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Background 

CCB was surprised by the comment sent in by the EU in reaction to the newly established work plan for the FISH-M 
group. The statement gives rise to several questions and CCB would like to react by questioning the motives, the basis 
of the comment and ask the CPs to proceed as planned with the FISH-M work plan but adding that direct cooperation 
with Baltfish and the EU is called for. The statement from EU sent to the HELCOM secretariat in June 2016 said: 

"We would like to highlight that the action to support implementation of EC regulation on eel is redundant and beyond 
the scope of the Fish-M group. The eel regulation has been proposed by the European Commission and adopted by the 
Council. The implementation and evaluation of the regulation is a responsibility of the MS and of the Commission and 
not of HELCOM.” 

Firstly, there seems to be confusion in the EU about what HELCOM is. HELCOM is made up of EU Members States with 
one exception (Russia) and all and any country is of course free to discuss or agree on joint measures. In fact the EU Eel 
management plan specifically calls for transboundary collaboration and HELCOM is the right fora for this. Working on 
eel conservation is fully in line with HELCOM BSAP, Red list work, and the Convention of Migratory Species (CMS) where 
eel is now listed. As the statement from the EU says, it is the responsibility of the MS and that is what HELCOM to a 
large extent consists of. 

Secondly, the EU seems to miss the fact that EU is also a party of HELCOM and is currently Chair of HELCOM, neutral to 
any of the CPs’ interests, thus both MS and the EU as listed in the statement is part of HELCOM and that is where the 
responsibility of “implementation and evaluation” lies according to the EU itself. Furthermore, in reacting in the above 
way the EU is in direct conflict with their own mission statement for their chairmanship of supporting and improving 
regional governance. Instead EU should seek active solutions to further discussions on eel that both EU and non-EU CPs 
have shown interest in. 

Thirdly, the ambitions of HELCOM and the FISH-M group is to address some of the issues the EC noted in their review 
of the eel management plan (from 2014) as well as addressing improvement to support the scientific assessments, joint 
reporting (2018) and focusing on IUU/poaching of eel. As the eel management consists of national plans, and not an 
international plan, cooperation within HELCOM is exactly what is called for and there is no other fora or arena that in 
practice could take on the issue. A regionalized approach is called for and of course HELCOM must make sure that both 
BALTFISH and Joint EU-Russia Fisheries Commission are informed and hopefully involved in the work in FISH-M.  

Furthermore, the recent first meeting of the range states within CMS in Ireland (13-14th October 2016) underscores the 
need for regional discussions to take place on how to best support the spawning migration of eel and to make the most 
of the resources spent on enhancing chances for the out migrating eels.  

Lastly, CCB expect the Chair and HoDs can help to finalize this discussion of scope for HELCOM subgroups working on 
BSAP, CMS and HELCOM red list species in general and of eel in particular.  

Action requested 
The Meeting is invited to take note of the above and to:  

 consider the proposed work plan of FISH-M as agreed and proceed by asking the BALTFISH and Joint EU-Russia 
Fisheries Commission to take active part in HELCOM work on eel management coordination. 

 focus the work of FISH-M on the international coordination of efforts to increase outmigration of eel, potentially as 
part of contributing to the CMS in line with the stated commitment on biodiversity in BSAP 2007.  

 focus attention on illegal and unreported catches of eel and consider asking the EU to bring in help from EFCA  
 consider a statement to HoDs underlining that FISH-Ms work is in line with BSAP and asking for a clear mandate to 

proceed as planned. 

http://www.cms.int/en/meeting/first-range-state-workshop-european-eel

