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1. Adoption of the Agenda and minutes of the last meeting held on 16 September 2010

The agenda was adopted. The minutes of the previous meeting were approved.
2. Evaluation of the EFF 

The representative of the Commission presented the results of the evaluation of the EFF, carried out by an independent consultant as part of an impact assessment for the future financial instrument. Certified interim payments sent by MS by end of January 2010 amounted to 15 % (644 MEUR) of the overall EFF allocation, compared to 4.1 % at the end of 2009. The data received in the EFF evaluation indicated that MS committed 1.4 billion € EFF by 31 October 2010 (31.9 % of the total, compared to 18 % at the end of 2009). This meant that 2010 witnessed a marked acceleration in terms of paid and committed amounts. This had avoided de-commitment for most Member States by the end of 2010, apart from MS for which an overall amount of 2.26 MEUR (2.15 MEUR and 0.1 MEUR respectively) would have to be deducted from their programmes in 2011.

The most important elements of the evaluation were:
(1)
The approach to funding is not sufficiently strategic, so does not ensure that a critical mass of investment is focused on the spending priorities. This tendency arises too from a very wide range of available measures without any prioritisation; 

(2)
Most of the spending concentrates on  ‘simple’ productive investment, which limits the impacts of the funding in terms of environmental sustainability or innovation; 

(3)

Funding is allocated to MS predominantly on the basis of the cohesion criteria. As these do not coincide with the size of the fisheries sector there is a large discrepancy between the needs and available means. 

(4)
Monitoring is based on diverse indicators which vary between MS. This renders it impossible to obtain an overall evaluation of progress in the achievement of EFF. 

(5)
Programming is a lengthy process due to multiple validation steps (National strategic plan, Operational programme, Management and control system description).

(6)
The National Strategic Plan is a broad document allowing a better strategic view of the development of the sector in line with the CFP, but it is disregarded once the OP is in place.
(7)
The administrative burden for the final beneficiaries has generally been reduced but remains higher in new MS. 

(8)
Some good practices are observed for assisting and reaching potential beneficiaries, which is a key factor for fostering new projects. 

As far as the effectiveness of the programmes was concerned, some of the speakers noted that there was low commitment, the funds were not absorbed well and as a result few results could be measured.

3. Progress report on Maritime Spatial Planning and outline for the future

The Commission representative gave a presentation on the three pillars of the IMP that have an impact on fisheries. Traditionally, oceans were areas reserved for fishing, but in recent years an increasing number of other economic activities had been taking place, influencing fishing activities negatively. For that reason, MSP was a tool designed to ensure the proper planning of maritime space and a process to indicate which activities took place where.
The Commission had launched certain initiatives regarding MSP such as the Blue Paper for IMP (2007), which constituted a key tool for the management of the oceans; and the Road Map on MSP (2008), a Commission Communication addressing the 10 principles on which the MSP should operate. Furthermore, the Commission had launched several consultation workshops in order to see what stakeholders thought about the MSP. According to the progress report on MSP (2010), there was broad agreement on it in Europe but there was still a lot to be done. The Commission was planning to launch an impact assessment action at EU level in order to decide between a binding (EU directive) or a non-binding (communication) measure for MSP. Input was expected from all interested parties, via an internet stakeholder consultation on the Europa website, where stakeholders could express their opinion on future developments.
After the presentation the industry representatives commented that they strongly supported the MSP process and that they saw the need for a comprehensive regime at EU level. Issues raised by speakers were the following: how the competition between fisheries and other activities could be solved; how EU decisions could influence MS’ fleets when MSP organisation was under the competence of MS; how consumers’ voices could be more effective, given that they were in conflict with fisheries organisations’ interests; how the aquaculture sector could be integrated in MSP; concerns on how NATURA 2000 implementation could take account of MSP; suggestion for a review of the NATURA 2000 process; how fishermen’s interests could be protected.
The industry representatives mainly called for the fisheries sector to participate in the planning process under the same conditions as other maritime activities, to ensure that some fishing grounds were reserved for them in the future. 
They complained that fishing activities were often excluded from the Member States’ planning processes.
Another important issue that was raised was the current situation for fish coming from Japan and whether Europe had any action plan for this situation. According to the Commission, the Japanese situation was changing every day. For the moment, only four products from Japan were available to EU consumers; the EU authorities were very vigilant and were carrying out radiation tests on products from Japan.
4. Health Treatment of transhipments carried out in third countries
— Discussion on DG SANCO interpretation of the procedures applicable to frozen fishery products landed in third countries by vessels flying the flag of EU Member States (I) 
Regarding Item 4, there was an initial presentation of the topic; the speaker emphasised the fact that it had been a common practice for more than 15 years for the EU freezer fleet to fish far from home shores and land fish in third countries’ ports. However, since September 2010 DG SANCO had extended the scope of existing regulations on imports to EU products. This meant that certificates were also required for EU ships landing their fish in third countries’ ports, as this entailed health risks. In general, the speaker noted that he did not agree with the new interpretation of the regulation and expressed his doubts whether the new interpretation would improve health protection or create further administrative obstacles to bringing in the EU fish caught by EU fishermen. The speaker also stressed the fact that EU ships had to undergo double checks: port checks and checks in the refrigerator unit where goods were stored. Finally, he concluded that with goodwill and some flexibility a solution could be found to reduce administrative burdens without undermining food safety, as in many cases third countries would refuse to grant certificates and that would affect the EU fleet.
The Commission representative clarified the three ways fish came into the EU: first, freezer vessels listed from third countries that landed fish in a listed third country (health certificate required), secondly, a MS freezer vessel landing in a listed third country (health certificate required) and the third case, which constituted an exception as health certificates were not required, a MS freezer vessel importing directly into the EU. In this last case, though, it was necessary to produce a captain’s declaration according to Article 15.3 of Regulation 854/2004. The Commission representative pointed out that issuing health certificates was a common practice for all products of animal origin. Nevertheless, on the question as to whether anything could be done to relax the process in the third case, the Commission representative replied that there were two options: either a model document should be adopted with a list of requirements for vessels instead of a captain’s declaration; or Article 15.3 of Regulation 854/2004 should be reviewed. But that would require the involvement of the Council and the EP and would take a lot of time. Concerning the health certificates in the other two cases, he noted that there had been some discussions about making the certificate regime lighter (maybe more like captain’s declaration).
The EUROPECHE representative and other speakers raised the issue of the distinction between EU and non-EU ships; the EUROPECHE representative pointed out that Regulation 854/2004 applied to imports, but under the new interpretation EU origin products were being considered as imports, so no distinction was being made. He went on to say that the Commission would do better to change the regulations and not to interpret them, and that the specific interpretation of this regulation constituted an arbitrary redefinition of the origin of the goods. 
5. ACFA/RACs — the evolution of the consultative process in the framework of the CFP reform

Item 5 was presented by a representative of EUROPECHE. In his statement, he highlighted the importance of maintaining ACFA with the current format, as it constituted the only formal consultation body of stakeholders in fisheries at European level. Moreover, he noted that ACFA dealt with general questions that also involved DG SANCO, DG ENV, maritime policy etc., so it needed to be taken into account by those responsible for the CFP reform. According to the speaker, ACFA had not become irrelevant because of the RACs; both formats need to be kept, and to coordinate their activities. In 2009 ACFA had produced a unanimous opinion on external evaluation for its activities. At that time the Commission had proposed short-, medium- and long-term measures — which were not clearly defined — and a summary assessment for ACFA. The main points of the assessment were: maintenance of the existing working groups, reinforcement of the work of WGs 2 and 3, improvement of communication/ information exchange. According to the speaker, the above-mentioned points did not have any result, so the question for the Commission was, whether ACFA would be part of the upcoming CFP reform. 
After the presentation there were various comments. The speakers underlined the importance of maintaining ACFA. More specifically, a distinction was made between ACFA and RACs. They claimed that ACFA dealt with general questions and had a broader scope, while RACs had a narrower, more regional scope. Nevertheless, it was noted that both formats needed to be kept and financed, with more emphasis on coordination between the two bodies. ACFA and RACs are two complimentary bodies and the Commission should understand that RACs should not be seen as a substitute but rather as an added value to ACFA. ACFA’s role was to provide the know-how and the background information to the Commission for the decision making process, while RACs focussed on regional problems. The consumers’ representative pointed out that their organisation had wider concerns than those presented at the regional level; therefore ACFA was absolutely essential for them in order to have their voice heard. They also underlined the role of ACFA in making proposals and said that ACFA had a better understanding at the European level compared to the regionalised opinion that RACs can provide. Finally, the Chairman agreed with the various issues raised and noted once again that ACFA was the only common interface for discussions with the Commission. He therefore asked the Commission to conduct an evaluation of ACFA in order to examine ACFA’s efficiency and effectiveness. A final point, raised by the representative of NGOs, was the lack of resources in terms of time. More specifically, she noted that it was important to attend ACFA meetings but that often it was difficult to follow, as the items to be discussed were not always clear or available on time.
The Commission representative said that he took note of all comments made by the speakers; however, as the Commission’s proposal was not ready yet, nothing concrete could be said at this stage. On the question whether a consultation on horizontal issues was needed, he replied positively. It was important to ensure coherence with the general consultation policy of the Commission. The coherence between internal rules and Commission guidelines on expert rules was a short-term issue. The Commission’s proposal for the new Multi-Annual Financial Framework will be adopted in June. Sectoral proposals, including for the new CFP, would follow later in the year. Only then would we be able to indicate how much money could be allocated to advisory bodies. Another point clarified by the speaker was that ACFA’s mandate was to advise the Commission and not to be co-author of its proposals. The Commission had the right of initiative and was responsible for producing proposals. To conclude, the Commission representative said that he took note of the points made and hoped to be in a position to discuss the actual proposals of the Commission when they became available.
6. Reflections from the sector on CFP reform 
A EUROPECHE representative gave a presentation on a summary document on CFP reform and on the sector’s demands. The general objectives mentioned were:

· The need to improve the competitiveness of the fishing sector and of workers in the sector.
· The maintenance of sustainable development, meaning to combine sustainable conservation of fishing stocks with economic, social and environmental sustainability. 

· In the social field, the need to create better jobs, achieve better incomes and better working conditions. 

· For stakeholders, the need to be included in the management of the CFP and that ACFA play a central role. 

· With regard to discards, they should be reduced to the greatest possible extent. However, the zero discard goal being discussed in the Commission was difficult to implement. The focus should be on fisheries and more specifically, on types of fishery and areas of fishing in the EU. A Commission paper was proposing that the EU should eliminate discards quickly and in a short period of time. But the speaker argued that measures to reduce discards should be taken gradually and should be decided in collaboration with fishermen and scientists, taking account of their effect on society. 
· On market reform, the Commission and the stakeholders had called for action: better prices, standards for marketing, information for the consumer. The speaker argued that improved labelling in fisheries would lead to better producer involvement in the sector and the promotion of less known species. 

· Common market organisation: the Commission should issue fair rules and should require third countries to apply the same standards as in the EU for production conditions (environmental and working conditions)

· Structural reform: there was talk in the Commission of reducing aid for fleets, but this would have a negative impact on fleets. 

· Research: the CFP needed better scientific data that should be clearer and updated regularly.

· Individual transferable rights: they did not offer a solution for fishing. An analysis needed to be conducted for rules on the standards of the internal market. 

· International aspect: the Commission should think of European coastal fleets’ interests and should maintain fishing association agreements and even extend them to other fishing waters. 

· International role: the Commission should make our voice heard in the UN and FAO agencies and secure more financial and human resources for that purpose.

· IMP: there should be an integrated approach for the management of the seas.

· Aquaculture: aquaculture was of great importance in the future CFP and proper mechanisms should be found to fit aquaculture in with market policies. 

After the presentation by the EUROPECHE representative, there were a few requests for clarifications for the stakeholders’ meeting on 3 May.
7. Possibility of establishing Mixed Groups made up of industry, scientists, administration and voice of the industry 

In general, speakers were in favour of Mixed Groups, but they noted that these MGs should be created from the beginning. However, doubts were expressed on whether it was feasible to have RACs and MGs working in parallel. According to scientists, it was important for stakeholders to attend STECF/ICES working groups. Scientists also tried to participate in RAC meetings, when they were invited.. 

The Commission’s response on this point was that there had been progress in this area. The latest improvement was that most of the RACs were involved in the evaluation of plans and the preparation of impact assessments. The Commission representative gave an example of an initiative taken by ICES to invite stakeholders to benchmark meetings on the different stocks. She concluded by saying that in order to overcome data deficiency, the best solution was to integrate stakeholders’ data into the scientific assessment process. She said that what was now being debated in the RACs was the improvement of relations between scientists and RACs. 
Several participants agreed that these developments were positive and that RACs were the appropriate forums for increasing cooperation between stakeholders and scientists.

8. Implementation of the Control Regulation — state of play  

The Commission said there had been intensive negotiation and much progress on Control Regulation No1224/2009. The Control Expert Group had met Member States to conclude the discussion on the text in January 2011.

Next steps:

· The Implementing Regulation had been voted on by Member States in the Fisheries Committee on 8 March 2011.

· After the vote in the Committee, there would be formal adoption by the Commission in April. 

· The implementing rules would enter into force seven days after publication in the Official Journal. However, three chapters (penalty points, the verification of engine power and traceability) would enter into force only on 1 January 2012. 

The representative of EUROPECHE complained about the number of documents that MS authorities had to examine and then implement in their national law. Another problem he referred to was infringements. There were a lot of questions that needed to be clarified, for MS to know when infringements happen so that they can be reported. The Commission should also consider the administrative difficulties faced by MS in implementation. 
The Chairman closed the meeting.
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