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Date of implementation

18. As mentioned above, the prohibition on drift-nets would become effective on

1 January 2001. This extends the phasing-out period from the previous Presidency
compromise by one year.

19.  The French delegation indicated that the transitional period must be extanded over
a six-year period in order to conclude the reconversion programmes. These include
a two-year period of experimentation by IFREMER, plus a four-year period of
practical testing by fishermen. in some cases, the possibility of construction of

new wessels might be required. In other words, it requested the date of
YoJdanuary 2004,

20.  The_ lish and ltalan delegations supportsd the requast for a longer period.

21. A number of delegations, in particular the Danish, Greek, Luxembourg, Netherlands
gnd Swedish delegations indicated some flexibility on the guestion of the dute.
Most of them were reluctant to go beyond 1 January 2002.

22.

The United Kingdom delegation was opposed to any period of more than three
yaars.

23.  The Sparish deleqation reiterated s suggestion

to reinstate the qualitication period (1996 and 1897) for fishing during the
transitional period in order to achieve a freezing of fishing effort ;

to introduce & degressive aig scheme for the phasing out of vessels by
making aid conditional on a gradual reduction of the number of vessels using

drift-nets and giving more aid to those vessels which abandon the activity
first.

24, It recalled that Spain had phased out drift-nats in 1890 with a two year transitional
period and without Community aid. It alsc recalled its undsrstanding of a political
deal struck in the margins of the Mzrch Council of gither a two year period with
reconversion aid as proposed by the Commission or a three y&ar pariod with a

degressive aid scheme as suggested by Spain, [t was not fair to try to have it both
wavys,

The_Portuquese and Finnish _delegations expressed some understanding of the
sensitivities on Loth sides. Mowever, the latter insisted that the question of the
date should not hold up a decision 8t the Juns Council.
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Other issues

28. Tre Itzslian delegation recalled its fundamental oppesition te the Presidency
compromise. {ts position is set out in detail in doc. 8479/98 PECHE 173. In
narticular, and without prejudice to its general comments, it requested that in
Annegx Vi, frigate tuna fAuxis spp.), which forms the target specigs fer small
inshore fisheries, should be removad from the prohibited list.

27. This request found no support and was immediately opposed by the Greek
dedeqation.

28, The ltalian delegation alse asked whether the logbook requirement in Articla 11b(2)
appliad to vessels in the Mediterranean of less than 10 metres Isngth.

29. The Commission_representative undertook to provide an answer to the Italian
delegation before the Council Meeting.
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Report of a meeting between Dr Michael Woods T.D. Minister for the

Marine and Natural Resources and Dr Franz Josef Pfeiter,

State Secretary and Minister for Agriculture

Forestry and Fisheries

Bonn 4 Jne, 1998
1. The meeting was convened at the request of Ireland to discuss the UK Presidency

proposal 10 ban drift nets for albacore tuna. Minister Woods explained the importance
of the fishery to the south west of Ireland and the implication for the region of the ban.
The Minister indicated that the Commission and Corefar had not identified any additional
resources which could be used for re-conversion under the current funding round. It was
explained to Germany that this meant that a decision implemented within the timeframe
envisaged by the Presidency (end 2000) would not permit time for re-conversion to be
successfully implement. The Minister asked Germany to consider this situation

sympathetically both from the funding and timing perspectives.

Mr Pfeiters indicated that Germany was under a lot of pressure from the 'green’ lobby
and that the most important point for Germany was that a decision was taken at Council.
They could not accept any additional Community funding in the fisheries areas under the
current round but would have no difficulty if Ireland was able to secure any additional
funding from the Commission from within existing fisheries financial envelopes.
Germany understood the problem on timing but felt the six years requested by France
was too much. They added that the French said 1998 would not be counted as part of
the six vears and they found that acceptable. They felt that a
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Mr. Jochen Borchert

Minister for Foocd,
Agriculture & Forestry

Rochusstrasse |

N—-5300 Bonn 1

Dear Minister

T am writing to see I1If you could facilitate =a short meeting
between us in Bonn on Thursday next (4 June) to discuss the
proposed ban on drifinets in the Atlantic tuna fishery.

As vou know, Ireland has fundamental problems with this dossier.
As we approach Council next week I am sericusly concerned that
Lhe emerging decision fails to address the human consequences for
the Trish and other fishing communities involved. We agreed last
March that the sccic—economic consequences of the propcsal should
he addressed, but after many weeks of negotiation we still have
a transitional period which is too short and no satisfactory
commitments on funding measures to assist fishermen to convert

from driftnets.
I fully recocgnise your own positicon on this dossier but would

appreciate your help in finding a sclution to my difficulties
with a view to an outcome which meets ail our concerns.

T lcok forward to discussing the matter with you.

vours sincerely
~
%
NN

Dr. Michael woods T D
Minister for the Marine
% Natural Resources




FISHERIES COUNCIL
8 JUNE. 1998
BRIEFING NOTE

AGENDA ITEM: 3

Subject: Proposal to Ban Driftetting
Legal Basis: Article 43 of Treaty.
Aim of Council Discussion: To adopt a Council Regulation (EC) amending Council

Regulation No. 894/97 providing for the banmng of
driftnetting in the North East Atlantic tuna fishery with
effect from 1 January, 2001

1. Summary Position and Strategy for Council

At the March Council Ireland's position was that at a minimum it needed:

a 6 year transition period; and

EU funds to provide for a substantial and effective reconversion programme. As we
did not have any available EU funds, additional EU funds are needed for the

Programme.

Following intensive discussions both at bi-lateral level with the Commission and at Working

Group and COREPER the position on these issues is set out below.

Transition period: Ireland and France are seeking a transition period for 6 years to 31/12/2003
Italy can live with an extension to 31/12/2001. Other Member States indicated some room
for flexibility but we can expect opposition to the length of the extension period we are

seeking.

Funds for reconversion: The Commission is proposing to allow for supporting measures
based on payments to convert to new fishing techniques for albacore tuna, payments for loss

of income and schemes to retrain fishermen for jobs in non fishing areas. We can support




this approach. However the main problem for Ireland, ie. securing additional funds has not
been addressed. The Commission and Member States are taking the view that they can not
support additional transfers of funds to Ireland. The best option at this point seems to be to
seek to have funds under the nex: round of Structural Funds (2000 - 2006) ear marked for the

TECONVErsion programme.

The proposed strategy at Councif is to continue to seek a 6 year transition period which wall
have the effect of pushing the reconversion programme into the next round of Structural
Funds and to seek some level of comfort that funding will be earmarked for the reconversion

programme.

An additional concern is to ensure that nothing is done that will exclude mid water pelagic
trawling from financial support both in terms of support for trials and support for
reconversion. The Commission is arguing that mid water trawls are less selective than
longlines and that EU funds should not be used to encourage their use. It is envisaged that

(subject to confirmation by trials) that this type of gear will be an important fishing method

for our fishermen.

2. Main elements of proposal

The draft Council Regulation before Council provides for

(a) the prohibition, from 1 January, 2001, of the retention on board of, use for
fishing of or landing of fish caught in, driftnets intended for use in catching

certain species (mainly tuna);

(b) the authorisation by Member States of driftmetting for tuna up until 31
December, 2000 Member States are to provide the Commission by 30 April
each year (31 July, 1998 for 1998) with a list of authorised vessels; and

(c) the Regulation will not apply in the waters of the Baltic Sea, the Belts and the

Sound (allowing nets of up to 21 km to be used)




The draft Council Regulation also provides for the following requirements governing those

vessels which are authorised by Member States to fish in the periods to 31 December, 2000:-

(1) the vessel to kaep the net under constant observation,
(i1) the marking of nets,
(1i1) logbook requirements and catch reporting; and
(iv) Janding port designation.
3, Implications of proposals for Ireland/Irish Position

Up to 20 Irish vessels participate in the Irish albacore tuna fishery which is of socio-economic

importance to the south west region (Castletownbere, Dingle).

Ireland opposes the ban on the basis that there is no legal obligation or scientific justification
for a ban. The proposal goes further than the international requirement, in particular the UN
Resolution of 22 December 1989 which allows for the use of driftnets under 2.5km. There
is no clear scientific evidence of biologically significant bye catches of dolphins to justify a
total ban. A strict control regime is in place in the fishery and the stock is not under
pressure. The drifmet fishery for tuna is a traditional, sustainable and profitable fishery in the
North east Atlantic. A ban on the use of driftnets would transfer fishing effort to quota
species which are already under severe pressure. The ban is discriminatory in its treatment
of the Baltic in so far as it relies on international requirements to maintain the status quo of

21 km in the Baltic but seeks to go beyond the UN Resolution for the albacore fishery.

4. Discussion to date and Position of other Member States

A general policy debate on the proposal took place at the March, 1998 meeting of the
Fisheries Council at which Ireland pressed for a full reccgnition that a decision to ban
driftnetting could destroy the livelihoods of the fishermen involved and reduce employment

in the Community fleet. Ireland stated that should the Commission and Council wish to go




beyond the international legal requirements, without conclusive scientific justification, then
it was imperative that the Community met its responsibilities to the people whose livelihoods
would be threatened by the decision. Treland scught a substantial and effective re-conversion
programme, the costs of which could not be met within existing Community funds available
to Ireland, which would allow those who had participated in the drift net fishery to conunue

profitably fishing on this stock in the future.

The Commission indicated at the March Council that assistance would be provided, within
existing funding provisions, to those persons who had participated in the tuna fishery and who
would, as a result of the ban, give up fishing or convert to the use of other fishing methods.
The UK. Presidency urged the Commission to continue its discussions with the relevant
Member States (i.e Ireland, France, Ttaly and UK.) on the formulation of social flanking

measures,

France will not vote for the Council proposal under any circumstances while Italy produced
a paper recently which indicates that it will also vote against. It is certain, therefore, that there
will be sufficient support at this Council to carry the proposal. It is important, therefore, in
order to minimise the impact on our albacore fishery of the proposed ban that the details of
the proposal are as favourable as possible to Ireland and take account of our concerns and that

a lengthy iransition period 1s agreed.

5. Quistanding Issues and Discussion of Council

(1} Issues relating to Draft Council Regulation

{a) Length of Transition Period

The Presidency compromise provides that vesse!l may be authorised to use driftnets up
to 31 December, 2000 Ireland and France are seeking a 6-year period up to
31/12/2003 Iraly are seeking an extension to 1/1/2002 and Greece could support this
The Netheriands and Denmark could support an extension but consider 6 years to be
excessive. Spain could support the three year proposal provided there would be a

degressivity on payments and no increase in fishing effort. The UK considered that




a transition period of greater than three years was excessive Finland, Luxembourg and

Sweden are flexible

Ireland has pointed to the complementarity between the length of the transition period
and the social flanking measures. If new funds are not provided a longer ransition
period would be required to move the transition period into the nmeframe for the next

round of $tructural Funds.

(b) Other issues in Draft Council Regulation

Ttaly has sought the exclusion of frigate tuna from the list of species covered by the

Regulation and has difficulties with the logbook requirements.

{2) Social Flanking Measures and Draft Council and Commission Joint Declaration

Ireland, and the other affected Member States, have met with the Commission concerning
social flanking measures. The Commission has, in the course of these discussions, adopted
a rather narrow and restrictive interpretation of the March, 1998 Council conclusions

concemning the financing of the social flanking measures..

A joint Declaration of the Council and Commission (attached) will be made following the
expected adoption of the proposal. The declaration will recognise that the ban will have
unfavourable economic and social consequences for certain fleets and that appropriate
compensatory and other measures will be required. The Declaration refers to the Commuission's
proposal to present at a future Council a proposal fo introduce supporting measures and to
amend the existing FIFG regulations to provide a framework for compensation for income
losses due to cessation or transfer of fishing activities However, this framework will not

provide any additional funds for Member States

{a) Financing of Social Flanking Measures

The flanking measures envisaged in the Declaration will provide for the payment of
compensation to those owners and crew who will cease fishing and funding conversion

to, and training in the use of, alternative gear types. The measures will apply to




owners and fishermen who partcipated in the North East Atlantic Tuna Fishery in
1995, 1996 or 1597 However, Ireland has no funds available under this round of
structural funds; this is a largely academic exercise as far as Ireland is concemed.

However, it could enable a scheme to be put in place under the next round.

The Presidency conclusions at the March Councii provided for the funding of social
flanking measures from within "existing funding provisions'’ While it was considered
that this would enable the funding for the Trish package to be sourced ocutside existing
funding provisions a restrictive interpretation has been taken by the U K. Presidency

and the Commission in the bilaterals which have taken place since the Council.

This is reflected in the current draft of the proposed Declaration which provides that
funding for the proposed social flanking measures is to be met from "within Member
States' existing structural programmes, In bilaterals with the Commission Ireland has
pointed to the fact that our FIFG funds under the Operational Programme and under
PESCA are fully committed and that, furthermore, the transfer of funds from other

sectors was problematic.

freland has proposed two options as follows to the UK Presidency and the

Commission:-
(1) the transfer of funds from underspent fisheries allocations throughout the EU,
and/or

(i) given that most payments would fall due after 2000, the ring-fencing at this

stage of certain post-1999 structural funding

The Commission indicated that neither of these options was likely to succeed and
proposed instead the use of Ireland's existing allocation of Structural Funds, in
particular from the Fisheries OP deflator funds and funds which could be made
available from the deferral of aquaculture projects. These options are not practical

proposittons for Ireland.




Ireland, therefore, does not support the current text of the draft Declaration insofar as
the source of funding for flanking measures is concemed and proposes that the

appropriate text from the Presidency conclusion of March be retained

(b} Technrical and Bioloeical Studv Projects

The draft Declaration also provides that the Commussion will endeavour to part-
finance under the Calls for proposals for technical and biological study projects in
support of the common fisheries policy projects aimed at facilitating more selective

fishing methods.

While this is not referred to in the draft Declaration discussions at bilaterals have
indicated that the Commission proposes to exclude projects involving mid-water
pelagic trawls from eligibility for funding under the call for proposals. The
Commission considers such trawls to be less selective than longlines and ts concerned
at their possible use in the mackerel fishery. Ireland, in bilaterals with the Commission
and the U.K. Presidency, has opposed this proposed exclusion pointing to the legality
of this method of fishing and the undesirability of restricting tuna fishing in the North
East Atlantic to methods (trolling and longlining) practiced in the main by Spanish
fishermen.In addition the existing Irish tuna fleet consisted in the main of whitefish
vessels which were specifically precluded under the terms of their licences from

fishing mackerel.

Ireland is seeking the amendment of the text to require the Commission to give
priority to this proposal. The Presidency has asked the Commisson to come up with
a revised wording to give priority to tuna projects The Commission has also been
asked to allow projects involving the use of mid-water trawls to be funded under the

calt for proposals.

We will need to be vigilant to ensure that the provisions of the Council and

Commission Declaration do not in any wav exclude payments in respect of the use of

mid-water trawls fiom the package of social flanking measuzes.




