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	COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES
DIRECTORATE‑GENERAL FOR MARITIME AFFAIRS AND FISHERIES 



Summary record of the meeting of Working Group 3 (Markets and trade policy) of the Advisory Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture
15 October 2009
Attendance
EUROPÊCHE:
Mr Szemioth
COGECA:
--
ETF:
Mr Trujillo
AEOP: 
Mr O’Donoghue, Mr Foezon
FEAP: 
Mr Ojeda
AEPM: 
Mr Briand
AIPCE:
Mr Keller (Chair)
Ms Aymerich, Mr Commere, Mr Short
CEP: 
Mr Geoghegan
NGOs (Consumers):
Mr Godfrey
NGOs (Environment): 
Ms Gorez
NGOs (Development):
Ms Bours
CSTEP (Economist): 
Mr VanHee
Auctions and ports (EAFPA):  Mr Visser

Banks:
-----
Observers:
Mr Garat (EUROPÊCHE), Mr Pericu (AIPCE), Mr Jiménez (CEP)
Secretaries‑General: Ms Vicente, (AIPCE/CEP), Mr Vernaeve (EUROPÊCHE/COGECA), Mr Guillaumie (AEPM), Mr Hough (FEAP)
Commission: Mr Rambaud, Mr Guillou, Mr González, Mr Ronco, Mr Molledo, Mr Swiderek, Mr Kempff, Mr Vergine, Ms Holopainem, Ms Malafosse (DG MARE), Ms García Ferrer, Ms Alvarellos (DG TRADE). Secretariat: Ms Ruiz Monroy, Ms Diaconescu
1. Adoption of the agenda and approval of the minutes of the last meeting
The agenda was adopted and the minutes of the previous meeting were approved, subject to the following clarifications of item 1:

Third paragraph: the Chairman’s statement was made on a personal basis and did not commit AIPCE.
Second paragraph: ‘cephalopod tube’ should be changed to "pod of cephalopod" to avoid fraud.
2. Guide prices for 2010
The Commission representative (DG MARE) informed the group about the rationale behind the price exercise. He gave an overview of the documents that had been circulated by the Secretariat and said that the main reason for the prevailing lower prices was the decreasing consumption of seafood products in the EU due to the economic crisis. This had had a negative impact on the first-sale prices of fisheries products, mainly whitefish and crustaceans. Furthermore, the financial crisis in Iceland had prompted an increase in exports of white fish to the EU. 

The participants, in general, thanked the Commission for the report and the clarifications. The Chairman, however, said that the problem of decreasing consumption should not be generalised. Some participants (EAPO and AIPCE) believed that the system for setting prices was not reflecting the market reality and needed to be updated. In addition, EAPO stressed the urgent need to review the CMO and to consult ACFA properly before drafting the proposal. The NGOs would like further clarification of the method used by the Commission for assessing consumption and the impact on imports. AIPCE and CEP doubted that imports would have an impact on EU prices, but other participants (Auctions and ports and EUROPÊCHE) believed that they would. The Chairman asked the Commission, next year, to distribute the proposed guide price figures to ACFA for a proper consultation.

The Commission representative said that the significant differences in prices for certain products in some Member States were the main reason why the guide prices did not reflect the market reality. Concerning imports, he stressed the need to identify the type of import, i.e. kind of product and presentation, to ascertain whether it had an impact on EU prices or not. He added that all the available information had been duly sent to the members of ACFA. Finally, he made it clear that the co-decision procedure would not apply to price-setting.

3. ACFA’s Opinion on improvement of consumer information on fresh fish products
The FEAP representative presented the resolution adopted by WG2 on 13 October 2009. He said that the resolution was only intended to give consumers the right to know what they were consuming, i.e. whether it was fresh fish or a defrosted fish product.  
The Commission representative (DG MARE) welcomed this initiative by WG2, recalled that consumer information was one of the main components of the CMO reform and reminded the Group to take into account other Commission Regulations.
AIPCE/CEP believed that some statements in the Resolution still needed to be clarified. Furthermore, they asked to delete part of point 1 and the whole of point 3 of the Resolution. They also proposed opting for a definition of ‘defrosted’ instead of ‘fresh fish’. The other organisations represented in WG3 supported the Resolution adopted by WG2, including the physical separation of fresh fish from defrosted fish products on counters. AIPCE/CEP stressed that it was better to clarify the existing rules than to create new ones. After long discussions, the Resolution was adopted, with the objection of AIPCE/CEP, which would draft their own proposals for discussion at the meeting of the Bureau. The Secretariats of AIPCE/CEP and FEAP would try to bring their positions closer before the next meeting of the Bureau. 
4. Commission proposal setting minimum criteria for labelling sustainable fishing
The Commission representative (DG MARE) announced that a draft Council Regulation setting minimum criteria for labelling sustainable fishing was being prepared. The impact assessment study was currently being examined by the Impact Assessment Board. Four options had been analysed: 

1) No change, i.e. no framework at Community level. FAO guidelines, which were non-binding, would remain the only reference document.

2) Analysis and policy guidance by means of a Commission working paper or Communication. 

3) Proposal from the Commission for a Council Regulation setting minimum criteria for labelling sustainable fishing.
4) Creation of a European label for sustainable fishing.
The preferred option was a Council Regulation setting minimum criteria for labelling sustainable fishing. The proposal for a Council Regulation was expected to be adopted by the Commission by the end of 2009 for discussion with the Council and Parliament in early 2010. In response to questions from the participants, the Commission representative said that the impact assessment would be sent to ACFA members once it was published. Concerning the partnership agreements, he explained that the aim of the proposed Council Regulation was to allow application of minimum criteria for public/private certification and labelling schemes for all products sold in the EU. 

5. Draft Control Regulation – Article 50 ‘traceability’
The Commission representative (DG MARE) summarised the proposal that would be discussed by the Council on 19 October 2009, mainly referring to the requirements on labelling and traceability in Article 50, which adapted to fishing inspections the existing rules on traceability in Regulation 178/2002. Furthermore, paragraph 6(a) stated that imported fishery products had to be accompanied by the catch certificate. This was in accordance with the IUU Regulation. Finally, the Commission’s intention was that both the IUU and the Control Regulations should enter into force at the same time to avoid problems for the producers. He reminded the participants that the implementing rules would be formulated later.
In the ensuing debate, most of the participants were disappointed about the urgency in adopting this Regulation and asked the Commission to delay its entry into force. They said that many points still needed to be clarified (e.g. the relationship between catch certificates and labels). Furthermore, the labelling requirements were being amended. This would force producers to change the labelling of all canned and processed products before 1 January 2010. However, this was considered impossible. They asked the Commission to discuss the matter further with the sector before implementing the Regulation. They pointed out that it would be very complex and time-consuming to make amendments once the co-decision procedure was in motion. 

In addition, they asked for further clarification of issues related to traceability requirements, consumer information, imports and first-sale products. Finally, they called for active involvement by the stakeholders in drafting the implementing rules. This would help to clarify the main issues that had been discussed at this meeting. 
6. Ongoing bilateral and regional trade negotiations
The Commission representative (DG TRADE) informed the Group about the state of play with the trade negotiations: India (slow progress), Central America (blocked due to the situation in Honduras), Andean Community (discussions still in progress on rules of origin), Asia (no progress on the regional approach; only exploratory informal talks with individual countries: Thailand, Vietnam and Singapore), Ukraine (no progress on the offer of access to the fish market from Ukraine), Libya (talks on tariff offers had not yet started), Chile (discussions under the evolution clause) and the Pacific EPA (only Papua New Guinea had signed the interim EPA; Fiji had not yet signed because of political problems). The agreement with Korea was already initialled and was awaiting ratification. Korea offered full liberalisation, except for three lines. The Commission representative provided details of the derogation from the rules of origin granted for surimi imported from Korea. 
Concerning Canada, she thanked the Group for the answers to the questionnaire sent by the Commission. From the comments received, it seemed that European operators were more interested in investment opportunities in Canadian companies and in access to ports than in market access, in which little interest had been shown. There would be no detailed discussion in the first round, only general preparation for further negotiations. She encouraged the sector to send any additional comments on this subject. Some participants expressed concerns about the impact of imports from Canada on EU production, notably on a possible trade imbalance for pelagic species.  

In the ensuing debate, concerns were raised about introducing environmental and social conditions in the ASEAN negotiations, where the media were reporting that canned tuna would be liberalised. It was explained that all FTAs included a chapter on sustainable development that was not linked to market access issues (no conditions). It was too early to prejudge the result of the ASEAN negotiations, which had not even started. Furthermore, the Commission was negotiating a complete EPA with Pacific countries in which the rules of origin for fishing products were being defined. The Commission representative said that very little progress had been made on issues related to the Doha round. Finally, she made it clear that the Commission had little interest in market access to Chile (which had requested some frontloading from the EC side for fish quotas) but was continuing discussions on improving access to ports for EC vessels, which was not part of these negotiations.
7. Green Paper on the CFP reform: further improving the management of EU fisheries
The rapporteur (EUROPÊCHE) reminded the Group that ACFA’s Opinion on the Green Paper should be ready for adoption at the plenary on 9 December. He proposed a draft version.

Part A was based on the discussions of the Ad Hoc Groups on 13 May and 8 September 2009. It had already been revised to take account of the comments of the NGOs and other participants.

Part B was a proposal by the rapporteur that took into account the sensitivities expressed by the different sectors in previous meetings, the proposals made by EUROPÊCHE/COGECA and ACFA’s proposals in the document setting out its first thoughts on the CFP reform. The debate on the chapter on the fleet and management of EU fisheries would continue at the meeting of the Ad Hoc Group on 22 October. The rapporteur proposed that the Group discuss Chapter 5, mainly the issues related to trade and markets. 
Finally, he reminded the participants that the plenary meeting had decided that the Ad Hoc Group would centralise all the contributions from the different groups. In this context, the Ad Hoc Group would meet again in November to examine the consolidated amended draft.
In the ensuing debate, the EUROPÊCHE representative informed the Group that EUROPÊCHE/COGECA had adopted their position on the Green Paper. He gave an overview of their proposals and said that, out of the options presented by the Commission on labelling sustainable fishing, they preferred option 3. He encouraged the Commission to implement this proposal as soon as possible.
In general, the rapporteur was congratulated for his work. In particular, the NGOs welcomed the cooperation between EUROPÊCHE/COGECA and NGOs in this exercise. There was a general feeling that ACFA’s answers should not be limited to the questions asked by the Commission.
AIPCE/CEP pointed out that the issues related to trade and markets had not been discussed in previous meetings. In this light, they presented their proposals on this chapter. They asked for the results of the study published by the Commission on food supplies to be included in ACFA’s final Opinion. They added that, in their opinion, the structural policy should not interfere in the markets.

Other proposals were to add markets and consumer information to the general objectives of the CFP, to promote the quality of seafood products rather than the quantity of supplies, to promote sustainable fishing, conservation of the maritime environment and social and economic sustainability and to propose new formulas to enable the fishing sector to make a profit from this activity or to improve competitiveness.
ETF added that its position would also be discussed by the Social Sectoral Dialogue Committee with the aim of agreeing a joint opinion with ACFA. 

The Commission representative (DG MARE) congratulated the rapporteur for this document and encouraged the participants to go further with innovative proposals for the new CFP.

The rapporteur thanked the participants for their contributions and asked for written proposals before the end of October. A consolidated draft would be analysed at the November meeting of the Ad Hoc Group, as previously indicated. The rapporteur agreed that ACFA’s proposals should go beyond the questions asked by the Commission and suggested adding the documents approved by each European organisation to the ACFA document. 
Information on price-setting for fisheries and aquaculture products

The Commission representative (DG MARE) informed the Group about several workshops to be organised on the market for and trade in fisheries products in view of the reform of the CFP. These had been requested by representatives of the sector. He said that the first one-day workshop would be held in December
 and would deal with price-setting for seafood. A number of concepts would be clarified in this workshop, the aim of which was to gather operators from the fishing and aquaculture sectors (from first sale to retail, including wholesalers, processors and distributors) and civil society in order to improve knowledge on costs and prices all along the supply chain. The workshop would be made up of four sessions at which experts would present results and share their experience. ACFA, RACS, NGOs, economists and consultants would be invited. The event would take place in Brussels. Only the speakers would be reimbursed. Further information would be sent via the Secretariat. Other seminars, on labelling or fish processing, might be organised in 2010. ACFA was asked to express any needs on this.
8. Other business 

Draft Regulation on ATQs
The Commission representative (DG MARE) said that the proposal was before the Council. The compromise prepared by the Presidency would be discussed within COREPER the following week. A number of amendments had been proposed by the Commission to take account of the comments from Member States.  
Update on the IUU Regulation

The representative of the Commission (DG MARE) reported on recent developments on implementation of the IUU Regulation and on the state of play with the implementing rules and notifications from non-EU countries and Member States (see Annex 1). He announced that several non-EU countries had already improved or adopted their national control systems in order to meet the requirements of the IUU Regulation. He also reported on development of the handbook that contained practical advice on implementation of the Regulation. Finally, he invited the participants to consult the web page of the Commission that was updated daily.
In the ensuing debate, the Commission representative was asked about the legal value of the list of countries notified under Article 20. He explained that having an agreed record was not compulsory under the Regulation. The list of notifications, once published, would enable a country to validate a catch certificate. The official list would be published in the OJ. He clarified that this was an open list that might be amended after 2009. 
Another concern was fish that had been caught in 2009 and traded in 2010. The Commission said that the Regulation applied only to catches from 1 January 2010 and that, due to their nature or the means of transport used, the first products imported from that date which were submitted to the certification scheme would be fresh fish products, followed later by frozen fish products transported by air, road or rail.

The Commission added that Member States were responsible for designating a competent authority to verify catch certificates and that it would closely monitor proper implementation of the Regulation. Furthermore, the Commission representative made it clear that EC importers had to make sure that they received the validated catch certificate from the exporter in order to submit it to the Member State’s competent authority. The importer was responsible for the accuracy of the information. The certificate would be an annex to the customs declaration. He also confirmed that the database containing full details of non-EU authorities would be accessible to the Member State authorities only, as it would be a tool to support their own checks and verifications. The names of the countries which had given notification of implementation of the catch certification scheme would be made publicly available, along with the names of their competent authorities. The same procedure would apply to the information received in respect of the Member State’s competent authorities.  

Concerns were expressed about the lack of information from Member States regarding designation of their competent authorities. In response, the Commission representative confirmed that they had already been reminded of this obligation.

The Commission confirmed that the catch certificates to be validated by non-EU countries and Member States should contain the information required by Annex II to the IUU Regulation.

 
The Chair closed the meeting.




Maria Jesus Ruiz Monroy
� The date of 10 December had been confirmed by the time of writing the minutes.
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