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Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing measures for the recovery of the stock of European eel
1.
Rapporteur: Albert Jan Maat
2.
EP No: A6‑0140/2006
3.
Date of adoption: 16 May 2006

4.
Subject: Measures for the recovery of the stock of European eel
5.
Inter‑institutional reference: 2005/0201(CNS)

6.
Legal basis: Article 37 EC

7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Fisheries Committee (PECH)

8.
Commission position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.

Amendment 1 – Accepted ‑ This is a statement of fact and it is acceptable and relevant to include it here.

Amendment 2 – Accepted ‑ Regional bodies may play an important role in the development of eel management plans and should be mentioned here.
Amendments 3 and 23 – Accepted ‑ Given the urgent need to conserve eel stocks, it is appropriate for Member States to move ahead on conservation measures even before transboundary arrangements are finalised. Also, special arrangements concerning sea fisheries are included in a new Article 9.

Amendment 4 – Rejected – There is no operational article corresponding to this recital, so it has no place in this Regulation. The Commission could accept this being addressed as a research topic under one of its research funding programmes.

Amendment 5 – Rejected ‑ There is no operational article corresponding to this recital, so it has no place in this Regulation. The Commission will undertake to look into export control measures as a separate policy commitment.

Amendment 6 – Accepted subject to slight rephrasing: "so that the fishing effort by any Member State that catches eel is reduced by half" ‑ The eel fishing sector and Member States have serious difficulties with the proposal to restrict fishing. This formulation will provide a large degree of flexibility for Member States in implementing the measure.

Amendment 7 – Accepted ‑ This rewording is needed for consistency with the new text in Article 2.

Amendment 8 – Rejected ‑ There is no scientific, demonstrable basis for the claim that this practice will facilitate the escape of mature silver eels.

Amendment 9 – Rejected ‑ The text is too vague to have a specific effect. The Commission prefers such measures to be included in eel management plans.
Amendments 10, 12, 21, 23, 27 and 29 – Accepted ‑ The Commission accepts more time is needed to develop the measures.

Amendment 11 – Rejected, but the Commission accepts implementation in a different way. There is no quantitative, scientific basis for the measures here and it is not known what effect they would have. The conservation benefits are already covered by point (b) of Article 3. The Commission will further develop the ideas relating to export restrictions, but in a different proposal.

Amendment 13 – Accepted ‑ Some Member States have a large number of river basins, and the Commission accepts that individual plans for each basin may not always be appropriate.
Amendment 14 – Accepted ‑ The Commission can accept that Member States exercise a greater flexibility in their definition of administrative areas for the management of eels so long as the overall conservation goals are met.

Amendment 15 – Accepted ‑ A close approximation to the Water Framework Directive will facilitate the development of eel management measures.
Amendment 16 – Rejected – The Commission accepts the principle, but the text is redundant from a legal point of view. Implementation is covered in Article 7(3). The choice of river basin is covered by the new Article 5 (amendment 13).
Amendment 17 – Rejected – The Commission accepts the principle, but from a legal point of view this is already covered by Article 8(1).

Amendment 18 – Rejected ‑ To be operational, the percentage that escape must be specified. Where it cannot be quantified, measures such as a 50% reduction in fishing effort and in turbine mortality should be implemented.

Amendments 19 and 20 – Rejected – The Commission agrees in principle, but conditions for financial support are covered in the European Fisheries Fund Regulation. There is no need for a further reference here.

Amendment 24 – Rejected ‑ It is not feasible to simply extend eel management plans into coastal waters. However, the Commission agrees that specific eel conservation measures should apply in coastal waters and will seek a simple and practical alternative measure.
Amendment 25 – Rejected ‑ The Commission will look into export‑related measures on the basis of a separate proposal.

Amendment 26 – Rejected ‑ The Commission accepts that some simplification of reporting requirements is appropriate, but that it remains necessary for the reports to contain sufficient technical elements for them to be formally evaluated.

Amendment 28 – Accepted in principle but in a different form ‑ STECF has already delivered an opinion concerning the norm in Article 6(4) and has recommended an immediate 50% reduction in fishing effort and a comparable reduction in mortality from fixed installations. The Commission will support an adaptation of the proposal according to the new STECF advice.

9.
Outlook for the amendment of the proposal: The Commission has collaborated with the Council on a text of a working document which takes in these changes. This working document is still under discussion.

10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: Adoption envisaged during the Finnish Presidency.
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