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Introduction

Ann Bell welcomed participants and thanked the Alistair from the European Parliament staff for assisting with the organisation of the meeting and the provision of the room. 

1.
Notes on last meeting and matters arising: 

Format of the InterRAC Committee

Tobias Kerrn- Jespersen requested that a discussion to clarify the interRAC functions take place at this meeting. Ann Bell noted that Sean O’Donoghue had requested that this be discussed under AOCB, but suggested that Sean’s intervention be moved forward to now. Sean thanked Ann and stated that the Pelagic RAC had requested it be clarified that the InterRAC work on administrative matters only. He added that it would be worthwhile to set out procedures and formulise the chair etc now. He also stated that the status of the InterRAC was of concern to the Pelagic RAC and needed to be clarified. 

Ann informed the meeting that Terms of Reference had been drafted up and agreed at the meeting in December. These were then considered. A number of amendments were suggested and bullet point three and bullet point six were amended to include the word administration. 
With regards to the status of the InterRAC, it was noted by the Commission that this forum would not be formally consulted on issues and the Commission will continue to consult individual RACs on issues. 

With regards to the chair of the InterRAC it was suggested that a rotating chair be considered. For instance if one the RACs calls a meeting then they should chair the meeting. The InterRAC Committee should also allow itself scope to have an emergency meeting. Membership of the InterRAC committee needs also to be agreed.   

After a lengthy discussion the following was agreed: 

· The function of the InterRAC Committee is to share experiences and support each other on administrative issues

· The amended TOR will be circulated with this report 

· The interRAC Committee is not a formal body

· Members of the interRAC Committee shall be the secretariats and chairs to each of the RAC’s. Other members of the RAC’s should be kept informed by the RAC’s respective secretariat. 

· The issue of chair and secretariat/rapportuer will considered via email by the RAC secretariats and be resolved at the next meeting. 

2.
Commission Work Programme:

The Commission requested that we leave this item as it will be dealt with in details in the RAC co-ordination meeting at 2.30pm. 

3.
Draft report of ICES/InterRAC meeting:
Hendrik Sparholt from ICES presented the report to the meeting. He informed the meeting that this report would be discussed with the Directors of the National Labs at the EFARO meeting in May of this year.  He asked the participants to suggest any amendments they may have now.  

Sean O’Donoghue noted that there is a fundamental issue omitted from the report, which must be address; The RACs need a direct access point to ICES. He stated that at present the report suggests that RAC’s may interact with ICES but that all requests must be sent via the Commission or Member States- this will not allow the RACs freedom to conduct all work that may be necessary. 

Henrik Sparholt of ICES replied that the RACs can approach ICES directly to do work, however this costs a lot of money and it was discussed at the meeting in January that the most logical and economical way for the RACs was to work with the Commission via their MOU with ICES. He added that this MOU is due to be reviewed this year and each RAC should take time to consider their needs and to ensure that they are reflected in the revised MOU. 

Paul Degnbol of the EU Commission informed the meeting that the Commission could certainly include requests from the RAC in the revised MOU. He also suggested that the RACs draft an MOU with the directors of the National Institutes; this is one of the outcomes of the meeting in January. He noted that the scientists used by ICES are national scientist and it is up to the national institute to allocate resources to projects. He stated that this should be a priority issue for each RAC. 
Hugo Anderson stated that the RACs cannot afford to buy advice from ICES and the EU Commission has offered a channel to allow the RACs and ICES to work together which should be welcomed and availed of.  He suggested that when a RAC chooses to work on its own initiatives- it could go directly to the national laboratories.  

Ann Bell suggested that the report be considered in detail at this meeting to ensure that these points be included. 
Henrik read the report from section 4.9 Conclusions. 
The following points were discussed: 
· In the section ‘What RACs need from ICES’ A point must be included for when RACs need to get specific scientific work done. 

· In the section on entitled ‘Follow up Action Points’ Point-2  needs to be amended to include RAC ability to submit special requests to ICES. The funding of which needs to be considered.

·  In the section on entitled ‘Follow up Action Points’ Point-4- needs to include  that RACs should also develop a draft MOU for the EFARO meeting

· In the section on entitled ‘Follow up Action Points’ Point-8- The RACs need to progress this issue with Commission and member States to ensure that there is adequate funding. 
· A point needs to be added regarding on improving data quality to section 4.9 and 5. This should be a priority for both ICES and the RACs 

· A point needs to be added in section 5 on the input of knowledge from the fishing sectors.

The following Actions were agreed`
· Amendments will be made to the ICES report by Henrik to reflect the points above.  The report will be re-circulated. 

· A letter will be sent to the Commission and Member States re the funding of scientific input and special requests. 
· A MOU will be drafted by Ann and Sean to be sent to EFARO meeting on behalf of the RACs, stating the RACs need for scientist etc, this will be signed by each of the RAC chairpersons. 

· The RAC secretariats will inform members of ICES meetings in June (Galway) and September (Maastricht)
4.
Data Collection/Fishers Survey
Ann Bell introduced the Fishers survey that is conducted on an annual bases by the North Sea Partnership as a possible model for data collection that each of the RACs could follow. The Fishers survey has been conducted for the last 5 years on North Sea Fishermen.  The survey records the observations of fishermen on the state of the stocks in the North Sea.  This data is then sent to ICES to be fed into the assessment process. As part of the survey, fishermen are invited to attend ACFM and peer review meetings with ICES.  Ann Bell suggested that it would be a useful model for the RACs to consider using.

Sean O’Donoghue asked ICES if this data had been of use to the scientists in conducting the assessment.  He stated that it is vitally important from an industry point of view to see how ICES is using this data before they provide it. 

Henrik Sparholt stated that Fishers survey has been very useful to ICES however it has only been running a few years and as a result it is difficult to scientifically evaluate the usefulness of the survey. However he stated the process of engaging the fishermen in the ICES assessment has been extremely useful.
Hugo Anderson stated that the peer review process which the North Sea Partnership has been involved in as part of this Fisher Survey has was also been very useful and  this should  be continued with the RACs. Industry input into ACFM should be a vital component of RAC/ICES interaction. 
Paul Degnbol added that the experience with interactions of the industry and ICES as a result of this survey have been constructive and have resulted in better understanding of the problems on both sides. He stated that real issues have emerged as a result of this process and it is something that should be maintained as it is good to have a structured process to deal with these problem- rather than using the press. 

Sean O Donoghue agreed that it is a survey that could be used by other RACs but that it should not pre-empt other methods of providing fishing data to ICES. 
 Action
· Ann Bell will distribute the questionnaire for other RAcs to consider.  
· Ann and Henrik to co-ordinate an evaluation on the usefulness of the Fishers Survey.  
5. Draft Inter RAC Position on European Control and Enforcement Agency 

Ann Bell informed the meeting that the position as agreed via the email was sent to the Commission.  

6. Letters

Ann Bell informed the meeting that these were included for points of information. No comment was made on them. 

7. 
Budget and Funding 
It was agreed that there are a number of budget issues that need to be considered by the RACs together. Due to time constraints on this meeting it was suggested that the RAC secretariats should seek a meeting with the Commission at the nearest possible opportunity. This will be raised at the RAC co-ordination meeting at 2.30pm. 
Annex 1

INTER-RAC COMMITTEE

AIM

To ensure the effective administrative management of RACs by working together to:

· Share experience and best practice

· Avoid duplication of effort

· Provide administrative support 

· Co-operate where appropriate when dealing with horizontal administrative issues 

· Co-ordination of meetings etc.

· Provide a collective view on administrative issues affecting all RACs

