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11 Proposed Joint UK Fisheries Management Plans for Demersal Fish Stocks 
consultation response 

 
General comments across all plans 
 
SIFT welcomes the opportunity to comment upon the proposed Fishery Management Plans. Whilst SIFT believes 
that it is a positive development that these fisheries are to be subject to FMPs, SIFT is concerned that the plans 
are inadequate. In particular, SIFT is concerned that: 
 

1. The FMPs lack detailed management actions and so are essentially aspirational documents. Without 
appropriate specific actions they are not actual ‘Plans’. While it was outlined in an FMP workshop that 
this was a deliberate approach taken by the Marine Directorate to allow for policy flexibility, we argue 
that it defeats the object of consulting stakeholders, because it is unclear what the actions actually 
prescribe and what will ultimately be implemented as a result of these FMPs. 

 
More specifically, the FMPs lack detailed forward-looking management measures, instead, they reserve detail 
for descriptions of existing and former management measures. Where forward-looking actions are set-out they 
are broad brush e.g. ‘Continue to consider the effects of fishing activity, including consideration of evidence on 
mixed fishery interactions, in the approach to TAC setting’ or  ‘Work with fisheries stakeholders and other Coastal 
States to undertake a review of current management measures’ [Northern Shelf Cod p31] The absence of 
timescales, budgets or scale of actions makes the proposed actions meaningless. 
 
2. The FMPs typically fail to set out in detail how fisheries management will be integrated with marine 
conservation measures into a coherent eco-system based approach to marine management. Action on the 
Northern Cod Shelf simply states that, in effect, nothing will change as a consequence of the FMP: ‘Continue to 
implement fisheries management measures for  existing Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), where these are not 
already in place, as well as the most vulnerable Priority Marine Features (PMFs) in Scottish inshore waters (0-12 
nautical miles).’  This is particularly unsatisfactory given that the MPA and PMF fishery management measures 
have not been consulted upon. Let alone agreed. 
 
3. Where the FMPs are not fully underpinned by robust evidence there are only vague generalities about 
future data gathering to fill existing data-gaps. E.g. ‘Continue to undertake scientific surveys, onboard and 
onshore monitoring, and participation in ICES working groups to support ongoing data collection and 
maintenance of the international scientific evidence base.’ or ‘ Continue to use the best available data to 
underpin management decisions, and use updated and improved data and methodologies as it becomes 
available.’ [Northern Shelf Cod p33] Such ‘actions’ do not constitute a ‘Plan’. 
 
4. The FMPs fail to refer to what sanctions will be applied in the event that fisheries fail to conform to 
the FMPs. Enforcement is a crucial component of fishery management and it should be more fully set out in 
these FMPs. For example, in the West Coast of Scotland Whiting FMP, there is clear recognition of the high rate 
of illegal discarding ‘Discarding figures produced by ICES show that for all vessels taking part in the West of 
Scotland whiting fishery (i.e. not limited to UK vessels and not just in UK waters), on a 5 year average between 
2019-2023, out of a total catch of 5,378 tonnes, there was a corresponding discard tonnage of 2,255 tonnes. 
These figures relate to ICES area Division 6.a (West Coast of Scotland)’ [p16  of WC Whiting FMP] Yet despite this 
there is no proposed action to address the issue through any alteration to enforcement measures. 
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5. The FMPs fail to expressly or implicitly meet the Scottish Government’s obligations. In particular, the 
FMPs must set out how: 
 

a) their policies and actions meet the Fisheries Objectives in the Fisheries Act (2020). As the drafts stand, 
they simply include a list of the “Relevant Fisheries Act objectives” after each policy. This is insufficient. 

b) their policies and actions contribute to Good Environmental Status under the UK Marine Strategy if the 
plans are to be fit for purpose.   

c) they align with international commitments and obligations set out in the Joint Fisheries Statement (JFS). 
These include the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, the UN Sustainable Development Goals, the 
UN Convention on Biological Diversity  - including Target 5 of the Global Biodiversity Framework - and 
the OSPAR Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic. 

d) they will be assessed and monitored and are contributing to the Scottish Government’s obligations, as 
set out in the JFS (“Each FMP must describe the relevant indicator or indicators that fisheries managers 
will use to assess the effectiveness of the plan”) and in the Fisheries Act 2020 (“A fisheries management 
plan must… c) specify an indicator or indicators to be used for monitoring the effectiveness of the plan”). 
In order to address the above obligations and ensure the FMPs are fit for purpose, all 11 must include 
SMART actions. 

 
6. The FMPs fail to specify how they will respond to climate change’s impacts upon fisheries. In general, 
there is little provision for mitigating or adapting to the impacts of climate change in the plans. Climate change 
alters, inter alia, the carrying capacity of fishing grounds and drives changes in species distribution - including 
the distribution of the species covered by the FMPs, but also other species which may outcompete, predate on, 
or otherwise interact with them - e.g. the octopus bloom in southern England as a result of ocean warming has 
had significant impacts on local shellfish fisheries Stewart et al. (2026).  
 
Species-specific climatic impacts (both current and projected) on the demersal FMP species are not described in 
the plans, nor are any measures to go about establishing this fundamental understanding. Instead, these plans 
either place the onus on ICES to address the issue, or they provide further vague aspirations such as: ‘As 
additional information becomes available in relation to climate change, [fisheries authorities will] explore the 
implications for this. [p40] .  
 
The FMPs provide an important opportunity to prepare for the impacts of climate change on commercially 
important species and future-proof Scotland’s fisheries management regime - however this opportunity is not 
taken. This is a major omission and leaves Scotland’s fishing industry vulnerable to significant climate-change 
risk. 
 
7. The FMPs fail to prioritise REM. Throughout the 11 demersal FMPs, the roll-out of REM is only 
considered to be a Medium to Long-term action. This inadequate approach is exemplified in Annexe A of the 
Northern Shelf Cod FMP: Marine Scotland will not mandate the use of REM at this time, however we are very 
open to REM as a management tool and will address this option in the Future Fisheries Management. [p55] and 
Policy 3 Actions for Northern Shelf Cod simply states, without any meaningful timescales, budget or other 
quantification that it will: ‘Develop a roadmap for rollout of REM in priority fisheries around the UK, with clear 
prioritisation criteria and implementation timetable.’ 
 
REM should be rolled-out in the short term for all of Scotland’s fishing fleet (including vessels under 10m). 
Implementing REM across Scotland’s fleet will have wide ranging benefits including: improving enforcement and 
compliance; addressing evidence gaps; monitoring progress; enabling adaptive management; moving towards 
fully documented fisheries; and wider ecosystem benefits, particularly for species vulnerable to bycatch and 
benthic disturbance. As such, the final drafts of these 11 FMPs must set out exactly how the Marine Directorate 
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will go about this - including a roadmap for building the infrastructure to integrate data derived from REM into 
fisheries management and for making data publicly available. Postponing a roadmap is unacceptable given the 
opacity of Scotland’s fishing effort. Additionally, SIFT believes that the installation of REM should become a 
precondition of access to specific fisheries to incentivise uptake. 
 
8. The FMPs fail to take-up the opportunity to establish a coherent set of spatial fishery management 
measures. Spatial fisheries management remains a profoundly important tool for marine management that has 
been largely unused in Scottish inshore waters. The FMPs offered an opportunity to address this failing for the 
purpose of addressing climate change, biodiversity loss and the need for stock recovery. However there is 
minimal uptake of this opportunity, with the possibility of spatial management opportunities only referred to 
briefly in discussion sections of the plans. 
 
9. The FMPs fail to scope all key commercial species. While the draft FMPs are for demersal species, it is 
vital that FMPs are developed, as a matter of urgency, for other commercially important non-demersal species 
which lack adequate management measures. In particular, for: squid, wrasse, crab and lobster, especially as 
some of these fisheries may interact with demersal fisheries. 
 
10. The FMPs fail to provide clarity on how actions will be prioritised. Notwithstanding the limited number 
of specific action points in the FMPs, the Plans provide no assurance or clarity on whether these  - or any other 
- actions will be prioritised, or even undertaken. The Plan simply states that ‘These policies are subject to the 
consideration of the consultation and will be prioritised appropriately to ensure realistic and measurable 
outputs.’ [p7 Northern Shelf Cod]. This brings into question how the FMP meets the requirements of the UK 
Fisheries Act 2020. The Plans must set out a clear prioritisation of its actions and measures. 
 
11. The FMPs fail to provide clarity on how actions will be implemented. Notwithstanding the limited 
number of specific action points in the FMPs, they provide no assurance or clarity on the steps involved in their 
implementation. Instead, the introduction of new measures are conditional upon being ‘subject to appropriate 
consultation and’ assessment’. Furthermore, no detail is provided on which agencies will undertake any 
implementation, what stakeholder engagement there will be, how it will be publicised or reported upon. The 
Plans must each set out a clear implementation strategy. 
 
12. The FMPs fail to provide a satisfactory metric for monitoring the Plans’ efficacy or impact. The Plan 
sets out that ‘The health of the stock will be the indicator used to monitor the effectiveness of this FMP in 
managing the Northern Shelf cod stock sustainably.’  Whilst this metric has some logic, it is overly simplistic as 
it fails to account for the success or failure of specific actions within the Plan, or to take account of external 
factors which may impact on the health of fish stocks. The Plans must establish clear metrics for assessing the 
effectiveness of each action and measure they propose. 
 
SIFT’s responses are focussed on the two FMPs which SIFT believes are most relevant to the Scottish inshore 
fishery. We set out below our comments with specific regard to these two FMPs: 
 
The Northern Shelf Cod Fishery Management Plan 
 
General comments 
 
Rebuilding collapsed stocks 
The management measures in the Northern Shelf Cod FMP must be centred around rebuilding the collapsed 
stock by setting out SMART actions to achieve this.  
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SIFT suggests the FMP should draw from international precedents (e.g. the US’s Rebuilding Plans mandated by 
the Magnuson–Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act - which requires stocks to be recovered 
within the shortest possible time, over a maximum of 10 years) and best practice guidance for stock recovery 
(e.g. ICES WKREBUILD). In addition, the direct Scottish experience of how to, and how not to, support cod 
recovery - particularly from the failed approach adopted through the Clyde Seasonal Closure and the failure to 
take account of the significance of bycatch in the Nephrops trawl fishery - would also be instructive in this 
respect. 
 
Substocks 
Whilst the draft Plan recognises the existence of three cod substocks within the Northern Shelf Cod stock, aims 
to both address the existing data gaps around these substocks and to propose management measures which 
will support appropriate TAC setting, it fails to specify management measures necessary to ensure the long term 
protection and health of the different substocks in their respective locations. Instead the Plan simply makes 
aspirational comments such as: ‘Continue to take an approach to TAC setting informed by the best available 
scientific advice and in line an MSY approach’. And ‘When reviewing measures, we will consider the status of the 
substocks for 2026, and application of ICES guidelines on mixed fisheries.’ This unquantified approach does not 
constitute a ‘plan’.  
 
Priority Marine Features 
It is important to note that whilst PMFs are mentioned in the conservation advice provided within the Plan and 
that there is a need to manage fishing impacts upon them, there are no proposals for specific management 
measures to mitigate risks to PMFs. Furthermore, there is no recognition that cod are one of Scotland’s PMFs. 
 
Policy-specific comments 
 
Policy 1: Harvest the Northern Shelf cod stock sustainably, contributing to restoring and maintaining the 
biomass above the level capable of producing MSY, taking decisions that reflect the status and uncertainty of 
vulnerable substocks. 
 

 “Continue to take an approach to TAC setting informed by the best available scientific advice and in line 
with an MSY approach”. SIFT believes that the Marine Directorate has failed in this regard in the past, 
and is concerned that there are no new or additional measures set out in the draft FMP which would 
preclude policy failures arising again. For example, recent discourse and policy decisions regarding Clyde 
cod show a failure by Scottish fishery managers to use the best available science - specifically in regard 
to the primary barriers to stock recovery.  

 “Work with fisheries stakeholders and other Coastal States to undertake a review of current 
management measures, including those contained in NCAP (Annex A of this FMP), and relevant spawning 
closures, to agree appropriate revisions, improvements and simplification of measures where needed. 
When reviewing measures, we will consider the status of the substocks for 2026, and application of ICES 
guidelines on mixed fisheries.” The Joint Fisheries Statement, adopted under the Fisheries Act 2020, also 
highlights the importance of ‘participatory decision-making’ in the context of environmental decision-
making and goes on to commit the fisheries policy authorities to commit ‘to further developing and 
strengthening … arrangements for moving towards co-management of our fisheries and promoting 
inclusivity and involvement in our management approach across all parts of society.’. In addition, the 
UK, as a party to the UNECE Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-
making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters, is required to “make appropriate practical 
and/or other provisions for the public to participate during the preparation of plans and programmes 
relating to the environment, within a transparent and fair framework, having provided the necessary 
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information to the public.” Furthermore, fish stocks are a public resource, and so “fisheries 
stakeholders” must include a range of perspectives beyond those of industry alone.  
 
Despite the foregoing, SIFT is concerned that the Plan fails to set-out how a co-management approach 
will be adopted - excluding stakeholders from fora like the NCAP and its subsidiary groups. 
 

 “As part of the international approach, continue to work with ICES and Coastal States partners towards 
agreeing a LTMP for the Northern Shelf cod.” As mentioned above, there is no detail to indicate how this 
will differ from the current approach, which has not worked for the Northern Shelf Cod stock. 

 
Policy 2: Use the best-available scientific evidence to support management decisions relating to the setting of 
sustainable fishing opportunities 
 

 “Continue to undertake scientific surveys, onboard and onshore monitoring, and participation in ICES 
working groups to support ongoing data collection and maintenance of the international scientific 
evidence base.” This is an issue where SMART action is required: however there is no detail on what the 
scientific evidence gathering would involve, nor a theory of change nor timescales for undertaking the 
evidence gathering. In relation to the cod fishery, there should be robust management measures, 
including the use of observers and commitments to data transparency, set out so that data is both 
accepted and accessible.   

 “Continue to use the best available data to underpin management decisions, and use updated and 
improved data and methodologies as it becomes available.” As mentioned above, historically the Marine 
Directorate has failed to use the best available data to underpin management decisions regarding cod 
(SPICe, 2024). More detail is required in this plan to ensure this action is implemented consistently, and 
impartially. 

 “In partnership with other Coastal States, support ICES to deliver further improvements to the scientific 
advice and assessment methodology for cod,”. As noted above there must be a commitment to collect 
and use scientific evidence to underpin management measures. This must be impartial, transparent and 
current. Furthermore, the need for more science or improved methods should not be used as an excuse 
for allowing a potentially damaging practice to continue, regardless of a limited understanding of the 
practice’s true impacts, as per the precautionary approach of the Fisheries Act (2020). For example, this 
is relevant for activities implicated in preventing cod stock recovery due to bycatch by indiscriminate 
gears (Cook et al., 2025). 

 “Support the development and utilisation of additional and new data streams, including the use of data 
derived from REM.” Owing to the lack of detail and the under-prioritisation of this action, SIFT reiterates 
its earlier comments on REM. 

 
Policy 3: Address discarding issues in the Northern Shelf cod fishery and ensure that where possible all catches 
are counted against quotas 
 

 “Subject to appropriate consultation and assessment, introduce new mandatory technical measures to 
support a further reduction in unwanted catches through increased selectivity and other technical 
measures as needed (this action should complement the action within Policy 1 which relates to a review 
of the management measures contained in NCAP (Annex A)).  In Scotland this will take place as part of 
the Future Catching Policy programme of work.” Relying on the Future Catching Policy work stream to 
bring about measures fails to account for what is an urgent situation for the Northern Shelf Cod stock, 
especially as this action provides no reference to a timescale. In addition the Fish Catching Policy has 
only recently gone out to consultation so it is not possible to know what discarding management 
measures will result from its implementation. This is an instance where SMART actions are needed 
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within this FMP which will lead to rebuilding the collapsed stocks - or else risk the FMP failing altogether 
in its purpose. Furthermore, while technical measures will certainly play a role, in instances of severe 
stock collapse, area-based management tools - including both spatial and temporal closures - are not 
considered in Policy 3 to reduce the barriers to stock recovery and maximise fisheries benefits (Aston et 
al., 2025). 

 
 “Deliver improvements to the current management and rules to ensure that, wherever possible, all 

catches are accounted for against quotas.” This action is too vague to be able to respond to. While SIFT 
agrees in principle, there is no indication about what this action would actually entail, so we can neither 
endorse nor condone it. 

 
 “develop a roadmap for rollout of REM in priority fisheries around the UK, with clear prioritisation criteria 

and implementation timetable.”  Owing to the lack of detail and the under-prioritisation of this action, 
SIFT reiterates its earlier comments on REM. 

 
 “Collaborate with Coastal States partners to agree joint action on discards and improved technical 

measures through the bilateral and trilateral forums.” Without an indication of what such ‘joint action’ 
the Scottish and UK Government would endorse and what that would comprise, SIFT fails to see how 
this would improve the situation for the cod stocks, given this has been an action fisheries managers 
have supposedly been doing to date. At this point, stakeholders need more detail. 

 
Policy 4: Deliver wider sustainable management by taking steps to minimise the impact of the cod fishery on 
the marine ecosystem 
 

 The proposed measures in relation to Policy 4 are, as with the rest of the FMP, simply vague aspirations, 
largely centred on the intention to continue with policy already in place, much of which has not to date 
been acted upon. 

 SIFT endorses the implementation of VMS - but as previously noted for REM, there must be the 
mechanisms in place to ensure the data derived from VMS is monitored and effectively utilised by MD 
Compliance. Specific actions and timescales should be available as part of these plans to outline how 
this is to be carried out by fisheries managers. 

 “Continue to implement fisheries management measures for existing Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), 
where these are not already in place, as well as the most vulnerable Priority Marine Features (PMFs) in 
Scottish inshore waters (0-12 nautical miles). Site specific fishing restrictions are proposed to ensure 
conservation objectives can be achieved and to support the sustainable use of the marine environment.” 
This is a workstream which has been subject to extensive and continuing delay. SIFT believes that interim 
measures, determined by a precautionary approach, must be implemented until permanent measures 
regarding MPAs and PMFs are implemented. 

 
Policy 5: Support fishing businesses to deliver socio-economic and cultural benefits for communities 
 

 “Take account of socio-economic considerations as part of international negotiations and as part of the 
process to determine fishing opportunities” SIFT fully supports the aspiration to deliver socio-economic 
and cultural benefits. In the FMP’s absence of specific measures, policy towards achieving such 
aspirations must be based on the recognition that they can only be achieved from a healthy marine 
environment and thriving fish stocks. It should be noted that the whitefish fishery in Scottish inshore 
waters has collapsed in recent decades, and its loss has had a profound and adverse effect upon coastal 
communities. There is nothing in the plan to indicate how this situation will be remedied, especially how 
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fisheries diversification would bolster socio-economic resilience, particularly in the context of climate 
change.  

 The short term action to "Encourage and support initiatives to promote the consumption and value of 
cod" is unrealistic. The Northern Shelf cod stocks have collapsed so there is little to consume. The FMP 
should focus on supply of cod rather than demand for cod.  

 
Policy 6: Reduce the impact of fishing on climate change and support the fishing industry to adapt to the 
impacts of climate change 
 

 The ‘climate change objective’ of the Fisheries Act states that “(a) the adverse effect of fish and 
aquaculture activities on climate change is minimised, and (b) fish and aquaculture activities adapt to 
climate change.” Despite this, there are no specific measures proposed in the plan to address either of 
these points with the urgency required by the climate crisis. 

 
The West Coast of Scotland Whiting Fishery Management Plan 
 
General comments 
 
SEE THE GENERAL COMMENTS FOR ALL PLANS SET OUT ABOVE 
 
Policy-specific comments 
 
Policy 1: Harvest the West of Scotland whiting stock sustainably, with biomass maintained above the level 
capable of producing MSY  
 

 The actions: ‘Continue to take an approach to TAC setting informed by the best available scientific advice 
and in line with an MSY approach‘ and ‘Continue to consider the effects of fishing activity, including 
consideration of evidence on mixed fisheries interactions, in the approach to TAC setting’ and ‘Continue 
to work with Coastal State partners with the aim of maintaining the sustainable harvesting of the stock 
through international negotiations’ are vague aspirations which add nothing to existing policy. 

 
Policy 2: Use the best-available scientific evidence to support management decisions relating to the setting of 
sustainable fishing opportunities  
 

 The actions: ‘Continue to undertake scientific surveys, onboard and onshore monitoring, and participate 
in ICES working groups to support ongoing data collection and maintenance of the international scientific 
evidence base which supports the setting of fishing opportunities at sustainable levels.’ and ‘Continue to 
participate in international stock assessments and contribute to the international advice process.’ and 
‘Develop and utilise additional and new data streams, including the use of data derived from new 
technology such as REM.’ are vague aspirations which add nothing to existing policy. 

 “Support the development and utilisation of additional and new data streams, including the use of data 
derived from REM.” Owing to the lack of detail and the under-prioritisation of this action, SIFT reiterates 
its earlier comments on REM. 

 
Policy 3: Address discarding issues in the West of Scotland whiting fishery and ensure that where possible all 
catches are counted against quotas 
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 Discarding is a substantial problem in this fishery: ‘Discarding figures produced by ICES show that for all 
vessels taking part in the West of Scotland whiting fishery (i.e. not limited to UK vessels and not just in 
UK waters), on a 5 year average between 2019-2023, out of a total catch of  5,378 tonnes, there was a 
corresponding discard tonnage of  2,255 tonnes. The discard rate ranged from 1.7% to 6.5%. These 
figures relate to ICES area Division 6.a (West Coast of Scotland)’ [p16].  
SIFT is concerned that the FMP does not intend to introduce any measures in regard to discarding in the 
Short Term, instead it simply intends to address this issue through the Future Catching Policy, which is 
currently only in consultation phase and which has no defined outcomes. We note that the introduction 
of REM and more selective gear types are regarded as Long Term Actions. SIFT believes these should be 
introduced on a short term timescale. 

 “Deliver improvements to the current management and rules to ensure that, wherever possible, all 
catches are accounted for against quotas.” This action is too vague to be able to respond to. While SIFT 
agrees in principle, there is no indication about what this action would actually entail, so we can neither 
endorse nor condone it. 

 “develop a roadmap for rollout of REM in priority fisheries around the UK, with clear prioritisation criteria 
and implementation timetable.”  Owing to the lack of detail and the under-prioritisation of this action, 
SIFT reiterates its earlier comments on REM. 

 
SIFT is also concerned that proposed ‘joint action’ on discarding is wholly unspecified and aspirational. It is 
unclear what this would look like in practice. Accordingly, SIFT fails to be able to comment on this vague 
generality. 
 
Policy 4: Deliver wider sustainable management by taking steps to minimise the impact of the West Scotland 
whiting fishery on the marine ecosystem 
 
 

 The proposed measures in relation to Policy 4 are, as with the rest of the FMP, simply vague aspirations, 
largely centred on the intention to continue with policy already in place, much of which has not to date 
been acted upon. 

 SIFT endorses the implementation of VMS - but as previously noted for REM, there must be the 
mechanisms in place to ensure the data derived from VMS is monitored and effectively utilised by MD 
Compliance. Specific actions and timescales should be available as part of these plans to outline how 
this is to be carried out by fisheries managers. 

 “Continue to implement fisheries management measures for existing Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), 
where these are not already in place, as well as the most vulnerable Priority Marine Features (PMFs) in 
Scottish inshore waters (0-12 nautical miles). Site specific fishing restrictions are proposed to ensure 
conservation objectives can be achieved and to support the sustainable use of the marine environment.” 
This is a workstream which has been subject to extensive and continuing delay. SIFT believes that interim 
measures, determined by a precautionary approach, must be implemented until permanent measures 
regarding MPAs and PMFs are implemented. 

 
Policy 5: Support fishing businesses to continue to deliver socio-economic and cultural benefits for 
communities 
 

 “Take account of socio-economic considerations as part of international negotiations and as part of the 
process to determine fishing opportunities” SIFT fully supports the aspiration to deliver socio-economic 
and cultural benefits. In the FMP’s absence of specific measures, policy towards achieving such 
aspirations must be based on the recognition that they can only be achieved from a healthy marine 
environment and thriving fish stocks. 
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 Re the action to "Encourage and support initiatives to promote the consumption and value of whiting": 
the FMP should focus on supply of whiting rather than demand for whiting.  

 
Policy 6: Reduce the impact of fishing on climate change and support the fishing industry to adapt to the 
impacts of climate change  
 

 The ‘climate change objective’ of the Fisheries Act states that— “(a) the adverse effect of fish and 
aquaculture activities on climate change is minimised, and (b) fish and aquaculture activities adapt to 
climate change.” Despite this, there are no specific measures in the plan to address either of these points 
with the urgency required by the climate crisis. 

 


