immediately, arguing instead that there should be a centralised system with ‘regional
devolution of major stakeholder input. He maintained that they could have policy-
making authority ‘at some stage in the future when they have shown themselves
capable of behaving with responsibility and in a democratic way’

Second, stakeholders disagreed about the membership of such bodies, with
some stakeholders preferring that full participation should be limited to industry
groups and others proposing that membership should be more all encompassing.
The Scottish economist took the latter view, arguing that membership should range
from industry, through regulators, scientists and economists, to environmental
groups. However, not all stakeholders supported a broad membership. Some
expressed concerns that trust, which they perceived to be crucial to the success of
regional management and which would be difficult to develop and maintain under
favourable circumstances, could be undermined, given the poor history of co-opera-
tion between the different stakeholder groups, if the membership was too large.
Thus, some stakeholders argued, full membership should initially be restricted to
fishers and regulators, with other groups being allocated expert or observer status.

Each of these two bones of contention between stakeholders indicate that the
ways in which stakeholders perceive each other and interact have not been altered by
the process of stakeholder consultation which was implemented from the top by the
European Commission. Itis likely, therefore, that they have also not been changed by
the preparations which have been made for the establishment of regional forums for
stakeholder involvement in European fisheries management. The conflict over the

remit of the Regional Advisory Councils, which was primarily between those with
power (mainly the regulators and their allies) and those without, de.mox:xstrates the
absence of trust between the different stakeholders. This perception is reinforced by
the conflict over membership, which, perhaps more worryingly, was between th.ose
groups of stakeholders who each had little power in the pre-reform CFP (mainly
fishers and environmentalists). .

Power thus remains at the centre in the hands of the Commission and the
Council of Ministers. Given the configuration of primary and secondary stakehold-
ers before the reform of the CFP, this outcome is not surprising. We would argue
that, as far as the primary stakeholders were concerned (especiall).f the rfagulators),
it was crucial that their point of view, of the limits of the authority which s'hould
be devolved to regional bodies, determined the final policy outcome. l?esplte the
likelihood that the exact configuration of the membership of these bodies was less
important to them than the responsibilities that they will have, primary stakehplders
did not leave the final decision on membership to the regions themselves. This may
be indicative of their desire to maximise their power over these bodies. prever, the
decision to predetermine the membership of Regional Advisory Counc1.ls may also
have been taken with the aim of ending the potentially damaging conflict between
secondary stakeholders over membership, which was revealed during the consulta-
o Franz Fischler took the opportunity of the October 2003 announcement to
state that “The Regional Advisory Councils will earlier a.nd b.etter il.ltegrate the fish-
ing industry and other stakeholders in the Common Fisheries Policy management
process’ (European Commission 2003b). This statement co?ﬁrn?s what t.he provi-
sions, originally made for regional bodies in December 2002 nn;.)hed.. Their author-
ity (which is limited) and their membership (which is broad, if welghted towa'rds
industry) have been prescribed from the top-down for the purpose of incorporating
stakeholders into the existing management system, controlled by the same c.lynaninc
force of political power which has long orchestrated inter-stakeholder relationships
in European fisheries management. However, given the comments made by some
stakeholders during our own consultation about the need to deve.lo'p. trust between

stakeholders in order for regional bodies to be successful, the possibility of d?velop—
ing a system of genuinely ‘integrated management’ which focuses upon dialogue
between stakeholders remains.

Conclusion

The policy decision to include a process of stakeholder C(?nsultation i.n the CFP
reform deliberations marks a significant change in the attitude of pohcy-ma.kers
towards stakeholders in Europe’s fisheries. The Commission’s active pursuit qf
stakeholder input into the pre-decision phase of the CFP reform, and t}.le provi-
sion within the reform for the introduction of Regional Advisory Councils, 31g1‘1a1
the formal institutionalisation of stakeholder consultation in European ﬁsherles
management. Having determined the membership of these regional bodies, the
European Commission has ensured that in the future, a broad range c?f stakeholder
interests will continue to be consulted via Regional Advisory Councils. However,
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this also means that direct consultation by the European Commission in the future
will likely be limited to these bodies, although the reform does not preclude them
adopting consultation policies themselves.

The stakeholder consultation within the CFP reform was indicative of an
agenda by European policy-makers to improve other stakeholders’ perceptions of
the legitimacy of fisheries management. It did not, however, aim to substantively
alter the existing distribution of power between stakeholder groups. Despite this,
we would argue that the provisions which have been made for Regional Advisory
Councils, which will include a broad range of stakeholders, has opened the door
to the possibility that the tight grip which these primary stakeholders have previ-
ously had on the policy process is likely to be diluted by the more diverse intérests
of those who will populate its new regional bodies. Further, despite the restrictions
which have been placed on their authority, it is possible that the introduction of
Regional Advisory Councils may have created a situation in which the division
between policy-makers and their allies as primary stakeholders on the one hand,
and other interests as secondary stakeholders on the other, may no longer be so clear
cut. Regionalisation could facilitate a blurring of the lines between these previously,
respectively, dominant and subordinate groups of stakeholders.

However, we argue that such a change in the balance of power between dif-
ferent groups, although it may well influence policy and change regulations, will
not necessarily lead to a successful policy of sustainable exploitation of Europe’s
fisheries. Stakeholders on either side of the primary/secondary fence have not yet
overcome their propensity to promote their own interests, which leads them to seek
power over each other, and undermines the potential of management organisations
at both the regional and European levels. Only by moving towards an integrated
management framework which focuses on building trusting relationships with each
other and developing genuine dialogue can fisheries stakeholders develop policy
which will ultimately be better for the public good: the objective of the Common
Fisheries Policy — sustainable exploitation of fish stocks in European waters.

Thus, the series of events, which culminated in provision being made
for RACs in the reformed CFP, has institutionalised stakeholder consultation in
European fisheries management. However, it has not altered the power dynamics
underpinning the mistrust which characterises the relationships between different
stakeholder groups and will not, therefore, transform the fortunes of the CFP; at
least, not yet.
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