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CoLig II-=DeGIS|on 585/20045" -

007 but delayed by GReE . Vear

SROECuVE: EValliate RACS functioning but not
CrF J_Ct ernance (Council regulation 2371/2002).

—

T m: ) _-_l be done in the context of the next CFP

' , - R Cs as this point was aIready discussed in 2007

'and led to the amendment of Decision 2004/585

® It is an overall evaluation of RACs and not an
individual scrutiny. NB: Each RAC is at different
stage and some comments in the report may not
concern certain RACs.




valtiation of'the main elements™
iEral fii@meEWork establisHEC by —
lfdecision 20D'47585/EC

_ "lm rovements / clarifications could be

mplated in the medium term, after

— Adaptatlon of the composition rule of the GA:
~ suppression of the ratio but guarantees in the
designation of representatives at the Excom.

— Number of seats in the Excom: possible increase up
to 30 or rotation of members.

— Definition of the fisheries sector / other interests —
criteria for membership




== f_p_llow RACs advice.

' Consultation process could be further
Improved (timing, documents, access to
information and scientific data etc);.




VBINACONC usions | —
A fIUsleels of actions c!ﬁa'be |mplemented py the EC in

WiElshortenmpvithoutnecdionnewilegal rules eial:
o Hror)r selnternaliguidelinesion procedural rules fior the
based on best: practices;

Hrégc 2iguidelines on financial management of
_Fr iRty co-financing ;

If prove the consultation process;

= opose benchmarks to improve the consistency of
’RAC advice with CFP objectives;

— = Organise annual debriefing with individual RACs;

— Improve RAC visibility through the Commission’s
website;

— Encourage participation by a wider range of
stakeholders

— Etc...




FQMrmrJ]\CC'c ISESFOO MUCITOT csf'i"e. ISSUE
Shiicl regjm?o Es;
SO fias f gileditoiaddress critical financial and budgetary issues.

F lJJFPIJJ’JF‘\ for Member States on their financiall contributions to
RAESISiiould be set up to avoid very different practices.

r\ gree on) increasing the number of seats in the Executive

€O littee; for specific RACs BUT maintain balance of interest at
Wo=thirds /-one-third .

'::::..- ’nsultatlon of RACs should be before discussion in Council and not

.*I"'

= after proposals have gone to Council BUT any documents going to

=

- the RACGs should also go to Council.
‘& (COM should pay more attention to RAC opinions by more active
participation; in RACs prior to RACs giving their opinions.
e Projects that fall outside the scope of the CFP should be avoided.
e Avoid duplication with ACFA.
Non papers should be available in different languages.




MEcfiried out by an external consultant

2 Ogjjd ccﬂ ¢ To assess the efficiency and
reprf’ entativeness of ACFA

= .E fims of reference also mentioned the
= “feﬁtlons between ACFA and RACs (cf
— p055|ble overlappings)

—=amm




eonclusions: .. -s_r}' —

 —

SIREG omrr Splleltlo 4 e MpLeVEIENOMUIALONR
gieonsultation guestions and to delineate clearly:
EgUestions on the respective roles of ACFA
aNAlRACS when both bodies are asked to

erJct 5 the same topics. This would avoid
=) Elappmgs »

-:——-

=== _4 scenarios: 1) To replace ACFA with RAC

_—

-~ coordination committee; 2) To have a smaller
- ACFA; 3) To have a larger ACFA; 4) To create a
Maritime Consultative Group.




=

WAGE \r) ermr\ S @ctoben)debateenithe
RACS review and the evaluation of ACFA;
PrEs e: tation: off the review. in RACs and

rlu*ﬁ ssion at the next RACs coordination
Smeeting| (24 November);

econd discussion with the Member States
(December — tbc);

-~ = Debate in the Parliament (fisheries

- committee)

[/ Reform of the Common Fisheries Policy
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