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Almost 40% of total world fisheries pro-
duction enters international trade. World 
fish consumption is rising, and given the 
increasing limitations put on capture 
fisheries to ensure that they are exploited 
sustainably, increasing attention is being 
given to the potential of aquaculture to 
meet the gap in fish supplies. Currently, 
aquaculture accounts for 45% of world 
fish production. ACP countries are lagging 
behind developments in this sector, with 
their aquaculture production represent-
ing only 2% of global production. Efforts 
are under way in the framework of the 
New Partnership for Africa’s Develop-
ment (NEPAD) to develop a strategy to 
ensure both sustainable exploitation of 
capture fisheries and the development 
of aquaculture across Africa. 

The EU as a bloc is the world’s largest 
and most lucrative market for fish. ACP 
countries provide 11% of fish products 
to the EU market. However this does 
not take into account fish caught by EU 
vessels in ACP waters through FPAs, 
which are not landed in ACP countries. 
ACP countries now enjoy access for their 
fisheries exports to EU markets under 
one of three trade arrangements:

  (Interim) Economic Partnership Agree-
ments ((I)EPAs) and their transitional 
measures;

  the ‘Everything but arms’ arrangement 
(EBA) which provides duty-free access 
for almost all products from LDCs; 

  the standard GSP (Generalised System 
of Preferences) treatment.

Given the duty-free, quota-free access 
granted under the first two of these ar-
rangements, tariffs per se are not a major 
issue for ACP exporters. The fisheries-
specific rules of origin applied under the 
various trade arrangements, and the in-
creasingly complex set of sanitary and 
phytosanitary (SPS), labelling and quality 
standards applied, are of greater impor-
tance. Compliance with the EU regulation 
on illegal, unregulated and unreported (IUU) 
fishing, in particular the catch certification 
scheme which entered into force on 1 
January 2010, is another challenge to be 
met by ACP exporters. It is also important 
to note the growing power of retailers 
who have been able, sometimes more 
efficiently than governments, to impose 
on producers increasingly stringent private 
quality standards for fish imports, includ-
ing requirements related to eco-labels.

In terms of tariffs, the margins of prefe-
rence provided to ACP countries over their 
competitors are gradually but inexorably 
being eroded due to three main factors: 

  the free-trade area (FTA) agreements 
being signed by the EU with a number 
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of Latin American and Asian fish-
exporting countries, giving them 
tariff reductions on fish and fishery 
products; 

  the WTO dispute settlement process, 
where advantages enjoyed by ACP 
countries in the EU have been suc-
cessfully challenged by two ASEAN 
countries in the case of canned tuna;

  the Doha Round of WTO tariff ne-
gotiations. 

With the Doha Round stalled, the first 
two processes have to date had the 
greatest impact on the value of tradi-
tional trade preferences for the ACP 
fisheries sectors.

More generally, overall the level of value 
retained by ACP fish exporters has 
been steadily declining over the last 10 
years. This has given added impetus 
to ACP efforts to improve the quality 
of fish exported and to add value to 
fish products prior to export – in some 
cases, this is essentially about impro-
ving the capacity to deliver fresh fish to 
the markets. The declining ACP share 
of revenues from fish products is also 
one of the factors increasing the pres-
sure to over-exploit fisheries resources, 
a pressure already intense given the 
growing international demand. 

High priorities in ACP countries are: 

  securing sustainable levels of produc-
tion through appropriate investment in 
fisheries management and sustainable 
aquaculture; 

  ensuring a better price for ACP fish 
products, through investment in value 
adding activities; 

  meeting SPS and quality standards. 

In addition, issues related to the nature 
and net benefits of foreign investment 
in ACP fisheries sector also need to 
be addressed.

2.  Latest 
developments

Trends in EU fish imports 
and ACP fish exports in 
2010

In 2010, the EU27 remained the world’s 
largest fish importer, with 43.5% of total 
world imports of fish. The EU is also the 
world’s largest fish exporter, with 26% 
of total exports. Eurostat data show that 
it imported €23 billion worth of fish and 
fisheries products in 2010. Overall, EU 
reliance on fish product imports reached 
65%, while for some categories, such as 
white fish, the dependency on imports 
is as high as 90%. This provides ACP 
exporters with significant market op-
portunities, provided they can comply 
with the rules of origin and the potential 
non-tariff barriers represented by the EU’s 
sanitary and other relevant standards. 

68% of ACP members’ fish exports are 
currently destined for the EU market, 
although the ACP accounts for only 11% 
of all EU fish imports. The ECOWAS 
region mainly exports unprocessed fish, 
the ESA and SADC regions mainly ex-
port processed fish products, while the 
Pacific mainly exports canned tuna to 
the EU. The Caribbean only has a lim-
ited fish trade with European overseas 
territories. Unlike in other sectors, in 
the fisheries sector further processing 
does not necessarily add value, with 
fresh fish markets commonly offering 
the best prices. Top ACP suppliers to 
the EU market include: Namibia (2%), 
Senegal (1%), Madagascar (1%), and the 
Seychelles (1%). The main fish products 
imported from ACP countries include: 
tuna, crustaceans (shrimp, farmed and 
wild caught, etc.), cephalopods, white 
fish (hake, Nile perch, etc.).

The reform of the 
EU common market 
organisation for fish 
products

As part of the reform of the European 
Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), the EU 
will also reform the regime of its common 
market organisation (CMO) for fisheries. 
In this context, various discussions have 
been held in which major EU stakehold-
ers have shared their views about the 
future CMO. 

The European Parliament, for exam-
ple, has adopted a resolution on fu-
ture arrangements for importing fishery 
and aquaculture products into the EU, 
which called for all the trade preferences 
granted to be made strictly conditional 
upon the fulfilment of stringent environ-
mental and social requirements. It also 
underlined that the EU’s requirement 
for coherence between its develop-
ment policy objectives and its trade 
policy, implying that developing coun-
tries should be encouraged to export 
fisheries products with a greater added 
value, provided that the fish comes from 
well managed and sustainable fisher-
ies and meets the necessary sanitary 
conditions (see Agritrade article ‘The 
European Parliament discusses trade 
aspects of the fisheries policy reform’, 
May 2010).

EU importers for their part feel that the 
current system of tariff suspensions and 
autonomous tariff quotas (ATQs) should 
be maintained and applied when EU pro-
duction cannot meet processors’ needs. 
However, they feel that the ATQs system 
does not adequately address permanent 
structural supply deficits. ATQs are time 
limited and subject to quantitative limits; 
this makes long-term business planning 
difficult. Therefore, where there is a de-
monstrable structural supply deficit for 
raw material, long-term tariff suspensions 
should be introduced (see Agritrade article 

http://agritrade.cta.int/en/Fisheries/Topics/Market-access/The-European-Parliament-discusses-trade-aspects-of-the-fisheries-policy-reform
http://agritrade.cta.int/en/Fisheries/Topics/Market-access/The-European-Parliament-discusses-trade-aspects-of-the-fisheries-policy-reform
http://agritrade.cta.int/en/Fisheries/Topics/Market-access/The-European-Parliament-discusses-trade-aspects-of-the-fisheries-policy-reform


Executive brief: Update 2011  I  3http://agritrade.cta.int/

ACP–EU fisheries: Market access and trade

‘Issues for the reform of the EU Com-
mon Organisation of Fish markets’, 20 
January 2011). 

The EU fishing industry insists on the 
necessity to ensure that fish consumed 
on the EU market come from envi-
ronmentally and socially sustainable 
sources. The EU fishing industry sees 
this as a way to establish a level playing 
field with their Asian competitors who, 
it is argued, do not abide by the level 
of environmental and social require-
ments (see Agritrade article ‘Unfair 
competition is the main challenge 
for EU tropical tuna fleets’, 20 Janu-
ary 2011). 

NGOs, for their part, emphasise the 
need to ensure that fish products come 
from socially and environmentally sus-
tainable sources, based on providing 
adequate support to developing coun-
tries to comply with these sustainability 
standards, within a framework which 
promotes value addition in developing 
countries. 

  On 13 July 2011, as part of the CFP 
reform package, a legislative proposal 
for a common organisation of the 
markets in fishery and aquaculture 
products (CMO) was unveiled by the 
EC. These proposals aim to:

  upgrade market incentives to sup-
port sustainable production practices 
throughout the supply chain; 

  improve the market position of EU 
production by increasing the com-
petitiveness of EU production (quality, 
innovation and added value), reinforc-
ing the bargaining power of producers 
and establishing a level playing field 
for EU producers vis-à-vis imports;

  improve the connection between EU 
production and EU structural market 
changes, with short-term fluctuations 
being better reflected in producers’ 
strategies via the establishment of 
transparent market information systems 
dealing with both supply and demand; 

Erosion of ACP tarif f 
preferences

Given the current impasse in the Doha 
Round, the granting of tariff preferences 
to ACP competitors takes place mainly 
through FTA negotiations (see Agritrade, 
‘ACP–EU trade issues in the fisheries 
sector: WTO aspects’, Executive Brief 
update 2011). Currently the EU is en-
gaged in FTA discussions with a number 
of bilateral regional and national trade 
partners, including some key actors in 
fisheries (India, ASEAN, Central America, 
etc.). Full liberalisation of a large number 
of imports, including fishery products, 
is central to these negotiations. For 
example, it was reported that the EU 
was open to negotiations for the pos-
sible granting of duty-free treatment for 
canned tuna exports from the Philippines 
and other members of ASEAN under 
the proposed FTA (canned tuna exports 
from ASEAN countries to the EU are 
currently subject to a 24% tariff) (see 
Agritrade article ‘Canned tuna may 
be included in the ASEAN-EU FTA’, 
November 2009).

SPS-related developments

Fishery and aquaculture products in-
tended for human consumption and 
offered on the EU market must comply 
with EU legislation related to food and 
feed safety. For ACP exports, it is es-
sential that ACP countries have public 
health legislation and controls for the 
fishery sector which are equivalent to the 
EU legislation. These requirements are 
checked by the EC, including through 
Food and Veterinary Office inspections. 
Establishments from ACP countries 
fulfilling the EU requirements have to 
obtain the agreement from their com-
petent authorities if they want to export 
fisheries products to the EU. Attention 
has been paid to the implementation 
of SPS measures, in particular whether 
they comply with the WTO agreement 

  enhance the marketing potential of EU 
products through supporting greater 
product differentiation based on par-
ticular characteristics of EU fish (fresh-
ness, local, variety etc.) and promoting 
greater consumer information.

Against this background the proposal 
includes provisions on common market-
ing standards, consumer information and 
market intelligence.

Regarding marketing standards, the 
proposal highlights that, without preju-
dice to the provisions of the SPS and 
IUU regulations, common marketing 
standards may, in particular, cover 
minimum marketing sizes of fishery 
products based on scientific advice, and 
specifications for canned products, in 
accordance with conservation require-
ments and international obligations. 

In terms of labelling requirements, it 
is proposed that fishery and aquacul-
ture products may only be offered on 
EU markets if they carry appropriate 
marking or labelling, with indications 
such as: 

  the commercial designation of the 
species; 

 the production method; 

  the area where the product was caught 
or farmed; 

 the date of landing; 

  whether the product is fresh or has 
been defrosted. 

Additional information, such as envi-
ronmental information, ethical or social 
information, production techniques 
and practices, nutritional content of 
the pro duct and organic aquaculture 
production, may be provided on a vol-
untary basis. The EC may set minimum 
criteria for information voluntarily pro-
vided by operators, while ensuring that 
the definition of voluntary information 
is performed in an accurate and trans-
parent manner.
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on SPS measures. A 2010 study by 
ICTSD looked at various issues of 
concern for ACP countries related to 
SPS questions, and how they could 
be addressed in EPA negotiations 
(see Agritrade article ‘EPA fisheries 
talks: an opportunity to tackle SPS 
measures’, May 2010). Two areas 
were highlighted:

  the EU’s application of the ‘pre-
cautionary principle’ via temporary 
import bans: here it was felt that 
the EPA negotiations offer an op-
portunity for the introduction of 
greater certainty about how long 
is ‘temporary’ and on the quantity 
and type of scientific evidence that 
is deemed to be sufficient;

  the stringency of EU SPS regula-
tions: where it was noted that while 
the WTO SPS agreement sets a 
regulatory floor it does not set a 
regulatory ceiling; therefore noth-
ing prevents the EU from adopting 
regulations that are consi derably 
more stringent than required by the 
WTO. Here again EPAs were seen 
as offering an opportunity to obtain 
clarification on precisely what the 
WTO SPS agreement allows the 
EU to do, and the remedies which 
ACP governments may seek where 
specific measures are considered 
to exceed what is necessary for the 
adequate protection of health.

The EU IUU catch 
certification scheme

The new EU legislation to fight IUU 
fishing entered into force on 1 January 
2010. It includes a catch certification 
scheme to ensure full traceability of 
fish from net to plate. During 2010, the 
issue was raised of the additional costs 
for ACP administrations that the EU 
IUU regulation will give rise to. Costs 
associated with the implementation of 
the IUU regulation will also fall on the 

shoulders of the commercial fishing 
industry. This gave rise to concerns 
that the IUU regulation could become a 
new non-tariff barrier to trade in seafood 
(see Agritrade article ‘New European 
regulation against illegal fishing raises 
concerns in Africa’, 10 January 2010).

Particular problems are likely to arise 
under the IUU regulation for EU com-
panies which give preference to cheap 
raw materials from various sources since 
vessels and the authorities in flags of 
convenience states may prove unable 
to provide the necessary certification. 
Companies which in contrast try to trade 
only with reliable suppliers will benefit 
from the regulation since it will reduce 
their own traceability costs (see Agritrade 
article ‘State of play in implementation 
of the IUU regulation’, 8 May 2010).

Developments in rules of 
origin 

The new rules of origin under the EPAs 
are less restrictive than was the case 
under the Cotonou Agreement; a sim-
plification of ownership and crew re-
quirements linked to the vessel used to 
harvest fish means that some additional 
flexibility has been extended to ACP 
exporters. However, the way ‘originating 
fish’ is defined still effectively forces 
ACP processors, particularly tuna can-
ners, to purchase from high-priced EU 
suppliers (as they do not have their own 
tuna fleets, and fish from third-country 
vessels is not ‘originating’). Overall, 
the definition of origin of fish caught 
in ACP EEZs remains a central issue 
for ACP countries. 

Some ACP countries, such as Namibia 
or the CARIFORUM group, have main-
tained the position that all catches 
affected in their EEZs should enjoy 
originating status. The EC continues 
to reject this (see Agritrade article ‘The 
origin of fish caught in ACP EEZs 
remains an issue’, October 2010). 

However a far more fundamental change 
to the rules has been agreed with the 
Pacific Group, where countries that ini-
tialled an IEPA can source fish from other 
regions and still qualify for preferential 
market access provided that the fish 
are landed and processed locally. This 
‘global sourcing’ provision is subject to a 
range of administrative requirements and, 
moreover, EU SPS measures and the 
requirements of the IUU catch certification 
scheme continue to be applicable. This 
has meant, for example, that Fijian fishery 
products were unable to benefit from this 
provision, since they remained subject to 
a temporary ban for non-compliance with 
SPS regulations until the beginning of 
2011 (see Agritrade article ‘EU approves 
Fiji’s tuna shipment’, May 2011). 

Pacific ACP countries would also like the 
global sourcing to apply to a wider range 
of fish products (see Agritrade article 
‘Rules of Origin: Pacific ACP wants 
global sourcing on fresh and frozen 
tuna’, 12 March 2011). Some Pacific ACP 
countries are particularly interested in this 
because they lack the capacity and the 
resources (water, land, and infrastructure) 
to build a cannery. 

Meanwhile, the European tuna industry 
has lobbied hard to limit the ‘global sourc-
ing’ derogation, warning that the European 
tuna fishing industry could be in danger 
because of the relaxation of the rules of 
origin provided for in the framework of the 
Pacific IEPA. It should be noted here that 
there are potential conflicts of interests 
in the EU fisheries sector: stringent rules 
of origin defend the EU fishing industry’s 
interests, while more lenient rules could 
be supportive of stable supplies of raw 
materials for EU-controlled processing 
plants in third countries (see Agritrade 
article ‘The interim Pacific EPA is ap-
proved’, March 2011). 
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Eco-labels

Producers’ organisations in ACP 
countries have launched initiatives to 
take advantage of EU retailers’ and 
consu mers’ demand for ‘sustainable 
seafood’ labels. A case in point is 
the initiative taken by the Seychelles 
Hook and Line Fishermen organisation, 
which, through a partnership between 
the Seychelles Fishing Authority and 
the Seychelles Bureau of Standards 
has established a code of conduct, 
which includes eight standards criteria 
and 20 requirements for fishing activi-
ties (related to gear selectivity, origin, 
quality and freshness, traceability, 
resource sustainability, and respect for 
the environment (see Agri trade article 
‘Seychelles fishermen develop their 
own label’, March 2010). 

Earlier on, in Madagascar, studies were 
undertaken on the eco-labelling of the 
shrimp fishery, looking at the reduc-
tion of greenhouse gas emissions. A 
carbon footprint assessment was also 
undertaken on the activities of a pro-
duction unit (shrimp fishing and farming, 
processing, transport, distribution). 
These shrimp products already carry 
the ‘red label’, a private initiative pro-
moting the good organoleptic qualities 
of the product. (See Agritrade article 
‘The Malagasy shrimp in search of 
competitiveness’, August 2009). 

However the main common standard 
for environmentally sustainable seafood 
remains the Marine Stewardship Coun-
cil scheme (MSC). The MSC scheme 
has recently been questioned over its 
reliability, and the challenges it poses 
for developing countries (see Agritrade 
article ‘Sustainable fish consumers 
‘duped’ by the Marine Stewardship 
Council’, March 2011).

 Five main issues of concern have been 
highlighted: 

  the standards of sustainability (where 
tension exists between maximising 

the environmental impact of certifica-
tion and expanding the coverage of 
such schemes); 

  the inability of eco-labels schemes to 
include small-scale fisheries; 

  conflicts of interests in the assessment 
process (where there are commercial 
incentives for certifying bodies to give 
favourable assessments to clients, 
given that the certifying body has a 
vested interest in developing the initia-
tive);

  the costs of certification, with eco-
labels increasing the costs of produc-
tion (this raises concerns about the 
distribution of these costs along the 
supply chain); 

  the proliferation of eco-labels which 
risks confusion among buyers and 
consumers and the emergence of a 
lack of confidence in seafood eco-
labelling.

ACP intra-regional trade in 
fish

As fish-exporting ACP countries are being 
confronted with increased competition 
from Asian countries on the EU export 
market, the role of intra-ACP trade in 
fisheries products could potentially in-
crease. Indeed in the past decade, the 
significance of the intra-ACP export trade 
in fish and fish products (in value terms) 
has grown from 1% to 8%. In 2010, a 
paper produced for the Commonwealth 
Secretariat highlighted the challenges of 
and opportunities for intra-ACP fish trade. 
The following opportunities to develop 
intra-ACP fish trade were highlighted: 

  building on the existing intra-ACP re-
gional fish trade;

  developing cross-regional dialogue 
towards building trans-regional ACP 
fish-trade policy; 

  exploring the domestic market of ACP 
countries for fisheries products; 

  meeting health and sanitary require-
ments for exports, which may open up 
new trade opportunities for intra-ACP 
trade.

However a range of challenges which 
needed to be addressed were also high-
lighted. These included: 

  the need to develop a supporting insti-
tutional and administrative framework;

  the need to harmonise tariff policies 
across different sub-regions and re-
gional member countries; 

  the need to eliminate non-tariff barriers 
to intra-ACP fish trade; 

  the importance of investment in ports, 
coastal shipping and road accessibility 
to decrease freight costs;

  the importance of addressing issues 
of IUU fishing (see Agritrade article 
‘Opportunities and challenges for 
intra-ACP trade in fish and fishery 
products’, March 2011).

3.  Implications for 
the ACP

Responding to preference 
erosion in the fisheries 
sector

Given that the stated objectives of grant-
ing preferences to ACP countries is to 
encourage exports from them, other 
measures need to be put in place to 
offset the impacts of preference ero-
sion. Several issues should be looked 
into by ACP countries, and appropriate 
measures proposed:

  Further relaxation of the rules of 
origin 

Redefining what constitutes ‘originat-
ing’ fish under ACP–EU trade agree-
ments potentially offers an important 
means of dealing with the evolving 
process of preference erosion. It 
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play a role in establishing consultative 
mechanisms on the application of SPS 
standards and mechanisms for the reso-
lution of fisheries sector SPS disputes 
where these arise. 

The types of issues which could be taken 
up in (I)EPA structures for dialogue on SPS 
issues include: 

  clarifying the basis on which bans based 
on the application of the precautionary 
principle should be applied; 

 the duration of ‘temporary’ measures; 

  the quantity and type of scientific evi-
dence that is deemed sufficient to war-
rant the lifting of bans implemented on 
the basis of the precautionary principle.

In some cases, where ACP countries want 
to move up the value chain and offer fresh 
fish products, they will need to take into 
account the necessary adaptations for 
enabling SPS-compliant exports of fresh 
fish products to the EU market. This is 
a significant challenge in its own right. 
However, what is most difficult is achieving 
the quality jump in terms of staff know-
how, since this requires not only better 
technical training but, more fundamentally, 
meticulous attention to all aspects of hy-
giene along the whole of the production 
process. These needs, technical as well 
as human, should be duly taken into ac-
count when designing and implementing 
future targeted assistance programmes.

Getting to grips with the 
IUU regulation

Meeting the IUU regulation, in particular 
the catch certification scheme, is an-
other challenge for ACP countries. If 
appropriate investments are not made, 
administrative shortcomings may see 
IUU regulations becoming a barrier to 
trade in legally caught products as well.

Although the European market is very 
lucrative, it is not the only one. Other mar-
kets with less stringent ‘entry rules’ may 

could serve to stimulate on-shore 
investment to enable ACP export-
ers to progressively improve their 
underlying competitiveness. Current 
concessions need to be extended to 
meet long-standing ACP demands 
and expectations, consistent with 
the region-specific realities (e.g. 
‘global sourcing’ in the Pacific and 
sourcing from within regional EEZs 
in Southern Africa). 

However in order for these conces-
sions to be meaningful, ACP govern-
ments will need to strengthen their 
capacities to ensure that fishing activity 
within their EEZs takes place on an 
increasingly sustainable basis includ-
ing from an environmental and social 
point of view. 

	 Targeted	financial	assistance

ACP countries which stand to lose 
from preference erosion should also 
seek assistance to address other 
constraints that limit their fish trade 
– in particular with the EU, their main 
trading partner in fisheries. These 
constraints include the increas-
ingly complex set of requirements 
– whether set up by EU legislation 
or by the private retail sector – in 
terms of sanitary standards, trace-
ability, environmental sustainability, 
social standards, carbon footprint, 
etc. It is likely that with the reform of 
EU market policy, compliance with 
standards as a precondition for mar-
ket access will become even more 
stringent. ACP technical assistance 
requirements will need therefore to 
be carefully assessed and prioritised 
in this respect.

	 	Assistance	for	the	gradual	re-
structuring	of	some	parts	of	ACP	
industry

Preferences granted by the EU have 
led to investment in some activities 
for which ACP countries will lose 
comparative advantages when these 
preferences are eroded. Typically, 

by simply putting tuna in a can, the 
product is standardised rather than 
valorised. Basic canned tuna from 
some ASEAN countries will always 
be produced at lower cost than the 
same product made in ACP island 
countries, where economies of scale 
are difficult, and which often have to 
import canning material at high cost. 

It is crucial for ACP countries to reflect 
on which products could offer them 
long-term comparative advantage, 
and to seek ways – and support – to 
gradually restructure their industry 
towards these products. Focusing 
on high-quality products is one way 
forward, but it means that greater 
care needs to be taken in catching, 
handling, storing and transporting the 
product, in order to maintain quality 
standards. Shifting to higher quality 
products that fetch better prices on 
international markets, may also al-
low ACP fishermen to maintain their 
turnover while greatly reducing their 
catch levels. This is important given 
the overexploited state of many ACP 
fish resources.

Addressing SPS 
challenges through 
increased cooperation 

Failure to comply with EU SPS and food 
safety requirements has already led to 
closure of the EU market to some ACP 
fisheries exports. In some cases (e.g. 
Fiji), this stopped the country making use 
of the ‘global sourcing’ derogation. It is 
therefore of paramount importance that 
ACP governments address preference 
erosion and SPS challenges if they wish to 
draw the full benefits of further relaxation 
in the rules of origin. 

Addressing SPS challenges should be 
done through increased targeted assis-
tance, but also through an organised 
dialogue structure that should be set up 
through EPAs. Such a structure could 
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still make it worthwhile for IUU operators 
to continue their activities unchanged, 
and not to take the steps hoped for 
by the EC to comply with conserva-
tion and management measures. The 
success of the fight against IUU fishing 
will depend on the capacity of the EU 
and its partners, including the ACP, in 
working together in multilateral forums 
such as the FAO and the WTO within the 
existing global approach to combating 
IUU fishing. Otherwise, law-abiding ACP 
producers will have to face – and pay 
the costs of – the administrative burden 
of implementing the IUU regulation while 
having to face unfair competition from 
IUU operators selling their IUU fish on 
less stringent markets.

Meeting future challenges 
relating to quality and 
labelling requirements 

Given the crisis in the EU fishing sec-
tor, it can be expected that the fishing 
industry will seek to increase the social 
and environmental standards which 
imported products need to meet, in 
order to be allowed access to the EU 
market. The EC is likely to face the tough 
choice of making some concessions in 
these areas or having to find increased 
subsidies for its fishing sector. In the 
current economic context, it is likely 
that the pressure will increase for ac-
commodating social and environmen-
tal conditionalities within the fisheries 
provisions of trade agreements. The 
Fisheries Commissioner has already 
declared that she would be seeking a 
legal instrument that would allow the 
EU to ban imports of fish products 
from countries that did not meet high 
sustainability standards. 

It should be noted that pressure on 
these wider issues is not only coming 
from the EU fishing industry, and its 
allies in the European Parliament, but 
also from environmental and develop-

ment NGOs and trade unions, who are 
also asking for stronger environmental 
and social conditionalities to be applied 
to fish products imported into the EU. 
The latter however also called for ap-
propriate support mechanisms to be 
introduced, so that these requirements 
do not become unfair barriers to trade. 

The EU’s intention to provide more in-
centives for developing countries to join 
the GSP+ scheme may also be a way of 
encouraging these developing countries 
to adapt to potential future require-
ments for accessing EU markets. These 
requirements relate to environmental 
sustainability, human rights, labour rights 
and good governance, and are a way 
of addressing the EU sector’s concerns 
about competing on a level playing field 
with fish imports which currently do 
not meet the same standards in these 
areas. Such conditionalities may be 
introduced in future EPA discussions. 
This means that EPA signatories may 
not only see their preferences eroded 
if fish-exporting nations are granted 
access to the GSP+ scheme, but also 
that they may have to address a new 
set of conditionalities in order for their 
fish products to enter EU markets.

To address these new challenges, tar-
geted financial support will be needed, 
in particular in fisheries management, 
but also to address the lack of infra-
structure, cold storage and qualified 
personnel. Indeed, ACP governments 
could also take advantage of the EU 
market’s requirements for quality-related 
criteria to improve across the board their 
fisheries management. For example, 
ensuring that all catches comply with 
EU quality standards would not only 
require increased public investment 
in: research; monitoring, control and 
surveillance (MCS); participation, etc., 
but also fisheries access policies that 
contribute to eliminating over-capacity 
from their EEZ, as well as non-selective 
or destructive fishing methods. 

Getting closer to your 
customers

If ACP governments want to gradually 
restructure their fishing industries to de-
velop more high-quality products, this will 
require ACP producers to actively search 
for partners in importing countries able to 
promote the quality of their products and 
to get a good price for them. Producing 
high-quality products for international 
markets that do not wish to pay higher 
prices would destroy any efforts to move 
towards fisheries that are not only envi-
ronmentally sustainable, but also socially 
and economically viable. A key issue is 
therefore to ensure that ACP countries 
benefit from a larger share of the value 
of, and the value added to, their fish. 

To achieve this, there first needs to be 
greater transparency as regards price 
formation, in order to be able to identify 
how much of the price accrues to the 
producing country, and whether this 
represents a fair share of the value of the 
fish, compared to the share that accrues 
to other actors along the supply chain. In 
this regard, the fish prices observatory 
to be set in place by the EU will provide 
interesting information and analysis. As 
concerns EU–ACP cooperation, it should 
be explored whether ACP stakeholders 
could be recognised as ‘authorised actors’ 
within this process. This should enable 
them to receive all the information nec-
essary to plan their marketing strategies 
on the EU market. With the experience 
of the EU Observatory, it could also be 
explored whether a complementary initia-
tive could be put in place, documenting 
and analysing how the pricing of fish 
products imported from ACP countries 
to EU markets is determined.

Secondly, ACP fish producers will need to 
get closer to their customers, particularly 
for high-value products such as fresh fish 
products. For European importers, this 
segment is not only more profitable, but 
also more promising for the future, as a 
result of the gradual shift in consumer 
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preferences from canned to fresh fish. 
In other words, adding value does not 
necessarily imply fish processing. 

One particular EU market which needs 
to be further explored by ACP fish pro-
ducers is the ‘eating out’ market. This is 
especially in a context where the ACP 
fishing resources of great commercial 
value are over-exploited and where, to 
increase the economic benefits of fishing, 
it will be necessary to put a production 
system in place involving less fishing, 
but better prices for the fish caught.

In the EU, fish eaten in restaurants, cafés 
or other eateries accounts for 30% of the 
global seafood market for marine fishery 
products. Most of the fish consumed in 
the home is bought in supermarkets, 
which account for 50% of the European 
market globally, or in fish shops and other 
traditional markets, which account for 
20% of the sales. 

Supermarket policy on seafood prod-
ucts is mainly geared towards offering 
low prices. Consumers buying fish in 
supermarkets have very little capacity to 
discern between species, size or origin. 
What strongly influences their purchase 
is the price. Today, ACP countries need 
to realise that all easily accessible Eu-
ropean markets, like supermarkets, are 
taken: these are the markets that are 
interested in large quantities, regularity 
of supply and low prices. For traditional 
EU markets (Rungis in Paris, Billingsgate 
in London, etc) and ‘eating out’ markets, 
what is important is the quality, the 
freshness, the diversity of the products, 
and how exotic the products are – there 
is less emphasis on the need to supply 
large volumes. 

Finally, ACP countries should not under-
estimate the significance of intra-ACP 
fish trade. While much of this trade is 
informal and unrecorded (particularly 

when it is small-scale and artisanal 
in nature), it nevertheless contributes 
greatly to food security. Developing intra-
ACP trade is strategically important for 
many ACP fish-exporting countries for 
food-security reasons, but it could also 
diminish the high dependency of ACP 
fish-exporting countries on international 
markets such as the EU where tariff 
preferences are being gradually eroded, 
and where compliance with a set of 
increasingly complex norms is required. 

It needs to be noted that many ACP fish 
producers cater simultaneously for dif-
ferent markets – international, regional, 
and local – and their economic viability 
depends on accessing this diversity of 
markets. 

ACP fish-exporting countries should 
therefore design a clear strategy to ac-
commodate these different complemen-
tary markets requirements. 
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other trade negotiations on fisheries’ 
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Report on an ‘Assessment of on-pack, wild-capture seafood-sustainability certification pro-
grammes and seafood ecolabels’, WWF, January 2010 
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