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Draft Minutes

14th meeting of Working Group 2 of the LDRAC

Regional Fisheries Management Organizations and North Atlantic Agreements 

Tuesday, April 8, 2014. From 9.30 to 13.30

Renaissance Brussels Hotel

 Rue du Parnasse 19. Brussels, 1050 Belgium

1. Apologies and welcome

Mr. Atkins, the Chairman, welcomes all attendees to the meeting. 

2. Approval of the minutes of the last WG2 meeting, held on October 16, 2013 in Brussels.
The minutes are approved.

3. Approval of the agenda.

The agenda is approved.

4. NAFO
a. WG of scientists and administrators on the ‘Conservation Plans and Rebuilding Strategies’ – discussion on the management measures for 3M cod. 
Mr. Cabral alludes with concern to the conservation plan proposal for the 3M cod stock submitted by NAFO, which seems to be supported by the EC. Said proposal does not set limit reference points, except for the biomass limit, below which directed fishing shall be banned.
He highlights that no MSY mortality rate has been defined, which is of the utmost importance for the design of any management strategy. He shows his disagreement with the proposal for the Harvest Control Rule, as it includes a probability factor with regard to the biomass limit, as a result of which there will be an artificial reduction of the TAC, as it very seldom occurs that scientific projections work with probability rates lower than 100%.
He also points out that it is important to have this type of plans applied across the main stocks of interest to commercial fishing within NAFO, but these plans should be based on scientific evidence regarding biomass and fishing mortality, so as to adopt sustainable TACs.
He concludes by remarking that it is necessary to compare the conservation plan proposal for 3M cod to the already existing plan for cod fisheries in the Grand Banks, in which Canada holds important stakes. He suggests having the LDRAC draft a recommendation on this topic. 
Mr. Liria considers that deciding the quotas based on the Harvest Control Rule would not be bad in principle, provided the starting point would be correct. It should be based on unquestionable scientific indicators.
Mr. Cabral states that he will prepare a draft recommendation on this topic, for it to be discussed among the members of the WG and later to be approved by the Executive Committee.
Mr. Atkins asks for collaboration in order to prepare a draft recommendation, which he shall present to the members of the Working Group and the Executive Committee. 

After an exchange of opinions among the members of the WG, they agree on drafting a proposed recommendation for NAFO, which shall be circulated later on in order to ensure that it contains the different positions of all the members. Once it is approved, following the procedure, it shall be sent on to the EC. 
b. Strategic Environmental Assessment of the East of Newfoundland
The EC representative provides with an update on the strategic environmental assessment of Newfoundland. Regarding the Petroleum Commission, at the last NAFO meeting it was decided that they would participate in this process, with the deadline of April 16 to submit a report. In fact, the EC will be sending its own remarks.
The draft response from NAFO pivots around four main topics: identification of management and closure areas, coral and sponge concentrations, annual transfers and scientific evaluation of fish stocks.
The EC has informed NAFO about their concern regarding the oil and gas exploration activities within NAFO, underscoring the negative effect that said activities have. In fact, the EC has suggested setting up some sort of mechanism to compensate for the possible losses and damages. The next steps to be undertaken shall be dictated by the draft response from the General Council, to be submitted by April 16.
Ms. Koucinka expresses that they agree with the fact that the environmental assessment strategy is incomplete and that they need to work more towards environmental mitigation measures. On the other hand, she states that there are no clear rules regarding the possible compensation measures for EU fishermen, and highlights that they will surely lose some fishing grounds. She points out that a system for environmental monitoring should be created for fishing vessels so as to help to gather data on the impact of drilling.
The EC representative states that the mitigation and financial compensation measures were covered by the document. 
Following Mr. Atkins’ question regarding which would be the next steps, the EC representative explains that they need to wait first for the definitive response from NAFO on different matters, which then will be followed up.
Mr. López suggests having Ms. Koucinka provide input on the mitigation and financial compensation measures.
Mr. Atkins thinks that the EC position regarding the mitigation and financial compensation measures should be supported.
Mr. Cabral states that compensations should be given directly to fishermen.
5. NEAFC
a. Consultations among Coastal Countries
Mr. Aldereguía states that several meetings were held, but he does not have information about them, as no EC representative has come to inform about it.

Mr. Van Balsfoort highlights that, at least, there is an agreement on mackerel and blue whiting for this year. In fact, the agreement with Greenland is far from being ideal, but there is some cause for relief because, at least, an agreement has been reached. They are aware of the fact that not all problems have been solved and that it will take time to do so.
Mr. Vihjalmsson thinks that Greenland will never reduce the TAC; in fact, the fall in mackerel prices shall render this fishery less viable for operators. The EU should keep their presence in this region. On the other hand, he points out that shrimp stocks are decreasing.

6. Regulation on the Deep-Sea Species Regime. Update on the situation.
Mr. López informs the attendees that there are not many new developments with regard to the regulatory procedures, other than what was approved by the Parliament.
Another important piece of information is that the development in France has been somewhat different (although obviously the procedure is the same for the whole Europe) and the campaign has been successful.

Mr. Garat communicates that the report on impact and control issued by Mr. Hoydal shall be presented on April 10 at the European Parliament’s Fisheries Committee, which he thinks might be interesting. 

Mr. Stockhausen highlights the slow pace at which this regulation has developed (18 months at the E.P. and now at the Council) and expresses his disagreement with this situation.
7 Presentation of the Action Plan for a Maritime Strategy in the Atlantic Area (Unit C1)
The EC representative, Ms. Amil, holds a presentation on the Action Plan for a Maritime Strategy in the Atlantic area, entitled ‘The Implementation of the Atlantic Action Plan’ (please find it hereto attached).
Mr. Atkins asks which are the mechanisms foreseen by the EC in order to assess the effectiveness of a program.

The EC representative answers that it is the first Atlantic Action Plan adopted. She informs that the EC is working on the definition of the evaluation and monitoring scheme of the Action Plan. The EC has the support of a contractor to set up a baseline, which shall lay the groundwork that will help them monitor and evaluate the success of the Action Plan. 
Mr. Van Balsfoort points out that he did not know said initiative. He asks how this action plan could be used by the Northeast Atlantic fishing companies.
The EC representative encourages him to take part in the implementation phase of the Action Plan and, in particular, in the Atlantic Stakeholders Platform. The EC intends to establish a network for the stakeholders, so as to gather all their efforts and group projects together. With regard to the Action Plan, one additional part which is very useful for Member States is, among others, the opportunity that brings to mainstream maritime issues into the Partnership Agreements and Operational Programmes for the Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF). She states that all the information is available on the website.

Mr. Aldereguía asks whether the Action Plan could be used not only for the North Atlantic area but also for Africa or South America, for example.

The EC representative informs that it is primarily aimed for the Atlantic basin (including all five Member States: the United Kingdom, Portugal, France, Spain and Ireland), together with the different stakeholders and its regions. The Atlantic Action Plan has also an international dimension and the launch of the Transatlantic Research Alliance between the EU, US and Canada at the Galway event in May 2013 was the major achievement here. Notwithstanding, no further steps have been given to broaden the scope to Africa or South America. 
Mr. Suárez-Llanos asks whether the indicators to be used for the assessment of the Action Plan have already been predetermined, if these have been established by the consultant or the EC, and whether such indicators can be consulted.
The EC representative states that they are currently working with some contractors on the indicators, but that the decision-making process shall be undertaken within the context of the so-called ‘Atlantic Strategy Group’ (ASG). The ASG is made up of representatives from M.S.s, the EC and the rest of the European Institutions, which shall jointly decide on the indicators to be used for the monitoring and evaluation of the Action Plan. For the time being no indicators are available.
Mr. Atkins asks whether they should talk with the Member States’ representatives in order to obtain more information and gain a better understanding as to the funding opportunities for specific projects within the industry of each M.S.
The EC representative states that one possible option is to talk to the M.S.s’ representatives for them to explain which funds are available. She highlights that MS representatives know the Action Plan, as they participated in the process of definition. The EC representative informs that an Assistance Mechanism will disseminate information on the Action Plan, its research and investment priorities and possible funding channels through a website and contact persons in the five Member States. It will be set up by mid-2014.
Mr. Cabral asks if there is still any M.S. which has not yet concluded its marine spatial planning and whether this could be detrimental when submitting proposals for the Atlantic Strategy. He points out that in Portugal they are still studying the way to conduct the marine spatial planning, which is currently still under discussion.
The EC representative answers that marine spatial planning was included in the Action Plan but clarifies that the Action Plan has not dedicated funds. However, the Action Plan might inspire MS to include this action in their operational programmes through the ESI funds (e.g. EMFF or ERDF).  
Mr. Aldereguía points out that the EC has carried out several workshops about this Action Plan, one of them was held on February 17, in which this Plan was presented, alongside the Funds necessary for its implementation. Said funds are managed directly by the EC, through the LIFE+, Horizon 2020 and COSME programs (for SMEs), as well as through the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund and possible loans from the EIB and Structural Funds for Research Investment. Another workshop shall be held in Gijón, and another one in Liverpool in June. He thinks that this an interesting option and offers himself to work within the LDRAC Secretariat to prepare the necessary projects.
The Chairman, Mr. Atkins, thanks the EC representative for this presentation and explanations.
8 Relations with Norway
Mr. Atkins, the Chairman, welcomes the EC representatives.

(i) Review of the Fisheries Agreement
The EC representative informs that Norway did not wish to sign an agreement until a pact on mackerel was made. That is the reason why the whole consultation process got delayed. During the final analysis they made some pacts and once the matter of mackerel was solved, the agreement between the EU and Norway was reached almost automatically. Another issue was the subject of the Faroe Islands, as a result of which the herring and blue whiting processes had to be tackled later on. The EC regrets the slow pace at which this process was developed.

He states that this year more than 20,000 tons of cod in the Barents Sea were achieved.
Furthermore, he informed that certain topics which are interesting for the North Sea were covered, such as documented fisheries. The long-term management plans established by the EU and Norway shall also continue. He highlights that the current bycatch level can only be 14 % and this has had an impact on the pollack (which has moved from 300,000 to 180,000 tons), which entails a substantial reduction. Nevertheless, the TAC for cod has decreased to a lesser extent.
At the meeting of the Council on the new quotas, he underscores that the Spanish delegation has suggested holding a technical meeting to deal with the subject of bycatches of pollack before the end of this year, probably after summer.
The EC representative points out that they are concerned that Norway might not be all too coherent with their sustainability approach.
Regarding the Faroe Islands, he reports that this matter was dealt with at the meeting held in March and highlights that since the year 2010 no agreement has been signed with the Faroe Islands. Interest was shown to resume negotiations and they will try to hold a meeting to try and see which agreements can be reached. They are trying to analyze what happens with herring in the Faroe Islands, as in the year 2013 some trade measures were introduced as a result of their less than sustainable approach. The question is to know which quota shall be suggested by the Faroe Islands, which, in fact, the EC still does not know.
With regard to Greenland, he states that there are concerns on experimental fishing for mackerel (100,000 tons): as this is a Coastal State stock, should this stock move towards the West, then Greenland would have an interest in getting hold of it. They will have to see if the comments made by the EC have had any effect.
Mr. Atkins underscores that there are some questions that remain unsolved, such as the lack of coherence of the Community approach for deep-sea species in European waters and the granting of quotas for these species  in the Faroe Islands. They think that it might be convenient to analyze before the end of the year how the EU is going to benefit from gaining access to the Faroe Islands’ waters.
The feeling about Norway is that, at least, access to their waters has been guaranteed. In his opinion, it would be necessary to analyze how to keep the balance. 
Mr. Vilhjalmsson underscores that it is very important to link market access to the quota negotiations. On the other hand, he points out that there are Canadian TACs which are practically tax free for the EU, which were agreed upon without taking into account the overall situation. He would like the EC to take this into consideration.

Mr. Atkins states that he expected this agreement to be linked to market access, but, unfortunately, this agreement did not serve this purpose.
With regard to Greenland, Mr. Gatt points out that they support the decision made by the EC. But regarding the Faroe Islands, he considers that the situation is different. He asks the EC which would be the specific level they would be willing to approve.
The EC representative answers that they need to wait and see what the Faroe Islands decide; right now they are around 5.1 %. An average figure should be found, if they establish a level which is too excessive, then sanctions should continue to be applied in the same manner. A proper solution should be found, and he expects to see some results by the end of the year.
Mr. López thanks Mr. Cabral for drafting the document that is about to be presented. He, then, goes on to explain the data that appear on the Power Point presentation on Norway (please find it hereto attached). He underscores that, in his opinion, this is not a good fishing agreement. 
Mr. Atkins states that this agreement has become unfair and asymmetrical with regard to the fishing opportunities vs. the trade opportunities that are being offered. Furthermore, there are allegations, which have not been proved, that there are cases of fraud in the Norwegian exports, which surpass the quotas.
The EC representative states that it would be interesting to take a look at the catches of the first months of the year 2014. 
Mr. Atkins points out that in the first months of 2014 there was a large increase in the imports from Norway to the EU (when there were no fishing opportunities in Norwegian waters). He is aware that it is complicated to strike a balance, but thinks that a mechanism should have been found for Norway to feel more pressure when interpreting the agreement and, thus, grant a better position for the EU. 
(ii) Svalbard.

Mr. Atkins states that they really liked Mr. Spencer’s reaction at the plenary session held between the EU and Norway. It was the first time that the subject of Svalbard was put on the table and wishes to highlight the forceful answer with which the EU responded to Norway by stating that the EU would not budge on the matter of redfish. 
On the other hand, he asks if the EU can fish directly for redfish in that area up to the allocated amount 50,000 tons. Furthermore, he would like to know whether they can fish also in Svalbard when they are allowed to fish in international waters in accordance with the quota.
On the subject of redfish, the EC representative comments that they think that ICES issued a recommendation on 2013 for fishing activities to be conducted in 2014. They did not agree and, apparently, Norway wanted to allocate 5 % of the redfish fishery to international waters. They went to NEAFC, stated their proposal, and at the moment of the vote, the Russian Federation backed the EC, who stated that fishing was allowed within certain limits in international waters, relying on the recommendation made by ICES. The vote went as follows: 4 parts, in favor; and Norway, against. Therefore, the proposal from Norway was not accepted. Based on the recommendation that was presented to NEAFC, it is up to the EU fishermen to decide whether to fish or not, and it is direct fishing. The TAC level agreed by NEAFC was 21,000 tons for 2014; therefore, 19,500 tons go to Norway; and 1,500 tons, to the EU (areas 1 and 2 of Svalbard waters). He needs to confirm that the Norwegians did open a direct fishing regime, which would therefore mean that it would also allow the EU to conduct direct fishing activities.
Mr. Atkins requests the EC to provide with a formal reply to these matters and as to whether or not, according to the bilateral agreement between the EU and Norway, they can proceed to conduct direct fishing activities for the allocated amount of 1,500 tons. Regarding Svalbard, he highlights that, traditionally, the EU has had historical access to redfish, therefore, should direct fishing be allowed in that area, then the EU should also be entitled to it.
Therefore, he requests the EC to provide with an official confirmation that direct fishing in Svalbard waters is allowed. 
Regarding haddock, he states that they held a meeting in which they could explain the practical problems that the restrictions entail. They are very concerned about practical matters such as equal treatment and viability of fisheries vis-à-vis the issue of bycatches.  
Mr. Leduc points out that the French Ministry welcomed a Norwegian delegation (two years ago) and raised the topic of discriminatory treatment between the EU, the Norwegian and the Russian vessels for haddock bycatches. Two years ago the level was 15 %. The response they got was that they were willing to talk to the EC on which criterion to follow, should the EC raise this matter. Such was the position held by the Norwegian delegation back then, but he does not know whether the EC did officially raise this matter to the Norwegian delegation or not.
Mr. Grétarsson states that there is a similar situation for halibut.
The EC representative comments that the 14 % restriction shall also be included in the foreseen amendments to the regulation.
As to Svalbard, he underscores that it is not part of the agreement between the EU and Norway. The TAC has been reduced as well as the amount of haddock in the area. The EC should raise this matter again. A technical meeting with Norway has also been requested, so that they adopt a more realistic approach. 
Mr. Cabral underscores that bycatch rules within NAFO are very clear and easy to manage, therefore, he suggests asking to transfer some of the rules to the issue of haddock. 
(iii) Postponement of consultations between the EU and Norway on the fishing opportunities for 2014. Impact of this delay (markets, etc.)
The EC representative, Mr. Catalán, highlights that trade with Norway is different from the fishing opportunities, and is based on sales or exports and imports. Realistically, Norway might probably be the main fish provider, whose exports make up 20-25 % of the total value of imports of fishery products.

Another issue, which is worth highlighting, is related to the commercial concessions which have been established by a standard framework and derive from the European Economic Area financial mechanism, which depends on the agreement, by virtue of which Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway have to contribute to the European Union cohesion funds, as a result of which they have freedom of establishment for the creation of companies, custom duties exemptions for the majority of their products, etc. This financial mechanism expires this coming April 30, which shall be renewed. The EU thinks that Norway and Iceland should increase their financial contributions. Norway and Iceland have always insisted that, unless there are more concessions, they are not going to pay any extra financial contributions.
Two bilateral meetings with Iceland and Norway have been held. They refuse to discuss about the financial mechanisms unless the subject of fishing concessions is dealt with, and the EU requests the opposite. They are still talking about money.
During the second round of bilateral meetings, they came to the EU with a proposal: the basis for the concession should have to be the same as the current one. The EC is waiting to know more details, they have received comments from some Member States requesting the inclusion of more species, other products, but the EC thinks that it is not possible. Some other Member States do not agree with the Norwegian proposal on cod, etc. The EC is still waiting for conversations to take place in order to discuss about the financial contributions, which are linked to the fishing concessions. They will not cover trade issues at this point in time.
On the issue of transits, Norway has said that it is important to reach an agreement, as on April 30 the exemption from the standard regulation expires, which was established in order to allow the transit and landings of foreign vessels. Some M.S.s are very concerned about this issue. The EC would like to have the data on the transits that take place, but they have not received them yet. The EC representative requests that this information be sent to him, where appropriate, so as to assess the value that this entails.
The EC representative, Ms. Reimann, explains that the tariff quotas that are about to expire were published in the OJEU of November 9, 2010. Iceland appears on page no.40; and Norway, on page no. 18. It would be positive to review them to take a look at the species it involves.
Mr. Cabral highlights that the data on transfers among Norway and Iceland under this financial mechanism appear on page no. 5 of the Power Point presentation (which has just been shown).
Mr. Grétarsson emphasizes that cod and also the salmon market are very important for Norway. He asks what shall happen on April 30 in case no agreement is reached. 
The EC representative explains that by that time the current financial mechanism expires. A new financial mechanism could be established, but it would entail a 1,8-billion-euro contribution from those countries to the cohesion funds. This would be associated to the end of the concessions of said financial mechanisms for those quotas.  
Mr. Atkins comments that it would be interesting for the European fleet to be able to land there and be able to bring fish to sell in the EU. If by April 30 there is no agreement, he asks which would be the tariff for Norwegian cod and salmon. 
The EC representative informs that, for frozen salmon it would be 2,000 tons per year; for frozen herring, 45,800 tons; for mackerel, 39,000 tons; for any other frozen fish, 2,200 tons; for non-filleted herring, 57,000 tons; for prawns, 7,000 tons; for herring in brine, around 6,000 tons. The abovementioned were not subject to any tariff and this is about to expire, but in some cases they are subject to a parallel quota which has been granted to Norway. 
Mr. Atkins understands that almost all salmon and cod is not going to be affected by the change of April 30. 

Mr. López points out that it is one part per thousand of its value, but said value is calculated according to the prices of the Organization, which are the official prices. Any type of fish landed in Norway shall be subject to a tariff and not only shellfish, which was the case until now. The exact percentage is believed to be around 1 % for prawns and shrimp.
Mr. Grétarsson states that they have the feeling that this regime is not well balanced and that there are no substantial changes. He expresses that it would be really helpful for this agreement to have a termination date and not be subject to automatic renewal, because the situation that has been caused by the bilateral agreement with Norway has forced the issue of mackerel.
Mr. López points out that there does not seem to be a balance. In his opinion, the correct thing to do would be to create a joint team among DG TRADE and DG MARE in order to deal with this. He thinks that they should reach an agreement within the framework of the EEA which should be based on percentage for a percentage and not per ton.
Mr. Cabral asks why they are asking for more quotas that are not subject to custom duties if they are going to keep the financial mechanism with 1,8 billion euros. 
The EC representative answers that, in theory, they are not requesting any more quotas, they wish to modify them, swap them, and find out which is their value.
Mr. Van Balsfoort states that he is surprised that these financial mechanisms are linked to secondary concessions in the field of trade. He states that, in order to strike some balance, you have to give certain things up, for example, the TAC for blue whiting is 6 % (which must be accepted until no real change takes place), as a result of the interests of other EU fisheries, with the 100,000 tons that are included, it makes up more than 6 %.
 He also asks how the sanction mechanism shall work for the Faroe Islands.
Mr. Atkins states that the LDRAC shall try to draft a document on this issue, with the position of the pelagic industry. In addition to that, the presentation about Norway, entitled ‘Some figures on fishing and cooperation’ shall be circulated among all members.
The EC representative concludes that a MSY (maximum sustainable yield) for blue whiting was reached. An agreement of 1.2 million tons was reached, which corresponds to the TAC. This shall be further discussed during the consultation process throughout the year. On the other hand, there is the issue of knowing whether there is a higher TAC , if it affects the market; therefore, it is still uncertain whether it should be increased from 1.2 to 1.5 million.
 Regarding the trade measures for the Faroe Islands, he thinks that are applicable to herring and mackerel. 
Mr. Van Balsfoort highlights that they would like to know the official position of the EC. 

9 Any other business.

a. Atlantic seminar on EU funds (Brussels 17.02.14).

Mr. Aldereguía informed about this topic under item number 7 of this meeting. 

b. Future management of fisheries in the Arctic Ocean.
Mr. Aldereguía informed that no EC representative could attend in order to report on this matter.
10 Date and venue of the next meeting
Next meeting shall be held in October, 2014 in London.
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