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Symbols for procedures Abbreviations for committees

* Consultation procedure
majority of the votes cast

**I Cooperation procedure (first reading)
majority of the votes cast

**II Cooperation procedure (second reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the 
common  position
majority of Parliament’s component Members, 
to reject or amend the common position

*** Assent procedure
majority of Parliament’s component Members 
to give assent                                                
majority of the votes case in cases covered by 
Articles 105, 107, 161 and 300 of the EC 
Treaty and Article 7 of the EU Treaty

***I Codecision procedure (first reading)
majority of the votes cast

***II Codecision procedure (second reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the 
common position
majority of Parliament’s component Members, 
to reject or amend the common position

***III Codecision procedure (third reading)
majority of the votes cast, to approve the joint 
text

(The type of procedure depends on the legal basis 
proposed by the Commission)

I. AFET Committee on Foreign Affairs, Human Rights, 
Common Security and Defence Policy

II. BUDG Committee on Budgets
III. CONT Committee on Budgetary Control
IV. LIBE Committee on Citizens' Freedoms and Rights, 

Justice and Home Affairs
V. ECON Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs

VI. JURI Committee on Legal Affairs and the Internal 
Market

VII. INDU Committee on Industry, External Trade, 
Research and Energy

VIII. EMPL Committee on Employment and Social Affairs
IX. ENVI Committee on the Environment, Public Health 

and Consumer Policy
X. AGRI Committee on Agriculture and Rural 

Development
XI. PECH Committee on Fisheries

XII. REGI Committee on Regional Policy, Transport and 
Tourism

XIII. CULT Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the 
Media and Sport

XIV. DEVE Committee on Development and Cooperation
XV. AFCO Committee on Constitutional Affairs

XVI. FEMM Committee on Women's Rights and Equal 
Opportunities

XVII. PETI Committee on Petitions
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PROCEDURAL PAGE – CONSULTATION

By letter of 14 October 1999 the Council consulted Parliament, pursuant to Article 37 of the 
EC Treaty, on the proposal for a Council Regulation laying down certain control measures 
applicable in the area covered by the Convention on Future Multilateral Co-operation in the 
North-East Atlantic Fisheries (COM(1999) 345 – 1999/0138(CNS)).

At the sitting of  25 October, 1999 the President of  Parliament announced that he had referred 
this proposal to the Committee on Fisheries as the committee responsible (C5-0201/1999).

At its meeting of 1 September 1999 the Committee on Fisheries had appointed Mr Busk 
rapporteur.

It considered the Commission proposal and the draft report at its meetings of 23 September, 
11 October, 22 November and 6 December 1999.

At the last meeting it adopted the draft legislative resolution unanimously.

The following were present for the vote:  Varela Suanzes-Carpegna, chairman; Miguélez 
Ramos, vice-chairman; Busk, rapporteur; Attwooll, Fraga Estévez, Hudghton, van Hulten (for 
Kindermann), Langenhagen, Souchet (for Gallagher), Stevenson (for Cunha).

The report was tabled on 7 December 1999.

The deadline for tabling amendments will be indicated in the draft agenda for the relevant 
part-session.
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LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL

Proposal for a Council regulation laying down certain control measures applicable in 
the area covered by the Convention on Future Multilateral Co-operation in the North-
East Atlantic Fisheries (COM(1999) 345 – C5-0201/1999 – 1999/0138(CNS))

The proposal is approved.

DRAFT LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION

Legislative resolution of the European Parliament on the proposal for a Council 
regulation laying down certain control measures applicable in the area covered by the 
Convention on Future Multilateral Co-operation in the North-East Atlantic Fisheries 
(COM(1999) 345 – C5-0201/1999 – 1999/0138(CNS))

(Consultation procedure)

The European Parliament,

- having regard to the Commission proposal to the Council (COM(1999) 3451),

- having been consulted by the Council pursuant to Article 37 of the EC Treaty 
(C5-0201/1999),

- having regard to Rule 67 of its Rules of Procedure,

- having regard to the report of the Committee on Fisheries (A5-0092/1999),

1. Approves the Commission proposal;

2. Calls on the Council to notify Parliament should it intend to depart from the text approved 
by Parliament;

3. Calls for the conciliation procedure to be initiated should the Council intend to depart 
from the text approved by Parliament;

4. Asks to be consulted again should the Council intend to amend the Commission proposal 
substantially;

5. Instructs its President to forward its position to the Council and Commission.

1 Not yet published.



PE 231.678 6/11 RR\231678EN.doc

EN

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

1. INTRODUCTION

The North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC), established in 1953 and of which 
the European Community is a member, is the regional fisheries body covering the North East 
Atlantic area.

Its role is currently based on the Convention on Future Multilateral Co-operation in the North 
East Atlantic Fisheries which entered into force in 19822 and which seeks to promote the 
conservation and optimal management of the fishery resources within its regulatory area. The 
existing Contracting Parties are Denmark (on behalf of the Faeroe Islands and Greenland), the 
European Union, Iceland, Norway, Poland and the Russian Federation.

The Commission operates a regional approach which is consistent with the sovereign 
jurisdiction of coastal states over their fisheries and is therefore based on international 
cooperation and consultation. It can thus make binding recommendations concerning fisheries 
conducted beyond the areas under the control of the Contracting Parties. 

However, these shall not become binding on a Contracting Party if it has objected within 50 
days of the date of notification of a recommendation.

NEAFC, with its secretariat located in London, provides a forum for assessing the state of fish 
stocks in the north east Atlantic. In this role it is aided by scientific information and advice on 
conservation and management provided by the International Council for the Exploration of 
the Sea (ICES). 

The stocks currently regulated by NEAFC are atlanto-scandian herring, oceanic redfish and 
blue whiting although these are likely to increase in the near future.

Under rules agreed in 1996 each Contracting Party shall notify the NEAFC Secretariat of 
vessels authorised to fish species regulated by NEAFC in the area outside national fisheries 
jurisdiction. Moreover, they must notify the secretariat each week of the number of vessels 
actually operating in the Convention area and provide accurate weekly catch reports for the 
regulatory area and their own waters.

The aim of the current Commission proposal is to bring Community legislation into line with 
recommendations adopted by NEAFC in 1998 which incorporate these earlier measures into a 
new comprehensive control and enforcement scheme designed to ensure respect for the 
conservation and management policy agreed under the Convention.

2. CURRENT COMMISSION PROPOSAL

At its annual meeting in November 1998, NEAFC adopted two recommendations establishing 
a scheme of control and enforcement applicable to fishing vessels operating in areas beyond 
the limits of national jurisdiction of the Contracting Parties in the Convention area and a 
programme to promote compliance by non-Contracting Party vessels.

2  Approved by Council Decision (1/608/EEC of 13 July 1981, OJ L 227, 12.08.1981, p.21
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The scheme provides for a system of control measures which includes in particular:

- the provision of a computer readable list of vessels authorised to fish in the 
Regulatory area which will be made available to the NEAFC secretariat ;

- the recording of entry to and exit from the area and catches by species in a 
logbook ;

- the reporting of  weekly catches  and the quantities held on board on exit from 
the area to the competent authorities ;

- the requirement that information obtained by Member States by Vessel 
Monitoring System (VMS) should be transmitted directly to the NEAFC 
secretariat ;

- the stipulation that transhipment should only be permitted with prior 
authorisation ;

- the provision that Member States (and the Commission should it so wish) 
assign inspectors and adequate means of inspection to the scheme and that 
reciprocal rights of inspection be granted to all Contracting parties within the 
Regulatory area ;

- detailed rules on the identification of inspectors, inspection vessels and the 
procedures to be applied ;

- definitions of infringements and serious infringements and the procedures to be 
followed where these are detected;

- a system of penalties based on Article 31 of the existing Community control 
Regulation 3;

With regard to the programme to ensure compliance by non-Contracting parties, provisions 
include:

- the transmission of sighting reports and forwarding of this information without 
delay to the NEAFC Secretariat ;

- a prohibition on Community fishing vessels from receiving transhipments of 
fish from non-Contracting Party vessels ;

- the need for each non-Contracting Party vessel, which enters a designated 
Community port, to be inspected by the competent authorities. Until this 
inspection is completed, the landing and/or transhipment of the catches of this 
vessel shall be prohibited ;

- the prohibition of landing and/or transhipment of resources held on board non-

3 Regulation (EEC) No 2847/93 of 12 October 1993, OJ L 261, 20.10.1993, p. 1
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Contracting Party vessels which are subject of an NEAFC recommendation 
unless they were taken in compliance with the NEAFC conservation measures.

3. ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPOSAL

The recommendations adopted by NEAFC, with the full support of the Community, bear a 
close resemblance to the rules currently applied by the North West Atlantic Fisheries 
Organisation (NAFO). 

This is the international organisation whose object it is to contribute, through consultation and 
cooperation, to the optimum utilisation, rational management and conservation of the fisheries 
resources of its Convention Area, which are situated a high seas area of the Atlantic, adjacent 
to Canada's 200 nautical mile Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). 

Set up in 1978 and now expanded to 17 members including the EU, Canada, Japan and the 
Russian Federation, NAFO, with its headquarters in Dartmouth, Nova Scotia introduced a 
joint international scheme of inspection in 1988 and has progressively developed one of the 
most advanced regulatory regimes for high seas fisheries in the world.  The developments 
achieved in this regard, including notably the “hail” system of reporting entry to and exits 
from the Convention area as well as other relevant information have now been taken up in the 
context of NEAFC. 

However, the proliferation of NAFO control measures, several of them pilot projects, such as 
satellite monitoring and a Community observer scheme, which were implemented in very 
different ways by various NAFO members, has frequently led to criticisms with regard to the 
coherence of the system.

As a result, questions have been asked as to where a limit should be drawn and when a 
coherent and permanent system should be established. Indeed, in its amendment to the 
Commission’s proposal for a satellite tracking system in the NAFO Regulatory area4, 
Parliament called on the Commission to submit as soon as possible “a full report on the 
application of the various control systems currently in force in the NAFO area with a view to 
establishing a single coherent system in the area5”.

Thus, as a “made to measure” Regulation, incorporating all the experience gained in the 
context of NAFO, the current Commission proposals to translate the NEAFC 
recommendations into Community law, combine the strengths of simplicity and coherence 
and are clearly in line with Parliament’s previous thinking in this regard.

It is equally clear that this is a significant piece of legislation in its own right in that it is the 
first international measure to be presented since the implementation of the UN Convention on 
the Law of the Sea relating to the conservation and management of straddling stocks (fish 
which are found both inside and outside exclusive economic zones) and highly migratory fish 
stocks.  It is thus important in international terms that the Community be seen to play a 
constructive and indeed a leading role.  For this reason also the Commission proposal should 
be supported.

4  OJ C 006, 10.01.1998, p. 17
5 A4-0086/98,  13.03.1998
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However a caveat should be noted.  Despite the positive reasons for support mentioned above, 
it is evident, that from a legal point of view, the Commission has left Parliament with no 
choice but to approve.

The agreement within NEAFC that the Commission’s proposal is intended to implement had 
already became binding on the Community when the recommendations entered into force on 
1 July 1999.  The Commission proposal was tabled on 12 July 1999.  The effect of this was 
that Parliament had no time in which to make any meaningful contribution to the debate.

Whether this delay can be justified or not, the impression given is unfortunate, even if it 
should not dilute Parliament’s support for the measures envisaged.

Two other aspects of the proposal remain to be considered.

Firstly, at an institutional level, there has been for the first time a share of legislative 
responsibility between the Commission and the Council.  While the principle has already been 
accepted that the Commission should be responsible for adopting matters concerning the 
implementation of Community policy as Commission Regulations, the distinction between 
policy and implementation is often blurred.

However, in the case of NEAFC a compromise has emerged whereby the current proposal 
contains only the broad outline for Community action in this area.  The Commission will thus 
be left to adopt the technical aspects after submitting them to a Management Committee.6  
Parliament will simply be kept informed during the procedure.

While at first sight, this would appear to be a weakening of Parliaments’ powers, especially 
given its views on comitology, it would appear logical that Parliamentary (or indeed Council) 
time should not be wasted on technical matters which inspire little interest and are poorly 
understood.  Parliament has more important battles to fight. Nevertheless, the Commission 
may be assured that Parliament will monitor closely decisions taken under this procedure and 
in particular to ensure that the same methods for the reporting of catches and fishing effort are 
applied by all Member States.

The second outstanding matter to be considered is the so-called financial burden of providing 
the controls required under the NEAFC recommendations.  The Commission position is clear 
in that under Article 2(2) of Regulation (EEC) No. 2347/93, each Member State ‘shall 
monitor, outside the Community fishery zone, the activities of its vessels in cases where such 
control is required to ensure compliance with Community rules applicable in those waters’.  
The Commission believes, therefore, that it follows that it is up to the Member States to 
provide adequate resources to meet their obligations of control within NEAFC.

This position has been challenged by some within the Council, who argue that in the case of 
NAFO (with which so many parallels have already been drawn) inspection and control is 

6 Council Regulation (EEC) No 3760/92 of 20 December 1992 establishing a Community 
system for fisheries and aquaculture, Article 18.
OJ L 389 , 31/12/1992 p. 0001 - 0014 
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funded from the Community budget to the extent of 4 MEURO per year.  In turn, the 
Commission point out that this came about as a result of the exceptional circumstances arising 
out of the 1995 “Greenland Halibut” dispute with Canada, during which a Community fishing 
vessel was illegally boarded and arrested by the Canadian authorities.

Their estimate of Community responsibility for the funding of control measures, were 
NEAFC to be included, would be of the order of 15-16 MEURO per year.

Parliament’s position should be clear. In its earlier opinion on a Commission proposal for a 
Council Regulation amending Regulation 2847/93 establishing a control system applicable to 
the common fisheries policy (COM(98)0303, it adopted the following amendment:

ARTICLE 1(16) paragraph 1 (new)
Article (17) 1 (Regulation (EEC) No 2847/93)
Article 17 (1) is replaced by the following:

Member States shall take all necessary measures, including but not limited to inspections 
either at sea or upon landing, to ensure monitoring of catches of species made by their vessels 
operating in waters subject to the sovereignty or jurisdiction of third countries and on the high 
seas, and to ensure verification and recording of transhipments and landings of such catches7

However, at the same time Parliament has consistently argued that in the future ‘the 
Community fisheries inspectorate should be significantly strengthened for regular control 
work within EU waters and within the legal jurisdiction of Member States, and have wider 
powers that enable them to operate autonomously within Member States for the deep water 
fleet, whilst coastal boats should conform to local requirements and be subjected to regular 
EU inspection8;’ Parliament has also repeatedly praised the NAFO experience and called on 
the Commission to consider how the NAFO control model could be adapted, strengthened  
and more widely applied.2

In other words, while the Member States must, in this case, accept their responsibilities and 
the associated costs under current Regulations, the Commission cannot take this as an excuse 
for future inaction. It is Parliament's wish to see a heightened Community involvement in 
inspection and control in order to ensure that the rules are applied even-handedly, for the vital 
element in obtaining fishermen's support is fairness and equity.  It is only by achieving this 
that enforcement can ever be really effective.

Increased Community involvement in the future would of course have budgetary implications 
and would obviously require a reallocation of resources. This should not however deflect the 
Commission from taking the lead in pressing for change or indeed deter the European 
Parliament from calling on them to do so.  Provided that the appropriate increased financial 
resources are made available, there is no reason why the Community cannot play a more pro-
active role

4. CONCLUSIONS

7 A4-0331/98 of 07.10.98
8 Resolution  A4-0277/98 of 18.09.98
2 Resolution  A4-0277/98 of 18.09.98
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Despite some reservations about the timing of the Commission’s proposal, this important 
legislation should be approved by Parliament without delay.

Any discussion over the financial burden can only be held within the context of a wider 
debate over the allocation of resources and responsibilities for fisheries control.  In this, the 
Commission should demand the additional financial resources necessary in order to undertake 
the tasks which Parliament believes should be undertaken by the Community.


