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Draft Minutes
14th Meeting of Working Group 1 from the LDRAC
Highly migratory stocks and relevant regional fisheries management organizations 
Thursday 20, March 2014. From 14.30 to 18.15. 
Martin’s Central Park Hotel. Boulevard de Charlemagne 80.Brussels

1. Reading and adoption of the minutes of the thirteenth meeting of WG1, held on October 15, 2013. 
The minutes of the meeting held on October 15, 2013 are adopted. 
2. Adoption of the agenda
Ms. Bours requests that a point be added on the subject of capacity in the Indian Ocean. It is decided to have this item added under point number 4 on the IOTC.
 Current matters:
3. Results of the last WCPFC annual meeting. Perspectives and strategy of the LDRAC for the Pacific. 
The EC representative informs that it is very difficult to reach a satisfactory result at the WCPFC annual meeting. Furthermore, there is a negative attitude towards the opinions voiced out by the EU. 
She informs that the majority of the discussions were focused on the revision of the measure for tuna and tuna-like species, which shall extend the conservation of tropical tuna in the region. 
One of the obstacles to reach a decision is the need to find a solution to the problem of allocation of seats based on proportional representation.
For purse-seine vessels, the measure which was finally adopted is very complex; there is a combination of elements and Member States may choose among the different elements of the measure. So far, for 2014, a closure for fishing with SFAs for four months has been adopted, or a fishing closure for three months followed by a reduction of SFAs, which may be calculated in three different ways, which shall be equivalent to three additional months of closure of the fishery. For 2015-1016 an increase of the 5- or 6-month closure is foreseen, or else an equivalent reduction using SFAs. The EC representative underscores that it is very difficult to assess the effectiveness of the measure, given the range of options that there is.
The catch reduction for longliners is not very significant. 
In the summer of 2014, an assessment of the population of three tropical tuna species shall be carried out.
On the other hand, he reports that they have been able to adopt a ban on silky shark fishing, as well as a Unique Vessel Identifier (UVI).
The subject of transparency in the agreements was touched upon, and the EU requested information on access to the agreements again and highlighted that any measure to be adopted at the WCPFC must count on an impact assessment.

Mr. Morón thinks that there is a problem in the Western Pacific, as the region is at the core of the current tuna market crisis. Prices have dropped by more than half the prices registered one year ago as a result of the increase in capacity, which was allowed by the established management system, and he thinks that even PNA countries are coming to realize that the economic result it has yielded is not as efficient as they had hoped for, and thus, allowing new vessels to be commissioned will be detrimental for the whole tuna industry.
He thinks that this is a complicated problem and it entails the risk that it might expand to other oceans. He considers that this is the current big challenge that the tuna industry is facing. He believes that it is very difficult for the EU to lend a helping hand, seeing as the EU has bad press in this context as a result of requesting that measures related to transparency, sustainability, responsible management, among others, be applied. It is important to launch a thorough reflection on this topic at a political level due to the seriousness of the issue.
Mr. Rodríguez supports Mr. Morón’s intervention. He highlights that the EU should make use of the market tool to make their opinion matter. He thinks that it might be positive to warn the departments in charge of negotiating trade agreements with these countries.
4. IOTC annual meeting
The EC representative summarizes the topics that shall be dealt with at the annual IOTC meeting.

The EC representative informs that some conservation measures shall be put forward for two types of sharks (silky and hammer-head sharks), as requested last year, but which were not approved.

As for the proposal of protecting the porbeagle there is no clear recommendation from the scientific committee. This is a species were there is no consensus inside the EC, and thus, the EU is not putting forward any conservation measures. Nevertheless, this species has been identified as vulnerable, which is the reason why it is necessary to tackle this issue.
Another proposal inside the IOTC is related to finning, with a new text that they hope will be backed by Australia, as well as the rest of the members.
In addition to that, there is another proposal to have a group of observers on board, with the aim of implementing a more formalized observation system later on at a subregional level. They wish to launch some pilot projects and count on a clear opinion by the Member States on this topic.

Another proposal is related to the recommendations issued by the IMO; NGOs requested that the former be compulsory for vessels of 24 meters in length and above, and even for vessels below 24 meters fishing at the ICES area. This shall be put forward at the plenary meeting. The EC representative underscores that the EU vessels who are members of the IOTC are already abiding by said measure.
There is another possible proposed measure regarding the possibility to have a centralized vessel monitoring system. They are waiting for a response from the Member States to decide whether they present this measure at the plenary meeting.

They also have a proposal on piracy in the Indian Ocean, which even if it looks as though it is decreasing, can still be found in some cases, and therefore, they seek to convey again the message on the need to find a common strategy to face this problem with all of the states involved and the countries in that area.

Draft opinion on the code of conduct for vessel procedures and the process of incorporation of vessels in the RFOs’ IUU vessel lists 
Mr. Rodríguez thanks the Secretariat of the LDRAC for the speedy transformation of this proposal. He informs that this proposal is the result of the IOTC meeting, but considers this to be a crosscutting issue for all RFOs which might be dealt with within the FAO. 
He underscores that the control that EU vessels are subject to by the EU and the flag state is unmatched by any other country in the world. In his opinion, a false image is being portrayed to the public opinion that all deep-sea fishing is IUU, which is not true. In fact, the fishing industry yields many benefits for the countries, such as employment and development.
With regard to the proposal of listing vessels, he considers that RFOs are not the competent bodies to look into matters of illegal fishing or violations of current regulations, but rather the matter could be raised regarding whether or not a certain country is violating the obligation to keep its fleet under control (such as the EU) and is allowing some violations of failures to comply with any measure to take place, in which case some sanctioning mechanisms should be in place. Therefore, in his opinion, RFOs do not have the capacity to list a vessel as IUU, but they could point out which flag states are not guaranteeing the control of their fleet.
On the subject of the draft opinion, Ms. Cornax thinks that they would like to know the underlying philosophy of the text, as even if there might be some content that they agree with, it would appear too risky to make a general statement that an RFO cannot deal with IUU cases, in which case they would not be able to back the text.

Mr. Stockhausen thinks that this is a very critical document but it does not clearly reveal its intent. With regard to its content, and the subject of the vessel listing, he highlights that this is already established, not easy to achieve since it requires consensus by all Contracting Parties which means that flag states can veto the inclusion in lists. He states that they do not agree with the document very much.  
Mr. Rodríguez clarifies that the listing of IUU fishing vessels must appear as a last resort on the proposal, only to be used when all other options have been exhausted.
Mr. Morón considers that the opinion voiced by Mr. Rodríguez is focused on the fact that the lists of IUU vessels drafted by the RFOs are being used as a tool for intimidation to push for a solution. The country uses the threat of blacklisting a vessel in the RFO’s IUU list as a method of coercion, thus losing the legal guarantee granted by the country where said violation has taken place. In his view, RFOs are competent for this matter, even though this mechanism can be improved.

Mr. Goujon explains that when there is a slight violation, the country imposes a disproportionate sanction, and uses the rejection and default payment of said fine by the shipowner as a mechanism to go against the shipowner. He emphasizes that this matter concerns not only the IOTC. He shares Mr. Morón’s opinion regarding the fact that it cannot be stated that RFOs are not the appropriate forum to discuss this matter.
He states that the text cannot be adopted during today’s session, until it does not come to a solid proposal.
Mr. Garat explains that it is about preventing third countries from blackmailing the EU fleet. This text could serve as the basis for this purpose, once consensus is reached.
Ms. Cornax points out that it would be useful to redirect the text towards the adoption of specific protocols to be followed prior to incorporating a vessel in the RFO’s IUU vessel lists.
Ms. Bours thinks that the procedures for the listing of IUU vessels are not clear at all. A provisional list should be established with the vessels in breach of the rules. She thinks that the starting point should be the RFO’s procedures and that proposals should be made to clarify the procedures leading to the listing of a vessel as IUU.
Regarding the topic added to this meeting by Ms. Bours on fishing capacity in the Indian Ocean, she highlights that she was disappointed that this matter was not dealt with at the IOTC preparatory meeting. She informs that the EC has put forward a workshop to deal with the issue of capacity. She points out that according to the comparative data from 2013 vs. 2009, there has been a 70 % increase in the fishing capacity in the Indian Ocean. She suggests reopening the discussion on this issue, as overcapacity in this Ocean is a very important source of concern.

The EC representative explains that there is a group focused on allocation criteria which deals with the subject of capacity, and he points out that there has been a 70 % raise in capacity as a result of the cases of piracy. A very important matter of concern for the EC is the fact that there is a resolution issued by the IOTC that sets the maximum reference level for capacity, and notwithstanding, the majority of states are not complying with it. He highlights the irresponsible position held by some coastal countries. Therefore, the discussion on this issue should be relaunched, as it is an important point which cannot be solved at a plenary session. He informs that it is likely that a meeting on allocation criteria shall be held in the second half of this year. 

Mr. García reminds that this Working Group 1 of the LDRAC issued a recommendation on the use of SFAs which included a point on capacity. Despite not having sufficiently sound scientific base, some European companies are limiting the use of SFAs, which is an important element to be considered when thinking about how to improve the management of our own capacity.
Mr. Earle thinks that coastal countries are not the only ones to be blamed as he considers that there is, in reality, a shared responsibility by the EC. In his opinion, it is not only coastal states that should be held responsible for this issue. 
5. IATTC annual meeting (July).
The EC representative states that the annual meeting shall be held in July, in Lima (Peru), and that they shall hold the scientific committee meeting before that date, in May, prior to which a workshop on capacity shall be held in Cartagena de Indias (Colombia, from April 20 to 24).

He states that the IATTC is a body which lacks transparency and is highly dysfunctional, and underscores that said organization is failing to comply with the mandate it was given, in fact, there is no process in place to appoint their president, which is why this shall probably be the main topic for the next meeting.
With regard to tuna, he points out that the scientific committee should carry out an assessment of the yellowfin tuna, but they have been informed that this is not foreseen.
With regard to skipjack and bigeye tuna, this stock seems to be in good shape.
Another difficult matter is the subject of capacity within the IATTC, which shall be dealt with at the next meeting, and –provided there is still time left for them- the specific proposals which were discussed during the last few minutes of last year’s meeting.
With respect to sharks: they would like to promote a reduction for silky sharks. 
The EC representative informs that they want the countries themselves to come up with their own proposals so as to avoid the existing bias towards the ones put forward by the EU.
On the other hand, the EC wishes to amend the proposal on sea birds and introduce the obligation to use the Vessel Monitoring System (VMS).

Furthermore, he informs that they wish to write a letter to the Director, urging him to seek more transparency and improve the organization of the Scientific Committee. In fact, he highlights that the organization lacks a reviewing process of its own performance. 
And lastly, he informs that some members are dissatisfied with the organization and it seems that Ecuador (the main operator) might withdraw from the organization unless substantial changes are introduced.
Mr. García asks whether Ecuador wishes to approve the trade agreement with the EU in a short period of time. He also asks whether there has been a proposal to create a reliable census of fishing vessels in the area.
Mr. Morón points out that in spite of the chaos the IATTC organization is immerse in, as RFO, they do have efficient management tools and the stocks are in good shape.
The EC representative explains that there is no problem with the tuna stock. The only problem is the lack of transparency in the organization; for instance, when they ask the IATTC for some data they do not hand them in.

With regard to the IMO code, it appears as though either the USA or the EU is going to request that this be considered the universal identifier. 
6. Results of the International Fishing Capacity Conference. March 13-14, Thessaloniki, Greece.
The EC representative, Ms. Veits, informs that some members of the LDRAC were among the representatives of different organizations who attended the meeting.

The rationale behind this conference was the communication released by the EC on the external dimension of the CFP within the reform, in which it was highlighted that in order to deal with the subject of fishing overcapacity it was necessary to launch joint actions among the different stakeholders, one of them being the organization of a high-level conference by the EC to deal with overfishing, which was held in Thessaloniki.
The result of said conference was the signing of a joint declaration by the USA, Japan, the Philippines, Indonesia, Colombia and the EU, as a reflection of the political will to work and cooperate hand in hand in the fight against overcapacity. Said statement is available at the website from DG Mare.
It is about working together to improve fishing capacity management. Furthermore, there is a will to revive the Kobe recommendations. In addition to that, the different entities and developing countries wish to study joint initiatives to manage capacity.
The Thessaloniki declaration is a starting point. It will be necessary for each RFO to identify what they need to undertake so that this declaration of political intent can be implemented. The EC representative points out that more inputs are needed, such as that from the LDRAC. 
 Ms. Gorez informs that she attended the conference in Thessaloniki. She thinks that it did not go all the way, as there were representatives from coastal countries (Mozambique, Seychelles and Ghana, among others) and she thinks that these countries have their share of responsibility to fight against overcapacity. She considers that they should have gone further and not merely sign a declaration of political intent.
Mr. Goujon points out that it is of paramount importance to count on the coastal countries’ will, otherwise this initiative would be of no use. This declaration represents a first step of political will, and it needs to progress. He suggests creating a working group with the FAO in order to dynamize this action.
The EC representative states that it is an open declaration, which means they still will try and reach other States. To that end, all the necessary channels shall be used: RFOs, bilateral agreements, etc.
Mr. Morón underscores that this is a topic of the utmost importance for the tuna industry, and thus he would like to know which is the plan of the EC to deal with the fishing capacity within all four RFOs which conduct their fishing activity mainly in the Western Pacific Commission. There is a complex situation in that area which has led to a reduction in catches by more than 50 % for the world’s tuna industry throughout last year. What initially seemed to be setting a cap on catches, now seems like it is not achieving that goal. They do not even know the number of longliners that there are, which has led to a crisis in the global longliners industry. He wishes the EC to confirm that they are going to pursue and continue their efforts in other fora, mainly in the Western Pacific Commission.
The EC representative states that the Western Pacific Commission is complicated. They know that some contracting parties are difficult, and thus, it is hard for them to be proactive. They know that sometimes there is no fair play. They cannot expect that anything will be adopted for the next year, but the process should, at least, be launched, and should be based on scientific recommendations, which shall entail an important sacrifice on the part of developing countries. 
Mr. Cabral points out that, even though he is not part of this WG, as President of the LDRAC, he was in Thessaloniki. He asks how is it possible that countries with strong fishing links with the EU, especially in terms of trade, are not included in this signed declaration and he wonders why is it that the EU has failed to insist more that they sign this declaration as well. 
The EC representative answers that they have tried to make contact with them, but, for instance: Norway is not interested, and Canada might sign in the future. 
Strategic matters:

7. Workshop/ seminar with the Member States on the external dimension of the new Common Fisheries Policy: common problems to all RFOs: 
a. FAD management plans.

b. Transparency of agreements.
c. Coverage of observers.
d. Transshipments at sea.

e. Improvement of compliance at all levels, strengthening of market measures.
Mr. Aldereguía explains that Sweden held an interesting seminar on the external dimension of the CFP in January. He discussed the results with the Spanish Administration and considers that something similar could be organized with all Member States.
He points out that the Director General, Ms. Evans, encouraged the RACs to become more interesting to Member States, seeking common points of interest, both for stakeholders and administrations, which is the reason why the LDRAC has the intention of analyzing the scenario of the new external dimension of the CFP, based on two principles: promoting a sustainable and responsible management of fisheries and ensuring a level playing field for all stakeholders. 
It would be very positive for the LDRAC members to help establish a dialogue with their countries of origin, so that all states with an interest therein can be engaged. The approach needs to be decided by the LDRAC members. It would be important to know which countries would be engaged, as well as their priorities.
Mr. Rodríguez supports this initiative. He highlights how important it is for Member States to be aware of the relevance of signing fisheries agreements. There are some clear objectives of keeping the EU as a leading role model in the management of fisheries worldwide. He emphasizes the importance of carrying out this initiative, just like some other initiatives which have been backed before, such as that of the ATLAFCO, in so far as they are tools to fight against IUU fishing.
Mr. Goujon agrees with Mr. Rodríguez, as this is in line with the coherence between DG DEVCO and DG MARE.
Ms. Gorez considers that this is an excellent initiative. From her point of view, a discussion should be held with the Member States, integrating other countries as well. She thinks that this should go beyond the tuna fishing industry and cover the interests of all Member States. She underscores that there are some points in which the LDRAC can prove how useful it can be.
Mr. García thinks that this kind of seminars is essential; it is an exercise in which not only Member States, as responsible for the implementation of the new CFP, but also the cooperation representatives must be engaged. He offers his support to help out in the organization, together with other NGOs.

Mr. Morón agrees with this initiative. This workshop should be linked to the coherence of fisheries policies with the rest of the community policies (trade, development and external relations). The priorities of each one should be put on the table.
The EC representative considers that this is an excellent idea. She thinks that the moment has come to analyze the medium-term implications; she considers that this type of dialogue is essential and really helpful for the EC. She highlights that the subject of political coherence is a very important matter that must be dealt with. She offers her contribution to the possible seminar.
Mr. Aldereguía is thankful for the support; he would like the EC to play a very active role in the seminar. He points out that the LDRAC has also been invited by the group of European Cooperation Agencies of the Member States, who meet twice a year, to discuss the issue of coherence. This group is also very interested in holding this seminar. Mr. Aldereguía points out that the approach of the seminar is still completely open, and thus asks for the participation of the members.
Mr. Earle thinks that this is a good idea and makes a remark from the point of view of the EP’s Fisheries Committee: he highlights the importance of coherence; nevertheless, he underscores the frustration with the policy coherence of DG SANCO on hygienic sanitary matters. He suggests engaging DG TRADE and DG SANCO.
Mr. Goujon puts forward launching a task force, a work group, made up by all the presidents of the LDRAC WGs and NGOs. He requests that an email be sent to the executive secretary, Mr. Aldereguía, to see whether they are interested in participating. It is necessary to make sure that the most relevant people attend, and DG MARE must be very present. Furthermore, the perspectives on objectives such as capacity, fight against IUU fishing, transparency, etc., must be included. The deadline to express interest in participating is one week.
8. Participation of the LDRAC in the Smartfish Project (Indian Ocean) 
Mr. Morón wishes to highlight that ever since they launched the TTI (Tuna Transparency Initiative) with the aim of improving good governance, they have been trying to work with the SmartFish program but it has been nearly impossible. In fact, it is surprising that this project is not achieving its goals.

Among the members of the LDRAC a draft letter has been circulated, which expresses the need to have the LDRAC participate in the SmartFish project.

The EC representative states that, currently, a closer follow-up of this project is being undertaken.
Mr. Goujon highlights that there is a problem of coherence, in addition to that explained by Mr. Morón, shown by some Pacific countries with certain agreements. Therefore, a draft letter has been drawn up on this matter, so that LDRAC members express their opinion.  

He briefly outlines the non-conformities with regard to some questions of the Smartfish project. He stresses the need to make use of the model letter drafted by Mr. Morón, in order to discuss it via email and, later on, have it adopted by the members of the group so it can be sent to the EC.
The EC representative informs that one of the programs from DG DEVCO is the Smartfish project in the Indian Ocean. DG DEVCO’s general outlook on programs such as this consists of defining the priority objectives with its partners, and later on, partners implement it with certain organizations, coastal countries, working in coordination with the rest of the stakeholders. She points out that the EC can communicate to Smartfish that the LDRAC be included as a stakeholder. In fact, they seek to strengthen the dialogue between DG DEVCO and DG MARE, and they have the will to cooperate in a series of projects.
She explains that the Smartfish project has defined a set of objectives, along with some actions which can be set up. Even though the LDRAC is not included as a partner in said document, that does not prevent the LDRAC from being involved; the door is open for the LDRAC to collaborate. Nevertheless, she states that objectives cannot be changed; the main focus is to lend support to coastal countries so they can develop sustainable fisheries, reduce poverty and ameliorate food safety and nutrition.
Ms. Gorez highlights that the subject of payback of the access conditions is a very delicate issue, and thus, it will be necessary to take it step by step in order to improve the awareness of the states and make them understand the importance of harmonization and transparency. She points out that she is not in favor of sending a document to the IOTC; in her opinion this subject should be more thoroughly discussed by the group. She thinks that it would seem more constructive to have the LDRAC send a summary of the dialogue held on Smartfish to DG MARE and DG DEVCO, and to send them a letter in a more positive tone.
Mr. Morón supports the idea of sending a document in a more positive tone.
Mr. Goujon requests that the document on Smartfish be redrafted, as well as the document on IUU fishing, so that both can be approved by the group later on.
9. MoU COMHAFAT/ATLAFCO – LDRAC.
a. Relation with DG MARE and DG DEVCO. Strategy and state of play. 
b. Relations with international bodies  

i. AU Meeting, held from March 24 to 27 in Durban (South Africa) 
c. Presentation of the publication ‘LDRAC-ATLAFCO MoU’ in Madrid (March, 6)
d. Funds. Current situation.
Mr. Aldereguía highlights that the creation of these two new positions in DG MARE and DG DEVCO renders it easier to make contact with the right people. Following the recommendations of the EC, they suggested the different countries the idea of including fisheries as a priority in matters of cooperation. In fact, some have made progress on this matter, such as Senegal and Liberia.
The Executive Secretary requests, where possible, to hold a meeting so as to study the technical possibilities to be able to develop the Tuna Transparency Initiative (TTI).

The EC representative points out that the identification of priorities is always done in partnership with the relevant countries. The EC is preparing its program to identify the priorities in the different countries. She states that it is very rare to find fisheries mentioned as a development axis. For the next programs, they will try a priori to develop fisheries at regional level in Africa, but the very important first step is to find out whether the African regional organizations are interested in it. In the Pacific and Indian Ocean they can confirm that there is a great chance that fisheries will appear as a priority; and in Western Africa, there are still countries which have not identified fisheries as a priority sector.

Mr. Goujon highlights that it is important that the signed MoU translates into concrete actions.
Ms. Gorez thinks that awareness should be raised among the states so that they consider fisheries as a priority. She highlights that, for instance, the Wamer program is not working, precisely because of lack of engagement by local stakeholders. She considers that the role of the LDRAC should be based on making progress in the relationship of trust with the countries involved.
Mr. Goujon thinks that the LDRAC can contribute its expertise and support so that the ATLAFCO can request and develop a series of programs aimed at having sustainable fisheries, harmonization or food security, among others.
The EC representative points out that the ATLAFCO must work at a regional level so as to promote fisheries.
On the other hand, the EC representative informs that the meeting of the African Ministers of Fisheries has been postponed without due date. Nevertheless, they wish to develop a meeting point with all the managers of EU-funded projects, and it would therefore be important for the LDRAC to attend that meeting, provided it is finally convened, so that they can contribute to it.
The purpose of said meeting is to bring back to fisheries the importance it deserves in development policies. There is awareness that fisheries should not be neglected.

   Other matters:

10. Any other business.
a. Situation of surface longliners as a consequence of the fins-attached policy. 
Mr. Portelarosa states that it is necessary to deal with this problem. They want to promote an alternative measure to the current obligation. They wish to find solutions and they want the EC to discuss this issue.
Mr. Pintos informs that the situation of the longliners fleet is almost desperate. They are taking on very high operating costs and working below their load capacity. They expected the proposal of the European delegation to be accepted at the ICCAT meeting, but it was not the case. Therefore, he suggests drafting a document to find a way to ensure full compliance with the measures for this fishery without having to bear such high operating costs.
Furthermore, he underlines that they are ready to find an alternative measure so that they do not have to take on the cost of having to cut the fins on land and, thus, can maximize the load capacity of the vessels. It is necessary to find an urgent response to this issue. 
Mr. Garat agrees with the previous two interventions and points out that in the year 2013 more than twenty vessels have been scrapped as a result of the new fins-attached regulation. He also highlights that the finning campaign is only being conducted in the EU and not in the rest of the world.
Mr. Goujon suggests including this point in the next WG meeting. He is aware of how difficult it is to reopen this issue, nevertheless, he thinks that this industry is willing to put in a lot of effort to defend sustainable fisheries against IUU fishing, but this should not be at the expense of lowering the EU fleet competitiveness, which is why the European fleet should not be the only one abiding by these measures.
Ms. Cornax highlights that her organization has defended the fins-attached policy both in Europe and at the ICCAT, therefore they have offered their collaboration to this sector with respect to this problem. 
Mr. Goujon thinks that this discussion should be reopened and it should be emphasized that rules ought to be implemented by all stakeholders.

Mr. Pintos and Ms. Cornax agree that this topic should be discussed again.

Mr. García highlights that it would be very useful for NGOs to have industry representatives explain this problem better by illustrating it with figures and documents.
11. Date and venue for the next meeting.
Pending determination of the date and venue for the next meeting.
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