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Brussels

The meeting opened at 11.00 on Thursday 25 January 2011, with MEP María Muñiz De 
Urquiza (Chair) in the chair.

1. Inaugural sitting of the 14th EU-Chile JPC

In her inaugural speech, María Muñiz de Urquiza, Chair of the European Delegation, 
stressed that the Association Agreement, as well as serving as the legal basis for 
international trade, political dialogue and cooperation programmes, offered many 
opportunities in various spheres that had not yet been fully explored. She said that this 
applied to Articles 10 and 11 of the Association Agreement, on social dialogue, which 
the JPC had agreed to implement in the future. For that purpose, and also to enrich other 
debates on the various items on the agenda, Parliament’s delegation had invited experts 
and rapporteurs from the European Parliament and from other EU institutions to the 
13th meeting of the JPC.

The Co-Chair next referred briefly to each of the subjects on the agenda, and to their 
role in bilateral relations, as well as their possible contribution to debate in multilateral 
forums. Regarding the Understanding between the EU and Chile on swordfish, she 
stated that although there was no clear consensus within the European Parliament, she 
considered this Understanding to be a step forward and a definite improvement on the 
current situation. 

With regard to climate change and the follow-up to the COP 16 Conference in Cancún, 
she began with the idea that an ambitious global agreement could not be achieved 
without synergies, dialogue and bilateral cooperation between different countries and 
regions. The debate between the members of the committee should, therefore, contribute 
to bringing positions closer together in terms of the aspirations of various members for 
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the agreement intended to replace the Kyoto Protocol.

In conclusion, the Chair briefly took stock of the year 2010, which was marked by the 
entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, with the resulting strengthening of the European 
Parliament’s powers and the creation of the European External Action Service, which 
was expected to help boost the EU’s ability to create synergies and develop new ideas. 
In Chile, 2010 was full of major events which had required immediate and judicious 
action, such as the earthquake and tidal wave that had devastated the country in 
February, and the rescue of the 33 miners trapped in San José mine in the north of the 
country. On that point, the Chair expressed her appreciation and admiration for the 
efficiency and solidarity that Chile had shown in the face of these two events.

Pablo Lorenzini, Chair of the Chilean delegation, emphasised the work achieved by the 
Joint Parliamentary Committee to date, and the fact that the Euro-Latin American 
Parliamentary Assembly (EuroLat), of which the EU-Chile JPC was part, would be 
meeting in Chile in 2012. He believed that there were many challenges on new issues, 
such as swordfish and the way it was perceived by both the EU and Chile. Concerning 
the issue of natural disasters, the experience of Chile and of the European Union,
particularly in the area of mitigating the effects of natural disasters and reconstruction, 
could serve as a basis for drawing up outline plans for joint cooperation.

Another subject that he believed to be very important to both parties was new 
information technologies and innovation. He thought that the new technologies ought to 
be more transparent and accessible to all, and in particular to civil society. He therefore 
proposed that this subject be included on the agenda for the next meeting.

In the context of the Chilean presidency of the LAC in the dialogue with the EU, he 
mentioned another topic that could be the subject of future cooperation: that of regional 
cooperation, including cooperation at the micro level (for instance, between different 
regions of Chile and countries/regions of the European Union).

In his speech, H.E. Carlos Appelgren Balbontín, Chilean Ambassador to the EU, 
stressed once again the important role played by the European Parliament in the context 
of international diplomacy and in relations between the EU and Chile. Likewise, he 
pointed to the need to seek less structural heterogeneity and more development in terms 
of production, achieving greater areas of equality, boosting human capacities and 
mobilising the major capital inherent in our societies.

The ambassador then referred briefly to each of the subjects on the agenda for the 
meeting. Regarding the exchange of experience in the field of natural disasters, he 
reported on Chile’s initiative. Following the devastating earthquake in February 2010 in 
Chile, it had proposed that an agreement be drawn up on early prevention of disasters 
and disaster crisis management. The European Commission had responded by 
proposing a special cooperation framework for the exchange of information and good 
practice on the early prevention of natural disasters and monitoring of the associated 
risks. It was hoped that the agreement could be signed shortly.

Regarding the Understanding between the EU and Chile on swordfish, the ambassador 
again stated Chile’s wish to reach an agreement on this subject, and also highlighted the 
permanent dialogue existing between Chile and the Directorate-General for Maritime 
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Affairs and Fisheries and the Commission, as well as the coordination established 
between the two sides to unify viewpoints in the various international forums 
concerning fisheries.

On the item on social dialogue in EU-Chile relations, the ambassador reminded the 
meeting of the first Civil Society Forum that had taken place in Santiago in 2006, and of 
the eighth meeting of the EU-Chile Association Committee, which had taken place in 
November 2010 and at which it had been agreed to hold a second forum, since meetings 
with civil society enabled better use to be made of the opportunities offered by the
Association Agreement.

The ambassador then referred to the 16th International Conference on Climate Change,  
which had concluded with various commitments and agreements between the 
participating countries, confirming the worldwide political desire to achieve a new 
international system and attain the objectives of stabilising the global temperature.

Ángel Carro Castrillo, Head of the Mercosur & Chile Unit in the European External 
Action Service, highlighted the creation of the European External Action Service with 
the aim of strengthening the European Union’s role as a global player. He also 
congratulated the Joint Parliamentary Committee on the work it had done, which was 
making a significant contribution to the development of bilateral relations between the 
European Union and Chile. He agreed with the ambassador that, although the 
Association Agreement was a perfect framework, it was necessary to work to make 
better use of all the opportunities it offered, such as Articles 10 and 11 of the 
Association Agreement, which would be the subject of a debate later on in the meeting. 

2. Adoption of draft agenda

The agenda was adopted as shown in these minutes.

3. Approval of minutes of the 13th EU-Chile JPC (Valparaíso, 30 November 2010)

Since the minutes of the 13th EU-Chile JPC (Valparaíso, 30 November 2010) were not yet 
available in all the Committee’s working languages, their approval was postponed to a 
subsequent meeting.

4. Exchange of experience and information in Chile and the EU in the field of natural 
disasters, strengthening response capacity, and reconstruction

Esko Kentrschynskyj, the European Commission representative (DG ECHO), stressed 
that the European Union admired and respected Chile’s recovery, one year after the 
earthquake. The European Commission had responded to this natural disaster 
immediately, approving emergency aid of EUR 3 million. In addition, a further nine 
member countries of the European Civil Protection Mechanism had offered material 
help, including tents, mechanical bridges, electricity generators, medical equipment, etc. 

In terms of medium-term recovery, the Commission had allocated more than
EUR 2 million from the multiannual cooperation budget for the Chilean programme 
‘ALDEAS’. The European funds were intended to mitigate the psychological and social 
damage suffered by the 4 500 people displaced by the tsunami. In addition, the 
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Commission had helped in the rebuilding of telecommunications systems, as well as
securing hospitals against other similar disasters.

Mr Kentrschynskyj then reported that within the framework of the DIPECHO 
programme (disaster preparedness) a tsunami prevention programme had just been 
implemented in Chile, Peru, Ecuador and Colombia, with the aim of promoting regional 
integration in this sphere. In addition, Chile had been included as a priority country for 
benefiting from the funds of the seventh DIPECHO action plan for South America, 
which was currently being implemented. The programme was intended to help to move 
the population in the event of a tsunami, and to build the capacities of local and regional 
governments. In this regard, he said that vertical coordination between the centre, the 
regions and the municipalities had been identified as Chile’s weakest point with regard 
to DRM (disaster risk management). On this point, Mr Kentrschynskyj stressed that 
DRM was the responsibility of all players within society, and could not and should not 
be seen just as the responsibility of a single ministry.

László Surján, the European Parliament’s rapporteur, pointed out that natural disasters 
and man-made disasters were very often of a cross-border nature, with a significant impact 
on citizens, regions and countries, and that they therefore required a coordinated, 
multilateral response. 

Firstly, he referred to the existing crisis management instruments within and outside EU 
borders, particularly the European Civil Protection Mechanism, whose main role was to 
facilitate cooperation during civil protection interventions in the event of disasters 
requiring an urgent response. To do this, shared EU funds were used, which complemented 
national actions. He stated that the mechanism was based on several elements and actions, 
such as drawing up lists of intervention teams in the EU, training courses, seminars and 
pilot projects, information centres and a joint communication and information system.  

He explained that the Solidarity Fund was another instrument that had been created at 
European level with the aim of responding to urgent situations in an efficient, rapid and 
flexible manner through intervention of up to EUR 1 billion. He stated that this fund was 
generally used in cases of major natural disasters having an impact on living conditions, 
the environment or the economy of one or more EU regions.

He explained that there was also a third instrument, the mechanism for civil protection 
preparatory action. In 2008 the European Parliament allocated some funds to test the 
resources and teams available which could be used in the event of emergencies or 
disasters. For example, these had been mobilised for Haiti and during the floods in Poland 
last year. 

Since its creation, Mr Surján noted, the European Civil Protection Mechanism had 
provided assistance in several disasters. For example, in 2005 it had received 14 requests 
for assistance from around the world. In general, the results of this mechanism’s 
implementation were positive, at both European and global level.

Mr Surján then pointed out that the Lisbon Treaty contained a ‘solidarity clause’, 
indicating that the EU and its Member States should act jointly if a Member State were the 
target of a terrorist attack or the victim of a natural or man-made disaster.
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In 2009, he stated, the Commission had submitted a report on a European civil protection 
force. The proposals applied to disasters both within the EU and in third countries. Since 
2009 there had been various attempts to strengthen the EU’s ability to act in the area of 
civil protection and humanitarian assistance. In 2010, prompted by the earthquake in Haiti, 
the European Parliament had called upon the Commission to put forward proposals for the 
creation of a European civil protection force that would enable the EU to provide the 
necessary resources within 24 hours of a disaster.

Clemira Pacheco, a member of parliament and the Chilean delegation’s rapporteur,
pointed out that there were multiple factors that made Chile very vulnerable to natural 
disasters, such as the Andes mountain range, seismic areas and the rivers. As a result of 
these topographical features, Chile had always had to face earthquakes, tsunamis, heavy 
rainfall and severe droughts. The latest natural disaster of great magnitude to strike Chile 
had been the earthquake and the tsunami in February 2010. In that context, she pointed to 
the mistakes that had been made, which had prevented an early warning regarding the 
tsunami approaching the Chilean coast. This natural disaster had also revealed many 
failures, such as the lack of a communication system that would have kept the country 
connected in an emergency situation; the absence, in many regions of the country, of 
evacuation and emergency plans drawn up in advance and the lack of priority given to 
emergencies in Chile; the topic was usually relegated by the institutions to the background.

More than 500 people lost their lives as a result of the earthquake; there were hundreds of 
injuries and hundreds of homes, as well as many roads, ports, airports and public buildings
were destroyed. Following the disaster, a congressional investigative commitee had 
recently examined the institutions’ capacity to respond to natural disasters, and had 
reached a set of conclusions that should make it possible to remedy existing weaknesses: 
restructuring, through a new legislative framework, the institution with responsibility for 
taking action; improving the communication system throughout the country; including the 
armed forces in the emergency protocol; reinforcing civil protection plans; adopting an 
adequate budget; ensuring energy independence and pushing forward the relevant 
institutional and legal changes.

However, according to Clemira Pacheco, international cooperation was required in the face 
of a natural disaster of this magnitude. She therefore believed that countries could and 
should exchange information on natural disasters. With that aim, actions had been taken in 
the UN and other international bodies. Likewise, a strategy and international cooperation 
had been developed to mitigate natural disasters. That would make it possible to reduce 
human, social and economic losses. 

She then pointed out that in the cases where it was not possible to mitigate or prevent a 
natural disaster, their effects could be diminished through a rapid and efficient response. 
Concerning possible prevention, she pointed out that detailed studies needed to be 
completed to identify to what extent and in which areas human activity had an influence on 
climate change, which, in turn, was closely linked to natural disasters.   

Ms Pacheco ended by calling upon the countries to optimise emergency monitoring 
systems, promote better coordination and technical capacity-building for government 
entities, and to strengthen the synergy between governmental and non-governmental 
organisations, agencies, the scientific community and communication entities.

Speakers: Andrés Chadwick, Alberto Espina
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5. Agreement between the EU and the Republic of Chile on the conclusion of the 
Understanding concerning the conservation of swordfish stocks in the South-Eastern 
Pacific Ocean: legislative procedure under way and prospects for concluding the 
Agreement

Pat the Cope Gallagher, the rapporteur from the Committee on Fisheries, stated that, 
having analysed the situation, he had had to acknowledge that there was a range of views 
on the potential benefits of this agreement. The Commission’s proposal would change the 
situation of EU vessels. Many Spanish boats that fished for swordfish off Chile’s coast had 
to unload their catches in neighbouring countries. At the debate within the Committee on 
Fisheries, MEPs had also been informed by the Pelagic Regional Advisory Council of an 
additional problem affecting European vessels. Although this problem had been resolved 
satisfactorily, he explained that there were still many unresolved points, such as mackerel 
fishing by Dutch vessels. Therefore, the rapporteur took the view that the European 
Commission should submit a more general proposal including all vessels and all species. 
He also advocated better monitoring by the Committee on Fisheries.

With regard to the draft agreement, he believed that it did not constitute a clear 
improvement as compared with the current situation.

Paulina Nikolova, the European Commission’s representative, underlined what the 
negotiations between the European Commission and Chile had achieved. At meetings with 
Chilean members of parliament, the Commission had ascertained that the economic 
interests of the sector were not incompatible with the agreement. The new agreement 
would, in her view, enable both parties to develop productive cooperation on swordfish 
fishing, as well as in the field of conservation and management of fishery resources.

She then pointed out that the negotiations had resulted in another important achievement 
that was worth highlighting: the agreement would for the first time make it possible to take 
steps to conserve swordfish populations in the South-Eastern Pacific and to that end it 
provided for the organisation of joint annual scientific meetings within the framework of 
the technical and biological committee to evaluate the situation regarding stocks. If it were 
ascertained that existing stocks were insufficient, both sides’ fisheries activities would be 
restricted. However, if this agreement did not enter into force, no conservation measure 
would be implemented. 

With regard to access by European vessels to Chilean ports, she stated that under the 
agreement the entire European fleet would have access to the designated ports, in 
accordance with the rules specified in the annexes. She said that the annexes contained the 
most up-to-date practices, recognised FAO standards and also complied with both parties’ 
current national legislation. Finally, she reported that the agreement made it possible to 
widen the framework of cooperation to arrive at multilateral cooperation, pointing out that 
it had taken many years to negotiate the agreement and that it was not known for certain 
how long it would take to negotiate a new agreement. 

The European Parliament rapporteur, María Muñiz de Urquiza, reminded the meeting 
that the legislative process had begun in 2008, when the Council had mandated the 
European Commission to negotiate, in the name of the EU, a permanent agreement 
between the EU and Chile on the conservation of swordfish populations in the South-
Eastern Pacific. Although the European Parliament’s Committee on Fisheries had 
recommended refusing to approve the said Understanding, there was no consensus within 
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the European Parliament on the issue. She said that it would be Parliament’s plenary sitting 
that would have to take a final position, once the Council’s formal request had been 
received.

The Understanding had been drafted following a request submitted by an association of 
Spanish longliners. The results of the enquiry opened into the issue had led the 
Commission to initiate a WTO dispute settlement procedure against Chile. Chile, in turn, 
had brought proceedings before the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea. In 2001
both parties had reached a provisional agreement that allowed European vessels to unload
their swordfish catches in Chilean ports subject to various conditions. In practice, given the 
impossibility of meeting all these conditions, the European vessels had never succeeded in 
using the Chilean ports, preferring to use Peruvian ports. However, following this 
provisional agreement, she stated that both sides had suspended their respective 
proceedings before the WTO and the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea.

After several years of negotiations, the European Commission had, in 2009, submitted the 
text for a new permanent Understanding, negotiated by both sides, and a technical annex 
specifying the conditions that European vessels fishing for swordfish would have to meet 
in order to have access to the Chilean ports. She stated that this Understanding, as well as 
opening up three Chilean ports to European vessels, contained certain legal guarantees 
regarding its ratification and implementation, whether relating to the dispute settlement 
mechanism established within the framework of the Association Agreement itself, or the 
WTO’s dispute settlement system.

In this context, the rapporteur stressed that the Understanding constituted a step forward in 
bilateral fisheries relations, since it included various advances such as the opening up of 
three Chilean ports to all European vessels, measures for the conservation of fishery 
resources and the elimination of the catch restrictions per vessel and per year as well as the 
rule on minimum size.

With regard to multilateral cooperation in this field, she pointed out that on 26 July 2010 
the Convention on the Conservation and Management of High Seas Fishery Resources in 
the South Pacific Ocean was concluded, establishing the South Pacific Regional Fisheries 
Management Organisation, and that Chile had been one of the countries that had advocated 
the creation of this regional fisheries organisation with the aim of managing stocks of jack 
mackerel and other species, to ensure that in the future they could be sustainably fished. 
She therefore believed that Chile was setting out to participate actively in international 
fisheries bodies and to contribute to the sustainable exploitation of fishery resources in the 
South Pacific area.

Regarding the ratification process, Ms Muñiz de Urquiza said that the European 
Parliament’s approval was required in order for the Agreement to enter into force. 
According to point 21 of the Understanding, point 15 thereof, which would permit direct 
access to Chilean ports for the European fishing fleet, would enter into force on the day 
that the Understanding was signed by both parties. The full text of the Understanding 
would enter into force once the relevant ratification processes had been completed in 
accordance with the law in force in the EU and Chile.

Finally, the rapporteur highlighted the fact that despite the problems that might have arisen 
in the past, the Understanding was beneficial for the European Union, since it constituted a 
balance between the commercial interests of both parties and the need to conserve and 
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protect fishery resources in the South-Eastern Pacific region. 

The Chilean delegation’s rapporteur, MP Rosauro Martínez, stated that swordfish being a 
highly migratory species, Chile had responded by claiming that the Spanish fleet’s catch 
was in fact made up of the same stock that was within Chile’s exclusive economic zone, 
which endangered the species and its exploitation within that zone. These steps had led to 
the EU submitting a complaint to the WTO against Chile for infringing freedom of transit 
and constituting an obstacle to trade under international law. For its part, Chile went to the 
International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea to establish its right to take conservation 
measures in the high seas adjacent to the EEZ.

Next, Mr Martínez pointed out that the EP’s Committee on Fisheries claimed that the 
fishing of swordfish in the South-Eastern Pacific outside Chile’s EEZ was governed by the 
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, and Chile had never agreed to be part of this, 
preferring to apply its domestic legislation. To resolve this dispute, Chile had offered the 
option of giving three ports to European fishing vessels. In June 2010 the EU had 
announced the completion of the negotiations, and had therefore withdrawn its complaint 
before the WTO. Although the agreement had obtained the Council’s approval, it would 
not enter into force without the European Parliament’s consent. However, the EP’s 
Committee on Fisheries had rejected the draft agreement in November 2010.  

He stressed that, on this point, Chile’s view differed from that of the European Parliament. 
Chile considered this agreement from the perspective of sustainability, while the EU – the 
Committee on Fisheries – viewed it in terms of economic resources. Therefore, he took the 
view that both sides should reach a consensus and conclude a balanced agreement that was 
acceptable to both parties.

Speakers: Juan Pablo Letelier, Clemira Pacheco  

7. Follow-up to the 16th International Climate Change Conference in Cancún, Mexico 
(29 November – 10 December 2010)

Stefan Agne, European Commission representative (DG CLIMA), reminded the meeting 
that the Copenhagen Conference had been organised with the aim of reaching a new 
agreement to replace the Kyoto Protocol. Unfortunately, that had not been possible, and 
instead of a new framework agreement the Copenhagen Agreement had been adopted, 
which, although representing a step forward, was much less ambitious. In addition, in view 
of the various objections put forward by various countries, in the end the agreement 
remained a document rather on the margin of the negotiations. Many of the provisions of 
the Copenhagen Agreement had been incorporated into the Cancun Agreement, an 
agreement reached after a year of difficult negotiations. The Cancun Agreement went 
much further than the targets achieved in Copenhagen in terms of the concrete definition of 
the various issues. The commitments made by the countries in the Cancun Agreement 
included, specifically: keeping the average temperature increase below 2 ºC; reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions; establishing a Green Climate Fund to serve as a complement to 
existing institutions and establishing a standing committee to improve effectiveness in 
achieving emissions reduction objectives. In addition, very specific issues were dealt with, 
such as deforestation, forestry and the creation of capacity infrastructure. Currently, 
negotiations were continuing through the conventions: the UN Framework Convention on 
Climate Change, which included all the parties and the United States. In parallel, 
negotiations were also continuing with the countries that were signatories to the Kyoto 
Protocol, which did not include the USA. In this context, he stressed that the Kyoto 
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Protocol was a legally binding international agreement of major significance, and as a
result the EU wished to discuss a second commitment period. He therefore considered it to 
be very important to involve the countries which had not signed the protocol and which 
since then had become emerging countries making a major contribution to climate change.

Finally, Mr Agne stated that the EU’s aim at the Durban Conference was to arrive at a set 
of legally binding instruments and to ensure that all nations contributed to these actions. To 
attain this goal, he said it was necessary to intensify negotiations within the UN framework 
but also the informal bilateral negotiations, which had proved very useful at the Cancún
Conference. 

Norbert Glante, the European Parliament’s rapporteur, emphasised that from Parliament’s 
viewpoint the most important thing was that progress had been made since Copenhagen. A 
consensus had been reached in that all the parties wished to arrive at a new agreement to 
replace the Kyoto Protocol. 

He then pointed out that the second commitment period had established the year 1990 as 
the reference point for CO2 reductions. The Green Climate Fund was a very significant 
institution with USD 30 billion up to 2012 and then USD 100 billion annually. Next, he 
also highlighted the importance of the 2 ºC, pointing out that it was, however, necessary, to 
check whether that target was relevant, since not all researchers had agreed at the time that 
mechanisms had been set up to achieve this target. Another aspect which he considered to 
be of great importance was the carbon emissions certificates system, which in his view 
should be improved. Finally, he declared himself in favour of the creation of the post of 
European Commissioner for Climate Change. 

Regarding the Durban Conference, he hoped that the parties would make every effort to 
achieve a concrete result. 

Senator Juan Pablo Letelier, the Chilean delegation’s rapporteur, highlighted the 
achievements of the Cancún Conference, which had succeeded in avoiding the collapse of 
the negotiations. Countries were facing growing demand for energy, which was in conflict 
with the need to slow down climate change. Chile had no gas or oil. He believed that 
perhaps one solution for Chile could be better integration with its neighbouring countries, 
particularly Bolivia. Chile’s greatest needs were for the extraction of natural resources, 
especially copper, with anticipated foreign investment of USD 50 billion over the next few 
years. Against this background, he took the view that it would be useful to consider the 
option of requiring investing companies to invest part of their profits in the development of 
clean energy, arguing for universal implementation of this rule. He pointed out that mining 
required a lot of energy and water, with the majority of mines in Chile located in the north, 
where water was scarce. To solve this problem, water needed to be extracted from the sea, 
which meant changing the system. Another problem that Mr Letelier mentioned was waste 
from minerals, which became toxic waste. To tackle this problem, a new institutional 
framework for the environment had been adopted in Chile, which included the creation of 
an Environmental Court which citizens and companies would be able to turn to, and a non-
binding public consultation. 

With regard to the energy situation in Chile, he drew attention to the fact that the scarcity 
of other resources was being addressed through coal-operated thermoelectric plants. 
However, he explained that there was a plan to tighten up emissions standards, bringing 
them close to European levels. There were also plans to avoid the construction of plants 
near urban areas and environmental protection zones. However, in Chile there were also 
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alternatives, such as the installation of a Hydroaysén hydroelectric plant which would have 
a major impact on the lives of residents in the Aysén area and which had sparked a debate 
between citizens, NGOs and even the church. He stated that for the moment no decision 
had been taken concerning the power plant, and that therefore it was not clear whether or 
not it would in fact be built. There had also been interest from transnational companies in 
constructing a nuclear power plant. On this point, he stressed that Chile did not have either 
qualified personnel or the appropriate technology. The issue was a very controversial one, 
which would require very broad agreement across the public as a whole. 

Finally, he stated that Chile, like other countries, was experiencing great difficulty in 
making progress in combating climate change. Nonetheless, there was a commitment to 
achieve 20% of energy derived from renewable resources by 2020 and to reduce CO2
emissions by 20% by 2020 (from 2007 levels). Because of its toponymy, Chile was very 
vulnerable to natural disasters but also had the right conditions for developing renewable 
energy. The problem was the lack of adequate technology and for that reason the Chilean 
Government was convinced that Cancún could represent an advance. 

6. Social dialogue in EU-Chile relations (Articles 10 and 11 of the Association 
Agreement)

With regard to the economic situation of Chilean families, Senator Eugenio Tuma, the 
Chilean delegation’s rapporteur, stated that between 1989 and 2009 poverty among 
families had decreased by 45%. This was due to the introduction of social measures, and 
the liberal economy which had enabled very significant growth within the finance industry 
and the modernisation of credit. Major international and European institutions had 
participated in this financial reform. The industrial financial sector was opening up an 
important area: consumer credit. On this point, he recalled that a study carried out in 2008 
had shown that Chilean families’ debt amounted to approximately EUR 42 billion and the 
trend was an upwards one. In view of family income, in some cases over-indebtedness had 
clearly been observed. He stated that there were three main reasons for this: the poorest 
families used credit solely to survive; consumption patterns had developed which 
incentivised excessive consumption and credit had been made indiscriminately available to 
consumers without information and almost without legal constraints. In the light of this 
situation, he noted that it was necessary to set up regulation and a balance between debtors 
and banking institutions. Persons affected by over-indebtedness ended up losing their 
financial, political and social rights. He therefore considered that the EU’s experience in 
this sphere was very valuable for Chile. 

The second topic he mentioned in his speech related to Chile’s indigenous peoples. This 
was a topic that was also linked to poverty, since that phenomenon had a greater impact on
indigenous communities than on the rest of the population. He pointed out that in recent 
years there had been significant progress with regard to indigenous policy, but that it was 
still inadequate. The State had greater obligations to the indigenous people and Chile 
wished to share them with the EU, believing that the countries which had conquered Latin 
America also bore their share of responsibility. In order to guarantee their rights, the role 
of the State was, he said, important. Recently, Chile had approved ILO Convention 169,
and one of the most important rights related to the consultation of indigenous people. 
However, this consultation had not been designed. The problem was that in structural 
terms the indigenous people did not have any representation and therefore the State had to 
create the conditions so that such consultation could be carried out. This process would 
likewise involve greater representation of these communities in parliament. Finally, he 
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stressed that, in this field, the EU could be of great help to Chile, through cooperation 
programmes.

José María Zufiaur, the representative of the European Economic and Social Committee, 
emphasised the fact that the EU-Chile Association Agreement contained a basis that would 
make it possible to place relations with Chile on an institutional footing. Articles 10 and 11 
established a joint consultative committee composed, on the one hand, of members of the 
European Economic and Social Committee, and, on the other hand, of members of a 
similar Chilean body. The problem was that there was no equivalent body in Chile. Since
1997 the Economic and Social Committee had developed various initiatives with different 
Chilean institutions. However, Chile had always been represented in the social dialogue 
organised by the European Commission with the Latin American and Caribbean countries. 
Given the current situation, with a fluid social dialogue with Mexico, Mercosur and 
Central America, the Economic and Social Committee proposed to once again open this 
issue in the dialogue with Chile and submit a specific proposal at the next summit of heads 
of state. To this end, the Economic and Social Committee had taken various initiatives, 
considering an opinion on the relations between the EU and Chile to be a very valuable 
instrument. Mr Zufiaur stressed that dialogue with organised civil society was a 
fundamental and dynamic part of the agreement, which would make it possible to address 
several issues relating to minorities, indigenous peoples, social cohesion, debt, families, 
etc. 

António Fernando Correia de Campos, the European Parliament’s rapporteur, pointed 
out that the EU-Chile Association Agreement was one of the most comprehensive 
agreements, and that it set out to deepen relations in various spheres, such as trade, 
innovation, research, education, social cohesion and others. Contact with civil society also 
formed an integral part of the agreement, which had to be maintained and developed. The 
first and only meeting of civil society had taken place in 2006. This was a very profitable 
meeting, at which it had been decided to create a permanent platform for dialogue and 
consultation with civil society. He stated that the Economic and Social Committee could 
serve as a model, but possibly national models might be closer to the political situation in 
Chile. The European Parliament had also developed various initiatives in this area, such as 
the contacts with civil society made during its visits to Chile in 2009 and 2010.

Speakers: Pablo Lorenzini, Juan Pablo Letelier

8. Other business

In his speech, MEP Vladko Panayotov took the view that relations with Chile had to be 
deepened, particularly in the areas discussed in the meeting, such as cutting energy 
consumption, reducing CO2 emissions, and making use of sea water through desalination 
and water purification, among other topics. On this point, he noted that all the projects 
planned in Chile up to 2020 required the transfer of technology to Chile and the rest of 
Latin America. However, cooperation could and should be developed in both directions 
and to the benefit of both parties.

9. Date and place of the 15th Meeting of the EU-Chile Joint Parliamentary Committee

Both delegations agreed to hold the 15th meeting of the Joint Parliamentary Committee in 
November 2011 in Chile.

10. Final considerations and adoption of the Joint Declaration.
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The draft Joint Declaration was adopted unanimously.
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