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SUMMARY RECORD OF THE PLENARY MEETING OF THE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND AQUACULTURE
1 July 2010
ATTENDANCE
Chair: 
Mr Van Balsfoort (and member of COGECA)
Working Group 1: 
Mr Garat (Chair), Mr Buonfiglio (Vice Chair) 
Working Group 2: 
Mr Brest (Chair – represented), Mr Ojeda (Vice Chair)--
Working Group 3: 
Mr Keller (Chair and Chair of the Bureau), Mr O’Donoghue (Vice-Chair)
Working Group 4:
Mr González Gil de Bernabé (Chair), Mr Mozos (Vice-Chair)

Europêche: 
Mr Deas, Mr Ghiglia
Cogeca: 
--
ETF: 
Mr Trujillo
AEOP/EAPO: 
Mr Wichmann 
Copa/Cogeca:
Mr Salvador
AIPCE: 
Mr Pastoor (interim Chair)
CEP: 
Mr Bamberger
AEPM/EMPA:
Mr Pickerell
FEAP:
Mr Chaperon
Consumers: 
Mr Godfrey
Environmental NGOs: 
--
Development NGOs:

Mr López
Social dialogue: 
Ms González, Mr Smidt
Secretaries-General of ACFA member organisations: 

Mr Brouckaert (EAPO), Mr Vernaeve (EUROPECHE/COGECA), Ms Vicente (AIPCE/CEP), Mr Hough (FEAP), Ms Spera, Mr Alfonso (ETF), Mr Hough (FEAP), Mr Guillaumie (AEPM/EMPA), Ms Consten (NGOS Contact Group) 
Observers: 
Mr Fischer, Mr Coccia (Cogeca), Mr M. Morrison (Europêche), Mr O'Riordan (NGOs - ICSF), Mr Fourgon (NGOS – WWF), Mr Knigge (NGOS – PEWs)
Commission: 

Mr Penas, Ms de Diego (DG MARE), Ms Bond (DG TRADE), Mr Schoffer Petricek (DG AGRI)
Secretariat: 


Mr Papaioannou, Ms Diaconescu, Ms Ruiz Monroy, Mr Noaksson
1. election of the chair and vice chairs of acfa
The interim  Chair opened the meeting before proceeding to the election of the Chair and Vice-Chairs, which was conducted by the Secretariat. Nineteen of the 21 plenary members entitled to vote were present or represented (Mr Brest by his organisation) and one member was out of the room when the vote was taken. The quorum was therefore reached. Mr G. Van Balsfoort (from COGECA), the only candidate for the ACFA Chair, was elected to that post by acclamation.

Mr Pastoor (AIPCE) and Mr Chaperon (FEAP) were candidates for the posts of 1st and 2nd Vice-Chair respectively. They were elected unanimously.

Mr Van Balsfoort took up his duties, thanked the Committee for electing him and said that he would strive to accomplish the ACFA work programme by bringing the various positions represented by ACFA organisations closer together where necessary. 
2. Adoption of the draft agenda and approval of the summary record of the previous meeting
The draft agenda was adopted and the summary record of the previous meeting was approved.
3. Adoption of the following documents:

3.1. Schedule of ACFA meetings for the second half of 2010
The following dates had been agreed by the Bureau the previous evening: WG1: Joint meeting ACFA/RACs on Tacs and quotas: 14 October; WG3: 13 October; WG 4: 15 September. Bureau and Plenary: 8/9 or 9/10 December (depending on the Commissioner's availability). Owing to international commitments, the aquaculture sector would propose a date for the WG2 to meet in late October/early November. These proposals were endorsed by the Plenary.
In addition, ACFA would be invited to attend the public presentation of fisheries advice (on 14 September 2010 in Brussels, date to be confirmed) and a conference on CFP Reform that would be held on 16 November, also in Brussels. 
Meetings of the Sectoral Dialogue Committee: Group meeting to be held on 21 October and Plenary on 13 December.
3.2. Ratification of the work programme and internal rules of ACFA
Work Programme: WG1 was due to hold a half-day joint meeting with the RACs on TAcs and quotas on 14 October. Certain issues of the WG1 work programme would be discussed in the afternoon and the remaining issues would be automatically registered in the 2011 work programme. This would be the usual procedure for the remaining issues of the other groups. 
The chair of the Bureau asked the participants to send the Secretariat their contributions for the 2011 work programme.
Internal rules: The chair of the Bureau gave an overview of the discussion held by the Bureau on the internal rules proposed by the Secretariat (extract of the Minutes of the bureau in annex). The members of the Bureau were asked to send their written contributions to the Secretariat by the end of July. The amended proposal would be sent to the Plenary for adoption by written procedure.

The chair of WG4 asked the Secretariat to include the clarification regarding the confidentiality of deliberations (Article 22 of the rules of procedure) in the minutes of the Plenary
.

In response to a request for clarification from the AEOP representative, the Secretariat confirmed that the chair of the Plenary would be automatically invited to attend the meetings of the Bureau. This would be reflected in the internal rules of procedure. 
3.3. ACFA's Resolution on Harmonisation in Terminology
The chair of the Bureau explained the background to this resolution, which had been put forward by the WG3 of ACFA and agreed by the Bureau. FEAP agreed with the contents of this Resolution, but stressed the importance of going further in clarifying the wording; it suggested that ACFA should propose replacing the words "fisheries and aquaculture products" by "aquatic products". 

The chair of ACFA proposed that this concept should be developed in a new Resolution and asked for the current resolution to be adopted without amendment. It was so adopted and would be submitted to the Commission (https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/iwt/taxonomy/term/138).
3.4. ACFA's Opinion on the definition and treatment of small-scale fisheries in the context of the CFP Reform  
The rapporteur (EUROPÊCHE/COGECA) said that the document had been reviewed following the comments resulting from the lengthy discussion which had taken place in the Bureau the previous day. He explained that the alternative draft did not propose any substantial change in the contents. Paragraphs II (ACFA's objective), V (ACFA's proposed approach) and VI (List of possible criteria) of the previous version had been deleted. The conclusions had been maintained, and the amendment proposed by the ENV NGOs included. On that basis, this alternative document was supported by EUROPÊCHE,  COGECA, EAPO and the ENV NGOs, but did not meet with the approval of other organisations, such as ETF and the DEV NGOs. ETF took the view that the new version added nothing new to the debate and called for a consensus to be reached between the organisations before submitting an opinion to the Commission.  The DEV NGOs did not endorse this resolution, taking the view that the process leading up to its adoption did not conform to the normal democratic procedure, which involved a proposal being submitted in the form of a compromise reached at the Bureau meeting for discussion and  approval at the Plenary. In the opinion of the DEV NGOs the new proposed text was substantially different from the Bureau compromise and weakened it considerably. In particular, there was no longer any  reference at all to the issues of marginalisation and vulnerability of small-scale production systems or to a non-exhaustive indicative list of criteria that could be examined as a basis for operational guidelines for the differentiated treatment of small-scale fisheries. In their opinion, the list formed a basis for further discussion of this issue in ACFA.  The chair, ETF and AIPCE considered that the best course of action would be to withdraw the document and not to submit an opinion at all. The rapporteur proposed the  addition of a sentence at the end of the third paragraph, and this was agreed by most of the members (with the exception of the DEV NGOs). The document was adopted, with a minority position being expressed by the DEV NGOs, and would be submitted to the Commission (https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/iwt/node/1218)  
This debate raised the issue of organisations holding their preparatory meetings before the meeting of the Bureau. The Secretariat would look into the possibility of holding the Bureau meetings in the afternoon, so that the organisations could have their meetings in the morning.  
4. revision of acfa representatives in racs, ices and stecf meetings
Each organisation is invited to propose experts for these bodies. The list of experts has to be endorsed by the Plenary as ACFA's representatives. Only two representatives from ACFA attending the meetings of these bodies can be reimbursed from the subsidies earmarked for the ACFA preparatory meetings of. ACFA is considered to be invited if the invitation comes through the ACFA Secretariat (individual invitations are not eligible for Community funding). According to the items on the agenda, the Secretariat will send the invitation to the first name on the list. If the expert is unable to attend, the Secretariat will contact the second expert.
STECF: EUROPÊCHE: B. Deas and N. Wichmann. AEPM: S. Chantereau. ENV NGOs: E. Dunn and M. Verbeek. EAPO and ETF to supply the names later.
ICES: EUROPÊCHE: M. Ghiglia. COGECA: M. Van Balsfoort. AEPO: C. Olesen, S. O'Donoghue. ENV NGOs: E. Dunn, M. Verbeek. AEPM and FEAP will confirm later.

RACS: The experts in the previous list have been confirmed. In addition, AEOP intended to propose a substitute in the NWWRAC. The ETF would confirm its substitute in the SWWRAC. COGECA had proposed G. Van Balsfoort as substitute in the LDRAC. For the newly created MED RAC, EUROPÊCHE had proposed J. Garat as a full member and COPA-COGECA A. Salvador as an alternate.
OSPAR: The names of the experts would be provided in due course.   

The Secretariat would send the complete lists containing the new names to ACFA for adoption by written procedure.

Concerning the role of these representatives, it was agreed that they should present an oral report to the Plenary only if they were requested to do so by the chair or by the secretariat. In addition to this, and if horizontal issues of interest to ACFA were being discussed in one of the RACs, the ACFA's representative should submit the conclusions to the  Secretariat of the ACFA or to the Plenary. 

Participation of RACs in ACFA: this would be decided as part of the CFP Reform.

5. information on the dg mare's work programme for 2010

The Secretariat presented DG MARE's provisional programme for 2010
. It was explained that this was an indicative programme, which was regularly updated according to policy priorities and objectives and therefore its content might be changed accordingly. He mentioned the main  issues of the work programme which might potentially be of interest for ACFA and also referred to the CFP reform proposals for 2011. He explained the legislative procedure for adopting new multiannual management plans by Council and Parliament and said that the new proposals had to await a decision at EP and Council level on the correct legal base under the Lisbon Treaty. He also explained that the Commission implementing rules on Control would be adopted in July for discussion and adoption at the Management Committee (at Member State level). Some of the participants regretted that LTMP (Long term management plans) had to be adopted by co-decision, which involves a procedure that takes more than 3 years before they can be implemented. The aquaculture sector regretted the fact that there were no aquaculture issues in this programme and asked for an aquaculture unit to be set up in DG MARE. The Secretariat informed them that the time-frame and the line to be taken on aquaculture following the latest EP Resolution were being discussed internally within the Commission. He also explained that the CMO would be integrated in the CFP reform package. 
6.  exchange of views with the director responsible for the cfp reform.
The Commission (DG MARE) gave an overview of the current status of the CFP reform. He added that according to what the Commissioner said at the Council meeting held in Luxembourg on 29 June the "status quo" was not an option. The consultation would continue over the summer and finish with a conference that the Commission intended to organise on 16 November in Brussels. Those invited to participate would include ACFA, RACs, other fisheries and aquaculture stakeholders involved in innovative projects, MS, EP and other Institutions. In parallel, the Impact Assessment exercise was being carried out with a view to present its results to the Impact Assessment Board of the Commission end September 2010. Another event involving the scientific advisors and stakeholders was due to be held on 9 and 10 November under the Belgian Presidency. Following the orientation debate at the Council meeting of 29 and 30 November, the Commission would start drafting its proposal, which should be ready by summer 2011. The legislative package would consist of: a) a Commission Communication accompanying the legislative proposals and containing non-legislative elements, such as the social dimension; b) a proposal for a new CFP Regulation;  c) a proposal for a new CMO Regulation; these latter would be adopted under co-decision at the end of 2012. The proposal for a new financial Regulation would be adopted later, possibly in December 2013, under co-decision too. In addition to this and in response to a question, he said that Council Regulation (EC) No 850/98 of 30 March 1998 for the conservation of fishery resources through technical measures for the protection of juveniles of marine organisms would not be revised until the new policy was in place in 2013 with the new basic regulation.
 In response to other questions from the members, the Commission representative pointed out that the model which was being considered for the decision making process was downstream regionalisation whereby management and policy implementation decisions – i.e. implementing rules - would be left to the regions themselves. However the legislative decisions would be taken by either the Council and the EP, the Council (for the TAC/quota and effort) or the Commission. The Commission was prepared to go as far as the Treaty allowed, without creating new unnecessary bureaucracy. Concerning the quantification of the involvement of stakeholders in the consultation process, he said that what interested the Commission was the quality of the advice submitted by RACs and ACFA and not the number of people attending the meetings. 
He noted that there had been no change in the Commission's guidance relating to the CFP Reform (including the external dimension), but rather a logical development as a result of the consultation process, and he reminded the participants that the Commission considered the development of  mechanisms to protect and to improve the small-scale fisheries as one of the main objectives of the reform. He said that it was the Commission's intention to make LTMP the basic instrument of stock management. The development of methods to reduce unwanted by-catches was being examined.  
The Commission representative explained the procedure for drawing up the Impact Assessment and said that the document would be accompanied by a summary of the consultation process, containing the stakeholders' contributions, . He explained that both the CMO and CFP proposals would be presented at the same time. In relation to questions about the strengthening of the POs' role, he said that the basis for the collective management of fishing rights would be included in the CMO Regulation.
He added that the Commission considered aquaculture to be an important part of the reform. However, he pointed out that while fisheries was a Common Policy, aquaculture was not, since responsibility for the latter was shared with the Member States. For this reason, the majority of actions planned at EU level - except for EFF, research, health and trade aspects -  were of a non-legislative nature. The Commission wanted to finance innovation and sustainability, and was intending to include aquaculture in a special chapter of the future financial instrument. Aquaculture would also be included in the Commission Communication that would accompany the new CFP Regulation. The Commission representative took note of the suggestion to set up a task force to monitor and implement the strategy in aquaculture. 
Health issues were part of the political package, and it remained a central objective of the CFP reform to have healthy fish resources in order to cover the future consumer demand. 

Concerning the request to apply the same EU rules to imports from third countries, the Commission representative pointed out that the EU regulation could not be applied outside the EU Member States.  He explained that the ORPs for fisheries management would be strengthened in order to combat unfair competition from third country  imports.

In response to the concerns about the social dimension, the Commission stated that the aim of the new CFP was to improve the quality of employment. In this context, the objective for employment would not be a quantitative measure, but one which combined fleet profitability with improvements in social and labour conditions. The Commission was also looking at the possibility of introducing a system of incentives to enable labour conditions to be harmonised in the Member States. 
The Commission representative thanked the participants. 
The Chair of EUROPÊCHE invited the Commissioner to attend the next meeting of the Plenary.

7. Other business
None
The Chair thanked the interpreters and closed the meeting.











Maria Jesús Ruiz 
EXTRACT FROM THE BUREAU MINUTES: 
Revision of the internal rules of ACFA

The updating of the ACFA internal rules of procedure proposed by the Secretariat takes into account both the new internal Commission procedures for expert groups and  the customary practices of ACFA. The document was to be adapted in due course as part of the CFP Reform. The Secretariat asked for the third paragraph of Article 22 to be deleted as the Commission's Legal Service and the Secretary General had advised. 

Some of the participants expressed concerns about the paragraph relating to the confidentiality of deliberations in the abovementioned article. The Secretariat reminded the group that, although the Commission had proposed this form of words in the new rules, the requirement not to reveal information obtained as a result of the work of the Committee or the working groups was already mentioned in Art 10 of the Commission Decision (1999/478/EC) renewing ACFA. Article 22 would be supplemented by inserting the following "… in the event that the Commission informs them that the required opinion or the question raised deals with a confidential matter" (as set out in the Commission Decision). 

The Secretariat explained the difference between Art 15 "Preparatory meetings for ACFA meetings" and Art 17 "Participants of ACFA as observer in meetings of ICES, etc" of the old rules, and noted that only the representatives nominated by ACFA were allowed to represent ACFA in ICES meetings and that the invitations to attend these meetings should come through ACFA's Secretariat. Individual invitations from ICES were not eligible for Community funding.

The Secretariat was asked to elaborate further about the basis of Articles 11, 12, 13 and 19. Other issues relating to the harmonisation of terminology (Opinions/resolution) and to the objectives set for each working group were also raised. 

In conclusion, the Chair asked members to send their written comments to the Secretariat as soon as possible (by the end of July) so that the proposal could be adapted and sent to the Plenary for adoption by written procedure. 
� 	This clarification can be found in the second paragraph of the extract of the Bureau Minutes annexed to this minutes 


� This document had been distributed by the Secretariat before the meeting.
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