
 

 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL 

TO:  

EU MARKET ACCESS FOOD SAFETY SPECIALISTS  

 

RFP No. : 14/ CA  

 

DATE:   15th August, 2014 

 

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL- A SCOPING EXERCISE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A 

DEDICATED FFA SUPPORT UNIT FOR MEMBER COUNTRIES’ COMPETENT AUTHORITIES (CAs) TO 

GAIN AND MAINTAIN EU MARKET ACCESS FOR FISHERIES PRODUCTS 

Interested parties are invited to submit a proposal in response to the attached request for proposals 

to undertake a scoping exercise for the establishment of a dedicated FFA support unit for member 

countries’ Competent Authorities (CA’s) to gain and maintain EU market access for seafood products.  

To enable you to submit a Proposal for this assignment, please find enclosed:  

Annex I: Instructions to bidders 

Annex II: Terms of Reference, containing a description of FFA’s requirements for which these services 

are being sought  

Annex III: FFA Standard Conditions of Contract  

Annex IV: Regional CA concept paper 

 

This letter is not to be construed in any way as an offer of contract.   

 

James T. Movick 

Director General  



 

 

 
 
 

 

ANNEX 1 

Instruction to Bidders 

RFP 14/ CA    

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL – A SCOPING EXERCISE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DEDICATED FFA 

SUPPORT UNIT FOR MEMBER COUNTRIES COMPETENT AUTHORITIES (CA’s) TO GAIN AND 

MAINTAIN EU MARKET ACCESS FOR FISHERIES PRODUCTS 

 

1. Submission of Proposals  

1.1. All proposals submitted together with all correspondence and related documents shall be in 

English.  

If any of the supporting documentation or printed literature is in any other language, a written 

translation of the document in English should also be provided. In such case the interpreted 

document will be used for processing and evaluation purposes.  

1.2. All prices in the proposals must be presented in US Dollars (USD).  

1.3. The deadline for submission of proposals is 5.00pm on Friday 25th September, 2014. Any 

proposal received after this date will not be considered. FFA may, at its discretion, extend the 

deadline for the submission of proposals by notifying all prospective bidders in writing. The 

extension of the deadline may accompany a modification of the solicitation documents prepared by 

FFA on its own initiative or in response to a clarification requested by a prospective bidder.  

1.4. In submitting a proposal, interested parties should demonstrate a clear understanding of the 

Terms of Reference (TOR) as set out, with appropriate explanatory comments, proposed timelines 

for implementation and delivery of pre-audit assessment.  

1.5 The successful bidder will be required to sign an FFA standard contract for the delivery of 

services. The FFA Standard Conditions for Contract are not negotiable.  

1.5. The proposal should include:  

i.               A cover letter outlining proposed methodology and time lines for undertaking the 

assignment as per the Terms of Reference (Annex II);  

ii. A maximum of 10 pages of information on the CVs of the personnel proposed to 

complete the work, the background and relevant experience of the person or 

agency proposed to complete the work as well as a summary of related work 

undertaken.  



 

 

 
 
 

 

iii. A separately enclosed financial proposal providing a detailed cost summary for the 

implementation of the work.  

2. Period of validity of proposals  

2.1. Proposals shall remain valid for forty (40) days after the date of Proposal submission prescribed 

by FFA, pursuant to the deadline clause. A Proposal valid for a shorter period may be rejected by 

FFA on the grounds that it is non-responsive.  

2.2. In exceptional circumstances, FFA may solicit the bidder’s consent to an extension of the period 

of validity. The request and the responses thereto shall be made in writing. A bidder granting the 

request will not be required nor permitted to modify its Proposal.  

3. Outputs required  

Suitably qualified and experienced consultants are expected to deliver the following outputs:   

• A substantive report against the assigned terms of reference; 

• Recommendations as to appropriate mechanisms to advance a regional CA strategy based 

on discussions in selected FFA member countries. 

4. Evaluation Criteria  

A two-stage procedure will be used in evaluating the proposals, with evaluation of the technical 

proposal being completed prior to any price proposal being reviewed and compared. The financial 

proposal will only be reviewed for submissions that have passed the minimum technical score of 

70% of the total obtainable score in the evaluation of the technical proposals.  

The technical proposal is evaluated on the basis of its responsiveness to the competency 

requirements as detailed in the evaluation criteria matrix overleaf. 

 

Competency Requirements Score (%) 

Demonstrated understanding of the regional CA and 

delegated authority function as outlined in the FFA concept 

note 

30  

The methodology proposed to complete the assigned tasks. 
30  

The qualifications and experience of the personnel proposed 

to undertake the assignment. 

30  

The timeline proposed for the completion of the job and 

submission of the final report  

10  



 

 

 
 
 

 

Total Score  100%  

Qualification Score  70%  

In the Second Stage, the financial proposal of all bidders, who have attained a minimum of 70% 

score in the technical evaluation, will be compared. The contract will be awarded to the bidder(s) 

offering the best value for money taking in account the accumulative scores of technical and 

financial evaluations.  

5. Financial Proposals 

The financial proposal should be submitted by separate cover and not included as part of 

the technical proposal. Financial proposals should provide a budget for the project 

including professional fees, travel and accommodation estimates and any other costs 

associated with the completion of this work. FFA may opt to make travel bookings on 

behalf of the selected consultant.  

6.  Requests for further information  

Queries or questions are to be emailed to the FFA Fisheries Policy Specialist: hugh.walton@ffa.int  

7. Award of Contract  

FFA reserves the right to accept or reject any Proposal, and to annul the solicitation process and 

reject all Proposals at any time prior to award of contract, without thereby incurring any liability to 

the affected Bidder(s) or any obligation to inform the affected bidder(s) of the grounds for such 

action.  

7. FFA’s right to vary requirements at time of award.  

FFA reserves the right at the time of award of contract to vary the quantity of services and goods 

specified in the RFP without any change in unit price or other terms and conditions.  

8. Closing date for proposals  

Proposals should be emailed to hugh.walton@ffa.int with the subject line heading “FFA scoping 

exercise for the establishment of a regional CA function”.   

All proposals must be received by FFA before 5.00pm Honiara Time, Friday 17th October, 2014.  

The FFA Standard Conditions of Contract are not negotiable.   

 

 



 

 

 
 
 

 

ANNEX 2 

Terms of Reference  

RFP 14/ CA    

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL – A SCOPING EXERCISE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DEDICATED FFA 

SUPPORT UNIT FOR MEMBER COUNTRIES’ COMPETENT AUTHORITIES (CAs) TO GAIN AND 

MAINTAIN EU MARKET ACCESS FOR FISHERIES PRODUCTS 

 

A. Title  

A SCOPING EXERCISE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DEDICATED FFA SUPPORT UNIT FOR 

MEMBER COUNTRIES COMPETENT AUTHORITIES (CA’s) TO GAIN AND MAINTAIN EU MARKET 

ACCESS FOR  FISHERIES PRODUCTS 

B. Background  

The European Union is the world’s largest market for seafood, and represents a particularly 

attractive destination for tuna from the Pacific Island countries due to tariff preferences, which can 

see their exporters get prices of up to 24% more than some of their competitors. To access this 

market, a country requires appearing in a positive list of “authorised” countries, fundamental to 

this authorization is the requirement to have system of official controls and a national ‘competent 

authority’ (CA) able to provide assurances that their systems are at least equivalent to those of the 

member countries of the EU, furthermore the CA needs to “approve” all establishments from the 

vessels up to the processing establishments against very specific sanitary requirements as 

referenced in the EEU legislations and provide strict certifications of the eligibility of the products in 

the consignments intending to be exported to the EU market 

To date, only three of FFA’s island country members have been able to meet this requirement – 

PNG, Solomons and Fiji – all relatively large countries with substantial tuna processing industries. 

Even these countries face considerable challenges. Both Fiji and PNG have been forced to suspend 

exports to the EU for a time in the last few years, while Solomon Islands continues to rely on donor 

funding to maintain its CA. Each country has received substantial technical support from FFA to 

check systems and prepare for inspections by the EU authorities. 

Smaller countries, which may have only one or two fishing vessels or a single processing plant face 

even greater challenges. For a small Government Department with limited budget and staffing (be 

it Fisheries or Public Health), establishing a dedicated CA unit to carry out all the required 

inspections, sampling and associated paperwork, is unlikely to get to the top of the list of priorities. 

Establishing cost recovery mechanisms is also a big challenge in Pacific Island government 

bureaucracies.  Although FFA has devoted many thousands of dollars over more than five years to 



 

 

 
 
 

 

training staff in some of these countries, revising legislation, and providing other technical advice – 

not one has yet made it onto the list of countries approved to export to Europe. 

However, even some of the smallest FFA member countries are losing money by supplying fish 

which does not qualify as eligible for eventual export to the EU. Purse seine caught yellowfin tuna  

eligible for the EU market (based on the sanitary authorization of the flag state) is worth around 

US$100 per tonne more than fish which is not.  While this is not necessarily the same for skipjack, 

EU market access does open up a wide range of market options for suppliers 

FFA believes that the solution to this problem lies in establishing a regional support unit which can 

assist national authorities carry out the required functions.  

The EU legislation, while requiring each country has a national CA to whom the authorization and 

responsibilities for the approvals and certification is entrusted, allows for many of the ‘control  

official controls’ to be delegated1 to a “control body”2.  

FFA would like to establish a support unit in the Fisheries Development Division which, assisted by 

consultants, could facilitate and/or undertake the work delegated by member countries.  

For those presently authorised, this may be no more than FFA does at present: staff training and 

periodic audits of systems and procedures. For smaller island countries, the delegated functions 

may include all work of the CA except for: the formal issue of export certificates; listing and de-

listing of vessels and processing plants (both of these based on reports received from the support 

unit); and arranging periodic audits of the control body. While Inspection of processing plants and 

vessels, collection of official samples and arranging testing in accredited laboratories, and other 

potentially delegated functions, would be undertaken or managed by staff of the support unit 

under the terms of an agreement between the national CA body and FFA, in line with the prior 

referenced EU requirements. 

While, in the short term, FFA will need to satisfy the stakeholders that it can establish a unit that 

meets EU requirements, it is proposed that as soon as the unit is up and running the cost of this 

service will be shared. FFA will meet the staff costs for the unit, but the fishing companies that 

benefit from EU market access will be expected to meet the incremental costs of inspection, 

sampling, laboratory analysis and consultancy costs. Initially these will be calculated on a ‘per 

mission’ basis – but over time a flat fee per vessel or processing plant may be introduced. 

The support unit will require the same type of accreditation and approval from the EU as national 

competent authorities, and discussions have already commenced with DG SANCO (the relevant 

Directorate) on this process. Once the unit has satisfied EU requirements, it is expected that a MoU 

between a national CA and the support unit will satisfy the requirements as to ensure the official 

controls are properly performed. 

The next steps in this process are therefore: 

1) To develop estimates of the cost of performing control functions in selected 

countries, while considering the most cost-effective approaches such as using 

international and/or locally recruited consultants for some functions; 

                                                           
1 Reg 882/2004 Art 5 
2 defined as: “independent third party to which the competent authority has delegated certain control tasks” reg 
882/2004 art.2. 5 



 

 

 
 
 

 

2) To conduct a survey of FFA members as to which of these functions they would like 

to delegate to the support unit so as to start to develop a costed work plan; 

3) Consult with industry in the selected countries and verify that the costs are within 

the range they are willing to meet through cost recovery mechanisms; 

4) To examine the risks and implications for FFA and member countries in adopting 

this approach – for example, what happens if FFA fails to meet EU requirements or 

if a national CA fails to act on advice from the control body; 

5) To advise on the nature of agreements and contractual arrangements that will be 

necessary; 

6) To develop a clear work plan to advance the process in the most cost effective and 

efficient manner that will comply with EU requirements. 

7) Establish and develop the support unit with the staffing, expertise and resources 

needed to meet EU requirements. 

 

C. Scope of Proposal   

The selected consultant will first travel to FFA to meet with the Secretariat on the scope of the 

work to be undertaken and the agreed methodology. It is expected that the consultant will work 

very closely with the FFA Trade and Market Access Adviser and the appointed team of FFA specialist 

consultants who work under contract to provide CA technical assistance to FFA members. Subject 

to final consultations, the consultant will visit a number of FFA member countries potentially 

including Solomon Islands, Fiji, Tuvalu, Cook Islands, Vanuatu, Republic of the Marshall Islands and 

Kiribati. Based on information provided by the FFA technical advisory team, the consultant will 

undertake an analysis of:  

• The extent to which members might consider delegation of control functions and 

which functions they would retain or need to retain. This should include both land 

based establishments and also vessels and take account of the fact that some 

countries only operate vessels with no on shore processing;   

• Identify, for each country, the most efficient mix of delegation and retained functions 

and explore cost effective options for FFA to deliver on the delegated functions while 

still complying with EU requirements (e.g.  local consultants, international 

consultants, visits by FFA staff); 

 

•   Cost estimates of the cost of performing control functions for both the members and    

FFA  in selected countries based on the level of control delegation and mechanisms 

discussed;  

• In country consultations with stakeholders an industry to review likely costs and the 

provision of cost recovery mechanisms that might be agreed between the parties;  

• The extent of resources required in the FFA secretariat to effectively manage and 

operate the agreed delegated authority role in accordance with EU standards and 

requirements;  

• Risks to FFA and member countries of adopting this approach, and outline risk 

management strategies; 



 

 

 
 
 

 

• The nature of agreements and contracts that would be required to put such 

arrangements in place.   

Members of the FFA technical team may accompany the consultant in undertaking the field work. 

The FFA technical team will undertake to assist with the planning of in-country schedules and 

meetings.   

The assignment requires detailed technical review and an expert knowledge of EU CA market 

access requirements, and a thorough understanding of the mechanics and costs of delivering the 

required control functions in-country.    

D. Terms of Reference   

The consultant is required to scope the potential nature and extent of the delegated authority 

function that might be established under arrangements (such as an MOA) between FFA and 

selected members. The consultant is not required to approach EU in regard to how the delegated 

authority function might operate. However, it is expected that the consultant will identify any 

potential hurdles or roadblocks in the process of establishing the regional approach to CA 

operations.  

In summary, the consultant will:  

1) Undertake an initial visit to FFA in Honiara to meet with the FFA CA technical team and fully 

scope the nature and extent of the work to be done.   

2) Collect information as available in regard to CA operational costs as provided by the FFA CA 

technical team.  

3) Agree on a program of work to complete the assignment as per the given and agreed terms of 

reference.  

4) Travel to each of the designated countries by the most effective route and undertake the 

agreed analysis covering all the points noted in the assignment scope. 

5) Prepare country specific reports against the terms of reference with give specific reference to 

the potential level of delegation, the anticipated costs to both parties, cost recovery options 

with exporters, human, physical and fiscal resource implications.   

6) Prepare a summary global report to FFA on findings from the country visits with a costed 

roadmap for the way forward, a discussion of resource implications, a summary of potential 

bottlenecks, risks and issues and recommendations as to an appropriate way forward.  

E. Anticipated Inputs  

Given the consultant is required to collect detailed information from a number of FFA member 

countries, it is estimated that at least 3 days of in country meetings will be required for each 

country. With associated travel and stop overs it is anticipated that the study will require 30 -35 

days of field work and an additional 10 days for preparation of a draft report with an additional 5 

days for the preparation of a final report. 



 

 

 
 
 

 

F. Anticipated Outputs 

The principal output from the study will be the detailed technical reports and associated 

appendices that comprehensively address the terms of reference and provide a potential direction 

as to the way forward.  

G. Institutional Arrangement  

All communications and consultations for the preparation of proposals should be directed to 

hugh.walton@ffa.int  

In implementing the work, the successful bidder will be accountable to the FFA Director of 

Development via the Fisheries Policy Specialist and the Trade and Market Access Adviser.   

 



 

 

 
 
 

 

 

ANNEX 3 

FFA STANDARD CONDITIONS OF CONTRACT  

RFP 14/ CA    

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL – A SCOPING EXERCISE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DEDICATED FFA 

SUPPORT UNIT FOR MEMBER COUNTRIES COMPETENT AUTHORITIES (CA’s) TO GAIN AND 

MAINTAIN EU MARKET ACCESS FOR SEAFOOD PRODUCTS  

 

1. Definitions 

1.1 In this Contract: 

(a) “Consultancy Services” means the Consultancy Services described in Schedule 

A; 

(b) “Memorandum of Agreement” means the agreement executed by and between 

FFA and the Institution in which these Conditions have been incorporated by 

reference; 

(c) “FFA” means the Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency, based in Honiara, 

Solomon Islands; 

(d) “Contract” means the Memorandum of Agreement together with these 

Conditions and all other schedules and documents, if any, annexed to the 

Memorandum of Agreement or incorporated therein and intended to form part 

of the contractual relationship between the parties; 

(e)  “Confidential Information” means information that: 

(i) is by its nature confidential; 

(ii) is designated by FFA as confidential; 

(iii) the Institution knows or ought to know is confidential; 

but does not include information which: 

• is or becomes public knowledge other than by breach of this Contract; 

• is in the possession of the Institution without restriction in relation to disclosure 

before the date of receipt from FFA; 

• has been independently developed or acquired by the Institution 

(f) “Usual Place of Residence” means the place of residence of the Institutions 

during the duration of the consultancy, as designated in the Memorandum of 

Agreement; 



 

 

 
 
 

 

(g) “Term of Engagement” means the entire period during which the Institutions 

will be expected to perform the Consultancy Services. 

1.2 Words importing a gender include any other gender. 

1.3 Words in the singular number include the plural and words in the plural number 

include the singular. 

1.4 Clause headings in this Contract are for convenient reference only and have no effect in 

limiting or extending the language of the provisions to which they refer. 

1.5 A reference to a Schedule is a reference to a Schedule to this Contract and includes 

such Schedule as amended or replaced from time to time by agreement in writing 

between the parties. 

2. Fees 

2.1 FFA shall pay fees to the consultants in respect of the Consultancy Services at the rate 

and in the currency specified in Schedule B to the Memorandum of Agreement on the 

basis of time spent by the Institutions in performing the Consultancy Services. For the 

purpose of determining the amount of such fees: 

(a) Where the fees are expressed in terms of a daily rate the time spent in performing the 

Consultancy Services shall be determined solely on the basis of the number of days 

actually worked by the Institution in performing the Consultancy Services, including 

travel time. 

2.2 Except as otherwise agreed between FFA and the consultant, no fees will be paid in 

respect of work performed other than during the Term of Engagement. 

3. Expenses 

3.1 In addition to the fees specified in clause 2 and subject to Schedule A and Schedule B, 

FFA shall pay to or reimburse the Institution for the following: 

(a) A daily subsistence allowance (DSA) at standard FFA rates for every day during the term 

of engagement during which the Institution shall be absent from the Usual Place of 

Residence for the purpose of performing the Consultancy Services; provided that DSA 

will be paid for the day of departure from the Usual Place of Residence but not for the 

day of return thereto.  The DSA covers all accommodation charges, including 

government taxes (where applicable), meals, laundry and incidental expenses. 

(b) All transportation costs properly and reasonably incurred by the Institution in travelling 

for the purposes of the Consultancy Services whether within the Country of Assignment 

or elsewhere, including the cost of transportation by an appropriate means of public 

transport between the Usual Place of Residence and the nearest convenient 

international airport and the cost of economy class air travel. 

(c) All other reasonable out-of-pocket expenses of the Institution arising directly out of the 

performance of the Consultancy Services, including communications charges, airport 

and departure taxes, visa fees, taxi fares, and photocopying charges. 



 

 

 
 
 

 

4. Payment of Fees, Costs and Expenses 

4.1 Consultancy fees payable under the Contract will be paid in accordance with Schedule B 

and to the satisfaction of the FFA. 

4.2 Where the Consultancy Services have not been performed to the satisfaction of FFA, 

FFA may withhold the balance of the fees in whole or in part and may: 

(a) require the Institution to carry out whatever additional work is required to 

complete the Consultancy Services to the satisfaction of FFA; or   

(b) terminate the Contract forthwith without prejudice to any right of action or 

remedy which has accrued or which may accrue in favour of FFA.  

4.3 Printing and distribution costs and reimbursable costs and expenses referred to in 

clause 3 shall be paid by FFA upon written application made by the Institution to FFA, 

supported by such receipts or other evidence as FFA may reasonably require to 

establish that that the expenditure was incurred in the amount and currency and in the 

manner claimed.   

4.5 Unless otherwise agreed between the Institution and FFA, the fees shall be paid in the 

currency specified in Schedule B.  All out-of-pocket expenses shall be paid either in the 

currency in which the same were incurred or in Solomon Island dollars or partly in one 

currency and partly in the other, as FFA shall reasonably determine in consultation with 

the Institution. 

4.6 Whenever it shall be necessary to determine the equivalent of an amount in one 

currency in terms of another, the conversion shall be made at the rate which FFA shall 

determine was applicable at the time and place when the Institution incurred the 

expenditure or converted currency into the currency of expenditure, whichever first 

occurred. 

5. Medical and Insurance 

All medical and insurance costs shall be borne by the consultants and FFA shall be 

under no liability in respect of medical expenses of the Institutions. 

6. Indemnity 

6.1 Subject to the provisions of this Contract, the consultants shall at all times indemnify 

and hold harmless FFA, its officers, employees and agents (in this clause referred to as 

“those indemnified”) from and against any loss (including legal costs and expenses on a 

solicitor/own client basis), or liability, reasonably incurred or suffered by any of those 

indemnified arising from any claim, suit, demand, action or proceeding by any person 

against any of those indemnified where such loss or liability was caused by any wilful, 

unlawful or negligent act or omission of the Institution in connection with this Contract. 

6.2 The consultants liability to indemnify FFA under clause 6.1 shall be reduced 

proportionately to the extent that any act or omission of FFA or its officers, employees 

or agents contributed to the loss or liability. 



 

 

 
 
 

 

6.3 The indemnity referred to in clause 6.1 shall survive the expiration or termination of 

this Contract. 

7. General Covenants 

7.1 The consultants covenant and agree that: 

(a) During the Term of Engagement they shall devote the whole of their time and 

attention to the performance of the Consultancy Services and shall at all times 

act with due diligence and efficiency and in accordance with the Terms of 

Reference.  They shall make or assist in making all such reports and 

recommendations as may be contemplated by the Terms of Reference and shall 

at all times cooperate with FFA, its employees and agents.  After the 

termination of the engagement they shall continue to cooperate with FFA to 

such reasonable extent as may be necessary to clarify or explain any reports or 

recommendations made by them. 

(b) At all times they shall act with appropriate propriety and in particular, refrain 

from making any public statement concerning the Consultancy Services without 

the prior approval of FFA. 

(c) They shall have no authority to commit FFA in any way whatsoever and shall 

make this clear as circumstances warrant. 

(d) They shall report immediately to FFA any circumstances or events which might 

reasonably be expected to hinder or prejudice the performance of the 

Consultancy Services, including circumstances and events relating to his 

transportation and accommodation. 

(e) All reports, notes, drawings, specifications, statistics, plans and other 

documents and data compiled or made by the Institution while performing the 

Consultancy Services shall be the property of FFA and upon termination of the 

engagement shall be disposed of as FFA may direct.  The Institution may retain 

copies of such documents and data but shall not use the same for purposes 

unrelated to the Consultancy Services without the prior approval of FFA. 

8. Conflict of Interest 

8.1 The consultants warrants that, to the best of their knowledge, at the date of signing 

this Contract, no conflict of interest exists or is likely to arise in the performance of his 

obligations under this Contract. 

8.2 If during the Term of Engagement a conflict of interest arises, or appears likely to arise, 

the consultants undertake to notify FFA immediately in writing and to take such steps 

as FFA may reasonably require to resolve or otherwise deal with the conflict.  If the 

consultants fail to notify FFA or are unable or unwilling to resolve or deal with the 

conflict as required, FFA may terminate this Contract in accordance with the provisions 

of clause 10. 



 

 

 
 
 

 

8.3 The consultants shall not engage in any activity or obtain any interest during the Term 

of Engagement that is likely to conflict with or restrict the Institution in providing the 

Consultancy Services to FFA fairly and independently.  

9. Disclosure of Information 

9.1 The consultants shall not, without the prior written approval of FFA, disclose to any 

person other than FFA, any Confidential Information.  In giving written approval, FFA 

may impose such terms and conditions as it thinks fit. 

9.2 FFA may at any time require the consultants to give a written undertaking, in a form 

required by FFA, relating to the non-disclosure of Confidential Information.  The 

Institutions shall promptly arrange for all such undertakings to be given. 

9.3 The obligation on the consultants under this clause shall not be taken to have been 

breached where the information referred to is legally required to be disclosed. 

10. Termination 

10.1 FFA may, at any time by written notice, terminate this Contract in whole or in part.  If 

this Contract is so terminated, FFA shall be liable only for: 

(a) payment under the payment provisions of this Contract for Consultancy 

Services rendered before the effective date of termination; and 

(b) subject to clauses 10.3 and 10.4, any reasonable costs incurred by the 

Institutions and directly attributable to the termination or partial termination of 

this Contract. 

10.2 Upon receipt of a notice of termination the consultant shall: 

(a) stop work as specified in the notice; 

(b) take all available steps to minimize loss resulting from that termination; 

(c) continue work on any part of the Consultancy Services not affected by the 

notice. 

10.3 In the event of partial termination FFA’s liability to pay fees under Schedule B shall, in 

the absence of agreement to the contrary, abate proportionately to the reduction in 

the Consultancy Services. 

10.4 FFA shall not be liable to pay compensation in an amount which would, in addition to 

any amounts paid or due, or becoming due, to the Institutions under this Contract, 

together exceed the total fees set out in Schedule B. 

11. Default 

11.1 If either party is in default under this Contract on account of the failure to perform or 

observe any obligation or undertaking to be performed or observed on its part under 

this Contract, the party not in default may terminate this Contract in whole or in part 

without prejudice to any right of action or remedy which has accrued or which may 

accrue in favour of either party. 



 

 

 
 
 

 

12. Waiver 

12.1 A waiver by either party in respect of any breach of a condition or provision of this 

Contract shall not be deemed to be a waiver in respect of any continuing or subsequent 

breach of that provision, or breach of any other provision.  The failure of either party to 

enforce at any time any of the provisions of this Contract shall in no way be interpreted 

as a waiver of such provision. 

13. Notices 

13.1 Any notice, request or other communication to be given or served pursuant to this 

Contract shall be in writing and dealt with as follows: 

(a) if given by the Institutions to FFA, addressed and forwarded to the Director-

General, Forum Fisheries Agency, P.O. Box 629, Honiara, Solomon Islands.  Fax: 

(+677) 23995. 

(b) if given by FFA to the Institutions, signed by the Director-General or Deputy 

Director–General and forwarded to the Institution at the Usual Place of 

Residence. 

13.2 Any such notice, request or other communication shall be delivered by hand or sent by 

pre-paid registered post, facsimile or telex to the address of the party to which it is 

sent. 

13.3 Any notice, request or other communication will be deemed to be received: 

(a) if delivered personally, on the date of delivery; 

(b) if sent by pre-paid registered post, on the day that the acknowledgment of  

delivery is completed by the recipient; and 

(c) if sent by facsimile, on the business day next following the day of despatch 

providing that the sender receives an “OK” code in respect of the transmission 

and is not notified by the recipient by close of business of the next business day 

following the day of despatch that the transmission was illegible. 

14. Entire Agreement and Variation 

14.1 This Contract contains the entire agreement between the parties and supersedes all 

communications, negotiations, arrangements and agreements, whether oral or written, 

between the parties with respect to the subject matter of this Contract. 

14.2 No agreement or understanding varying or extending this Contract, including in 

particular the scope of the Consultancy Services in Schedule A shall be legally binding 

upon either party unless in writing and signed by both parties. 

15. Severability 

15.1 Each provision of this Contract and each part thereof shall, unless the context 

otherwise necessarily requires it, be read and construed as a separate and severable 

provision or part.  If any provision or part thereof is void or otherwise unenforceable 



 

 

 
 
 

 

for any reason then that provision or part (as the case may be) shall be severed and the 

remainder shall be read and construed as if the severable provision or part had never 

existed. 

16. Applicable Law 

16.1 This Contract shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the 

Solomon Islands and the parties agree, subject to the Contract, that the courts of the 

Solomon Islands shall have jurisdiction to entertain any action in respect of, or arising 

out of, this Contract. 

 



 

 

 
 
 

 

 

ANNEX IV 

FFA CONCEPT PAPER 

RFP 14/ CA    

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL – A SCOPING EXERCISE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DEDICATED FFA 

SUPPORT UNIT FOR MEMBER COUNTRIES COMPETENT AUTHORITIES (CA’s) TO GAIN AND 

MAINTAIN EU MARKET ACCESS FOR SEAFOOD PRODUCTS 

 

Discussion paper on FFA’s Support Unit for its Member Countries 

Competent Authorities (CA’s) to gain and maintain EU market 

access for their seafood products 

Executive SummaryExecutive SummaryExecutive SummaryExecutive Summary    

The European Union is the world’s largest market for seafood, and represents a particularly 

attractive destination for tuna from the Pacific Island countries due to tariff preferences, which can 

see their exporters get prices of up to 24% more than some of their competitors. Unfortunately, in 

order to access this market, a country requires a national ‘competent authority’ (CA) that can meet 

EU requirements in certifying that fish from one of its vessels and/or processing plants meets EU 

sanitary standards. 

To date, only three of FFA’s island country members have been able to meet this requirement – 

PNG, Solomons and Fiji – all relatively large countries with substantial tuna processing industries. 

Even these countries face considerable challenges. Both Fiji and PNG have been forced to suspend 

exports to the EU for a time in the last few years, while Solomon Islands continues to rely on donor 

funding to maintain its CA. Each country has received substantial technical support from FFA to 

check systems and prepare for inspections by the EU authorities. 

Smaller countries, which may have only one or two fishing vessels or a single processing plant face 

even greater challenges. For a small Government Department with limited budget and staffing (be 

it Fisheries or Public Health), establishing a dedicated CA unit to carry out all the required 

inspections, sampling and associated paperwork, is unlikely to get to the top of the list of priorities. 

Establishing cost recovery mechanisms is also a big challenge in Pacific Island government 

bureaucracies.  Although FFA has devoted many thousands of dollars over more than five years to 

training staff in some of these countries, revising legislation, and providing other technical advice – 

not one has yet made it onto the list of countries approved to export to Europe. 

However, even some of the smallest FFA member countries are losing money by supplying fish 

which does not qualify for eventual export to the EU. Purse seine caught skipjack which is 

compliant with EU requirements is worth around US$80 per tonne more than fish which is not. So a 



 

 

 
 
 

 

single purse seiner, flagged to a country which does not have a recognised CA, is losing over half a 

million dollars per year in sales revenue. This may be reflected in a lower profit share for the 

national joint venture partner and certainly provides the company with an incentive to ensuring 

that its flag state has a functioning CA. 

FFA believes that the solution to this problem lies in establishing a regional support unit which can 

assist national authorities carry out the required functions. EU legislation, while requiring that 

documentation is done by a national CA, allows the ‘control function’ to be delegated. FFA will 

establish a small (two-person) unit in the Fisheries Development Division which, assisted by 

consultants, will undertake the work delegated by member countries.  

For those with a recognised CA, this may be no more than FFA does at present: staff training and 

periodic audits of systems and procedures. For smaller island countries, the delegated functions 

may include all work of the CA except for: the formal issue of export certificates; listing and de-

listing of vessels and processing plants (both of these based on reports received from the support 

unit); and arranging periodic audits of the control body. These are the minimum activities required 

by EU regulation. Inspection of processing plants and vessels, collection of  official samples and 

arranging laboratory testing, etc. would be undertaken by staff of the support unit under the terms 

of an agreement between the national CA body and FFA. 

While, in the short term, FFA will need to satisfy the stakeholders that it can establish a unit that 

meets EU requirements, it is proposed that as soon as the unit is up and running the cost of this 

service will be shared. FFA will meet the staff costs for the unit (as two core-funded positions), but 

the fishing companies that benefit from EU market access will be expected to meet the incremental 

costs of inspection, sampling, laboratory analysis and consultancy costs. Initially these will be 

calculated on a ‘per mission’ basis – but over time a flat fee per vessel or processing plant may be 

introduced. 

The support unit will require the same type of accreditation from the EU as national competent 

authorities, and discussions have already commenced with DG SANCO (the relevant Directorate) on 

this process. Once the unit has satisfied EU requirements, it is expected that a MoU between a 

national competent authority and the support unit will provide sufficient evidence of the CA’s 

competence to ensure control functions are properly performed. 

The next steps in this process are therefore: 

1) To develop estimates of the cost of performing control functions in selected 

countries; 

2) To conduct a survey of FFA members as to which of these functions they would like 

to delegate to the support unit so as to start to develop a costed work plan; 

3) Consult with industry in the selected countries and verify that the costs are within 

the range they are willing to meet through cost recovery mechanisms; 

4) Analyse risks and implications of this approach for FFA and member countries; 

5) Establish and develop the support unit with the staffing, expertise and resources 

needed to meet EU requirements. 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 

 

 

Introduction 

Regulation (EC) 854/2004 provides that products of animal origin can only be imported into the EU 

from a third country that appears on a list drawn up in accordance with that Regulation.  

When drawing up such lists, account is taken of EC controls in third countries and guarantees 

provided by the CA of third countries in regard to compliance or equivalence with the relevant EU 

(health) regulations.  

If a country is listed for fishery products in the application of the above Regulation it would be 

drawn up in Annex II of Commission Decision 2006/766/EC, as amended3. Lists of EU approved 

establishments or vessels can only be drawn up for those countries appearing on the country list.  

The EU requires compliance to its own requirements, and thus requires the 3rd country to prove 

that it operates a control structure applicable to its seafood exports that is equivalent to those 

existing in an EU member country. Hence meeting the applicable EU standards to allow seafood 

export to the EU, through the establishment and operation of a Competent Authority (CA) for 

seafood sanitary controls is a challenging, expensive and difficult undertaking for any country.  

For Small Island Developing States in the Pacific (SIDS), compliance with these obligations is 

complex and expensive and in many cases requires mobilization of resources that may not be 

readily available given their broader development challenges in health and education for example. 

The overall cost and resource requirements associated with compliance potentially erodes the 

advantages in terms of tariff access or cost competitiveness.   

Budgetary and human resources constraints in allowing for support for the CA required functions 

are considered to be one of the key limitations affecting the operational capacity of both 

authorized and not yet authorised countries. 

A further challenge for SIDS, is that in many cases, they do not have processing sites in their 

territory (nor the physical area and cost effective geographical situation to develop them), or if they 

do, the operational focus targets more regional markets and not the EU.  

In many SIDS, there are a growing number of locally flagged vessel fleets that operate in their own 

economic zones and also in regional waters. These vessels unload locally or in other 3rd countries 

for processing or shipment to processing facilities with potential to export to EU markets.  

For these countries, the CA needs to be developed and operated in a “vessel only” oriented 

manner. This would potentially imply a CA with officers either travelling to the foreign landing ports 

and/or establishing MoUs with the CAs of the unloading countries. 

Eligibility to the EU market is limited to fish caught by vessels approved by the CA of the flag state, 

if these are authorised by DG SANCO. For SIDS in the Pacific, the lack of EU sanitary authorisation is 

a price disincentive for buyers of their fish caught in their waters, but not for same fish caught by 

vessels from EU authorised DWFN4 catching next to them.  

                                                           
3 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/sanco/traces/output/non_eu_listsPerActivity_en.htm#  
4 Distant Water Fishing Nations (I.e. China, Korea, Taiwan, Spain, France, US, etc.) 



 

 

 
 
 

 

Furthermore, regional countries with processing and market access capabilities, (such as PNG and 

SI), are limited in supporting regional fisheries collaboration with their smaller neighbours, or the 

authorised countries where the main hub canneries operate (such as SI, PNG, Thailand and 

Ecuador), as eligibility of vessels in terms of sanitary approval is a requirement under their EU 

market access conditions. 

Many of these SIDS remain in the category of Least Developed Countries recognised by the UN 

latest listing (LDC-IV)5 in 2011. The 3 elements that define this status (poverty, human resource 

weakness and economic vulnerability) are at the same time key elements in the establishment and 

operation of a CA.  The potential for these LDCs to set up a system of controls equivalent to those 

of the EC member countries are incongruent with the international measures and WTO agreements 

designed to reduce the competitive disadvantages LDCs suffer from in the global economy; support 

the development of their physical infrastructure and human resources; and enhance their 

institutional capacities. 

To date, much of the SIDS effort to gain or sustain EU Market access has been supported in one 

way or another by Regional Organizations (ROs), such as FFA and SPC, particularly in the areas of 

training, legislation updates, reciprocal inspections, institutional strengthening, laboratories and 

control systems development. Inputs from SPC and FFA are in response to official requests received 

from member country governments.  

Hence to possibility to support our region SIDS in general and in LDCs in particular to gain and 

maintain EU market access, under a specific FFA lead division is a logic extension of the 

organization functions and responsibilities.    

Objective 

The aim of this proposal is to explore a potential formalised role that a specific support unit inside 

FFA could have in strengthening the configuration and functions of SIDS CAs in the Pacific region by 

undertaking certain common roles of the CA on a regional or sub regional basis while at the same 

time maintaining defined and specific CA roles at the national level.  

These support measures would need to be structured at different levels of involvement for 

different countries taking in consideration their present abilities and aspirations and in a form as to 

ensure that non-delegable roles are not compromised.  

This is not unlike the strategy used at national level by the CAs in larger exporting countries where 

many functions are based through the central headquarters with delegated functions undertaken at 

regional or provincial level.  

Official controls and third countries 

Competent authority. Duty of establishment 

Various specific veterinary and phytosanitary legislation requires that competent authorities (CA) 

must have been established, and requires that the official guarantees in terms of compliance of 

seafood exports from a third country should be given by a competent authority (CA) which means 

                                                           
5 Kiribati, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Vanuatu 
(http://unctad.org/en/Pages/ALDC/Least%20Developed%20Countries/Research-and-Policy-Analysis-on-
LDCs.aspx)  



 

 

 
 
 

 

the “...central authority of a State competent for the organisation of official control...”6. This 

statement has to be read in terms of the official controls as required in terms of food safety, 

production standards and others, as specified for seafood in the relevant EU legislation. Therefore, 

it is essential that 3rd country CA is able to deliver the level of controls required.  

As part of the approval process, a detailed questionnaire, relating to the sector for which approval 

is sought, is sent to the CA. Amongst the various issues raised, the following are of particular 

importance in evaluating the authority’s performance7: 

(1) Management structure. The central authorities, which are answerable for standards, must have 

good communication between central, regional and local service offices and be able to exercise 

control over regional and local services. 

(2) Independence. The official services must be independent of outside pressures, and be able to 

carry out their duties without undue restrictions. Individual officials must enjoy a status that 

ensures no conflict of interest and high ethical standards. 

(3) Resources. All levels of the official services, including border controls and laboratories, must 

have sufficient personnel, financial and equipment resources to allow them to carry out their 

control functions. 

(4) Personnel. All staff must enjoy an independent status within the official services. Where external 

staff is used, arrangements must be in place to ensure that they have the same degree of 

independence and accountability as full-time officials. 

(5) Recruitment and training. The competent authority must be able to show that vacancies are 

promptly filled, and that the operation of the official services is not damaged by shortages of 

suitably qualified personnel. Training programmes, so that staff can carry out their duties properly, 

should be in place, and properly recorded. 

(6) Legal/enforcement powers. These must be available to, and used by, the official services. The 

powers must be enshrined in national legislation and allow these services to carry out their control 

functions in an effective manner. 

(7) Prioritisation and documentation of controls. Official services should have in place written 

systems to prioritise their control activities, reflecting the risks posed by the different stages of the 

production chain. The planning, performance and outcome of these controls at central, regional 

and local levels should be recorded so that compliance with EU standards can be demonstrated. 

Ideally, internal audit systems should be in place to monitor the operation of these controls. 

(8) Laboratory services. There should be a properly resourced laboratory network, including a 

central reference laboratory, enjoying a status independent from producers/processors, and 

covering the whole country. 

It might, however, be acceptable to use laboratory facilities in other countries where these can be 

shown to offer the same level of service. Specific EU rules governing the operation and capabilities 

                                                           
6 Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2004 on official 
controls performed to ensure the verification of compliance with feed and food law, animal health and animal 
welfare rules. Article 2. Definitions. 
7 General guidance on EU import and transit rules for live animals and animal products from third countries: 
http://ec.europa.eu/food/international/trade/guide_thirdcountries2009_en.pdf 



 

 

 
 
 

 

of these laboratories for particular production sectors must be respected. The duties of the 

laboratory network should be clearly established, as should reporting procedures when non-

compliant results are detected. Links with international or EU reference laboratories should be 

established. The central competent authority must be able to direct the activities of the laboratory 

service which are relevant to the production sector concerned, even where it is not part of the 

same management structure. 

(9) Import controls. There must be effective import controls in place at the points of entry to the 

third country to safeguard the health status of the country. These must be properly staffed and 

resourced, and provided with the necessary legal powers to take control and enforcement action. 

In particular, the reception, handling, storage and onward transmission of animals and products 

intended for dispatch to the EU, or for use in the production of EU-status products, must meet EU 

requirements and avoid risk of cross-contamination by non-eligible animals and products. The 

import policy of the country will also be assessed to ensure that the health status of the country is 

not jeopardised. 

(10) Animal health controls. There must be an effective system for the detection and notification of 

animal diseases relevant to the animals/products for export. This should include surveillance 

measures, farm registration, animal identification and movement controls, so that the eligibility of 

animals used in the manufacture of EU status products can be demonstrated (traceability). It may 

also require disease monitoring and control or eradication programmes to be in place. The prompt 

notification of confirmation of diseases must also be demonstrated. 

(11) Food safety controls. Details of the zoonoses covered by national legislation, and the control 

action taken, should be provided. Co-ordination procedures between animal and public health 

authorities should be in place. Systems should be in place to record the actions taken, and their 

outcome, when zoonotic pathogens are identified. Traceability must be assured throughout the 

whole process of food of animal origin production. 

(12) Control Plan. Regulation (EC) No 882/2004 authorises the Commission to request third 

countries to provide accurate and up-to-date information on their sanitary and phytosanitary 

regulations, control procedures and risk assessment procedures with regard to products exported 

to the EU. 

Analysis of PICs responsibilities and FFAs supporting roles 

Each topic can be analysed individually under the perspective of this proposal assigning initially 3 

levels of engagement from the organizations with the CA:  

• Guidance,  

• Technical Support  

• Lead Role 

Each of these levels is inclusive of the prior one, for the countries with more resources and 

knowledge the role is likely to be limited to guidance,for less prepared countries technical support 

and for those with limited or no resources FFA shall take a lead role. 

An initial appraisal of the role of FFA at each evaluation element for a CA is presented below.  

(1) Management structure.  



 

 

 
 
 

 

All of PICs CAs are controlled from central government; hence control and communication are well 

defined. Some countries have functioning CAs while others do not, nor they have a regulatory 

framework and resources to support them. 

The role of the Support Unit in this area would facilitate the organization and jointly develop a 

management structure tailored to the necessities of the seafood export sector only.  

This role could be structured at any level necessary. In the case of the lead role the certificate 

signing functions shall be maintained in the country, but the systems and control management 

structure would be formalized at the Support Unit. 

This advisory roles at the other two levels could be maintained and formalized by reviews and 

recommendations arising from regular periodic reviews of management performance 

(2) Independence.  

As a regional organization with multilateral scrutiny independence of systems and controls can be 

maintained.  

FFA has and can further assist with administrative measures and incorporation into the 

management structure of a code of conduct that further ensures no conflict of interest and high 

ethical standards of the inspectors.  

This advisory role could be maintained and formalize by reviews and recommendations arising from 

regular periodic reviews of management performance. 

In the case of the lead role, this independence would be defined under statute(?)  in the set up of the 

support unit. 

(3) Resources. 

While this is inherently a country responsibility, the availability of resources among members is 

variable.  

FFA has and can further assist with facilitating a cost recovery models and resources needs 

evaluation and maximization. Advice can be provided on the optimization of resources allocation 

from regular periodic reviews of CA performance. 

In the case of the lead role, human resources and cost recovery would be incorporated in the set up 

of the support unit. 

(4) Personnel. 

In the PICs with CAs, most of the personnel in charge of the CA activities are food inspectors or 

environmental health officers under the Health infrastructure and independent of the private 

sector. Accountability is already part of their obligations.  

In some cases the functions of CA for seafood exports only is delegated to the fisheries authority, to 

strengthen the independence and full time dedication of the personnel to the core functions of 

official controls. This exclusivity is better guaranteed under Fisheries that under Health, where the 

capabilities are often diverted to other statutory areas (such as Public Health Emergency 

management, etc.) 



 

 

 
 
 

 

FFA has and can further assist with strengthening the independence and functionality of the officers 

in charge and monitor these aspects via regular periodic reviews of CA performance. 

In the case of the lead role, systems and control personnel would be incorporated to the staff or 

subcontracted from qualified organizations (Inspectorates, SGS, etc.) if necessary provide the 

guarantees while certification stays under the country responsibility. 

(5) Recruitment and training.  

This is a challenging area for PICs, as gaining specific international market access and specific 

fisheries sector knowledge, is difficult in the context of remote islands, particularly when capacity 

building opportunities and resources available are limited.  

FFA has contributed substantially with direct in country training or under an organized training 

curriculum aimed specifically to CA officers engaged in official verification and certification of 

seafood safety and market access conditions (see general contents in Annex 1). It is suggested that 

this training should be agreed as compulsory for anyone joining working for the CA on seafood 

exports. 

Furthermore, formal and on-the job training required to address the skill in their specific areas of 

operation, including IT (as in the case of TRACES) can be further implemented by the FFA as part of 

the support and evaluation routine. 

In the case of the lead role, FFA provides capacity building to the national official in charge of 

certification (via TRACES) while the training for its own officials is incorporated in the set up of the 

support unit. 

(6) Legal/enforcement powers.  

As stated in requirement 2, most PICs at this stage do have at least a basic type of food law, which 

enshrines powers to the CA. 

FFA has and can further assist with drafting and enactment of a regulatory framework providing 

authority to carry out controls at all stages of production, manufacture, importation, processing, 

storage, transportation, distribution and trade. This can include provisions as appropriate for the 

registration of establishments and approval of operators, equipment design approval, and penalties 

in the event of non-compliance, coding requirements and charging of fees. 

FFA has and can further assist with strengthening the applicability and efficiency of the PICs 

regulatory framework via regular periodic reviews of CA performance and by managing a MARs 

notification scheme for legislation updates. 

In the case of the lead role, the inspection functions would be delegated by the Country to the 

Support Unit or via a MoU to another country where the vessels operate (as contemplated in art 15 

of reg 853/2004) 

(7) Prioritisation and documentation of controls.  

The structuring, implementation and maintenance of written systems to prioritise  control activities 

has been a problematic area for PICs, in particular in relation to MARs, where the difficulties 

associated with maintaining an up to date standardized methodology to follow has been evident. 



 

 

 
 
 

 

As per the migratory nature of the target species in the key PICs fisheries, the fleets have a high 

mobility and unloading in other islands states is very common. The lack of a standardised control 

methodology in between PICs makes these instances difficult from an official control perspective. 

FFA has and can further assist supporting PICs in the development, implementation and 

maintenance of an EU oriented standardised written systems for control activities. The 

standardization of these systems can be documented in  MoU arrangements between different PICs 

to have a mutually  recognized procedure for the inspection of fishing vessels and freezer vessels 

landing fish at EU authorised facilities8. 

FFA could also  be involved as technical advisors in dispute resolutions arising from the applications 

of controls in between CAs and in between CAs and industry. 

FFA is already supporting PICs as “internal auditors” in regards to MARs compliance (Solomon 

Islands, Fiji and PNG), and in regards advances to request authorization from the EC. This function 

could be institutionalised as part of regular periodic reviews of CA performance. 

In the case of the lead role, the systems would be put in pace and maintained by the support unit. 

(8) Laboratory services.  

Over recent years and at considerable expense, various PICs exporting to the EU have attempted to 

set up and run accredited laboratories to meet EU requirements in their own countries. Issues 

surrounding the set up and operation of an accredited laboratory include staff training and 

retention, the relatively low volume of samples if just based on fish products, the comparatively 

high capital cost of testing equipment and the initial and on-going cost of accreditation to name a 

few. Many PICs are unable to sustain such costs on an on-going basis and, therefore, alternative 

testing arrangements need to be considered to ensure the EU remains a viable export market. 

FFA can provide assistance by liaising easing with a regionally based accredited laboratory in an 

authorised country (such as NZ or Australia) that can test products on behalf of neighbouring PICs to 

provide higher sample volumes and a better cost-benefit analysis, particular in terms of chemical 

testing. This liaison can be established via MoUs and service agreements in between the CA and the 

laboratory. 

FFA can support individual PICs setting up their own significantly smaller laboratories to conduct 

some of the more basic microbiological testing including the process for water testing, as well as 

non-regulatory testing such as hygiene swabs and the capacity to test other products such as copra, 

beef or other commodity goods as relevant to the PIC of concern. This assistance can also include 

aspects of  capacity building, equipment procurement assistance and accreditation support. 

(9) Import controls.  

As net importers, most PICs have effective import controls in place at the points of entry to 

safeguard the health status of the country. In terms of fishery products landing/imports from non-

domestic flagged fishing vessels are controlled under the fisheries CA and the PICs obligations 

under the regional fisheries organizations. 

                                                           
8 This provision is made in accordance with Regulation EC854/2004 Article 15 



 

 

 
 
 

 

The reception, handling, storage and onward transmission of fishery products intended for dispatch 

to the EU, or for use in the production of EU-status products, meeting EU requirements and 

separation of non-eligible fishery products is a standard practice under the present systems. 

FFA can further support PICs in ensuring import control authorities are properly staffed and 

resourced with the necessary legal powers to take control and enforcement action. This role would 

be already complementary to the work ROs (presume this is regional organisations?)do in 

supporting fisheries and bio-security authorities in the region. 

(10) Animal health controls. (Aquaculture)  

Compared with fishing, aquaculture is currently of little commercial significance to PICs. The few 

aquaculture developments in the region are mainly related to subsistence economies. The culture 

of other marine and freshwater species is generally still at the experimental or “backyard” stage, 

hence no PICs would be interested in gaining market access for aquaculture products in the 

foreseeable future. 

If a PIC sees potential economical benefits in requesting market access to the EU for aquaculture 

products, the ROs could facilitate the assistance in terms of Zoonotic controls, Residues of veterinary 

medicinal products and other pharmacological active substances, and control systems necessary to 

do so. Nevertheless this possibility is recognised as highly unlikely. 

(11) Food safety controls.  

As stated in requirement 2 & 6, all PICs at this stage do have at least a basic type of food law, which 

contain food safety controls as part of the function of the CA. In regards to EU MARs, specific food 

safety requirements are associated to the different fishery product to be exported. Control over 

these requirements is core to the CA function as well as traceability throughout the whole process 

of seafood production. 

For the EU, in addition to the common control requirements, specific official controls on fishery 

products shall be carried out, namely: 

• organoleptic surveillance testing; 

• total volatile basic nitrogen tests; 

• histamine testing; 

• surveillance testing for contaminants; 

• microbiological checks; 

• parasite screening tests; 

• checks for the possible presence of poisonous fish species or fish containing bio toxins 

FFA has and can further assist with strengthening the specific food safety controls associated to the 

exported products via regular periodic reviews of CA performance and by managing a MARs 

notification scheme for requirement updates. 

Furthermore, as most of the exported species (mainly tunas) are highly migratory there is scope for 

a common surveillance approach for environmental contaminants such as heavy metals, dioxins and 

benzo (a) pirenes.  

(12) National Control Plans. 



 

 

 
 
 

 

While not compulsory, it is advisable that the PICs submit a control plan, as Regulation (EC) No 

882/2004 authorises the Commission to request third countries to provide accurate and up-to-date 

information on their sanitary and phytosanitary regulations, control procedures and risk 

assessment procedures with regard to products exported to the EU. 

FFA has and can further assist with the development, implementation and maintenance of an EU 

oriented standardised National Control Plan (NPC) that presents all methods, procedures and 

regulatory instruments to be used for conformity assessment, regulatory verification and official 

guarantees. 

The NPC describes the organization and procedures of the CA with regards to: 

• Formal and legal Framework of the Competent Authority; 

• Listing Protocol, including, Types of lists, Listing Mechanisms, Suspension and 

reinstatement of certification by the CA, Formal delisting, Procedure for updating the 

EU List, Exports to other countries from EU listed establishment, Separation and 

Identification of Non-EU Product; 

• Certification Protocol, Preparation of the EU Health Certificate, Additional exporter 

declarations, endorsements, etc, Issue of export certificates, Numbering of export 

certificates, Date stamping of export certificates, Allocation of signatory stamp, 

Certification of Imported Products, Reissue of Export Certificates, Certification of 

Integrity standards, Conditions for certifying officers, Language considerations, 

Traceability of certificates, Internal Auditing; 

• Rapid alerts and crisis management protocol, Organization of the system’s rapid alerts, 

Response procedures; 

• Follow-up and crisis management, Product withdrawal and recall, Traceability 

guidelines; 

• Official Controls Protocol, Monitoring Plans, Regulatory Verification, Types of 

regulatory verification, Documentary Check, Full verification for approval, Full 

verification for renewal of the approval, Partial verification, Random checks; 

• “Checklists” for regulatory verification, Infrastructure condition, Verification of 

prerequisites and support programmes, Documental verification of HACCP, Verification 

HACCP plan performance, Verification of conditions on Ice Plants, Verification of 

conditions on Cool Stores, Verification of conditions and systems on offshore vessels, 

Verification of conditions for coastal vessels, Verification of conditions of landing sites; 

• Verification of conditions for transporters, Verification of traceability, Corrective 

Actions Request, Follow-up/closing of Corrective Actions, Frequency of verification; 

• Specifications Clarification and Appeals Procedures; 

• Approval of official testing laboratories; and  

• Public Report Protocol. 

FFA has and can further assist with the on-going maintenance of the NCP by managing a MARs 

notification scheme for requirement updates and monitoring  implementation as part a 

programmed structure of regular periodic reviews of CA performance.  

Potential roles for ROs 

From the analysis is possible to see FFA supporting PICs CAs in the following roles: 

Lead role: Taking care of most aspects of the CA, and setting the systems and controls to allow for 

meaningful certification by the CA representative of the country 



 

 

 
 
 

 

Technical support role: Standardising Recruitment and Training requirements, facilitating access 

Laboratory Services, supporting Legal/enforcement powers, Standardising Prioritisation and 

documentation of controls, Import controls, Food safety controls, National Control Plans.  

Guidance role: Assisting with advice in regards Management Structure, Independence, Resources 

(Cost recovery), Personnel and Animal health controls. 

Key to these roles will be the capacity of the FFA’s Support Unit specialized personnel to maintain: 

1. Direct and periodic interaction of with the different PICs CAs via regular reviews of CA 

performance (in a similar manner of those performed by the FVO), coupled to a needs 

analysis and the capacity to provide direct assistance to cover the identified needs or have 

access to knowledge providers that could meet the needs.  

2. Direct and periodic delivery of standardized training initiatives aimed to have a harmonized 

level of knowledge among the CA personnel in the region. 

3. Direct and periodic interaction of with the different PICs CAs to facilitate technically sound 

MoUs among PICs in regards mutually benefiting official control strategies, such a mutual 

recognition in vessels inspection, sampling of product unloaded on each others ports, etc. 

(a similar MoU has been supported by FFA between PNG and the Philippines in 2009) 

4. Direct and periodic interaction with laboratory service providers in order to guarantee the 

best and most cost effective services for PICs, technical support at PIC level in regard to 

their own laboratories, and the coordination of a individual country and region wide 

reporting protocols in regard to the determinations made and trends over time. 

5. Direct and periodic interaction with the importing countries authorities in order to 

centralize and maintain an up to date knowledge of the MARs and guarantee the timely 

distribution among PICs of new requirements and changes in the commonly shared 

documentation. 

Interaction of PICs with the proposed body 

If the institutional support is granted, the role can be formalized between FFA and it member 

countries. 

The scheme could start with some of the presently authorised countries and the PICs presently 

most advanced with CA compliance status in terms of market access requirements, and with a 

gradual process of “ascension” of the less advanced countries based on interest, compliance status 

and cost effectiveness. 

 


