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OVERVIEW OF MODELS / ‘ARCHETYPES’ e




Cooperative Member State Councils

The institutional structure and formal distribution of powers remains largely
unchanged. However, the member states with fishing interests in a regional sea
area establish mini-councils to deal with fisheries management issues specific to
that area. These mini-councils forward their recommendations for formal approval
to the overall EU Fisheries Council. The RAC would in most cases advice the mini-
council rather than the central EU institutions. The exact extent to which
stakeholders’ input is given weight in the recommendations of the mini-council is
up to that mini-council on a case-by-case basis.

ARCHETYPE: COOPERATIVE MEMBER STATE COUNCILS
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Regional Fisheries Management Organisations

Under this model the member states would be given wide authority for fisheries
conservation on the condition that the member states with fishing interests in a
regional sea area establish a regional fisheries management organisation (RFMO) to
deal with fisheries management issues specific to that area. A general framework
for regional approaches will be provided by the central EU institutions. The
stakeholders’ input will continue to be channelled through the RAC. However, the
RAC would in most cases advice the RFMO rather than the central EU institutions.
The exact extent to which stakeholders’ input is given weight in the decision-
making process of the RFMO is up to that organisation on a case-by-case basis.

ARCHETYPE: REGIONAL FISHERIES MANAGEMENT ORG. e e




Regional Fisheries Co-Management Organisations

Under this model the member states would be given wide authority for fisheries
conservation on the condition that the member states with fishing interests in a
regional sea area establish a regional fisheries co-management organisation
(RFcoMO) to deal with fisheries management issues specific for that area. A general
framework for regional approaches will be provided by the central EU institutions.
The RACs would cease to exist; instead stakeholders, scientists and member states’
administrators would work together within the RFcoMO to determine the best
strategies for their regional area.

ARCHETYPE: REGIONAL FISHERIES CO-MANAGEMENT ORG. @ I




25% of North Sea L,
North Sea respondents chose W

\
40 - Coop. Member State
é A / Councils as top choice,
30 - ' ' but equally as many
chose it as ‘Least
20 - Desirable’. Same story
in other ‘regional’ RACs
10 - but less pronounced...
U =

Pelagic

Percentage within the RAC

The two variations of regional
fisheries organisation models
scored relatively high in all

Top Choice Model by RAC regional’ RACs—in particular

the co-management solution
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Regional Fisheries
Co-management
Drganisatinns model

Cooperative Member
State Councils model

Strengths

* Structured according to
ecosystems

* Facilitates tailor-made
management

* Structured according to
ecosystems
* Facilitates tailor-made

manadement

* Structured according to
ecosystems
* Facilitates tailor-made

management

RODLUSL
(institutionalised

RODOST (s monornansea. |

structure)

e Al QIS UTTC 0o
between those

structure)

* Clear distinction
between those governing
and those being
governed

* Transparent distribution
of authority

* Delivers break with

* Offers flexibility vis-a-
vis stakeholder
participation

STRENGTHS OF MODELS

* Transparent distribution
of authority

* Delivers break with
centralised management
* Enhances stakeholder
participation

governing and those

* Institutionally flexible
and adaptive
* Legally unproblematic

INNOVATIVE FISHERIES MANAGEMENT
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Regional Fisheries
Co-management
Drganisatinns model

ATIC

Cooperative Member
State Councils model

Weaknesses

* Legally challenging

stakeholder participation
per se

* Institutionally static

* Risk of agency dnft

* Issue of how to deal
with 3™ countries is
contentious

WEAKNESSES OF MODELS

* Legally challengin

participation even if
stakeholders are not
ready

* Some stakeholders
might potentially feel left
out

* Blurring between those
governing and those
being governed (risk of
‘regulatory capture’)

* Institutionally static

* Risk of agency drift

* Issue of how to deal
with 3™ countries is
contentious

* Institutionally weak

* Does not enhance
stakeholder participation
per se

* Distribution of authority
potentially non-
transparent

* Mo guarantee for break
with centralised
management

INNOVATIVE FISHERIES MANAGEMENT

- an Aalborg University Research Centre



MEFEPO

REGIONALISATION ?

INNOVATIVE FISHERIES MANAGEMENT
k - an Aalborg University Research Centre




MEFEPO

REGIONALISATION ?

3 KEY QUESTIONS...
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