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SDELENiI KOMISE RADE, EVROPSKEMU PARLAMENTU A
EVROPSKY HOSPODARSKY A SOCIALNI VYBOR

kterym se zahajuje debata o pFristupu Spolecenstvi k programiim pro ekoznacky
pro produkty rybolovu

(Text s vyznamem pro EHP)

1. UvVOD

V prosinci 1997 se sdéleni Komise o budoucnosti trhu s produkty rybolovu v EU' poprvé
zabyvalo pottebou projednat nediskriminacni, dobrovolné programy ekologického
osvédcovani. V néslednych diskusich se vétSina ¢lenskych stati shodla na tom, Ze by
Spolecenstvi mélo zavést jednotny postup, ndzory na provedeni tohoto postupu vsak byly
nejednotné. V roce 2002 piijala Komise akéni plan Spolecenstvi pro zahrnuti pozadavkl na
ochranu Zivotniho prostfedi do spole¢né rybaiské politiky” a oznamila, e hodl4 zahajit debatu
o programech pro ekoznacky pro produkty rybolovu.

Reformovana spoledna rybatska politika® piijata v roce 2002 ma zajistit vyuZivani Zivych
vodnich zdroji takovym zptsobem, ktery zaru¢i udrzitelné hospodarské, environmentélni a
socidlni podminky. V souvislosti s pokrokem pii provadéni reformy spolecné rybarské
politiky je tfeba zaméfit se na zavedeni programi pro ekoznacky jako na prostiedek pro
zahrnuti pozadavkii na ochranu Zivotniho prostfedi do odvétvi rybolovu. V posledni dob¢ se
navic stale cCastéji objevuji produkty opatiené ekoznackou, coz vyvolava vazné otazky
ohledn¢ politiky hospodarské soutéze, obchodni politiky a politiky v oblasti ochrany
spotiebitele.

Pozornost by se téz méla vénovat diskusim o ekoznackéach probihajicim na mezinarodnich
forech. Organizace pro vyzivu a zeméd¢lstvi (FAO) jiz v soucasné dob¢ pracuje na rozvoji
pokynti pro ekoznacky pro ryby a produkty rybolovu z moiskych lovist. Clenové Svétové
obchodni organizace (WTO) se navic v deklaraci z Doha zavazali, Ze v ramci toho, co bylo
zkouméano Vyborem pro obchod a zivotni prostiedi, pfezkoumaji pro ucely souvisejici s
Zivotnim prostfedim pozadavky na oznaovani.

Komise by rada dosdhla toho, aby se co nejvice vyuzil mozny piinos divéryhodnych
programt pro ekoznacky pro produkty rybolovu. To by ve velké mife pfispélo k zahrnuti
pozadavkll na ochranu zivotniho prostiedi do odvétvi rybolovu. Toto sdéleni ma zahdjit
dikladnou koncepcni debatu o uvedenych tématech a zvazit moznosti dalSiho vyvoje.

Sdéleni Komise Radé a Evropskému parlamentu — Budoucnost trhu s produkty rybolovu v Evropské
unii: odpovédnost, partnerstvi a konkurenceschopnost. KOM(1997)719 v kone¢ném znéni ze dne
16. prosince 1997.

Sdéleni Komise, kterym se stanovi akéni plan SpoleCenstvi pro zahrnuti pozadavkli na ochranu
zivotniho prostfedi do spoleéné rybaiské politiky. KOM(2002)186 v kone¢ném znéni ze
dne 28. kvétna 2002.

Nafizeni Rady (ES) ¢.2371/2002 ze dne 20. prosince 2002 o zachovani a udrzitelném vyuZzivani
rybolovnych zdrojti v rAmci spoleéné rybaiské politiky (U, vést. L 358, 31.12.2002, s. 59).
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2. PROGRAMY PRO EKOZNACKY
2.1. Definice*

Program pro ekoznacky opraviiuje dany produkt k tomu, aby byl opatfen charakteristickym
logem nebo tvrzenim, jehoz prostfednictvim jsou spotiebitelé ujisténi o tom, ze produkt byl
vyroben v souladu s danym souborem standardii ochrany zivotniho prostiedi, jako jsou
udrzitelnost zdroje pouzitého jako surovina, dopad vyrobni metody na Zzivotni prostiedi ¢i
moznost dany produkt recyklovat. Zakladni myslenka spoc¢iva v tom, Ze jsou-li spotiebitelé
fadn¢ informovani, mize jejich vybér piipadné podnécovat reklamu na produkty Setrné k
zivotnimu prostiedi a jejich spotiebu. Tak mohou spotiebitelé ovlivnit chovani vyrobcii a
tvaret politiky.

V odvétvi primyslu a lesnictvi v souCasnosti existuje Siroka Skala programt pro osvédcovani
ekoznacky. Vlastni program Spoleenstvi pro udélovani ekoznadky se vztahuje zhruba na 20
skupin priimyslovych vyrobki. Nezahrnuje vSak potraviny, népoje a 1éky.

2.2, Programy pro ekoznacky v odvétvi rybolovu

Retézce supermarketl a obchodni spole¢nosti se velice zajimaji o potravinaiské produkty,
které jsou predmétem uvah o udrzitelnosti. To bylo podnétem k tomu, aby se v odvétvi
rybolovu rozvijely soukromé programy pro ekoznacky, z nichz né¢které si jiz na trhu nasly své
misto (napf. znacka ,bezpecny pro delfiny* a znacka ,,Rady pro spravu moii®). Navic se
v rostouci mife za¢inaji objevovat soukromé iniciativy piichazejici s fadou environmentalnich
tvrzeni, jejichZ ditvéryhodnost je mnohdy obtizné prokazatelna®.

‘

2.2.1.  Tunak oznaceny jako , bezpecny pro delfiny/Setrny k delfiniim*

Nejcastéji zmilovanym a moznd nejrozporuplnéjsim piipadem ekoznacky v odvétvi rybolovu
je piipad tunaka oznaGeného jako ,.bezpeény pro delfiny/Setrny k delfinim®. Ugelem této
znaCky je osvedcCit, ze tundk byl uloven zplsobem, ktery ochrafiuje delfiny, a to bud’ na
zakladé¢ Dohody o mezinarodnim programu na ochranu delfinti Evropskym spolecenstvim
(AIDCP), vicestranné regionalni rybolovné organizace, nebo v souladu s programem
prosazovanym Institutem pro ostrovy (Earth Island Institute), nevladni organizaci se sidlem
ve Spojenych statech.

Ackoli byla znacka ,,bezpecny pro delfiny/Setrny k delfinim* zpocatku pouhym technickym
nafizenim, zménila trh do té miry, Ze tundk, ktery neni oznacen jako ,,bezpecny pro delfiny*,
jiz neni v nékterych zemich pftijatelny. Normy AIDCP a USA vSak nejsou komplementarni.
Znacka ,,bezpecny pro delfiny* ve skute¢nosti zamezuje ptistupu tunidka uloveného v souladu
s normami AIDCP na trhy v USA. To je divodem soucasného sporu mezi Mexikem a USA.
Usili administrativy USA zménit dany zdkon USA tak, aby vyhovoval pozadavkiim AIDCP,
bylo u soudii USA zpochybnéno nékterymi nevladnimi organizacemi, které opatifeni AIDCP
povazuji za pfili§ mirna.

Definice, zkuSenosti v jinych oblastech a technické podrobnosti jsou uvedeny v piiloze I — 1.

Natizeni Evropského parlamentu a Rady (ES) ¢. 1980/2000 ze dne 17. ¢ervence 2000 o revidovaném
programu Spole¢enstvi pro udélovani ekoznacky (Ut. vést. L 237, 21.9.2000, s. 1).

Pro podrobnosti viz pfiloha I — 2.
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Spolecenstvi podporuje dobrovolny program AIDCP pro osvédCovani bezpecnosti pro
delfiny. Po zavedeni systému sledovani tuiidkd’ zistiva otazkou, zda a jak provadét program
AIDCP pro osvédcovani na urovni SpoleCenstvi. V této souvislosti bude tfeba zvazit celou
fadu riznych faktort.

2.2.2.  Program pro ekoznacky Rady pro spravu mori (Martine Stewardship Council)

Rada pro spravu moii (MSC) byla zalozena v roce 1997 spolecnosti Unilever a Svétovym
fondem na ochranu ptirody (WWF), ale nyni pracuje samostatné a zahgjila fadu soukromych
iniciativ tykajicich se ekoznacek, jejichz cilem je zajistit, ze produkt pochazi z fadné fizeného
lovisté a nepiispél k problémim tykajicim se zivotniho prostiedi spojenym s nadmérnym
odlovem. Dosud bylo osvédceno deset lovist, z toho ctyfi evropskd. Znackou MSC je po
celém svété opatieno pies 180 produkti. Dvandct lovist, vcetné lovist sledé obecného
v Severnim mofi a tresky pestré, je v soucasnosti podrobeno posouzeni.

Postup rozvoje zasad MSC potvrdil nevyuzité moznosti v rozvojovych zemich, které se
obavaji, ze by jejich produkty mohly byt vylouceny z trhi vyspélych zemi.

3. PRACE MEZINARODNICH FOR NA EKOZNACKACH
3.1. Organizace pro vyzZivu a zemédélstvi (FAO)

V ramci FAO byla vroce 1997 na 22. zasedani Vyboru FAO pro rybolov (COFI) jako
odpovéd’ na vytvofeni MSC zahdjena diskuse o ekoznackach. Vzhledem k obavam, ze by
ekoznaCky znamenaly dal§i omezeni obchodu, nebylo dosazeno vyrazného pokroku.
Odbornici se nicméné obecné shodli na tom, Ze budou-li vytvofeny pokyny, mély by byt
v souladu s kodexem chovani pro odpovédny rybolov organizace FAO®.

Na 25. setkani vyboru COFI vroce 2003 byla organizace FAO pozadana o vypracovani
pokynt pro ekoznacky pro ryby a produkty rybolovu z moiskych lovist. Pii technické
konzultaci v fijnu roku 2004 delegace ukazaly, ze maji vazny zdjem na tom, aby se urychlil
pokrok pfi rozvoji mezindrodnich pokynli pro ekoznacky. Byl u¢inén znacny pokrok a pied
setkanim vyboru COFI byla svolana druhé technickd konzultace. Kone¢né znéni pokynti bylo
pfijato na 26. setkani vyboru COFI v bieznu roku 2005. Evropské spolecenstvi se na celém
tomto konzultaénim procesu aktivné podilelo.

3.2 Svétova obchodni organizace (WTO)

V souladu se zdvazkem podle bodu iii) odstavce 32 rozvojové agendy z Doha (DDA) klast
zvlastni diiraz na pozadavky na oznacovani pro ucely zivotniho prosttedi probihaji od setkani
ministr v Dohé v roce 2001 diskuse ve Vyboru WTO pro obchod a Zivotni prostiedi. Tyto
diskuse se soustedily na dobrovolné programy zalozené na ptistupu zohlediujicim zivotni
cyklus’. Spole&enstvi navrhlo, aby byla vénovana pozornost fadé prvkii souvisejicich s tilohou

Natizeni Rady (ES) ¢. 882/2003 ze dne 19. kvétna 2003, kterym se zavadi systém sledovani a ovétovani
tutiaka. (UE. vést. L 127, 23.5.2003, s. 1).

Zprava ze dvacatého tietiho zasedani Vyboru pro rybolov (Rim, Italie, 15.-19. tmora 1999), Zprdiva
FAO o rybolovu. C. 595.

? Viz piiloha I-1.

CS



CS

a rozsahem programil pro ekoznacky s cilem posilit vzajemnou podporu obchodni a rozvojové
politiky a politiky v oblasti Zivotniho prostiedi'’. Dosud se nedospélo k zadném zavéru.

4. CILE POLITIKY SPOLECENSTVI TYKAJICI SE EKOZNACEK PRO RYBY A PRODUKTY
RYBOLOVU

Komise povazuje programy pro ekoznacky za prostiedek pro zahrnuti pozadavki na ochranu
zivotniho prostiedi do odvétvi rybolovu a podporuje cile, jez s takovou politikou obvykle
souviseji, zejména

1) zvySovat povédomi spotiebitele o environmentalnim rozméru rybolovu, a tim

2) podnécovat odpoveédnosti vici Zivotnimu prostiedi jak u osob ve vedoucim postavenim, tak
u rybafi, a to zvySovanim jejich povédomi o dopadu jejich rybolovnych ¢innosti na zivotni
prostiedi.

V tomto smyslu by trzni pobidky jako programy pro ekoznacky mohly pifimét vyrobce
k vyuzivani odpovédnéjSich rybolovnych postupti. Proto Komise zastavd ndzor, Ze by
dobrovolné programy pro ekoznacky mély byt podporovany. Komise nicméné téz bere
v tvahu skutecnost, Ze by odpovédnost za ochranu ptirodnich zdroja prostfednictvim regulace
meéla zlstat na vefejnych organech, a Ze ackoli lze ekoznacky vyuzivat na podporu
udrzitelného rybolovu, nemély by nahrazovat vladni politiku v oblasti zachovani zdroj.

Komise je toho nazoru, ze by se meéla vypracovat soudrznd politika Spolecenstvi pro
ekoznaCky pro ryby a produkty rybolovu, aby bylo mozné odpovidajicim zplisobem feSit
zalezitosti spojené se vznikem odlisnych ekoznacek.

Takova politika by méla ptispivat k:

1) udrzitelnému rybolovu'' a k odpovidajici virovni ochrany ekosystému: jsou-li
programy pro ekoznacky zalozeny na jasné vymezenych kritériich a vhodnych
ukazatelich, mohou napomédhat jak pfi sledovani pokroku ucinéného v souvislosti
s udrzitelnosti rybolovu, tak pii zvySovani povédomi vefejnosti v zalezitostech
tykajicich se udrzitelnosti zdroj;

2) harmonizovanému pristupu k programim pro ekoznacky v celéem Spolecenstvi:
spotiebitelé by méli byt ujisténi, ze se veskeré programy pro ekoznacky ve
Spolecenstvi fidi stejnymi pokyny a zdsadami;

3) tomu, aby veskeré informace poskytované spotiebitelum byly transparentni
a objektivni: pii nakupu se rozhodnuti zCasti zakladaji na charakteristikach, které
s produktem nesouviseji, jako jsou vyrobni metoda a dopad na Zivotni prostiedi;
mély by byt k dispozici jasné a ovétitelné informace, aby nedochazelo k zavadéjicim
tvrzenim; programy pro ekoznacky by rovnéz mély byt v souladu s vSeobecnymi

10 Dokument JOB(03)/130 ze dne 27. &ervna 2003.

V souladu s €l. 3 pism. e) nafizeni Rady ¢. 2371/2002 z 20.12.2002 zachovani a udrzitelném vyuzivani
rybolovnych zdrojii v ramci spolecné rybaiské politiky se ,,udrzitelnym vyuzivanim® rozumi ,,vyuzivani
populace takovym zplsobem, aby nebylo dotéeno jeji vyuzivani v budoucnu a aby nemélo negativni
disledky pro motské ekosystémy*.
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pozadavky spotiebitelské politiky, aby byla v souladu s ¢lankem 153 Smlouvy
zajiSténa vysoka Uroven ochrany spotiebitele;

4) spravedlivé soutézi: mé€lo by se zamezit pouzivani zavadéjicich ekoznacek a znacky
by nemély slouZit jako pouhé reklamni néstroje jednotlivych spolecnosti;

5) otevirenému pristupu: veskeré programy pro ekoznacky by mély zaruCovat otevieny
nediskriminaéni piistup a vydaje, které maji byt placeny tcastniky, by nemély byt
netnosné pro malé a stiedni podniky nebo pro odvétvi drobného rybolovu; a

6) rozvoji a obchodu: dostatend pozornost by méla byt vénovana prioritdm
vyzdvizenym SpolecCenstvim v ramci Sveétové obchodni organizace s cilem feSit
problémy rozvojovych zemi.

5. DOSTUPNE MOZNOSTI

V soucasnosti se vefejné organy zabyvaji predevsim otazkou, v jakém rozsahu by dobrovolné
programy pro ekoznacky mély podléhat predpisim, aby byl ochranén vetejny zajem. Zda se,
ze existuji tf1 moznosti.

5.1. MoZnost prvni: Zadna opatieni

Prvni planovanou moznosti je neucinit zadné kroky. Programy pro ekoznacky by se na trhu
mohly nadale volné rozvijet, aniz by do nich vetejny sektor jakkoli zasahoval. Spolecenstvi
v této oblasti dosud nepfijalo Zadna opatfeni. Nasledkem toho je soucasny stav totozny
s moznosti nepfijmout Zadna opatieni.

Vyhody této moznosti jsou nasledujici:

e Zajistilo by se zfetelné rozliSeni mezi iniciativami soukromého sektoru spocivajicimi ve
vyuzivani hlediska ptivodu a zptisobu odlovu ryb pfi uvadéni na trh na jedné stran¢ a
¢innostmi vefejného sektoru, jez maji zajistit zachovani a udrzitelné vyuzivani lovist’, na
stran¢ druhé. Odvétvi by bylo odpovédné za fizeni systému pro ekoznacky. To by mohlo
byt pfinosné pro §irsi rozvoj programt pro ekoznacky.

e Dobrovolné programy fidici se obchodem by mohly byt pruzngjsi a snadnéji by se mohly
prizpiisobovat proménlivym okolnostem. Vefejné orgadny by nebyly obvinovany, Ze na
obchod s produkty rybolovu uvaluji dodatecnd omezeni.

e Potieb¢ branit se proti zavadéjicim tvrzenim a prosazovat dodrzovani osvédcenych postupti
by bylo mozné vyhovét zvySovanim vefejného povédomi a povédomi primyslu
o udrzitelnosti zdroju.

Nevyhody moznosti nepiijmout zadna opatieni jsou tyto:
e Bez zaruky nezéavislého osvédCovani a akreditace by spolehlivost programi byla nejista.

e Na rozdil od ostatnich systémi oznaCovani, napi. organického oznaCovéni, neexistuje
jednotny nazor na to, co vlastn¢ ekoznacka v odvétvi rybolovu doopravdy znamena. Podle
nékterych nazori osvédcuje udrzitelné fizeni rybich populaci; jiné ndzory se soustfedi na
ekologicky dopad konkrétnich rybarskych technik ¢i na cely vyrobni fetézec v odvétvi
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rybolovu. Pii neexistenci minimalnich pozadavkl na programy pro ekoznacky by nékteré
spole¢nosti mohly o svych produktech ¢init pfehnana a neopravnéna tvrzeni.

e Hrozi, ze odlisné politiky jednotlivych ¢lenskych statii ohledné ekoznacek rozttisti trh
Spolecenstvi. V reakci na vzrastajici poCet produktl opatfenych ekoznackou na trhu
Spolecenstvi by si nékteré ¢lenské staty ¢i hospodaiské subjekty mohly pfat zavést vlastni
normy pro ekoznacky. To by mohlo bréanit volnému pohybu zbozi.

e Budou-li programy pro ekoznacky povazovany za vyhradni zalezitost soukromého sektoru,
mohl by byt jakykoli vefejny financni zasah povazovan partnery, na které se program
nevztahuje, za vefejnou dotaci, ¢imZ by mohl narusit trh. Na takovy zasah by si poté mohly
téz sté¢zovat rozvojové zeme. Verejné organy by mohly mit potize s poskytovanim finan¢ni
a technické pomoci rozvojovym zemim, pokud by programy byly vylu¢né pod kontrolou
soukromého sektoru.

Komise je presvédcena, Ze rizika spojend s neexistenci jasného pristupu SpoleCenstvi k
uvadéni produktl opatfenych ekoznackou na trh by méla byt fadné projednana. Misto aby
Spolecenstvi zpétné fesilo problémové ¢i neodpovidajici programy a napravovalo nezadouci
ucinky na trhy a/nebo na rozumné zachovani rybich populaci, bylo by vhodnéjsi, aby si od
pocatku osvojilo vice holisticky spolecny piistup. Proto Komise moznost nepfijeti zadnych
opatieni nedoporucuje.

5.2. MoZnost druha: vytvoreni jediného programu Spolecenstvi pro ekoznacky pro
ryby a produkty rybolovu

Bylo téz navrzeno, aby SpoleCenstvi vytvoiilo vlastni komplexni program pro ekoznacky,
jenz by byl fizen vefejnymi organy nebo jejich jmenovanymi zastupci. V ramci takového
jediného programu by vefejné orgadny byly na vSech urovnich zapojeny do rozvoje,
provozovani a kontroly programu.

Ve prospéch tohoto ptistupu sveéd¢i tfi hlavni argumenty:

e zdivodu mozného prolinani se posudkii ekoznacek a vefejného fizeni populaci by
jednotny program Spolecenstvi pro ekoznacky slouzil k potvrzeni vysadnich prav
vetejnych organti pii fizeni rybolovnych zdroji;

e soukromé programy pro ekoznacky by mély byt omezeny, nebot’ by mohly narusSovat trh
rozliSovanim mezi riznymi skupinami produkti, napt. osvéd¢ovanim rybolovu bez ohledu
na existenci jinych typu rybolovu dané rybi populace;

e jediny program pro ekoznacky by zamezil nejasnostem plynoucim z konkurence mezi
riznymi programy pro ekoznacky a =zajistii by davéryhodnost jediného programu
prostfednictvim vysSich environmentalnich norem, nezavislych zaruk a vétsi autority.

Pro Komisi tyto argumenty nejsou piesvédcivé. Konkurence mezi programy pro ekoznacky
by nemusela vzdy vést k nejasnostem, jsou-li posudky vypracovavany transparentné a
nestrann¢ a pouzita kritéria sdélovana spottebiteli jasnym zptisobem.

Navic by byl jediny vetejné fizeny program pro ekoznacky spojen s fadou dalSich problému:
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e Odpovédnost vetejnych organi za ochranu ptirodnich zdroji prostfednictvim regulace by
mohla byt zastiena, budou-li fidit doplinkovy dobrovolny program pro osvédcovani pouze
nékterych populaci nebo typl rybolovu. Pokud by pozadovand norma pro jedinou
ekoznacku Spolecenstvi spocivala v pouhém souladu s natizenimi Spolecenstvi, nebylo by
zajisténo dostateCné rozliSeni produktu, které spotfebitelé vyhledévaji. Ve skutecnosti by
byl program pro ekoznacky piinosny pouze tehdy, pokud by vyzadoval vice nez pouhy
soulad s pouzitelnymi pravnimi piedpisy. Jinak by bylo mozné dospét k nédzoru, Ze
samotné pravni predpisy jsou nedostacuji ¢i dokonce ,,podstandardni®‘.

e Pokud by Spole€enstvi chtélo vytvofit vlastni program pro ekoznacky, muselo by u
kazdého rybolovu uréit, co piesné¢ by ekoznacka méla osvédcovat. Nebude-li dosazeno
shody ohledné jakéhokoli jednoznacného kritéria pro posouzeni dopadu, mize dojit k
rozportim a k situacim, kdy budou dotéené vefejné organy fesit stiet mezi svoji politikou
fizeni a normou pro osvédCovani. At se pouzije jakékoli kritérium, vzdy budou existovat
,Vitézové“ a ,,porazeni“. Mohlo by se napfiklad stat, ze mnohd lovisté Spolecenstvi, ktera
piesahuji bezpecné biologické limity, nebudou na urcitou dobu pro ekoznacku zpisobila.
Vertejné organy by jen stézi ptijaly za takové potize odpoveédnost.

e Veftejné fizeny komplexni program by rovnéz zahrnoval zna¢né vetejné vydaje na zajisténi
nezbytnych spravnich zdroji pro posuzovéni, osvédCovani a ovéfovani shody. To samo
0 sob¢ ¢ini tuto moznost neproveditelnou.

Shodou ndhod by skutecnost, Ze mnoho rybich populaci ve Spolecenstvi prekracuje bezpecné
biologické limity, mohla vést k situaci, kdy by odkaz na ,udrzitelné vyuzivani“, jak je
stanoven v ¢l. 3 pism. e) smérnice Rady (ES) ¢. 2371/2002 (viz poznamka pod ¢arou 10
vyse), zvyhodiioval produkty dovdzené ze zemi, které maji del$i historii fizeni na zakladé
zasady predbézné opatrnosti.

Komise je toho nédzoru, ze zfizeni jediného vetejné fizen¢ho programu pro ekoznacky pro
produkty rybolovu neni ani vhodné, ani prakticky proveditelné. Pokud to soukromy sektor
povazuje za vyhodné a hodla podstoupit riziko zavedeni programii pro ekoznacky, mize tak
ucinit, pokud se pfitom nedostane do rozporu s hlavnimi cily vefejné politiky, jako jsou
spravedliva soutéz, objektivni informace a rozumné zachovani a fizeni rybich populaci.

5.3. MoZnost tieti: zavedeni minimalnich poZadavkii na dobrovolné programy pro
ekoznacky

Tteti moznosti je, ze SpoleCenstvi upfesni soubor minimalnich pozadavka pro dobrovolné
programy pro ekoznacky fizené poptavkou.

Programy pro ekoznacky by tak bylo mozné volné rozvijet prostfednictvim soukromych
a/nebo vefejnych iniciativ, pokud budou v souladu s minimélnimi pozadavky. Zapojeni
vefejnych organii by se omezilo na registraci programi pro ekoznacky a na ovétovani jejich
souladu s minimalnimi pozadavky. Tyto pozadavky by se tykaly jak technickych, tak
proceduralnich a institucionalnich aspektii (viz ptiloha II).

Toto je vycet hlavnich vyhod tohoto ptistupu:

e Vzhledem k vyrazné pruznosti a rozmanitosti programi pro ekoznacky by bylo mozné
spotiebiteli ukazat, Ze chovani rybolovného odvétvi i osob ve vedoucim postavenim
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prispiva k udrzitelnosti. Ekoznacky by tudiz v plném rozsahu plnily sviij ucel coby
obchodni pobidky a podporovaly by lepsi fizeni odvétvi rybolovu;

Byla by zajisténa ,,bezpecnostni sit* podminek, jez by zamezila hrozbé naruseni soutéze
nebo nespravnym informacim a spotiebiteli by byly nabidnuty patfi¢né zaruky;

Tento ptistup by podnécoval naplnéni vysoce standardnich environmentalnich cild, byl by
zajistén patfiény diiraz na dulezité aspekty udrzitelnosti zdroja a posilena divéryhodnost a
soudrznost programil pro ekoznacky;

Programy pro ekoznacky by tak mohly byt pfizpiisobeny rybolovu a/mebo pfislusnym
hospodarskym partnerim, jakymi jsou naptiklad malé a stfedni podniky nebo rozvojové
zemé. Programy by tudiz byly ptistupnéjsi a jejich provadéni by pro odvétvi rybolovu bylo
méné nakladné; a

Bylo by snadnéjsi zaclenit jiz probihajici programy.

Naopak hlavni nevyhodou této moznosti je, ze zvySena pruznost mize rozmélnit dopad
programu.

6.

Minimalni pozadavky museji vychazet z dosavadnich zkuSenosti s politikou v oblasti
zachovani zdroji. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze se viceleté plany fizeni dosud nevztahuji na
vSechna lovisté, nemuseji byt minimalni kritéria ve srovnani s politikou Spolecenstvi
v oblasti zachovani zdroji zprvu pfili§ naro¢nd, aniz by vSak byla diskriminaéni. Kritéria
bude tfeba pfezkoumat na zakladé ziskanych zkuSenosti a technickych poznatki. Casem
bude nutné troven pozadavkil na programy pro ekoznacky postupné zvySovat;

Nebude existovat zaruka, Ze se veskeré ekoznacky na trhu zamétuji na udrzitelnost zdroja
stejnym zpusobem. Neékteré programy by mohly klast diraz na fizeni rybolovu, jiné
naopak piedev§im na ochranu ekosystému. To by bylo mozné kompenzovat odpovidajicim
informovanim spotiebitele;

Sledovani programi pro ekoznacky vyzaduje konkrétni dovednosti v oblasti fizeni
a provozovani programli osvédcovani. Organy odpovédné za fizeni rybolovu se s nimi
budou muset odpovidajicim zplisobem seznamit;

V kazdém ptipad¢ bude Komise muset vykonavat dohliZeci pravomoci, aby zajistila, ze

jsou dodrzovany odpovidajici pravni predpisy Spolecenstvi v této oblasti.

ZAVER

Ekoznacky jsou na trhu Spolecenstvi s produkty rybolovu v soucasnosti jevem stéle cast&j$im,
je proto na ¢ase zah4ajit debatu o tom, zda ma byt naplanovan spolecny pftistup, ¢i nikoli.

Je zfejmé, Ze ekoznacky maji mnoho rtiznych stranek, a Ze bude proto v prub¢hu planované
debaty tieba zvazit Sirokou fadu otazek.

Debata se bude muset zaméftit na klicové otazky, jako:
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e Co by mél program pro ekoznacky osvédcovat: lovisté, metodu rybolovu nebo jinou
slozku? M¢ly by se tudiz ekoznaCky vydavané pro jednotlivé aspekty povazovat za
nedilnou soucast politiky v oblasti ekoznacek?

e Jak by m¢l byt zajistén pfistup, ktery neni rozporuplny, ptitom vsak nabizi vysokou miru
dobrovolnosti a proveditelnosti?

e Jak v plné mife vyuzit potencial programli pro ekoznacky na prosazovani udrzitelného
rybolovu tak, aby z néj souc¢asné méli prospéch rybafi, zpracovatelé a spotiebitelé?

e ME¢I by se pfistup zamétit vice na vysledky, ¢i na prostredky?

Obecnym cilem nicméné zlstava dosazeni jedineCného piistupu Spolecenstvi k ekoznackam
pro ryby a produkty rybolovu, jenz odrazi nejleps$i postupy souvisejici s timto tématem.
Zamérem je rovnéZ opakované potvrdit silné odhodlani Komise pfispét k udrzitelnosti
v oblasti odlovu a vyuziti ryb. V ramci takového piistupu bude rovnéz zcela nezbytné
spolupracovat s odvétvim rybolovu, a tak prosazovat spolecnou spravu zdroja.

Komise je presvédcena, Ze tifeti moznost, spocivajici v zavedeni minimalnich pozadavkl na
dobrovolné programy pro ekoznacky, by v tomto okamziku byla moznosti nejvhodné&;jsi. Tato
moznost by poskytla dostatecnou pruznost pro uspokojivou pristupnost a byla by pfiméiena,
pokud jde o ndklady. Umoznila by cinit vhodné kroky k dosaZeni vyS$$i udrzitelnosti pfi
zachovani pozvolného pristupu. Rovnéz by zajistila odpovidajici iroven ochrany spotiebiteltl.

Komise vyzyva Radu, Evropsky parlament a Evropsky Hospodaisky a socialni vybor, aby
projednaly otdzky obsazené v tomto sdéleni. Bude rovnéz nezbytné vést konzultace se Cleny
EHP pro zajiSténi spolecného ptistupu, nebot’ maji na této véci rovnez silny zdjem. Komise
dale hodla vést konzultace se zucastnénymi subjekty, predevsim prostfednictvim Poradniho
vyboru pro rybolov a akvakulturu, a soucasné provadét podptirné védecké a technické prace.
Tim se ziskaji dikladné védomosti ur¢ené pro debatu, které bude v pripadé potieby mozné
pouzit jako vychodisko pro posouzeni dopadu.

V névaznosti na debatu podle tohoto sdéleni mize Komise ptedlozit vhodné pravni navrhy.
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ANNEX I
General aspects on eco-labelling

HowW ECO-LABELLING SCHEMES WORK

The International Standard Organisation (ISO) distinguishes between three types of
environmental labels and declaration. Eco-labelling schemes fall under type I -
environmental labelling (ISO 14024). These are voluntary programs, designed to
reduce environmental effects by promoting market-driven demand for and supply of
products which are verified by a third party. An eco-label should therefore indicate
that an independent person or organisation has verified that the product meets a set of
meaningful and consistent standards for environmental protection. Type II - self-
declared environmental claims (ISO 14021), which are made without independent
third party certification, and type III - environmental declaration (ISO 14025) are not
relevant in the current context.

Eco-labelling schemes involve three main procedural and institutional features: 1)
the setting of a certification standard, 2) the accreditation of independent certifying
bodies and 3) the certification that the product meets the required standard, all along
the production and distribution chain. There are a number of possible options for the
shaping of such a scheme, where each layer can be managed by public authorities,
private entities or a combination of the two. In the fisheries sector, eco-labelling
schemes have up to now been entirely managed by the private sector.

Eco-labelling schemes are well established in the industrial sector (for example
textiles or detergents). They have been successful in raising awareness of the
environmental impact of industrial activity. The Community’s own eco-label award
scheme'” aims to promote industrial products which have the potential to reduce
negative environmental impact, as compared to other products in the same product
group. This scheme covers some 20 industrial product groups, but does not apply to
food products, drink and medicines. A large variety of certification and eco-labelling
schemes have also been developed in the forestry sector.

In the food sector, Community measures on organic production of agricultural
products" set out requirements on production, labelling and inspection. However,
this has no connection with an eco-labelling scheme. In any event, products from
wild animals such as game and fisheries products are excluded from the scope of the
regulation.

Terms and definitions (from: Report of the FAO expert consultation on the
development of international guidelines for eco-labelling of fish and fisheries
products from marine capture fisheries, Rome, Italy, 14 — 17 October 2003)

Council and European Parliament Regulation (EC) No 1980/2000 of 17 July 2000 on a revised
Community eco-label award scheme (OJ L 237, 21.9.2000, p. 1).

Council Regulation (EC) No 2092/91 of 24 June 1991 on organic production of agricultural products
and indications referring thereto on agricultural products and foodstuffs (OJ L 198, 22.7.1991, p. 1).
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Accreditation: Procedure by which an authoritative body gives formal recognition
that a body or person is competent to carry out specific tasks. (Based on ISO/IEC
Guide 2: 1996, 12.11)

Accreditation body: Body that conducts and administers an accreditation system
and grants accreditation. (Based on ISO Guide 2, 17.2)

Accreditation system: System that has its own rules of procedure and management
for carrying out accreditation. (Based on ISO Guide 2, paragraph 17.1)
Note — Accreditation of certification bodies is normally awarded following
successful assessment and is followed by appropriate surveillance.

Certification: Procedure by which a third party gives written or equivalent
assurance that a product, process or service conforms to specified requirements.
Certification may be, as appropriate, based on a range of inspection activities
which may include continuous inspection in the production chain. (Based on ISO
Guide 2, 15.1.2 and Principles for Food Import and Export Certification and
Inspection, CAC/GL 20)

Certification body: Body that conducts certification. A certification body may
oversee certification activities carried out on its behalf by other bodies. (Based on
1SO Guide 2, 15.2)

Chain of Custody: The concept that all relevant steps in the production chain have
been inspected or certified as appropriate and that a system of tracking of certified
products is in place. (Based on IFOAM. 2002. IFOAM Accreditation Criteria for
bodies certifying organic production and processing)

Life cycle approach: A methodology considering environmental impacts
associated with any phase of the product life from the delivery or generation of
natural resources to the final disposal", including use and disposal of the product.
The extent to which the life cycle is considered may vary depending on the type
of environmental label or declaration, the nature of the claim and the product
category. (based on ISO 14021) The life cycle approach is not considered
applicable with regard to eco-labelling for fisheries products

Standard: Document approved by a recognized organization or arrangement, that
provides, for common and repeated use, rules, guidelines or characteristics for
products or related processes and production methods, with which compliance is
not mandatory under international trade rules. It may also include or deal
exclusively with terminology, symbols, packaging, marking or labelling
requirements as they apply to a product, process or production method. (Based on
TBT agreement, Annex 1, para.2)

Standard-setting organization or arrangements : Organization or arrangement that

has recognized activities in standardization. (Based on ISO Guide 2, paragraph
4.3)
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7.1.

ECO-LABELLING SCHEMES IN THE FISHERIES SECTOR

Minimum labelling requirements such as country of origin, wild/harvested fish,
health standards or other regulatory measures in respect of product quality have
nothing to do with eco-labelling requirements and consequently are not envisaged
hereafter.

The "Dolphin-safe/Dolphin-friendly" labelled tuna

The terms “dolphin-safe/dolphin-friendly” are used by both the Agreement on the
International Dolphin Conservation Programme (AIDCP)'* and by a programme
promoted by the Earth Island Institute'”.

The dolphin-safe certification of the AIDCP gives access to the voluntary use of a
“dolphin-safe” certificate or label for tuna caught without any mortality or serious
injury to dolphins in the course of the fishing operations. The Earth Island Institute
system sets even stricter criteria. It is based on the 1990 US Dolphin Protection
Consumer Information Act, which prevents tuna sold in the US from being labelled
as "dolphin-safe" if the tuna is caught with purse seine nets. These nets are used with
the intention of chasing and encircling dolphins which tend to congregate above
schools of tuna in the Eastern Tropical Pacific Ocean. A first attempt to ease the US
law in 1999 was challenged in court by Earth Island Institute. In December 2002, the
attempt to amend the US law to meet the AIDCP requirements was again challenged
in the US courts by some NGOs, who consider the AIDCP measures not to be
stringent enough.

Although “dolphin-safe/dolphin-friendly” labelling started out as a technical
regulation, it has changed the market profoundly. Today there are many privately
labelled tins of tuna. with such labelling becoming the norm in certain markets and
sometimes leads to confusion. A WWF survey in 8 European countries identified no
less than 26 different claims.

This has obvious consequences on the international tuna market, as tuna which is not
labelled "dolphin-safe" is no longer accepted in some countries and therefore has to
find other trade outlets. The “dolphin-safe” label bars tuna caught in accordance with
AIDCP measures from access to the US markets. This has given rise to an ongoing
dispute between Mexico and US.

The Community supports the voluntary AIDCP Dolphin Safe Certification scheme.
After the implementation of the Tuna Tracking System'®, the question is whether and
how to implement the AIDCP certification scheme at Community level.

IATTC —Tuna tracking and AIDCP Dolphin Safe Certification

http://www.iattc.org/

Certification programme for tuna fished according to the procedures for AIDCP Dolphin Safe Tuna
certification (last amended June 2004).

Earth Island Institute - International Marine Mammal Project -“Dolphin safe” tuna:
http://www.earthisland.org/immp/

Certification programme for tuna fished according to the international “Dolphin safe” tuna standard,
developed by Earth Island Institute.
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7.2.

7.3.

The Marine Stewardship Council eco-labelling scheme

The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC), jointly created in 1997 by Unilever and the
World Wildlife Fund for Nature (WWF), has launched a large private eco-labelling
initiative that assesses the environmental impact of fishing'”. The MSC has
established general principles and criteria, which are used to assess individual stocks
eligible for certification.

The process of developing the MSC principles has shown that there exist reserves on
the side of developing countries, countries that fear that their products may be
excluded from developed country markets. In its Annual Report of 2003, the MSC
refers to a Member State of the Community and states that “fisheries wishing to
engage with the MSC programme are eligible for grants” from the Member State
concerned. This information has reinforced the concerns of developing countries
which consider this to be a discriminatory measure, preventing free access to eco-
labelling schemes.

Species concerned:

o Certified fisheries (as on 31.07.2004): Burry Inlet cockles (EU), South African
hake, Thames herring (EU), New Zealand hoki, Mexican Baja California red rock
lobster, Western Australian rock lobster, South West mackerel handline fishery
(EU), Loch Terridon nephrops (EU), Alaska salmon, South Georgia toothfish

e Fisheries undergoing assessment: Bering Sea and Aleutian Island Pacific Cod -
Freezer Longline; Chilean Industrial Hake Fishery; US Pacific Halibut Alaska,
Washington and Oregon; Pacific Halibut Bristish Columbia, Canada; North Sea
herring ; Hastings Fishing Fleet Pelagic Fishery Mackerel and Herring; Australian
Mackerel Icefish; Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska pollock
fisheries; Lake Hjdlmaren Pikeperch; Net fishery; Sablefish fishery; Lakes and
Coorong fisheries, South Australia (Mulloway, Cockle, Golden perch, Yellow-
eyed mullet); British Columbia Salmon fishery; Hastings Fishing Fleet Dover
Sole Fishery

The "Arrangement for the Voluntary Certification of Products of Sustainable
Fishing'" by the Nordic Council

In 2000, a technical working group of the Nordic Council of Ministers developed
criteria for an environmental label based on an assessment of the sustainability of the
fisheries. The report, as adopted in August 2001, identified a number of verifiable
criteria that concentrate on the process of fisheries management by the public
authorities. No fisheries have been certified to date. At the international level, the
Nordic Council has initiated a debate on establishing international eco-labelling
guidelines in the FAO.

Council Regulation (EC) No 882/2003 of 19 May 2003 establishing a tuna tracking and verification
system. (OJ L 127 ,23.5.2003, p. 1).

http://www.msc.org

“An arrangement for the Voluntary Certification of Products of Sustainable Fishing”, Nordic Technical
Working Group on Fisheries Ecolabelling Criteria, Final Report, Copenhagen, June 21, 2000.
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7.4.

7.5.

Other private "logos" present on the market
Unilever Fish Sustainability Initiative

http://www.unilever.com/environmentsociety/sustainability/fish/

This Unilever program aims at guiding their internal selection of sources of whitefish
supply. Fisheries have been classified from '"sustainable" to "not sustainable"
according to 5 criteria, each criteria being quoted by a green/orange/red light system.

Carrefour - Logo “Péche responsable”

Carrefour's own claim to be used on Icelandic cod as from September 2004
(announcement at Seafood International exhibition, May 2004)

Other considerations

In parallel to the development of eco-labelling schemes, certain supermarket chains
have committed themselves to restrict their supply of fish to sustainable fisheries.
They have started to develop and join certification programs to this end. In addition
to that, some others have even decided not to offer fish for sale at all.

On the other hand, it may be assumed that consumer interest in environmentally -
friendly products could contribute to a growing market for fisheries products. It
remains difficult to quantify the demand for eco-labelled products, as recent studies
show certain limits in this regard. In a recent study in the US, the interrogated
consumers indicated a preference for eco-labelled products; in contrast to that, an
analysis of the shopping basket showed that the price was the first criterion of choice.
In other terms, the success of an eco-labelling scheme would depend, at least in part,
on the additional costs which it carries with it. Moreover, consumer interest varies
from country to country, depending on market peculiarities and public perception of
the concept of sustainability.
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ANNEX 11

Minimum requirements for eco-labelling schemes for fishery products

PRECISE, OBJECTIVE AND VERIFIABLE CRITERIA

The certification standard should rest on precise, objective and verifiable criteria and,
where possible, be based on international standards.

Eco-labelling schemes should deliver what they promise and not promise what they
cannot deliver. The award of the eco-label should be based on certification standards
and criteria that guarantee that the product meets the claims made. Criteria must be
objective and precise, in order to forestall allegations of subjectivity. Criteria must
also be verifiable, i.e. they must reflect measurable elements, and be monitored by
way of appropriate and recognised indicators. A criterion that “the fishery is
conducted in a sustainable manner”, without any further objective parameters, would
be obviously difficult to verify. On the other hand, requiring that "the fishery is
subject to a management plan based on the precautionary approach" and indicating
the specific features of the management plan that are required under the
precautionary approach would be objective, precise and verifiable. Using "effort
stays below Fysy" as a criterion is even more stringent and would allow for more
precise measurement of the achievements of the scheme.

Furthermore, certification standard and criteria should be subject to appropriate and
participatory consultation of interested parties. Finally, wherever relevant
international standards and/or generally accepted standards for the conservation and
management of living marine resources exist, they should be used as a reference-
point for eco-labelling criteria. One such reference-point is the FAO Code of
Conduct for Responsible Fisheries.

INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT AND CHAIN OF CUSTODY

Eco-labelling schemes should be based on independent assessment and ensure the
accurate identification of the product throughout the chain, ‘“‘from the net to the
plate”. Appropriate procedures, including appeal and complaint procedures, should
be in place.

In order to protect consumers and the fishing industry, an eco-labelling scheme
should be reliable and credible. To this end, the standard-setting body, the
accreditation body and the certification bodies should be independent from one
another. Without a proper separation of their respective responsibilities, the
independence and integrity of eco-labelling schemes cannot be guaranteed.
Accreditation and certification bodies and their respective procedures should also
comply with the relevant international ISO standards.

In practice, eligibility for an eco-label has to be assessed against the relevant
certification standard by independent certifying bodies. The certification process
should be based on a clear assessment procedure and should cover both the fishery
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10.

and the post-harvest chain so that eco-labelling can be seen to be fair to all producers
and provide credible guarantees for the consumer. A chain of custody would then
have to be constructed by a description of the technical means which ensure adequate
traceability all the way through to the final consumer..

Where levels of performance are set, either for a fisheries management system, a fish
stock or a fishing vessel, they should be capable of being adequately monitored.
After the initial assessment, and in order to uphold the credibility of the scheme for
consumers and its economic benefits for fishermen, there should be a regular
evaluation to verify that the product continues to meet the requirements and to ensure
a regular validation of the criteria used.

OPEN ACCESS

Eco-labelling schemes should not discriminate in terms of access to the certification
process.

With regard to international trade, eco-labelling schemes should in no case lead to a
distortion of trade or competition. Such schemes should not be unfairly
discriminatory as to which fisheries, which vessels or which products are eligible for
certification. Eco-labelling schemes should be open to all products marketed within
the Community, whatever their provenance, in order to comply with the
Community’s WTO obligations under the Technical Barriers to Trade Agreement.
They should not discriminate between domestic goods and imports, or between
products from different trading partners.

Developing countries contribute substantially to the Community’s supplies of fish
and fisheries products. The use of eco-labelling schemes could thus be an additional
opportunity for them to get added value for their products. Special arrangements and
technical and financial assistance would allow them to participate in such schemes.
Fisheries Partnership Agreements could be appropriate vehicles to this end.

Consideration must also be given to the potential difficulties that small and medium
enterprises (SMEs) could encounter in acceding to eco-labelling schemes. Stock
assessment and criteria monitoring are often highly demanding in terms of data
quantity and data quality. This implies significant costs, which may go beyond the
means of SMEs. The Commission would therefore encourage the use of alternative,
less data demanding, methods for stock assessment where SMEs are concerned. The
schemes should however provide for equal guarantee of sustainability for the
fisheries concerned.

Finally, it could also be the case that eco-labelling schemes already in operation
encounter difficulties in complying with minimal requirements set. In such a case a
reasonable delay should be foreseen for adaptation if ever needed.

CONTROL OF ECO-LABELLING SCHEMES
Eco-labelling schemes should be properly controlled, in order to ensure that they

comply with the minimal requirements, that certification is satisfactory and that the
information provided to consumers is accurate.
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11.

Adequate controls will reinforce the credibility of schemes for consumers and offer
additional guarantees to the fishermen that the schemes are applied in an independent
and non-discriminatory manner. The monitoring and control of the Common
Fisheries Policy will provide elements which may also be of interest for the
supervision of the scheme. This will be of particular importance in situations where
the participants in a certified fishery fail to comply with applicable conservation and
management measures.

ACCURATE INFORMATION OF THE CONSUMER

The certification standard used to award an eco-label should be available to the
consumer. Product information at the point of sale should reflect the assessment
undertaken.

It is essential that consumers know what an eco-labelling scheme stands for. The
certification standard together with the criteria used should therefore be made
available to consumers so that they can see for themselves what a given eco-labelling
scheme represents. In addition, the information on the product at the point of sale
should accurately reflect the certification standard. Without this, there would be a
risk of misleading consumers about the real significance of eco-labels.
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