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|. Introduction also urged those that had not done so to take greater
enforcement responsibility to ensure full compliance with

1. The General Assembly, at its fifty-second session, fgSolution 46/215 and to impose appropriate sanctions,
its resolution 52/29 of 26 November 1997, took note of thgonsistent with their obligations under international law,
report of the Secretary-General on large-scale pelagic drig@inst acts contrary to the terms of that resolution.
net fishing and its impact on the living marine resources &f  Furthermore, the General Assembly called upon States
the world’s oceans and seas, unauthorized fishing in zonestake the responsibility, consistent with their obligations
of national jurisdiction and its impact on the living marinainder international law as reflected in the United Nations
resources of the world’s oceans and seas, and fisheries Bgnvention on the Law of the Sea and resolution 49/116, to
catch and discards and their impact on the sustainable useéake measures to ensure that no fishing vessels entitled to fly
the world’s living marine resources (A/52/557). It alsaheir national flag fish in areas under the national jurisdiction
reaffirmed its resolutions 46/215 of 20 Decemded91, of other States unless duly authorized by the competent
49/116 and 49/118 of 19 Decemb&B94 and 51/36 of authorities of the coastal State or States concerned, and that
9 Decembenl 996 as well as other relevant resolutions anslich authorized fishing operations should be carried out in
acknowledged the importance of the Agreement for th&cordance with the conditions set out in such authorization:;
Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nationand reiterated its call on development assistance
Convention on the Law of the Sea of 1(eBemberl982 organizations to make it a high priority to support, including
relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddlisigrough financial and/or technical assistance, efforts of
Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (“the 1995 Fisbeveloping coastal States, in particular the least developed
Stocks Agreement”), the FAO Code of Conduct fotountries and the small islands developing States, to improve
Responsible Fisheries, Agenda 21 and the Agreementt@ monitoring and control of fishing activities and the
Promote Compliance with International Conservation arghforcement of fishing regulations, including through
Management Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Séaancial and technical support for regional and subregional
(“the Compliance Agreement”) to the conservation angheetings for that purpose.

management of living marine resources. 6. The General Assembly also urged States, relevant

2. In the same resolution, the General Assembly, whilaternational organizations and regional and subregional
acknowledging with appreciation the measures taken and fiheries management organizations and arrangements to take
progress made by members of the international communig¢tion to adopt policies, apply measures, including through
international organizations and regional economic integratiegsistance to developing countries, collect and exchange data
organizations to implement and support the objectives ghd develop techniques to reduce by-catches, fish discards
Assembly resolution 46/215, and recognizing their efforts #nd post-harvest losses consistent with international law and
reduce by-catch and discards in fishing operations, once aggdfevant international instruments, including the Code of
expressed deep concern at the continuing reports of activit®@snduct for Responsible Fisheries.

inconsistent with the terms of resolution 46/215 an

) o ) . . {. The General Assembly further called upon States and
unauthorized fishing inconsistent with the terms of resolutlon[ o . .
49/116. other entities referred to in article 10, paragraph 1, of the

Compliance Agreement that had not done so to accept the
3. In the light of those developments, the Generalgreement. The Assembly noted, on the one hand, the
Assembly reaffirmed the importance it attached to complianegligations of States outlined in Parts IV and V of th@95

with its resolution 46/215, in particular to those provisiongish Stocks Agreement relating to the conservation and
calling for full implementation of a global moratorium on allmanagement of straddling fish stocks and highly migratory
large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing on the high seas of thigh stocks regarding non-members amah-participants and
world’s oceans and seas, including enclosed seas and seduties of flag States respectively, and, on the other hand, their
enclosed seas. obligations providing that no party to the Compliance

4.  The General Assembly therefore urged States and otfg@reement should allow any fishing vessel entitled to fly its
entities, as well as relevant regional and subregional fisherfid to be used for fishing on the high seas unless it had been
management organizations and arrangements that had adogttiforized to do so bythe.ap-proprlate authority or authorities
legislation, established regulations or applied other measuffdhat party, and that a fishing vessel so authorized should
to ensure compliance with resolutions 46/215, 49/116 afgh n ac_cordance with the conditions set out in the
51/36 to enforce fully such measures. On the other hand@kthorization.
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8. Inaddition, the General Assembly welcomed initiatived| . Large_scale pelagic drift-net fishing
undertaken in the Food and Agriculture Organization of the

United Nations (FAO) to organize an expert consultation top General

develop and propose guidelines leading to a plan of action

aiming at a reduction in the quental catch of seabirds, to 1. Information provided by States
organize an expert consultation to develop and propose . o .
guidelines leading to a plan of action for the conservation ad@. In its submission of 30 March 1998witzerland
effective management of shark populations and to holdirformed the Secretary-General that it had no fishing vessels
technical consultation on the management of fishing capacitying its flag and therefore no Swiss vessels could have

to draft guidelines for the control and management of fishirgPmmitted the violations referred to in General Assembly
capacity. resolution 52/29.

9.  Finally, the General Assembly requested the Secretadyd. In its response of 11 May 1998 to the Secretary-
General to bring the resolution to the attention of all membefseneral,Denmark reported that since it had joined the
of the international community, relevant intergovernment&juropean Union (EU) the management of fishery resources
organizations, the organizations and bodies of the Unité@d become an EU exclusive competence. It also indicated
Nations system, regional and subregional fisheridat EU had introduced a ban on fishing with drift-nets longer
management organizations and relevant non-governmeriti@n 2.5 kilometres.

organizations, and invited them to provide the Secretaryz |nits submission dated 28 May 199Bolombia stated

the resolution. The Assembly also requested the Secretagyscretary-General that it had no vessels flying its flag that

thereafter a report on further developments relating to the . L

implementation of resolutions 46/215, 49/116, 49/118, te>- N its submission of 29 June 199€ape Verde
status and implementation of the Compliance Agreement, aifigormed the Secretary-General that it had no industrial
efforts undertaken in FAO concerning the preparation of plafighing fleetand that its vessels, because of their small size,
of action to reduce incidental catch of seabirds, conservatigff'® N0t engaged in high seas fishing with large pelagic drift-
and management of shark populations, and guidelines for thetS-

control and management of fishing capacity, taking intd6. Inits reply of 2 July 1998 to the Secretary-General, the
account the information thus provided. Russian Federationstated that it was not involved in any

10.  Accordingly, the Secretary-General sent a note verb&i&d of commercial drift-net fishing.

to all members of the international community, drawing thet7. Inits response of 6 July 1998 to the Secretary-General,
attention to the relevant provisions of resolution 52/29he Islamic Republic of Iran indicated that large-scale
Letters were also addressed to relevant intergovernmergalagic drift-net fishing was not applicable to the Iranian
organizations, specialized agencies, organizations and bodisising fleet, which was primarily traditional. It added that the
of the United Nations system, as well as regional arithnian National Fisheries Company did not approve such a
subregional fisheries management organizations, and releviaethod of fishing because of its negative and disruptive
non-governmental organizations. A number of submissioreffects on the coasts and traditional fishing practices and
and comments were received by the Secretary-General, wderause it increased by-catches.

wishes to express his appreciation for all the contribution]s_8 In its submission of 7 July 1998apan informed the

11. The present report, which takes into account thoSecretary-General that, in compliance with resolution 46/215,

contributions, is submitted to the General Assembly ithe Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries had stated

response to the request contained in resolution 52/29. on 10 Decembed992 that, as a basic policy, Japanese
authorities would no longer permit or approve tlonduct of
drift-net fishing on the high seas beginning in 1993. In
accordance with that policy, permission and/or approval for
drift-net fishing had not been given to any fishing vessel.

19. Initsresponse of 7 July 1998 to the Secretary-General,
Maldives stated that it was opposed to any form of large-
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scale drift-net fishing on the high seas and that any drift-net
fishing was not allowed by the Fisheries Law of Maldives.

20. Inits reply of 10 July 1998Norway informed the
Secretary-General that a national ban was in place w
respect to large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing on the hig{]
seas.

21.
Indonesiainformed him that it supported resolution 46/215
regarding the moratorium on the use of large-scale drift gill-

25.

Inits response of 10 July 1998 to the Secretary-Generalp  |nformation provided by international

organizations

nets and had taken measures to ban the use of such nets () Specialized agencies of the United Nations

setting a limit of 5 kilometres for their maximum size.

22. Initsreply of 5 August 998 to the Secretary-GeneraI,ZG'

system

In its reply to the Secretary-General dated 16 July 1998,

Mexico stated that it had complied strictly with the provisiondh® Food and Agriculture Organization of th_e United
of resolution 46/215 establishing a total moratorium on largdlations (FAO) submitted the following report:

scale pelagic drift-net fishing and that from 1990 to date no
commercial fishing permit had been issued to fishing vessels
with nets longer than 2,000 metres.

23. In its submission to the Secretary-General dated 17
August 1998, théJnited States of Americareported that
since it had submitted it§997 report on fisheries actties

to the United Nations, it had taken additional actions to
promote the implementation of the General Assembly’s
resolutions and decisions on large-scale pelagic drift-net
fishing on the high seas, especially in the North Pacific and
the Mediterranean. In that connection, it indicated that, on 11
October 1993, the United States secretaries of
Transportation, Commerce and Defense had entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding to enforce more effectively
domestic laws and international agreements that conserved
and managed its living marine resources. The Memorandum,
required under section 202 of Public La&B2-582, the High
Seas Drift-net Fisheries Enforcement Act, established a
mechanism for the use of the surveillance capabilities of the
Department of Defense for locating and identifying vessels
violating United States marine conservation laws and
international agreements, including General Assembly
resolution 46/215. The Memorandum of Understanding also
set formal procedures for communicating vessel locations to
the Secretary of Commerce and the United States Coast
Guard. The National Marine Fisheries Service and the Coast
Guard have continued to utilize Department of Defense
surveillance information for locating and identifying large-
scale high seas drift-net fishing vessels in 1997 and 1998 and
would continue to explore other possible uses of the
Department’s surveillance capabilities for the monitoring of
drift-net fishing vessels and fishing activity.

24. In its response of 28 Augu&B98 to the Secretary-
General Burkina Faso stated that it had never taken any
measures contrary to the provisions of resolution 52/29.

“As far as FAO is aware, the Mediterranean Sea
is the only region in the world where large-scale pelagic
drift-net fishing gear (i.e., nets in excess of 2.5 km) is
being deployed. The vessels which use this gear in the
Mediterranean, and which target swordfish, are
primarily of Italian and French flag.

“In relation to the use of large-scale pelagic drift-
net gear by members of the European Community (EC),
the Council of EU in Jund998 decided to eliminate
drift-nets over a period of three and a half years. As of
1 January 2002, the use of drift-nets to catch tuna and
swordfish will be banned, and their use in salmon
fishing will be restricted to costal waters. Drift-nets
will still be authorized in the Baltic Sea, however,
where by-catches of marine mammals are considered
to pose much less of a problem. For this year’s fishing
season, the current maximum drift-net length of 2.5 km
will remain in effect, but the number of vessels using
drift-nets must be reduced by 40 per cent from the
1995-1997 reference period. Moreover, theu@cil
and the Commission have pledged to approve flanking
measures, including some for the conversion of boats
into more selective types of vessels, before the end of
1998, retraining and laying up. However, no new EU
aid is scheduled before the year 2000 to support such
initiatives.

“It was noted that this Council decision on this
issue is the first time that 15 EU member States have
taken a decision to ban a particular fishing gear.
According to EC, during the period 1995-1997, the
number of vessels using drift-nets was 640 in Italy, 77
in France, 11 in Ireland and between 5 and 8 in the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.
In addition, 100 Spanish vessels use nets with an
average length of 1.2 km in the Mediterranean Sea.”

Inits reply to the Secretary-General dated 11 September
1998an reported that it had prohibited the use of drift-
nets of more than 1 kilometre in width, while the Ministry of
rﬁgriculture had continued its education programme aimed at
'Hcreasing awareness among fisherfolk of the damages caused
y large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing.
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Lisbon on the occasion of the Parliamentary meetings of the

(b) Organs, organizations and programmes of the Council of Europe on the Oceans.

United Nations

27. In its response of 10 April 1998 to the Secretary-(d) Non-governmental organizations
General, theeconomic and Social Commission for Asia .

i . . .. 31. In its response of 24 June 1998 to the Secretary-
and the Pacific (ESCAP)indicated that it did not deal with P y

fisheri d devel , di eneral, theWorld Wide Fund for Nature (WWF)
Isheries management and development as envisage 'N;Hicated that it remained concerned at the continued use of

United Nations Convention on the ITaV\_/ of the Sea aNdrge-scale pelagic drift-nets by fishing vessels from China,
therefo.re could not make any submissions requested [ X(I; France, Ireland and other countries, in violation of
resolution 52/29. resolution 46/215. WWEF believed that the issue was worthy

28. Initsreply of 13 May 1998 to the Secretary-General, of special note in the report of the Secretary-General to the
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) General Assembly and that such “chronic violations of United
reported that, although large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing, Nations resolubogst to be documented and exposed so

fish discards and post-harvest losses had an impact on the that national authorities, whether they be the Chinese in
survival of other marine resources in the high seas, it did not relation to the North Pacific/Bering Sea activities, or others
have, during the reporting period, any specific activity related inthat region or elsewhere, who felt compelled to prevent the
to the implementation of the resolution. UNEP indicated, use oflarge-scale pelagic drift-nets by their fishing vessels.

however, that through its regular support to developing,  \\\vE commended the agreement brokered by the
countries, partic_ularly within_the context of its regional seagpited Kingdom Government, in its role as president of the
programmes, 't_ had_ continued to ensure that rel_evagb Council of Ministers, to phase in a ban on high seas drift-
resolutions on flsher_les were reflec_ted in the execution Rlts by EU fleets over the next four years and suggested that
UNE_P programmes in those_ countries. In _partlc_ula_r, ithage Secretary-General recommend to the General Assembly
continued to assist developing countries in reviewing aqg monitor EU compliance with the agreement to ensure that

providing comments on drait fisheries laws as _and _Whed?l fishing with large-scale pelagic drift-nets by EU vessels
requested by Governments to do so. In so doing, it h s phased out on schedule by 2002

worked to ensure that the draft laws were in conformity with .
the fisheries conservation principles as reflected in ti3- Inits response to the Secretary-General dated 29 June

resolution. 1998, theJapan Fisheries Associatiorindicated that the
national fishing industry had conducted large-scale pelagic
(c) Other intergovernmental organizations drift-net fishery before it was banned by the United Nations

) resolution in Decembet992. Although it was felt that the
29. In its response dated 12 May 1998 to the Secretapgso|ution seriously lacked scientific basis once it had been
General, theCentral American Bank for Economic  ,qqnted, the Association had to comply with it as a supporter
Integration (CABEI) indicated that it had not financed or gt reqylated fishing operations. Accordingly, it had urged its
supported any project or policies that had led to actions ffempers to stop using this type of fishery. In its view, there
measures contravening the enforcement of resolutions 46/2434 ot peen any case of violation of the resolution by the
49/116, 49/118 or 52/29. Japanese industry since the adoption of resolutio@ 1%/

30. Inits reply of 26 June 1998, tigouncil of Europe 34 |n its submission of 11 September 1998 to the

submitted to the Secretary-General a “Draft Resolution on the,cretary-Generareenpeacendicated that, following its
sustainable exploitation of living marine resources”, Whicfampaign for the elimination of large-scale pelagic drift-nets
was provisionally adopted by the Committee on Agriculturg, ine early 1980s and the subsequent adoption of General
and Rural Development of the Parliamentary Assembly on %?Ssembly resolution 44/225 of 22 Decemde&89. it had
June 1998, and which called upon member States, fjgen actively campaigning for the implementation of the
European Union (EU), the Organization for ECOnomig,,atorium in EU waters and by EU vessels, including
Cooperation and Development (OECD), FAO and othelnqycting several at-sea expeditions in the Mediterranean
competent international organizationster alia, to adopt geg and in the North-east Atlantic to document and

practical measures such as prohibiting drift-nets aboveyamanding enforcement action against EU vessels fishing
certain size and implementing General Assembly resolutigip, large-scale pelagic drift-nets on the high seas.
52/29. The resolution was adopted on 31 Augl@98 in )

35. Consequently, Greenpeace was pleased to inform the

Secretary-General that, on 8 June 1998, the BUrEil of
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Fisheries Ministers had agreed to ban drift-net fishing on thegc) Information provided by non-governmental
high seas by all vessels flying the flag of EU States as of 1  organizations

January 2002, with the exception of thelfi@aSea. The ;4 Greenpeacpointed out that data collected by French
decision of the EU Council had been based on two ma%

derati - first] the fact that this t ¢ h ientists in the North-east Atlantic had shown that, in
considerations. Tirstly, on the fact that this type of gear dition to the target species (albacore tuna), 48 species were
been widely demonstrated to be unselective; and secon

h ition that (992 E lation liriting th ted as being caught by drift-nets, thus demonstrating the
on the recognition that th Uregulationiming the 0y of selectivity of this type of fishing gear. Greenpeace
length of drift-nets to 2.5 kilometres per vessel had prov

be difficult or i bl ‘ In additi he b ded that, following the ban on the use of drift-nets, more
to be difficult orimpossible to enforce. In addition to the Aselective fishing gear would be available for fisherfolk in the

the E,U decision involved measures related to iversion region if they chose to continue to fish for albacore tuna,

of drllft—nets to more selectl_ve fishing methods for the samg e han convert to other non-selective methods and/or turn

species, compensation for fisherfolk and owners who ceas8lisheries which were already over-exploited.

drift-net fishing, retraining of fisherfolk either in new

techniques or other forms of employment, and the Baltic Sea

decommissioning of drift-net vessels. Those measures wouldz'

be the subject of an ad hoc Council decision based on €&) Information provided by States

proposal from the European Commission to be adopted by the, | its reply to the Secretary-General dated 16 June

end of the year. 1998, Finland stated that no vessels flying its flag fished
outside the Baltic Sea. It also indicated that no high sea areas

. . existed in the Baltic Sea.
B. Review by region
(b) Information provided by regional and

1. Atlantic Ocean subregional fisheries organizations

(@) Information provided by States 42. Thelnternational Baltic Sea Fishery Commission
36. No States have reported any large-scale pelagic drift-§H SFC) indicated that it was not formally subject to the
fishing on the high seas in the Atlantic Ocean. resolution on drift-net fishing since the Baltic Sea had no high

seas area.

(b) Information provided by regional and
subregional fisheries organizations 3. Mediterranean Sea and adjacent seas

37. Inits submission to the Secretary-General dated 6 Maga) Information provided by States

1998, thewestern Central Atlantic Fishery Commission ;2 |0 104040 the Secretary-General dated 1 June 1998
(WECAFC) indicated that there had been no reports of largqq, y menistan stated that its national fishing companies

shcale pel:;tgic driﬁ-ndet fishing in the Commission area Olurint%lrried out their activities in the Caspian Sea only and did not
the 1997/98 period. engage in large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing therein.

38. Initsreplyof4 June 1998 to the Secretary-General, theg | its submission of 25 June 199Broatia informed

_No.rthwest Atlantic Fisheries Qrgamzanon _(NAFO) the Secretary-General that the fishing gear referred to in
indicated that no large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing had beet), o o Assembly resolution 52/29 was not used in

practlsec_J in the NAFO Convention area _and no reports 86mmercia| or any other fishery in areas under its jurisdiction.
such activity had been forwarded to it during 1997/98. However, it had prohibited from 1997 the issuance of new
39. Inits response dated 23 June 1998 to the Secretdighing permits for any gear used to catch large pelagic fish
General, theNorth Atlantic Salmon Conservation (drift-net, longline) in order to prevent any increase in fishing
Organization (NASCO) indicated that it was not aware ofeffort of highly migratory species, in accordance with the
any fishing with large-scale pelagic drift-nets within the are@commendations of international organizations concerned
covered by the Convention for the Conservation of Salmawith the preservation of those species.

in the North Atlantic Ocean. 45. Inits reply of 29 June 1998 to the Secretary-General,

Monaco stated that the Ordinance of 2 July 1908 on Marine
Service and Marine Police (articles 15-26), whidiil s
regulated fishing activities in Monaco, prohibited the use of
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drift-nets in areas under its jurisdiction, as well as the use of } . ]

such gear on board vessels flying its flag. It also advised thdP) Information provided by regional and

an ad hoc Working Group was currently considering  SuPregionalfisheries organizations

incorporating the above-mentioned provisions in the futugl. The General Fisheries Commission for the
Marine Code of Monaco. Mediterranean (GFCM) reported that, at its twenty-second

46. In its response dated 20 July 1998 to the Secretaﬁ(;_ssion in October 1997, it had adopted a binding resolution
GeneralCyprus indicated that it was not engaged in largeSOncerning the use of large-scale pelagic drift-net gear.
scale pelagic drift-net fishing either within or beyond it&¥€solution 97/1, taking into account General Assembly
territorial waters. resolution 44/225, recommended that no vessel flying the flag

) of a GFCM Contracting Party was allowed to keep on board,
47. Inits reply of 28 July 1998 to the Secretary-Generajy s for fishing, one or more drift-nets whose individual or

Azerbaijan stated that it attached great importance t0 thgi,| |ength was more than 2.5 kilometres. The resolution also
observance of a global moratorium on all large-scale drift-ngl .ommended that the net. if longer than 1 km, ought to
fishing on the high seas of the world’s oceans and seagmain attached to the vessel. However, within the 12-mile
including enclosed seas and semi-enclosed seas. It tRYSstal zone, a vessel was allowed to detach itself from the
indicated that Azerbaijan conducted only sprat fishery in they provided that it kept it under constant observation. GFCM
Caspian Sea with vessels using equipment and conical ng{s, agvised that the Italian Government was seeking to
which were selective and environmentally sound and WeEBmply with United Nations, European Community and

considered to be economically rational fishing gear andrcm resolutions concerning the authorized maximum

methods. length of drift-nets, and indicated that the Government’s plan
48. TheUnited States of Americareported that, as a had led to a substantial reduction in the number of vessels
follow-up to the United States-Italy drift-net Agreement (seeperating with nets in excess of 2.5 kilometres. However,
A/51/404, para. 33; A/52/557, paras. 36-38) the Italiad@FCM also reported that the Italian coastguard was
Government, as of 31 March 1998, had indicated that 419 e%periencing logistical difficulties in enforcing drift-net gear
the 678 vessels in the Italian drift-net fleet had applied fgrovisions.

compensation under the drift-net conversion plan. Of the 419

vessels, 338 would be retired. The United States also pointegt) Information provided by non-governmental

out that, as of 21 July 1998, the Italian Government had
completed administrative procedures for disbursing;2
compensation to 122 vessels. .

49. However, the United States stressed that in 1997 it had
sighted six suspected large-scale drift-net fishing vessels
operating in the high seas of the Mediterranean. One of the
vessels that had set a large-scale drift-net of approximately
35 nautical miles north of Tunisia was identified as a vessel
flying the flag of Italy. The United States had notified Italy of
the sighting and provided it with all the evidence concerning
the case. According to the United States, Italian enforcement
authorities were currently investigating the case.

50. Inaddition, the United States announced that, since May
1998, Greengace had reported sighting 19 Italian vessels in
the Mediterranean Sea with large-scale drift-nets. The United
States had provided the appropriate Italian officials with
information on the drift-net-vessel sightings and had
requested, among other things, an official response from the
Italian Government. In June 1998, Italy reported to the United
States that 11 of the 19 vessels sighted engaging in drift-net
fishing operations on the high seas had been inspected and
eight violations had been documented (four net seizures and
four penal sanctions).

organizations
In its submission to the Secretary-General dated 17 June

1998, theHumane Society of the United States (HSUS)

provided the following information regarding the
implementation of the United States-Italy Agreement on
ending Italian drift-net fishing in the Mediterranean Sea (see
A/52/557, para. 40):

“The HSUS’s monitoring of the agreement’s
progress for nearly two years has revealed that the
conversion programme aunted to little more than a
series of false starts with only a handful of participants.
Legislation to increase penalties stalled in the Italian

Parliament and the port closure was illegjalrbgl

an Italian court.

“In April 1998, an Italian member of the
European Parliament sponsored an initiative on drift-
netting that included an attempt to gain funding and
support for an Italian scientific drift-netting project
using nets larger than 2.5 km in length. The project was
to determine if large-scale nets could be utilized by
Italian fisherfolk without harming marine life. This is
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something that has been debated and determined years interms of control, it had been demonstrated that illegal drift-

ago to be unsupported by scientific studies. net fishing continued to be rampant in the Mediterranean in

“Members of the European Parliament sound’?g% as it had bgen in previous years. Greage's most
defeated the proposal before it reached the Parliame Eeent expgnion, in May anq June 1,99_8’ h"f‘d dgcumented
plenary session, explaining in considerable detailwfﬂ}‘merc_)us instances of drift-net 'f|sh|ng in violation of

they opposed it. The Italian Government in June 19€j’gsolutlon 46/215 and EU regulations, and it noted that a

tried again through its own proclamation to create t articulgrly.revealing ex.ample involved  the ves.ﬁl
scient?fic progra?mme (to Ee potentially backed b olleoni, which, although it had been arrested and fined by

private funds). Intense outside pressure finally stopp Iae Spanis.h authorities on M&)@gg, and its nets of over 6
the project from going forward. ilometres in length had been confiscated, three weeks later

) had been found by Greenpeace to be fishing with a similar
“On 8 June 1998, the European Union’s Counci|iegal net.

of Fisheries Ministers, headed by the United Kingdom , )
as Council President, took up a proposal to ban gep- Greenpeace emphasized that, despite the more complex
vessels from using drift-nets in all waters (with thé:haracter of the situation in the Mediterranean owing to the

great number of vessels and the continued search for

along with France and Ireland firmly opposed the baﬁl_cceptable alternatives following the EU ban, strict
ltaly abstained in the vote despite its preViougnvironmental criteria should be applied in anyaeeersion

assurances to the United States Government thap|fm to ensure the adoption of selective fishing methods and

would work towards the achievement of a complet@VOid a repetition of the mistake which had been made by
ban.” introducing drift-nets in the first place, without prior

o environmental assessment of their impact. Furthermore,
53. In a further communication to the Secretary-Genergleenpeace warned against the reported sale of nets from

dated 16 September 1998, the Humane Society indicated th@jy to fisherfolk of non-EU countries in the Mediterranean
following its numerous sea and harbour observationggion.

conducted in the Mediterranean during Ja888, it was able d the vi hat th decisi
to confirm that illegal drift-nets had been usedli®98 and 57.  Greenpeace expressed the view that the EU decision

had also been kept on board by Italian fishing vessels. TR8Y thﬁ neid to implement a widehban on drift-net fishing
average net length on smaller vessels was 5 kilometres, wHlg2ughout the Mediterranean Seaght to be understood as
larger vessels had nets with an average of 12 kilometres, whart of an international movement towards responsible fishing
a maximum size of 25 kilometres. It expressed the view thas called for in the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries
the existence of a large number of vessels with illegal nets"ilﬁ'd th? 1995 Fish Stogks Agr_eement. Therefore, given the
some harbours seemed to confirm the belief that for sorﬂgtem'al spread of drift-net fishing to other fleets in the

reason the Italian authorities were unable to control this tyﬁ%g'on’ itcalled upon all parties conce_rned_to agree on such
of fishing activity. a ban through the two competent fisheries management

organizations, namely GFCM and the International

54.  The Humane Society added that a worrying point abagbmmission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT).
the reconversion programme, which was an integral part of

the United States-Italy agreement, was that it did not have a4 |ndian Ocean and Asia-Pacific region

mechanism of control to ensure effective implementation. The ) )

main problem was that there was a total absence of census 6% [nformation provided by States

drift-nets, so that the subvention, which was a component®8. In its reply of 4 June 1998atar indicated that no
the reconversion programme, could be collected by thessels flying its flag were currently engaged in large-scale
fisherfolk with no assurance that the nets had been totafglagic drift-net fishing, or using such gear.

eliminated, apd not just trans§h|pped to 'other vessels. T, ? In its report to the Secretary-General dated 2 July 1998,
Humane Society therefore believed that it was fundamen L .
ustralia indicated that, through section 13 of the

to proceed to a census of all nets, to strengthen control of tE%mmonwealth Fisheries Management Act 1991, Australia

I|ce.nces and the number of vessels, and to impose Sancu%‘?&wibited the use of large-scale drift-net fishing in its fishing
on illegal vessels.

zone by its citizens and corporations fishing on Australian
55. Greenpeachkas pointed out that more than 80 per cenyessels. Although there were no regulations in place that
of the catch of the Italian drift-net fishing fleet in thebanned the use of nets of less than 2.5 kilometres in length,
Mediterranean was made up of by-catch. It also indicated thgie Australian Fisheries Management Authority had

exception of the Baltic Seas) by the ye&x002. Italy
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implemented the Government's closed port policy with(b) Information provided by regional and
respect to unlicensed foreign fishing vessels. It had only  subregional fisheries organizations

granted access to vessels where: (a) significant tangi%l . TheCommission for the Conservation of Southern
benefits accrued to Australia, (b) the vessel was Iicensg efin Tuna (CCSBT) advised that there had been no

regionally or confor.mec_i with a regional ﬁsherie; managemglrbtports of fishing with large-scale pelagic drift-nets in its area
arrangement (which included not undertaking destructl\éT competence during the reporting period
fishing practices or drift-netting), and (c) where the vesse '

may have been adequately monitored. Through this policy,
no drift-net vessels or vessels directly supporting drift-net _ .
vessels had been granted access to Australian ports afi@ Information provided by States

foreign fishing vessels equipped wi.th Igrgg driﬁ—netg had begn |nits reply of 1 May 1998 to the Secretary-Genefiji,
apprehended and prosecuted for fishing in Australian wat€figited thatit is a State party to the Wellington Convention for
and had had their drift-nets forfeited and subsequeniye prohibition of Fishing with Long Drift-nets in the South
destroyed. Pacific, which came into force on 17 May 1991, and that at

60. Atthe state level, drift-nets were not permitted unddfe domestic level, its Fisheries (Amendments) Regulations
Tasmanian or New South Wales fisheries managemeitl990 prohibit the use of pelagic drift-nets in Fijian waters.
legislation, large-scale pelagic drift-netting was ndt also informed the Secretary-General that the Forum
authorized for any fishery within the jurisdiction of Westerrrisheries Agency (FFA) maintained a regional register of all
Australia, South Australia or Victoria, and the use of pelagi¢essels which blacklisted those which did not comply with
nets longer than 2.5 km in length was prohibited in théhe licensing conditions in the region, with the tacit
Northern Territory. Australia also had concerns about thgderstanding that any blacklisted vessel would not be
potential impact of drift-netting activity on the high seas igranted a licence in FFA member countries until its record
waters surrounding the country. In thisrmection, it pointed had been cleaned.

outthat, in an initial recent survey of fishing debrsnclucted g5, | jts reply of 28 May 1998 to the Secretary-General,
in the Northern Territory, nine pieces of netting believed tg glombia stated that it supported resolution 46/215 even

be drift-net material and thought to have come from outsiqgough this type of fishery was not carried out by vessels
the Australian fishing zone had been identified. The remaipggistered in its territory.

of sea turtles and other marine creatures were evident within . L L
many of the nets. 66. Inits submission of 13 July 199Bljue indicated that

it had ratified the Convention Prohibiting Fishing with Long

61. In its response of 3 Augudi998 to the Secretary- pyifi-Nets in the South Pacific in April 1997, and to date no
GeneralMauritius indicated that it did not allow drift-net ygenders had been brought to its attention.

fishing in waters under its jurisdiction (Drift-net AG992) . L

and also banned transshipment in Mauritius of fish caught By - !N its submission of 29 July 199&/ew Zealand
drift-nets. It added that the Mauritius National Coast Guar'Hform_ed the Secretqry—GeneraI that. it was a party o .a.nd a
had the power to stop, board, search, detain and arrest dgpository of the Wellington Convention for the Prohibition
vessel which contravened the provisions of the 1992 Act aﬂa ishing with Long Drift-nets in the South Pacific 1989,

to seize any drift-net and secure any fish caught by meangaffich obliged parties to prohibit drift-net fishing by their own
such net. nationals and national vessels within the South Pacific; the

Convention had been ratified by 12 States. New Zealand
62. Intwo notes addressed to the Secretary-General dajgged that the Solomon Islands was the most recent State to
5 June and 8 September 1998 respectiv@fudi Arabia pecome party to the Wellington Convention following its
stated that its coastguard implemented the measures it haflfication on 17 January 1998. It further indicated that it
taken against large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing igontinued to have legislation in place with respect to drift-net
accordance with the Kingdom’s regime for the exploitatiofishing (Drift-net Prohibition ActL991) and that no incidents

and preservation of living marine resources in areas undefq peen reported within the New Zealand exclusive
national jurisdiction. economic zone.

5. Pacific Ocean

68. TheUnited Statesreported that, through th&£993
Memorandum of Understanding on Effective implementation
of the United Nations Drift-net Moratorium (see A/52/557,
para. 49), the United States and China had continued to
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ensure effective implementation of resolution 46/215 in 1997 by the United States Coast Guard in the North Pacific.
and 1998. According to news reports, the Coast Guard had sighted up

69. Inthis connection, the United States indicated that, Eﬂ eight drift-net vessels operating illegally in the same region

1997, the United States Coast Guard, the National Marim:Iate May and early June 1998. The vessels were using drift-

Fisheries Service and the Canadian Maritime Forc8€tS several miles long and were bel?eved to'be targeting
continued to carry out surveillance activities in the Nortﬁalmon' On 25 May 1998, another Chinese drift-net vessel

Pacific areas that in the past had been routinely fished B c:]been.ﬂregon by Rl|J§S|§n br:)rciler gu?rds Ilr'] Russgan v;athers
drift-net vessels. All Coast Guard operations were plann the Bering Sea, resulting in the loss of two lives aboard the

and executed in cooperation with enforcement officials froffrind Vessel. According to news reports, a 90-km drift-net
Japan, Canada and the Russian Federation. As a resul/gf found aboard the fishing vessel, along with 50 tons of

those actions, five drift-net vessel sightings had been repor&™mon-

in the North Pacific Ocean, of which one was seized bythe 74. Inview ofthis situation, WWF called upon the General
United States as a stateless vessel while evidence on other Assemblyto encourage China and the Republic of Korea to
vessels were turned over to their flag State. In addition, the join the 19®fveéhtion for the Conservation of

United States Coast Guard had detected in 1998 seven vessels Anadromous Stocks in the North Pacific Ocean, which bans
conducting large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing operations on  fishing for salmon and trout in the North Pacific and provides
the high seas of the North Pacific: five in the area south of the  for monitoring and enforcement of the worldwide ban on drift-
Aleutian Islands near the Russian Federation’s exclusive net fishing.

economic zone. One was prosecuted by the Russian

authorities for fishing approximately 50 miles inside its 6. Antarctica

exclusive economic zone; two others were sighted retrieving
drift-nets in areas adjacent to the Russian Federation’s
exclusive economic zone. They were later boarded by the
United States Coast Guard and their custody was théh. Inits submission to the Secretary-General dated 7 April
transferred to the flag State. 1998, theCommission for the Conservation of Antarctic

70. The United States concluded that, of 12 vessels Sigh%gtrtg]reo?::rngezgzlz u(;(r:iefzts-n(ect?igllq\?nLR%ar;EZ:ﬁ%itsh(?ljstzg dat
using drift-nets in the North Pacific in 1997 and 1998, six h 9 9

. . . . e annual meeting of CCAMLR ih990. This had resulted
known mnnections to China and/or Taiwan Province a . . . :

. . . .~ n. the adoption of resolution 7/I1X, which stated that, in
China, and added that both China and Taiwan Province of . .

. . : .accordance with General Assembly resolution224/, there
China had cooperated fully with the United States in . S .
investigating those drift-net cases would be no expansion of large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing

' into the high seas of the Convention area. CCAMLR also
indicated that, since the adoption of its resolution, no cases
of drift-net fishing activities had been reported in the

CCAMLR Convention area.

Information provided by regional and
subregional fishery organizations

(b) Information provided by regional and
subregional fisheries organizations

71. ThePermanent Commission for the South Pacific
(CPPS)reported that, in the South-east Pacific Ocean, and . o .
specifically within areas of national jurisdiction, there halll. Unauthorized fishing in zones under

been no reports of large-scale pelagic drift-net fishing during  the national jurisdiction of other
the reporting period. States

72. The Latin American Fishing Development
Organization (OLDEPESCA) advised that there had been A. Information provided by States
no reports of vessels fishing with large-scale pelagic drift-nets

in the Organization’s area of competence last year. 76. Denmark stated that, according to its fisheries

legislation, every person who was carrying out commercial
fisheries in Denmark was registered as a professional fisher,
and that a vessel could only be used to fish commercially if
73. WWEF indicated that it had expressed concern in respdtthad been registered in the general vessel register for all
of two incidents in which Chinese fishing vessels employingessels, and in the specific register for fishing vessels which
large-scale pelagic drift-nets were pursued and apprehenaeas kept by the Directorate for Fisheries. Thus, no fishing

(c) Information provided by non-governmental
organizations
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activities could be carried out unless such registration had Australia were part of domestically managed fisheries, in
been granted. which a monitoring system had been implemented, enabling

77. Inaddition, Denmark indicated that all fishing activitie§he au'thormes to monitor and' alert.ve'ssell operators before
had to be carried out in accordance with the Comméngymlghtundertake unauthorized fishing in araader the
Fisheries Policy of the European Community, with Danisjf‘IlrISOIICtlon of other States.

laws and with general or specific conditions setoutin licences 84. The Government of Australia also was actively
and relevant regulations and agreements. National fisheries exploring ratification of the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement
laws applied to fishing activities that were not included in any  which, among other provisions, placed obligations on the flag
specific regulation or fisheries agreement and also included  State to monitor the activities of vessels flying its flag as well
surveillance, control and enforcement measures. as their fishing activities in areas outside its jurisdiction.

78. Colombia has advised that the National Institute foﬁ,hOUIOI Australia ratify the Agreement, amendments to the

Fishing and Aquaculture is the competent national body fiSheries Management Act of 1991 would be required to

charge of safeguarding the sustainability of national fishifg2ke it an offence for vessels flying the national flag to fish
resources and, to that end, exerts strict control over vessd|{1€ €xclusive economic zone of another countrywitt the

registered in Colombia or associated to Colombigftthorization of that country.

companies, through the granting of fish permits, authorization 8®&parnndicated that it had prohibited its fishing vessels

and fishing quotas for each species, based on reliable from entering areas under the national jurisdiction of other
statistics. Colombia also indicated that, as a member of CPPS, States for the purpose of fishing unless such vessels had
it has participated actively in the implementation of all permission to do so from the competent authorities of the
programmes related to the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement. coastal States concerned. Furthermore, Japan required vessels

79. Qatar indicated that necessary measures had beté)nobtain the permission and observe the regulations of the
taken to ensure that no unauthorized fishing was being carrginPetent authorities of such coastal States asdhdigon

out by foreign vessels in areas under its national jurisdictiow.r permission and approval for such vessels.

80. Saudi Arabia stated that one of the tasks assigned l%Gh Maldives reportgccii that r'lor?edqf Its vessdelshconductltcajd
its Coast Guard was to monitor ships under its jurisdiction {51iNg activities outside its jurisdiction and they wou

prevent them from carrying out unauthorized fishing in zoné%mt'm_je to refrain from doing 89 unless the.y. were duly
under the jurisdiction of neighbouring States. authorized by the competent national authorities of other

_ States.
81. Finland has indicated that, through special licensin

arrangements, fishing vessels flying its flag have the right gc] h Nfc.Jr\évajndlcated th"’]‘f a%cess for vgssels flying 'tIS ﬂ?jgb
fish outside the 12-mile limit in the waters of Estonia, Latvié0 the fisheries zones of other countries was regulated by

and Lithuania. However, they are required to obey communt ernational agreement with such countries, and that national
legislation and additional national regulations aimed ssels could only fish in those waters upon the express
reinforcing monitoring and control. consent and under such terms as were laid down by the

o countries concerned. In the event that a vessel flying the flag
engaged in any fishing activities in zones subject to thgorwegian authorities were by statute empowered to take
jurisdiction of other States. actions against such a vessel upon its return to a Norwegian

83. Australiastated that the issue of operations of vesselBOTt.

flying its flag in areas outside Australian waters was a mattgg,  Azerbaijanstressed that it had adopted and established
for Commonwealth jurisdiction. While provisions of theregulations to ensure that its fishing vessels did not conduct
Commonwealth Fisheries Management Act 1991 applied i authorized fishing within areas under the national

those provisions were, however, limited to areas specified in

regulations under the Act, and to managed fisheries, suchas Ngw Zealland.mdlc.ated tha}t. It was In the process .Of
the 200-nautical-mile zone off the Australian Antarctid€Veloping legislation with specific provisions to deal with

Territory, and defined areas corresponding to the Watefllghmg In areas under the jurisdiction of other States by
covered in sub-area 58.5.2 of CCAMLR, the South Tasmé(r‘?sselS entitled to fly the flag of New Zealand.

Rise, as well as the area of general distribution of southern  ®@auritius reported that provisions had been
bluefin tuna. However, the larger vessels flying the flag of incorporated in the Fisheries and Marine Resources Bill (to
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be enacted soon) requiring any vessel registered in Masir . . L

to obtain a licence in order to operate in the fishing zone ofB- Information provided by specialized

a foreign State. Under conditions to be attached to the licence, agencies of the United Nations system

vessel operators would also be required to show proof of

licences or authorization allowing them to fish in waters d#4. FAO reported it did not maintain specific records
other coastal States. concerning the incidence of unauthorized fishing in zones of

91. Mexicdndicated that it had the appropriate Iegislationnational jurisdiction. Nonetheless, the matter had often been

regulating the operations of vessels flying the flag of Mexic'bf’“fs_e;j apd comrpented éjpon b)I/trr:gmbers n thegrbstz;\:t:gnefnts
in areas under the jurisdiction of other States. Article 39 gf fisheries meetings and consultations convened by » 0T

the Fisheries Law and Regulations required vessels flying t%a;mpl?,gt t:le Re;glolgal Workgbr;oprr;]thg aollarilt\;anol(f)f_the
national flag to obtain the authorization of the compete ode of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries in West Alrica

authorities prior to fishing on the high seas or in areader Benin, 1-5 June 1998). Many participants had referred to

the jurisdiction of other States, while article 40 provided thavnauthorlzed fore|gn-flag vessel ineursions very close to the
in order to obtain such authorization, vessel operators haos%bore mto_thelr exclusive gconom!c Zones and had .commented
comply strictly with international provisions concerning'P°" thew Impact on artisanal f'Sher.'eS production. Thesg
navigation and fisheries, particularly those established Bﬁuntrles had stressed the fact that in order to address this

foreign States in areas under their jurisdiction. In additior, uation effectively national and regional programmes in

article 75 of the same legislation provided that Su(:Wonitoring,control and surveillance (MCS) would be needed.

authorization could be rescinded by the competent authorit@s. FAO pointed out however that, as part of its work on
in case of serious damage or imminent risk of damage to tfisheries management, it had maintained a programme on
ecosystem, or of non-compliance without justifiable caudisheries MCS, advice and technical assistance to members
with the general technical conditions established by suom an as-requested basis. In this connection, FAO and
authorities. Malaysia, in cooperation with Norway, had organized in

92. TheUnited Statespointed out that, as a principalJune/JuIy 1998 a workshop with the participation of 35

sponsor of General Assembly resolutions 49/116 and 52/§é}’untries fer the fe9i°”- The_works_hop examined technical
it was particularly interested in ensuring that flag Statd@€asures involved in MCS, including commonly accepted
fulfilled their obligation to prevent fishing vesselstéled to procedures and recent experences with vesse_l monitoring
fly their national flag from fishing in areas under the nationaYStems (\_/MS)’ apd provided a forum for pa_rt|C|pants to
jurisdiction of other States unless duly authorized, and ﬁ}change information about the use of MCS in support of

ensure that those fishing operations were conductedfﬁhe”es r_nanagemen(tj. A;'eld vllqsn_was also(;itr)ranr?ed tol allow
accordance with the terms anordlitions established by (e Participants to study the techniques used by the Malaysian

competent authorities. In addition to being a source &epartment ofFisheries to conserve and manage resources
international conflict, unauthorized fishing could have §nd Protectmarine parks and reserves through patrols at sea.

deleterious impact on fishery resources and warranted t-ﬁge project would be ex_tended to countries of th_e Bay of
attention of all States. (For further comments by the Unité%lengal_and the SOUt_h China Sea to strengthen their MCS at
States on the subject, see A/52/557, paras. 66 to 70.) the national and regional levels.

93. Oman reported that, under the Marine Fisheries an%G' In addition, FAO was involved in MCS advice in

Protection of Living Marine Resources Act promulgated b@upport of fisheries management in East Africa and the

Decree No. 81/53. as amended. and the relevalgstern Indian Ocean, through technical cooperation

implementing regulations issued by the Ministry oprogramme activi_ti_es, studies af‘d analyses in Se)_/chelles,
Agriculture and Fisheries, all fishing vessels and boa%oma“a and Mauritius on appropriate approaches to improve

belonging to Oman were obligated to obtain a licence MCS in the exclusive economic zones of those countries.
engage in fishing. They were also required to comply with dﬂdwcebwas falsﬁ p;ovt;ded' to aInF'I\/Ir(]:S'proCJ:ect fmanped by
maritime laws, incorporating the regional and internationirll")'\(/lem ourg 'nSt € ul éeglobr.\a GIS' erle;. ommgs!on aree(lj
regulations approved by Oman. The legislation also placga auritania, Senegal, Gam 1a, buinea-bissau, Luinea an
an obligation upon such vessels to respect and implem&aﬂoe Vgrde, as Wel,l asto speuqllsts involved in setting up
rules and regulations adopted by the competent internatiof4 EU-financed project for MCS in southern Africa.
organizations with respect to fishing in areas falling under tf8¥. VMS was being increasingly used by coastal States to
jurisdiction of other countries. monitor the activities of their domestic fleet and foreign
vessels licensed to fish in their exclusive economic zones, and
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for flag States to ensure that vessels flying their flag did not 1B3FO indicated that there had been no reports of
conduct unauthorized fishing within areasder the national unauthorized fishing in the exclusive economic zones of its
jurisdiction of other States. Finally, FAO would publish members during the reporting period.

technical guidelines on VMS to assist countries wishing Y04, NASCGOadvised that there had been no recent reports

use t.h|s teghnplogy to understand and implement '_t' T%‘? unauthorized fishing for salmon in zones of national
technical guidelines would also promote the standardizati isdiction within the Convention area

of equipment and message formats so that vessels might move
easily from one jurisdiction to another.

D. Information provided by non-

C. Information provided by regional and governmental organizations

subregional fisheries organizations 105. WWFstated that it had been especially concerned over

. two issues: unauthorized fishing by distant-water fleets in the
98. WE_CAF(,: |_r1d|gated that therg had. b_eer,‘ r.epo.rts c{/(/aters of developing countries and rampant, unauthorized
unauthorized fishing in zones of national jurisdiction in thﬁshing for Patagonian toothfish in the Southerne@n. New
199,7/98 period, but the majonty-of those repgrts had not bef?‘ﬁ'ormation had revealed widespread unauthorized fishing by
yernjed. The reports h_ad dealtlwnh unauthorged Sma”'s,c%?stant-water fleets from industrialized countries in the waters
fishing between neighbouring countries in the region, developing countries which were ill-equipped to monitor

Unau.th.orized fishing by iqdustrial vessels (Shrimpi.ng anéind control fishing by sophisticated distant-water fleets in
longlining for large pelagics by vessels from outside thgreas under their jurisdiction.

region), which was probably more important to the region, o
had been reported in the press, but again not verifieh?6. Asanexample ofthis, in 1995, more than 96 per cent

were in the process of improving their MCS capacity, whicRonducted by distant-water fleets and the very limited
was not limited to fishing only. surveillance and enforcement capability of Mauritania had

. . . esulted in widespread overfishing. In addition, those fleets
99. CCSBTadvised that it had not received any report O{had continuously violated areas reserved for small-scale

unauthorized fishing in any exclusive economic zone fallin@Sheries had not always paid any fine imposed on them and
under its area of competence. according to some studies, had paid only 33 per cent of the
100. IBSFC reported that there had been no reports of required fees to the Mauritanian Government.

) . ) y-General urge the General Assembly to call upon
in force concerning the yearly reporting of quota transfers arﬁg\o or other competent bodies to develop a code of conduct

exchanges of quotas between the Contracting Parties, {li€jisiant water fishing fleets that would address some of the
reporting of vessels authorized to fish cod in the Baltic Seg,qt ogregious of these problems, given the fact that neither
monthly catch reporting and monthly landings reporting bie code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries norl®@5
Contracting Parties. Fish Stocks Agreement had dealt comprehensively with the
101. CPPS advised that there had been no reports of abuses of local authority and indigenous fishery resources by
unauthorized fishing in the exclusive economic zones ofits  distant-water fleets.

member States.

102. OLDEPESCAhas reported that the national fisheries : ‘ol :

administrations of its member States did not report regular‘y' Unauthorized fIShmg on the hlgh

to it on matters relating to unauthorized fishing. However, it ~ S€aAS

was aware of at least one case of unauthorized fishing by a

foreign vessel in the exclusive economic zone of a memberA. Information provided by States

The case involved the apprehension of the tuna vessehie

Jeanoffthe coast of Peru with 100 tonnes of tuna on board08. Fijihas informed the Secretary General that it was not

The Peruvian authorities fined the vessel LXD,000 and aware of any vessels registered in Fiji fishing on the high seas.

donated the seized tuna to the local population. It also indicated that the FFA members were in the process
of finalizing a regional management regime for the
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conservation and management of tuna in the Central and Jap@anstated that it had not yet completed the procedure
Western Pacific. to accept the FAO Compliance Agreement. However, almost

109. Denmarkindicated that no fishing activities on the high all cgntgnts of the Agree'me.nt such as the §ystem for
seas could be carried out by Danish fishing vessels unld¥g mission or approval of fishing vessel ope'rat|<l)ns on the
they had been authorized to do so by the Directorate fmgh Seas, the marklng of such vessels, the obllgat|<')n' to keep
Fisheries, in accordance with the Common Fisheries Poli"[?:?mrdS of fishing vessels and approval by the Minister of

of the European Community, Danish laws and general 0 tﬁ'rnatlonal lTrﬁdZ snd IpduTtry W|thdrEgard. t‘? expor't Ofl
specific conditions set out in licences and relevant 'Y VESSEIS had been imp emented Dy existing nationa
regulations. laws, such as the Fisheries Law, the Fishing Boat Law, the

) ) . Export Trade Control Order and other regulations under the
110. Turkmenistan has stressed that its harvesting ofjsheries Law. Accordingly, on the basis of those laws and

straddling fish stocks (in particular, trout), done only fofegylations, no Japanese fishing vessels were allowed to fish
scientific purposes, was regulated by the recommendatiof}$the high seas without authorization.

of the Commission on Bioresources of the Caspian Sea, which

was created in 1992 by fishing agencies of the Russigtf]l8' In addition, Japan ngted that, although the ratification
Federation, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan. Procedure for the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement had not yet

been completed, some of the important provisions of the
111. Qatar has indicated that no vessel flying its flag wag\greement, such as fisheries management, international

currently engaged in commercial fisheries on the high seggoperation, data collection and the obligation of flag States,

112. Cape Verdeindicated that it had incorporated in itshad already been implemented by existing national laws. In
fisheries legislation the ICCAT recommendations regardirifis connection, Japan pointed out that it had provided for the
the capture of highly migratory fish stocks. appointment of fisheries enforcement officers with

. . . ompetence to control Japanese fishing vessels by means of
113. Monaco has advised that it was studying ways anﬁational fisheries laws and regulations.

means by which it could incorporate in a future legislation the
conservation and management measures for Stradd“ng ﬁl§f9 Maldivedndicated that it had an artisanal fIShIng fleet
stocks and highly migratory fish stocks adopted by region@hich only went out for day trips in areas under national
fisheries organizations or arrangements, as well as thgisdiction and did not fish on the high seas.

possibility of establishing an authorization procedure o120, Norway reported that it had introduced a regulation
vessels flying its flag wishing to fish on the high seas.  covering fishing activities in areas beyond national

114. Australia stated that regulations had been made tgrisdiction with the following elements: (a) the regulation
extend the application of the Fisheries Management Act 199pplied to fishing vessels flying the Norwegian flag on stocks
to Australian vessels fishing for southern bluefin tuna on tH®t regulated by national authorities; (b) it was prohibited to
high seas to ensure that Australia was able to give effect@dgage in such activities viiout prior registration (valid for

its obligations under CCSBT. Similarly, regulations had begine calendar year)at the Directorate of Fisheries; and (c) the
promulgated to ensure that it was able to give effect to ikdirectorate of Fisheries could deny registration when: (i) the
obligations under CCAMLR. fishery was considered to be in contravention of Norwegian

. . . shing interests, or (ii) there were international agreements
115. In addition, Australia indicated that in order to controq 9 (i1 9

o . . . n place, or (iii) the fishery was regulated by a regional
2521[?&%.22 f_sstqu';x:dl|ggestt(r)](;k’i 'gt:gfal—alzs.g;;?.(iea:#;S'griéli]gheries management organization, or (iv) it was in the
ustralian fishing zone, u 'an FISnerl ‘9 .mEerests of rational and sustainable execution or completion
Authority had also extended the application of the I:'sher"%?f'shing operations to do so. Furthermore, the Directorate
Management Act 1991 to the adjacent area and implemenhedJ '

control over trawl fishing vessels through fishing permi ad the power to delete any fishing vessel from the
. 9 9 9p egistration list if the vessel had violated any regulation in
conditions. Furthermore, in order to cover more broad

. . . o rce for the area concerned; fishing vessels operating on the
vessels flying its national flag, it intended to develo%. g P g
t

. igh seas were also under obligation to report to it when a
regulations, and where necessary to amend the Act, as % 9 P

e . ery was commencing and ending, including weekly catch
of the ratification process of the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreeme ports specified by species and areas.

116. Theslamic Republic of Iran informed the Secretary 121

General that it had four vessels which fished occasionally%{]I In addtion, Norway had introduced a regulation

the high seas and were closely controlled and monitored r{)ulating that an application for a licence might be denied
9 . y 'the vessel or the vessel's owner had taken part in an
board by official company observers.
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unregulated fishery in international waters of a fish stock management measures established by regional fisheries

subject to regulations in waters under Norwegian fisheries
jurisdiction. In short, a vessel could be denied a fishing
licence in Norwegian waters even if it was operated by
someone other than those who had actually participated in the
unregulated fishery.

122. Azerbaijan stressed that it had taken effective
measures in accordance with international law to prevent
reflagging of vessels by its nationals for the purpose of
avoiding compliance with applicable conservation and
management rules for fishing vessels on the high seas.

123. New Zealandindicated that it was currently in the
process of developing legislation with specific provisions to
deal with fishing on the high seas by vessels entitled to fly its
flag. Such legislation would enable it to ratify the 1995 Fish
Stocks Agreement.

124. Furthermore, as a participant along with 15 other FFA
States and major fishing parties in the Multilateral High
Conference on the Conservation and Management of Highly
Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific,
with a view to concluding an arrangement for the conservation
and management of these resources in the region, and as a
member of CCAMLR and CCSBT, New Zealand recognized
the importance of subregional and regional management
organizations and arrangements in the management of
straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks. It
therefore had the capacity to prescribe regulations governing
fishing on the high seas by vessels entitled to fly its flag to
ensure that they complied with the management measures of
subregional and regional management organizations and
arrangements to which New Zealand was a party. New
Zealand also was currently in the process of developing
legislation in accordance with parts IV and V of th@95 Fish
Stocks Agreement regarding non-members and non-
participants and duties of flag States respectively.

125. Mauritius stated that, in accordance with the
provisions of its Fisheries and Marine Resources Bill (to be
enacted soon), vessels flying its flag would have to obtain a
licence in order to fish on the high seas; Mauritius would see
to it that its vessels would not engage in any activity that
undermined the effectiveness of international conservation
and management measures. Moreover, Mauritius was a
member of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) and
had signed the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement on 25 March
1997.

126. TheUnited Statesindicated that, as a sponsor of
resolution 52/29 and a Contracting Party to the 1993
Compliance Agreement and the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement,
it had fully supported compliance with conservation and

organizations and arrangements. Accordingly, it provided the
following report to summarize the measures it had taken to
implement the two Agreements:

“The United States implements the Compliance
Agreement through the High Seas Fishing Compliance
Act of 1995 (HSFCAadoordance with the HSFCA,
the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) has
promulgated regulations to establish a permitting
system for high seas fishing vessels, collect application
fees and provide notice of international conservation
and management measures recognized by the United
States. The regulations also specify unlawful activities
and provide for appropriate enforcement, civil
penalties, permit sanctions, criminal offences and
forfeitures. Vessel identification and reporting
requirements to be applicable to vessels fishing.

“HSFCA requires the Secretary to issue permits
to United States vessels that fish on the high seas; such
permits have been issued since April 1996. To date,
approximately 1,100 permits have been issued. The
permit application under HSFCA collects the
information called for by the Compliance Agreement.
Also in accordance with the Compliance Agreement,
this information is maintained in an automated file of
high seas fishing vessels. On 13 Augud$t96, the
Secretary conveyed to FAO those data required by the
Compliance Agreement to be provided to FAO from
time to time. Since then, the Secretary has conveyed
additional information to FAO.

“In accordance with section 104 (d) of the
HSFCA, and in accordance with the Compliance
Agreement, the high seas permits issued are
ondtioned to require the permit holder to act in
compliance with all international conservation and
management measures recognized by the United States.
By so conditioning permits, the United States has acted
to prohibit vessels flying the United States flag from
engaging in fishing operations for straddling fish stocks
or highly migratory fish stocks, whether or not the
United States is a member of, or participant in, the
relevant management organization or arrangement for
such stocks ...

“The United States believes that the most
important action members of the international
community can take to demonstrate support for the
International Year of the Ocean$998, and to help
ensure sustainable fisheries throughout the world is to
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become party to and to implement these important records concerning the physical characteristics of the vessels
Agreements.” and their ownership and operational details, be maintained
- by the parties as part of their flag State responsibilities. It
further put parties under obligation to exchange information
127. SaudiArabia pointed out that it had taken measuresmaintained on their respective registers through FAO and

including licensing vessels flying its flag engaged on highiher appropriate global, regional and subregional fisheries
seas fisheries, and had ensured that their fishing activitiggyanizations.

were consistent with international agreements governing the )
preservation of living resources. 132. Furthermore, as part of the follow-up to the Compliance

Agreement, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
128. Colombia informed the Secretary-General thatypjted Nations had continued to monitor the issue of
regarding conservation and management measures adopgidgging. The number of vessels reflagged during the period
by subregional or regional organizations, although it was neb94/97 had increased to nearly 3 per cent of the fleet per
a member of the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commissigiyggar (vessels over 100 gross tonnes). The vast majority of
(IATTC), it was a member of the International Review Panefpese had been in the course of normal transactions involving
so that it did exercise control over tuna fisheries. a change of ownership, since only about 15 per cent of the
129. Omarreported that any fishing licence issued by it forreflagging had involved a change to a “flag @frovenience”.
operations within its exclusive economic zone expressNevertheless, the number of flagged vessels under open
prohibited fishing of any stock threatened with extinction diegister or flag of convenience had remained at approximately
stocks under regional or international control. Any violatioR per cent of the total fleet, and whereas the number of fishing

of those regulations would result in penalties in accordan¥@ssels registered in Panama (412) amdéturas 430) had
with Oman law. decreased, those registered in Saint Vincent and the

Grenadines (139), Belize (158), Vanuatu (35) and Cyprus
(32) had continued to increase.

B. Inform_atlon prowde_d by spgamahzed 133. Addtionally, FAO had continued to promote acceptance
agencies of the United Nations system of the Agreement so that it could be brought into force as soon
as possible and had written again in MiZ898 to all Members

130. FAO reported that, in support of the Compliancghat had not done so to consider accepting it. To date, the
Agreement, it had established in 1995, with funding provideslgreement had been accepted by the following 10 FAO
by Canada, a High Seas Vessel Registration Database Sysggéfnbers: Argentina, Canada, European Community, Georgia,
(HSREG) to facilitate monitoring of vessels licensed to fismMadagascar, Myanmar, Norway, Saint Kitts and Nevis,
on the high seas. The database currently containggleden, and United States. It would enter into force as from
information on a total of 621 licensed vessels from Canag@ige date of receipt by the Director-General of FAO of the
and the United States. All data input to the HSREG databaﬁ@nty-ﬁfth instrument of acceptance.
as well as its maintenance was currently undertaken by FAO,
but plans had been under consideration to permit user input
through a secure Internet site. FAO anticipated that th€C. Information provided by regional and
volume of licensed vessels in the database would increase subregional fisheries organizations
significantly in the future.

131. Evenhough the Compliance Agreement had not ydt34. CPPS has advised that there were no reports of
entered into force, some of its elements were already bei#gauthorized fishing in adjacent high seas areas of the
adopted by countries as their respective fisheries legislati®Xclusive economic zones of its member States.

was revised and other policy changes implementads NAFO reported that its General Council had been
concerning national authorizations for vessels to fish on thgyrking on the problem of non-Contracting Parties fishing
high seas. In this connection, FAO pointed out that thg the NAFO regulatory area and, as a result, had adopted a
Agreement spught to ensure that th_ere was effeg:uve flag Sta_éﬁ:heme to promote compliance by non-Contracting Party
control over fishing vessels operating on the high seas. TRigssels with the conservation and enforcement measures
would require,inter alia, that parties to the Agreementestaplished by NAFO”. The scheme presumed that a
maintained a register of vessels fishing on the high seas a{h-Contracting Party vessel sighted engaging in fishing

that all vessels engaged in such fishing operations wejgtivities in the NAFO regulatory area wasdermining the
authorized to do so. The Agreement also required that certain
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NAFO conservation and enforcement measures. If such large-scale, illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing
vessels entered into the ports of Contracting Parties, they referred to by members during 1996/97 and at the beginning
ought to be inspected. No landings or transshipments would oL #8¥/98 season seriousiyndermined the work of

be permitted in Contracting Party ports unless such vessels CCAMLR in achieving the Convention’s objective; (b) the
could establish that certain species on board had not been extent of existing illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing
caught in the NAFO regulatory area, and for certain other posed a serious threat to the conservation of stocks in the
species that the vessel had applied the NAFO conservation immediate future as well as the survival of several species of
and enforcement measures. Contracting Parties had to report  seabirds in the Southern Ocean as incidental by-catch in
the results of inspections to NAFO and all Contracting longline fishing operations; (c) there were reports of vessels
Parties. In addition, NAFO had undertaken diplomatic nai-Contracting as well as Contracting Parties fishing in
initiatives with the flag States whose vessels fished in the the Convention area, contrary to CCAMLR conservation
NAFO regulatory area in 1996/97, namely Belize, Honduras, measures in force; (d) all information received puined,
Panama and Sierra Leone (see A/51/645, para. 164). alia, to a blatant disregard by non-Contracting Parties of the

136. NASCOQadvised that there had been no recent report@CANI LR gonservatiop rggime; and (e) the ;ituation called
of unauthorized fishing for salmon on the high seas within trL8r cf?IIecnve effortde|th|n CCI:AMLR’ mcluddlng measures
Convention area. It also indicated that it had untiertaken °Y é\g Statgs an goasta Stﬁtes an fsteps ws-a-wj
any action to promote or encourage the implementation of tH&"" pntractmg Parties FO enhance en orcement an
Code of Conduct and the Compliance Agreement, althou gmpliance with conservation measures in the Convention
some NASCO Contracting Parties had deposited instrume §a

of acceptance of the Agreement. 140. Accordingly, CCAMLR advised that it had started to

137. WECAFC reported that two countries, St Kitts andievelop an integrated set of new political and legal measures
Nevis and the United States, had accepted the Comp“aﬁeéesolve this complex situation. These included thg adoption
Agreement. Other States in the region had incorporated soffle1997 Of: (a) a scheme to promote compliance by
of its elements in their fisheries legislation regarding nation§Pn-Contracting Party vgssels with CCAMLR conservation
authorizations for vessels to fish on the high seas. In tHifasures (Conservation Measure 118/XVI); (b) a
respect, WECAFC indicated that FAO had provided technicifauirement that Contracting Parties license vessels flying
assistance to the members of the Organization of Eastéffgir flag in the Convention area (Conservation Measure
Caribbean States (OECS) in the preparation of a draft bt 2/XV1); and (c) vessel monitoring systems: amendments
entitled “Harmonized OECS High Seas Fishing Law” to b0 the text of the system of inspection and mechanisms to

sent soon to OECS members for their review and adoptigffdress the actions of non-Contracting Parties (resolution
into legislation. 12/XVI). CCAMLR indicated that at its next meeting it would

review the effectiveness of the adopted measures and, if
138. The Northeast Atlantic Fisheries Commission pecessary, develop additional measures, such as port State
(NEAFC) stated that it had adopted a “Recommendation ntrol and trade-related measures. It also invited all
a Scheme of Control and Enforcement in respect of Fishifigternational and regional fisheries organizations to join in

involved satellite-based vessel monitoring and an obligatory

inspection presence by Contracting Parties with more than

10 vessels in the relevant sea areas, as well as a specifid. Information provided by other

follow-up to serious infringements, was adopted at the intergovernmental organizations

NEAFC meeting in July 1998 and was anticipated to come

into effect on 1 January 1999. The scheme would be the firfgf 1 OECSeported that members and associate States of
such international scheme to provide data in @e organization, with assistance from FAO, had participated
computer-readable form. in a regional workshop in July/August997 on the
139. CCAMLR indicated that illegal, unreported andmplementation of the Compliance Agreement and the 1995
unregulated fishing in the Convention area had bedish Stocks Agreement. In addition, a draft bill adopted at the
considered at its 1997haual meeting, particularly in relationend of the workshop, to be approved later by respective
to longline fishing of Patagonian toothfish. There was gener@povernment members, would provide for the establishment
agreement among members that: (a) the evidence of
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of a system for the regulation of fishing vessels of member monitoring, control and surveillance systems to meet regional
countries operating outside araasder national jurisdiction. needs in fisheries and other ocean-based activities. In
addition, OECS was seeking funding for the implementation

fishing vessel of a State and to any act or omission occurril%a cgastal V}’atﬁh prograrrrme which WOUld Ut'l_'ze flls?err]fol'k,
on or by such a vessel, wherever that vessel might be, as wBff MP€''S © é E’; coasta; communities, ngtlona 1S erées
as to any act or omission by an authorized officer on the hi?luv's'onS and law enforcement agencies to provide

seas. Specifically, the draft provided that the authoriti gformanon on activities within the maritime jurisdiction of

responsible for fisheries would not issue a high seas fishiﬁBaStal States. Such a programme could be an effective,

permit in respect of a vessel unless they had been satisflgg*Pensive surveillance tool which v_vould assist in the
eries management of OECS countries.

that the State would be able to exercise effectively i{és
responsibilities with respect to that vessel under the
Compliance Agreement, the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement an%
international conservation and management measures’
recognized by it. Fisheries authibes could also cancel or
suspend a high seas fishing permit where they had determined ) . i
that the vessel in respect of which the permit had been grantgtp- WWF expressed the view that it was particularly
had engaged in activities undermining the effectiveness gncerned with the widespread, uncontrolled and often illegal

international conservation and management measures. fishing for Patagonian toothfish in the Southern Ocean,
fearing that the toothfish was being very heavily exploited

143. OECS also indicated that in 1997, in order t0 impro\gusore researchers had fully researched the fundamentals of
the monitoring and control of fishing activities and thgs pilogy and life history. In view of the fact that CCAMLR
enforcement of fishing regulations of its Member anflyq peen unable to deal effectively with this problem, WWF

Associate States, it had organized in cooperation with th@ieved that the Secretary-General should bring the situation
Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) severgl ine attention of the General Assembly with a view to

fisheries prosecution workshops. The goal qf the Workshoﬁaopting a resolution calling upon all States to take all
was to support the development of harmonized subregiongl asyres necessary to prevent their vessels from fishing

framework for the enforcement of fisheries legislation amonfegally for Patagonian toothfish in the Southern Ocean.

OECS member States. The workshops also addressed the

enhancement of the enforcement capacity of member Stalé®: TheJapan Fisheries Associationstated that the

by improving the success rate of prosecuting violationd@Panese fishing industry supported the very principle of
providing enforcement officers and court officials with £ontrolling unauthorized fishing on the high seas. It had
better understanding of scientific, technical and legal issuerefore urged the industry, when appropriate, to respect
concerning the laws which they were to enforce: arigternational rules and to operate in compliance with the

providing an understanding of the use of technology fiegulations and instructions laid down by the Japanese
gathering evidence. As a follow-up to the project, a Fisheri&Pvernment.

Prosecution Manual and a Standard Operating Procedulely. Greenpeaceeported that, as fisheries throughout the
Manual for Fisheries Enforcement were developed and hadrld were becoming depleted owing to the overcapacity of
been implemented since May 1998. the world's large-scale industrialized fishing fleets, more and
144. OECS had alsmsight funding from United Nations MOre fishing companies were turning to the Southern Ocea_n,
Development Programme’s special unit for Technicdl!® area around Antarctica, the southern cone of Latin
Cooperation among Developing Countri¢dNDP/TCDC) America, the sub—Antarctlc_ |slands_ of South Afnca,_Au;tralla,
for a study that would consider the legal options available {4V Z€aland, France and international waters to fish illegally
members for strengthening subregional and regionfz%r Patagonlan_ tqothflsh, in contravenpon of the legal
cooperation in enforcement, including port State enforceme#{towable catch limits set by CCAMLR. During the past three
under thel 995 Fish Stocks Agreement and the Compliang&@rs there had been an increasing number of illegal and
Agreement, taking into account the Code of Conduct fép"uregul_ated fisheries of the species in response_to high prices
Responsible Fisheries. It was also seeking financial assistaf&gred in Japan and the United States, the main markets for
from UNDP’s Caribbean Small Island Developing Statel@0thfish. Fishing companiesnter alia, Japan, Norway,
Technical Assistance Programme (SIDS/TAP) to organizertugal, South Africa, Argentina, Namibia, the United
a regional enforcement workshop aimed at outlining (@S, Belize, Malta, Spain, Singapore, Honduras,
regional strategy and implementation plan for enhanc&pinea-Bissau, Panama, Vanuatu, Chile, the Faroe Islands

142. The draft bill would adtonally apply,inter alia, to any

Information provided by non-
governmental organizations
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and Taiwan Province of China were involved in the fisheryl54. Finlandindicated that the competent regional fisheries
Greenpeace also reported that Mauritius, South Africa, bodyin the Baltic Sea was IBSFC and that its fishing rules,
Namibia, Argentina and Chile had provided convenient whichwere binding on the States members of the European
transshipment ports for the illegal fishing fleets. Community through the Community’s legislation, provided
that certain technical measures were to be used to avoid

148. Greenpace further pointed out that, according to th )
by-catches and discards.

CCAMLR Scientific Committee, while the total allowable
catch of Patagonian toothfish was 32,991 ton§997 and 155.Croatia informed the Secretary-General that, since

18,000 tons in 1998, the total aunt of illegal catch was almost all fishing gear used for fishing in its territory was
estimated at about 100,000 ah80,000 tons respectivelyin  highly specialized for particular species, classes or groups of
those years; the assessments suggested that the species would species, by-catch was insignificant. The current type of
be commercially extinct within three years if fishing was not  fishing gear conformed to most standards relating to the
brought under control. In addition, the high level of fishing preservation of species caught as by-catches.

could have an adverse impact on the Southern Oceps  australia

reported that section 1 (b) of the
ecosystem.

Commonwealth Fisheries Management Act 1991 had

149. Given the need for urgent action amacording to addressed the catclmofi-target species in its objectives and
Greenpeace, in view of the lack of political will by CCAMLR  that, under the Australian Fisheries Management Authority,
members, Greenpeace had proposed a number of practical the exploitation of fisheries resources and related activities
measures to respond to the illegal fishing crisis, including: weneacted in a manner consistent with the principles of

(a) apprehending the violators; (b) increasing the penalties ecologically sustainable development and the precautionary
for illegal fishing; (c) use of satellite data to identify and track principle, in particular the need to takadntunt the

a vessel that had fished illegally; (d) use of mandatory vessel impact of fishing activities on non-target specieoagd the |
monitoring systems; (e) port controls; (f) market controls; and term sustainability of the marine environment. A recent
(9) better international management regimes. amendment to the Act, which had necessitated a review of
current management plans, provided that all management
plans for a fishery ought to contain provisions to reduce the

V. Fisheries by-catch and discards catch of non-target species to a minimum. Therefore, as a
result of the arrangements between the central Government
A. Information provided by States and the respective states, known as the Offshore

Constitutional Settlement, each fishery had to include specific

150. Fijiindicated that, while by-catches and discards haliMits on the take of by-caich species and require the
caused difficulties in purse-seining operations, this did ngPllection of data in respect of retained and discarded
present a problem for Fiji since no such operations weRy-catch.

permissible there. Furthermore, observers from th&7. Growing concern on the part of the fishimglustry and
Department of Fisheries were present on all local fishingie public at the impact fishing operations might have on the
vessels, that all fish caught were consumed locally. marine environment had prompted Australia to develop two

151. Denmarkstated that assistance to developing countrie8®W policies on by-catch: a by-catch policy at the
to reduce by-catches, fish discards and post-harvest los&&nmonwealth level, and a national by-catch policy at the

was covered by general Danish programmes aimed Si@te, territory and Commonwealth governments level. At the
developing countries. central level, the Commonwealth by-catch policy was aimed

) i o . at ensuring better consideration and management of both
152. (Eolomblastresged that.lts v”es.sels fishing for Sh_r'mpsﬁirect and indirect impacts of fishing on marine systems and
used “turtle e>.<clud|ng dgwces 1N accor.dance with ,thﬁroviding a framework for specific by-catch action plans. The
standards required by national and international regu""‘tm%tional by-catch policy at the state and territory and
153. Qatar indicated that it had implemented severaCommonwealth governments level would give flexibility to
measures intended to protect and preserve fisheries resougmsernments on how to address the issue of by-catch,
and the marine environment. Among those measures aimeduding actions that needed to be taken in consultation with
at reducing by-catch was the prohibition of nylon fishing netstakeholders, such as determination of acceptable and
the establishment of legal limits for mesh size, and otheustainable levels of by-catch as well as by-catch reduction
specifications for nets used in fishing operations. and protection of vulnerable or endangered species listed
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under the Commonwealth’'s Endangered Species Protection In order for the fisherfolk to avoid areas of concentration of
Act 1992. juvenile fish, Norway had developed a verysessful

158. With regard to assistance to developingrtries, the programme under which areas where the intermixture of
juvenile fish had risen above certain levels were closed

Australian Agency for International Development had! ) ; ) X ;
contributed to fisheries management aid projects reIevantt%npor"’mlyuntII the intermixture had decreased the required

the reduction of post-harvest losses and discards in a numBgfEnt:

of regional fisheries organizations with the participation of 163. Sincedhg-term closure of fishing grounds could
developing countries. In this connection, the Agency had cause problems for fisherfolk, Norway had focused its long-
provided funding to FFA and to the South Pacific Commission term efforts on improving the selectivity of trawl gears
for the assistance of a fisheries management adviser and a through the development of grid technology in the shrimp and
women'’s fisheries development officer respectively. Australia cod fisheries, which had yielded cleaner catches and fewer
was also the main donor to FFA, providing 37 per cent ofits damaged shrimp. The use offynmldey in the shrimp and

annual operating cost, as well as funding specific cod fisheries became compulsa99® and 1997
extrabudgetary activities of the organization. Furthermore, respectively.

at the state Ileveli(tr;]e Northerln T(_errltofr]y.ln 1997 Ihgstgd a'54. Norway's mackerel fishery is regulated, with individual

!ntelrr(ljgtlona WQ(; S qp on fser(]ectlve S ”T}p tre:jw iv'ce%ssel guotas, and since there is a significant difference in
Inclu '”9 consideration of the _resea_lrc un er_te_l er_l B}ice between the large and small fish, which gave fisherfolk
developing trawl by-catch reduction, with the parnmpauog strong incentive to discard the smaller ones, Norway had

of representatives from South-East Asia, India and AfriCachosen a different approach with this fishery. On the basis of

159. Japarstated that it had taken measures to ensure that  the scientific assessment of the expected average size and
national fishing vessels complied with decisions and composition of the catches, it had decided to divide the
recommendations on the reduction of by-catches adopted by individual vessel quota into two parts: one quota for large and
international fisheries organizations such as CCBST and another for small mackerel, with a view to reducing the
NAFO. For example, in accordance with the decision of problem as much as possible.

CC_BST_, it had required national longline tun_a fishing vessei%s_ Finally, despite the difficulty Norway had enmtered

Whlc.h mten(_jed to operatg south of _Ia_tltude O?’.m _be in enforcing a discard ban, the very existence of such a rule
equipped W'th proper devices for avoiding the Ir]C'dem%lad been beneficial in changing attitudes and discouraging
catch of seabirds. the practice of discarding. The combination of such measures

160. Maldives reported that tuna caught by pole and line as temporarily closed areas and improved gear selectivity had
represented 83 per cent of the total catch, thereby reducing had a positive impact on the development of a more sound
by-catches and fish discards to negligible levels. Moreover, exploitation pattern.

improvements in technology and the promotion of awareneggs |ndonesiaindicated that its Government had issued
among Maldivians of the quality and standard of processirweCree No 930/Kpts/Um/12/1982, which made the

Of_ c_atches had a!lowed post_-_har_vest Io_sses _to be _kept tQtr?plication of a by-catch excluder device compulsory for
minimum. A tuna fish waste utilization project with asastancghrimp trawl fishery,

from FAO was also under way. .

161. N d that the basic i . h167. Niue reported that no progress had been made in
L. Norway reporte t_at the asic Instrument |n_t ‘??ducing by-catches, fish discards and post-harvest losses.

national management policy for achieving the most rat'onLaowever, as a condition for the issuance of a licence to

_epr0|tat|_onthpOSS|bIr:e ‘_Jf f|sh§r_|efhres<_)u_rces hgd b(fe?nh ?eign fishing vessels, they had to keep a record of losses in
increase in the mesh size and In the minimum siz€ oTAS R of type and quantity and also to consider offloading
order to avoid catches of small fish, since minimum siz

. . . “Some of the by-catches and discards in Niue.
measures were particularly important as a basis for closing

f|sh|ng grounds with an abundance ijuven”e fish. 168. NeWZeaIandStated that it had introduced |egiS|ati0n

162. N < ohil h i q q qi h(Fisheries Act 1996) which enabled the recovery of costs of
S I'Worw""‘zyshp ,'OSOAp yoE. t'fgar S‘(’jvaﬁ red.ectedmft onservation services” incurred by government agencies as
alt Water Fisheries Act, which banned the discard o 35{ result of commercial fishing activities, through the

ecqnomically important SpeCi,eS' All fish caught within, plication of a levy on the fishing industry. Such costs
national waters, regardless of size, had to be brought to ppltate 1o research on (a) the adverse effects of fishing on

and tho§e portions of the .harvest caught as by-catch wo Irq)tected species and (b) measures to mitigate those effects;
be confiscated upon landing and deducted from the quotas.
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plus the development of population management plans for
marine mammals and seabirds under threat.

relationship between the fishing methods, the resources and
their habitats during the catch process.

169. Approximately $NZ 1 iilion a year had been spent on173. Two other programmes had proved to becassful in

investigating the adverse effects of the incidental mortality

of seabirds and marine mammals in longline tuna fisheries and
trawl fisheries respectively, and developing measures to
reduce this. As a result, it had been made mandatory for
national commercial fisherfolk to use bird scaring devices on

all longline vessels, and the industry itself had developed a
code encouraging the setting of lines at night when seabirds
were less active. In addition, recent mitigation developments

the reduction of by-catch in commercial fisheries in Mexico.

The first dealt with the reduction of dolphin by-catch in tuna
fisheries with a 98 per cent reduction in the past 10 years
through the use of certain devices, performing manoeuvres
and the total monitoring of fishing activities. Similar excellent
results esrbad in the reduction of marine turtle by-catch

in the shrimp fishery through the use of turtle exclusion
devices on all Mexican shrimp vessels.

had included a marine mammal exclusion device for tra"1‘74. TheUnited Statesindicated that, since its 1997 report

nets, and experiments had been conducted with a view o
improving underwater longline #éng devices as well as the
rate of descent of such lines.

170. New Zealand also continued taéaur a consideration

of the issues relating to seabird by-catch by international
management regimes, particularly in respect of those species
which bred in New Zealand but were caught by vessels

the Secretary-General, it had undertaken additional

important steps to reduce fish discards and by-catch in

domestic and international fisheries. Domestically, a recent
assessment of discarding in fisheries indicated that, of 159

distinct fisheries, discarding affected at least 149 species or
species groups. Finfish, crustaceans and mollusks comprised
a majority of these species or species groups, while protected

outside its exclusive economic zone. It was therefore species such as marine mammals, sea turtles and seabirds
committed to working through CCAMLR and CCSBT to made up of most of the rest. Consequently, following the
address these management issues. Finally, New Zealand had passage of the 1996 Sustainable Fisheries Act (SFA)
taken measures to discourage fish discard under the quota (amendingpesdia- Stevens Fishery and Conservation
management system which required that all fish caught be and Management Act (MSFCMA)), which had created an
landed in order to prevent dumping and minimize waste. obligation to minimize by-catch, and if unavoidable, to
jninimize the mortality of such by-catch, all current and future

171. Mauritius indicated that no discard or by-catch was | d lation desi d
generated by artisanal and bank fisheries. For the tuna fishd{y/'€"Y management plans and any regulation designed to
plement such plans ought to be consistent with the new

by-catch was very small, and effective use of it was made Hipien
the production of pet foods and fish meal. In addition, ther%b“gat'on'

were no post-harvest losses in Mauritius as it had appropridté5. The United States National Marine Fisheries Service
communications networks and a high consumer demand. had prepared a National Bycatch Plan (see A/52/557, para.

172. Mexico reported that its Fisheries and Aquacultur87) to serve as a guide for current programmes and fqture
Programme for 1995-2000 included two subprogrammggorts to reduce by-catch and by-catch mortality and took into
dealing with assessment, optimization and managemen ount the interactive character of fishery resources and
fisheries on the one hand, and research and technoldy§tected species belonging to the same ecosystems. The five
development of catch processes in commercial fisheries Q0" objectives of the plan were: (a) to determine the
the other. Through the first subprogramme, Mexico hdgagnitude of by-catch; (b) to determine the population,
carried out an assessment of the most important resources gRgsystem and socio-economic impacts of by-catch and

species under special protection at the national and regio é{fcatCh .mortallty; (c) to determine Whe_th_er current
levels, including,inter alia, the effects of fishing efforts. conservation and management measures minimized by-catch

Optimization research focused on the more effective use atr'?dthe e_xtent practlcgble and, if necessary, to choose new
marketing of resources in order to reduce by-catch, Withaéternat!ves; (d) to |mp!ement and monltor the se.lected
view to using the integral part of the target catches al@dternanv.e; and (e) to improve public understanding of
avoiding discards and wastes. Through the seconéf'catCh ISSues.

subprogramme, Mexico had carried out comparative 176. The United States was also attivelyd in efforts
experimental fishing activities involving different methods toreduce by-catch and fish discards in international fisheries
used in commercial fisheries, particularly those providing through international treaties and domestic legislation ( ibid.,
selectivity and efficiency, with a view to establishing the para. 98).
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177. With regard to assistance to developiogmtries on was seen as the key to successful development and
by-catch reduction efforts, the United States Agency for implementation of sustainable fishing technologies and
International Development (USAID) was the primary practices. Reports from several countries demonstrated how
independent government agency that provided foreign aid ferdustry participation had facilitated the acceptance of new
civilian purposes. Sinc&979, USAID had identified three  teoology aimed at reducing the catchrafn-target species.

main areas of fisheries assistance priorities: (a) stock

assessments; (b) pond dynamics in aquaculture; and ) )

(c) post-harvest losses-spoilage and by-catch reduction. C. Information provided by organs,

178. Oman has indicated that by-catch, fish discards and organizations and programmes of the

post-harvest losses were a problem for Oman owing to the ~ UNited Nations
characteristics of a marine ecosystem embracing a multitude
of different species. Oman had, however, begun to solve th80. Inareportto the Secretary-General dated 14 July 1998,
problem by enacting restrictions and providing the necessdfg Economic Commission for Latin America and the
instruction and guidance to mitigate its impact. Currentl{garibbean (ECLAC) indicated that considerable investment
research efforts were being directed towards increasing th@d been made in the region so as to adopt fishing gear to
acceptabity of Species that had previous|y been discardedl,VOid dOlphln and turtles incidental catches. Slmllarly,
in an attempt to find a market for them. The restriction¥arious countries in the region were requesting international
relating to fishing gear, such as those concerning the sizet®ghnical and financial assistance so as to make use of
the openings in trawl nets, and the allotment of fishin§y-catches to obtain fishery products of high mtitnal value
activities (the prohibition of fishing in certain areas and ifPr low-income populations.
certain seasons) had the goal of reducing fish discards.
Recently, Oman had also taken significant steps to improv . . .
infrastructure (fishing ports) and the design of fishing boats~- Informat'on p_rowd_ed by reg_longl and
used by Omani fishermen and to make available essential  Subregional fisheries organizations and
facilities along its shores (such as cold storage and arrangements
ice-making plants) so as to reduce post-harvest losses.
181. WECAFC indicated that countries in the region that
) . L had shrimp trawl fisheries (e.qg., Brazil, Colombia, Guyana,
B. Information provided by specialized Mexico, Suriname and Venezuela) were now landing more
agencies of the United Nations system by-catch for human consumption than in the past, partly as
a result of the increasing demand for fish and higher prices
179. FACreported that in March 1998 it had organized, infor fish. Those countries had introduced turtle exclusion
collaboration with the Government of Canada, an expedevices in an attempt to reduce by-catch from trawl fisheries.
consultation on sustainable fishing technologies and practidesaddition, Venezuela was experimenting with the use of fish
in St. John’s, Newfoundland. The primary goal of thexclusion devices.

consultation was to address ways and means of resolving the, \wecAFC also reported that FAO had organized in
problem of discarding and dumping living marine resourcegy5 in june 1997 a regional workshop that addressed the
including discussion on: (a) ways to rgdupe dlSCélI’C!S throu ue of by-catch from shrimp trawlers. Another expert
the use of selective gear and fishing practices; (Rhnsyitation on by-catch utilization in tropical fisheries had
investigation of methodologies to measure the impact ke organized in China in September 1998, to discuss
fishing activities in the habitat; (c) implementation of they nspects for greater utilization of by-catch for food security
recommendation of the consultation on a global basis; and () ihe reduction of discards. WECAEC member countries
identification of appropriate mechanisms for the transfer g[lch as Brazil, Cuba, Mexico, Venezuela and Guyana had

recommended technology. The consultation recognized thafoyjed the meetings and presented national case studies.
there had been several successful developments of fishing

gear and practices in the past 10 years which had reduced }88- IATTCreported that its members and other countries
catch of juvenile fish and non-target species. Most of the®/0lved in purse seining of tuna in the Eastern Pacifeean
developments had occurred in developed countries and figd entered into a voluntary agreement in 1992 (La Jolla
transfer of appropriate technology to less developashtries Agreement) with the intention of reducing dolphin by-catches

was considered desirable. The involvement of the industfy the Eastern Pacific. The Agreement had been extremely
successful; since its entry into operation, annual dolphin
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mortality incidental to purse seining had been reduced from fisheries, based on direct observations of dvadiitionc

about 16,000 in 1992 to about 3,000 currently. One of the andgegpture studies. IPHC furthermore had incorporated
important features of the programme was the transfer of by-catch removals into its stock assessments and harvest
technology for removing dolphins safely from purse-seine policy. Such management decisions dictated that by-catch
nets among all the nations involved. An observer programme  fityrt@as counted directly as removal annually, and
whose primary purpose was to make observations on long-term harvest rates were devebamedind for the
incidental capture and mortality of dolphins in the fishery had  by-catch tityriia setting yields.

been established as a component of the La Jollq Agreemelrg.]_ IPHC further indicated that concern over by-catch by
Between 1993 anll997, most of the vegsels Caf“ed IATTCIhe two Contracting Parties had led to the formation of the
observers, who had also collected information on Oth?(alibut By-catch Work Group in 1991, to review and evaluate
by-catch taken by the vessels. halibut by-catch problems in each national zone.

184. IATTC also indicated that in February 1998 the Recommendations for research and by-catch reduction
countries involved in tuna fishery had concluded a binding programmes, including targets and timetables for reduction
Agreement for the International Dolphin Programme that of by-catch mortality, were developed jointly and had
included stricter provisions for dolphin protection. It also had  provided the basis for recommendations to the Canadian and
the objectives of reducing by-catch and discards and to the United States Governments.

achieve those objectives, it provided for measures that WelEs NAFO indicated that the regulatory measures on
consistent with the relevant provisions with the Code %fy-catch and discards as well as, on incidental catches were

Conduct for Reshpopsible_ Fr:s::eries_and ]fJWS Fish Stocks _strongly engraved in NAFO's Conservation and Enforcement
Agreement. Atthe fifty-eighth session of IATTC, in 1997, ifyje agres (incidental catch limits, by-catch recording,

was Qgreed tosetup a by_—cat_ch workin_g group (which b?gﬁ‘ﬁnimum fish size and minimum mesh size) and that there
work in July 1998), the objectives of which were: (a) to defmﬁ/ere several important provisions that constituted a legal

the relationships among by-catch and target species Wi8sis and guidelines for NAFO inspectors and observers to

special reference to the sustainability of the catches of all SUSRforce those provisions. The observers on board fishing

species; (b) to develop gear technology that was eﬁeCtive\}stels (100 per cent coverage) monitored all by-catch and

reducing by-catch to the maximum extent possible; and (8?scards and submitted their reports to the NAFO secretariat.
to formulate and evaluate management schemes for reducing

by-catch. 189. NASCO has advised that it had no new information
relating to fisheries by-catch and discards. However, it was
oncerned about the possible by-catch of Atlantic salmon in
elagic fisheries in the North-east Atlantic and was taking
easures, in conjunction with the International Council for
e Exploration of the Sea (ICES), to improve the information
Yailable on the level of salmon by-catch.

185. The International Pacific Halibut Commission
(IPHC) reported to the Secretary-General on 10 April 199
that by-catch of Pacific halibut in non-target fisheries of th
North Pacific constituted the second-largest removal of tl?
halibut population and had been monitored since the ea
1960s. Sincd 990, by-catch mortay had averaged 21 per
cent of the total annual removals. Although IPHC had nd90. CCSBT stated that in the current review period its
direct management authority over by-catch on those otH@€mbers had implemented measures to mitigate seabird
non-target fisheries, it hagonetheless worked closely withby-catch during longline fishing operations (e.g., through the
the halibut industry and agencies of the two Contractir¢se of Tori poles) and had continued to examine further
Parties, namely Canada and the United States, in developfgcatch mitigation measures through the CCSBT

methods to reduce by-catch and discards of halibut. Ecologically Related Species Working Group. Information
on by-catch and discards had been collected by observers and

186. Overthe past 10 years, IPHC had been at.the forefr%ir reports and other recent data would be reviewed by the
of efforts to reduce halibut by-catch rates and improve tlwOrking Group at its meeting in 1998

survival of discarded halibut by-catch. To reduce halibut

by-catch, it had developed management proposals basedl§4- CCAMLR stated that it had been leading most
incentives rather than penalties. Those incentives involvitfernational organizations in the establishment of a set of
reserving portions of yields from target stocks and allocatiffjeasures to reduce and prevent the incidental mortality of
the reserves, on a preferential basis, to those vessels that¥&@Pirds in longline fisheries.

demonstrated lower by-catch mortality. It had also assisted

in refining by-catch management by developing halibut

discard mortality rates for individual non-target groundfish
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192. OLDEPESCAhas advised that it had no information  seabird mortality in all the oceans of the world. It was thus
relating to fisheries by-catch, discards or the incidental up to the General Assembly to take the opportunity to help
capture of seabirds within its area of competence. control the fishing practices in longline fisheries.

193. CPPShas stated that it had no detailed informatioﬁtonsequemly' in conjunction with Bird Life International

concerning by-catch and discards and the incidental catchVXYVF had called upon the Secretary-General to recommend

seabirds. It pointed out, however, that some countrietg,at the General Assembly adopt a resolution expressing

including Peru and Chile, had commenced work on discarg@ve concern over the mortality of seabirds in longlines and

in the industrial anchovetta fishery with a view to eIiminating'nrglng _the swift adoption of binding measures to mitigate TQ'UCh
the practice of discarding. ortality. WWF was aware that the adoption of resolutions

alone would not redress or reverse fisheries practices that had
taken place over extended periods. Nonetheless, they would
E. Information provided by other certainly help in bringing greater visibility to critical issues,
intergovernmental organizations as they reflected the widespread view of the international
community that such activities were contrary to existing and

194. TheCouncil of Europe indicated that, in a resolution eyolving concepts and practices relating to sustainable
adopted by its Parliamentary Assembly on the sustainaligneries management.

exploitation of living marine resources, it had invited its

member States, to adopt, among other actions, practi&gls' The Japan ) Fl_shenes Assomatlor_wrep_orted that
measures to reduce by-catches and discards. Japanege tuna fishing vgssels opergtlng in the CCSBT
Convention area could obtain the authorization to do so from
the competent authorities provided that they avoided
F. Information provided by incidental catch of seabirds in accordance with Japan’s
non-governmental organizations Flsherles Act and the rggulapons of the Mln!stry of
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. Compliance with those
195. WWEF stressed that it had become increasingl‘rfgmatlons. was strictly enforced'wnh penalties and thg
. ) - apanese industry had been making great efforts to avoid
concerned over the impact of certain types of fishing gear on". : ) . .
. . _Incidental catch of seabirds, including development of seabird
marine ecosystems, such as bottom trawls and Ionglln%s :
. . . c3{-catch reduction measures.
which had recently been demonstrated to have serious impacts
on both non-target species and the marine environment itsd®9. Humane Society International (HSI) of HSUS has
In view of this situation, it had joined with Bird Life reported that the Government of Australia was about to
International in calling upon the Secretary-General to includelease its threat abatement plan for longline fishing, since
information on seabird mortality in longline fisheries in hidongline fishing had been listed under the Australian
report to the General Assembly. Although longlining had beérndangered Species Protection Act of 1992 as a “key
regarded as an “environmentally friendly” fishing techniquéhreatening process”, in view of its severe impact on
it could result in high levels of by-catch, including ofthreatened albatross and giant petrel species. The listing also
seabirds. Longline fishing was known to have been killing/as the result of a proposal submitted by HSI-Australia.

many thousands of albatrossgs and related seabirds inél@@_ Upon release of the plan, in the development of which
Southern Ocean, as seabirds became hooked Whil&| had been associated, mitigation measures would be
swallowing baited hooks during line setting and Werg,angatory, ultimately prompting a significant reduction in
subsequently drowned as the longline submerged. albatross mortality since its objective was to achieve a zero
196. WWF pointed out that well-provenitigation measures by-catch of seabirds.

nevertheless did exist, such as setting lines at night when fey; 1| recommended that the itigation measures
seabirds foraged, weighting lines so they sank quickly andescrined in the threat abatement plan also be adopted for
towing streamer lines that scared birds away from fishing.eanic longline fisheries worldwide. To that end, it
vessels. In addition, the recent development of underwagqjggested the development of a Protocol to the Convention

setting_devices had shown excellent promise in redu_c_ing_biég Biological Diversity, providing binding agreements for
mortality, and the challenge now was for such mltlgatIOBy_CatCh mitigation methods in general.

measures to be widely adopted. . _
202. Greenpeacexpressed the view that legal and illegal

197. However welcome those developments were, W qine fisheries operating in the Southern Ocean and
was of the view that they would not solve the problem Qfjse\vhere were posing a survival challenge to many species
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of seabird, particularly the albatross. It indicated thdf|. Efforts undertaken in FAO

CCAMLR scientists estimated in 1997 thidegal fishing ; o
vessels alone had killed ovelr00,000 Southern €ean concerning incidental catch of

seabirds annually. As a result, CCAMLR had adopted seabirds in Iongline ﬁSh_erieS;
conservation measures, such as season limitations and night conservation and effective

line settings, in the hope of reducing incidental seabird management of shark populatlons’

mortality. It realized, however, that compliance with those g :
measures by legal fisherfolk had been less than 100 per cent, and management of fIShmg CapaC|ty

while illegal fishing vessels had killed many more seabirds L o
than the legal vessels since the former did not abide by th&. Reduction in the incidental catch of
rules to reduce seabird by-catch in any way whatsoever. seabirds

203. Inthis onnection, Greenpeace had drawn a comparison
between the forces driving the southern bluefin tuna fishery, =
with its massive toll of seabird deaths associated with longlir®5. Japan indicated that, in March 1998, in cooperation
fishing and those behind the illegal Patagonian toothfishith FAQ, it had hosted an international conference on the
fishery, and found that they both had the same underlyingduction of incidental catch of seabirds.

causes: (a) high prices resulting from declining stocks of

commercially valuable species, coupled with increased?2. Information provided by FAO

global demand for such species; (b) overcapacity in trﬁ%& FAO reported that, at the twenty-second session of the

o 0 O ot on Fsheres (COF) i1 been proposed
g'y sop g oy, AO, in collaboration with Japan and the United States,

increasing investment in new vessel construction spurred . . L ;
L ; L ._._0rganize consultations of experts from inside and outside
government subsidies supporting fleet migration to dlsta&‘ S .
overnments to develop and propose guidelines leading to

rs; lack of litical will an mmitmen . . .
waters; (d) lack of political will and commitment byaé%lanofactlon aimed at reducing incidental seabird catches.

Governments to enforce precautionary management regi . i
) . P 'y managem ) 9 n3 pan and the United States agreed to fund such an exercise,
and strict conservation to protect marine biodiversity; and (¢ : o .
d a steering group consisting of representatives from the

m_a_dequa_te global trade regimes that had faHe_d to pro_VI@?P Governments and from FAO was established. The group
disincentives to, and had even supported, the internationa

X . . . L was assigned the responsibility of preparing the necessary
trade in overfished species and/or species caught in ﬂShertl)eSckground papers and, together with an expert appointed by
that had threatened the survival of other marine species, SLIE%b developing a draﬁ plan of action

as seabirds.

Information provided by States

204. Greenpace also pointed out that the increase in tq2e07' The group of experts from regions where seabirds in

catch size and technical capacity of both the legal and ille opglme fisheries was considered a problem met at Tokyo

fishing fleets worldwide, of all gear types and in all areas, hage™ 22 0 27 March 1998 andeached agreement on the

, contents of the draft plan of action, the provisions of which
grave consequences not only for the target fish stocks, but . :

.would be discussed and eventually endorsed by FAO in
also, as a result of by-catch, for numerous other mari

species. In that connection, it concurred with the opimo%CtOber 1998.

expressed by FAO that in a previous report to the Secretary- . . .

General, that a reduction of the world’s excess fishing efforts 3. Inform:_;\tlon p_rowd_ed by reglongl and

on marine fish was the one action that would provide the subregional fisheries organizations

greatest improvements in the situation of by-catch and 20ECAFC was of the view that the above-mentioned
discards in certain fisheries. Without such control, March 1998 meeting of the group of experts at Tokyo on the
Greenpeace felt that other solutions to the by-catch and reduction of the incidental catch of seabirds would have an
discard problem would be less effective and real success in impact on fisheries in the WECAFC region.

efforts towards improved management of the ocean’s

resources would be more difficult to attain (A/50/552, 4. Information provided by non-governmental

para. 11). organizations

209. WWF andBird Life International stated that they had
been encouraged by the initiative of the FAO Committee on
Fisheries to hold an expert consultation in late October 1998
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on the subject of seabird mortality with a view to developing specimens of shark species should cooperate with FAO and
a plan of action on that issue. other international fisheries management organizations.

210. Greenpeaceelieved that the FAO draft plan of action 213. Moreover, both the CodentiGct for Responsible

to reduce seabird by-catch in longline fisheries had failed to  Fisheries and the Kyoto Declaration and Plan of Action of
address the main issue of excess fishing capacity. Althouglecemdbed 995 had called for the conservation of biological

the plan considered the reduction of the number of encounters  diversity and the sustainable use of its component species, as
between seabirds and baited hooks to be essential for well as the minimization of waste and discards. FAO stressed
reducing the incidental catch of seabirds, Greenpeace was of thatiiiestithich intended to promote those objectives

the view that it was vital to place mitigation measures within ~ were in progress under a project funded by the Government
the context of overfishing and overcapacity. Thus, the single  of Japan. Such activities would conimieat#ja, to the

most important action that ought first to be taken by study of the biological and trade status of sharks.

Governments was swift action to reduce excess fishing , |, adition, FAO had organized, as suggested by COFI
capacity, particularly in t.he Iongline.fishi_ng sector. T.he FA n 1997, a consultation of experts to develop and propose
action plan for -protgcnon of seabirds in longline flSherleauidelines leading to a plan of action for shark conservation
should be explitly linked to the development of an FAO 5,4 management. Accordingly, a technical working group of
actlor) plap tq eliminate excess fishing capa_cnyln the g|°b8!<perts had met at Tokyo from 23 to 27 April 1998, and
longline fishing sector generally, and particularly in thoSggjinerated on technical guidelines for shark conservation and
regions where interactions with albatross and Oth‘r:‘rﬁanagement and elements of a draft plan of action. As a
endangered seabird populations were prevalent and Ofgrl%%w-up, consultations would be convened in Octoh888
concern, for example in continental s_helf areas and_arougpFAO headquarters in Rome with a view to: (a) determining
known migratory routes of albatross lying within or adent o g ecific requirements for sustainable global and regional
to the Southern Ocean. management of shark species; and (b) endorsing a plan of
action aimed at promoting the widespread use of those
guidelines by appropriate management bodies and
arrangements (at the national, and/or regional, and/or
international levels). The results of the consultation would be

) ) submitted to COFI for adoption at its next session in February
1. Information provided by FAO 1999.

211. FAO reported that there was widespread internationghg  The plan of action was to be communicated to FAO
concern over the increase in shark fishing and it§empers and to international fisheries management
consequences for populations of shark species in sevefglanizations or arrangements. Such a plan was expected to
areas of the world’s oceans. Currently few countries actuallyn(ain strategies for: (a) strengthening the availability of
managed their shark fisheries and there were almost p@rmation on shark stocks and shark fisheries globally:
international management mechanisms actively addressig indicating priorities for allocating public resources to
the.capture_ of sharks. However, there were indications thalc jre the minimum, essential information required for
an international consensus was emerging on the need forhagement of shark fisheries; (c) developing a global
improved control of fishing for shark species, including Skat%pproach (for national Governments and regional and
and rays. The prevailing view was that it was necessaryj{Qerational management organizations) in addressing global
control directed shark fisheries and some fisheries in Wh"ﬁi‘iority issues in conservation and management of sharks,
sharks constituted a significant by-catch. including the reduction of discards where practicable; and (d)
212. In1994, the Ninth Conference of the Parties to theonitoring the implementation of shark fishery management.
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of

Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) had adopted a resolution on2. Information provided by regional and

the biological and trade status of sharks, requesiinigy subregional fisheries organizations

alia, that: (a) FAO and other international fisherie§16_ CCSBT indicated that the issue of shark conservation

management organizations should es_,tabli_sh programmes, foy management was related to CCSBT'’s area of competence
collect and assemble the necessary biological and trade & was therefore being considered by its Ecologically

on shark species; and (b) all nations utilizing and trading iﬂelated Species Working Group. Future action by CCSBT

B. Conservation and effective management of
shark populations
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would take into account advice provided by the Working agreed on the need to: (a) develop more appropriate
Group. measurement methods and monitoring mechanisms, including

217. OLDEPESCA stated that it did not have a Speciﬁcfishing vessel registry; (b) give far greater emphasis to fleet

programme of work on the conservation and managementra?_ni_tormg and the assessment of fleet d_y_namics; (c)_adopt
sharks. However, the issue was viewed by members agtglues clearly speciying access conditions; (d) give a

general matter within the context of trade and environmen@@[a1er priority to management methods aiming at adj_ust_lng
issues. rather than blocking the pervasive tendency for overfishing

and over-investment resulting from open access conditions;
218. CPPS has reported that the conservation ang)reassess and strengthen current management methods and
management of sharks did not warrant a special programyféplementation procedures, in recognition that the
Wlthln the CommiSSion in VieW Of the Sma” quantities Obpphcab”'ty of avai|ab|e management methods WOUld
sharks harvested. Nonetheless, it recognized the importaRg@ertheless remain situation-specific; and (f) approach the

of the shark fishery for artisanal fisherfolk. reduction of fishing capacity with care, avoiding spillover
219. NAFO has indicated that it does not address shafifects and carefully controlling the induced effects of
management and conservation. scrapping programmes.

220. NASCO pointed out that the organization had bee#25. The technical working group also had provided
established to contribute to the conservation, restoratidiidance and made a number of recommendations to better
enhancement and rational management of Atlantic salmon aftfress the issues within national jurisdiction. It had

that the issue of shark conservation and management wasi®ognized that the high seas might be confronted with an
within its area of competence. even greater over-capitalization problem than that of the
. . exclusive economic zone fisheries, owing to the prevalence
(Z:ii']r:]?sss'foi,S%S’Oie\éft?:n??é;here were no sharks in tho‘? rather open access conditions and the fact that there were
' currently no internationally agreed measures to cause States
to control fishing capacity. The group therefore had
C. Management of fishing capacity recommended that the 1995 Fish Stocks Agreement and the

Compliance Agreement be urgently ratified and accepted

1. Information provided by FAO respectively.

222. FAO has informed the Secretary-General thg\?& The FAQ group had further ugg'ested 'that .
c%mplementary measures should be required, aiming in

consultations on the management of fishing capacity, Shararticular at: (a) improving monitoring mechanisms for high

fisheries and incidental catch of seabirds in longline fis:herigseas fleets: (b) strengthening and empowering regional fisher
will be held in Rome from 26 to 30 October 1998 pursuan ' 9 9 P greg y

to the initiatives announced at COFI in Mardi997. A organizations; (c) creating new organizations to ensure full

preparatory meeting had been held in July 1998 with a vieg\l?s\/%;z??, d(l)jn’:hﬁl r’gi)?téfceegs:;ronnes;c;d)a((::ict) n?;olllenngertgle
to considering outlines of the key elements for declarations b ping pacttyin g '

. . . . and of older vessels to developing countries in particular; and
and/or plans of action on those issues, including a declarat

I 3 ; : .
: T (e) addressing the growing importance of flags of
and/or plan of action on the management of fishing Capac&')nvenience. The group was also of the view that much

223. FAO had also anvened a meeting of a technicakesearch work and institutional building efforts needed to be
working group of independent experts on the managementeafrried out at both national and international levels to
fishing capacity in La Jolla, United States, in April 1998. Aimprove current capacities to address properly many issues
the meeting, the technical working group had reviewegertaining to the effective control and reduction of fishing
(a) the various issues related to measurement and monitoriggpacity.

(b) management and reduction methods; (c) broader policy

and institutional considerations; and (d) specific high seas2. |nformation provided by regional and

aspects. subregional fisheries organizations

224. Inaddion, the group emphasized the timeliness of thep7. CCSBT reported that the main conservation and

meeting and stressed the need for countries and #Rnagement strategy adopted by the Commission was the
international community urgently to take steps to address agglting and allocation of quotas. Fleet capacity had been
prevent overcapacity as recommended by the Code (gfsed in discussions within CCSBT as there were concerns
Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. In this Connection, thgyat the Southern bluefin resources m|ght not be ab|e to
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sustain the current level of fishing effort by member and non-  four (Japan, European Union, Honduras and Russian
member fleets. Federation) accounted for 53 per cent. Fifteen per cent of the

228. IBSFC has informed the Secretary-General that fledEW additions belonged to four countriesdiriuras, Liberia,

capacity management is handled by the Contracting Partfe@nama and Cyprus) offering open registers, commonly

and not by the Commission referred to as flags of convenience.

229. OLDEPESCA has advised that it does not havé34: According to Greergace’s study, new fishing vessel
competence in the area of fleet management construction trends had shown that more vessels were being

) _built with technology for fishing either for large amounts of
230. CPPShas stated that, with respect to fleet capacifg|atively low-valued species or for widely distributed species

management, the Commission does not have information gn depths that were previously technologically and
large-scale pelagic drift-net fleets, but both industrial angonomically unattainable. Moreover, the vessels’ fishing
artisanal fleets in its area of competence are subject §8wer had also been increasing: a factory trawler built in

management. 1995 would have two and half times the fishing power of a
. _ similar-sized factory trawler built in 1980, and was provided
3. Information provided by other with more advanced fishing technology.

intergovernmental organizations . .
tergove ental organizat 235. Greenpace’s calculations had shown that, while the

231. TheCouncil of Europe has expressed the view thatyorld's fishing fleet had increased by 3 per cent in terms of
given the excessive fishing effort, any fleet modernizatiofannage betweeh992 and 1997, it had actually increased by
programme ought to take account of predictable stock leveis per cent in terms of potential fishing capacity through new
the specific situation of the fishing sector and fishingdditions to the fleet and refits. Such a substantial increase
community in each country, in particular by taking intan the industrialized fishing fleet in just five years represented
consideration the size of the flshlng fleets in relation to tl’@ blatant rejection of common-sense g|0ba| calls for a
size of stocks. The Council was opposed to all managemeaguction in fishing effort in order to relieve fishing pressure
measures based solely on policies of dismantling vessels, @ftbverexploited stocks and help their recovery. To achieve
any measure of compulsory reduction of fishing effort oughhis goal, Greenpeace had recommended a 50 per cent

to be coupled with social support measures for fisherfolk angsduction in the current size of the industrialized fleet.

ifnecessary, compensation for shipowners. 236. Inadition, Greenpeace has found that of the 3.5 million

fishing vessels estimated by FAO to be fishing worldwide,
only 35,000, or 1 per cent of that number, were classified as
large-scale, industrialized vessels. These were responsible
232. Greenpeacebelieved that the very serious problem ofor the greater part of the landed catch of the world’s marine
unauthorized fishing in zones of national jurisdiction and ofisheries and were the main contributors to the global annual
the high seas, and the problem of destructive by-catciverage of 28 million tons of discarded by-catch.

discards in fisheries, were symptoms of the chronic refus?ér Greenpace thus suggested that, in striving for the

of Governments to resolve the matter ofovercapacnymtk}gcovery of world fisheries and the establishment of

industrial fishing sector. Despite numerous global calls in the . . - .
L . . cologically responsible fishing, the Governments of the chief
1990s to reduce fishing capacity, those nations that nee rﬁ§ gicaly responsive fishing v

Al . rine fisheries countries should opt fottiog fishing effort
tS%act urgently to reduce their fishing fleets had failed to di% the industrial sector rather than in small-scale, community-

based fisheries, since industrialized fleets were involved in
233. According to a study Greeegce had commissioned inunregulated and illegal fishing on the high seas, especially in
1997 enitled “Assessment of the World’s Fishing Fleetareas under the national jurisdiction of developiogiatries,
1991-1997”, a total of 1,654 fishing vessels had been addey benefited from government subsidies, and generally did
to the world's fleet from 1991 to 1996, and with orders fonot contribute to food security in local communities. The
244 new vessels of over 100 gross tonned 997, it was small-scale, community-based fisheries tended to be less
convinced that thenidustry was returning to the trend ofwasteful and more efficient in terms of resource use,
constructing fishing vessels with large tonnage. In thismployed more people and created less by-catch/discards by
connection, Greenpeace pointed out tlratghly 82 per cent bringing ashore all catch for consumption by the families of
of the new additions to the world’s fishing fleet in the periodhe fisherfolk as well as other members of their communities.
1991-1995 were made by just 14 States or entities, of which

4. Information provided by non-governmental
organizations
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238. Greenpace was therefore seeking a substantial
transformation from fisheries production dominated by large-
scale, capital-intensive, destructive fishing methods to
smaller-scale, community-based, labour-intensive fisheries
using ecologically responsible, selective fishing technology
and environmentally sound practices. It believed that fisheries
ought to be prioritized to provide for essential ritibmal and
livelihood needs, particularly of those comnities that were
traditionally dependent on access to adjacent fisheries
resources. It added that industrial fisheries for fishmeal and
oil production should be progressively transformed to
fisheries for human consumption.

239. Greenpace called also upon the Governments of fishing
nations to cut the numbers and capacity of large-scale fishing
fleets by at least half by 2005 thugh: (a) elimination of
government subsidies tadustrialized fishing vessels and
fleets; (b) imposition of a global moratorium on new
industrialized fishing vessel construction; (c) establishment
or enhancement of fishing vessel decommissioning schemes;
(d) elimination of reflagging and flag-of-convenience fishing
vessels; (e) ratification and implementation of the 1995 Fish
Stocks Agreement; and (f) adoption and application of the
Greenpeace Principles for Ecologically Responsible
Fisheries, including strict application of the precautionary
approach to fisheries management.

240. The Greengace Principles advocated “low-impact
fisheries”, with the objective of shifting fisheries management
from maximizing short-term profits to minimizing
environmental impacts, especially the risk of irreversible
harm to fish stocks, marine wildlife and marine ecosystems.
In this connection, reducing the intensity of fishing effort was
paramount so that fish stocks could be maintained at much
higher levels of abundance. Additionally, urgent measures
should be implemented to reduce fishing capacity, and fishing
efforts were to be deployed to levels in balance with the
limited fisheries resources, particularly in the sector of large-
scale, industrialized fishing fleets. To achieve this,
Governments must eliminate all forms of subsidies and other
aid that supported the expansion of fishing capacity, over-
capitalization or the migration of their fishing fleets to distant
waters.

Notes

1 See FAO and Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the
Sea,International Fisheries Instruments with Index
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.98.V.11).
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