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1. Adoption of the agenda and minutes of the last meeting
On the agenda, F. Smidt (ETF) asked why the point on the “state of play on the future role, composition and functioning of Advisory Councils” which was proposed was not retained by the Commission. A. Rodriguez (Chairperson, AIPCE) indicated that these issues would be covered under point 2.  
2. Views of industry on the future ways to consult stakeholders on CFP issues not covered by the Advisory Councils after the Reform

Overall, participants called for ACFA to be maintained (or a similar permanent mechanism meeting regularly on horizontal European issues).

P. Commere (AIPCE) presented a draft resolution prepared by AIPCE-CEP. This paper argues for the maintenance of ACFA. To support this it states a number of issues with a European dimension that cannot be treated by the Advisory Councils (Common Market Organisation, supply markets, trade, sustainability and information to consumers). In addition, inter- Advisory Councils cannot replace ACFA as members do not represent all the value-added chain. Finally the suggested ad-hoc meetings also has an issue of representatively as experts would be chosen by the Commission.

E. Brouckaert (AEOP) indicated that his organisation has sent a letter to the Commission supporting the idea to keep a European consultation forum as many issues cannot be covered by the Advisory Councils and as inter- Advisory Councils should only cover administrative/ financial issues. 

G. Buonfiglo (COGECA) also agreed with the need to have a mechanism for cross-cutting issues which could also serve to mediate between the EU and the Member States’ levels (in his view, inter- Advisory Councils are not well suited for this). He also proposed to add two topics to the draft resolution prepared by the AIPCE-CEP: Structural Funds and socio-economic issues. Finally, he underlined that the discontinuation of ACFA is not consistent with the position expressed by the Commission in a Communication of 13 July 2011 (“for issues not covered by the Advisory Councils, the Commission wants to ensure the broadest possible involvement of all interested parties in a cost-effective manner”).

J. Suarez Llanos (AEOP) proposed that Advisory Councils should specialise better through dedicated working groups for each fishery.

B. Guillaumie (AEPM) supported the idea to maintain ACFA. On the future Aquaculture Advisory Council, he is worried of the complexity to have the approval from the 28 Member States.

F. Smidt (ETF) is also concerned by the discontinuation of ACFA. He underlines that it is unclear who the persons participating to the ad-hoc meetings will actually represent (themselves as experts or their organisation). In addition, the fact that they will be chosen by the Commission is not transparent.

P. Salvador (Cogeca) considered that aquaculture is not always well taken into account in consultation platforms, especially as the scientific knowledge of members is sometimes lacking.

J. Garat (EUROPECHE) underlined that the WG4 meeting shows a unanimous call to maintain ACFA.

M. Keller (CEP) proposed that members of ACFA provide input to the draft resolution of AIPCE-CEP with a view to agree on a common text to be approved in the last meeting.

As a conclusion on this point, A. Rodriguez (Chairperson, AIPCE) invited the members to send their input within the next 15 days so that WG4 can agree on a joint position. Finally, she underlined that the message from the discussion is that members of the WG4 want to keep a permanent mechanism to deal with horizontal issues.
3.EMFF: Follow Up
COM presented the state of play of the EMFF proposal negotiations in Council and Parliament and provided details on the content of the partial general approach adopted in Council in October 2012. In reply to questions, clarifications were provided as regards the codecision procedure and the fact that it was the prerogative of the co-legislators to propose amendments to EC proposals and their responsibility to ensure coherence between amendments to different legislative proposals even though the EC could assist in identifying possible risks of incoherence. 
4. Presentation: Industry competiveness: information about the High Level Forum for a better functioning Food Supply Chain.

COM presented the 2012 report of the High Level Forum for a Better Functioning Food Supply Chain. Under the chairmanship of the Commission, the Forum brings together national authorities from selected EU countries, companies and trade associations representing the food supply chain, and other organisations representing employees, consumers and civil society interests such as public health and environmental issues. In December 2012, at the end of its initial mandate, the Forum reported on the implementation of a roadmap of initiatives put forward in 2010 to improve the competitiveness and functioning of the food supply chain. Based on the Forum's recommendations, the Commission decided to prolong its mandate by two years, to work on: business-to-business trading practices; the fitness check the Commission is carrying out on EU food legislation; the implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy in the food sector; price monitoring; and the identification of emerging challenges. The Commission is currently reviewing the membership of the Forum. The work should resume in April 2013. More information (including the Forum's 2012 report) is available on the Commission's website responding to a question from XXX on the internationalisation of SMEs; COM confirmed that this aspect had been discussed in the Forum, where most participants supported the initiatives and tools developed by the Commission to help SMEs go international. He also informed the participants about the Commission-led Missions for Growth, where representatives of the EU industry are invited to accompany high level Commission missions to regions with significant market prospects for EU businesses.

5. Information about the Commission Communication on Blue Growth.

During the Q&A session, Mr Garat (supported by Mr Suárez Llanos and Mr Armstrong) showed their misgivings on the lack of reference to the CFP. He said that pushing for a reform in CFP and for the development of blue growth at the same time is contradictory and difficult to understand in view of the strategic position of fisheries –an activity which on top of being very important for growth and jobs is vitally important for food security. He mentioned in particular the apparent contradiction of supporting the development of marine bio-technologies and deep sea exploration and exploitation with fishing restrictions imposed in certain eco-systems. 

Mr Garat concretely requested his misgivings to be transmitted to Commissioner Damanaki.

Mr Armstrong underlined that the policy drive to push for 'blue growth' does not show "a presumption in favour of fishing" (sic). He mentioned that funding for marine science is important.
6. The economic situation in European Fleet.

COM started with presenting an overview of the recently published 2011 fleet report, focusing on methodology and conclusions. Then COM also gave an overview of economic figures published in the 2012 Annual Economic Report. 

Presentations gave rise to the following questions:

 Keller commented that he was somewhat lost in the figures and that he wants to know the total catch of the EU fleet. 

Buonfiglio thinks there are contradictions in the economic data presented and that COM is introducing new parameters since Member States comply with the capacity rules. The economic figures should be discussed in more detail as circumstances can differ greatly, but that is not possible anymore in ACFA. Would it be possible to have a seminar on economic data?

 COM gave short replies: the question on the total catch volume was answered, and the segregation by fleet segment can be found on the JRC website. The economic indicators are based on DCF data submitted by Member States, so local differences are already incorporated in the figures. Details on the assessment by STECF can be found in report STECF-12-18. The request about the seminar will be forwarded to the hierarchy.  
8. Any other business
The Chairman closed the meeting.
