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ACP-EU Economic Partnership Agreements: Fisheries 

CFFA - Coalition  for Fair Fisheries Arrangements 

Global fisheries issue s 

In the FAO's State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 
2004,1 issue s o f ke y importanc e i n worl d fisherie s 
include: 

• Depletio n of fish resources In early 2000, about 
25% of the world's fish stocks were overexploited 
and depleted , an d anothe r 50 % considered full y 
exploited. 

To fac e th e challeng e o f th e sustainabl e 
exploitation of fish resources, it is to be noted that 
many Regional Fisheries Management Organisa -
tions (RFMOs ) ar e takin g innovativ e an d co -
operative action to implement international fish-
eries instruments, in an effort t o rebuild depleted 
stocks and prevent further decline and to combat 
illegal, unreported an d unregulate d (IUU ) fish -
ing. 

• Contributio n o f fisherie s t o foo d securit y 
Global productio n fro m captur e fisherie s an d 
aquaculture supplied about 101 million tonnes of 
food fis h i n 2002 . Overall , fis h provide d mor e 
than 2.6 billion people with at least 20% of their 
average per capita anima l protein intake . Given 
the highly perishable nature of fish, the contribu-
tion o f fisherie s t o foo d securit y i n developin g 
countries is constrained by the lack of infrastruc -
ture, particularl y fo r meetin g conservatio n an d 
trade requirements. 

• Growin g international fish trade Globall y fish -
ery products are amongst the mos t highly trade d 
food commodities , wit h som e 38 % o f th e fis h 
catch traded internationally. Total world trade of 
fish an d fisher y product s increase d t o US$58. 2 
billion in 2002, showing a 45% increase since 1992. 

• Fisherie s a s a  sourc e o f employmen t I n 2002 , 

about 38 million people were earning an income 
from employmen t i n fisherie s an d aquaculture . 
Of particular note for developing countries is the 
important number of women working in the fish-
eries sector, mainly in processing and trade. 

Fisheries in the context of international 
trade 

Fish an d fisherie s product s hav e becom e th e mos t 
important foreig n exchang e earne r amon g al l agri-
culture product s trade d b y developin g countries . 
Net foreign exchange receipts2 in developing coun-
tries for fishery products increased from $3.7 billion 
in 198 0 to $18 billion in 2000 - a  2.5-fold increas e 
in real terms. 

Developed countries account for more than 80% 
of the value of the total fishery product imports. The 
main internationa l market s for fishery product s are 
the European Union, where about 76% of the import 
value is concentrated, the USA and Japan. In 2003 
the EU , th e world' s mai n marke t fo r fisher y prod -
ucts, imported more than € 1 2 billion worth of fish 
and fishery products. 

But whilst the developed countries markets may 
offer th e bes t prices , fis h exporter s i n developin g 
countries face an increasing number of trade barriers 
(both tariff and non-tariff) t o enter those markets. 

Tariff barrier s ten d t o b e highe r fo r processe d 
products than for unprocessed fish. Developed coun-
tries tend to encourage trade in raw material rathe r 
than i n processe d products , althoug h th e greates t 
economic returns for developing countries are achiev-
able throug h value-adde d processing . Non-tarif f 
barriers are those relating to hygiene and food safety, 
in particular sanitary , traceabilit y an d qualit y con -
trol aspects. 

This chapte r wa s firs t publishe d a s ACP-EU Economic  Partnership  Agreements: Fisheries,  ECDPM Discussio n Pape r 6 9 wit h CT A b y CFFA . 
ECDPM, Maastricht, 2005 . www.ecdpm.org/dp69 
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Fisheries and international agreements 
The United Nations3 and the World Trade Organiza-
tion (WTO ) ar e responsibl e fo r th e internationa l 
legal and policy frameworks that define how fisheries 
may be exploited and fishery products may be traded. 
While the WTO provides the institutional structure 
and legal basis for international trade liberalisation , 
the United Nations provides the lega l basis for th e 
sustainable development and management of fisheries 
resources, and for responsible fisheries production. 

This potentially brings the conservation instru -
ments of the United Nations and the trade liberal -
isation processes of the WTO into conflict.4 Furthe r 
trade liberalisatio n a s promoted b y the WT O (th e 
reduction an d eliminatio n o f tariff s an d non-tarif f 
barriers, particularly on products of interest to dev-
eloping countries) ha s implications for th e sustain -
ability of fish stocks. 

Fisheries current  status  in  the  WTO  and the 
Doha Round 

During th e Urugua y Roun d o f negotiations o f th e 
General Agreement o n Tariffs an d Trade (GATT) , 
fisheries and fish products were left out of the Agree-
ment on Agriculture. They are treated a s an indus-
trial secto r an d industria l product s respectivel y b y 
the WTO. 

Fisheries are currently dealt with by the WTO at 
four different levels : 

• marke t acces s fo r non-agricultura l product s 
(reduction an d eliminatio n o f tariff s an d non -
tariff barriers , particularly on products of interest 
to developing countries); 

Box 1. Multilatera l agreements on 
trade relevant to fisheries 

The multilateral agreements on trade relevant to 
fisheries are: 

• Marrakec h Protocol to the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade (1994) 

• Agreement s on Non-Tariff Barriers 

• Agreemen t on Sanitary and Phyto-sanitary Mea-
sures 
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• agreemen t on subsidies and countervailing meas-
ures. The Doha Round called for negotiations to 
clarify and improve WTO disciplines on fisheries 
subsidies, taking into account the importanc e of 
this sector to developing countries; 

• trad e and the environment, particularly as regards 
multilateral environmental agreements; and 

• disput e settlement procedures. 

The Doh a Agend a include s a  number o f issue s of 
particular importanc e t o international trad e i n fish 
and fisher y products , includin g improve d marke t 
access, fisheries subsidies , environmental labelling , 
the relationshi p betwee n WT O trad e rule s an d 
environmental agreements, as well as technical assis-
tance and capacity building. 

Provisions on  fisheries  in  the  Cotonou 
Agreement 

The Cotonou Agreement deals with fisheries under 
the trade provisions of the Cotonou Agreement and 
under th e provision s dealin g wit h fisherie s agree -
ments. 

The trade provisions of the Cotonou Agreement 
The terms and conditions for the export of ACP fish 
and fishery product s to EU markets are determined 
in th e mai n b y th e provision s o f th e Cotono u 
Agreement, assuming that the rules of origin can be 
met. The market-acces s provisions o f the Cotono u 
Agreement ar e base d o n th e non-reciproca l trad e 
preferences extende d t o AC P countrie s unde r th e 
earlier Lomé Convention. These allow ACP coun-

• Agreemen t on Technical Barriers to Trade 

• Agreemen t on the Implementation of Article VI 
of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(1994)-Anti-dumping 

• Agreemen t on Import Licensing Procedures 

• Agreemen t on Subsidies and Countervailing 
Measures 

• Agreemen t on Safeguards 



tries to export their fish products to the EU without 
having to pay the impor t taxe s applied t o fisherie s 
exports from other countries. The margins of prefer-
ence enjoye d b y AC P exporter s unde r Cotono u 
depend on the trade regime applied to fishery prod -
ucts from competing countries.5 

These ACP tariff preferences will continue until 
the en d o f 2007. The E U i s seeking t o replace th e 
current non-reciproca l preference s wit h WTO -
compatible Economi c Partnershi p Agreement s 
(EPAs) that would begin in January 2008. 

Cotonou and provisions dealing with fisheries 
agreements 

Fisheries agreements are dealt with in Part 3 of the 
Cotonou Convention, under Title II: Economic and 
Trade Co-operation , Chapte r 6 : Co-operatio n i n 
other areas. Article 53 on Fishery Agreements stipu-
lates that: 

• Th e Parties  declare their willingness to negotiate fish-
ery agreements  aimed  at  guaranteeing  sustainable 
and mutually satisfactory  conditions  for fishing activ-
ities in ACP States. 

• In  the  conclusion  or  implementation  of  such  agree-
ments, the  ACP States  shall  not discriminate  against 
the Community or  among the  Member States,  with-
out prejudice to special arrangements between  devel-
oping States within the  same geographical area, includ-
ing reciprocal fishing arrangements, nor shall the Com-
munity discriminate  against ACP States. ' 

ACP-EU Fisheries  (Partnership)  Agreements 
and their  influence  on  ACP-EU fish  trade 

ACP states have netted considerable financial bene-
fits from EU compensation payments made through 
bilateral fisherie s acces s agreements . Thi s i s far i n 
excess of the financial value of aid disbursements to 
the fishing sector made through development cooper-
ation programmes. Fisheries agreement negotiation s 
therefore dominate in EU-ACP fisheries relations. 

However, questions have been raised abou t th e 
sustainability of such agreements signed with coun-
tries wher e resource s ar e alread y full y o r over -
exploited and where there is therefore n o surplus of 
resources to be offered. In  such cases, the signing of 
access agreement s ha s tende d t o exacerbat e prob -
lems of over-exploitation and has generated compe-
tition with the national fisheries secto r of the ACP 
country concerned. In certain cases, it has also gen-
erated competition for markets. 

To addres s thes e issues , i n Jun e 2004 , th e E U 
Council adopte d conclusion s o n a n Integrate d 
Framework fo r Fisherie s Partnershi p Agreement s 
(FPAs) wit h Thir d Countries . Throug h FPAs , th e 
EU is proposing to change the approach it adopts in 
its bilateral fisheries acces s agreements, particularly 
those signe d with ACP countries , i n order t o con -
tribute to responsible fishing i n the mutual interes t 
of the partie s concerned . FPA s aim both t o ensur e 
that th e interest s o f the E U distant-water fleet  ar e 
protected and to strengthen conditions necessary to 
achieve sustainable  fisherie s i n th e water s o f th e 
partner country concerned. 

Box 2. What are ACP-EU fisheries 
access agreements? 

In th e mid-1970 s a n increasin g numbe r o f coasta l 
states established exclusive economic zones6 (EEZ) by 
extending their jurisdiction ou t to sea from 3-12 t o 
200 nautica l miles . This brought almost 90% of the 
world's exploitable fish resources under the control of 
coastal states . The fleets o f the E U member states, 
which had traditionally fished in the waters of other 
countries, suddenly found themselves barred. To ensure 
continuity o f acces s for thei r fleets , fisheries agree-

ments were concluded between the EU and the third 
countries concerned. 

Currently, the E U has 18 fisheries access agreements 
with AC P countries. I n exchang e fo r financia l com-
pensation provide d b y the EU , ACP states allow EU 
fleets access to their surplus resources (in theory those 
that ar e no t exploite d b y th e coasta l state) . Since 
1994,7 an d a s part o f the compensatio n payments , 
provisions were included in the fisheries access agree-
ments to address such development issues as fishery 
management an d regulation , support t o th e small -
scale fisheries sector, local landings, etc. 
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Box 3. Sources of information on 
ACP-EU fisheries agreements 

Websites 

• Europ a - Fisherie s and Maritime Affairs -
Bilateral agreements 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_ 
publ/factsheets/facts/en/pcp4_2.htm 

• Agritrad e web portal : ACP-EU fisheries relations 

• http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/agreements / 
index.htm 

• Coalitio n for Fair Fisheries Arrangements 
http://www.cape-cffa.org/ 

Studies, reports 

• Evaluatio n of the fisheries agreements 
concluded by the European Community' , 
Ifremer, 1999 

• http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc _ 
et_publ/liste_publi/studies/rsen.pdf 

• 'Adoptio n of Council conclusions on an 
integrated framework for fisheries partnership 
agreements with third countries' 

• http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/04 / 
st11/st11485-re01.en04.pdf 

• 'ACP-E U Fisheries relations: Towards greater 
sustainability, summary report' , CTA, 2003 
http://www.cta.int/events2003/fisheries/ 
General%20report-EN.pdf 

However, a s exemplified b y the lates t EU-Morocc o 
fisheries partnership agreement, signed in July 2005, 
EU compensation wil l also help create a favourable 
environment (resource s management , research , 
control, etc. ) for th e EU fishing fleet's  activities , 
which may increasingly take place under joint ven-
tures with local partners. 
Relevance of fisheries to the ACP countries 

The EU provides ACP states with their most lucra-
tive markets for fish, accounting for around 75 % of 

ACP fishery exports by value. 
Fisheries products are one of the few areas where 

ACP countrie s hav e see n thei r participatio n i n 
world trade increase. In 2003, the value of ACP fish 
exports to the EU exceeded€ 1.74 billion, with some 
€ 1.2 1 billio n worth of unprocessed fish and €0.53 
billion worth of processed fish. 

The main ACP fish exports are: 

• Fresh , chilled and frozen fishery products - thes e 
account for about 60% by volume and about 50% 
by value of ACP fish exports. 

Figure 1. EU imports of processed and unprocessed fish in value (2003 ) 

Source: 'Overview of Economic Partnershi p Agreements (EPAs ) and related fisherie s issues' , Lisa Mackie , DC Trade, presented a t the 
expert meetin g 'AC P EU Fisheries relation s -  Maximisin g socio-economi c benefit s for the ACP fisheries communities ' organise d by 
ACP sec/COMSEC/CTA Decembe r 200 4 
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• Canne d fish , whic h account s fo r abou t 20 % by 
volume and 18 % by value of ACP fish exports. 

• Canne d or frozen shellfish (crustacean s and mol-
luscs), which accoun t fo r abou t 11 % by volume 
and 30% by value of ACP fish exports. 

• Dried , salted or smoked fish, which account s fo r 
some 4% by volume and 3% by value of ACP fish 
exports. 

Key fisheries issues for ACP countries 

At AC P level , ther e i s considerabl e scop e fo r 
improving th e contributio n o f fisheries t o povert y 
reduction strategies. An important aspect to be noted 
is the central role that th e ACP's artisanal fisherie s 
sector's activities play in food security , job creatio n 
and, increasingly, foreign exchange earnings. 

ACP countries are therefore faced with a double 
challenge: the sustainable management of their fish-
eries resources and increasing and redistributing the 
benefits derived from these resources. 

Sustainable management of fisheries resources 
The key issue in fisheries for ACP countries today is 
declining fis h catche s du e t o over-fishin g b y bot h 
national and foreign fleets. 

Over-fishing has various causes: the non-existence 
of AC P nationa l policie s an d th e lac k o f clearl y 
defined resourc e access rights; the increasing use of 
unselective an d destructiv e fishin g method s (suc h 
as trawling and dynamite fishing); and general over-
capacity o f the fishing fleets , both i n the industria l 
(national and foreign) an d artisanal sectors. It must 
be noted tha t over-capacit y i n th e fishin g fleet s o f 
the (foreign ) develope d countries ' fleet s tha t fis h 
within ACP EEZs, as in the case of the EU, has been 
fuelled by massive subsidies. 

Many AC P countrie s als o suffe r fro m 'IUU ' 
(illegal, unregulated and unreported) fishing activi -
ties. IUU fishing has important ecological as well as 
socio-economic impacts . A  recen t report, 8 base d 
on case studies from 1 0 ACP coastal countries, esti-
mates tha t th e averag e valu e o f IU U catche s i n 
these countrie s i s 23 % o f th e valu e o f declare d 
catches. 

Creation and redistribution of benefits from 
fisheries resources 
To be able to draw benefits from fish resources, pro-
vided they ar e managed i n a  sustainable way, ACP 
countries are also faced with issues concerning value 
adding and market access. 

Value adding: In the cas e of ACP small-scal e pro-
cessing activities, adding value operations also serve 
to increase the shelf life of the fish products, making 
it more transportable and therefore mor e accessible 
to, for example, inland populations. 

In most ACP countries there is a need for invest-
ment i n infrastructure -  basi c infrastructure (water , 
electricity) as well as fish processing infrastructure -
in order t o increas e th e valu e derived fro m fisher y 
resources. Improving the returns from value-addin g 
fish processin g demand s a n understandin g o f th e 
markets an d thei r dynamic s a t bot h regiona l an d 
international levels , a s wel l a s th e facilitatio n o f 
regional integration in ACP states. 

Market access : Market-access issue s arise for AC P 
countries bot h a t regiona l an d internationa l level , 
notably with regard to EU market access. 

• Issues for regional market access 
The potentia l o f regional fis h trad e i n ACP coun -
tries is yet to be fully realised . I t should be encour -
aged with a  gradual dismantling of existing barriers 
to trade . These includ e th e lac k of transport infra -
structure, impor t tariff s an d burdensom e bureau -
cratic measures. 

• Issues for EU market access 
Tariffs elimination  - Erosion  of  AC P margins  of 
preference 
Although no consensus has been reached, it is likely 
that unde r WT O rules , impor t dutie s o n fis h an d 
fishery products will be further reduced . As a conse-
quence, AC P countrie s margin s o f preference wil l 
be eroded. 

In th e cas e o f th e EU , th e mai n AC P tradin g 
partner fo r fisherie s products , trad e negotiation s 
may provid e longe r implementatio n time s fo r th e 
liberalisation o f fish trad e o r mechanisms fo r com -
pensation. Reducing  tarif f escalatio n betwee n ra w 
fish and processed fish products is also needed. This 
is particularly importan t whe n AC P fis h product s 
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can't mee t th e rule s o f origi n requirements , an d 
must pay high tariffs . 

Technical barriers - Sanitary  and phytosanitary issues 
Non-tariff barriers , particularl y sanitar y an d phy -
tosanitary standards , increasingl y presen t obstacle s 
to AC P exports . Suc h non-tarif f barrier s ar e fre -
quently linked to technical standards or procedures. 

Two WT O agreement s ar e o f particula r rele -
vance: on e o n Technica l Barrier s t o Trade ' an d 
another on 'Sanitary and Phytosanitary issues'. 

Rules of origin (ROO) requirements 
Duty-free acces s for fishery product s i s qualified b y 
the rules of origin applied to fishery products under 
the Cotonou Agreement (Protocol I, Annex V). To 
obtain duty-free access , ACP fishery product s must 
be 'wholly obtained' in the ACP state concerned, as 
defined b y Article 3. The main criteria for definin g 
'originating products ' ar e registratio n an d flag , 
ownership and crewing arrangements on the fishing 
vessels an d factor y ships , whic h basicall y mus t b e 
either Europea n o r ACP , therefor e discriminatin g 
against third countries. 

The restriction s impose d b y the rule s o f origi n 
have fo r lon g been a  source o f contention i n EU -
ACP fisheries relations, in particular with respect to 
the valuable tuna fishery. The way 'originating fish' 
is defined effectivel y force s ACP processors to pur-
chase from EU high-priced suppliers (as they do not 

Box 4. Sources of information 

On Sustainable Management of Fisheries 
resources 

FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries 
www.fao.org/fi/agreem/codecond/codecon.asp 

FAO database on capture fisheries, aquaculture 
and trade 
www.fao.org/fi/statist/FISOFT/FISHPLUS.asp 

Fishbase 
www.fishbase.org/home.htm 

UNEP - Impact s of Trade-Related Policies on 
Fisheries and Measures Required for their 
Sustainable Managemen t 
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have their own tuna fleets and fish from third coun-
try vessels is not 'originating') , i n order to produce 
originating tuna products. 

This limit s th e expansio n o f AC P processin g 
activities by restricting their possible source markets 
for raw products and creates an incentiv e fo r AC P 
states to grant EU vessels preferential access to their 
EEZs so as to ensur e tha t thei r tun a cannerie s ar e 
supplied wit h 'originatin g tuna' . Th e preferentia l 
margin offere d t o th e AC P state s fo r originatin g 
canned tuna (and the relatively high price they pay 
for the raw material) coul d therefore b e considered 
as a form of upstream subsidies to EU vessels via fish-
ery access agreements rather than a trade concession 
to ACP states. The ACP countries have demanded 
that al l catche s don e i n thei r water s (i.e . withi n 
their national jurisdiction) should enjoy originating 
status regardless of ownership of the vessel. To date, 
however, the EU has failed to respond to these ACP 
requests. 

Impact/relevance for  specific ACP sub-groups 

In orde r t o defin e pertinen t AC P sub-groups , i t i s 
useful to consider various issues: 

Nature and extent of fisheries resources Thi s will 
often var y according to the geographica l area . The 
main AC P commercia l fisherie s resource s includ e 
demersal9 species - i n particular shrimp and cephalo-

www.unep.ch/etu/etp/events/upcming/15March 
_fisheries.htm 

On Trade aspects, value  adding, etc 

Agritrade porta l - fisherie s (CTA) 

Market Access section: 
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/market_access/ 

WTO section: 
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/wto/index.htm 

FAO/NORAD Fish  Trade  for the People 
www.tradefoodfish.org 

CLOBEFISH 
www.globefish.org/entry_infopeche.htm 



pods (octopu s an d squid) ; and pelagic 10 species, i n 
particular tuna, sardines, sardinellas, etc. 

Rich fishin g ground s attrac t th e interes t o f 
distant-water fishing fleets,  like the European , tha t 
will try and get access to them through, for example, 
the signing of fisheries agreements. 

ACP countrie s wit h ric h fishin g ground s ar e 
also, in most cases, important partners for fish trade 
with the EU, as reflected i n the shares of EU import 
from the various EPA regions. 

Profile of the national fisheries sector Th e impor-
tance of small-scale and/or large-scale fishing and/or 
processing sector s varie s fo r differen t AC P states . 
On one hand, these ACP fishing/processing sector s 
will be interested in being able to export to the EU, 
Asian and other markets . On th e other , ther e ma y 
be som e conflict s o f interes t concernin g acces s t o 
fish resource s betwee n nationa l fleet s an d th e E U 
and other foreign distant-water fleets. 

Taking note of the above issues , it is possible to 
categorise AC P state s according  t o th e issue s they 
share in their fisheries relations with the EU.11 

Countries with an ACP-EU fisheries agreemen t 
Depending on the typ e of fish resources , two kinds 
of fisheries acces s agreements hav e bee n signe d by 
the E U with AC P countries : tuna agreement s an d 
mixed12 agreements. 

Issues arising for countries having signed a Tuna 
Agreement with the EU Th e tuna species of great-
est commercia l importanc e ar e highl y migratory , 

and move between waters under the national juris-
diction o f som e coasta l AC P state s an d inter -
national waters . Thi s migrator y habi t provide s 
considerable challenges for ACP states, particularly 
for small islands with large EEZs, particularly as con-
cerns monitorin g an d controllin g th e activitie s o f 
EU (and other foreign) vessels, and verifying whether 
the catches of tuna are being made within or outside 
their respectiv e EEZs . A s th e compensatio n pay -
ments mad e throug h th e ACP-E U tun a fisherie s 
agreements are set, pro rata, according to the level of 
catches made, this may create an incentive for vessel 
operators to under-report their catches. 

In this regard, the recent introductio n o f vessel 
monitoring, surveillance and control systems (MCS) 
that us e satellite-base d positionin g systems , i s a n 
important development . However , the surveillanc e 
information i s only o f valu e i f i t i s provided o n a 
continuous an d real-tim e basis . It s effectivenes s i s 
also highly dependent on the capacity of the coastal 
state to back up such systems with patrol vessels and 
the ability to monitor catches directly. The latter is 
more readily achieved i f there are enforceable com -
pulsory local landing provisions integral to the fish-
eries agreement. 

Generally, th e E U tun a flee t operatin g unde r 
ACP-EU tun a fisherie s agreement s doe s not com -
pete with local ACP fishing fleets, either on markets 
or fishing zones . However, some technical develop-
ments in the artisanal fishing secto r (i n Senegal, in 
the Pacific ) allowin g small-scal e raft s t o fish u p t o 
the high seas, may increase such competition in the 

Table 1 . EPA regions and percentage of total EU fish imports (in value, 2003) 

EPA regions % of total EU fish imports 
(in value, 2003) 

ECOWAS + Mauritania 
ESA 
SADC 
Caribbean 
Pacific 
CEMAC 

38% 
32% 
25% 

3% 
1% 
1% 

Source: 'Overview of Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) and related fisheries issues', Lisa Mackie, DG Trade, presented at the 
expert meeting ACP EU Fisheries relations - Maximisin g socio-economic benefits for the ACP fisheries communities' organised by 
ACP sec/COMSEC/CTA December 2004 
www.cta.int/events2004/fish/docs/DC%20Trade-en.pdf 
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future. In some cases, the sustainability of tuna fish-
ing operations has been questioned , particularl y i n 
the cas e o f tun a fishin g operation s usin g purs e 
seines13 and fish aggregating devices,14 as these oper-
ations tend to take significant levels of by-catch and 
juvenile tuna. 

ACP countrie s havin g signe d a  tun a fisherie s 
agreement with the EU are mainly from two regions: 

Indian Ocean 
ACP countries in the India n Ocean lik e Comoros, 
Madagascar, Mozambique , and the Seychelles have 
important (seasonal ) tun a resources . Th e fisherie s 
relations with the EU are based on tuna agreements. 
In the case of the Comoros and Seychelles, in 2004 
each signed an FPA with the EU. 

The distanc e an d exten t o f th e India n Ocea n 
fishing grounds necessitate the use of local ports by 
the EU fleets fo r refuelling an d othe r requirement s 
(transhipping, provisioning , maintenance , etc) . 
These agreement s ar e als o importan t fo r th e loca l 
export processin g secto r (tun a canning ) tha t i s 
highly dependent on the supply from EU vessels for 
exporting to EU market. 

Pacific Ocean 
There are three tuna fisheries agreements with ACP 
countries i n th e Pacifi c Ocea n (Kiribati , th e 
Solomon Island s an d th e Federate d State s o f 
Micronesia (FSM) 15). For the countries concerned , 
the financial compensation provided makes a signif-
icant contributio n t o overal l government revenue . 
It's interestin g t o note that , unlik e othe r fisheries -
rich ACP regions, the Pacific only accounts for 1% 
of fish imports onto the EU market. This can be par-
tially explained by the fact that EU fleets have only 
recently starte d fishin g i n Pacifi c waters , and that , 
with notabl e exceptions , th e Pacifi c Islan d State s 
generally lac k thei r ow n tun a fleets  an d tun a pro -
cessing sectors . Other fleet s -  notabl y th e U S an d 
Japan, are active there, supplying their own markets. 

Issues arisin g for ACP countrie s having signed a 
mixed agreemen t with  th e E U Th e mai n AC P 
region where mixed agreements have been signed is 
West Africa, includin g the agreements with Mauri-
tania, Senegal, Guinea Bissau, Guinea, Ivory Coast, 
and Gabon. 

10 NAVIGATIN G NE W WATERS 

Here E U fishin g operation s ma y compet e 
directly wit h loca l AC P fishin g sector s bot h fo r 
resources and markets. There are a number of issues 
arising from such competition. These include: 

• by-catc h and its utilisation; 

• acces s to the EU market; and 

• capacit y for monitoring, control and surveillance 
(MCS). 

Certain fishin g activities , notabl y praw n trawling , 
generate significant quantities of by-catch. Such by-
catch may consist of both high and low-value non-
target species, and of juvenile fish of both target and 
non-target species. From an economic point of view, 
by-catch o f valuable non-targe t specie s by EU ves-
sels represents an economic loss to the ACP states. 
From a social and economic point of view, compul-
sory landing s o f low-valu e non-targe t specie s ma y 
disrupt loca l markets and undermine th e economi c 
viability o f local artisana l fisheries . Fro m a  conser-
vation perspective , hig h level s o f by-catc h ma y 
damage th e ecosyste m an d undermin e fisherie s 
sustainability. 

In some cases ACP states fish catching and pro-
cessing sector s compet e directl y wit h E U fisher y 
enterprises fo r acces s t o lucrativ e value-adde d 
export markets . I n suc h cases , particularl y wher e 
there i s resourc e scarcit y an d over-fishing , AC P 
states ma y fin d th e cost s o f complianc e wit h E U 
hygiene and food safet y regulation s too high. They 
may therefore have no choice but to enter into fish-
eries agreements. 

Effective monitoring , contro l an d surveillanc e 
programmes are also highly important for providing 
good informatio n fo r fisheries management , an d t o 
regulate fishing activities . There ar e various meth -
ods tha t ca n b e used t o verif y bot h catc h siz e and 
location wher e catche s wer e made , includin g on -
board observe r programmes , compulsor y landin g 
provisions, vesse l monitorin g system s (VMS) , an d 
log books . However , ofte n AC P state s lac k th e 
capacity t o implemen t suc h programmes , an d lac k 
access to log books and 'rea l time ' full informatio n 
from VMS. 

Many Wes t Africa n states j hav e importan t 
small-scale fisheries, providing an important sourc e 



of livelihood and food security . There i s evidence16 

that EU and other foreign fishing activities compete 
both directl y (fo r spac e an d resources ) an d indi -
rectly (for markets) with these ACP industries. 

The Wes t Africa n fishin g ground s provid e th e 
basis o f th e so-calle d 'pay , fis h an d go ' EU-AC P 
fisheries agreements 17 that are , with notable excep-
tions (Cap e Verd e ha s a  tuna agreemen t wit h th e 
EU), mixe d agreements . The proximit y o f the E U 
(notably th e por t o f La s Palma s i n th e Canar y 
Islands) mean s tha t E U fishing fleets  prefe r no t t o 
land their fish locally . This in turn means that loca l 
landing provisions set up in the access agreements18 

are either no t respected , o r that onl y lower quality 
fish is landed. 

ACP countrie s with  n o acces s agreement s Th e 
reason wh y som e AC P coasta l countrie s hav e n o 
fisheries access agreements with the EU is that there 
is not sufficient mutua l interes t for establishing EU 
vessels access to these ACP states' resources. Either, 
as in the case of South Africa , Namibi a or Angola, 
the ACP Ssate has refused t o sign a fisheries agree -
ment, preferrin g t o have anothe r basi s for it s rela -
tions with the EU . Or, as in the cas e of the Carib -
bean, the limited exten t o f fishery resource s means 
that EU vessels have little interest in fisheries access 
agreements. 

Box 5. Tanzania: The 'discovery' of a 
tuna fishery promotes the negotiation 
of a fisheries partnership agreement 
with the EU 

Until recently , Tanzania n water s wer e considere d 
poor in tuna resources . But, over the past three years, 
the training of Tanzanian fisheries inspectors, thanks 
to th e Monitoring, Contro l an d Surveillance (MCS) 
programme, funde d b y the SADC an d the EU, ha s 
revealed the existence o f tuna resource s that coul d 
be worth as much as 200 million US$ . 

Already, the highly visible patrol s hav e resulte d in a 
massive increas e in licensing revenues . In 2002, 12 
foreign tuna boat s were licensed to fish off Tanzania. 

The case of the Southern African region 
There ar e tw o ke y AC P state s i n th e Souther n 
African regio n with rich fishery resources , but with 
no fisherie s agreemen t wit h th e EU . Thes e ar e 
Namibia and the Republic of South Africa (RSA) . 
Namibia and RSA are the top two ACP exporters of 
fishery product s t o th e E U (b y bot h volum e an d 
value) an d ar e ke y player s i n th e regiona l SAD C 
grouping, with importan t export-oriente d catchin g 
and processing sectors. In both countries, the national 
fisheries policies favour foreign involvement in their 
fisheries through private joint-venture arrangements, 
but no t throug h forma l bilatera l fisherie s agree -
ments. In the case of RSA, though, bilateral fisheries 
agreements with Portugal and Spain are still in place, 
that pre-date these countries' EU accession. 

In the case of RSA, the recent free trad e agree-
ment (th e Trad e Developmen t an d Co-operatio n 
Agreement (TDCA) , signed i n 1999 ) with the EU 
ties trad e liberalisatio n i n fisher y product s t o th e 
signing of a mutually beneficial fisheries agreement . 
To dat e RS A ha s decline d t o sig n suc h a n agree -
ment, with implications for market access to the EU 
for it s fisherie s products . Thi s means  tha t eithe r 
South Afric a wil l need t o explore alternativ e mar -
kets, find alternativ e (e.g . regional) avenue s to th e 
EU market, or yield to EC pressure to sign an agree-
ment if it wants tariff-free acces s to the EU market. 

That number jumped to 84 when the foreign fishing 
fleets realise d that Tanzanian authoritie s hav e regu-
lar patrols in their EEZ . One of the ke y intervention s 
of the MCS programme has been to persuade the EU 
registered purse-seine r flee t to report it s catches to 
the Tanzanian fisheries authorities. This has revealed 
that, durin g the peak fishin g season , up to 10,00 0 
tons o f tun a i s bein g caugh t i n Tanzania' s EE Z 
weekly. 

The reveale d existenc e o f such ric h tun a resource s 
and the fact that E U fishing boat s are highly activ e 
in Tanzanian water s hav e probabl y bee n instrumen -
tal factors in the negotiations that are now ongoin g 
for the signing of a Fisheries Partnership Agreemen t 
between the E U and Tanzania. 
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The case of the Caribbean 
In the case of the Caribbean , th e limite d exten t of 
their fishery resources and the geographical proxim-
ity of the USA restrict the importance of their fish-
ery relations with the EU. To date there i s no fish -
eries agreement betwee n a  Caribbean countr y an d 
the EU. However, th e Bahama s and Surina m hav e 
significant annua l expor t earnings from thei r trad e 
in fishery products with the EU, placing them in the 
league of the to p twenty fish exportin g ACP state s 
to the EU. 

Key issues where broad all-ACP consensus 
could be built 

Areas wher e broa d all-AC P consensu s coul d b e 
built i n fisherie s hav e bee n explore d o n variou s 
recent occasions.19 They include: 

A. The need for improved fisheries management : 
Two particula r aspect s wher e consensu s coul d b e 
reached are: 

• Fisherie s researc h for sustainabl e managemen t 
of resource s Give n th e scarcit y o f human an d 
financial resource s i n AC P countries , fisherie s 
research needs to focus on providing informatio n 
to be used for fisheries management, both at ACP 
national an d regiona l level . Thi s practicall y 
oriented fisherie s researc h mus t contribut e t o 
formulating the regulatory mechanisms necessary 
for adjustin g fishin g capacit y i n lin e with avail -
able resource s an d stoc k productivity . I t shoul d 
also hel p addres s polic y issue s arisin g fo r th e 
sector, suc h a s the allocatio n o f acces s right s t o 
resources and the integration of artisanal fisheries 
into national economy. 

Common challenge s facin g AC P fisherie s 
research include : primary data collection (quali -
tative an d quantitativ e aspects) ; th e develop -
ment of an understanding of marine eco-systems, 
and an ecosystems approach to fisheries manage-
ment; harmonisation of systems for data analysis 
at regional level and the capacity to disseminate 
the research results on a regular basis; the incor -
poration of social, environmental and economi c 
data int o fisherie s analysi s an d managemen t 
decision taking ; and th e setting up of structure s 
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and mechanism s t o enabl e dialogu e betwee n 
researchers, fishery managers and the profession-
als (i n particula r th e me n an d wome n fro m 
coastal fishing communities). 

• Monitoring , contro l an d surveillanc e Man y 
coastal AC P countrie s hav e sizeabl e EEZ s t o 
police, particularly islan d states . Bu t the y ofte n 
lack the capacity to do so in an efficient way. This 
leads to IUU (Illegal , Unreported, Unregulated ) 
fishing. I t also creates difficulties fo r ACP state s 
to asses s th e quantitie s an d valu e o f th e fis h 
caught by local and distant-water fishing fleets in 
its EEZ. 

The harmonisation o f measures to fight IU U 
fishing a t regiona l leve l i s a  priorit y fo r mos t 
ACP coastal countries, including: agreement on 
the righ t t o pursue,20 joint surveillanc e mission s 
(at sea and aeria l surveillance), regional registe r 
of offending fishin g vessels , and th e harmonisa -
tion o f legislatio n o n technica l measure s (pro -
hibited fishing gears, infractions and sanctions). 

B. Th e nee d t o creat e a n enablin g environmen t 
for maximising benefits from the fisheries sec-
tor: 

Particular attentio n need s to be given to small and 
medium-scale enterprise s (SMEs) , includin g th e 
artisanal sector,21 both i n the catching and process-
ing sub-sectors, as these SMEs form th e vast major -
ity of ACP enterprises in the fisheries sector. 

Two aspects deserve special attention: 

• Improvemen t o f valu e addin g operation s I n 
general, ACP countries have an interest in devel-
oping joint venture s with European operator s i n 
fish processing , i n orde r t o creat e a  loca l adde d 
value, rather than develop projects i n the catch-
ing sector. Through joint ventures Europeans can 
bring capital and know-how, which i s needed t o 
create new processing plants or rehabilitate exist-
ing ones for the processing of fisheries products. 

• Improvin g access for ACP fish products to EU 
markets Ther e is a general ACP concern that, as 
preferences are eroded: 

- Som e EU tuna fleets may be replaced by other 
fleets wit h low running cost s and poor labou r 



conditions, whic h transhi p o n th e hig h seas , 
and therefore do not land in ACP harbours. 

- AC P states , especiall y smal l islan d states , 
would be the net losers as they will not be able 
to compete, and the value adding will be done 
elsewhere. 

Key issues where divergences  are  likely  to 
exist between  ACP  countries 

Key areas of divergence between ACP countries will 
depend on: 

• th e extent to which ACP populations depend on 
fishery resources for food and livelihood, and the 
extent t o whic h AC P state s depen d o n th e 
foreign exchang e earning s fro m th e fishery . Fo r 
example, althoug h Mauritani a i s no t a  larg e 
fish-consuming country , a n importan t export -
oriented artisana l fisher y fo r octopu s ha s devel -
oped. I t als o depend s t o a  larg e exten t o n rev -
enues from fisherie s agreement s and fish export s 
for debt service . Neighbouring Senega l i s highly 
dependent on fish as a source of food and needs to 
balance it s requiremen t fo r foreig n exchang e 
from fis h export s an d fisher y acces s agreement s 

Box 6. In short ... 

In their fisheries relations with the EU, ACP countries 
are faced with a  double challenge : managing thei r 
fisheries resources sustainably and increasing/redis-
tributing the benefits derived from these resources. 

ACP countries hav e an opportunity to address such 
challenges through their fisheries relations with the 
EU. Issue s t o b e resolve d i n tha t contex t include : 
organisation o f the access to ACP fish resource s for 
the variou s users , figh t agains t IU U fishing , th e 
improvement of regiona l marke t access for fisheries 
products, sanitary and phyto-sanitary issues, rules of 
origin requirements, etc. 

The hig h diversit y o f ACP fisheries profile s (natur e 
and exten t o f thei r resources , development o f th e 
national fisherie s sector , politica l priorities ) hav e 

with the requirements of its population for fish as 
food and livelihood; 

• th e natur e o f the fisher y resources . Some coun -
tries, like Cape Verde , have rich tuna resources . 
Others, like Senegal, have a rich variety of other 
resources. Th e natur e o f th e resourc e an d th e 
state of stocks will determine the level of interest 
in th e E U fo r havin g a  fisherie s agreemen t (o r 
not), thu s necessitatin g differen t approache s t o 
negotiating with the EU; 

• th e policy decisions of the ACP state with regard 
to th e developmen t o f the loca l fisheries sector , 
and in particular the attitude on value-added pro-
cessing. Several ACP states have invested in tuna 
canning an d othe r export-oriente d processin g 
operations. Ye t othe r AC P state s hav e forme d 
joint-venture arrangements . 

• th e respons e o f AC P state s t o th e RO O estab -
lished by the EU. In many ACP state s the loca l 
fishing sector s are either not capable of catching 
fish to the specifications require d by export mar-
kets, o r ar e no t geare d u p t o proces s it . Thes e 
countries, particularl y thos e wit h tuna-cannin g 
industries, have to rely on EU vessels to catch the 

resulted in a variety of fisheries relations with the EU, 
often dependin g o n th e interest s o f E U fleets t o 
access ACP resources through fisheries agreements. 

Taking int o accoun t thi s diversit y o f relations , it' s 
however possible to define key issues where all-ACP 
consensus coul d b e built , suc h a s th e nee d fo r 
improved fisheries managemen t (research, Monitor-
ing, Surveillance and Control) and the need to create 
a favourable environment for the profitable exploita-
tion of their resources (improvement of value adding 
operations, improvemen t o f AC P fis h products ' 
access to EU markets). 

One need s also to recognis e that divergence s ma y 
arise between ACP countries, on issues such as the 
signing of access agreements with the EU, the choice 
of developmen t mode l fo r thei r nationa l fisheries , 
the review of the ROO. 
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fish an d EU-base d companie s t o proces s th e catc h 
ashore. Suc h countrie s ma y tak e a  laissez-fair e 
approach t o negotiation s o n ROO . Others , wh o 
want to develop their fleets and the fisheries withi n 
their EEZs , may want t o re-negotiate RO O s o that 
any locally processed fish that is caught within their 
EEZs (and not just that caught by EU member states 
or ACP state vessels) qualifies for originating status. 

Relevance of fisheries to the EU and its 
likely position 

Key issues for the EU (and its member 
states) in fisheries 

The tw o main features o f EU fisheries o f relevance 
for ACP states are: 

• resourc e depletion in EU waters, where there has 
been a  failur e t o achiev e a  sustainabl e balanc e 
between resource s and thei r productivity o n th e 
one hand and fishing effort on the other; and 

• increasin g E U dependenc e o n externa l fis h 
supplies to meet th e demands of both it s market 
(processing and consumption) and fishing sectors 
(employment and investment). 

The declinin g stoc k level s i n E U waters , an d th e 
growing suppl y defici t i n th e marketplac e ar e th e 
main force s drivin g E U externa l fishin g policy . It s 
fishing policy for ACP countries is therefore drive n 
by the need to gain access to ACP fishery resources 
(both fishin g ground s an d fisher y products) . Th e 
fishery situatio n i n th e E U toda y (over-capacity , 
depleted resources , suppl y deficit , etc. ) i s bot h 
potentially promising and perilous for ACP states. 

Today about 60% of fish consumed or processed 
in the EU comes from outside EU waters. The grow-
ing demand for fish i s for both quantity and quality. 
Food safet y standard s hav e bee n established , an d 
strict controls are applied to ensure compliance with 
sanitary an d phytosanitar y standards . Thes e stan -
dards provid e a  stron g chec k o n th e potentia l fo r 

Box 7. EU communications in relation 
to fisheries relations with ACP 
countries 

Communication from The Commission to the 
Council and The European Parliament on Fisheries 
and Poverty Reduction Brussels , 8.11.2000 
COM(2000) 724 final 
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/ 
site/en/com/2000/com2000_0724en01.pdf 

Council Resolution on Fisheries and Poverty 
Reduction. Brussels, November 2001. 
http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/04/stll/ 
St11485-re01.en04.pdf 

Creen Paper on The Future of The Common 
Fisheries Policy. Brussels, 20.3.2001 COM(2001 ) 
135 final 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/greenpaper 
/green/volume1 _en.pdf 

Communication from The Commission on the 
reform of the Common Fisheries Policy ('Roadmap') 
Brussels, 28.5.2002 COM(2002 ) 18 1 final 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_ 

publ/factsheets/legal_texts/docscom/en/com_ 
02_181_en.pdf 

Communication from the Commission. Community 
Action Plan for the Eradication of Illegal, 
Unreported and Unregulated Fishing , COM(2002) 
180 final, 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_ 
publ/factsheets/legal_texts/docscom/en/com_ 
02_180_en.pdf 

Communication from the Commission on an 
Integrated Framewor k for Fisheries Partnership 
Agreements with Third Countries. Brussels, 
23.12.2002. COM(2002) 63 7 final . Commission of 
the European Communities. 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_ 
publ/factsheets/legal_texts/docscom/en/com_ 
02_637_en.pdf 

Council Conclusions on an Integrated Framework 
for Fisheries Partnership Agreements with Third 
Countries. Brussels, 19.07.04, final (see page 22) 
http://ue.eu.int/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/press 
Data/en/agricult/81505.pdf 
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ACP states to benefit from any value addition to its 
fishery products . These standards may also encour -
age th e expor t o f fis h i n a  ra w o r semi-processe d 
form, where, given the reduced number of fish han -
dling operations, i t may be less costly for ACP pro-
ducers to ensure compliance with SPS standards. 

Key fisheries provisions in existing EU 
agreements22 

Existing EU agreements address three main issues: 

1. fisher y access for EU vessels (as in the case of all 
bilateral fisherie s agreements/fisherie s partner -
ship agreements); 

2. marke t acces s for thir d countr y product s on th e 
EU market (as in the case of the EU-RSA TDCA 
agreement, an d th e EU-Mexic o an d EU-Chil e 
agreements); and 

3. reciproca l arrangement s fo r investmen t i n fish -
ery enterprises (a s in the case of the Chile Asso-
ciation Agreement). 

Until recently , ther e wa s n o direc t o r otherwis e 
overt linkag e betwee n agreement s negotiate d fo r 
fisheries acces s an d agreement s governin g trad e 
relations. Whilst successive Lomé Conventions and 
the Cotonou Agreement contain provisions on fish-
eries agreements, these are not tied to market-access 
conditions fo r AC P states . However , i n it s mos t 
recent fre e trad e agreement s wit h countrie s tha t 
have important fisheries resources (RSA and Chile), 
the liberalisatio n o f trad e i n fisherie s product s i s 
linked to the opening up of third-country waters to 
EU fleet access (through fisheries agreements and/or 
investment). 

Bilateral fisheries agreements 
As par t o f th e compensatio n paymen t negotiate d 
under bilatera l fisherie s agreements , a  certain pro -
portion may be set against mutually agreed targeted 
actions'. These often includ e a number of important 
management and research provisions, and also occa-
sionally provision s fo r fisher y developmen t (arti -
sanal fisheries, upgrading fish processin g to comply 
with E U standards , etc.) . However , ther e i s n o 

obligation on the part of the ACP state to report on 
how these funds are spent. This lack of transparency 
is a major constraint to promoting good governance 
and to ensuring that fishery development objective s 
are met. To date no bilateral fisheries agreement has 
included provisions for trade in fishery products. 

The Euro-Mediterranean Association (MED) 
Agreements 
Since th e firs t Euro-Mediterranea n Conferenc e 
held i n November 1995 , the E U an d 1 2 Mediter -
ranean countrie s hav e bee n involve d i n talk s o n 
'Association Agreements' . T o date , te n bilatera l 
Association Agreements have been concluded with 
ten countries: Turkey (1995), Tunisia (1995) , Israel 
(1995), Morocco (1996) , Jordan (1997) , the Pales-
tinian Authorit y (1997) , Algeria (2001) , Lebano n 
(2002), Egyp t (2004) , an d Syri a (initialle d 2004 , 
pending Council signature). 

In those agreements where fisheries for m a  part 
(Algeria, Morocc o an d Tunisia) , th e mai n provi -
sions ar e include d unde r th e broade r are a o f Agri-
cultural and Fishery Products or under Agricultural, 
Fisheries an d Processe d Agricultura l Products . 
These cover two main areas:23 

• liberalisatio n o f trad e i n agricultural , fisherie s 
and processe d agricultura l product s (tarif f con -
cessions and tariff rate quota concessions) and 

• co-operatio n in agriculture and fisheries. 

The fishery product s to be imported t o the EU fre e 
of customs duties include salmon, herring, tuna, and 
various shellfish (crab , shrimp and prawns , lobster , 
mussels, etc.). 

The main aims of the co-operation aspects of the 
agreements are the modernisation of agriculture and 
fisheries, th e developmen t o f sea fishing an d aqua -
culture, diversificatio n o f output , promotio n o f 
environmentally friendl y form s o f fishing , evalua -
tion an d rationa l managemen t o f fish stocks , mod-
ernisation of infrastructure an d equipment, co-oper-
ation o n sanitar y an d phytosanitar y techniques , 
development o f packaging an d storag e techniques , 
and th e improvemen t o f privat e distributio n an d 
marketing chains. 
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The EU-Mexico Economic Partnership, Political 
Coordination and Cooperation Agreement (Global 
Agreement) 
The Economi c Partnership , Politica l Coordinatio n 
and Cooperatio n Agreement , als o know n a s th e 
Global Agreement , betwee n th e E U an d Mexic o 
was signe d o n 8  December , 199 7 an d cam e int o 
force in October 2000. 

For Mexican fishery product s imported int o th e 
EU, and wit h th e notabl e exceptio n o f tuna loins , 
tuna steaks and canned tuna, trade is to be fully lib-
eralised by 2010. Four schedules of timetables estab-
lish the periods over which tariff concessions are to 
be implemente d (3-1 0 years) . Specia l condition s 
apply t o tun a loin s an d tun a steaks/canne d tun a 
(tariff-quota concessions) . Likewise , tarif f conces -
sions and timetables are set for the import of fishery 
products from the EU to Mexico. 

The Globa l Agreemen t state s that : 'I n vie w of 
the socio-economi c importanc e o f thei r respectiv e 
fisheries sectors , th e Partie s undertak e t o develop 
closer co-operatio n i n thi s fiel d i n particula r 
through the conclusion of a sectoral fisheries agree-
ment, i n accordanc e wit h thei r respectiv e legisla -
tion, i f deeme d appropriate / T o dat e (Septembe r 
2005) no such agreement has been concluded. 

The TDCA with RSA 
In th e EU-RS A TDC A ther e i s a n explici t lin k 
between liberalisation of trade in fisheries product s 
and th e signin g o f a  fisherie s acces s agreement . 
Article 6 2 on Fisherie s states that : 'Co-operation  in 
this area shall aim at promoting sustainable management 
and use of fisheries resources... This will  be achieved 
by exchange of  information... These arrangements will 
be set out in a mutually beneficial fisheries agreement 
which the Parties undertake  to...  complete  as  soon as 
possible'. In  Titl e I I an d Anne x V  i t i s made clea r 
that the elimination of EU tariffs on South Africa n 
fisheries export s wil l only com e int o effec t onc e a 
fisheries agreemen t wit h th e E U ha s bee n con -
cluded. 

Even then tariff s ar e not immediatel y removed . 
Schedules ar e establishe d fo r th e progressiv e 
removal of tariffs on South African fisherie s export s 
over a  10-yea r period , wit h th e futur e o f tariff s o n 
the mos t valuabl e Sout h Africa n fisherie s exports , 
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hake, monkfish an d anchovy , being determined 'i n 
the ligh t of the conten t an d continuity o f the fish -
eries agreement'. Thus South African fish exporters 
will continue to face tariffs of between 8% and 15% 
on product s exporte d t o th e EU , unles s Sout h 
Africa conclude s a  fisherie s agreemen t tha t i s 
wholly acceptable to EU fishing interests. 

The EU-Chile Association Agreement 
The FT A with Chile , signed in November 2002 , is 
one o f the mos t recen t fre e trad e agreement s con -
cluded by the EU. The agreement contains recipro-
cal provisions for the liberalisation of trade in fish -
ery products. In th e cas e of Chile, for mos t fisher y 
products, wit h th e notabl e exceptio n o f hake an d 
some salmo n an d tun a products , tarif f barrier s ar e 
reduced to zero within four years , with a  maximum 
transitional perio d o f 1 0 years for 95 % of fisherie s 
products exported from Chile to the EU. For the rest 
(hake, salmon and tuna products), a system of tariff 
quotas applies. 

In the case of the EU, customs duties for all listed 
fishery product s ar e reduce d t o zer o o n th e entr y 
into force o f the agreement . There i s also a similar 
schedule of tariff quotas established for various fresh 
hake products , processe d salmo n product s (dried , 
salted, smoked) , an d processe d tun a (excludin g 
loins) and hake products of EU origin for import to 
Chile. 

In addition t o these provisions , ther e i s a sepa-
rate Protoco l o n Fishin g Enterprises . Thi s estab -
lishes condition s fo r Europea n investmen t i n th e 
Chilean fisheries sector . It sets out provisions under 
which th e Europea n owner s of Chilean companie s 
may register thei r vessels , buy license s an d quotas , 
and transfe r vessel s t o Chile . Th e condition s ar e 
fully reciprocal , accordin g t o th e nationa l law s of 
member states. 

The Protoco l o n Fishin g Enterprise s ha s fou r 
main components: 

• Condition s governin g ownershi p an d control , 
which on the one hand authorise EU companies 
to own a major stake in, and to control and man-
age new o r existing fishery enterprise s i n Chile ; 
and o n th e othe r authoris e reciproca l right s fo r 
Chilean companies in EU member states. 



• Condition s governing registration and operatio n 
of fishin g vessels . Thes e entitl e E U companie s 
owning Chilean companie s t o apply for, registe r 
and operat e fishin g vessel s i n Chile , unde r th e 
same conditions as Chilean companies. Recipro-
cal right s appl y t o Chilea n companie s ownin g 
companies registered in EU member states. 

• Condition s governin g fishin g permits , whic h 
entitle E U companie s t o obtai n fishin g permit s 
and thei r correspondin g individua l quota s (wit h 
reciprocal rights for Chileans). 

• Condition s governing the transfer of licences and 
vessels, which entitles EU companies to receive, 
by means o f transfer , fishin g authorisation s an d 
vessels unde r th e sam e condition s a s Chilea n 
companies. Reciproca l right s appl y fo r Chilea n 
companies (provide d the y compl y wit h th e 
capacity management objectives of the Common 
Fisheries policy). 

Likely EU strategy in EPA negotiations 

It should first be noted that there is significant insti -
tutional complexit y fo r dealin g wit h internationa l 
fisheries issues in European institutions. In the con-
text of EPA negotiations, unlike general issues regard-
ing trade in goods, DG Trade has no unique compe-
tence on fisheries matters; DG Fish is also involved. 

From a fisheries point of view, the EU is increas-
ingly dependen t o n externa l fis h supplie s t o mee t 

both it s market (processin g an d consumption ) an d 
fishing secto r (employmen t an d investment ) 
demands. 

Therefore, i n the context o f EPAs, EU fisherie s 
concerns that are likely to have an influence are: 

• th e interest s of the EU catching sector for direc t 
resource acces s (includin g investmen t i n loca l 
fishing enterprises); and 

• th e interest s o f EU processin g an d trad e sector s 
for tariff-fre e acces s to EU market s for bot h raw 
fish and certain value-added fish products. 

The European Commission did not include fisheries 
in it s 'Directive s fo r th e negotiation s o f Economi c 
Partnership Agreement s wit h AC P countrie s an d 
regions', adopted in June 2002.24 However, some key 
elements o f the E U positio n fo r dealin g wit h fish -
eries matters i n EPAs were presented i n Decembe r 
2004.25 DG Trade reiterated that general EPA objec-
tives wil l als o apply t o fisheries : reciproca l marke t 
access, South-Sout h integration , gradua l integra -
tion of the ACP countries into the global economy, 
using trade policy as an instrument for development 
(carefully manage d reciproca l liberalisation , ser -
vices and trade-related areas - e.g . SPS). 

Specifically, in EPAs the focus on supporting the 
ACP countries' fisheries development will be: 

• competitivenes s (to manage erosion of preference) 
and improvements in overall trade performance; 

Box 8. EU FTA and related documents 

CFFA-CAPE (2005) Comparing EU Free Trade 
Agreements: Fisheries. ECDPM InBrief 6J. 
Maastricht: ECDPM with CTA - th e Technical 
Centre for Agriculture and Rural Cooperation ACP-
EU. www.ecdpm.org/ftainbriefs and 
http://agritrade.cta.int 

EU-MED Agreements: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/ 
euromed/med_ass_agreemnts.htm 

Ell-Mexico Agreement: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/trade/issues/ 
bilateral/countries/mexico/fta_en.htm 

Ell-Chile Agreement: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/ 
chile/assoc_agr/text.htm 

EU-South Africa TDCA: 
http://europa.eu.int/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/ 
rl2201.htm i 

EU-CPA: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/development/body/ 
cotonou/index_en.htm 

EU-ACP Fisheries Agreements: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_ 
publ/factsheets/facts/en/pcp4_l.htm 

NAVIGATING NE W WATER S 17 



• improvemen t i n supply-side capacity (issue s like 
SPS should be addressed); 

• duty-fre e acces s fo r fisherie s product s wil l b e 
maintained an d ther e wil l be a n opportunit y t o 
look again at rules of origin; and 

• developmen t o f regiona l market s an d regiona l 
trade (trade facilitation, customs, integrated mar-
kets). 

In terms of broader EU-ACP fisheries relations, it is 
therefore likel y tha t th e E U wil l adop t a  two -
pronged approach. On the one hand the EPA frame-
work agreement s wil l se t ou t th e broa d condition s 
under whic h trade , development , an d investmen t 
may take place. On the other the EU will negotiate 
separate bilatera l Fisher y Partnershi p Agreement s 
(FPAs), whic h includ e th e possibilitie s fo r publi c 
support to the transfer of technologies and vessels to 
the AC P countrie s involved . Th e signin g o f FP A 
may, like in the case of RSA, be part of the deal for 
the ACP to benefit from free access to EU markets. 

Other element s wil l als o conditio n th e 'fre e 
access' t o th e E U market , suc h a s the complianc e 
with the ROO and SPS measures. Given the impor-
tance of both catching and processing activities fo r 
certain Europea n countrie s an d th e E U polic y 
choices on consumers ' safety, i t i s unlikely that th e 
EU will agree to a substantial revision of the existing 
ROO an d SP S conditions , thoug h thes e clearl y 
place significan t constraint s o n th e acces s of AC P 
fishery products to the EU market. 

Negotiation options for the ACP countries 

The following general recommendations and specific 
issues should be considered. 

Box 9. In short... 

Recent experience in South Africa and Chile suggest 
that the EU's negotiating strategy for fisheries in the 
context of EPAs will be to: 

make EU market access for ACP fishery products con-
ditional o n grantin g th e E U access to AC P fishery 
resources; and 
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General recommendations 

These recommendation s wil l appl y differentl y i n 
different AC P contexts according to the diversity of 
characteristics an d existin g fisherie s relation s 
between ACP countries and the EU. 

• Th e nee d for ACP t o have a  national/regional 
fisheries policy 

A prerequisite for ACP countries to enter into fish-
eries negotiation s wit h th e E U i s t o hav e a  well -
defined fisherie s policy , with clear priorities withi n 
their nationa l fisherie s developmen t plans , takin g 
into accoun t th e long-ter m need s o f th e loca l 
(catching and processing) sectors . If not, the n pas t 
experience show s tha t th e loca l fisherie s secto r 
development will always be afforded secon d priority 
to the signing of a fisheries partnership with the EU, 
and short-ter m benefit s ('cas h fo r access ' arrange -
ments) will be privileged over long-term sustainable 
development. 

Improved fisherie s managemen t i n ACP coun -
tries should lea d to more sustainable  and equitabl e 
use of its fish resources, guaranteeing future supplie s 
of fish to both local populations and to regional and 
international markets . In th e future , fund s pai d by 
the E U for acces s to ACP fishin g ground s throug h 
FPAs should als o increasingly be allocated fo r such 
purposes. 

• Th e importance of developing an understanding 
of th e fisherie s secto r an d promotin g fisher y 
sector participation in the negotiating processes 

ACP state s should develop  thei r fisheries base d o n 
an understanding of the fragile nature of their tropi-
cal fisher y ecosystems ; th e existin g fishin g secto r 
and the social structure of the coastal communitie s 

press for favourable conditions for direct E U invest-
ment in ACP fisheries sectors. 

The EU is also likely to press for the maintenance of 
the status quo as regards the ROO, as these strongly 
favour their own domestic processing industries and 
(as noted below) confer strategic advantages to their 
distant water tuna fleet. 



Box 10. The role of RFMOs 

Regional fisherie s organisations , particularl y th e 
Regional Fisher y Managemen t Organisation s 
(RFMOs), have an important role to play in the man-
agement o f fisher y resources , includin g high-sea s 
resources, resources that migrate between ACP EEZs, 
shared stocks, and straddling stocks. 

There ar e mor e tha n twent y regiona l an d sub -
regional fisher y bodie s worldwide . Som e hav e ful l 
regulatory powers while others play an advisory role 
on management issues. The functions of these bod-
ies vary from dealing with a  single species or group 
of closely related species, to those based more on a 
region and covering a whole range of species within 

that depend on fishing; the natural capital that fish-
eries represent; and the potential long-term benefit s 
to b e realise d fro m sustainabl e fisherie s resourc e 
exploitation. ACP countries should therefore buil d 
up, throug h appropriat e independen t research , a n 
in-depth understanding of their fisheries sector. 

Full transparency, provision of appropriate infor -
mation, and well-prepared participation of the local 
ACP fisheries secto r t o the negotiating proces s are 
important i n promotin g th e sustainable  develop -
ment of ACP fisheries. 

• Pursu e the development of a regional approach 

A number of regional groupings of ACP countries,26 

are developin g a  regiona l approac h fo r bilatera l 
dealings wit h distant-wate r fishin g nation s an d 
access to markets for fish like the EU. These include 
the SAD C (Souther n Africa n Developmen t 
Community), the Common Market for Eastern and 
Southern Africa (COMESA) , SRFC (Sub Regional 
Fisheries Committee-Wes t Africa) , an d th e FF A 
(Forum Fisheries Agency - Pacific) . 

Such efforts shoul d be strengthened, taking par-
ticular account of the importance of participating in 
Regional Fisherie s Managemen t Organisation s 
(RFMOs). I t should be noted tha t al l ACP coasta l 
countries are not members of their relevant RFMOs. 
This is a major constrain t for developing a regional 
approach to negotiations with the EU. In the shor t 

their area s o f competence . The activitie s o f thes e 
organisations hav e importan t implication s fo r bot h 
ACP coasta l state s an d E U distant-wate r fishin g 
fleets. 

RFMOs of importance for ACP states include: 

• fo r West Africa: the International Commission for 
the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT); 

• fo r India n Ocean : the India n Ocea n Tuna Com-
mission (I0TC); and 

• fo r Pacific : the Commission for the Conservation 
of Southern Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT) and the Western 
and Central Pacific Tuna Commission (WCPTC). 

term, it should be a priority of all ACP coastal states 
to become active members in these RFMOs.27 

Joint approaches for the negotiation of EPAs and 
FPAs coul d b e develope d throug h suc h regiona l 
frameworks, base d o n th e wor k an d recommenda -
tions of RFMOs with the following objectives : 

• th e harmonisation of minimum terms and condi-
tions for acces s for third-countr y vessel s to thei r 
EEZ (level of access, joint initiatives for fisherie s 
management, research , monitorin g an d control , 
etc.); 

• th e developmen t o f a  common se t o f standard s 
and criteria t o guide the setting up of joint ven -
tures and investment s i n the AC P fisherie s sec -
tor. This is important because EPAs may include 
provisions fo r E U enterprise s t o becom e regis -
tered i n ACP states (fo r bot h catching and pro-
cessing fish), and for the transfer of EU vessels to 
these enterprises . The drawin g up of a  common 
code o f conduc t an d criteri a fo r join t venture s 
and vesse l transfer s coul d greatl y assis t AC P 
states in avoiding the problems of stock depletion 
and fleet  over-capacity , problem s tha t bese t th e 
fisheries in the community waters of the EU. 

• th e elaboration o f joint negotiating positions on 
such issues as ROO, where current arrangement s 
discriminate against ACP states; and 

• resource s conservation issues. 
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Specific elements to consider when 
negotiating fisheries aspects of EPAs 

The need to achieve coherence between the 
provisions of EPAs and those of bilateral Fisheries 
Partnership Agreements 

The signing of an FPA can have important repercus-
sions o n th e tradin g capacit y o f a n AC P country , 
and therefor e o n th e implementatio n o f a n EPA . 
The following aspects in particular need to be given 
careful consideratio n b y AC P state s i n orde r t o 
achieve coherenc e betwee n regiona l EPA s an d 
bilateral FPAs, and to secure long-term benefits fo r 
the ACP coastal communities and fisheries sectors. 

• Th e mai n fisherie s issu e facin g AC P countrie s 
today is declining fish catches due to over-fishing 
by both national and foreign fleets. If an FPA pro-
vides acces s to resource s and/o r ecosystem s tha t 
are alread y full y exploite d o r over-exploited,  i t 
will hamper the long-term prospects for resources 
renewal an d wil l undermine th e basi s for devel -
oping sustainabl e trad e i n fis h an d fisherie s 
products. 

• A s mentioned above, the restrictions imposed by 
ROO forc e AC P tun a processor s t o purchas e 
from EU suppliers in order to produce originating 
products. Some ACP states are therefore encour -
aged t o gran t E U vessel s preferentia l acces s t o 
their EEZ s so a s to ensur e tha t thei r tun a can -
neries are supplied with 'originating tuna' . 

• Th e financia l compensatio n o f a n FP A ca n b e 
used t o address trade-related issue s such a s SPS. 
Support t o figh t IU U fishing , provide d throug h 
an FPA, can also promote fish trade , in as much 
as it can help avoid trade sanctions agains t fish -
ing products coming from IUU sources. 

The basis for bilateral Fisheries Partnership 
Agreements 

Whilst i t may be possible to define som e minimum 
general condition s fo r E U fisherie s acces s t o AC P 
fishing grounds, ACP states as a group may be better 
advised t o negotiat e th e fisherie s component s o f 
EPAs on a  bilateral/regional basi s and no t a  multi-
lateral basis, given the diversity of situations. 

Some commo n essentia l element s fo r futur e 
bilateral ACP-EU partnership agreements could be 
defined a t regional level. Consulted on that topic,28 

ACP stakeholders mentioned the following: 

• Sustainabl e exploitation of eco-systems, where the 
strengthening of institutional capacity for research, 
management, control and surveillance are partic-
ularly important . 

• A  more effective contributio n t o be provided by 
the E U fisherie s secto r fo r th e socia l an d econ -
omic developmen t o f AC P countries , throug h 
the creatio n o f joint ventures , mainl y fo r valu e 
adding activities. 

• Bette r education and training of people involved 
in the sector (catchin g and processing), on vari-
ous aspects : catching techniques , hygieni c han -
dling o f fish , managemen t o f micro-enterprises , 
but also on the importanc e of preserving marin e 
environment (avoidin g behaviou r tha t cause s 
marine pollution , lik e servicin g engine s a t sea) , 
basic health education (HIV prevention, etc). 

• Transparenc y and good governance. 

The mai n aspec t highlighted i n the discussion was 
the importanc e o f stakeholder participatio n i n th e 
decision-making process of ACP-EU FP A negotia-
tions, an d severa l proposals wer e made t o improv e 
this, including: 

• Consultatio n mechanism s need to be set up that 
improve linkages between ACP administrations , 
researchers, th e fishin g secto r an d civi l society . 
FPAs should support the establishment of consul-
tative bodies for fisheries management and devel-
opment. Contacts should also be established with 
EU consultative committees to facilitate co-oper-
ation in the area of fisheries management . 

• Meeting s need to be organised between the ACP 
and EU fisheries sectors to prepare for the signing 
up of an FPA. The ACP sector development con-
straints, th e acces s of ACP fis h product s t o th e 
EU markets , an d possibl e collaboratio n fo r 
adding value activitie s i n ACP countrie s shoul d 
be discusse d i n suc h forums . Suc h discussion s 
need t o tak e int o accoun t th e leve l o f develop-
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ment o f loca l AC P enterprises , an d recommenda -
tions arisin g fro m the m shoul d fee d int o officia l 
FPAs negotiations - Fina l agreement s fo r a n FP A 
should be reached with the full participation o f the 
private sector on both sides. 

Investment/establish ment of fishery joint ventures 

ACP states should carefull y conside r what i s being 
proposed by the EU, in both EPAs or FPAs, for pro-
moting fisherie s secto r investmen t an d settin g u p 
joint enterprises. 

From th e AC P poin t o f view , join t venture s 
should be promoted, 'particularl y i n the processin g 
sector where the y offe r th e mos t potentia l benefit s 
for ACP countries'.29 

For what concerns joint ventures in the catching 
sector, 'the primary issue is conservation of fisheries 
resources an d join t venture s shoul d onl y b e con -
cluded whe n ther e i s scientific dat a showin g tha t 
these wil l not contribut e t o over-fishing o r disrup t 
local harvesting , marketin g an d processin g activi -
ties'.30 

However, on the EU side, the strong EU fishin g 
industry lobby , mainl y fro m th e catchin g sector, 31 

wants to secure support for establishing fishery enter-
prises in ACP countries in order to secure access to 
ACP fish resources for its vessels. 

This was confirmed b y the European Parliament 
last July, when it asked for the reintroduction of sub-
sidies for joint ventures, to be provided only for th e 
catching sector, and the transfer of boats. 

In ACP countries , investment s ar e particularl y 
needed i n infrastructur e -  basi c infrastructur e 
(roads, water, electricity ) a s well as fish processin g 
infrastructure -  i n order to increase the value AC P 
countries ca n deriv e fro m thei r fisher y resources . 
The improvemen t o f value-addin g operation s fo r 
fish require s a n understandin g o f th e dynamic s o f 
markets, a t regiona l an d internationa l level , an d 
improving ACP regional integration . 

The promotion of sustainable ACP-EU fisherie s 
relations requires particular investment in: 

• improvin g infrastructures an d services to be used 
by EU fleets (harbour, landings , transporting th e 
fish to the processing plants, etc.) 

• enhancin g ACP capacity t o address EU sanitar y 
and phytosanitary measure s (SPS) and traceabil -
ity requirements; and 

• developin g AC P regiona l market s fo r fisherie s 
products, and other alternatives to the European 
market, so that ACP exporters will be less depen-
dent on EU markets for selling their products. 

In cases where EU investment i s promoted in ACP 
fisheries sector , i t i s important t o develop  a  policy 
framework fo r th e workin g environmen t an d fo r 
environmental regulation s (fo r discharges , us e o f 
toxic chemicals, antibiotics, etc.) i n the enterprise s 
set up . In  tha t contex t AC P shoul d loo k a t th e 
OECD guideline s fo r multinationa l enterprises. 32 

These guideline s provid e recommendation s fro m 
governments to multinational enterprises operating 
in OECD member or adhering countries, such as the 
EU. The y provid e voluntar y principle s an d stan -
dards for responsible business conduct in a variety of 
areas includin g employmen t an d industria l rela -
tions, human rights, environment, informatio n dis -
closure, combating bribery , consumer interests , sci-
ence and technology, competition, and taxation. 

Market access for fishery products under EPAs 
ACP countrie s hav e t o dea l wit h market-acces s 
issues bot h a t regiona l an d internationa l level , i n 
particular to access the EU market. 

• Issue s for regional market access 

Regional fis h trad e i n AC P countrie s ha s no t ye t 
realised it s ful l potential . I t shoul d b e encourage d 
with a  gradua l dismantlin g o f existin g barrier s t o 
trade, including the lack of transport infrastructure , 
import tariff s an d burdensom e bureaucrati c mea -
sures. 

• Issue s for EU Market access 

Tariffs elimination - Erosion  of preferences 
ACP shoul d negotiat e fo r longe r implementatio n 
periods for the liberalisation of fish trade or for com-
pensation mechanisms. There is also a need to nego-
tiate a  reductio n o f th e tarif f escalatio n structur e 
between ra w fis h an d processe d fis h products , i n 
order t o lesse n th e impact s o f th e RO O o n AC P 
fish-trade capacity. This is particularly important for 
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Box 11. Information sources 

www.acp-eu-trade.org 
Agritrade porta l - fisherie s (CTA): 
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/index.htm 

Market Access section: 
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/market_access/ 

WTO section: 
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/wto/index.htm 

ACP-EU Fisheries relations 
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/agreements/ 
index.htm 

EU Common Fisheries Policy 
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/cfp/index.htm 

FAO SOFIA 2004: 
www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_file=/ 
DOCREP/007/y5600e/y5600eOO.htm 

FAO CLOBEFISH website 
www.globefish.org/entry_infopeche.htm 

Detailed fish trade regulations (health and safety) 
for the EU market can be found on the Globefish 
website 

www.globefish.org/presentations/rulesandregs/ 
health%20and%20safety/regional/Europe/eu/ 
hseu.htm 

ACP fis h product s lik e tuna , tha t can' t mee t th e 
rules of origin requirements , an d the n hav e t o pay 
high tariffs . 

Technical barriers - Sanitary  and phytosanitary issues 
ACP countrie s an d exporter s shoul d see k suppor t 
for effectivel y implementin g WT O agreement s o n 
Technical Barrier s t o Trad e an d o n Sanitar y an d 
Phytosanitary issues. 

Appropriate suppor t shoul d b e sought from th e 
EU, throug h th e variet y o f instrument s availabl e 
(Development Cooperation , Centr e fo r the Devel -
opment of Enterprise and FPAs - provide d this sup-
port is not linked to unsustainable levels of access to 
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The Codex Alimentarius and the international food 
trade 
www.fao.org/docrep/W9114e06.htm#TopOf Page 

EU trade issues 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/trade/issues/index_e 
n.htm 

Publications 

Report of the study on the impact of international 
trade in fishery products on food security 
www.globefish.org/index.php?id=2168 

EC Green Paper on the future of the common 
fisheries policy, Brussels, 20.3.2001 CO M (2001) 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/greenpaper 
/green/volume1 _en.pdf 

Communication from the EC on an integrated 
framework for FPAs with third countries 
http//europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ 
/factsheets/legal_texts/docscom/en/com_02_6 
37_en.pdf 

EC submission to WTO negotiating group on rules 
(public document) 
http://trade-info.cec.eu.int/doclib/docs/2003/ 
april/tradoc_113000.pd 

ACP fisher y resources) . I n particula r emphasi s 
should be put on supporting small and medium-scale 
ACP fisheries enterprises . 

Rules of origin (ROO) requirements 
There i s a  nee d t o revis e curren t rule s o f origi n 
applicable t o fisherie s product s i n orde r t o mak e 
them les s restrictiv e an d mor e developmen t ori -
ented. I n orde r t o be able to negotiate appropriat e 
changes, ther e i s a  nee d fo r bette r interactio n 
between AC P administration s an d privat e sectors , 
and fo r a  mor e proactiv e approac h i n formulatin g 
and promoting alternatives.33 



Endnotes 
1. The  State  of  World  Fisheries  and Aquaculture  2004,  (SOFIA) , 

FAO, Rom e www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_file= / 
docrep/007/y5600e/y5600e00.htm. 

2. Th e differenc e betwee n th e cost s of import s an d th e tota l valu e 
of exports. 

3. Throug h th e United Nations Convention o n the Law of the Se a 
(UNCLOS). 

4. A  recent example of such a conflict wa s the EU complaint to th e 
WTO agains t Chil e fo r closin g it s ports t o EU vessel s fishing i n 
international waters . Chil e responde d b y challengin g th e E U 
under th e conservatio n provision s o f th e Unite d Nation s Con -
vention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) . 

5. Product s from competin g countries may benefit fro m specia l fre e 
trade arrangement s (a s i n th e cas e o f fis h product s fro m Chil e 
under th e 200 2 Chile-E U Associatio n Agreement) , o r othe r 
arrangements (includin g special GSP provisions) . 

6. Th e Exclusiv e Economic Zone (EEZ ) i s a belt of sea and seabed , 
of 200 nautical miles , adjacent t o the national boundaries wher e 
the stat e claim s preferentia l fishin g right s an d contro l ove r th e 
exploitation o f mineral and other natura l resources . 

7. Th e firs t targete d action s wer e introduce d a t th e signin g o f th e 
1994 EU-Senegal fisheries protocol, after strong campaigning by 
a Senegales e artisana l fishworker' s organisation , supporte d b y 
European NGOs . 

8. 'Revie w of Impacts of Illegal, Unreported an d Unregulated Fish -
ing o n Developin g Countries' , MRAG , Jun e 2005 . Download -
able at www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/illegal-fishing-mrag-synthesis -
report.pdf 

9. Demersa l fish species are species living close to the sea bed. 
10. Pelagi c fish specie s are species living i n the open sea , away fro m 

the se a bottom . The y ar e ofte n highl y migrator y an d trave l 
between severa l countries' Exclusive Economic Zones . 

11. Thes e grouping s d o no t necessaril y coincid e wit h existin g trad -
ing blocks involve d i n EPA negotiations , o r with UN classifica -
tions (Leas t Develope d Countries , Smal l Island s Developin g 
States). However , thes e grouping s ma y hav e a  particula r rele -
vance for negotiatio n o f fisheries relation s with the EU, as these 
relations nee d t o envisag e no t onl y trad e an d marke t acces s 
issues bu t als o issue s arisin g fro m th e E U fleet' s acces s t o AC P 
fish resources . 

12. A  mixed fisheries agreemen t establishes fishing opportunities fo r 
a variety of fish stocks, such as crustaceans, small pelagic species, 
demersal species and tuna . 

13. A  typ e of fishing ne t use d to surround an d catch larg e schools of 
fish, particularl y tun a species . The ne t (o r seine ) i s pulled i n a 
circle to surround the school then drawn shut at top and bottom , 
much like a purse. 

14. A  man-made floating  objec t se t at sea to attract pelagic fish suc h 
as tuna. 

15. Th e mai n relevanc e o f these agreement s i s that the y provid e a n 
opening for the EU to legitimately expand it s tuna fishing activ -
ities in the Pacific . The E U has recently signed the 'Conventio n 
on the Conservation an d Management o f Highly Migratory Fis h 
Stocks i n th e Wester n Centra l Pacifi c Ocea n (WCPTC)' , an d 
these agreement s wil l provid e i t wit h th e necessar y catc h his -
tories for future quot a allocations . 

16. Se e for example OECD publication 'Extract s from th e Develop -
ment Cooperatio n revie w serie s concernin g polic y coherence' , 
p.48.www.oecd.org/dataoecd/23/16/25497010.pdf 

17. Give n the proximity of EU landing ports, West African fisheries ' 
access agreements have been described a s 'pay, fish an d go' , in as 
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much as the EU fishing vessels , once the financial compensatio n 
is paid t o th e Wes t Africa n country , com e t o fis h an d g o away , 
without landin g i n the ACP country . 

18. Mos t of the fisheries acces s agreements have provisions for land -
ings, but very rarely are these landings obligatory since there ar e 
also provisions i n th e agreemen t tha t allo w E U boa t owner s t o 
default on their obligations to land fish i f they make a compensa-
tion payment . Th e qualit y o f the landing s i s not stipulated , an d 
EU boat s ten d t o lan d lowe r valu e fis h (bot h i n qualit y an d 
species). 

19. Thes e includ e a n electroni c consultatio n o n ACP-E U fisherie s 
relations, organise d b y th e CT A i n Novembe r 2004 , an d a 
ACP/COMSEC/CTA meetin g on the same subject, organised i n 
December 2004 . 

20. I n thi s case , the 'righ t t o pursue ' refers t o the righ t grante d b y a 
government t o another t o pursue and apprehend vessel s engaged 
in illegal fishing activities if and when they escape into its waters. 

21. Se e FA O pape r COFI/2005/ 5 'Supportin g Small-scal e Fisherie s 
Through a n Enablin g Environment ' www.fao.org/documents / 
pub_dett.asp?lang=en&pub_id=168492 an d comment s i n 
Samudra Magazine . http://icsf.net/jsp/publication/samudra/pdf / 
english/issue_40/art15.pdf 

22. Fo r a detailed discussion , se e CFFA-CAPE (2005) , 'Comparin g 
EU Fre e Trad e Agreement s :  Fisheries' , ECDPM  InBrief  6j, 
ECDPM wit h CT A -  th e Technica l Centr e fo r Agricultur e an d 
Rural Cooperatio n ACP-EU , Maastricht . www.ecdpm.org / 
ftainbriefs an d http://agritrade.cta.in t 

23. Fisherie s access to third-country water s in the Mediterranean fo r 
European vessel s i s not a n issue . The reaso n i s that ther e ar e n o 
200-mile EEZs in the Mediterranean. Thus there is little need fo r 
the E U t o ente r int o fisherie s acces s arrangement s wit h thir d 
countries i n the Mediterranea n 

24. Availabl e a t www.epawatch.net/general/text.php?itemID=71 & 
menuID=24 

25. 'Overvie w o f Economi c Partnershi p Agreement s (EPAs ) an d 
related fisheries issues' , Lisa Mackie, DG Trade , presented a t th e 
expert meeting 'ACP EU Fisheries relations - Maximisin g socio-
economic benefit s fo r the ACP fisheries communities ' organise d 
by ACP sec/COMSEC/CTA Decembe r 200 4 

26. Eithe r relate d t o EP A configuratio n o r derivin g fro m Regiona l 
Fisheries Management Organisations . 

27. A  proposa l wa s made b y ACP participant s t o a n e-consultatio n 
organised by CTA in November 200 4 on ACP-EU fisherie s rela -
tions, tha t al l AC P countrie s tha t hav e distant-wate r fleet s 
active in their EEZ should be automatically made members of the 
relevant RFMOs . 

28. Ε-consultatio n o n ACP-EU fisherie s relations , CTA, Novembe r 
2004.www.cape-cffa.org/issues/E-report%20ACP-EU%20 
Fisheries%20Relations%20-%20social%20and%20economic 
%20benefits%20%28December%202004%29.doc 

29 Ε-consultatio n on ACP-EU fisheries relations, CTA, November 
2004. www.cape-cffa.org/issues/E-report%20ACP-EU%20Fisherie s 
%20Rela t ions%20-%20socia l%20and%20economic%20 
benefits%20%28December%202004%29.doc 

30. Exper t meetin g o n AC P E U Fisherie s relation s -  Maximisin g 
socio-economic benefit s fo r th e AC P fisherie s communities , 
Brussels, 13-14th Decembe r 2004, Conclusions and Recommen -
dations. 

31. Interestingly , th e EU' s fish-processing an d marketin g sector s ar e 
not ver y muc h involve d i n FPA/EP A negotiations , despit e th e 
fact tha t thei r interests , in some cases, may be more complemen -
tary to the ACP interest s tha n thos e of the catching sector . 

32. www.oecd.org/department/0,2688,en_2649_34889_l_l_ l 
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_l_l,00.html an d Foreign Direct Investment and the Environ- ACP-E U Fisherie s relation s -  Maximisin g socio-economi c 
ment, WWF , Augus t 199 9 www.oecd.org/dataoecd/9/48 / benefit s fo r th e AC P fisherie s communities , Brussels , 13-1 4 
2089912.pdf Decembe r 2004, Conclusions and Recommendations. 

33. Exper t meeting organised by CTA-ACP Sec and COMSEC on 
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