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SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Fisheries calls on the Committee on Constitutional Affairs, as the 
committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

1. Notes that the Treaty of Lisbon heralds, for the common fisheries policy (CFP), a far-
reaching change in the decision-making system, with Parliament, from its entry into force 
on 1 January 2009, ceasing to be a mere consultative institution and becoming, in general 
terms, a legislative body with shared powers of decision on an equal footing with the 
Council; 

2. Considers that the current geopolitical, economic and social situation, and the drawing-up 
of a strategy and action plan for the preservation and sustainable development of the 
oceans and seas in Europe and the world (European maritime policy), justify increased 
decision-making power for Parliament with regard to the CFP;

3. Considers that, in this new scenario, it is no longer possible to evade the need to revise 
and update the powers of the Committee on Fisheries defined in Annex VI to its Rules of 
Procedure, powers which date from the setting-up of the Committee on Fisheries in 1994 
and which survived the major reform of the common fisheries policy in 2002, as well as 
two changes of title and consequent internal restructuring of the Commission's former 
Directorate-General for Fisheries to match the new circumstances as regards fisheries 
management at world level;

4. Bases this request to update the powers of the Committee on Fisheries on the fact that, 
among the major changes that have affected the evolution of the CFP in addition to the 
above-mentioned 2002 reform, we have seen successive alterations in the funds allocated 
to fisheries since they were taken out of the Community structural funds chapter, fisheries 
agreements have evolved into fisheries partnership agreements, regional fisheries 
management organisations have become more prominent and the European Union is 
playing a growing role within them, trade in fish products has changed profoundly, new 
technologies are being applied in fisheries and there has been a change in the objective of 
Community fisheries management, which must henceforth be carried out using an 
ecosystem approach as part of the new integrated maritime policy approved for the EU;

5. Stresses that it is inconsistent that a parliamentary committee with codecision powers 
should continue to be a neutralised committee and recommends, consequently, that the 
necessary changes be made to avoid this situation;

6. Welcomes this new scenario in which Parliament and the Council will establish, under the 
ordinary legislative procedure, the necessary rules for achieving the objectives of the CFP 
(Article 37(2) of the Treaty);

7. Considers that any exceptions to this general principle, based on parity between the two 
institutions and limited strictly to the headings provided for in the Treaty, will have to be 
adjusted to the ECJ case-law on exceptions to general rules;

8. Notes that Article 37(3) of the Treaty determines, for its part, that the setting and 
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distribution of catch possibilities (total allowable catches and quotas) between Member 
States are to be the exclusive competence of the Council, with Parliament's participation 
in this aspect not being required as it has habitually been hitherto; 

9. Considers that the scope of this exclusivity of competences will need to be examined in 
the context of the content of proposals, with those falling under fisheries policy whose 
main objective is the preservation of fish stocks;

10. Considers, in this respect, that any other subject formally included in the annual regulation 
other than the setting of catch possibilities and distribution of quotas, such as those 
relating to technical measures or fishing effort, or the incorporation of agreements adopted 
within the regional fisheries organisations (RFOs), which have their own legal basis, 
should be subject to the ordinary legislative procedure, i.e. codecision;

11. Stresses that the EU shares competences with the Member States in the area of fisheries, 
other than for conservation measures for marine biological resources, which fall under its 
exclusive competence; notes that the new Treaty introduces control of the subsidiarity 
principle by the national parliaments, and, in the case of shared fisheries competences, 
allows the latter a period of eight weeks to submit their reasoned opinion on the proposal 
concerned; adds that the Council and Parliament will have to wait for the expiry of that 
period, since failure to observe the principle of subsidiarity will constitute grounds for 
appeal to the ECJ;

12.  Notes that environmental protection is generally a matter of shared competence; calls, 
therefore, for clarification of the term 'marine biological resources' used in Article 3 of the 
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union and of the circumstances in which their 
conservation is 'under the common fisheries policy', in order that the scope of the 
exclusive competence may be better identified;

13. Notes the new framework for approval of international fisheries agreements, whose main 
innovation is the procedure for their conclusion, since the Treaty clearly states that such 
agreements will have to be approved by Parliament before being concluded by the 
Council; stresses that this right of veto will in practice extend and improve, from 
Parliament's point of view, the provisions now limited to agreements having significant 
financial implications or involving the creation of a specific institutional framework, such 
as those concluded under an RFO;

14. Believes that, if it is to play its part in the approval of fisheries partnership agreements, 
Parliament's Committee on Fisheries will have to be informed promptly by the 
Commission during the negotiating processes for those agreements;

15. Considers it vital, likewise, for the Committee on Fisheries to participate as an observer in 
the joint committees provided for in fisheries agreements, as Parliament has requested on 
many occasions, and calls for this condition to be reflected in the interinstitutional 
agreement;

16. Recalls that it follows from the examination of the new Treaty's innovations for the CFP 
that: 
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- as things stand it is very difficult to gain a clear picture of the scope of Article 37(3) of 
the Treaty;

 the new Treaty will apply to all legislative proposals under way at the moment of its 
coming into force;

 a wide margin of interpretation exists for the legislator (Council and Parliament), and 
it will therefore, in principle, be necessary to await the course of events, while not 
losing sight of the possible desirability of establishing an interinstitutional agreement 
with a view to a clearer definition of the scope of Article 37(2) and (3) of the Treaty.
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